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The CH/IRMIN (Bulgaria) (translation from French): I declarz open

the fifty-first meebting of the Eighteern Nation Commitlee on Disarmament,

lr., ZORIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republies) (translation from

o e § e € 4

Russian): Before proceeding to the main theme of our shatemenv today, the
Soviet delegation would like to make two comments on the stevements of the Western
representatives at the meeting of 6 June (EWDC/PV.50).

In connexion with ouvr reply to the statement of the United Kingdom representa-
tive, Mr., Godber, concerning alleged difficuldies in conitrol crer the elinination
and destruction of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons and of the nuclear
weapons themselves, again reverted to the question of setting up a commitlee of
experts (ibid., p. 11). DMr. Godber, if we understend his remarks rightly, does
not clearly comprehend our attitude to technical experis, although we have already
availed ourselves of the opportunity to put forward our views on this subject; it
seems that we shall have to do so again. The real obstacle to reaching agreement,
as emerges with particular clarity just now, is represented not by differences
or difficulties on technical problems, but by differences on basic questions of
principle regarding the very substance of disarmament.

The Soviet Union, as is well known, proposes the elimination of all means of
delivery of nuclear weapons at the “irs{ stage, and nuclear weapons themselves
at the second stage (ENDC/2), We have explained in detail why i% is necessary to
proceed in this way, aend adduced arguments which the Western representatives did
not refute. Instead, the Western delegations proposed a percentage cut in the
means of delivery of nuclear waapons, which does not, however, eliminate the risk
of a nuclear attack in the first, second, or *hird stage, i.e. over a period of
no less than {en years under the United S*abtes pian (ENDC/30). Vith regard to
nuclear weapons themselves, the United States proposals provide no safeguard that
they will be eliminated and prohibited at 2ll,

The representative of vhe United States, Mr. Stelle, tried in vain yesterday
to make out that my stetement was a form of augreement on our part with the general
approach contained in the United States outline %o the matter of elimination of
nuclear weapons (FNDC/PV.50, p. 32). This is not so, 4ind if ir, SHelle will
carefully study yesterday's record, he will see that I said nothing about common
aims in the two plans, nor did I say tha’ we accept the provisions cf the United

tates plan concerning elimination »f nuclear weoponsy oun the contrary, what I
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(Mr. Zorin, USSR)

in fact said yesterday was that, right until the end, the United States plan does
not, in substance, propose or ensure the elimination of nuclear weapons (ibid., p-15).

There is every reason to think that, under the proposals of the Western
Powers, nuclear weapons will be preserved even after general and complete disarma~
ment, the only difference being that they will be assigned to the international
armed forces ~ although it is not yet clear where they will be located.‘ ﬁere there
is a serious difference, and one which hinders agreement. '

In this connexion, one must ask what assistance might be géined from the work
of any group of experts if we have not reached agreement on whether nuclear weapons
are to be prohibited and eliminated at all, On the contrary, one might reasonably
fear that this fundemental political dispute, which has not been resolved in the
Committee, would in effect be transferred to the group of experts - which will
clearly not help matters. A basis for really useful and fruitful work by experts
can be formed only when we have reached firm agreement here on the basic aspects
of the disarmament programme which are at present at issue between the two sides,
Yet yesterday'!s statement by the United States representative, Mr., Stelle,
emphasised once again the profound difference bevween our positions on such a key
question of disarmament as the elimination of nuclear weapons,

When earlier in the discussion we poiﬁted out that the United States proposals
on the second stage of disarmament do not provide an effective reduction of nuclear
weapons themselves, our conclusions were disputed. Nevertheless, as the discussion
proceeds, we are more and more confirmed in the rightness of our analysis of the
United States proposals. We were much helped in this by Mr, Dean himself, who
confirmed that the United States proposéls for a percentage cut in the means of
delivery of nuclear weapons and certain categorie5 of conventional arms do not
basically affect the military potential cf the United States and its capacity to
carry out first, second and subsequent nuclear strikes zENDC/?V.45,p.6). This made
matters a good deal clearer,

Once again we must express our gratitude to the United States representative,
in this case Mir. Stelle, who yesterday shed light on the second stage of the United
States plan also, confirming our conclusion that, in effect, it does not envisage
the reduction of nuclear weapons. Recalling that in the first stage the United

States intends some reduction in fissionable materials, lir, Stelle said yesterday:
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"n stage IX we make further attacks on this problem with a further
reduction of fisaionable material stockpiles, and we begin to attack
the direct question of nuclear weapons through registration of such

weapons. +n shage III we call for their elimination", (ENDC/PV,§QJ p.33)

It is now clear Vo the Committee that in the second sbtage the United States does
not reduce nuclear weapons but merely studies the matter, and only in the third
stage proceeds to the elimination of nuclear weapons. This is the true picture
hidder behind the vague wording regarding the second stage in the United States
document.

These are the remarks which I felv I had to make before proceeding to the
main theme of our discussion today, At today's meeting the Soviet delegation
intends to deal with the third and final stage of general and complete disarmament.
While explaining +the provisicns of the draft trealy submitted by the Soviet
Government, we shall alsc deal with the reievant sections of the United States
proposals,

The tasks of the third stage of disarmament are set oub in article 30 of our
draft (ENDC/2, p. 20). They consist of undertakings by States fuliy to disband all
their armed forces and thereby tc complete the elimination of their military
machines, This will comprise: the completion sf +the elimination of armed forces
and remaining conventional armamervsi +thoe cessatiosn of milivary production; +the
abolivion of military establishments; +the aboliition of militery conscription and
military training; +the prohibitioa of the approvriation of funds for military
purposes. These meusures are to be complebed within a specified time-limit. The
Soviet Governmen® propcses a Hime—limit of one year for the third stage.

The fulfilment of the third-ctage obligaticns under the Soviet proposals will
result in a situation in which tbe States will no longer have the means of waging
war and bthe danger of war will be finally eliminated. For the mainfenance of ordexr
States will mexely have at their disposal limited, agreed contingents of poliece
or militia. equipped with light firearms.

Turning to the United States outline of basic provisions for a treaty, we find
no ciear delineation of third-stage tasks. It must be said that in general the
third stage in the Unived States proposals is very imprecise., It is not merely
that ne specific time-limit is promosed for the stage, although even this fact

alcne robs the third stage obligations of their effectiveness; apart from this,
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the United Svotbes inlroduces e number of reservations whichk ZIn fact rule ocut the
possibility of achieving general and complete disarmament.

In our draft trealy a specific procedure for acccmpnlichment of the third
stage is proposed, Under Avticle 31, the States parties to the ireaty will first
disband the entire personnsl of +the armed forces which remeined at sheir disposal
after the accomplishmen’ of the first two stages of disarmament and completely
abolish tha sysivoem of miiidtary reserves, Secondly, they will destrcy all armaments,
military equipmerny ard mun' tions remaining at their disposal, whether held by
troops or in devols, All military equipment and munitions whiclh caunot be
converted fto peazeful uses will be destroyed. A1l this will be carried out under
the supervisioun of the Interrational Disarmement Organization, whose inspectors
will exercise control over the disbanding of troops and the desiruction of
material rescurces and alco control the conversion to peaceful uses of traunsport
and other non-combat egulpment, barracks, auxiliary premises and depots, training
and proving grounds., aad so foruh, At this stage of dicarmamcpt the Inter—
national Disarmament Crganization will have access o documents pertaining to the
disbanding of all personnel of “the armed forces of the States navties to the treaty.

The elimina*ion of the wemaining armed forces and armamends will be
simultaneously arcoopauied by ©the cassation of military production. Article 32
of the Soviet draft treaty provides for the discontinuance of military production
at factories and plants, except for the manufacture of agreed itypes and quantities
of light firearms required for arming units of the police (militia) ccntirgents
retained by Stetes parties to the ‘reaty for the purposes of maintaining irternal
order and complying with their obligetions in respect of the neairienance of
international peace and security under the United Nations Chaiter. This article
also provides that factories and plants subject to elimination shall be dicmantled,
their specialized machine tools and other specialized equiprent destroyed, and
the premises and general-purposz machine tools converted %o peaceful uvses.

In addition,

"£11 scientific vesearch in the military field at all scientific
and research institutions and at designing cffices shall be disconbinued.
411 blueprinvs and other documents necessary for the producticn of +he

weepons and military cquipment subject to eliminavion, shall be destroyed.
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".11 orders placed by military departments for the production of
armaments, military equipment, munitions and material with national
or foreign Government-owned enterprises and private firms shall be

annulled", (ENDC/2, p. 21)

The United States outline does not contain similarly clear and strict
orovisions. It does not define the procedure and methods for eliminating armed
forces and armaments and confines itself to references 1o non-existent annexes.
Lt the same time, some of the expressions used in the United States document
create serious doubts as to whether actual liquidation of the military machinery
of States will be achieved. Thus, in Section B, paragraph 2 (b), "Armed Forces",
reference is made, in addition to the retention of certain armed forces for the
maintenance of internal order, to the "subsequent establishment" of additional
armed forces or organizational arrangements, about which the United States does
not disclose its intentionsl However, it is clear that this may conceal a loophole
for the build-up of new armed forces.

The phrasing of the United States document where it concerns armament
production is full of reservations. With regard to the most dangerous type of
weapon — nuclear weapons of mass Gestruction ~ the United States proposals in
fact aim to preserve these even after the third stege — that is, to perpetuate
them. The statements in the United States document on the elimination of nuclear
weapons are mere emp’y words, since everything is made dependent on this business
of study by experts of the question of control. Need one stress that, if there
is no wish to put an end to nuclear weapons, the result of such e study can be
easily predicted? In any event the United States! refusal to stipulate in the
treaty that the international armed forces shall not possess nuclear weepons, as
was clearly stated in the Committee here, speaks for itself,

In the discussion on the first and second stage the Vestern delegations
accused the Soviet Union of concentrating ‘oo much on dismantling foreign
military bases at the expense of national ones. A comparison of the proposals
on the third stage in the two plans further underlines the ambiguous position of
the United States ard its Western allies on this question. The Soviet Union
envisages completion of the dismantling of national military bases in the third
stage. The United States, as appears from Section D, paragraph 1, "Military
bases and facilities", intends to keep military bases end certain military

facilities.
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The draft trealy proposed by us peys great attention to the dismantling of
military installations, This is no accident. One cannot consider a military
machine completely liquidcted 1f war minisiries and gencral staffs - the controlling
bodies of this machine - In any wey survive.

On this essumption we believe ithal in vhe last stoge of disarmament all
military controllinz bodies should be completely eliminated in whatever form they
may exist in the variocus Svates. In the pasi we have already encountered
opposition on this matter on the part of the Western Powers, wiich have
stubbornly refused to stete unequivocally the need to accompany the liquidation
of armed forces with eliminzbtion of a2ll bodies connected with the control of
those forces. 1In this regard such grcundless arguments have been adduced as, for
instance, that control of the remaining units of polic2 milibtia, and the
organization of their recruitment and training would require staffs, schools,
and so forth, Ve have already given explanations on this subject.

It is well known that in the vas’ majority of countrics abt present police,
gendarmerie, militia-and even fronbier-guard units are not controlled by war
ministries and hence certainly have no connexion with general stails with regard
to the functions which they discharge., Likewise, in a fubure disarmed world the
retention of military organs to conbrol units of police (militia), including those
seconded for cduty to the United Nations, will not be necessary. This function
will be successfully hardled by the appropriate ecivilian ministries and authorities.

It is necessary to recall in bhis .connezion that the elimingtion of miiitery
control bodies was fully refleched in the Statement of Agreed Principles for
Disarmament Hegotiations issued jointly by the United States and vhe Soviet Union
ard opprovred by the General fssembly. This document provides that +the progremme
of general anc complete disarmamen’ should contain the necessary provisions, with
respect to the military establishkments of every nation, for:

".eos Lbolisiment of the organizetions and insbtitubions designed
to organize the military efiort of States, cessation of military
training, and closing of ali militery training institutions;!

(ZWDC/53, ». 2)

trictly adhering vo this principle, cur dvaft treaty sets out in detail
the procedure for the sbolition of military institutions. irticle 33 provides

hat at the third stage of general ornd complete disarmament:
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".. War ministries, general staffs and all other military and
para-military organizations and institutions designed to organize
the military effort of States parties to the Treaty shall be
abolished"., (ENDC/2, p. 21)
With this object in view the States parties to the treaty will demobilize all

personnel of these institutions and organizations, abrogate all legislative

acts, rules and regulations governing their structure and operation, and destroy
all documents pertaining to the planning of the mobilization and the operational
deployment of the armed forces in time of war. In addition we believe it to be
necessary that the States party to the treaty should enact, in accordance with
their respective constitutional procedures, legislation prohibiting all military
training, abolishing military conscription and all other forms of recruiting the
armed forces, and discontinuing all military courses for reservists, All this is
set out in detail in Article 34 of our draft.

In contrast to this we would point out that in the United States outline of
basic provisions of a disarmament treaty the question of the elimination of military
control bodies, the discontinuance of military training in any form and the
closing down of all militery training estaeblishments appears in a very vague form.,
The United States limits itself to a general reference in section B, paragraph 1,
to the liquidation of military establishments, without specifying their nature.

But Articles 33 and 34 of the Soviet draft treaty leave no room for any mis-
interpretation.

4t this last stage of disarmamcnt the Soviet draft treaty (article 35)
provides for a complete discontinuance of the appropriation

"ee.. of funds for military purposes in any form, whether from government

bodies or private individuals and public organizations ... " (ENDC/2, p. 22).

This measure, the implementation of which, as of all the others, will be ensured
through effective inspection by the international disarmament organization, will
remove all economic incentive to any attempt to evade the fulfilment of obligations
incumbent on States parties to the disarmament treaty. The Soviet delegation has
already dealt with this question in detail before, and for this reason we need not
go further into the matter.

