PRIVATE
CONFERENCE OF THE EIGHTEEN-NATION COMMITTEE ENDC/PV. 63

ON DISARMAMENT 3C July 1962
ENGLISH

FINAL VERBATIL. RECCRD OF THE SIATY-TEIZD LEETING

Held at the Palais des Nations, Geneva,
on Monday, 30 July 1962, at 10 a.m.

Chairman: lrs. 4. MYRDAL (Sweden)

cde62-2095



ENDC/PV.63
2

PRESELIT AT THE TABLE

Brazil:

Bulgaria:

Burma s

Canada:

Czechoslovakia:

3}
3
o
:’;‘

India:

ilr. ARAUJO CASTRO
Mr. de ALZINCAR ARARIPE

lare e TARABANOV

d¥Mr. N, MINTCEEV

r, G. GUELEY

lir, M. KARASSILECNOV

Mr. J. BARRINGTON
U MAUNG MAUNG GII

Mr. E.L.l. BURIS
Mr., J.E.G. HARDY
MI‘. JcF-B/ip ELL

lir. R.M. TAIT

L’ir - J . HAJE ::
lire e ZELIA

lir. J. RIHA

ATO HADDIS ALLIAAYEEU
ATOC . HALIID
ATC GETACIAW Z=3RETH

1./’11‘ . A . s L] LJ;LL
LEI‘ . A . S . LE}ITA
ir. Ko K. R&C

lite Fo CAVALLITTI
Mr. Ae CAGIAY

lir, Co COSTA-REGHINI
lMr, LUCIOLI CITIERI



EZNDC/PV.63
3

PRESENT AT THE T:5.2 (cont!'d)

Mexico:

Nigeria:

Poland:

Romania:

Sweden:

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics:

United ALra’ Republic:

LiTe

LII‘ -

L. PADILLA NERVO
E. C4LDORON PUIG

idss B. AGUIRRE

1T

lir.
i

41s .

1.'11‘ .

1:'11‘ .
T,
I‘/&’r .

Idh‘ -

X,
I;II‘ L]

Lixe

D. GOWZALES GCLEZ

MaTo 13U
L.C.N., O3B
F.B. KCSCEKO

M. LACH

S. ROGULSKI
E. STANIEWSKI
W. WIECZOREK

G. MACOVESCU
H. FLORESCU
N. ECC3ESCU

I;rs- Ao IfIYPuD‘AL
3aron C.E. von PLATEN

Mr.

I:r.

LiI‘ .

ide STAEL
P. KLLLIN

V.A. ZORIN

L.I. ICIDELEVICHE
A.A., GRYZLCOV
V.V. ALDOSHIN

Ao FATTAN HASSAN
A. EL-ERIAN

A.E. ABDEL 4AGUID
S. AHMED



ENDC/PV.63
4

L

PRESENT AT TSZ TABLE (cont'd)

United Kingdom: " lir. J.B, GODBEER
Sir Michael WRIGET
lir., J.H. LAMBERT
Lord HORWICH

United States of Americas: lir. C.C. STELLE
' Mr. D. LARK
bire Ao AKALOVSKY
Mr. R.A. MARTIN

S»ecial Representative of the
Secretary~General: Mr. O. LOUTFI

Jdeputy to the Special Repregentative
of the Secretary-General: r. W. EPSTEIN




ENDC/TV. 63
5

The CHALIRLAN (Swedenj: I declarc open the sixty-third nlenery meeting of

the Conference of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament.

br. LALL (India): I should like to address 1y mein remaris today directly
to the subject before us, which is sub-paragrazh 5 (a) of the Procedure of Worlk
(ENDC/1/444.3).

Jefore I do so, however, may 1 welcome to our midst our colleaguc from KNigeria,
Ir. 1»u? I had intended to do so on Friday, but of course there were other gspeakers
then and I was not able to speaks However, I have already had the osleasure of
serving with Mr. kibu at another conference, and I therefore happen to tnow the
pleasure and valuable help from him which are in store for this Committee. e all
listened to his statement on Friday with dee> interest, and we shall value zreatly
his co—operation in the months to come.

Concerning sub-paragraph 5 (a), I had hoped that there would have been more
comment from all around the Committee by now on the interesting Voriking raper
sresentel to this Conference by the representative of Bulraris on 25 July
(EHDC/L.17);/. It is clearly a document whici seeks to arrive at 2 compromise
in the TFormulation of general obligations relating to the first stage tasks. I
should therefore like to talk with reference 4o it. Its first paragrazh states
clearly: "The first stage shall ... be commleted within fifteen months." I
thin’s this is a matter on which there will be differences of opinion. e
ourselves are in favour of a fast moving plan, but we foresee opposition, and have
no difficulty in sugpesting that instead of "fifteen" there should be dots inserted
so that the period for the completion of this stage is left blank at the moment.

I say this because we should naturally 1liZe to take into account the views of our
United States colleagues and others who have supported them in the view that the
plan should take a little longer. However, at the moment perhaps we cculd leave
a blani there, without pinning ourselves to a specified number of months.

Then there is paragraph (1) dealing with the elimination of nuclear vehicles
and all militery bases in foreign territory, and so on. It is not ry intention to
comment on this matter. Ve have had long debates on it, and clearly there is a
sfrong difference of opinion. I do not wislh to suggest how the co-Chairmen will
deal with this. DPerhaps they will find words which are acceptable to Doth of thenm,

and so give us an alternative paragraph (1). Therefore I shall refrain from comment

l/ See also Rev,.1.
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on that paragraph, but I should like to comment on the next paragraph which deals
with the reduction of armed forces, armaments, and so on.

Cn the assumption that the co-Chairmen might use this working paper in an
attemnt to find compromise language in respect of many of the elements in the first~-
stage tasks, my delegation would formally submit and propose that the word
"conventional" before the word "armaments" in the first .line of its paragraph (2)
should be deleted, and that the paragraph should read "to reduce their armed forces,
their ermaments, the »roduction of such armaments, etc,". The reason we propose
that is that the Government of India and my delegation are unable to accent the
position that nothing should be done about nuclear armaments in the first stape.

We regerd nuclear armaments as the main problem before the world, and we are unable
to tae the view that in the first~stage tasizs the reduction of armaments should
be regitricted to conventional armements.

I should like to draw attention again to the Joint Statement of Lgreed
Principles for disarmament negotiations, and to point out that its sub-peragrephs (b)
deals cléarly and unambiguously with the -

"Slimination of all stockpiles of nuclear, chemical, bacteriological,

and other weapons of mass destruction and cessation of the production

of such weapons." (ENDC/5, p.2)

That is a clear mandate, and“in our view it would be very difficult for us in this
Committee to agree to first stage tasks which overlooked that elear mandate. ¥hen
there is such a clear injunction which has been accepted unanimously by the United
Hations then, in our view, we must begin this task in the very first stoge: and we
have been heartened in taking this view to see certain very recent statements to
which I should like to draw the attention of +his Committee.

I shall take them chronologically, and I should like therefore first to draw
the attention of the Committee to a statement which was made at the Accre Assembly
in June this year on behalf of Iir. William C. Foster, the Director of tle United
States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. The statement was sent by Lir. Foster
to be read out by the Chairmen of the Conference at hcera, and it was sc read out.
This is what Mr. Foster said at the very beginning of his statement —- I am quoting
it from the document which the United States delegation kindly sends me every

morning, so I take it to be an authoritative text:
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"The succegs of the Accre Assembly will be measured by its individual

response to tiie question posed to all mankind by tae threat of nuclear war.®
That is how lir., Foster began his statement -- by referrinz to "the threat of
nuclear war." Cbviously that means that the United States Government, speaking
through the officer who is directly in charge of its operations concerning
disarmament, says ‘vhat the main question is the threat of nuclear war —- "the
question posed to a2}l menkind by the threat of nuclear wax".

Then 1 should like to turn to a part of the statement made by iLx. Khrushchev
to the Moscow Conference on 10 July. There are many parts of that stetement which
bear on this subjech. I will read only one, but we all Imow -— because it has
repeatedly said so -~ that the Soviet Union attaches great importance to the
elimination of nuclear weapons. This is what Hr. Xhrushchev said:

"In this age of nuclear weapons, this age of rociets, the danger of

a murderous nuclear war cannot be eliminated unless the means of mass

annihilation are utterly destroyed end nuclear weabdons prohibited. We

are in favour of the complete destruction of the material means of warfare."

(ENDC/47, weze 3)

There again we see the emphasis laid -~ and rightly laii, we thinlt —— on nucleavr

weapons.

Now I should lile to turn to President Xennedy's statement of 14 July, which
is the last, ckhronologically, of the three statements thet I 2m going to cite at
this moment. Vien 2e was speaking of the tasks before tiis resumed session of our
Conference, Presicent Xennedy said:

"In the resumed negotiations tine United States will continue to seek

agreement whick will meet the dangers of the nuclear threat." (ZDC/44, page 1)

I submit that it is a question not only of the joint statement of principles,
but also of the freely-—expressed views of the leaders of sovernment and o thers in
posétions of authority on the two sides —— let alone statements of countries such as
youfs, Madam Chairman, and mine, which are perhaps regarded as extremely averse to
nuclear weapons for some reason vwhich apparently the two sides sometimes consider
as over-gsensitive, Apart from the statements of all eight of our countries,
statements which we could furnish here by the dozen, I am lrawing attention to the
fact that when they have spoken their minds freely in the recent past the leaders
of both sides have said‘quite clearly that the main threat which the world faces is

the threat of nuclear war.
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So, for all those reasons, we would submit that the paragraph which deals with
the cuestion of armaments, the reduction of armed forces, etc, should leave out
the worl "conventional" and should allow this Committee to develop its views fully
in forthcoming weeks on tlie elimination or reluction of nuclear weapons in the
first stage, and I would hope that the co-Chairmen woull take this into account.
In any case, I make this formal proposal that the word "conventional be deleted
from this paper and, if they are looking at another paper or preparing their own
joint compromise paper, then we would requegt that these views be talen into
account in such preparation.

I think the next three paragraphs of the working pader are an effort to arrive
at compromise language between the United States and the Soviet Union texts, and
we will not comment on them. We think tuat tuney are conceived and worded in +the
right spirit, and they will probably be helpful.

Sut T want to raise another point regarding this paper, as I think something
important is missing here. I should like to draw attention to both plans. I
will take first document ENDC/2, which is the Soviet plan. On its page 13 I find
that, before it goes on to part III and the second stage, it contains article 20
which is headed "Transition from First to Second Stage"; +that appears directly
under the stage I measures and is included in them. I should like to show
that the United States plan does exactly the same thing on pege 19 of document
ENDC/30, where there is a sub-heading "I. Trensition". Now what is "I"? The
Previous heading wus "H", and if we go bhacl: several pages under sbtage I we find
"A, ALrxmements". So from A to I —- that is, Irom page 4 to page 15 of this plan ~-
we have the first stage measures, and the second stage starts on the next page,
which is page 20. So both plans include in the first stapge measureg the
transition measures from stage I to stage II; and it is very important, I would
submit, that in this document dealing with stege I we should pin down our approaeh
to the cuestion of transition. ind in doing so we should again talze into account
the general sentiment in this Committee thet we should proceed without interruption
from stage I to stage ITI -~ that there should be continuity.

I shell not again today quote the rermorizs in this connexion which were made by
both Lord Home and Lir. Krishna lienon on 24 July (ENDC/PV.60), because I have already
quoted those remarks, they are on record and certainly those two distinguished

Ministers said that they were in favour of continuity.
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I would submit that in this paper there should be a sixth numbered paragraph —=-
or perhaps a separate paragraph, because it might be said that in a sense transition
is o little outside the actual first stage measure, although it appears in both
plans agoin as parv of the firsbt stage. I would say that we should have a
paragranh which would read.

"(6). And to proceed without interrupiion to the second stage

meagures °f disarmement in the treaty on general and complete

disarnament. "

It i, iy formal proposal that thet paragraph should be inserted. If another
document is being considered or is being drawn up by the co-Chairmen, then I would
request that those words be included in it.

I have said that therve is & strong sentiment in this Committee: T have
referred 4o what two liinisters said less than a week ago, and I should lilte to
refer apgain to the statement made by uir, William Foster which was read out at the
hcera Conference because, after all, he is, as I said, the officer concerned directly
in the direction and the leadership in this connexion in the United States. I
shall quote quite extensively; Ir. Foster said:

"Central to ovr thinking is the idea that & wide measure of

agreement can be regotiated and put into effect without waiting

for & world from which all pelitical, military and technical

problems have been banished.™ .