These are the third-stage disarmament measures provided in the draft treaty

on general and complete disarmament proposed by the Soviet Union.
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From a comparison of the provisions of the treaty submitted by the Soviet
Government with those of the United States outline, it is not difficult to see
which comprises effective and genuine obligations ensuring the cerrying out of
general and complete disarmament, and which proposes nebulous schemes devoid of
any guarantee as to their implementation. In the discussion on the second sfage
of disarmement and the document on Part I (ENDC/4C/Rev.l), the Committee obtained
the first indications that the United States, although professing support for
elimination of nuclear weapons, is not in fact prepared to accept this. Study of
the third stage in the United States draft confirms this attitude of the United
States in full measure. |

I shall now offer o few remarks on measures to safeguard the secﬁrity of
States and to maintein international peace.

kit recent meetings of the Committee a definite policy on the part of the
_Western delegations has been noted with regard to the metter of safeguarding the
' security of States during the disarmement process. in artificial forcing of thls
guestion appears to be taking place. In the statements of the Western representatives
5 definite distortion of view is discernible. The fact that disermement itself will
be‘the surest and most certain means of securing peace and the security of States
is disregarded. When the means of waging war are destroyed, when States dispose
of neither armies nor srmaments, nc one will be eble to start a wer and no one
will be able to apply force or the threat of force in international relations.

On the oﬁher hand, nc measures of security have or can have any real significance
if large armies are maintained together with nuclear weapons and the means for
their dellvery.

Inc1dentally this is one further reason for the lack of realism in the Uhlted
States programme, which leaves States in possession of weapons of mass destruction
and their’means of delivery at all three stages. Under such coﬁditions, let us
consider what would be the value, from the security point of view, of the inter—
netional armed forces which the United States intends to create in the second stage.
Wi .1 they be able to halt a militarily powerful State? Obviously not, since they
will be opposed by nuclear weapons and the only thing which could happen would be
the provocation of a nuclear war. Perhaps it is for this reason that the United
States wishes to equip the international armed forces with nuclear weapens.

If so, the result is still nuclear war,
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Surely this is not the purpose o? o disarmament programme. Surely people do
nov caie whether thev perish in a nuciear war cccurring between two or three States
or in one fought between some State and international armed forces armed with
nuclesr weapons, The soiution of the problem of safeguarding peace and security
should be sought not in artificial, abortive schemes but in a speedy, decisive and
resolute disermament, carried o its final conclusion, particularly with regard to
basic armaments —— the means of delivery of nuclear weapons and nuclear weapons
tnemselves. Then additional measures will make sense, and our dreft treaty supnlies
them.

Chapter X of ocur draft is devoted to these measures. ALrticle 36 provides that:

"... the States parties to the Treaty shall be entitled to have, after

the complete abolition of armed forces, strictly limited contingents of

police (militia), ecquipved with light firearms." (ENDC/2, page 23)

The strength of these contingents for each State party to the Treaty will have t»
be agreed by us, taking into account just criteria and basing ourselves thereon.
Yesterday the revresentative of Carada, lr. Burns, raised this question
{ENDC/FV.50, p.40. Tt of course requires discussion, and agreement will be needed
as tc what criteria will govern the strength of police (militia) contingents.,

With regard to the manufscture of arms for these contingents, article 36
sonfines manufacture to ",,, stricily limited quantities of light firearms ...".
Here it is provided that the list of plants producing such arms, their quotas and
types for each party to the treaty shall be specified in an agreement. All these
measures will be controlled by inspectors of the international disarmament
organization. (ENDC/2 , page 23)

The piacing of units of police ‘militia) at *he disposal of the Security
Council will be carried oubd under the provisions of hrticle 43 of the United
Nations Charter. 411 States partics to che treaty must, on the request of the
Security Council, not only place at its disposal such units but also provide them
with assistance and facilities, including rights of passage. The States parties
+o the treaty must meintain in a state of immediate readiness that part of the
police (militia) unite which is intended for joint international enforcement
action, This incidentally answers the doubts of certain Western representatives
+h-% there might be delay in bringing such esrmed forces into action. Such doubts

ars groundiess. Both the size of the poiice (militiz) units placed at the
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disposal of the Security Council, as well as the areas where they are staticned,
will be specified in agreements to be concluded by the States parties to the treaty
with the Security Council, as provided under the United Nations Charter.

The commard of the police {nilitia) units placed at the disposal of +the Security
Council will be made up of representatives of the three principal groups of States
actually existing in the world today on the basis of equal representation, which
will ensure justice and impartiality in the actions of these forces in settling
international cornflicts.

The Soviet draft treaty on general and complete disarmament accords an
important place to measures to prevent the re-establishment of armed {orces in
disarmed States. These control measures are set out in article 38 of our draf+.

On this question we have two aspects in mind. First, we propose to subject to
strict control by the international disarmament organization the police (militia)
contingents retained by the States parties to the treaty with the object of
verifying compliance with the obligations in regard to the strength, armament and
location of these contingents and also of revealing substantial movements of police
(militia) units. Secondly, we believe it necessary that the International
Disarmement Organizatvion ghould ensure effective control over the prevention of the
re-establishment of armed forces and armaments, for which purpose it should have
the right of access at any time to any point within the territory of each 3tate
party to the treaty. In addition our draf+t treaty -- and this is also reflected

in article 38 -- accords the Internationai Disarmament Organization the right to
institute aerial control, both ir <he form of aerial inspection and aerial
photography, over the territories of States parties to the treatys

These are the measures on disarmament and control which are nroposed for
implementation under the Soviet draft treaty in the +third and final stage of general

and complete disarmament.

Mr. GODBER (United Xingdom): I do not propose tc make o sneecn this
morning, and particularly I do not propose to follow the representative of the
Soviet Union into the reaims of stage III. I think we have scarcely concluded
discussion on steze II, and I shall certainly went to say one or two more words at

& later meeting in relation to that stage before we leave it.
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I am not at all svre that i% veally helps us if one delegation goes zhead,
withont consultation with the othevs, 1o discuss another stage. 1 think it rather
tends 0 confuse our discussioms. Lowever. tket is what the representative of the
Soviet Union Log chosen to do, I &o nov w.sh 4o make a point of this, but that is
the reacon why I am not going to commen’ on what he szid in the body of his speech
this merning-

I heve asked tc stoor primavrily for this reason: I was particularly interested
yesterday in the responcg- of tne rerresentative of the Soviet Union to the speech
I had made ot that meeving. 1 wut ¢ eonsiderod question to him at the end of
yesterday's debatc, tc which he promised to rply This morning. He has done me the
courtesy of giving thait reply, and I em grateful to kim for that. But I am afraid
T am not terribly encouraged by the 1eply ke has given. Perhaps 7 could refresh
my colleaguels memory with the exact position.

I posed what we in the United {ingdcm delegation regard as very real oproblens,
problems which I do nov +think it he:ps tc seek to ignore or belittle or, as it
were, +o brush under the vug, out of Tthe way. 1 suggested ways in vhich we might
try to face up to them.

¥hen our Soviet coileague replied yesterday, he made one or two comments
which I thought sounded not too urheinful. Perhaps I could justv recall two
different passages c¢f his speech. He saids

"Tou have merely criticized difriculties which you have scen in the

solution of the problems of eliminetion of the mezns of delivery and

elimination of nuclesr weapons. 4% all events, as you see these

difficulties, let ns consider logether how they may be overcome ..."

(DNDC/ PV, JO Ta 1’:)

That seemed t0 De ccaeciliatory and helnfal, and I was very glad to hear it.
laver stage in his speech he saids
"Firm obligations within concreie time-limits; as set forth in our draft,
provide 2 secure basis for the effective elimination of the possibility
of carrying out nuclear strikes in the first siage and for the complete
eliminetion of the threat of auclear war aos a result of implementation
of the second stage, when nuclear weapons themselves will go to the
scrapheap. Tf Mr, Godber has *odey doubts about the feasibility and
controllability of ibis, le’ us ~onsider how wo can settle them." (ibid.,

Pps_21).
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wnrlds, Therefore it wos 1o elarify just what

I thought these vere encouraging
our Soviet colleagz=e meaniv vhov ot the end of the moxming I aszed +thig simple

question of him:

"Is he, by g=yiag that we shovld diccure theso matiore dcgether, not only
b evaressins willinpress to eston’ish sneh o

; - !

recognizing the p-oblem

2, for the reasons T gave bthis morning?

-
n
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committee of experta as

If he is, thet is an important cicy forward and I would like Hc be cleaxr

that that is what ¥r. Zoiin envisages. If he does net, I do not xonlly

understand the meaning of those words he uced.” (}Eig;L_QLﬁfﬁ

What has ir, Zorin told me this morning? Fe has told me “het 1 was alleging
certain difficulties erd that I had said the Soviet position wes notv elzar. Then
he said that the true ohgtacles on the road to agreement are differences not on
technical matters, but on metters of principle. 4nd he dwelt on this fundemental
difference. He gaid "What heip can we expect frem a groun of experts? % would be
a case of handing tonc nolitical problem over to experts. This ic no good."

He then went on, as it seemed to me, to confuse the issue -~ I am sure not
intentionally —- by <talking about the Western position, and in varticuiar the
position of the United States, on the eiimination of nuclear weanons., He sought to
imply that the Western position on this was that e wished to see the retecation of
nuclear weapons after the end of the programme of general und comnlete disarmament.
He is, of course, perfectly well aware that in the %hird stage of *he Unitved States
plan there is o clear provision that:

", .. the Parties to the Treaby would eliminate il nuclear weapons

remaining a% *heir disposal L.." {EYNG/37  nage 29)

It is quite eviden’ that there is no thought or intenbion on the pert of the United
States or anyonc on the Western side thot nuclear weepons chould be retained by
States at the end of the disermament orocezc. Indeed, to think of doing so would
be nonsense, it mereiy confuses the igsue to try to dreg in these references,

But, to confuse it {ferther, oxr Joviet eclisague goos on Vo taik arout the
United Stctes position in rogerd to the United Nations veace force. He claims that
it is the definide view of the United States, and presumoably cf the Western Powers
generally, that the Uaited Nobions pecce force chould re“e’rn ond have possession
of nuclear weapons. I thirk it has beon mode abvndantly clear by our United Stetes

colleague -- there is scarcely any need fox mz %o zepcat iv -- that *n fect no
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decision of any sort has been taken, no view has been formed, on this very
important mattgr. I doubt whether any of us really ﬁants to see the extension of
these weapons in any form after the end of the process of general and complete'
disarmament,

. éut the point which we have to face is whether some unscrupulous State would
be retaining or seeking to retain some of these weapohs. I vosed the question
Yesterday very clearly tc show the great difficulties in checking whether in fact
it had. If there is a real danger of that happening, we have got to decide at
some stage in our discussions here what the extent of that denger is and whether
we, the nations round this teble, feel on the whole that it would be wise, perhaps
for a limited period, to retain within the ambit of the United Nations peace force
soﬁe detefrent in this form, No decision by any delegation, as far as I am aware,
has been takén on this., Obviously it is a matter that would require the gravest
consideration from us all. But this is the point: the Soviet Union is secking to
say thet the United States in particular, and the West as a whble, are taking this
position at the present time, ‘

But the whole point of my desire to set up some form 6f exvert committee to
look into this matter is the very involved nature of the nroblem and the itremendous
complications that exist. How are we to take a political decision on & matter so
vital as this until we have the facts clearly expressed before us? I do not
suggest for one moment that we delegate pdlitical decisions to committees of
experts., 4s & politician I father like teking pﬁiitical decisions myself. I have
no desire to delegate that authority. But I have every desire -- and 1 think-that
we should =all have the desife round this teble -- to be given clear and féctual
information on just what the problem is.

That was what I was seeking in the proposals I put forward yesterday. I was
seeking to expose the difficulties of the problem, which I do not think, frankly;
have been fully realized, and to find a wgy to overcome them. It seemed to me thet
some form of expert discussion could do nothing in any way to harm our diécussions,
aﬁd could well help us to reach at the right moment the appropriate and corréct
political décision. |

Our Soviet calleague this morning, in seeking, as it seemed to me, to blur
the igsue in fhis wey, was in fact rejecting the suggestion I had put forward. I
bﬁink that is a very'retrograde step, 1 think it is very unfortunate that he

should do so., I submit that he cannot deny the existence and the comﬁlicated
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nature of this nroblem. How can he deny them? If he does not deny the complicated
neture of this problem, then he must sgree that some way of overcoming it must be
found. If all nations that have these ghastly weapons are going to divest them-
selves of them, they have to be assured that others are doing the sames and, fcr
the reasons I gave yesterdasy, we have to face up to the difficulties which this
involves.,

So, as I understand it, the argument used by our Soviet colleague this morning
does not stend up to examination at all. It is no good for him to say that we are
seeking to hand over political decisions to experts. e are not seeking to do
enything of the sort. We are seeking to get a clear exposition of the extent of
the problem so that we can take the correct decisions on it. That is the Western
position, and I should have thought it was a very reasonable position,

Having dealt with the technical aspect, I would come back now to the words
that Mr. Zorin used. May I remind my collesgues once more that he said:

"...Ls you see these difficulties, let us consider together how they may

be overcome." (ENDC/PV.50, . 19

He said later:

"Tf Lir. Godber has todey any doubts about the feasibility and controllability

of this, and about the possibility of controlling all this adequately, let

us consider how we can settle them." (ibid., ps21)
411 right. e has rejected —— I think host unwisely, and I hope he will reconsider
it —- the idea of expert discussion. But, if he said these words having already
in his mind rejected the concept of expert discussion, what did he mean? Did he
mean some special, closer, form of political discussion among us? I do not think
anyone could really say that our discussions in plenary meetings round this table
constitute in fact putting our minds together and really getting down to the
ﬁroblem. ‘1 think we ore too prone to make speeches at one another. Is he therefore
suggesting some new form of contacts, some informal contacts where we can make more
progress and really thrash out the political issues involved here? I have indicated
that I think there are primary, practical difficulties to solve first, but I am all
for closer political consideration and more informal discussion.

Presumably Mr. Zorin had some thought in his mind when he uttered these words.
I am sure he was not seeking merely to fob me off with words; I am sure he would
not do that. Therefore I assume he had something in mind. He has rejected the

first interpretation that I had hoped he had in mind in relation to the setting up



ENDC/PV.51

19
(1x. Godber, United Kingdom,
of a cormittee of ex:exrts. I invite him now to tell me waat he really did mean jSivs
those words. It mizat help us forward if, when he cares to intervene again, he
expressed himself Lore clearly. If he is suygesting some closer consultation in

which we can really _ot down to things, I shall welcome i%. I an only too glac to

welcone any suggestions from ur. Zorin if it is nossible for me to do so.