I will stop there for a moment, because that in itself is 2 most important
quotation. Sometimes we have been told here, both in this room and, if I may say
so, more often ocutside tkis room, that there are certain very grave problems in
the world which stand as a road-block in the way of progress on disarmament, and
that until those political difficulties are solved it is difficult to pgo alhead
with disarmement. I should like to draw attenton arain to this spontaneous and
freely-expressed view of lir. Foster that we can make a great deal of prosress
and put into effect measures of disarmament witi:out waiting for a world in which
all political, military and technical problems have been solved. But here is
what I am coming to which is germane to what I was dealing with, namely, the

guestion of transition.
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Lir. Foster continued by saying:

"Implementation of disarmament measures would then »roceed without

interruption until the goal of a disarmed world had been attained."

He said very clearly that we would "proceed without interruption until the goal of a
disarmed world had been attained". I need notlabour this statement with further
quotations and citations, because we are aware that many of our countries tzke a

very devermined view on this point that there should be no interruption in the process
of disarmament, but I would submit {that as both the draft Hlans contain measures
dealing with trensition in their first stages we must include in this »pever a clear
svatement that the States which will sign the dreaby will proceed withou? interruption
to the second stage measures of disarmament in the treaty on general and complete
disarmaments.

3o much for this document and for the specific proposals which we have to make;
but it is my duty, I feel, to remind the Commivtee of our philosophy regarding the
contents of a stage of disarmament. That philosophy was clearly set forth by
lir, Xrishna lienon on 24 July in his statement, from which I shall quote one sentence.
lir. ldenon said:

"Therefore the impact that any stage can make on the whole quantum of arms

and on the world must be sufficiently heavy to make o difference.™
(8112¢/2V.60, D.16)

In other words, we do not take the view that we can have a very tentaiive siage of
disarmament wihich makes no effective difference by its impact on the armaments
situation. We believe bthat that would be not o stage, bul just a collection of

certain individual measures of discrmament which would not amount to & sicge. A
stvege is always & part of a process which is of such a nature that it cas its own
logic -- o beginning, a middle and an end. A mere collection of a few measures is
not o stoge, and therefore we submiv that this view which was expressed by

Mr. Zrishna l.enon is entirely reasonable and entirely logical. It goes to the
essence of the meaning of what should be contained in a stage of disarmement, and we
think +hat i5 should be “%aken into account. There is no point in our sedding down
a few tenitabive, small, rather frighitened measures and saying that they amount to

e stoge of disarmament. They do not amount to a stage of disarmament.
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That is our philosphy, and we would request that it De taken into account by
the co-Chairmen when +they draft the document setving out vhe general obligetions.

Before I close, I should like tc refer to +the two very inveresting ond enlighten—
ing stavements, for which we were most grateful, which were made by lir, /Lrthur Dean
(ENDC/2V.62, pe29et seq.) and by iir. Zorin (ibid. Pe33) in vhich they drew for us
their concent of the nicture of the world after the first-stoge measures had been
put into operation.

'irsy, I should like to say that it was extremely interesting thabt, when they
gave us bheir views of what the world would loox like after the first siage measures
under the Soviet plan, those two emirent and reasonable gentlemen painted entirely
different nictures. That was very interesting. It seems that both of them are
looking at the same measures of disarmament very differently. This is an extraordinary
fact, and I think it is worth our while to dwell for a moment upon how exiraordinary
it is that the same measures of disarmament lool: so different when viewed from
Washingvon and when looled at from Loscow. e have been told that geograpiy does
not matter, that it is the same for 2ll of us; ond I must say that I apgree with a
great desl of what our colleague from Poland so intelligently and forcefully said
about geogrophy (ibid. n.323). But there seems t0 be some obther faetor involved
which mealzes these same facts cppeer very different.

In o moment I should like to come to what this strange element is which makes
things grpear so different; before I do that, I should like to say that so far as
my delcgation is concerned we were not very henpy when looking at eithex »icture.

If I had rone tom art gallery to buy pictures ond I had seen the two pictures
peinted by these distinguished artists, I would have boughi neither. .he reason
is this. Of course, there will be dangers: both pictures contain dangers, and
after we have finished the first sitcge of disarmament the world will nod be a safe
one. That is why lir. Foster said thot we must »proceed withou? interruption until
we abtteoin our goal of o disarmed world.

I sugpgest that although therce is merit in lcoking at the strategic npicture at
the end of stage I and at the end of stage II, there is very limited merit in it
because viien one looks at such a& Dicture one tends to make static one poinv of time
in a continuous process, and thet we must not do. Ve must not look at the end of
the first stage or the end of the second stage ab & static moment, a frozen moment,

o moment in which we will thereafter live, a noment the effects of which will
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determine our sense of security and our sense of well-beinz, That is not what will
happen. IV is merely o point of time in a continuous process. I wish ‘o draw sttention
to thob decouse unless we remember it I am sure we shall all, with very good reason,
be rather frightened of the strategic picture ot the end of stage I and even at the
end of svage II. We must remember that our goal is to move uninterrupitedly to the

L

S

end of svage III, and that is where the fear thal afflicts us -~ and noturslly afflicts

us -- voday as a resulv of the appalling armemenis situation will have been allayed.

Now I should like to return bo that question which I said arises. I% is the
missing element which scems to distort or chenge the same facts when looled at from
two pointvs of view, snd it is of course our old friend distrust and suspicion. In
faet 1. Deon referred to it in his statement on Friday. He spoke of the increased
distrust ond suspicion which would be created by the facts of the Soviet first-stage
plan as he saw them. That is whot is, I think, ot the source of this distortion of
the facts wvhich takes place. I would submit with great respect to the Uwo sides that
I hope +they will allow vhe unaligned countries here, the eight other countries that
do notv belong to the two sides, to help them 1o correct their vision in these matters.
1 should lixe to say that the Indian delegation will do its best to loolz al these
facts objectively. I am sure, iliadam Chairman, that you will —— I have never once
seen you failing in objectivity -- and that other delegavions will do so and will
help our colleagues on the two sides to see the facts objectively.

In thav connexion, ifr. Dean proposed a ceriain remedy. I quote from his words
as I %oolx them down and not from vhe text, because it is easier for me ito do so and
I thinit ve should save time now. e said thot he hoped that his Soviet colleagues
would seclz readjustment of their positions. IHe said he hoped that his OGoviet colleagues
would maite compromise proposals, would move out of their old »nlens and so on and
would, therefore, move towards the United Stetes vision of disarmament (ZDC/Pv.62,
17.29). Without being misunderstcod, I should like to say that I suppori that
statemenlt. DBut I alsoc think that the United States must do the same. <The United
States also must move from its positions and it must move towords the Soviev positions
or other ideas which might be exnressed. In other words, this injunciion which
lir., Deezn oddressed to his Soviet colleagues, I would take the liberty of nddressing
40 both sides. Both sides must move in order to sttack frontally the mutucl distrust
between “hem. It is not going 1o be good enouzh if, realizing that there is this

distrust, one side or the other expects the other side to make 21l the movement.
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I was very much interested in a portion of +the statement by Mr. Green, the
Foreign iinister of Carada, and I should like to draw attention to it in this
ecnnexion. He was at that time speaking about nuclear wezpon carriers, bub I believe
that what he said has o wide applicetion. He said:

"I om convinced that opporitunity for genuine negotiations will exist only
if neither side holds to totally uncompromising positions."

(2iDC/PV.60 p.31)

That is o very imporiant statement, and one which comes from o country which happens
to be sligned with one of the two great military bloes. I am afraid "bloc" is not
& good word, becausc "bloc" sounds as though it were something that had been frozen,
the dimensions of which were known. Regretitably, today the military arrongements

on ecch side are not frozen; they are developing at a tremendous pace. So "bloc"
is a very wrong word to use, but I use it becausc it has become one of “he
conveavional words., I wculd again draw aite.tion +tc what lir. Green said. He said
that there will be opportunities for genuine negotiations "only if neither side
holds ‘o votally uncompromising »ositions®. That is a very important sitcienment,

and I hope that both sides will toke intc account those wise words of the Foreign

Iinisver of Canada.

ir, BURNS (Conada): e hove just heard the representative of India point
outv that the views of the Soviet Union and those of the United States as expounded
by their representatives here on the situstion thet would cxist in the world at the
end of thoe first stage of disarmament were very different, cnd we have heard some
very pertinent observations from iir. Lall in that connexion. In my statement today
I am geing o restried myself to a rother smaller portion of the picture than
lar. Lall bouched on: nomeiy, the militeiy and stretegic consequences, o5 we see
them, if the measures provided in vhe first stcoge of the Soviet disarmemen’ plan
(ENDC/2) were put into effect.

Ly our meeting last Friday the Soviet Union representetvive gave us an cexposition

of whal, in the Soviet view, would be the strategic situation of the HATO alliance
vis & vis the Warsaw 9rcaty countrics at that noint (ENDC/PV.62, p.34).

SRy

Renresentotives will recall that at the close of the meeting I remarked (ibid. p.51 )

. .

that the Coviet representative's statement of the hypotheticel strategic position
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was preity one-sided. I have since carefully studied the nortion of lir. Zorin's
statement which deals with this matter and, on this further examination, I feel that
it gives o very misleading account of the strategic factors involved. Therefore it
is necessary, in my view, to offer some criticisms in order that the Conference as

a whole may be able to essess the matter, having before it the viewpoint of both
sides. In preparing these remarks I have had the benefit of the advicc of military
officers who are attached to other delegations; but the conclusions are, I should
emphasize, my own. No doubt some of my colleagues may wish to make stovements also
on to lir. Zorin's strategic analysis.

The Soviet Union representative used a very simple method in making his comparison
of the military capcbilities of the UATO countrics and those of the Varsaw Pact
countries. He mewely odded up the figures of manpower in the armed forces given in
the table on page 24 of the publication of the Ingtitute for Strategic Studies
entitled "The Communist Bloc and the VWestern Alliances -- the Military Balonce 1961-
62", If indeed one could assess bthe military effectiveness of opposed coalitions
for nations simply by adding up their known military manpower, that would greatly
simplify the art of war. One would not require trained militery staffs or very
experienced generals to deal with strategic questions. An adding machine would
suffice, and the answer to the question which side could win o war would de given
immediately.

However, I should like first of all to mclke some criticisms even of the numbers
vhich lir. Zorin used in his numbers game. I refer to the tobuletion given on page 72
of the verbatim record of our sixiy-second meeting. There is o mistalke -~ probably
in the transcription —— in that France is shown to have 1,900,000 men when it shoull
have been 1,009,000 men, according to the Institute for Strategic Studies pamphlet,
and even with that correction the tolal of lir. Zorin's tabulation is 3,304,000 and
not 3,334,000 as shown,

But by including all the nabvions of NATO cxcept the United States and Canada
Mr.Zorin ignores the fact that in computing what would be the balance of forces at
o decisive point or arcc —-- one where an offensive operation might be mounted —- it
is only those forces that can be concentrated there within a short period of time
that can be effective. He includes in his list the forces of Turkey, Greece and
Portugal, vhich could not possibly reach a decisive theatre in Vestern Zurcpe in

time to offect & militory decisiocn, It is even doubtful whether it would be
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possible ‘o move troops from Italy to the Western European front in time to be of any
effect, as the history of troop movements from the Western Front to I4aly in the
First Vorld Var shows. Furthermore, ifr. Zorin has included the armed forces of the
United Tngdem and Norwey, ail of which, according to the Soviet provisions for

stage I, would be withdrawn to their home territories and could not reach the theatre
of war excepV by passing over the sea —— an operction which is difficuld and consumes
much time, as I will explain more fully later.

Therefore the only forces which really should be included in this dalance are
those of France, the Federal Republic of Germany, the Netherlands, Belgium, Denmark
and Luxembourg. Let us, however, add for good measure the forces of Italy, and that
would malze 2,100,000 men in round numbers as the available manpower of the HATO
alliance before the stage I reductions were effected. If the 30 per cen’ reduction
were apnlicd —- the assumption which lir. Zorin poes on —- that would lccve their
strengiir ot cpproximately 1,500,0C0 men, cad those would be faced by 2,300,000 men
of the Jarscw Paet Powers, according to Mr. Zorin's calculation, of which the Soviet
armed forces would comprise 1,700,000. Thus the numericel cequality which was alleged
by lir. Zorin in his statement is found to be an advantage of about 50 per cent on
the side of the Warsaw Pact Powers when the real strategic factors are Selken into
account,

The fact that the forces of the Soviet Union would constitute such a relatively
large narv of the total in the Varsaw Pact group is of great importance. It is a
principle proved by innumerable instances in military history that the eifectiveness
of o homogeneous nationgl force is greatly superior to that of a more or less
heterogeneous alliance although the two may be equal in numbers. The factors of
commanc, organization, equipment, mutual understonding and confidence pive the
homogencous force o very great advantage. In the last two great wars <the Soviet
Union has not had experience of the difficulties which arise in operating formations
composed of several nationalities, and the Soviet delegation expert may possibly
have overlooked that factor. I may say that I have commanded formations comprising
several different nationclities, both in the Second World Var and in the United
Nations Zmergency Force, and I have no hesitotion in saying that in reclioning
military effectiveness o considerable discount must be applied te the nominal

numbers of g force made up of many allies,
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Incidentally, the Soviet proposals (ENDC/48) would prevent the forces of the
NATO netions training to operate os a group. Although it is not strictly relevant
to the subject on which I am speaking, I must sgy that I cannol undersvand why the
prohibition of joint manoeuvres was introduced into the Sovie€ dratt for svage I
when anovher article calls for oll military forces to be withdrawn to their home
territories in that stage. If national forces had always %o reamain on their own
territory it is difficult to see how they could carry out joint manoeuvies ot all.
But this is apart from the mein argjument I om advancing in this statement.

The Soviet draf’ ticaty sees the Scoviet armed forces as having 1,700,000 men
left ot the end of stage I. I+ has been pointed out several times in this Conference
that it is not numbers of men thet give strength, especicily offensive sirength,
to modern armies but the armaments with which ‘they are equipped -~ particularly
tanks, artvillery, moriars and attaci aireraft. That will the Soviet Union have left
in thosc nost impoxrtant categories of conventional militery strengvh? I turn to
the document from which lir. Zorin has drawn his figures and which he wmresumably
regoards as a good authority. 7le note on its naze 4 that in Zast Germany the
Soviet Union has tentenlr divisions, cach with 400 tenks, ond ten mechaniced
divisions, each with 250 tanks. r the next »nage it is stated that the Holel tank
strength of ‘the Soviet irmy is estimabed at 2C,000 front-line tanks and 195,000
second-line or reserve btanks. Those 35,000 will, of course, be reduced by 30 per
cent, and there will be 24,500 lefd, vhich is enough Yo equip about €0 tank
divisions, including those thalt I haove mentioned above,

Presumebly, under the provisions of the Joviet plan for svage I, the divisions
now in Germany would be withdrawn to Sovied lerritory, but they might be no further
away thet what was formerly East Prussio —- say near Kalinigred. Kalinigrad is
only about 800 kilometres from the mouth of the Zlbe on the North Sea, a distance
which could be covered in five deys’ march by armoured divisions.

+ is stated also in the same sczetion of the Institute for Strategic Siudies
document “hat there are nine divisinns in the azirborne forces of the Soviet Union
and thet two of them con be airdropoed or aixlanded in any single operation. The
reduction of armaments under the Soviet nlan would not require any of these highly
trained ond very powerful offensive organs .- Hanlk divisions, airborne divisions
or mechonized divisions ~ to be disbanded or reduced in cquipment so that they

would be in any way immobilized or less powerful in offensive operations.
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Obviously wael the West has to fear is the possibility of & massive attaclz, but
Mr. Zorin has stated that:

".seese In these new conditions an aggressor could not expect to achieve complete

surprise. TFurthermore, in view of the existence in the territory of States

of a fairly extensive control networli to supervise the eliminetion of delivery

vehicles and the reduction of armed forces and armaments as early as stage I,

no one will be able to hide preparations for unleashing war." (ZNDC/PV.62,

PP-36,37)

Mr. Zorin went on %o say thet any surprise that could be achieved would be much less
than that of the attack by Hitler's Germeny against the Soviet Union in 1941.

There are two points to be commented upon in the foregoing nassage. Firsv, the
same type of armenents as enabled Hitler's forces to move by surprise to effect deen
penetrations inlo the Soviet Union would still be in existence, as I have shown.
Secondly, straiezic militery surprise is, as every officer knows, a relative uaiter.
Surprise, in the sense of earlier preparation and concentration, if it gave oanly ca
advantage of ten days, might well be decisive. Nr. Zorin would seem to imply taat
the States of the Warsaw Treaty —- and, of course, the I4TO States ~- would no longer
be able to achieve strategic surprise after the measures of stage I of the Sovies
draft treaty had been carried out. Secrecy and concezlment are the prime requisites
for a surprise attack, and, as we know, the military system of the Soviet Union is
very carefully shrouded in secrecy and we have seen in this Conference how pre-
occupied the Soviet Union is to keep it so. However, it may be that lLir. Zorin
intended to let us tnow that the Soviet Union was now willing to forzo the advanteage
of secrecy which the Varsaw Treaty countries now possess.

I have quoted his remarks about & control networl:. Do they mecn that the Jovietl
Union hes reconsidered its attitude in regerd to the verification of disarmeament
measures? In the past Mr. Zorin has told us that control would consist only of
permitting observers to watch the destruction of arms and the disbandment of Hersonnel
et certain selected sites. Ve have been told that we have no rigint to know about
the quantity or location of any forces or armaments which remain. But, of course,
if that attitude were mointained ell the forces —- the very powerful offensive

forces which I have mentioned -- would not be subject to inspecticn or observavicn:
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that is, unless the Soviet Union has now decided 4o include orovisions for o network
of observation posts such as was suggested in the "surprise attack” proposals of
1958 and vhich was onc of the mcasures mentioned by lir., Gromyko in his letber of

26 September 1961. But during this Conference we have so far been given 4o under~
stand tha’ no such arrangements would be tolerable to the Soviet Union, so 2ll this
obsession with secrecy is another rcoson why the Test fears the possibilivy of a
powerful land offensive by Soviev forces,

In the past'the HATO alliance was even wealter than it now is in conventional
forces ond crmamenvs, rcolative to the Varsaw Treavy Powers. + was the dangef of’
mass abuacl: by forces which could in a few days seize vital territory in vestern
Burcpe thev caused the IJATO alliance vo rely orn the nuclear deterrent. The matter
has recenvly been explained very clearly by the representetive of the Unived States,
lir. Deon, guoting the explanationgiven by President Kennedy of the long-stonding
policy in this matter (ZHDC/PV.61, 2.31).

Yhe cim of my argument todny, as the Committee will have grasped, is vo show
that under the Soviet Union's stage I disarmament mroposels the Soviev Union and its
allies would still retain & greaot superiofity in the means of convenitioncl war which
could be eopmnlied in o decisive oree in Western Surope; but under the Jovied
nroposals the West would no longser have the nucleer ermement which today devers ony
such advenvure.

T yrent Yo say vhat I do not forget that the representoitive of the Soviet Union
has assured us that:

",,, “he Soviet Union ond its allies are nob threstening anyone cnd have no

intention of threatening onyone in the nrocess of disarmoment.”

(BDLS/2V.62, 1n.62)

e welcome that assurcnce from iir., Zorin, of course, and remember that we heve heard

such assuronces before. But unfortunctely, in the world as it is, when meking

colculotions affecting notional security and the defence of vital interests —— and
disarmemenv affects both of these -~ we have to count on whabv nations can do, what

their actions might be if perhans their destinies were conirolled by persons less

peaceful-ninded than ILx. Zorin and ix. Khrushchev.

L

Turning bocz o the factors of time and space, which are of “he essence ol

-3

military stratery, lir. Zorin quoted some very strange views on the Facility wiil
which troops could be moved across the ocean. de referred to the »ossibility ol the

United States reinforecing its 11LT0 allies in the event c¢f & war with conventicnel
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weapens breaking out after the stage I reductions had been effected. I quote whatv
he said:
"iorcover, if the Western European members of NATO should wish, in the
event of a military conflict, to bring in the troops of their imerican ally
to aid them, . . . modern trensport liners, each of which can tcke an entire
division with 211 arms end equipment, will cross the Atlantic within five
days. lioreover, there is, as we know, transoceanic air transvport.
"In his recent statement at the University of liichigan, the United States
Secretary for Defense, lir. licNamara, mentioned that the personzel of two
American divisions can be rapidly transported ‘o Zurope by air.%

(ENDC/PV.62, »p.40,41)

With reference to sir-transported divisions; lr. McNamora pointed out that their
equipment, their ormements and arms were stored in Zurope; but, of course, under vhe
provisions of the Soviet draft treaty there would be no United Stotes bases in Zurope,
or equipment either, and to move men into a battle aree without all their armaments
would be merely offering them up for slaughter.

I am afraid that the expert who advised lir. Zorin in this mavier of moving
nilitary forces across the ocean -- or even across a relatively narrow body of woter
such as the English Channel or the North Sea ~- is not very well ccqueinted with the
problems. If he would only study the extensive military literzture, which his
Western colleagues will be glad to indicote to him, describing the difficulties which
the United States encountered both in the First World Ver and in the Second World
War in transporting its armies to the European theatre —-- and those difficulties were
not chiefly due to U-boat operations —— and also the time taken to move the Brivish
armies across the Channel to the friendly bverritory of France at the outbreak of the
Second World Wer in September 1939, his ideos on the speed with vhich such cverations
could be carried out would be drastically revised.

As for the airplane, it certairly speeds travel of versonnel bub it is nov
suited for moving dullk cargoes ov:r long distances. Lir travellers know very well
how much a few zilos of excess baggage costs. But soldiers in heavily equinped
units may require as much as 10 tons per man; and, apart from the dead weighv,
military equipment assumes inconvenient end extreordinory shapes. Problems of the
military loading cf ships and sirplanes upset all ordinary transportation
calculations. tnparently Mr. Zorin's adviser assumed that it would be as easy to
move o division by air, and have it fully effective as a fighting organ on arrivel,

as it is to taize passage in an aircraft from Geneva to lew York.
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I note alsc that the representative of the Soviet Union is reported as mentioning at the
came meeting vhav the distance from Siberia to the western boundary of the Soviet Union is
twice as greal as the distance across the Atlantic. (ibid. p.4l ) However, in spibe of what
he said carlier in his stavement, there would not be any real reason for many of the Soviet
aerned forces Yo be in the For Bost, where the Soviet Union's gread ally, Coumunist China,
could surely nrotect it from any attack from the countries he menticmed {ibid. p.3G ) as
possible aggressors. Therefore the Soviet ﬁhion could concenirate its forces in the wesbvern
part of its tervitory, and the lonpg disieonce frowm Viadivostok tc the Western Front is
immaterial,

Before closing this critical review I should refer to another point. Ur. Zorin has %Hold
us that at the end of stege I in the Soviet treaty only land armies would exis?t in Fuvrope.
Fer some reoson he believes he has reassured our United Kingdbm colleagues waen he tells 13
that an atteclz upon the British Isles‘would be immossible with those reducvions in air aad
~sen power. I wonder if he renlizes whol a disconcerting picture this really is for whe
Brivish., ‘Jhet he is saying is that ofter the interlocking defence measures upon which tho
NATO allience relies have been destroyed, and the countries on the western neriphery of
Furope are ot the mercy of the Eastern bloc land armies, the 3British should bde happy ard
content to be borricaded upon their islands., 1In short, lir. Zorin wents us to believe that
the British would be delighted to find themselves in the nosition which they enjoyed when
the Mapoleonic armies were camped across the Channel in 1811, or thereabouts, ovr during the
Battle of Britein. It is precisely to avoid such a condition arising that the Western
Powers founded ¢ defensive zlliance, and that seems so obvious bhat I will nci labour the
point further.

I cannc?t conclude without sagying o few more words about the threat of nuciear wai which

the Soviet Unionwuld have us believe, its plen would remove afver fifteen months. Othex

Western representatives hove given recasons why this proposal —— attractive indeed ac o
vision -— is unrealistic ond impracticable. The arguments which I have given are inbended

to refute ©the contention cf the represenvative of the Soviet Union bhat if ‘there were no
means °f delivery of nuclear weanons left in the world, and the other measures of stage I cof
the UG3SR's disermoment nlan were carried out, the IIA0 alliance would be in no danger becnuse
of ‘arsaw bloc superiority in conventional forces, and hence would have no need to rely on

e wmclear forece deterrent. ‘

The Canadicn délegation is as anxious as any other to see the threat of nuclear war
removed from vihc world. But we are convinced that it can only be removed thrcough the growbh
o ~nderstanding and confidence between the great nuclear Powers of the Vest and the Sast;
exl that understanding and confidernce can vest be builv up within the process of staged,

sefegaarded discrmament —- such a process as is provided for in vhe United States cutliine

of basic orovisions for gencral and complete disarmament (ENDC/3C).
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of our discussion of point 5 (a) of our procedure of work (ENDC/52). Before it ends
I should like to add a very short statement on behalf of the Italian delegation to
follow the speech made by Mr. Burns, who expounded very thoroughly the technical
reasons why the Western delegations cannot accept certain measures which the Soviet
delegation has proposed for stage I. .

Several of those measures, which have been thoroughly considered by the Italian
delegation in previous discussions, seemed to be aimed in various but converging
ways at a single goal: +to deprive the militarily less powerful countries of Western
Europe of the co-operation of their major ally at the outset of disarmament by
destroying the balance which should on the contrary, according to the Agreed
Principles (ENDC/5), be maintained through the whole disarmament process. The total
destruction of delivery vehicles, the complete liquidation of bases defined as
foreign, the departure of allied troops, and the prohibition of joint manoeuvres —-
all these measures taken as a whole appear to be directed toward the same object:
the separation of the Western European countries from their American ally and their
isolation at the very start of the disarmament process before mutual confidence
was established.