Wr. LALL (India): The last few doys of discussion have tended to centre
on the important, the crucial question of nuclear weapons cnd how to deal with then
in the disarmament 3lan we are to foruulate.

lay I first point out that in the Agreec Syinciples (ZUDC/5) the disarmanent
programme is set out in paragradih 3?  This disarmament srograrme has five points,
running from (a) to (e). All these five points concern nuclear weanons. Two are
specifically and entirely devoted to nuclear weapons, ané cf course other weapons
of mass destruction, anad their elimination —- that is, () and (¢) =-—, while (a;,
(a) and (e) concern wecpons of mass destruction, including nuclear weapons, other
armaments, and other facilities. The point I am making here —-— and we have nodb
yet drawn attention to it in our consideration of the question of nuclear weapons -—-
is that all five Hoints in tae disarmament prograrme touch on this question of
nuclear weapons anc weapons of nass destruction, and this is not so with regard to
conventional arumaments and weapons. Thus we are correct, I believe, in drawing
the conclusion taat waen tnis Joint Statenent was drawn up the authors —-— that is,
the representatives of the United States and tiae Soviet Union who are here and so.e
of their colleagues —- attached sarticular imzortance to the elimination of nuclear
weapons. That is very clear from the programie of discrranent.

Now, we approac: tais subject in the sope spirit as coes this Joint Statement.
To us the elimination of nuclear wezpons and otier weapons of mass Gestruction is
of primary significance. That is why —— 1 say this frankly and I hoye I shall not
be misunderstooda -- it has been o sotter of ,reat concern to us that there has

o ’

seemed to be some aesitation rejarding nuclear weapons at tae end of tae plan: tlav

£

is to say, leaving vae sossibility of giving nuclear weasons to the Unived Nations

peace force. I saould like to reiterate tnat my delegation could not agree to
that proposition in eny circumstonces. Te could not agree to these weapons of

mass destruction, which in their srimitive stage wrow,nt havoc, whose effects are

still being felt at Liroshina ond Hagasaki, being ever used again.
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He should 1like to mele this Hosition absolutely clear. These weaons, which
in a primitive stage of Cevclopnent caused such cevastation, must not be used again,
and we should nov e able Yo agree to the possession by tle United Nations force of
such weapons. Ve thin% - and I should like to state this —-- that such retention
would be totally contrary to the Joint Princinles. rtow could it be possible for
the progremme of geueral and commlete disarmament to be achieved in terms of
paragraph 3 cf the Joint Principles if nuclear weapons of 511 %inds and weapons of
mass destruction werce not totally eliminated? The Joint Statement says they are 4o
be elimirated, so it is not possible in terms of that Statement either to leave such
‘a Dossibility open.

I want to make one other point extremely clear, and I would request the
represeniative of vhe United States kindly to talke this into account. ‘e have
never dcubted thav ke Unibed Stotes envisages in its nlan the full elimination of
nuclear weapons and otrer weapons of mass destruction from +iae arsenals of all
States. I chould like ‘o refer to what lr. Dean- said on 5 June in tae. ecrly part
of his speech:

"ses the continued possession of nuclear weanons by any nation must be

incorpatible withk jeneral and complete discrmament. In fact, possession
of such wespons DY o supposedly disarmed State would ancunt to a

contradictinn in terms.®  (ZHIS/PV.49, 5.33)

He said a little lavler in She same statement:
"There is o corplete identity between the Soviet Union and tae United

States oa the »oint that there should not be any nationally-hs 1d nuclear

arms.” (igif: )
We bave always lmown that to be the United States position; we have never doubted
it; and we realize that the United States does intend that there should be full
elimination of nucleacr weapons from the arsenals of all States, We should like to
make that guite ~lear, Decouse we ¢o nct share doubts which are sometimes expressed
around this table %o the effect that the United States has other intentions regarding
nuclear weapons, We co rolb snare these doubts at all. Ve are fully satisfied

teoat it is fully <he inbention of the United States to put an end to all such

weapons 1in all national arsenals.
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Further on ¥r. Jeen said — ané his statement seemed to indicate some misunder-

standing of my position which I should like to set right at once:

"Mr. Lall suggested oz 1 June Uhob the Veglbera plon did nov provicde

for e zrogressive scueezing dowm across the board of all orms componoznis

to mero, as we hove claimed ,..7 (1E3§;1N24n2i>'
I should like to say straightaway bthat, as I have just pointed out; I have never
doubted that the United States plon was squeezing Gown nuclear weapons to zero.  3ub

that was not my point. ly point was that tine rate at which this squeezing-down is

vaking place not the same for all types of armaments, I nust confess that, althouga

o

the representatives of the United Jingdom and the United States have dweld upon tais
point and tried to answer ne -- and I have been predisposed to be convinced by them -
I find that I am not convinced.

The plain fact is that the United States plan does not attack the question of
chemical and biologicel weapons until stage Ii. There is nc¢ question of any cut in
the first stage. Therefore, from that element alone, there is an ibelance in
favour of weapons of lass destruction.

The second plain fact is that in the first stage no inventory is to be taken of
nuclear weapons: thot will not happen until the end of the second stage. There is
no plain, straightforwvard statement that on the boasis of the inventory we will cut
nuclear weapons by 3¢ per cent and we will cut them again in the second stage by 5C
per cent of the remainder.

Therefore T am afraid that the absolutely inescapable conclusion is that the
rate at which armanents are brought down is not across the board. I nust, with
great respect, point tais out to the representatives of the United States and the
United Kingdom. I wish I could think differently, but I do not see how I can, no
matter how much I svudy the dqocuments before us.

In that connexion, referring to stage II, ir. Stelle saidl:

"To ensurce taat appropriate reducticn was accomplished during stage 11
in all armaments, the United States treaty outline provides that all parties

to the treaty wouid submit to the international disarmcment organization a

declaration of tieir inventories existin; ot the beginning of stage 11 of
5 O &3 & o H
the ty')es of &r:hu’l‘ents in Cc"'te{:'ories a"ii ional to tacse decl'd,reu in S‘tage Iv"
&

(EHDC/PV.5G, .37
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Vaking a different Hoint, I admit that in the second stage {tie United States plan
does, of course, cut dovn nuclear weadons to soue extent and that it does make sone
cut in chemieal, biological, and racdiclogical wea)ons. But, again, I am afraid that
this formulation is not entirely accurate, because a certain number of small arms
renain which are not cut in stage Ii. Let us face that fact.

I am labouring this point because I want to make it ciear beyond doubt that the
United States plan cGoes not maintein the military mix as it exists todey; it does
not maintain the pattern, This is perfectly clear, and it is a point of some
importance, Mr. Cavalletti szid on 5 June —~ and it was an interesting comment —-
that it was impossible in practice to have, in the course of the sane disarmament
stage, partial control and total control (ENDI/PV.49, ». 32}, I think we should all
bear that interesting point in mind, This is one of the difficulties in dealing
with partial and total measures. 3ut if one delves deeply into that thought, and
if it does mean that there cannot be different rates of disarmament in one stage ——
which I think is whot e had in mind --, then I would submit tc him that that point
applies to both plans. There is not the same rate for wezzons reduction all the way
through either plan.

Referring again to the Joint Statement of Lzreed Principles: as I soid, all
the five points of tle »rogramme touch on nuclear weapons and weapons of mass
destruction, while only three of them touch on conventional ireapons. Therefore i%
is surely incongruous, to say the lcast, that the disarmament »lon should »roceed
faster with reference tc conventional weapons and slower with reference to nuclear
weapons.

Speaking frankly, the present Testern plan allows, at the very least, one~
quarter, one-third, even cne-half of the nuclear veapons to exist far into the third
stage of the disarmament plan. As we are specking very franizly here, I think we
should remind ourselves that over five years age, heving given up his nost as Generzl
in charge of weapons development in the United States Army, General Gavin, the present
United States Ambassador to France, appeared on a Columbia Broadcasting System
national television hook-up and saic that, if the United States and the Soviet
Union were to drop all their nuclear weapons on the North Pole ——- not on any
particular target --, cnough radioactivity and other forms of turmoil would result
to destroy the whole world, He was the person most intimately connected with

weapons development in the United States, and he nust have mown what he was talking
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about. Records are kent of these CBS "Meet tae Press" telecasts, and I am sure taat
General Gavin's statement is available in the CBS office in New York.

Since General Gavin said that —~- over five years ago —-—, there has been‘an
“acceTerated develovnent of more devastating types of nuclear weapons. It seens quite
clear that even towards the end of the third stage, if we were to proceed in the
manner proposed in one of the plans, there would be enough nuclear weadons to destroy

he world.

We cannot conceive of this as compatible with the Joint Statement of Lgreed
Principles, in which the emphasis is placed aeavily on the elimination of nuclear
weapons. We cannot sce that this fits in with the Joint Principles, wiich have deen
accepted primarily by the two great Dowers and then by all tlhe kembers of tae United
Nations.

Therefore it is with this sort of back round that we androach the problem of
nuclear weapons. I redeat that we have never been of the view that the United
States plan does not talie nuclear weapons down to zero for cll national arsenals.

We have always known tact to be tiae case, and we have never dGoubted it.

Since I am now talling about tae clarification of certain misunderstaﬁéings, i
should like to refer to two parts of kr. Zurin's statement of 6 June vhich concerned
myself, kr. Zorin soid:

" ... we cannot aprce with the assertion of the representative of India,

Mr. Lall, that we have paid insufficient attention to control over weapons

plants.” (ENDC/2V.50, p. 23 )

lay I say, with great respect, that I an ;lad Mr. Zorin has tried to indicate
that in the Soviet Hlan tanere is control over enterprises Hroducing armamenfs?. I
am very glad of that. It has been our view, and it is still my view, that neither
of these plans before us goes far cnough in this particulaer matter. That is our
view. We may be nmistoken. We have an opden mind about this, and if these plans do
go far enodugh, so much the better. But we hope ourselves to return'to this matter,
because we think it is of great irmortance; and merhaps we snall have certain
suggestions to make obout it.

I should like to refer to another point in ir. Zorin's sivatement, L 1little
later on, speaking of tilwe Security Council and tae international disarmaient

organization, he saic:
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"We agree with tic remark of thc representative of Indiz that:
' ... there woulc be nothing in this disarmament plan vhicah could sudersede
the fundanental srocedures of the United Hotions Cherter. Indeec, e have

not received powers to modify the United llations Charter'". (ZNo3/:7.5C, pp.29,

30)

1 would like to add thot in view of that fact —- with which of course we agree - ve

2

believe that it is not necessary to mention tie United Nations Charter in Jdetail,

m- Py

section by section, in ithe disarrmoment plan. That is why I had suggested, and 1
still suggest, that in article 4C of the Soviet Hlen it ni 2t not be neccssary to
refer to the powers of tic Security Council uncer the Charter ¢f the United Nations.
Now way I come to some very irnortant motbers concerning nuclear Cisarmament?
I come to them througr +2e very hel>ful stotement iich wui. Gocher nmade yesverday
and in which he clarified some of the technicol issues involved. I £ind that sord
of statement valuablc, because we ust face tlesc issues. I entirely agree with
iir. Godber that we caonnot Hossibly try and get round then just by thin'zing that they
do not exist, and by ziving that irpression. I sec that e said yesterday:
v ... I anm certein tlhat no resnonsible government can afford to tale any risks,
at least until it s thorouzaly considered every aspect of the Sroblem and has

convinced itself of the wisdom of its zebion in doing so."  (ibide, 2.8 )

He repeated that thought more than ovnce, and I shouléd like to say thet I under-
stand and appreciate the sentiment it conveys. I agree with it generally. T i
not ryself have formulated it quite in that way, for reascns vhich I will come to
later. I hope thosc reasons will —- if I may >¢ so sresumotuous as to think so ==
lead Lr. Godber himself erhaps to ajree with e itaat anovther formulation might have
been proposed more in reeping with the situation as 1 trust it may develon.

¥r. Godber referred to threc ityoes of possible concealizent —- or, siell 1 say,

possible diversion to military purposes —- waich were inlerent in the subject of

nuclear energy.

ssile matericol. I an nco

n.

First, he referred to concenaled warheads conteining I
an expert on the concealnent of warkeads conte vining fissile meterial; I have never
even seen one of thesc weaponsy; oub I believe it to be Lrue t:at the storage of
warneads containing Zissile materials is not on cntirely siuple matter, ond that in
the storage of these weasons taerc are jossibilivies for Cetection of stoclks.

However, I would like to say this quite frankly. Such technical advice as I have

taken in this matter --— ond it is of a high order -- informs me that science at
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present knows no way of being sure tiet all nuclear weapons have been cctected and
destroyed. There is no way at Hresent — no way at all. I state this guite blunily
because I think we have to face that fact: +that there is no way now in which we can
be sure that all these nuclear wecoHons will have been loceted and destroyed. I

will come later to certcin countervailing factors, but I tiini: that at >resent at any
rate we should face taot fact.

The second kind of »roblem vhich kr. Godéber talked aboutv was the diversion to
illegal uses of fissile material Hroduced in authorized >lonts, in brecder reactors
and so on. ‘e pointec out that in = chemical separation plant there wos o margin
of error in accuracy of control of, I believe, about one Jer cent in the chemical
separation of plutoniux coming in a =nixed state Irom a breeder reactor. ‘e said
that the United Xingdom itself had programmes vaich coulé meke it possible —-
theoretically of course, because he was not advocating such a thing in the United
Kingdom ~- to divertenough plutonium to make weg)ons. Je is quite rigat; that is
so; but I shall come to certain facts gbout this which lead me, I nust say, V. the
view that tais is not a significant or practical danger. I will come to tle reason why.

Incidentally, in connexion with plutoniun Lr. Godber said, categorically, taav
olutonium can never be rendered unfit for use in weapons. I must differ from him
in that matter. I ncw that his technical advice is of o high order, bDut I also
have taken advice of = very hi,a order, and I am satisfied that this is not
necessarily the case. In fact, thouzh I hesitote to quote this here, Professor
Oppenheiner said quite recently that it should be possible to mix sometaing with
nlutonium to render it unfit for usce in weapons. So I an afraid that what r.
Godber said in this connexion is not necessarily so. But I oz not denending only
upon Professor Oppenieimer's statement. I o basing this on other scientific advice
of an equally high »rier, according to which scientists at uhe very top helieve thot
plutoniun could be made useless for weapon menufccture.