We cannot accept this. In preparing the first stage of our treaty we must bear
in mind that the world situation from the end of the Second World War until now has
been marked by the existence of two great Powers of vast military might, one of which,
having an outlack on life different from ours, is quite near at hand in Europe,
while the other, closer to us in ideals, is separated from us by thousands of miles
of sea. Italy is the only country of the Western European Continent represented
‘ig this Committee, Naturally I have no authority to speak for the others, but I am
sufénfhat our Western European partners share with us the same fears and the same
aspirations. We all have one objective only: that peace, security and independence
should be assured for all against every danger and every threat. Fow could we
possibly feel otherwise?

Italy, like the other countries of Western Europe, is endeavouriug to improve
its own lot through the efforts of its peaceful people while co-operating in the
development of other countries. The results of our efforts over the past fifteen
years are well known. For us as for everyone else, war would be a tremendous

catastrophe and the end of all hope. To safeguard our peaceful efforts, we and
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the other militarily weaker European countries have established, as we are entitled
to do by the United Nations Charter, a defensive alliance in which countries on both
sides of the atlantic participate on a perfectly equal footing according to our
free and democratic principles. All these countries ardently desire the end of the
armaments race and the destruction of all armaments in a peaceful world by means of
a disarmament treaty, so that the economic resources now swallowed up in this
dangerous race may be devoted to progress and to the development of all the nations
of the world.

Last Friday lir. Zorin asked M¥r. Dean whether he thought that the day would
come when the American forces would leave Europe (ENDC/PV.62, p., 54 ). That question
should not have been put to the United States delegation only, but also to all the
other Western countries which, like the United States, are joined in a common
defensive alliance by the will of their peoples freely expressed in their democratic
parliaments. To Mr. Zorin's question I would reply that we wish for the coming of a
peaceful world, a world without arms, where there would no longer be any need of
military alliances and where peaceful co-operation between peoples would be directed
solely into economic, cultural and spiritual channels for the welfare of all peoples.
It is the wish of us all that this new world be created as soon as possible through
our efforts here. At the same time no one should be surprised that, at the beginning
of a process as new and risky as general and complete disarmament, when the Soviet
Union refuses to accept even the phrase "in a peaceful world", we are bound for our
part to preserve our co-operation with our major ally while cherishing the hope
that in a new world this co~operation, at present so needful and precious, will
become a past and distant chapter in our history.

Our Indian colleague has just exhorted us most eloquently to negotiate.(supra,psl2)
He is right; I fully agree with this appeal, and I hope it will be heeded by
everyone. But let us try to negotiate what is truly negotiable in stage I, and
reserve further efforts for the next stages when they come up for discussion at our
Conference. Let us try to negotiate with the Agreed Principles in mind as our
guide., Let no one try to impose solutions which, as our socialist pariners are well
aware, the West cannot accept in stage I. If they are sincere, as we believe they
are, they should understand this; and it is only from mutual understgnding that

agreement can emerge and develop, as we keenly desire.



ENDC/PV.63
23

Mr. PADILLA NERVO (lMexico) (translation from Spanish): I should like to

associate myself with those of my colleagues who have congratulated our co-Chairmen

on their agreement concerning the Procedure of Work which this Conference should
follow. I hope they will alsc be able to agree on the basic questions in the list
submitted to us in paragraph 5 (ENDC/52, p.2). I should also like to welcome the
Nigerian Minister of Defence and tell him that my delegation is in full sympathy
with the spirit of his speeches in this Committee.

At the meeting of 24 July, when we were honoured by the presence of a number
of Ministers and heard their valuable statements, document ENDC/52 was distributed
Y0 the members of this Conference. It contains the co-Chairmen's recommendations
for the procedure of work on the first stage of a treaty on general and complete
disarmament. On the same day, at the Chairman's suggestion, the Committee approved
these recommendations unanimously, as it does on the unfortunately rare occasions
when the co-Chairmen agree on an important point. My delegation, like the others,
found no fault with the recommendations and finds none now; but I should like to
mention that I cannot see why the following restriction is included in paragraph 4:

"Phe present arrangements are not intended to apply to the

consideration during plenary sessions of the question of a treaty

for banning nuclear weapon tests and of questions relating to

the work of the Committee of the whole." (ibid., p.l).

I do not think that this remark will ever prevent any delegation, if it feels
so inclined, from referring to this important question. 1In fact it has not done so.
A number of representatives have made valuable remarks in plenary session on the
banning of nuclear tests. The representative of the United Kingdom, lir. Godber,
commenting on the words of our colleague from Brazil, said:

" L ..we shall undoubtedly be hsving an opportunity shortly for further discussions

on this rotterses". (ENDC/PV.61, p. 40 ).

The Soviet Union representative, niso commenving on the vemaxriks of wvoricus
b4 3

representatives on the suspension of nuclear tests, said:

"l therefore reserve my right to revert in the Three-Power Sub-Committee
to these matters which have been touched upon today and then, if

necessary, at subsequent plenary meetings of our Committee.,"

(ibid., p.A7 ).
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I hope that the discussions on stage I of a disarmament treaty will not prevent us
from devoting some of our time to the study of this vital question, nor interrupt
our efforts to achieve as soon as possible a final nuclear test ban.

I think that the members of this Committee realize clearly that we have very
little time in which to agree on any or all of the questions before us -- at any rate
if we wish to fulfil our duty and pprpose of sending to the United Nations Disarmament
Commission and the forthcoming General Assembly a constructive report marking real
progress in our work., The 17th session of the General Assembly begins in the
middle of September, and our report should be ready at the latest in the first
week of September. According to the procedure approved at our meeting on 16 July
(BNDC /PV.57, pe«46), unless other arrangements are made we shall only meet in plenary
fourteen times during August. Most of these fourteen meetings will be devoted to
subjects connected with stage I of a treaty on general and complete disarmament --
the twelve problems listed in paragraph 5 of the co-Chairmen's recommendations
apbroved on 24 July (ENDC/52, p.2). However, if the Committee so decides, some
of these fourteen sessions will be devoted to collateral measures, such as methods
to prevent further dissemination of nuclear weapons, and reduction of the
possibility of war by surprise attack, miscalculation, or failure d communications.
I agree with the Canadian Minister for External affairs, Mr. Green, that outer
space should be regarded as a collateral measure and receive full consideration
(ENDC /PV.60, p.29). '

. We should'recognize that it is of prime importance to devote the necessary
number ofvmeetings to the question of a nuclear test ban, to which the world gives
first priority, and which must be solved in the nearest future to reduce the risks
of war and séfegﬁard peace. We recognize that all the problems before us are of
great importance, especially that which we might say includes all the others, an
agreement on general and complete disa?mament. But we cannot ignore that no real
and permament progress towards this will be possitle unless the nuclear test race
is stopped.,

The Canadian linister for External Affairs rightly said (ibid., p.26) that the
question of nuclear tests is the most important of all and its solution would slow
down the arms race and create the confidence necessary for progress towards general
and complete disarmaﬁent. We might go on negotiating here on general and complete

disarmament for months and years; but while the arms race continues to grow in
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volume, intensity and danger -- that is to say,  while the Powers remain bound to

the endless spiral of their nuclear tests —— I do not believe we shall advance one
step towards the solution of any other disarmament problems. On the contrary, I

fear that as time goes on each new series of tests will increase hostility and
strengthen the chains which prevent the great Powers from breaking the vicious circle.

Mr. Russo, the Italian representative, said (ibid., p.46) that time is against
us. But the moment is hot past, and perhaps circumstances are now favourable for
reaching an agreement that will put an end to the tests. If we miss this
oppcriunity —— and let us Loge that each State takes due note of the echo of the
other's explosions —— no agreement will be possible and the Powers will claim in turn
the fictitious right of retaliation. we know too well the "reasons" which both
sides put forward to justify or explain their explosions. Both sides have proclaimed
from time to time their intention of putting an end to the crazy nuclear race
which condemns them and humanity to an indefinite series of nuclear tests and to
the ever-increasing radioactive contamination of the atmosphere.

Life is movement and change. Nothing in the world remains fixed and immutable,
and this inexorable law applies also to international life, in which the process of
growth and change never stands still. The longer the nuclear Powers take to reach
an uhderstanding, the greater the likelihood that other Powers will succeed in
entering the nuclear race. Every new member of the nuclear club will inevitably
diminish the security of each nation and of the world. Each series of tests
which the Powers carry out in turn puts the Power which conducted the last series
under the scientific and political necessity of analyzing the new one, and it will
proceed in its turn to reply with new tests and allege that it was forced to do so
for reasons of national security, military balance, retaliation, imitation, or the
right to the last turn; and so on indefinitely.

When will it stop? The reasons now given for answering one series with another
will be just as valid in the eyes of the nuclear Powers next year and the year
after, and can be invoked year after year till the end of the century —- if that
were possible, which it is not, since everyone knows that if we cannot soon change
course, the danger of a catastrophe destructive to all alike, the only outcome of
this suicidal conflict, will grow greater every day. One of the greatest obstacles
to a treaty prohibiting nuclear tests is the fear that the Power which carried out

the last series of tests has obtained some military advantage from them, or made
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inventions or discoveries which give it a decisive nuclear lead. 4 Power
entertaining this fear will not easily be persuaded to sign a treaty prohibiting
tests so long as it has not tried in its turn to restore the military balance which
it thinks has been upset by the opposing Power's tests.

The world is tired of listening to bad arguments in defence of a worse cause.
In nuclear testing the great Powers are each other'!s prisoners. They say, "We will
carry out no more tests unless we are forced to"; but in reality each side never
stops driving the other and being itself driven. That is the true position. For
this reason the other States represented on this Committee should in my opinion
increase their efforts to free the nuclear Powers simultaneously from this strange
slavery which each in turn suffers and imposes.

It is bhard to believe that the analyses which scientists make of the nuclear
tests conducted by the other side will ever lead them to the conclusion that the
tests were repetitive, useless and sterile and have given the enemy no technical
advantage., Quite the oppesite: every analysis which one side makes of the
other's tests provides evidence, or at least areasonable suspicion, that some
technical improvement and nucl ear advantage has been obtained. So long as we do
not fix by common consent a date for the final epding of the tests, no Power will
find a suitable moment nor adequate scientific or political reasons for halting its
tests.

The world condemms nuclear tests —— all of them -~ and rejects the assertion
that moral principles or the interests of world peace force the Soviet Union to carry
out the tests it has announced. If any moral principle can be invoked, it is that
which obliges all the nuclear Powers to make a final end to tests and to respect
the rights of humanity to life, health and peace.

My delegation feels that, besides considering definite proposals on each of
the subjects mentioned in the text and listed in paragraph 5 of the co-Chairments
recommendations, we should try to reach an agreement to end nuclear tests. If we
cannot do this before the end of the year, the truce that is bound to occur when
each party has made its tests will be fleeting and precarious —— a mere. ominous
interval devoted to the analysis and preparation of new series of tests. In the
meantime there will always be the danger that the existing international controversies,
or others which may arise, will interrupt or break off our negotiations on

di sarmament itself,
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Although our long-continued endeavours t0 reach a treaty finally banning nuclear
tests have aimed at including within the ban absolutely all tests in every
environment, we now thirk it might be possible to go back to the idea of ending
atmospheric tests while continuipg to negotiate on underground tests, if the
present. differences about the technical difficulties of detection and identification
and the form of adequate control continue to hold up theframing of a treaty. Here
too we might say that the best is sometimes the enemy of the good. In any case,
whatever way we take, my delegavion will still press my suggestion of 9 hiay
. (ENDC/PV.34, p-16) that- the earliest possible date should be fixed for the final
ending of tests. ‘

So long as the Powers are legally eptitled to conduct tests to improve their
nuclear weapons -and gain a military advantage, the mutual fear will continue and it
will be difficult for them to find any moment suitable for abandoning the nuclear
competition by treaty. If, on the other hand, a date were fixed by common consent,
acceptable to both sides, on which nuclear *esting womld be finally brought to an
end, the fear that either side would break the existing balance would disappear,
and then it would be less difficult to reach agreement on control methods and the
duties and powers of the international scientific commission suggested in the eight~
power memorandum (ENDC/28). My suggestion of 9 ilay, with which you are all
familiar, is a conbribution to this end.