I now come to the third type of diversion of which lir. Godber spolze —- that is,
the use of stocks of fissile material which are held for legitimate surdoses but
could be seized by aun ao_gressor. Lzain he wes siving us o vheoretical example of
how the Dounreay fast reactor's stocks of fuel, vaich is higaly-enricaed uraniun,
could be used. I sey "o theoreticel example", bLecause I om sure kr. Godber was not
advocating such a course in the United Kingdom at all. Of course, whav lir. Godber

1

saild 1s sO. But here there are various counterveiling factors. I will come to uie
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general one which leads me to the wview that this again is not o substantial difficulty,
not a significant difficulty at all. But I would like t3 oint out agein that,
though this would reguirce control nweasures -- I.am now taliting in general terms of
control measures for cnsuring taot nuclear matericls, including fissile aterials,
repain in the circuit of seaceful utilization —- it is, let e say, plausible
scientifically that fost reactors siaould be cterated on enriciaed uraniw: wiich is Below
weapon strength.

I know that the Sounreay reactbors work on Highly-enricied uranius wiich is of

weapon strength; but thet does not mean that it is not 3lousible for such reactors

to work on enriched uronium below weapon stren;ti —— and again I have taken advice of
a high order before malking this statement. 0f course, this would mean that sone

redesigning would be recuired, but the general point I am making is thet fost reactors
do not have to operate on fissile material which is above 20 per cent enriched, tie
mininun required for weapon strength. Normally one needs rwuch richer uraniun than
that for modern weajonry.

However, that is o small point. I might say aere tact not only tae Sounreay
fast reactors but also a good many research reactors —- althoush the fissile material
used for them is generclly in sueller quantity —- clso use enriched uraniur as their
basic fuel. The fact is, however, tiat it is not necessary for then to do so.

I myself proposcc in the Internotional Atomic Eneryy Agency once tact it shoulc

be a poliey of that i ency never to give out fissile material waich was snriched by

more than 20 per cent. This would require .z certain restroint, and an acceptance of
certain standard designs for research reactors using enricied uraniun. These chanjes
are possible scientiiically, however. Thus, purely from o technical moint of view,

the difficulties invclved exist but are pot insurmountable, oowever, Ly moin point
is that I do not believe these difiiculties are significant, as I will show later.

To end my comments on tnis tecanical aspect I would soy vhis: kr. Godber spoke
in his stetement of aydlrogen~3, and of a lithium compound used for hydrogen weapons
which he said cane uncer the definition of nuclear materisl Dut not of fissile matericl.
0f course he was quite right. dowever, in szite of the fact that one hears rumours
that there have been recent develcoments that take this matter a stage further in vhe
developnent of armaments ~- which I personally greatly regret ——, it should be mace
clear that, so far as I am aware at present, no hydrogen weajon goes off without o

fission trigger. Therefore no aydrcgen weanon is any gosd without that. As I hove
He & » &



ENDC/PV.51
27

(Ur. Lell, India,

said, here again chanze is possible -- and in o ey which in oy view would lead to
deterioration. But Decause a fissicn trigger is needed, some fissile mnterial is

pl

needed for all nuclear wecpons at the present svage of cevelopment. I Delieve that
to be true; but the secrets of military develosient are nob very well mowa to ne.

That has dealt with the tecinical asjpects. I feel that the main Hoint about
these nuclear diversicnm nossibilities is that, as long as we consider in isolation
the possibility of tae diversion of nuclear materials, including fissile materials,
diversion is always a Cenger, The Government of India tool: this view very strongly
in considering tne safeguards in the International Atomic nergy Agency. e poinved
out that there was nc safety at 2ll in the safeguards which have been oadopted and
voted for by the delesations —— including, amon; others, the delegation of the Unitec
Kingdom, Those safeguards are full of holes; they are not safeguards, they are
laboricus exercises in red tape in the atonmic sphere, If fissile material is ygiven
to very poor countries with these heavy safeguards, and scfeguards are not put on
the Soviet Union, the United States,the United dingdom, France, and other ccuntries
which might or could soun manufacture weapons, it is Just meaningless. This arises
because the safeguard system has been too narrowly conceived and is not universal.
Just as no law can be any jood unless it is universal, no safeguard system can be
any good unless it is universal. That is a Dasic propositicn which is violated by
the safeguards of t:c International Atomic Eneryy Agency, anc that is vy these
safeguards are practiczlly useless.

In iir. Godber's interesting stotement, I would submit there is a tendency to
consider tais netter in isclation. For exarmle, bLir. Godber hos said that frow the
Dounreay stocks of fissile material it is theorectically possible to izalze several
weapons., That is true, of course, 2nd it would be true if sll we werec c¢oing was to
try to safeguard the stocks of fissile material there. But what we are trying to
do is to arrive at vhe total destruction of the armament industry in the United
gingdon. £11 its Domb-neking capacity will be destroyed or converted. Then hovw
will it be possible to make that fissile material into bombs?

That is the point about semeral and comnlete disarranent, and that is why it is
now essential.

lre Godber referred to a 1955 proposal by the Soviet Union which I loocked ups
his reference (DC/71, innex 15; DC/SC.1/26/Rev.2) was absolutely accurate, but

there was no proposal ot that time for general and complete disarmament, To some



extent it is possible +o toke the risk of this one per cent inaccuracy in following

the figures in a caeiicol separation D

olant or in o pasevus Ciffusioen slomt waich has
to be used tc convert fissile materials inte enricied uraniuw or pure Hlutoniu,
either of which is required in weajons manufacture. That sinll risk caen be-taken,
but not in isclation, »ecause, if it were, this stuff could be put into an armanents
industry. But when the crroments industry is destroyed cr converted, ond when there
is control in the whole country o?er 211 industry which could Hossibly beccwe an
armaments industry, then this ris!t does not arise.

That is the point which is overlooked in the statement of the United Xingdom
representative. That refers to HDoth his second and third categories —— that is to
say, legitimate stocks, and usé of ~lutoniunm and so on which come out of ciemical
separation plants., {nce gaseous ciffusion nlants to enrica uraniuni, anc chemical
separation plants to Hurifly plutoﬁium, have been Hut under effcctive control, and
once the whole of the orioments incdustry has been progressively converted ox destrojyed,
there is no significont risk, A

.That is why we do not think taat either of the plans tociles the cuestion of

PR

production sufficientvly fully. I soid that we should ce vock to this natter, as
indeed we shall. Cnce wae armaﬁents industry is Hut under i cer contrcl and
reconverted, then tiais risk is not a _reat risil, dere I vould add thav tais risc
will exist only in cersoin countries —— at least, for a 1o, time to cowe -—: in
countries where the incdustrial base is theoretically able t: sunnort an arinuent
industry for nucleax -rcaons. That is not casy; very fewr countries in the world
are at that stage of cevelovment, fortunately; ond 'if we coulld only nave the test
ban which many of thc countries ot this Committee keep iwrlovin, the nuclear Powers
to accept, then it would not really ey a mew country which had never manufacturec
weapons, even if there vere somé leakaye in its chemical separction plants, to try
t0 manufacture thesc weasons. It would not hove the armements industry ~- that
would have been convervel tc peaceful zurposes ox destroyed ~—, and it would not have
the industrial base on which to monufacture such weapons, apart from the fact thav
it would first have to cenvert thet industrial base into an armoments incustry and
then manufacture the secohons.

I think analysis would shov thct only tae first catejory —— namely, concealed
warheads -~ could conceivebly be usec. 4s 1. Zorin said, the representative  of |

the United Zingdom dic not mention trucks any longer: he ientvioned the LU 114 and
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the TU 164 and otaer »ossible aeroplanes (ENDC/2V.5C, D. 6 j. I accenrt that that is

a prcoblem and we shoull have to loo: into the cuestion of these aeroplanes. I assune
the Boeinyg 707 is in the same cetegory. The Boeing Compony is the third largest
Gefence contractor in the United Stotes; it took orders of over a billion dollars
last year. The borber fleet of the United States is based largely on rot -types
which later enter into civilian usc; the Boeing 707 is based on a militery bomber.
This problem exists in scveral countries and would have to be faced. Zowever, I an
perfectly convinced that effective controls con be devised to cover this question.

I did not intend to talk about this question of controls today, but I will say
a few words about controls over delivery systens for nuclear weapons. 1 an not
trying to defend any .luon. As I have said before, I doubv very unuch il this
Conference is going t> cccept plan "4" or plan "3" -- that is, either »f the two
plans before us. Tarcugh a process of give-cnl~take, negotiction and rezlistic
efforts at arriving ot o compromise, we shall have tu cume t:° an agreed >lon. I
hope we are determined on that, and that we are joing to come tc¢ an agreecd >lan. KR
I 211 not trying to Jefend one plan or the other. dowever, I would liZxe 1o point

out that on the question of delivery systems for nuclear weasons there are three

types invulved. There ore sea-bosed delivery systems —— that is to say, warshiss
and submarines; there core land-based, but air-borne, delivery systems —-— that is ©>
say, various types of circraft; and there are [round-base¢ systems -~ that is to

say, launching pads, missiles and so on.

Now it is quite clear to all of us that so far as sea-based vessels are
concerned —— submarines and warshins -- contrcl is perfectly feasible. iven nuclear
subnarines operated on big nuclear charges have to surface, have to return to their
bases, and so on. Once you control ~ll the submarine bases in a country, the

slipways where warshins are manufactured, and their harbours, you can !

bring under
control all sea-going nmethods of Zelivery of nuclear weapons.

The next category I will toke is aircrait. By control of all factories for
manufacture -- these ore not sunll units —- and by control of all airfields of
certain sizes you con eiffectively control 211 Lctential delivery systeus tarough
aircraft.

There remains bhe question of launcning sites. These are not very smoll: taey
are large. I would freely admit thot their control is an or-eration which requires

o very considerable ldejree of inspection in o country. Theosretically, tae right
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e ,ronted for such metheds of delivery, but that is

[ &3

inspect the whole country nust
not an impossible tosiz.

T have broken it covm into ithree catejories Decause I would like tc soint cut
that two of these categcries are fairly easy b~ control, and the third category ——
which, I subzmit, is l~rze launching sites and s. on —— is not as difficuld to control

.

as one is sometiies _iven the iroression it is by bein, told that these are awfully

involved, complicated cnd extremely technical matiers. Jth sreat resoeet, I do

not accept that view.

,.4

Let us ncw come boelr to nuclear disarmament, which is, as I say, the Drimary

task in terms of tae Joint Statemont of Apresc Principles. This is a2 motter on
which riajor emphasis 1as been placed by the delejations waicl (raftec ¥ie Joint
Principles. So we ceanot, I would subuit, get around the issue of thorough nuclear
disarmament as rapidly os possibdle

The question of o nuclear study Zas been roised. I think bhr. Godber was the
first to suggest that o nuclear study should be started in acvance of tae signature
of the treaty on disarrcuent —— verhass almost ot once, cduring the negotiaticns.
This proposal has been supported reseatedly by the representative of the United States
and, so far as I know, acs not been objected to by the rerresentative of the Soviet
Union —- although I wrill come very soon to certain remarks thot lir. Zorin made today
in this comnnexion.

I would like Lxr. Deon and Lr. Godber to comsider the »noint to whieh I an going,
to allude. They hove both prodosed that such 5 study should be undertozen now
before we sign the treaty and should be concludec before we sign the treaty. This
study would be on tie iné of problems which Ix. Godber raised cnd which in ©y view,
are not as complicated os he indicated yestercay. I believe ais coaplications arose
out of considering the comntrols for nuclear weoons in isolation, taat is vo say,
apart from the control for the whole armenent iﬁdustry which e will have ©o5 under—
take as part of this lan. ~ If tais study is t5 Le completec, as lir, Godber himself
has oroposed, beforec -re sign the treaty —-— and chis has been supported Ly the Unived

o Ty

States -- then I would ask a very sizsle questiii, Jh it necessary wo delay

<«
|~
4]

nuclear disarmasent as long as is roposed in tae United Stotes lan?
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I would now gquo%e from what ur. Dean said on 5 June:

"We propose to face this frankly and at an early stage of the disarmament
effort. Indeed, it would be our preference to0 clarify the verification
situation even before our negotiations on a treaty have been completed,

so that the requisite provisions can be spelt out in the treaty itself."”

(ENDC/PV.49, p.38)

Vhat follows? What follows is that, if the study is completed before we get to
the signing of the itreaty, then all the argumentation which has been put forward
by the representative of the United Kingdom that the United States plan is better
becsuse it gives us more time to face these issues of control falls to the ground.
For his own proposal hos been accepted by the United States - namely that this
study should be completed before we even sign the treaty. I am sure thnat the
representative of the United Xingdom, who is always logical and fair-minded,
will agree that his wiole argumentation falls to the gound and that there should
be a much faster plan for nuclear disarmament. I submit that that is the only
type of plen for nuclear disarmament which is consistent with the Joint Principles,
where the emphasis is heavily on nuclear disarmament and less so on conventional
disarmement. So how can anyone, in the light of the Joint Principles, accept
such a slow plan for nuclear disarmament? As I have also said, it is inconsistent
with the Joint Princinles for a United Nations force to be left with nuclear
weapons. I cannot see how we can reconcile the Joint Principles and such a
thought. So I feel that this study must be undertaken quickly.

yr. Godber quoted something which sr. Zorin said yesterday, but I am afreid
1 must quote it again because I am arguing this point. Mr, Zorin said:

"4t all events, as you see these difficulties, let us consider

together how they may be overcome...” (ENDC /2V. 50, p. 16)

Now I am sure that lir. Zorin meant this —- and, if he will forgive me for saying
so, we are going to nold him to it. This is an important point. There are
potential difficulties here —- although I think they are not as large as the
representative of the United Kingdom feels they are. Let us study them.

Now what do we mean by study? 1 think that is a very important issue.
We all have access 1o ‘technical and scientific informetion and advice. Gne

way of studying these issues is in informal meetings here, in our own forum,
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I would not rule that out because I feel that the wider the participation in
these matters the better, and I do thin thol one ccmnot divorce the politicsl
from the technical ot any stage in these considerations. I am bound to say that
1 think that we should base ourselves on the view that there must be no nuclear
weapons in the world ob all. Let us base ourselves on that view, and let us
study the technicalities involved. Only that, K view is consistent with the Joint
Principles. Ve could study it in this forum; we could meet informally to do so.