I should like to take this opportunity to thank the representatives of Sweden,
the United Kingdom, Italy, Brazil and Nigeria for the sympathetic interest in the
Mexican proposal which they have expressed at various meetings of this Committee.,

In the light of what I have said about the limited time at our disposal for
examining the problems I have mentioned, especially those listed in paragraph 5 of
document ENDC/52, it is easy to see that if we wish to examine and reach a conclusion
on every one of the twelve points in that paragraph, we cannot devote more than one
plenary meeting to each. That would be impossible. On some, agreement will be
difficult and the co-Chairmen will probably submit them to us in drafts full of
brackets and double brackets. Others offer greaﬁer possibilities of agreement, and
penhgps we ought to have begun with those. This was also suggested by the Canadian
Minister of Foreign Relations (ENDC/PV°60, P-29) and, I think, implied in the
proposals of subjects for.discussion submitted by the United Kingdom representative

(ENDC/50) on 17 July. The Italian representative, Mr. Russo, said that we should fix
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on certain practical questions where there is the greatest chance of agreement, and
pass on from the phase of exposition of problems to that of concrete negotiations
(ENDC /60, p.45).

But if, as things are, we want to make progress, we must change our methods so
that we can get to work on definite drafts of articles, preferably, I suggest,
presented first -~ I repeat, first -~ by the co-Chairmen, so that the Committee can
in this stage of its work examine conecrete proposals and not speeches, and make
without loss of time precise suggestions on the texts submitted by the co-Chairmen
and on the drafts or working documents submitted by any other member of the Committee.

We have studied very carefully all the speeches made at this and previous
meetings on point 5(a), now under discussion, and the working peapter presented by
the Bulgarian delegation (ENDC/L.l?lJS. In my opinion it would be more useful to
discuss this document than to go again over issues which have been examined before,
on which learned and eloquent speeches have been made in agreement and disagreement,
and with which our Committee is very familiar from its study of the disarmament
plans presented by the Soviet Union (ENDC/2) and the United States (ENDC/30). I do
not think it should be difficult for the co~Chairmen, aided by the competent staffs
of their delegations, to submit to us draft articles or working papers on each of
the twelve points listed in paragraph 5, so that our debates may be confined to

those drafts. I hope our co-Chairmen will consider this suggestion.

The CHAIRLIAN (Sweden): e have heard the comments which the representative

of lexico has made on the rather strained timetable of our proceedings, and also

his proposal for a certain re-phasing of the work of the two co-Chairmen in relation
to our deliberations. At this moment I think I can do nothing more than commend
his comments and proposals to the attention of the Committee; and we might express
the hope that we shall hear from the two co-Chairmen when they have considered the

proposal.

Mr. HAJEK (Czechoslovakia): The discussion in our Committee has
reached a stage where it is necessary to formulate a joint draft article containing
the obligations to be assumed by the parties to the treaty on general and complete
disarmameﬁt in order to accomplish the tasks of the first stage of general and

complete disarmament. After having heard numerous speeches from representatives of

1/  See also Rev.l
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different countries, the delegation of Czechoslovakia remeins convinced that for
achieving this objective article 4 of the Soviet draft treaty on general and
complete disarmament (ENﬁC/2) forms a sound and workable basis.

Two main éategories of objections have been raised by the representatives of
the NATO countries against the wording of that article. The first category concerns
the alleged absence from the Soviet proposal of, as Mr. Dean put it,

"general obligations to deal with verification and the measures to

ensure a peaceful world during the course of disarmament."

. (BNDC/PV.61, p.2®). ).

It is our understanding that this kind of objection is met by the wording of the draft
article 4 of the treaty on general and complete disarmament (ENDC/L.17) submitted
. by the Bulgarian delegation at the meeting held on 25 July (ENDC/PV.61). 4s

everyone knows, that draft takes into full account the requirements contained in
the United States draft and the objections of our colleagues from the NATO countries.
The second category of objections raised by the United States delegation and by
othér delegations of the Western countries concerns the requirement expressed in the
Soviet proposal that the complete elimination of all nuclear delivery vehicles,
coupled with the simultaneous dismantling of foreign bases and the withdrawal of
all troops from foreign territories, should take place as early as in the first
stage of general and complete disarmament. In all our discussions, that objection
has been reiterated, and the reason given has been that the measure would create
an unacceptable imbalance. Since that was repeated this morning by the
representatives of Canada and Italy my delegation would like to try to reply to
the objections.
First of all, the requirement to eliminate all nuclear delivery vehicles at
the first stage would affect all States possessing such delivery vehicles in an
equal measure and to an equal extent. Therefore, from that point of view one
cannot speak of any "unequal position" in which .any party to the treaty would
find itself, Nuclear delivery vehicles would be destroyed by both sides, and
that fact would have immense importance in connexion with the removal of the
threat of a nuclear war because nuclear weapons which today undoubtedly constitute
suitable means for aggression would be completely neutralized. I think that we
should look at this problem from the point of view of the possibility of a nuclear
attack, of a possible threat by the most dangerous instrument, capablé of inflicting

upon kumanity the catastrophe of a nuclear war.
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The Soviet Union is ready %40 renounce the use of nuclear weapons entireiy at the
very beginning of *Lo [roencc -2 peneval end complete disarmament and to eliﬁinate
them completely in the second sbage, just because aggression has no place in the
policy of the Soviet Union, That agaln provides clear evidence of the fact that the
nuclear force of the Soviet Union was built and is being built for the sole purpose of
defence in response Yo the mnciear “threat from *he West. and that the Soviet Union is
ready to give it up entirely as socn ez *he Westorn Powerc themselves shelve their
nuclear weapons and stop their aggressive nuclear vhreats, _

The representative of the United States alleged that'a 100'per cent elimination
of nuclear delivery vehicles would rernder the covniries which are members of NATO
virtually powerless vis-i~vis +the sccialis? couniiies in the field of conventional
armed forées, particularly irn ITarcepe, Tha’ shatement wes repeated by the representative
of the United Kingdom and, “oday, Lo:h by “he zecpresentavive of Canada and by the
representative of Italy, Eui a debailed cnelysis from the military and strategie
points of view made on 27 July by ke Scvist delegrbion (ENDC/PV,62, mp.34 et seq.) quite
clearly refuted that objeciion Jjuss DY using technical arguments —-— thg type of
arguments and reaconing so often imvoked by the Western delegations during.ou;
discussions, When the Western dclcgations persist in repeating the assertion Ebout
the alleged imba'nace resulting Irom {ie inpiesmerntation of the first stage of thé
Soviet proposal, they are repeating somcthing which is in direet contr%diction to the
pronouncements of the United Siitcs Secictory ¢f Defence, which have been quoted here
several times, As our delegotion wen the first 1o quote those statements in this
debate it is superfluous for me 1o repeet them. Eut, after hecaring the discussion of
27 July, we — probably in common withi 211 ike dclegations present here, —— took the
advice of our military expert unld sico the advice gained from military literature
concerning this point, and I should like 1o present our modest contribution tp this
problem on that particular level.

We have found that the newly--nomingted Chairman of the United States Joint Chiefs
of Staff, General Maxwell Toylor, hLolds a vicw waich, in relation not only to the
actual manpower but also to bhe potantial manpower of fit males of military age,
supports the view advanced and vhe analysis mad: here by the Soviet delegation, In

the book The Uncertain Trumpet, which cerininly mest of my colleagues know quite well,

General Maxwell Teylor says, wi'l —>gerd 4o Turope, that the potential manpower of

the countries members of NATO excceds by a very larpe number — namely, by 26,9 million--
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the potential manpower of countries of the Warsaw Treaty. ZEven if we aided to
that count the Asian and Latin-American countries, the United Stetes and its allied
in military blocs have for military purposes, according to General Makwell Taylor,
ebout 11,5 million men more than the Soviet Union and all its allies. These are
considerations we may find in the military literature of the West,

Therefore, while the indisputable facts —— confirmed even by the authority of
Western‘military personalities —— prove the untenability of the thesis that the
immobilization and the subsequent destruction of nuclear weapons would lead to an
alleged superiority of the socialist countries in conventional weapons, the Western
delegations today have come forward with the allegation that the armed forces of the
member countries of NATO, even if numerically equal to the armed forces of the
socialist countries, would be at a disadvantage through being split under a number
of national commands and through certain transport difficulties in Europe, That
assertion too is unfounded. The Czechoslovak delegation thinks that, on the basis of
experience and of the knowledge of our military experts, and on the basis of historical
experience at the place where the main line of contact between the two military
groupings exists now, we may be able to bring some contribution and to present to our
colleagues some considerations worth thinking of,

First of all, would not the measures aimed at loosening the inner cohesion of
military groupings and the withdrawal of forces from marginal territories of those
groupings — thet is, from the territories of their minor members —— affect to an
equal extent both NATO and the Warsaw Treaty? If we look at this question from the
standpoint of objective geographical reality -- which the United Stetes and other
Western delegations take so much pleasure in invoking — we may see that the direct
contact of armies of the socialist countries and of the NATO countries in Europe takes
place in areas in which, after the implementation of the first stage, it would hardly
be possible to speak about unilateral military advantages for the socialist countries,

As everyone knows, that direct contact takes place in central Europe and in south-
east Europe, In central Burope it is, on the socialist side, the Czechoslovak
Socialist Republic and the German Democratic Republic opposite to the German Federal
Republic, In south—east Europe it is the Bulgarian People's Republic against Greece
and Turkey, I think that even the military experts of the West will concede that the
most powerful concentration of offensive power on this line of contact cannot take

place on the socialist side in the conditions of the first stage of disarmament
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according to the Soviet proposals, but rather on the NATO side, where two of the
most powerful armies on the European continent — that is, the armies of Western’
Germany and Turkey — are on the spot,

In the statement today by the representative of Canada there was mention of
distances and of the difficulties, for instance, for the Portuguese or the Italian
armies in arriving at the line of contact in central Europe. But let us take into
consideration the fact that the Soviet army, under the conditions of the first stage
of general and complete disarmament according to the Soviet concept, would be between
800 and 1,000 kilometres distant from that line of contact, whereas the distence
between the eastern border of the German Federal Republic and its nearest powerful
ally in NATO, France, is about 400 kilometres, not to mention the better communications
network,

1f, under.those conditions, we analyse and take into consideration all those
elements we certainly cannot subscribe to the rather apocalyptic picture drawn here
by the representative of the United States on Friday and repeated or completed in the
speeches of the representatives of Canada and-Italy today. If we consider the
position in the event of a possible conflict we certainly can see that there are many
disadvantages on the side of those socialist countries that are on the line of contact
where, in such a situation, an attack could theoretically take place, ' In speaking™ '
about the danger of attack it is necessary also to take into account certain historical
experiences, Here our delegation would like to speak mainly on the line of contact
in central Europe; historical experiences have shown that the attack on that line of -
contact in the last two decades has always come from the west. '

Our Western colleagues have shown some concern in that connexion, as we saw
from Friday's speech by Mr, Dean (ENDC/PV.62, DP. 53) after the Sowiet delegation had
mentioged,the German Federal Republic just by way of illustration in connexion with
a ;;aliétic appraisal of the balance of power in the first stage. Ve have not much
understanding of that kind of concern on the part of our Western colleagues, because
it must be said that the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic ~—— a2nd we do not wish to
speak;for anybody else —— would have far more reason for concern regarding the
possiﬁlqlpgsult§ if we were faced with the conventional power of the German Federal-
Republié. . In that connexion we mneed not go far into history, because it is well
known frgm;where and in what direction aggression has been committed in past decades

in that specific area, If the West German army is commanded by the same generals as
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worked out and implemenfed for Hitler such plans'of aggreesion as the Fali Griin ageinst
Czechoslevakia, or the plans directea against Poland and the Soviet Union, we are
hardiy likely to be satisfied by the assurances of the Western delegations regarding
the'alleged peace~loving character of those gentlemen and their superiors.