I would request tle representative of the Soviet Union to meke constructive
proposels regarding tie study to which he referred yesterduy. I think he should
tell us what kind of studies he would be willing to undertake. I myself have
thrown out a possibili’y: maybe we can arrange 4o discuss it informelly  in our
own meetings, with scientific advisers present. In any case, let us study this
point. Some imporutcni delegations involved atéach great importance to this study.
The ngiet representative himself has said that we should study these matters
together. So let us now agree on the method of study.

That is important.. iWe. would support this approach to the matter. We think
that it is incumbent upon us all to moke suggestions which would enable .such a
study to teke place. I would presume —- though it is not for me to say this --
that our colleague from the United Kingdom will show flexibility regerding the
forum of such a study. T am sure he will not insist on & particular type aof
working party, or whatever he had in mind. In other words, we must reach
agreement together on what kind of study we should give to this matter. If. we
do, then it should be possible to iron out some of these points.

As I have said, with great respect, I do not wuinrk cuyore cor preduce
scientific evidence at vhe moment to assure uir. Godber, in isolation, that all
the nuclear werheads can be detected ond destroyed. I am afraid on that he
will not get complete -sobtisfaction. But I would submit that that matter, too,

has to be looked at in the context end in the framework of the +otal control -

measures and the total disarmemeni mecsures in the country. It may be that
these countries whicl are nuclear Powers today -- I am not making any proposal,
I am merely thinking aloud -=— will rightly have to submit to a higher degree of

inspection at the end o7 the plan, or ot any given stage of the plan, than other
countries. This is possible. Lfter all —— if our colleague from Burme will

not mind my mentioning his name --— why should you inspect countries like
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tr. Barrington's couptry, Burma, for nuclear weapons? It would be & tremendous
waste of money and of menpower. But the United Xingdom, yes: we would have to
inspect the United Iingdom pretty thoroughly for nuclear weapons, especially
since ir. Godber thoughit up such excellent means of getting around controls.

The impact of control will have to fall more heavily on the nuclear Powers,
I would suggest. This is inherent in the situation. I would suggest that in
the context of these Zeovy controls, in the context of the disarmament industry
being turned off thoroughly, under control, in the context of vigilance at =ll
airfields, launching-sites, and so on, then ulr. Godber's feers regarding someone
popping out one of these concealed warheads will be brought into manageable
proportions. £t lecst, that is what I think. daybe ir. Godber does not; maybe
he is by nature much more cautiocus thar I am. 0f course we must create & system
which will cover every reasonable men's instinct of caution and self—préserv&tion.
I bave never doubtved ix. Godber's great reasonableness, and I am sure we all feel
very glad that we have him es our colleague at these discussions.

I have made these observations on nuclear disarmament. There are a few other
points which I wanted to speak cbout, particularly peace-keeping arrangements;

but that is a separate issue and I shall defer those remarks to another date.

ir., DRAN (United States of hmerica): I propose to speak primarily
this morning on the subject of peace-keeping arrangements, but first I should
like to mention just & few points that some of the speakers this morning have
raised,
I participated with ir. wcCloy and .fr. Zorin in the drafting of the Joint
Statement of Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations (ENDC/5). 1 do
not claim any particular authority in interpreting this document, but some of
the statements made this morning by the representative of India are not, in my
view, in conformity with the actual text of the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles.
Paregraph 2 of the ALgreed Principles reads:
"The progromme for general and complete disarmament shall ensure that
States will have of their disposal only those non~nuclear armaments, forces,
facilities, ond esieblishments os are agreed to be necessary to meintein

internal order..." (ENDC/5, p. 1;
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I call attention to these words: "that States will have at their disposal only
those non-nuclear armaments...".

Paragraph 3 reeads:

"To this end, the programme for gencral and complete disarmament

shall contain tae necessary provisions, with respect to the military

esteblishment of every nation, ..." (ibid., p.2)

Sub-paragraph 3(c) relates to the disbanding of armed forces ond the cessation
of the production of acrmaments -- all kinds of armements, not merely nuclear
armaments,

Sub-~paragraph 3(b) relates to the eliminction of all stockpiles of nuclear,
chemical, bacteriological, and other weapons of mass destruction and the cessation
of their production.

Sub~paragraph 3(c) relotes to the elimination of all means of delivery of
weapons of mass destruction.

Paragraph 4 states thet:

"The disermement progremme should be implemented in an agreed
sequence, by stoges until it is completed ..." (ibid.)

farcgraph 5 states:

1411 measures of general and complete disarmament should be balanced

so that at no stage of the implementation of the treaty could any Staote

or group of States gein military advantage and that security is ensured

equally for all." (ibid.) .

We must not overlook this principle of balance. In drafting cur plan we paid 2
great deal of attention to this question of balance. If we made any error, 1
will be happy to heve it pointed out to us. But we strove very conscientiously
in the drefting of our plan not to put any Power at a military disadvantage
while disarmament wos peing carried out.

In carrying out genmeral and complete disormoment we cennot overlook geography.
We connot overlook tlc tremendous land mass of the members of the Warsaw Pact, the
European part of the Soviet Union, the Asistic part of the Soviet Union, and its
2lly communist Chine. If one looks ot & mep of the Jnited Zingdom and the United
States, one sees thav we are separated cn the east by the Ltlantic Ccean, on the
west by the Peccific Ccean, and on the north by the Arctic Ocean, and in order to

carry out our commitments to our nllies we have got to use ships, aircraft or

missiles.
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We just cannot ignore this problem of balence. 1f we do, we shall founder

on this problem of corrying out disarmament. I think this is a fundamental

problem that we have ‘o recognize. We do went to carry out general and complete

disarmament. In drcfsing our plan, we did not try to pub the Soviet Union ot =

discdvantage; but I submit that the

of

e

Soviet plan, in its emphasis on the destruction

all nuclear delivery vehicles and all foreign bases in stage I, end of all
nuclear weepons in stege II, definitely does place the United States and the United
Kingdom et a disadvontcoze end ignores paragroph 5 of the Lgreed Trinciples.

Now let me very briefly turn ito the guestion of whether or not the United

Nations peace force siould have nuclear Crms. This is a subject cn which the

United Stotes is quide open to persuasion. Porogreph 7 of the Joint Stetement
of Agreed Principles -~ cond this language wos very carefully drafted —— says:
"Progress in discrmoment should be accompcnied by measures 1o strengthen
institutions for mcintaining peace and the settlement of interational
disputes by peaceful means. During and after the implementation of the
programme of gencral and complete discrmament, there should be taken, in

)

accordance with She principles of the United Kations Charter, the necessary

measures bte meintain internabional peace and security, inciluding the
obligation of Shotes to place at the disposcl of the United Neotions agreed
manpower necessory Ior an international peace force to be equipped with

agreed types ol crmaments.”

Vhy did we use in

(ibid., p.3)
+.e Joint Stabement of Agreed Principles the words "agreed
plan there is provision

Stetves.

types of armoments™? Joth in the Soviet plan and in our

for accession in duc course by all militarily—-significant In order to

meke progress, we ‘btacugiry that stage I could proceed even before 21l militarily-

significent Staotes zcd come in; buv they would have to come in &% stage II.

Then in our plan -— and I believe there is a similer provision in the Soviet plen ==

+n come in end to accede 1o it. e heave

if 211 the

there is provision for oll other Stotes

not yet worked out the Lext of the trecty, but I would assume the

militorily-significent Otates come in, the
United Stotes and otlzer countries would be

every Stete did nob comne in.

Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, the

willing to go forward even if each end
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4s the representotive of Indio has said here many times —-- and he is quite
correct in saying it —— there is no one nation thet has any particuler monopoly
of scientific abilivy, brains or research. It has always been of tremendous
interest to scientists “aat, just when they think they have done some extraordinary
things in well-equipnped laboratories, some scientist in a rather poorly equipped
laboratory will come up with some very new and startling irnnovation; he hos
attended some scientific congress or has read some article which hos led him to
a discovery. No mebsser how ruch we know about nuclear wecpons today and the
menner in which they are menufactured, we canrot completely exclude the possibility
that somebody, somew:cre, ot some time, in a very small notion, might be able to
invent something thes would put 21l the rest of us at a very reel disadvontage:
the Soviet Union, the United Stotes and everyone clse.

This is all I am saying, and I went to be clear about this. If some very
small nation that is nob & party to0 this treaty should have some exceptionally
brilliant scientist, o if it should develop somc process, nuclear or otherwise,
which could wreak grec’ destruction on the rest of the world, it might say to
some other country, “Lo what we tell you, or else'. If we then called upon the
United Nations peacc Zorce to put thatycountry dovn, the United Nations peace
force might then say Vo us, "We are sorry, but you yourselves are responsible for
the fact that we cennob moke that country obey, because you were the ones that
wrote into the treaiy +hat we could not have nucleer weapons." £11 T am saying
ijs that in the course of our discussions here we ought to decide whether it is
going to be absolutely im@ossible under any circumstances for this United Nations
peace force to be zrmed with the appropriate weapons, vhatever they are, to put
down any threats to the pecce of the world that may occur ot any particular time.

411 we are saying is: "Do not be ico negotive so far in advance. Wait
until you have examined tne whole problem.” That is 211 we are saying on this
question of agreed tynes of wecpons. That is what we hed in mind when, with
Wr. Zorin, we agreed bto :oragraph 7 of the Joint Statement of rinciples.

Gowever, I would ccll attention Vo krticle 51 of the United Netions Charter.
Despite all the declorctions ageinst the use of war, irticle 51 says that there
is nothing in tuae Chorter that cen Qrevenﬁ cnybody, either singly or collectively,
from exercising seli-deience. If we write in the treaty thet this United Nations

pecce force cannot under any circumstonces be ormed with nuclear weapons, end if
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a small country comes along with this new weapon and we eall upon the United Nations
Peace Force and it tells us that it cannet because of the terms of our treaty, then
we mmust expect others to resort to self-defence.

That brings me to my main subject this morning. Even with the very best
intentions, general and complete disarmament is not going to solve all the problems of
the world. If my reading of the first chapter of Genesis in the 01d Testament is
correct, even Adam and Eve had some problems, although they were unarned.

‘I must say that I found thet what my colleagues from the Soviet Union, the
United Kingdom and Indis said this norning was exceptionally interesting, and I
should like to reply to them at a later date at somewhat greater length.

My primary purpose today is to continue my exposition of the provisions of the
Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General and Complete Disarmanment in a
seaceful world presented by the United States (ENDC/30). Iy remarks today are
directed 4o the proposals which the United States has made for stage I1 on measures
to strengthen arrangements for keeping the peace. ~

The first of these proposals appears uncer the headlng "Peaceful Settlement of
Disputes", section G, rabravh I o

"In light of the study of peaceful settlement of disputes conducted
during Stage I, the Parties to the Treaty would agree to such additional

steps and arrangements as were necessary to assure the just and peaceful

. settlement of international dlsputes, whether legal or political in

nature." (ENDC/30, p.25)

This constitutes an extension of our proposal for stage I, Section H, paragraph

3 ¢, that the parties to.the treaty would agree to support a study under the General
Assembly of the United Nations on measures which should be undertaken to make
existing arrangements for the ?eaceful settiement of international disputes, whether
legal or political in‘nature, more effective (ibid., 2.18).

On 24 May I explained why we considered this study to be inportant and what we
thought it might accomplish, In stage II we should be in a position to build upon
the results of the studies projected for stage I. For excmple, if recommendations
for new procedures and arrangements emerged from the studies, under our proposal these

could appropriately be implemented in stage II (INDC/PV. 41, De17).
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Qur outline incluces a second proposal concerning the peaceful settlement of
disputes during stage II, which involves strengthening the jurisdiction of the
International Court of Justice. This proposai is found in paragraph 1(b), which
reads:

"The Parties to the Treaty would undertake to accept without
reservation, pursuant to Article 36, paragradh (1) of the Statute of the

International Court of Justice, the compulsory jurisdiction of that

Court to decide international legal disputes." (ENDC/3C, p.25)

We think it entively appropriate that at the beginning of stage II the parties
to the treaty should ccecept without reservation the compulsory jurisdiction of the
International Court of Justice to decide international legel disputes. I should
like to point out that our proposal refers to legal disputes, and that therefore tae
Court would do no riore than settle disputes which are entirely appropriate for a
court to consider.

A fair number of States represented at this Conference have already accepted 2
comparable obligation. In fact, four of the countries represented at this Conference
have accepted the compulsory jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice
without significant reservations. liy own country, as well as one or two of the
other countries represented here, has accepted the jurisdiction of the International
Court of Justice in future legal disputes but with certain limitations or
reservations. Our reservations are more commonly known as tie "Connally ifmendment'.
More than half of the countries at this Conference, however, nave not accepted the
compulsory jurisdiction of the Internatioﬁal Court of Justice to decide any future
legal disputes which might arise.

So far as the countries in this latter grcun are concemed, as well as the
countries which have accepted compulsory jurisdiction with limitations or
reservétions, including the United States, we would say the following. in stage II
of the disarmament »nrocess we will have crossed the halfway noint towards general
and compiete disarmonent. At the end of stage II we will De entering the final
phase.

We think that an achievement of such magnitude, involving international
co—operation cof the most far~reaching scope, would pernit Stotes to enbrust to this
great Court full powver to decide legal disputes. We subnit that the alleged

limitation or partial relinquishment of national sovereignty inherent in so
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entrusting the Court is certainly not disproportionate to the agreed limitations on

the exercise of naticnal sovereignty inherent in the relincuishment, by stage II, of
roughly one-half to two~-thirds of a country's armed forces and armaments. As States
take large, bold strices to eliminate their ormoments, we believe that they must nov
hesitate to take coimmarable bold strides towards the peaceful settlement of disputes.

Before passing to cur next proposal I feel it would be desirable to give a few
of the technical reasons why we have included in our stage II proposal regarding the
International Court of Justice a reference tc Article 36, poragraph 1 of the Statute
of the Court. At first glance it might appear that reference to paragraph 2 woull
have been nore appronriate. Under Article 36, paragraph 2, States may submit
declarations accepting the compulsory jurisdiction of the Court in future legal
'disﬁutes; However, as we all know, these declarations may vary in their terms: they
rnay be submitted for specific periods of time; or, once submitted, they may be
withdrawn. Article 36, paragraph 1 states that the jurisdiction of the Court
comprises, inter alia, "all matters specially provided for in treaties and conventions
in force",

Qur disarmoment treaty, which would be a "treaty in force", would shecially
provide, as set out in our proposal, that the International Court of Justice should
have jurisdiction to decide internaticnal legal disputes. In this way there would
be uniformity and clarity with respect to the obligation of all the parties to the
treaty and with respect to the disputes which could be decided by the Internaticnal
Court of Justice. Te could not be certain thot this would De the case if the
jurisdiction of the Court deﬁenéed upon indivicual declarations made by the parties.

I should now lixe Vo say a few words about the proposal set out in paragraph
2(a), "Rules of international conduct". This »roposal reads:

"The parties to the treaty would continue their support of the study

by the subsidiary body of the international cCisarmanent organization

initiated in stage I to study the codification and progressive develop-

ment of rules of international conduct related to disarmenment. The

parties to the treaty would agree to the establishment of procedures

whereby rules recommended by the subsidiary body and approved by the

control council would be circulated to all parties to the treaty and woulcd

become effective three months thereafter unless a majbrity of the »Harties
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to tiae trealy signified their lisaoproval, and whereby the narties ©to the
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coLerind of Loe yo v fnim e effecuive Gae, they

woy wnless, 7
formally notified the internaticnal disarmament organization that they
did not consider themselives so bound. Using such procedures, the
parties to the trecty would adont such rules of international conduct
reiated to disarmament as night be necessary to begin stage III."

(ibid., pp. 25,26,

in o previous spcech I explained the desirability of establishing rules of
international conduct os disarmament vroceeds. What is obviously new in this paro-~
graph is the procedure by which the rules of international conduct may cone into
force. Let me emphosize that under this paragraph of our sroposal no State is
required to accept any rule of internmational concuct which it Coes not wish to accest.
If a rule of conduct becomes effective because 2 majority of the parties do not
signify their disaporovel, it is still possivle for any party which wishes to do so
to notify the international disarmenent organizotion that it does not consider itself
bound by the rule. anc ir that event that Stote will not be bound. Well, if this is
true, it may be asked, "y when have you macde tais proposcl? The answer is that
we have tried to devise the simplest and the easiest procedural means Dy which
desirable new rules of international conduct may come into force, preserving, at the
same bime, the right of o State not to become bound if it does not wish to.

Also in connexion with vules of international conduct, we have made a further
propusal for stage II concerring indirect aggressiocn and suoversion. This is our
paragraph 2(k) under scetion G, and T will read the precise language of the proposal:

"In the light of the stuldy of indirect aggression and subversion

nonducted in stoge I, the Parties to the Treaty would agree to arrangenents

necessary to assure Statves against indirect aggression and subversion,”

(ibid., ©.26)

In ny earlier stotement concerning our specific proposals for Part I, I explainel
at some length why the United States considers it to be of sreat importance that the
parties to the disarmoment treaty refrain fron indirect aggression and subversion. 1
also described what nipght be involved in a study of methols cesigned to ensure States
against indirect aggression or subversion. Hdere, too, as in the case of tae study of

isputes, the United States assumes that the stage I studies

PN
o

peaceful settlement o

will produce concrete Hroposals which may be implenented in stage 1L.
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I would like next to say a few words about our proposal entitled "National
Legislation". It reods:

"These Parties to the Treaty which hed not already done so would, in
accordance with tZeir constitutional érocesses, enact naticnal legislation

in support of tae Treaty irposing 1ega1’obligations on individuals and

organizations uncer their jurisdiction and providing appropriate Henalties

for non-complionce."  (ibil.)

I point out that this sarticular proposal has no parallel in stage I. The United
States believes that the sarties to the treaty nced not be vequired to encct the
kind of legislaticn Cescribed here nrior to stege II, although there may of course
be parties to the disarmament treaty which will have taken certain action in this
respect. That is why we refer'to narties "which had not already done so".

The basic reason behind this proposal is, I believe, easy to perceive. It is
immensely imortent not only that governments give their full support to the treaty
and to the international disarmament organization, but also that individuals be
subject to appropriate national laws, thereby making less likely any obstrueticn of
the treaty. ‘

To an unprecedented degree in the history of international relations, States
will be entrusting to an international organization and its employees duties of
verification within the national boundaries of sovereign States. The responsibilities
of these internationcl officials will be complex, difficult and, at the same tine, of
great significance to the States parties to thé treaty, which must have confidence
that these internationnl civil servants can do their job effectively. Je believe
that appropriate nationel laws could play an important role in helning to assure tuc
success of the international disarmement organization,

Naturally, we cannot say exactly how the obligation called for in our proposal
would be carvied out in all the different States which may becone partics to the
disarmament treaty. It will certainly be necessary to go into these Droblems in
greater detail at a loter tine. e may finé, for instance, that the resultis of our
detailed work in drcfiing the treaty will emable us to pindoint specific areas in
which implementing cdomestic legiéiation will be indispensable. Even before we
reach this point, however, we believe that the principle stated in our »proposal is

an important one which must be included in the treaty. S
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The representstive of the United Kingdor, Sir Lichael right, likencd disarmo-—
ment to a three-legged stocl, one leg being discrmament, the second verification, the
third strengthened the eace-keening machinery (Z1BC/PV. 43, —.12). Ls one who shent
a considerable time os o boy milking cows, I believe I am cuclified as on expert on
the vagaries of a stool, especially o four-legped stocl. Lnyone who has ever milzed
a cow will know that o three-legged stcol has far greater stability than o four-
legged stool. As we enter stage II, and proceed to stage III, the weignt which this
stool will have to susnort will inevitably increase. It is vital, therefore, that
the three legs of our stool, each and every one ci them be well balanced and that
they be sturdy legs so that the structure will not collapse, crashing to the ground
and destroying the faith of millions of people who will have put their hopes in
reaching the goal of general and complete disarmanent.

The representative of the Soviet Union told us on 31 liny that the Soviet plan is
not on three legs only, but on four legs (ENDC/PV.46, p.36). However, no matter how
hard I look at the Soviet plan in connexion with neasures to strengthen the main-
tenance of peace -- and I have looked very hord —— I cannot see any leg at all. <ven
if we assumed that the Soviet provosals on verification could be described as a "leg",
then it would follow that there would be at most two legs 4o the Soviet disarmament
plan and, as we all imow, o two-lesged stool is exceedingly cangerous. The period
of stage II which I have been discussing todey is not a periol of tentative trial or
experimentation; it is the stage curing which —ore than holf of the armoments of the

world will be eliminated and destroyed. It is the stage during which States will

2
come to rely more upon international organizations —— the United Nations, the United
Nations peace force anc the internotional disarmenent orgonizotion -- for the safe-
guarding of their most vital security interests. It is the stage in which boldness,
imagination and courcje are reéuired,

In the United States plan, stage II, section A, paragraph 4 is entitled
"limitation on Production of Armaments and on Telated Activities", and sub-paragradh
(a) reads:

"The Partics to the Treaty would halt the production of armaments in
the. specified categories except for production, within agreed limits, of
parts required for maintenance of the agreed retainecd armanents.”

(ENDC/30, p.21)
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Paragraph 5(a) states:

"In the light of their excmination during stage I of the means of
accomplishing the reduction and eventual climination of producticn and
stockpiles of cinemical and biological weapons of mass cestruction, the
Parties to the Treaty would uncertake ...

"(2) The reduction, by agreed categories, of stockpiles of chemical
and biological weapons of mess destruction to levels fifty per cent
below those existing at the beginuing.of Stage IL." (ibid., p.22)
Section C is entitled "Nuclear Veapons", and, as the representative of the

United Kingdom said this morning, paragraph 1 b reads:

"The Parties to the Treaty would reduce the amounts and types of
fissionable meterials declared for use in nuclear weapons to mininum levels
on the basis of agreed percentages.”" (ibid., p.23)

Paragravh 1 ¢ states:

"The Porties o the Treaty would destroy the non-nuclear components
and assemblies of nuclear weapons from which fissicnable materials had
been removed to effect the foregoing reduction of fissionable matericls
for use in nuclear weapons." (ibid., p.24;-

Therefore I nust disagree with my Soviet colleague wken he says thot there are
no provisions in the United States craft trecty for the eventual elimination of all
nuclear weapons by tie cnd of stage 111, Turning to stege III, under section 4,
paragraph 1 reads:

"Subjeet to agreed requirements for non-nuclear armements of agreed
types for national forces required to maintain interncl order and srotect
the personal security'of citizens, the Parties to the Tréaty would
elinminate all armoments remeining at their disposal at the end of Stage IL."
(ibid., p.28) ‘

The follrwing paragra.h, é b, reads:

" _,. the Intcrnational wisurmonent Organization would verify the foregoing

measures and woulé srovide assurance thet retoined armaments were of the

agreed types and did not exceed agreed levels." (ibid.)
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In paragraph 3 a we xead:
"Subject to agreed arrangements in support of national forces ... the

Parties to the Treaty would halt 211 aprlied research, development,

production, and testing of crmaoments and would cause to he dismantleéd or

converted to peaceful uses cll other facilities for such purposes.™ (ibid.)
Further on, under section T, "Nuclear Weapons", one finds:

" ... the Parties {o the Treaty would eliminate all nuclear weapons

remaining at their disposal,” (ibid., 2.29,

One cay say that three or four times, but I should have thought that saying it
once was enough., Perhans the language could be clarified further, but I subnit
+hat the substance cannot be made any clearer,

In.conclusion, I do hope we can continue on our basic worit of drafting this
treaty on general and corplete disarmament. Je ought to 3oy considerable attention
to the problems which will face the world when we have eliminated all arms and
armanents., If our efforts were to bog down scrievhere along the road it would be o
real catastrophe. It is because we wish to ovoild sueh a possibility that we have
suggested these comprehensive and far-reaching sroposals for the strengthening of
the measures to maintcin the peace, in addition to the measures for accomplishing
general and complete cdisarmament.,

We submit that these proposals which I have outlined constitute a very sturdy
third leg to support disarmament, and that it is on our solid three~legged structurec

that reliance should bLe placed that general and complete disarmament can be achieved,

Mr. MACOVESCU (Romania): Today's proceedings mark our entry into a new

phase of negotiations. The speech piven by the representative of the Soviet Union
opened discussions on the third stage of the process of general and complete
disarmament.

The Romanian delegation wishes to make a few preliminary comments on the
provisions for steze IIT in the two drafts. e consider that it would be useful
before the recess to get o clear icea of the main characteristics of the three
sbages. We reserve the Tight to return to the details of the »roblems in due course.

What is the main task of stage III -~ nanely, the final stage of the »rocess
of general and complete disarmament? It seems to me that this task could be

defined as follows: 1o complete the measures of disarmanment started during the
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preceding stages; 1o end the process of general and complete cisarmanment. At the
end of stage III we should be living in a world without weapons, in a world in which
wars among States would be things of the past.

One cannct hel>n agreeing with the representative of Burme, lir. Barrington, when
he said in this connexion at cur meeting on 21 uny:

"It would be ry delegation's hove that between them these stages" -- that

is, stage I ond stoge ITI - "ecould contoin 2ll the mejor elements of

disarmament such s the elimination of a2ll nuclear wecoons and taeir

carriers, reduction of armed forces and armaments and liguidation of 211

potentially effensive militery bases, and thot stage III would be Cevcted

mainly to proviling for the smooth transition of States to a disarmel

world." (ENDC/2V.4C, ©.35)

The criterion cf commarison between the prodosals for stage III os put forward
by the two plans must be, consequently, the degree and extent to which they correspond
to this essential tosi. From this »oint of viewv one cannct help noticing fundamental
differences between the Soviet droft treaty and the United States plan. I shall not
insist on matters upon which we have already dwelt at some length, such as the
non-existence in the United States plan of a tine-limit for stage III anc, conse-
quently, for the entire nrocess of lisarmement, as well as the uncerteinty created by
the United States -lan os to a date for the beginning of stage III; and, vhat is
more .as to the very transition towords this stoge. I shall not refer, either, to
the fact stressed by previous speakers that when, according to the Unitecd States
oroposals, stage III of disarmament is only at the beginning, according to the Soviet
draft treaty general and complete Cisarmement will already have been corpleted for
two years., These thaings are well known.

Today I shall concentrate on cnother problem, nanely that of the content cf tae
two proposals on disarmament measures during stage I1I. Thaot is the content of the
disarmament neasures envisaged Dy the Soviet dxeft for stage 1117 In tais regard,
article 30 of the Soviet draft treaty reads:

~"The States dorties to the Treaty uncertake, in tie course of tize third
stage of generzl and complete disarmament, tc fully Jishand all their armed
forces and therelLy 15> complete the elimination of the military mochinery of

States."” IHDS/2, ©.20)
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Articles 31 to 35 of the Soviet droft ineclude detoiled provisions to this end. After
the speech made today Dy the representative of the Soviet Union, kr. Zorin, there is

no need for me to o into details. It is enoughr for me simnly to enumerate the

neasures provided for, They include the complete eliminotion of armed forces and
conventional armaments; +the discontinuance of military procuction, with the sole
exception of the procuction of agrecd tymes anl cuontities c¢f light fireorms necessory
to the police or militic contingents; the abeolition of all military and nara-
nilitary organizations and institutions; +the abrogation of 2ll legislation concerning
the status, structure ond activities of such institutions and organizations; the
abolition of military consecription, of military reeruiting, as well as of nilitary
courses for reserves; +the prohibition of the apnropriation of funds for military
purposes in any form, whether from government bodies or private individuals; and
public organizations.

At the end of stoge IIT1 Stotes will have at their disposal only strictly limited
contingents of police or militia equipped with light firearms necessary to the
maintenance of internal order and to the fulfiiment of oblipations regerding the
maintenance of peace. So here is a clear persnective which nermits us to answer the
question I raised at the beginning. The Soviet draft meets the requirements of the
content of stage III. Lt the end of stage III, the war mochinery of Stotes will be
completely liquidated and thus the cdenger of war will discpodear once and for all.

The age-old dream of the neoples to ensure a2 losting peace on our planet will becone
a reality.