Therefore, if there are to be any apprehensions with regard to gossible
disadvantages —— apprehensions based not on abstract considerations and calculatlons
but on concrete historical and geographical facts —=~ we are much more entitled to
speak of them than are our Western colleagues. But we =~ the Czechslovak delegation,
our Government and our people —— are not pessimistic; we are convinced tﬁet the
implementation of far-reaching measures in the first stage of general and complete
disarmament as proposed by the Soviet Union would free mankind from the gfeatest and
most burning danger — that of nuclear aggression and nuclear war — and that that
would also create a military situation and a polltlcal atmosphere in which the
possibility of any aggression or war, including that waged by means of conventlonal
weapons, would be substantially diminished.

iioreover, we think that if the United States and its allies in NATO are really
interested in safeguarding their security by means of conventional forces and weapons,
they shbuld speak about that in connexion with the question>of conventional forces
and weapons —— with regard 1o which, incidentally, the Soviet Union also proposes
absolutely equal conditions for itself and its allies and for the other side, And,
as we heerd in Ulr, Gromykb's statement on 24 July (ENDC/PV,60, p.36), the Soviet
Union is willing to meet the objections of the West regarding the levels of
conventional armed forces, although in our opinion those'objections are not fully’
justified, ‘

We are afraid, however, that what we face in the case of Western objections
against the Soviet proposal is not a preoccupation with safeguarding the security of
the Vest by conventional means but a preoccupation with retaining nuiclear weapons and,
thus, the possibility of launching a nﬁclear attack, and of course with what our
delegation has already called o kind of nuclear obsession by Western militéry and
political circles, which try at all costs to discover and voice any objections which
will result in keeping the world under fhe threat of nuclear weapons, That is some-
thing which our delegation —— and, I think, a number of other deleg ations here —
cannot understand and whlch we must frankly oppose. We ask our colleagues from the

member countries of NATO very frankly whether the time has not come to revise, to
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reconsider, thot kind of thinking —— that method of not considering problems from the
point of view of safeguarding the world and saving it from the threat of nuclear
weapons — and to think along the lines of removing that threat as soon as possible,

That is the point of view we should like once more to stress, e are convinced
that that is the opinion of most of the delegations in this Committee -~ that as early
as in the first stage of general and complete disarmament effective measures must be
taken to eliminate above all the danger of a nuclear war, Every unbiased person
must agree that if a total of 70 per cent of nuclear delivery vehicles and all nuclear
weapon stockpiles —— which, as we heard on the occasion of the World Congress for
General Disarmament and Peace, amount today to 250,000 megatons throughout the world
—- were maintained, as provided for under the United States proposal, that not only
would not diminish but would increase the danger of a nuclear war, Ve cannot stress
400 much or. insist at too great length that that danger of a nuclear catastrophe is,
by its very character, something which cannot be diminished by percentage measures!
it must be faced by e measure which would at once, if not eliminate completely, at
least immobilize and neutralize that terrible threat to humanity as a whole, 1
think we must insist that this question should be reconsidered and that the Western
delegations should take these realities into consideration from the point of view of
the security not only of all the nations taking part in this Conference but of all
hunanity.

We have on many occasions expounded our view that the 100 per cent elimination
of 2ll nuclear delivery vehicles in the first stage would also make possible 100 per
cent adequate and effective international control, which of course could not be
carried out under the United States proposal, A1l the problems that control,
inspection and verification would meet in the conditions of the Soviet plan (ENDC/2)
would also occur in implementing the measures provided for in the United States plan
(ENDC/30 and Corr.l), in addition to the fact that adequate control in connexion with
the 30 per cent reduction is not provided for in the United States proposal, which
creates much more of a problem,

Our delegation would like to ask our colleagues once more, in comparing the two
proposals, to 1ook at the problem from the point of view of the greatest security for
all nations and for humanity —— that is to say, from the point of view of the
possibility of removing the threat of nuclear war in the first stage. All the
objections voiced by the Western delegations tacitly recognize that the Soviet
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proposal really removes such a poss1b111ty and, if 1mplemented really would be a
major contribution -to the -security of the world, So the Sov1et anulys1s, and the
considerations based on it, give us a clear picture show1ng that if all the natlons
discussing this problem were concerned to maintain the p0851b111t1es of defence, and '
not of aggression, the situation. that would be created on the basis of the Sov1et 4
proposals would certainly be less favourable to a potential aggressor than the
situation whieh would be created on the basis of the 1mp1ementat10n of the Uhlted
States plen -~ because, first of all, the melntenance of 70 per cent of nuclear o
delivery vehicles, with all the stocks of nuclear arms, plus the control planned and
proposed by the United States, would certainly gire a premium to a potentiai aggressor.
Of course the Western side maintainstfhat it does not intend to ﬁndertake an
aggression, - Well, we do not wish to contest those intentions but; after haﬁing
heard Mr, Burns's military considerations, we should like once more to'draw attention
to the fact that, apart from the maintenance of 70 per cent of nuclear de11very vehlcles,
the kind .of control which Mr, Burns was stressing -- which means know1ng about then
quantity and location of any force of crmaments whlch remain, as I read 1t from hlS
statement — is- just the category of control to which the words of Henry K1s31nger,
the well-known authority on militery problems and arms control in the West apply.

I would like to quote from his book, The Necgssity for Ch01ce, page 219, where he

speaks about this kind of control and soys that.
".ss such surveillance may help a potential agg ressor more than the defender,
thus -violating one of the cardinal principles of arms control. The defender
learns only what he already lmows: +the instent readiness of the aggressor's
_ force, At best he .gains an additional warning time, which is so short fhat
his retaliatory force cannot possibly be designed to make use of it," ’
Here, of course, he speaks of this control under the ex1stence of nuclear weapon
dellvery vehicles which the United States pronosal presupposes. He goes on:
~ "The aggressor, on the other hand, gains vital strategic-information. He
learns the exact location of every missile at every moment —- thus ndllifying
10 a considerable extent whatever advantage his opponent may have achieved
through mobility. He will know precisely the pattern of cperation of the
retaliatory force he is. planning to destroy, The conclusion is inescapable:
that inspection to obtain tactical warning may detract from stebility rather
than add to it."
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That is the kind of inspection we are being offered in connexion with the implementation
of the first stage under the United States proposal,

Those are the observations that the Czechoslovak delegation, after having
consulted our military experts as well as the relevent military literature both of
the socialist countries and of the NATO countries, would like to present for the
consideration of our colleagues, and above all of the co-Chairmen who will be drafting
& joint article containing the obligations of the parties under the treaty on general
and complete disarmament in the first stage., We express the hope thet it will be
possible for the countries members of NATO to reconsider their position in the course
of our discussion and, as has happened in some other cases, to see that their objections
to the Soviet concept of stage I are not well founded.

We know, of course, that such a reconsideration will take a certain time.
licanwhile, perhaps it will be possible for our co-Chairmen, in drafting the joint
proposal, to show this issue in brackets and double brackets. But, of course, we
should like to stress once more that in view of the main objective of the first stage
it is indispensable to solve the problem on a basis whereby the nuclear threat would
be removed in the first stage.

At the same time I should like to point out that in the opinion of the
Czechoslovak delegation the amendment to article 4 submitted by the delegation of
the Bulgarian People's Republic (ENDC/L.1714 provides an entirely satisfactory basis
for the final form of that article.

I should like to express the hope that on the basis of the agreed procedure of
work (ENDC/52) of this Committee it will be possible to discuss all the provisiorns
of the first stage of general and complete disarmament and to produce a joint draft
by the beginning of the seventeenth session of the United Nations General Assembly,
because we 2ll know that time really presses and it is necessary for this Committee

to present the seventeenth session with a certain positive result.

Mr. STELLE (United States of imerica): Before I turn to the topic on which
my delegation wishes to speak today, I should like to say that the United States
delegation has listened with great attention and will give the most careful
consideration to the statement made today by the representative of liexico with regard
to a test ban agreement, and we shall, of course, also consider the suggestions which

he has made with regard to the general procedure of work of our Conference,

1/ See also Rev,l,
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Today I should like to comment briefly on the reference by the representative of
liexico to poragranh 4 of the procedures recommended by the co-Chairmen and adopted
by the Committee (ENDC/52), I can assure him ~- and I am sure that Mr, Zorin will
support this —- that it was nol at all the intention of the co-Chairmen, in presenting
that draft, to preclude from plenary discussion the question of a treaty for banning
nuclear weapons tests or questions relating to the work of the Committee of the Whole.
The second sentence of paragreph 4 might nerhaps have been better drafted, but the
intention was that —-~ in addition to-thé fiéxibility provided by the first sentence
with regard to a delegation's raising and discussing any subject or proposal in any
plenary meeting of the Committee ~— it should make it clear that the recommended
agenda applied only to the work on the first stage of the treaty on general and
complete disarmament and was not intended to preclude the possibility of plenary
meetings, or indeed a series of plepary meetings, devoted to the questions referred
to in its last sentence,

Last week, in accordance with the procedural recommendations to which I have just
referred, various delegations proceeded with a discussion of item 5 (a); on the
agreed agenda, and we have heard discussions on that topic this morning from various
delegations. The item is entitled "Basic obligations concerning the measures of
disarmament, verification and maintenance of international peace and security in the
first stage and the time limits for their implementation”,

The United States attaches importance to the substance of an article of the
treaty on general and complete disarmament in o peaceful world which would set forth
the basic obligations and time limit for the first stage. Just as Part I of the
treaty sets forth an outline of treaty obligetions pertaining to the entire
disarmament plan, so in the first article applying to stage I we should find the
essgntial principles governing the reduction of armaments and armed forces which will
take place during that stage.

o lMoreover, we believe that it is also well to state the period of time during
which the obligations of stage I will be implemented in this initial article, It
will,.of course, remain for later articles to spell out the precise obligations of
stage I and the exact manner in which all those obligations are to be carried out and

verified,
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In the light of these considerations, my delegation has prepared and would like
now to present for the consideration of the Committee a United States proposal for
the text of article 4 of the treaty on general and complete disarmoment in a peaceful
world, It is entitled "Basic obligations and time limit of stoge I", and the text
is as follows:

"During stage I the Parties to the Treaty, in accordance

with the provisions of Articles through , undertake:

1. To reduce their armaments, including nuclear weapon delivery
vehicles and major conventional armaments;

2, To limit their production of armaments;

3, To reduce their armed forces;

4, To HKalt the production of fissionable materials for use in nuclear
weapons and to teke other measures to reduce the threat of nuclear war;

5. To establish the International Disarmement Organization upon the

entry into force of the Treaty in order to ensure verification of the

obligations undertaken;

6., To implement the measures set forth hereafter for verifying compliance
with the Obligations undertaken;

7. To strengthen arrangements for keeping the peace and ensuring
international security;

8. To carry out all other obligations undertaken with respect to
Stage I of the Treaty.

Stage I will begin upon the entry into force of the Trecty and will

be completed within three years from that date, subject to tle provisions

of Article o«

I ask thot this document be circulated by the Secretariat as 2 working paper.l/

In the course of preparing this draft article the United States delegation has
considered articles 4 and 19 of the draft treaty (ENDC/2) of the Soviet Union and the
draft article 4 (ENDC/L.1724 submitted to the Committee by the delegation of Bulgaria,
We have, of course, kept in mind the introductory language of stage I of the United

States "Outline of basic provisions of o treaty on general and complete disarmament

1/ ENDC/L.18
2/ See also Rev.l,
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in a peaceful world" tabled at this Conference on 18 April (ENDC/30), Vhen
preparing this document we had not had the benefit of the statements and proposals
which were made this morning by the representative of Indie and which, of course, we
shell take due account of in further considerations,

In presenting our draft article 4 to the Commititee I should like to comment
briefly on some of its provisions. The Committee will note that paragraph 1 refers
to the reduction of armaments, including nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and major
“conventional armaments., It must be obvious to us all from our previous discussions
that a nuclear weopon delivery vehicle is not something that is susceptible of either
an all-inclusive or exclusive definition, There is no reason why any nuclear weapon
delivery vehicle could not be used to deliver a conventional warhead, Given the
present state of technological development, the coﬂvgrse is also almost true,
Therefore the United States outline treaty does not specifically distihguish bgtWeen
nuclear weépon delivery vehicles dnd conventional armaments, Rather, our pian
breaks down the armaments mix into vari;usycategories and types and cglls, as
representatives are aware, for an across-the-board 30 per cent reduction in stagg f;

Because no meaningful distinction can be made between hpclear‘and other delivery
systems, paragraph 1 of our draft article 4 which we havelsubmitfed to the Committee
today calls for the redﬁction of both nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and conventional
armaments under the same general heaaing of armaments. It is our view that the
subsequent specific treaty provi;ioﬂs to be included in stage I should likewise
follow this pattern §f aealiﬁg with armaments in o uniform way. However, we have
included a specific feferepce to nuclear weapon delivery vehicles in this article on
basic obligations ofvsfagé 1 because we wish to make it absolutely clear that this
kind of.armaments must be included within the armaments to be reduced in this stage.

Paragraphs 2 and 3 of our text contain important further basic obligations, but
I believe that they are self;explanatory.

‘ Iﬁ view of the importance which all of us here attach to the necessity of
eliminating the threat of a nuclear war as soon as possible in the disarmament process
we think that such measures as set forth in paragraph 4 of our proposed text should
be a part of the basic obligations underteken in stage I, and Mr, Lall today mentioned

the importence of having something relating to the nuclear threat in article 4

(supra, ».8), .
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It is thé position of the United States delegetion that a cut~off of the
production of fissionable materials for use in nuclear weapons, as well as other
measures to reduce the threat of a nuclear war, must be important parts of the first
stage of a balanced disarmament plan, Those are measures aimed at nuclear weapons
themselves and they should therefore be included among the basic obligations of
article 4, We believe strongly that feasible first—stage measures directed against
the production of nuclear weapons and stocks of fissionable materials have a major
role in reducing the danger of an outbreak of nuclear war,

- It is the position of the United States that during stage I a meaningful across—
the~board reduction must occur in the over—all war-making capabilities of the parties
to the treaty, That would include belanced implementation of all of the first four
paragraphs of our draft article 4.