The United States »lan offers us an entirely different picture. In the first
place, according to the system proposed by the United States, the national armed
forces which are mointeined during stage IIT would be equined with nuclear wéapons ——
which implies the danger of nuclear wror. lioreover, the Unitced States celezation dloes
not exclude the possibDility of using nuclear weasons. Its opposition tc a treaty
banning weapons of mess destruction leaves no coubt on this noint. As to the
importance of the banning of weapons of mass Cestruction for gemeral and complete
disarmament, I really need not adld anything after the stotement made this morning by
the representative of India, Mr. Lall.

The United Stotes »ylan does not provide for the elimination of all armed forces
and armaments. This apoears most clearly from the actual wording of the United

States document, Indecd, this cocument speaks of the reduction of armcments: bub
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the task is to liquidatc, not to reduce them. It speaks obout the reduction of
armed forces: but the task is to disband and not to reduce then. According to the
provisions of chapter 2 of the United States Hlan, at the end of stage III States
will still hove armec forces at their disposal,.

According to the nrovisions of stage III, chapter B, 3, "Other Limitotions":

would undertoke to annul legislation concerning national military

esbablishments or military service inconsistent with the foregoing recsures,"

(ENDG/30. p.29)

This provision is porticulorly significant in this connexion. “hat is the meaning
of the words "inconsistent with the foregoing measures"? Translated invo siuple
language they mear "™ 1litory conscristion, national militery establishments and
nilitary servicze required Ly armed forces which will have remeined dt Yae disposal of
States, wil be permiited."

Milivery institutions and orgenizations, according to the United States plan,
are divided into two categories: those competible with and those imcormotible with
general and complede disarmament. But the very notion of {eneral and corrzlete
disarmament excludes oll militery instituticns whatsocever. The verbal =recautions
token by ihe United Stoves Government when drofting its outline cannot, however, hice
the faet that the mecsures proviced for in stoge III —- the last stape —— are not of
a nature to ensure general and corplete disarmament, to lecd society tc a new world,
a world without weaoons.

Vhat is s5%1il1l more disquieting is the fact that the United States »lan does not
envisage. even in stoge IIT, the unconditional elimination of nuclear weajpons. Undew
stage I1I, chapter C, jparagraph 1 the outline clearly stotes:

"I Light of +the steps token in Stoges I and IT to halt the procduction

of fissionable material Tor use in nuclear weapons and to reduce nuclear

weapons shockpiles, the Parties to the Treaty would eliminate all nuclear

weapons remeining ot their disnosal, ..."., (ig;g.)

I have already had the opportunity teo peint out what kind of steps these are —— and
I refer here to the steds involved in stage I anc stage II. Therefore I do not
think it necessary %o insist upon +tiaem now, The aforenentioned provisions point to
“he decision of the United States Government not to give u», at any cost, either
armed forces or arrenents -- including nuclecr armanents —— cor military institutions

and organizations.
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I should like to say a few words about militoary bases. It is inherent in every
system of general znd cormlete disarmament that at the end of the disacrmament process
there should nct and could not be eny military boses left. But the United States
draft provides for the maintenance of military Dases even 2% the end of stoge ITI. I
want to call your attention to section B, "Militery Bases anc Jacilities," which in
paragraph 1, states:

"The parties to the treaty would dismontle or converd to peaceful uses

the military boscs acncd facilities remaining ot their Cisosal, wherever they

might be located, in an agreec sequence er.cent for such agreed bases or

facilities within the territory of the partics tu the treaty for agroed

forces required to mointain internal order onc protect tae personcl security

of citizens." (ibid., ».30) o

I do not want to insist further on the eleuents of the United States »lan. In
support of the views expressed by me and particulerly in sussort of the coopinion thot
behind the wording of the United Stotes plan there lies 2 concepbion which is alien

to that of general onc complete disarmament, cllow me to refer to a United States

document —- other than the Cutline —— which is of particular significance in ny
opinion.. I an referring to the study entitlel "Zconomic Immacts of Disormament,"

published by the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency in January 1962.
This study, which has o preface by lir. Villiam CT. Foster, member of the United States
delegation and Director of the aforementionecd Ajency, was worked out by a group of
experts at the request of Mr. John J. licCloy, Adviser to the President on Gisarmanent.

Of course, one migat object what this is not sn official document and that
therefore, as Mr. Tillion Foster himself states in the aforementioned >reface, "I
does not represent the views of the United States Government," I had this objection
in mind when I decided to read out the data recorced in this document. But I could
not free myself of tie thought that the authors of this stuly may well have been
also the authcrs of the United Stotes Outline submitted to %4nis Cormitveec. On page
5 the authors assure ugs that -

"The disorncment assurmbions we used in making our orojections ore
intended to be generally consistent with tic major United States
disarmament objectives and policies as set forth in tac oroposals

presented by the 2resicent to the United ifations."
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The index, on page 27 of the cocument I am referring to, points to what the
military expenditure of the United Stotes would be under conditions of Jeneral and
complete disarmoment, Jisarmament would have to start in 1968 and be completed in
1977. The United States envisages military expenditures in o disarmed world rising
to $16.2 billion., In oxcer for you to realise what this sum represents, let me
only remind youn that in 1939 - that is, the yecar when VWorld Ver II brole out —-
United States militory expenditure amounted to 3265 million sterling; I am quoting
from page 45 of "The irms Race" by Philip Noel-Baker. It is cifficult to establish
now the dollar equivolent of this sun, In tnc neantime both the dollar ond the
pound have been devolued. According to the nresent rate of exchange, which is
$2.81 to the pound, in 1939 the United States Government s:ent about $75C millien for
military purposes. ‘ot o strange conception cbout disermament exists acmong certoin
United States experts if they pronose, for a completely disarmed world, nilitary
expenditures ten times lorger than that recorded on the eve of Vorld er II!

One may find it inveresting to exanine how this sum of $1C billion is
distributed: personnel: $4.7 billion; operation and maintenance: $2.1 billion;
procurement, including research and development: $1.5 billion; aircraft: $500
million; rockets: $1CC million; civil defence: $1.7 billion, and so on. In
other words, for personnel alone a sum is earmarked four times larger than the United
States military exwvenditure of 1939; while for military research and developnent o
suml is earmarked equivalent to the United States expenditure for the scme chapter
during the financial year 1954-55, when, according to Philin Noel-Baker, that
represented $1.55 billion.

Do not 2ll these data throw the clearest light possible upon the way the United
States imagines the nilitary forces for the maintenance of internal order under
conditions of general ond complete disarmament?

On the other hand, who could ever believe that military planes and rockets are
necessary for the maintenance of internal order and the protection of the Dersonal
security of American citizens? Is it not clear that the maintenonce of military
planes and rockets envisages other cims than those of keening internal order and
proteeting the perscnal security of citizens? ° In the light of all these consideratione.
it becomes still clearer why the United States »lan says not o word about the

disbanding during stage III of war ministries, general staffs, and so on.
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An analysis of the ;rovisions envisaged for stage III cemonstrates that there
are fundamental differences between the two plans. hLecording to the Soviet proposals,
we shall have at the end of stage III, a world without weajons. Aecording to the,
United States plan, after the commletion of stoje III we shall have a world where
weapons, armed forces ond military institutions copable of crzanizing the nilitary
efforts of States will continue to exist.

The Romenian delegotion requests the United Stotes celezeotion to oyproach this
problem in a realistic way, taking into consideration the fact that manitind is
striving and struggling for genernl and complete cCisarnament, o reality nobody can
ignore. This is a request that the Romanian delegation hos made to the United
States delegation several tinmes before, on similer occasions.

The provisions of the Soviet droft offer powerful guarantees that no advantages
would be created for any narty. Does the United States delepation not consider --
leaving aside fears, srejudices and, especially, outmoded and dangerous conceptions
as regards relations among States and the way of settling international disputes =
that the time has come to answer mankind that jeneral and corplete disarmoment can be

achieved?

The CHAIZUZI] (Bulgaria) (translation from French): I should like to inforn

the Cormittee that there are still three speakers on nmy list. I believe two of then,
the representatives of Itely and the United lingdom, wish to speak in ordler to
exercise their right of reply or Jive explanations. The thircd speaker is the
representative of Czechoslovakia, who wishes to moke an ordincry statement. That

is the position. I think I could give the flo-r to the two sseskers who wish to
exercise their right to reply or give explanctions, and then the Cormittee can decide

what to do next.

Mr. CAVALLETTI (Italy) (translation from French): I apologize for

speaking at such a late hour. I hed intended to make a few remarks in reply to
Mr. Zorin's statement of yesterday anéd alsc to refer to the statement he made this
morning. But as it is really very late, I will confine myself to a single, very
brief comment, which will only detain the Committce for a minute. '

Vhat Mr. Zorin told us today when explaining chapter X of the Soviet plan,
concerning measures to scfeguard the security of States and to meintain internationcal

peare, is unfortunately not very encouraging. I really o not see how the United
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Nations forces could onerate effectively, or even how they could operate at all,
under the Soviet plan, For the use of those forces would be subject to 2 double
veto: first, there is, of course, the veto of the Security Council; then, according
to article 37, paragroph 2 of the Soviet plan, there is the veto of any one of the
three represéntatives forming the "trcika" which commands the international troops.
It is clear from thot article that without the unanimous agreement of the three
commanders of the internactional force, eveﬁ a unaninous decision of the Sccurity
Council could never be carried out. Ve are not military experts, but I think anyone
can understand that o military force which cannot act unless a double veto is over—
come -— and in particular a veto of three commanders -- has obviously no chance of

exerting the slightest influence for the meintenance of neace.

Mr., GODBED (United Kingdom): I apologize to my collecgues for tcking the
floor now, and particularly to the representative of Czechoslovakia, over whom I
shall be taking precedence -- I assure him that was not ny intention. Lowever,
before we parted this morning I wanted to make one or two very brief comments .in
regard to the speech of the representative of India, who dicd me the great courtesy of
studying most carefully the speech I mode yesterdsy; he has mace sone very important
comments in relation to it.  As the hour is lote, it would be unfair to seek to
delay the Cormittee this morning by dealing sufficiently with all the noints he
raised. So, if he will forgive me, I will come back to some of them on a later
occasion, However, there are two or three points which I think it important to deal
with at once.

One of the first points he raised, I think, was the question of whether or not
the United Nations peace force should have nuclear weapons. Cn this whole question
of the retention of nuclear weapons, I tried to follow his argument., I want to
study precisely what he soid, and I would only say at the present moment that I fail
completely to follow the logic of his argument. He claims that it is unthinkable
for the United Nations peace force to have these weapons uncder any circunstances —-

I an not arguing here whether they should or not, I am seeking to follow his argument —-
and yet he says, as I followed his argument, that we have to be prepared to

contemplate with equanimity the -ossibility that one or more States might have
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succeeded in scereting o few, and Hossibly a considerable number, of these weapons
after the completion of general and complete disormament.

That was how I uncerstood his crgument. As I say, I shall study it further,
but it seemed to me o completely illogical position to take up. Mr. Loll seems to
indicate that that is not his argument. If that is so, I hope he will forgive me,

but it sounded very ruch like it to ne.
Mr. LALL (Incic): Not at all.

Mr., GODBER: (United Kingdom): We will study the verbatim records and see.
Then there was the question of balance in the United States plan. I quite
understand that my colleague from India is very anxious to get away from this
question of balance and he is seexing to show -- and it is very right and —roper thov
he should, if this is his belief —-- that the United States plan does not mgintain
this balance between the stages. I understand that this is the argument that he is

pursuing.
Mr. LALL (Inciaj: No, not at all.

lir. GODREL (United Kingdom): It seems that there must have been something
wrong with the translation. Translation from Indian into English is always
difficult., Anyhow we shall have to settle this later. But I understood hinm to
say -- and I think I have this right —— on this question of balance, that the Unitec

States plan did not meintain the balance. I hope he agrees with me there.
lir. LALL (India): No, I am afraid not.
Mr., GODBER (United Kingdom): This is getting even more difficult.

Mr, LALL {Indin): Point of order. I never once mentioned the word
"balance" -— not once, I was talking and I talked repeatedly —- and even a
translation into Swehili would have got it right -- only of the militery péttern, or
military mix. I never nentioned "balance". Indeed the balance, under the Joint
Principles, is an entirely different issue. “hat I am saying is that the United
States contends thot it coes not alter the nilitery mix, or the military pattern, as

it proceeds down the roal to disarmconent. I vas concernecd to point out that in ny
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opinion that is not the cose, because the United States plan in the first stage chops
30 per cent off mosv conventional weapons but coes not make a chop off chemical
biological and radiological weapons, or clearly and specificelly off nuclear weapons,
and so on. I never mentioned the word "balance", Therefore I had to interrupt,

because the argument is not proceeding on a basis which I mentioned.
lMr. GODBZ) (United Kingdom): I am most grateful for that interpretation —-

kr. LALL (Incia): It is not an internretation. I never mentioned the

word "balance",

Mr. GODBEZ (United Kingcdom): Anyhow, the point we are getting at is the
same point, however it is described. Perhaps I used the word "balance” wrongly.
Anyhow, on "mix" I thin': the represcntative agrees with ne. But his whole point
was that he was discounting once again the irportance that the nuclear delivery
vehicle has in this particular context. This is what he was doing and what he has
done before. I would beg him to consider again the arguments which our United
States colleague and I have used before: that in fact, in so far as nuclear
disarmament is progressing, as long as orthodox nuclear delivery vehicles remain
they determine the degree of nuclear disarmament. That is a fundamental fact which
I ask him to accept.

I come to the third point. lire Lall went into the scientific side of the
matters which I raisec yesterday. I do not clain tc be an expert scientist: I do
not think that the redresentative of India, who is a modest mon, clainms that either.
Therefore we are beth arpuing from foacts which we have gleaned from others.