It is also of fundamental importance to us that, in the absence of trust in the
relations between all nations, a fact which is recognized by our Soviet colleagues
as well as ourselves, nations cannot be expected to disarm unless they are assured
that other nations are doing likewise. Therefore, appropriate language on
verification has been included in paragraphs 5 and 6 of our proposed article 4 to
reflebt these basic obligations,

Paragraph 7 likewise embodies a principle which the United States regards as
fundamental, It is that arrangements for keeping the peace and ensuring international
security must be gradually strehgthened and improved over the entire disarmament
process beginning with the first stage. We were glad to note that the Bulgarian
draft contnins lr,n;;uagé similar to our Jara~raphs 5 and 7, but we thint that
the idea contained in paragraph 6 should also find explicit expression,

With respect to the time limit for stage I, I should like to reiterate that the
United States has always held the pragmatic view that the amount of time required for
implementation of any stage of disarmament will depend upon the nature and scope of
the measures agreed and undertaken, the time.required for verification and the period
needed to implement the specified peacekeeping measures, It is on that basis that
we have concluded that three years would be a reasonable time for the orderly
implementation and verification of the obligations we have proposed to be undertaken
in stage I,‘ Of course, if the measures finally agreed on for stage I were
substantially different from present United States proposals that would have its

effect on the time needed for their implementation,
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I wish to make one additional comment on the paragraph dealing with the time
limits, As my coileagures all know, the United States treaty outline provides for
the possibility of extending, in certain circumstances, the time-limit for the
completion of stage I by not more than three months., It is for that reason that we
have included in our draft article reference to a later article —- and a blank is
left for it —— which would deal with the question of ‘ransition, Again this morning
lir, Lall referred to the desirability of baving the question of transition included
in some way in article 4 (supra, p. 2 ). I should like to emphasize, however, in
view of Mr, Lall's remarks, that any prolongation of stage I could only be long
enough to provide assurance that all undertakings to be carried out in stage I had in
fact been carried out, that all preparations required for stage II had in fact been
nade, and that all militarily significant States had become parties to the treaty.
Those are the conditions which, in general terms, we believe must be fulfilled before
proceeding from stage I to stage II. They are conditions which must ﬁe fulfilled
if the security of all nations is to be ensured during the disarmament process,

In conclusion I would state thét our text is, of course, an accurate reflection
of the more detailed provisions contained in stage I of the United States proposal,
and indeed it highlights the substantive differences between that proposal and the
corresponding Soviet proposal., We do not pretend that this text reflects a
compromise on substance. It is, however, a compromise in form, The language of
our pfoposél changes the form of the similar laaguage in our treaty outline and
harmonizes.fo a major degree with the form of the proposal of the Bulgarian
representative, Our So%iet colleague has said he approves of that proposal, and
therefore we know he approves of its form,

Even though this ié not a change in substance, we do believe it may help us in
our negotiations, Our Soviet colleague is well aware, as I am sure are all the
members of the Committee, of the amount of time and effort that was spent in
negotiating part I on,'really, the question of form, The American draft had two
seqtions, the Soviet draft had three articles; we eventually met the Soviet point
of view, We have now met what we assume is an agreed form on the part of our Soviet
colleague, In doing so we +hink that we have set out fairly clearly items which
will highlight the major remaining problems between the United States position and
the Soviet position, We think that will help us to achieve fairly rapidly a
bracketed text and that, as we go on to concideration of the other agenda items which

are matters of substance, any agreement or any drawing together of positions can then
be registered in a later draft which the co-Chairmen may work out,
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we have at present 4o say on item 5 {a) and that we are quite prepared, if our
Soviet colleague agrees and the Committee agrees, to proceed to the discussion of
the next item of a first—-sbage egreement in a general disarmament treaty, item 5 (b)

(ENDC/52).

Mr, ZORIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Rebublics) {translation from Russian):
Today we have heard a number of statemenis by representatives dealing with various
matters — questions concerning our future procedure, as well as questions of substance
pertaining to stage I of disarmament which has been the main subject of our discussion
"during these last few days.

The last statement of the United States representative clearly shows that we
are approaching the conclusion of our debate on this question of stage I and that we
can start discussing sub—paragraph (b) of our agreed plan of work (ENDC/1/sdd.3),
which we will do, I take it, at our plenary meeting on Wednesday.

Today we have heard a number of views concerning the substance of the measures
to be included in stage I. They were apparently answers to those put forward by my
delegation in the course of past meetings, especially at our last meeting. In view
of the lateness of the hour, I do not propose to speak now on all the questions
touched upon this morning, including the question of the discontinuance of nuclear
weapon tests, which deserves special attention and discussion; we shall no doubt
come back to it after a while, especially after the Three-Power Sub~Committee has
discussed that question with dve regard to the latest proposals which, as we know,
are being prepared by the Wesvern Powers. Therefore I shall not deal with that
question, because we shall come back to it later, since it deserves to be discussed
in a separate end special manner.

Today I should like merely to answer Briefly some of the remarks made by the
representacive of Canada on the question of the balance of forces between the NATO
countries and those of the Warsaw Pect, as it would appear as a result of +the
implementation of the first stage of disarmament, Since this is closely connected
with the very essence of the problem of sﬁage I and with the definition of the
general scope of the measures of stage I, I think it necessary to give some

explanations and to make some remarks in this regard.
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First of all, Mr, Burns spoke briefly at the beginning of his statement about o
certain discrepancy between the figures and the errors which occurred in the verbatim
record (supra, p. 14 ). However, when Mr, Burns corrected the total figure, he made
an error himself, Therefore I shall now put him right, In particular, he said
that there was an error in regard to the armed forces of France — the figure should
be 1,009,000 instead of 1,900,000, That is certainly correct, That is actually
what I said, but apparently this was inaccurately reported in the verbatim record and
we have inserted a corresponding correction in the final verbatim record. France has
1,009,000 men; +that is correct.

But when Mr, Burns said that the total was not 3,334,000 and that the correct
figure for the total should be 3,304,000, and that there were 30,000 too many, I should
like to point out that he evidently has not read carefully enough the table published
by the British Institute of Strategi. Studies, because in that table the figure for
Portugal is 79,000 and not 49,000, as erroneously stated in the provisional verbatim
record, So these 20,000 have been found and the figure of 3,334,000 is perfectly
correct, That is my first remark, .

Regarding the arguments and objections which Mr, Burns ventured to put forward
in connexion with our views concerning the balance of forces, his first remark was
that we should, strictly speaking, exclude the figures I quoted relating to Turkey,
Greece, the United Kingdom and Norway, as well as to Portugal to some extent.

I see no reason at all for doing so. Indeed, why do you consider it necessary
to exclude Turkey with its army of 500,000 men? Has not Turkey a common frontier
with the Soviet Union? It has, It also adjoins the territory of Bulgaria, which
is an ally of the Soviet Union. Is this not so? It is, You are computing the
over-all balance of forces of the whole NATO bloc and the Warsaw Pact countries,

Then why exclude Turkey? 1In order to stand up to Turkey in the event of a military
conflict, will not the Soviet Union be obliged to keep an appropriate number of troops
facing Turkey? Yes, because Turkey might threaten vitally important areas of the
Soviet Union abounding in oil, mineral deposits and so forth, Therefore Turkey
cennot at all be excluded. Then why do you exclude it? You are a military man, and
I think if you were a member of our General Staff you would not discount Turkey.

This argument of yours is completely devoid of foundation,
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Secondly, there is Greece. Why do you exclude Greece? Greece faces Bulgaria
and, to a certain extent, Romania, ete, Why do you exclude Greece? Greece also is
a member of the NATO bloc ~ is it not? It faces countries that are members of the
Warsaw Pact. Therefore, if you are computing the over-all balance of forces, you
cannot exclude Greece.

Further, you exclude the United Kingdom, and the reason for excluding the United
Kingdom is that if it withdrew its forces it would be, as it were, cut off from the
continent of Europe. We consider the United Kingdom to be a European country. It
appears that the United Kingdom is now anxious to enter more closely into the European
family of nations by joining the Common Market, It is obvious that the United
Kingdoﬁ cannot be excluded from Europe.

Furthermore, the troops of the United Kingdom are very closely linked with the
whole syétem of the NATO military allianée. That is beyond dispute, But Mr., Burns
ventured to say that, under our plan, the United Kingdom would again be practically
in the situation that existed in the days of Napoleon or during the Second World VWar,
when it was isolated from Europe,

I must say that I was rather surprised +that such a knowledgeable man as Mr, Burns
should indulge in such elementary errors of general knowledge. In the days of
Napoleon the United Kingdom was hostile to France, whereas now it is an ally of France.
At the&time of the Second World War, the United Kingdom was hostile to Germany, whereas
today Germany is an ally of the United Kingdom. Is there really no difference? It
is one thing for the British to cross the Chanmel when the coasts where landings are
to be ﬁade are hostile: it is a different matter when France and Germany are allies
and the whole coast is an allied one. Is there really no difference? I think it
is obvious to everyone that there is a substantial difference,

And, of course, we cannot separate the United Kingdom from Europe and say that
in the present circumstances the United Kingdom would not be able to participate with
her troops in Buropean effairs if there happened to be an armed conflict, I consider
that to be an absolutely elementary error of general knowledge. I em sorry, Mr, Burns,
but this is a fact, And to cross the Channel when on the other side of it you have
your allies, France, Germany and other Powers and there is not a single hostile country,
is not very difficult for the United Kingdom, as you yourselves realize, with modern
means of transportation. And although you said that during both the First and

Second World Wars there were great difficulties in transporting troops by sea, in
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supplying +them and so on, ncvertieless the mein difficulty was always enemy action in
conrexion with crossing ae scas, vhe prosence of submarines and other fleets, the
prerence of bombers and so forth,

Bus under our pian for the Ifirst stage of disarmament there would no longer be
any bomber aircraft, any submarines or any large warships., In these circumstances
would there not be a rudi-ol difference when it coams to solving the question of
landin~ tvoops from the Thited Kingdon on the cortinent or Europe? I think this is
elementary enougli fcr all o realize that we carnot exclude the United Kingdom from
the number of allicc of Enropean couatries, who would be able to land immediately e
considerable number of itroops on the contvinent of Europe, should a conflict break out,
since *thiere would be no bomber aireraft, no svbmarines and no navy capable of
conducting operabtions al long'distances from their main bases,

It is per©z2tly clear that Zhere would be hardly any difficulties in this Trespect.
Therofore we cannot leave tbhe Unit-~d Kinrjom ch of account in computing the balance -
of arred forces, Ton also leave Norway out of accouns,  VWhy? In the first plaée,
Norway has a common frontier with the Soviet Union, Even though it is-a small '
frontier, it is nevertheless a frontier., Secordly, Norway can always transfer its
troorns, if necessery, for the prrpose of laking pert in any NATO operations, Would
“here by any di?ficulty for Norway in “his mabiber? 02 course, from <the point of
view of milivary povential, Norway i3 not a very great Power and in the overall
balance of forces it may nct rerrecent very much; mnevaertheless, in an over-all
computation, if that iz what you are making, you zanno’ simply exclude Norway.

Thacrefore all your avgurnen’ss for oxeluding Zrom the over—all balance of the
armed forces of NATO such countries as Turkey, Irezce, the United Xingdom and Norway
cennot be taken serioucly, in my opinion, and do not correspond to the actual situation.

Your second argument concerns the disposition of the armed forces of the Soviet
Union, You said thatbt +tke Sovie’ Union could keep all its troops on the Western
frontier beceuse its rear was £eocure, as it vere, in the Eest; but you seid nothing
at all'abouﬁ ovr southern fronvicr, Mr. Burns, you are a w2ll—-informed military men,
o~ “Tea can you emzlude L.> soviaseT, oL - 3o l-_.%.eyn fromiicis of the Soviet
Uazon?  According <o tie British Inctitube of Slrategic Studies, there are 210,000
Iranian troops, 182,000 Paxistani troops — how can you leave them out of account?
Iran also has a comnon fronilicr with vitally important arees of the Soviet Union, and
you certainly cannot excluvde i, I am not baking wvhe Iar Zast, where Japan has
235,000 and South Korea 600,000, These, liowever, are armed forces which cannot be

disregarded in compuving the balance of forces,



ENDC/PV .63
46

(Mr, Zorin, USSR)

I do not intend at present to deal with the problems of the Far East, because
that is & particular question, The countries of the Far East have their own strategic
problems and concern for their security in connexion with the hostile attitude towards
them on the part of the United States and its allies in the East, But even if we
take into consideration your assessment o some extent and agree that it might be
possible to reduce the number of Soviet troops there — although our General Staff
thinks otherwise —, in any case you cannot leave out of account almost 400,000 men on
the south—eastern frontier of the Soviet Union, apart from Turkey.