The scientific odvice which I hove receivel indicates taat a2 good ceal of what
he said this morning was unrealistic in the extreme, I hove to tell him that in o
considered way. I would take one asnect to meize my point. 1y colleagues will
reécall that Mr., Lall advanced certoin views concerning fost-reactor fuel cycles.
Yesterday I referred to the Dounreay fast reacivor. He picled me up on this subject
and developed the thene. I thinlz he said thet the fast-reactor fuel cycle would use
highly enriched uranium; he suggested that we should sacrifice our desire for
technical perfection Dy using 20 per cent enriched uranium-235, not highly enrichec
uraniun-235, Unfortunately, so for as that argument is concerned, the fast reactor

fuel cycle which the United Kingdom, the United States and the Soviet Union are all
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aiming at is not based ot all on urenium-235: it will be based on the natural
uranium-plutonium fuel cycle, or, if we are fortunate or clever enough, it will be
based on the thorium—urcnium 233 cycle. I am advised that the uranium-235 fuel
cycle, even with highly-enriched uranium-235, would be uneconomic; in fact, the
reactor would not breed. ¥ith 20 per cent urcnium-235 it is not at all certain that
the reactor would even go criticel.

That is just one of the points, There are o number of other points which I
would certainly advance if I had sufficient time. However, I am saying this to
indicate the complications which exist so far as these matters are concerned, and
to point out that I think Ir. Lall has made by case for me. Indeed I underétood
hin to be supporting me to the extent of the need for special studies of these
matters.

I aslked the representative of the Soviet Union what he meant about soecial
discussions to thrash these matters out. I understood our Indian colleague to-
suggest in this context that we might perhaps heve mixed meetings of political and
scientific delegates. I am willing to consider any suggested ways in which we
could achieve serious discussion of these very complicated matters. I would have
thought thet the benefit wouldilay in the course which I suggested, becausc these
matters are so complicated; but if it is felt thet the meeting should be a mixed one
I am perfectly prepared, as I say, to look at ony suggestion in order to ascertain
whether it is feasible. I am certein thet the need for such a study exists, and
it has been mode even more clear by the discussion between the representative of
India and myself this morning, becouse of its very cbmplicated nature,

Tith regard to the 2bility to moke nuclear veapons from the illicit diversion
of fissile material, the representctive of India rather dismissed this point as not
being so serious as some of the oﬁher matters., e said that we must consider things
as o whole and not in isolgtion, thet of course we should have to disperse the
massive United Kingdom armaments industry end thot this would be part of that.

I understood this to be his argument.

I would remind him of the dangers which exist if these sorts of materials, even

in primitive forms, could be illicitly taken ond used., If he doubts me, I would

remind him that he said "But the trouble which neigbbours could cause to each other

with even primitive nuclear weapons would be something frightful." (ENDC/2V.47, p.14)
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I am using his own words as evidence in support of this particular diffieculty. I
trust he will egree with me that whot he said at that time was right and that this
danger does exist.

Nevertheless, I am groteful to him, as I scy, for the careful consiceration he
has given to the points which I have raised, If in Ly opening remarks I
misreprescnted what he soid in ony way, I apologize. I shall certainly look most
carefully at the verbatin record of his speech. I still think, however, that the
points I have made are quite valid

There cre o number of other moints I should like to return to at o later stage,
but I do think, in connexion with +his particularly important, critical, aspect
of the scientific questions, that we must thrash them out in some way or other. I
do hope thot, with the support of the representetive of India, we can persuade our
other colleagues to agree to the setting—up of some body in which this matter can

be effectively thrashed out.

I, LALL (India): I regret to say that I do not agree with the presentation
of the focts put forward by the representative of the United Kingdom.
If the Dounreay reactor is o thoriun~cycle fost reactor, how does he explain
his stotement that:
"The Dounreay fast reactor in ilorth Scotland is an experimental civil power
plent using metallic fuel, end has a stock of many hundreds of kilogremmes

of highly-enriched uranium-235%" (ENDC/2v.5¢0, p-13)

I was specking of the misuse of uranium-235, because the representative of
the United Hingdom himself talks throughout thet soragraph sbout its misuse, I
was making the point thot uranium-235 will not be of much use if the whole industrial

o

complex of the United Mingdom is under control,

It is true —- indeed I said this myself —- that changes in design would be
n;;essary it fast reoctors used 20 zexr cent enriched uraniun instead of highly-
enriched uronium, but I have been scientifically advised that this would be feasible,
I am not necessarily soying that it would be such & good economic proposition., I
only said that scientifica ally specking you could solve thet problem. I simply meant
that the Problem is one which can be contained cnd solved scientifically., It does not

follow that in terms of eccnomics the reactor would be as good. However, when we

are considering disarmament, economics is not +he only consideration involved.
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¥y »oint simply wos that the situation could be scientifically altered by
nmeans .of uéihgiébuﬁéf“béﬁf enriched uranium, It is true that, os at present
designed, the reactor would not be able to go critical. However it does not
follow that that drowback would apply to all reactor designs. I base my remarks on
the advice of the highest scientific authorities in this field; they are not based

on technical advice.

The CHAIRMAI (Bulgaria) (tranélation from French): I still have the

representative of Czechoslovakia on my list of spesckers, but perhaps he would agree
to postpone his stotement until the next meeting. Do any other representatives wish

to speak?

lr. ZORIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Zeoublics) (translatioh from

Russian): I intended to put off until tomorrow, when we shall be discussing the
question of general and complete disarmament, my statement replying to various
comments and questions by speakers today, bul since the United Kingdom and then the
Itelian representative cgain raiscd the some questions, I should like to tcke
literally just a few minutes to renly to certein questions now. If this is agreeable
to the Committee, I would request o maximum of ten minutes in which fo reply in some

measure to various questions,

The CHAIRILN (Bulgaria): There appear to be no objections.

Lir. ZORIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from

Russian): I am grateful to the members of tic Committee for this courtesy.

First of all, I should like to deal with & question which was raised by the
United Zingdom representative today, elthough I hnd in effect given an answer to
this before. But since the representative of India also posed the question and
lir, Godber just now tricd to deemen and broaden it, I should like to state forthwith
what I hed in mind at the lost meeting when I expounded our views on mexing a study
of certein difficulties and problems which arise in connexion with the plan for

" general and complete disarmament ond,in particulor, with the matter of control over
the elimination of the means of delivery and elimination of nuclear weapons.

Since my statement made yesterdey has been quoted, I would recall whet I

did in fact say:



- ENDC/EV.51
57

(Mr. Zorin, USSR)

"You have merely criticized difficulties which you have seen in the solution
of the probl.ms of elimination of tt means of delivery and climinotion of
nuclear weapons. At all events, as you sce these difficulties, let us

consider together how they mcy be overcome ,...." (ENDC/2V,50, p. 16)

That is wiet I said yesterday. This is the verbaotim record, which is available to
everyone, “hat it meant was this: we have o jroblem, so let us consider together
how to overcome the difficulties. 3ut lir, Godber immediately turns this into some
kind of comvlicated further procedure. Already today he spoke of joint meetings of
scientists and our representatives lhere. He spole of the creation of some kind of
body, and so on and so forth.

Thy Co you complicate all this? Iy point of view wos expressed perfectly
clearly. Let us here and now discuss these gquestions ond the difficulties which have
arisen for you. If you wish to discuss this, os it were, in a more informel
fashion -- by all means let us do so, Here I am in complete agreement with the
representetive of Indic: if this question needs 4o be discussed at any informal
meeting, we are prewarcd to do so, If the rerresentatives of the United Zingdom
wish to discuss these questions witl the Soviet delegation, we are agreeable.

If the representative of the United States wisies to discuss them with us, we are
likewise agreeable., Docs this mean that we are ooposed to discussion? 'Je are
prepared to discuss all questions. 7That is the —noint of creating a permanent body
of some kind? What is the point of these joini meetings between technicians and
politicicns, ete., ete,? ‘That is the point of 211 this? It is not necessary at the
present stoge of our work.

Tocay I stressed once again, and I think I mede it quite clear, that at present
we are ot the stage of political decisions. Te cre at present engaged in discussing
the basic programme of Cisarmament ot all three stages. At this point we think it
useless and entirely unnecessary to go into the technical deteils of eack separate
question, whether connected with tle disarmament programme itself or with the
technigue of control, and so forth. This will yield nothinz. Tthat shell we diseuss?

-The technical methods of detecting warheads or something like that, as was mentioned
today, while we have not cecidel vhether we are zoing to proaibit warheads in
general? “Thy should we discuss the technical aspects of deteeting these warheads

when you have not yet cgreed that they should be destroyed ot all.
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For that reason I said today that we thinx it is useless to have any kind of
technical discussion without having reached agrecnent on the main questions of the
disarmement programme. But if you feel that, in order to settle the metter, we need
an exchange of views on certain ¢ assects, including technicel ones, by 2ll means let
us have one here. That is what we are here for. ~Tith seventeen members the Committee
is not so very large; but if you tiink this is too many, let us reduce the nufiber
and heve informal meetings. Let us by all meons discuss this. If you wont something
very small — 2 meetiné just between you and ourselves, let us meet and discuss the
matter on that.basis. But to set us ot this stage technical bodies or committees
of some kind —— this we regard as useless; waat will they discuss, if it is not
decided or even sgrecd in princinle which measures of disarmement we are ready to
accept?

That is my reply to this quesvion. Thus we are prepared to discuss any questions
which mey arise, end we are preparec to discuss them in this Committee. 'le are
prepared to discuss them formally or informally. <e are prepared to discuss them
with individual delegations, or with one, two, three, or any number of delegations.
This we are nrepared to Co. But to set up special bodies for the purpose we regard
as useless, since it will contribute nothing ond will only create the impression
thot some Ciscussion of technical nroblems on <f-ich the settlement of the question
depends is in progress. Nothing of the kind. The settlement of the question does
not desend on this., The settlement of the question depends on the will of your
Governments. This is the erux of the motter: Lre you in fovour of eliminating
nuclear weapons within o definite time~linit, or are you not? The degrec of
settlement of the question depends on this.

In this connexion I should like to draw zttention to the question vhicl was
posed by the representotive of Indis at the meeting on 5 June and to which the
Soviet delegationvimmediately reslied. I saic then:

"the representobive of Indic has ws forwerd the definite ocompromise proposal

Lret in article 1, SuD~DEragToLl Z(b), Jhion: concerns nuclesr weapons, all the

4

wracliess should be deleted, bolil from the vhrsse proposed by the Soviet Union 3

v{{Prohibition of nuclear vwecpons :nd other types of weasons for mass -
_desuruc%ion;))", omd {rom e vErsse expressinz the Unitel Stebes point of

view : "cessation of the producvion (and prohibition oX he manufacture) R

in other words, vhat we should sccept both the Soviet Union proposal and the

> -v

Unit Statves pronosal.
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"I can state that the Soviet delegatfion agrees +o this proposel and is
willing both %o dron i%s own brack-is ond to cceest the bracieved
United Staves words., If Vvhe United Tvatés is peally in favour of prohibiting
nuclesr wecpons end obher types of weopons of mzss desvruecticn, it should
hove no objechion Yo this nrovosgl of “he Indiann renresentolive. If it does
object, “hen it should explain ids position — why i% objecbts o the
srohibition of nueclesr wespons-.and obher types of weapons 01 malS
desvruction ir general.”
{(ZUDC/FV.4S, 2o, 39, 4C)
-

I said this on 5 June, and today is 7 June. So far there has been no reply

to this question from the United States delegation. L reply to this guestion does

not reguire ony technical studies; vhat it requires is a definite politicol stand.

Te await the answer Zrom the United States on this matter. However, if the United
States, as wos stated tolday by its renresentative, believes that this question is
difficult to solve in connexion with the question of international armed forces —-

and the representatives of Italy anc the Uhited'Kingdom appeared to aliude to

this —— then I must say thet in my view there is no connexion with the latter question.

In any case, to decide whether or not you cre in favour of the complete
elimination =nd prohibition of nuclecr weapons meons teking up a politicel stand.

We have tolen up such o soliticel stend: we are in favour of the elimination and
prohibition of nuclear weapons. 7Je should like some clarification on the following
question too: does the United Stotes cdopt the same political stand or not?

Since the Unitel Stotes representative smolie in great detail todey on the threat
which might arise from o small country suddenly obtaining on atomic bomb, and asked
what a discrmed world could do in sueh a case, I should lile to remind him of a very
interesting film enbtitled "The liouse That Roarel”, This was an English film. I
do not know whether tike United Finglom Government ned anything to do witl it —— I
rather imcpine that it did not. In this film, wiich I myself have seccn, o small
duchy, which appears to resemble Liechtenstein ond specislizes in the menufacture
of brendy for the United States, suddenly gets hold of an ctomic bomb. In the United
States everyone takes fright and mrejarations are made to send combined forces
against the céuchy. 7Then all is ready, it turns out that & mouse has got into the

bomb and made it useless.
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Tell, this is o film comedy. 14 is very well produced as such, but it is also
very relevent today in view of want has been seid with regerd to a small country
suddenly goining possession of o nuclear bomb. There is no need to invent fears and
create comic situations. e are engaged in o serious task ond I believe thet, in
seeking o Dolitical decision wiaebher nuclear wespons should be orohibited cr not,
we should not immerse ourselves in such margincl ospects of the question. e await

5

a clear volitical answer to this guestion from tiae United States.

lir. DEAN (United States of rmericea): I submit thot the complete draft
treaty outline that the United Stotes has submitted is the clear answer to the
representetive of the Soviet Union.
Furtzer, I suggest thet lir. “orin has mode “he best possible statement as to why
we should not try to outline cryptic lenguage in 2z1t I before we come to the actual

draftins of the substentive part of the treaty.

The CHLIZALT (Bulgeric) {tronslotion from French): Before reeding th

communicué, I have = message for the Committee from the co-Chairmen. The co-Chairmen
have agreed to recommenc the Committee to devote te meeting to be held tomorrow,
Friday, =t 10 a.m., to the work of the Sub-Commitice on a Treaty for the Discontinuance
of Hucleor Jecpon Tests.

If there are no objcctions to this recommencation by the co-Chairmen, I shall
take it os adopted.

It was so agreed.

o Conference decided to issue the followins communique:

i)

.

1m5e Conference of the Elghteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament
today held its fifty-first mecting at the Polnis des Hotions, Genevo
under %he chairmenship of Lix. Tornbanov, First Vice-liinister for
Foreirn Affairs end representotive of Bulrorio.

"The representotives of tle Soviet Union, the United Kingdom,
India, the United States, domcniaz end Itoly made statements.

1Mhe next nlencry meetin: of the Conierence will be held on

Fricay, 8 June 1934, at 10 2.7

The meeting

. . L [ER
LO8C QU Lefvs el
< - —