In any case, when we said that the Soviet troops on our western boundaries would
be less by at least 200,000, it was & minimum figure. I need hardly mention that
the figures published by the British Institute of Strategic Studies were taken by us
only for the sake of argument, because they are the figures in which you yourselves
place most reliance, That is the reason why we took your figures, But if we take
these deta from the point of view of the real assessment of our forces, it will be
seen immediately that there is something wrong with these figures, because, for
instance, the Soviet Union is stated to have had 3,800,000 in 1961, But everyone
knows the figures for the Soviet Union that were published when it reduced its armed
forces by 1,200,000 men. It was officially published that we had 3,500,000 men and
not 3,800,000,

So we find in the Insbitute's figures 200,000 men in excess of our figare. We
preferred not to correct this figure, because we considered that it would be more
convineing for you if we used your figures rather than ours, Even on the basis of
your figures the zorrelation of forces would, as we have shown, be far from establishing
any superiority of the Soviet Union and its allies, after the implementation of the
first stage of our disarmament plan. This is a fact which you cennot refute, and
2ll the arguments which you have put forward today are not serious enough to be taken
into account because, as I have shown, they unjustifiably discount important elements
which are of essential significance in the strategic situation of the Warsaw Pact and
NATC countries.

Further, you spoke about the tanks and airborne divisions of the Soviet Union,
the possibilities of using them, etc. But, Mr, Burns, you surely realize perfectly
Well‘that airborne troops can only be useful for large landing operations under two

conditions: <first, there must be bomber aircraft to prepare and ensure the landing of
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these troops; secondly, there must be the possibility of supplying these troops and

the possibility of linking them up quickly with the advancing land armies and so on,
But, as I showed last time — and you could not refute it —~ if there are no bomber
airecraft, airborne troops lose their value. They cannot penetrate very far, because

to do so they must be assured of supplies and support, otherwise they will be sﬁrrounded
and destroyed.

For this reason all your arguments on this score, in view of your military
knowledge, Mr, Burns, are rather surprising. I think that this counting of divisions
anc¢ so on is a matter to be dealt with directly by the military staffs., We are not
dealing with that here, Ve are dealing with a general political analysis and the
question is: Is it possible to devise basically a solution which will not weaken the
forces of one or the other bloe? We say, and you have not been able to deny, that
basically there will still be an approximate equality of forces. e have drawn this
conclusion on the basis of analysis of the correlation of forces given by your
sources and not by ours. This is a real fact which all ‘he members of the Committee
cannot but take into account.

I should like to comment on another point which has alréady been touched upon by
the representative of Czechoslovakia (supra, p.32 ). He has already said that you
yourselves recognize that our forces would be at least 800 km distant from the line
of contact in a conflict (if such a conflict is possible), whereas the forces of the
Western countries would be 400 km distant. Thus your forces would have to advance
only half the distance, Again that is something which you cannot deny.

If Mr, Burns as a qualified military specialist puts forward this type of
argument, it only goes to show how weak is the basic position of the Vestern Powers
and that they cannot put forward anything else, That is the point,

The point is not that military considerations make it impossible to carry out
disarmament along the lines we propose; the point is that the political considerations
to which you adhere prevent you from agreeing to it, But that is a different matter.
The question is whether you desire effective general disarmament or not, It is not
a question of military strategy; it is a political question, In order to prove the
alleged impossibility of rcarrying out this plan, you resort to arguments ﬁhich, as

has been clearly shown just now, do not carry much weight,
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iy last remark in this connexion refers to what you said, Mr. Burns, at the very
end of your statement (supra, p. 20 ). You said you would not deal with the question
of a nuclear threat, because it had been dealt with by other speakers and you could
add nothing to what they had said on this subject. But all the members of our
Committee remember perfectly well and know that the other speakers could prove nothing
on the question of how they would eliminate the threat of nuclear war, because there
is nothing in the plan of the Western Powers that would really eliminate the threat
of nuclear war in the first stage of disarmament. And you cannot add anything
further to this, because there is in fact nothing to add,

With regard to what the representative of the United States, lir, Stelle, said
today when he referred to the United States new draft text for article 4, what we see
in paragraph 4 does not solve the problem of eliminating the threat of nuclear war,
Halting the production of fissionable materials is not a solution to the problem of
eliminating the threat of nuclear war in stage I, It completely fails to solve the
problem, as anyone can understand, Nuclear bombs remain and delivery vehicles
remain, so how do you solve the problem of eliminating the threat of nuclear war and
how do you prevent the threat of nuclear attack? In no way. But that is precisely
the problem of stage I: how to ensure that the threat of a nuclecr war is eliminated
in the very first stage.

Our plan does solve this problem. You cannot deny that. Ve solve this problem
because we completely liquidate all delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons, This
solves the problem of eliminating the threat of a nuclear war, whereas in your plan
there is nothing that solves this problem, That is the main point of difference
between us, the main defect of your plan and, conversely, the main merit of our plan,
while the balance of power to which you refer is not disturbed in our plan, Vhat
we sald at the last meeting is not sheken by the military considerations put forwarad
by lir, Burns,

Those are the remarks I considered it necessary to make,

With regard to the programme of our further work, we shall naturally discuss all
the considerations on this subject which were put forward today, in particular by the
representative of liexico, who expressed some views on the matter, Te shall also
consider in detail the proposed draft article 4 submitted today by the United States
(ENDC/L.18). Unfortunately, however, I must state — as Mr, Stelle himself stated —
that this is not a change in substance of the position of the United States; that
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even if there is some compromise, it is a compromise in form, as he himself admitted,
Consequently there is no compromise at all in this dfaft, and I therefore doubt
whether we could make use of it to find a real compromise, Since there is no
compromise here, or a compromise in forh only, what basis could it provide on which
to look for a compromise? Therefore I have my doubts on thisscore; but we shall
naturally discuss all the drafts which have been submitted - the Bulgarian draft,

our own draft and the United States draft — the previous and the present. I think
we shall have to proceed to consider aspecific drafit, and from YVednesday onwards,
apparently, we shall start discussion on parasgraph 5(b), which will enable us to
consider more thoroughiy the problem of elimination of the means of delivery of

nuclear weapons.

Mr, TARABANOV (Bulgaria) (translation from French): I do not intend to

detain the Committee for long. I merely want to say a few words in the debate, now
drawing to its close, on item 5(a) of the co-Chairmen's document on procedure of work
(ENDC/52), and on the various comments which have been made on my delegation's

proposal (ENDC/L.17)14 First, we should be glad we have finished our discussion so
swiftly that we can now ask our two co~Chairmen to put article 4 into its final form,
This, if I am not mistaken, is in fact provided for in paragraph 3 of the co-Chairman's
Recommendations on the Procedure of Work, and we hope that it will soon be possible

to draft which will take into account the compromise working paper which we have
submitted in an effort to further the Conference's work.

I should now like to say a few words on the proposal submitted by the United
States delegation (ENDC/L.18), and to show how it differs from our delegation's
proposal, As the representative of the United States himself said (supra, p.4l ),
this proposal is only a compromise in form. It simply sets out the United States
proposals, and gives us hardly anything to work on. It may be a compromise in form,
but the substbsnee is unchanged. ‘

I should like also to dwell on some comments by the representetive of India, who
wants the time~limit in our draft to be left unspecified. We certainly have no
hard-and-fast objection to this idea, provided that we do everything we can to fix
this time~limit so as to shorten the duration and increase the amount of the
disarmament that can be written into the paragraph in accordence with lir, Krishna

HMenon's disarmament philosophy.

1/ See also Hev,l.
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' . The destruction of delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons has produced a long

discussion, which, though it did not touch on our proposal, will no doubt help us to
clarify the respective positions and to decide whether this provision should be
included in the draft or not, We should like to point out, however, that our draft
deals with nuclear weapons delivery vehicles and military bases separately. This
pa;agraph really deserves to be considered by itself, because nuclear weapons
delivery vehicles are of prime importance, and it is they which, as it were, have
chapged the nature of modern war. That is why we think that they deserve o special
place in the final draft, and especially that our proposal should be taken into
account by the co-Chairmen and the Committee,

I should now like tc dwell on the elimination of nuclear weapons, of which the
Indian representative spoke (supra, p. 6 ). We have never been onposed to this;
on the contrary, we favour the elimination of nuclear weapons, Ve should like to
achieve this as soon as possible, and we have no objection to the idea of carrying it
out as early as stage 1, We should also like to stress that paragraph 4 of the
United States outline makes no provision at all for any diminution or reduction of
nuclear weapons, It merely says that the production of fissionable materials for
the manufacture of nuclear weapons is to be halted, We think it possible to submit
a separate text on the total elimination of nuclear weapons, which could certainly
be incorporated if the United States delegation agreed, We refrained from mentioning
nuclear weapons ourselves because we wished to bring these two drafts closer together,
40 work on them,

As T have noted, the United States draft makes no provision for nuclear weapons;
there is just one reference to haltin; the production of fissionable materials for
use in nuclear weapons, which is not a real disarmament measure, Ve refrained from
mentioning this, becuase it certainly does not deserve mention in an article on
disarmament, That explains why there is nothing on this subject, If, however,
some delegation wishes to propose the insertion here of provision for the elimination
of nuclear weapons, I do not think there would be any difficulty, ot least as far as
we are concerned, in writing it into this article 4, provided the United States
delegation did not object,

We did not mention the period of transition either, because we thought it
belonged to another article and need not appear in article 4, However, we quite

agree with the Indian representative, who said (su ra, p. 9 ) that disarmament should
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continue without intefruption, that there ought to be no difficulties in proceeding
from one stage to the next, and that these stages should follow on immediately and
without obstacles, Wg do not think that, as the ﬁhited States representative'said
again this morning, a special interval should be provided for reviewing what had been
done and for ascertaining whether the conditions for transition to the next stage

had been fulfilled., VWe feel, on the contrary, that the process should continue
without interruption from one stage to the next.

Lastly, we hope that the two co-Chairmen will succeed in drafting-a text which
will be acceptable to the Conference. We hope it will not contain tooAmany brackets,
and that, indeed, the sponsors will do all they can to remove the brackets which still
encumber the two drafts of the Soviet Union and the United States, I hope there will
be as few brackets as possible, and that we can work really effectively towards the
fulfilment of our task, submit the most suitable and acceptable draft to the United
Nations General Assembly at its next session, and report on our progress towards

disarmament,

Mr, BURNS (Canada): I will be very brief, but in view of my lack of success
in convineing Mr. Zorin of the inapplicebility of some of his strategic arguments the
other day, I think I ought to say that I was not really very hopeful of doing so, at
least the first time he studied what I had to say.. .But neither have I been convinced
by the repetition of his arguments with which he favoured us later in the proceedings.
I think we can now leave this matter of the strategical situation that would exist at
the end of the imposition of the measures proposed in stage I of the Soviet draft
treaty to the judgment of the non—-aligned members of this Cémmittee. That is to
say, they can examine the arguments which have been advanced by lMr, Zorin and those

which have been advanced by the Canadian delegation, and form their ovn conclusions,

Mr. GODBER (United Xingdom): I do not want to delay my colleagues, but I
should like to say just two things, I think it would be churlish of me not to
express my gratitude to the representative_of the Soviet Union for standing up for
the British as being true Europeans. That is something we appreciate most deeply,
and I shall welcome his help in other negotiations that are going on at the present

time,
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Secondly, I regret to say that I find myself as unconvinced by mr. Zorin's
arguments as was Mr,., Burns., I was struck by the interesting analogies hé drew in
relation to the NATO Powers, but it was what he did not say rather than whét he did
say that impressed me. As I listened to ir, Burns, two of his most ﬁowerful
argunents seemed to me to be the strong advantage of a single State with a large
number of troops under its own command, which must have very substantial military
advantages, and the massive numbers of Soviet tanks. Neither of those was referred
to by our Soviet colleague, No doubt he will explain their relevance to us on some

future occasion,

The CHAIRMAN (Sweden): Tomorrow morning is the deadline for submitting

drafts in relation to point 5(a) of our agenda, dealing with basic obligations in the

first stage of disarmament, The second is that at our forthcoming meeting, which
the co~Chairmen have agreed should take place on Wednesday, we hope to begin )
consideration of point 5(b) concerning disarmament measures in regard to nuclear

weapon delivery vehicles,

IQQ‘COnférenbe decided o issue the following communique:

"The Conference of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament
toddy held its sixty-third plenary meeting at the Palais des Habions,
Geneva, under the chairmanship of Mrs, Myrdal, representative of Sweden,

"Statements were made by the representatives of India, Canada, Italy,
Mexico, Czechoslovakia, the United States, the Soviet Union, Bulgaria and
the United Xingdom,

"The United States delegation tabled a working draft of article 41/
of a treaty on general and complete disarmament in a peaceful world,

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

1 August 1962, at 10 a.m,”

The meeting rose at 1.35 n.m,




