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The CHAillivllill (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation 

from Russian): The twelfth meeting of the Eighteen Nation Committee on 

Disarmament is called to order. I should now like to speak as representative 

of the Soviet Union. 

At the last meeting -.ve reached agreement in principle cone erning the aims 

of general and complete disarmament, and acknowledged the need to incorporate 

these aims in the preamble to the treaty on general and complete .disarmament 

which the Committee has begun to prepare. It emerged from the discussion that 

the draft preamble submitted by the Soviet Union meets with general support, and 

we .agreed on the procedure for producing the final draft preamble to be presented 

to the Committee for approval. We now have to speed in every possible way the 

work of co-ordinating the text of the preamble, and thus to demonstrate to the 

peoples that the Co~nittee has re~lly got down to practical business. 

In accordance with the P,rocedure of work adopted by the Co~nittee, we will 

now discuss the other provisions of the future agreement on general and complete 

disarmament, I intend today to speak on t~e general provisions concerning the 

obligations of States with regard to general and complete disarmament. These 

general provisions a1.·e set out in article l, paragraph l, of the draft treaty 

(ENDC/2) submitted by the Soviet Government for consideration by the Committee. 

lillalogous provisions are to be found also in the programme for disarmament (ENDC/6) 

presented by the United States President, Mr. Kennedy, at the sixteenth session 

of the United N~tions General Assembly on 25 September 1961. 

It goes without saying - and I do not think I need expatiate on this - that 

before we determine the specific obligations of States with regard to every 

particular disarmament measure at each of _the stages, the general scope of these 

obligations should be set out in the introductory part of the treaty. I do not 

see any need to go into clotailed arguments on this point, be Gause it seems to us 

to have been admitted by the United .States and by other States alike, judging by 

the disarmament prograrnr.1o which the U:ni ted Statos has submitted. It has also been 

admitted in the Agreed Princ::..ples for Disarmament Negotiations (ENDC/5) which were 

unanimously approv::!d by the General .Assombly ... 

The main function of article 1, paragr~ph 1, of the Soviet draft treaty on 

general and complete disarmament is to JeterminB the general scope of the measures 

for general and complote disarmament, to establish what is the mandatory and 

indispensable part of such disarmament, and to outline the methods for implementing 

general and complete disarmament. 
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Paragraph 1 of article 1 expresses first the ide~ that, for implementation 

of an agreement on general and complete disarnament a definite and specific 

time-limit should be set. The Soviet Government considers it possible to 

implement the whole progr~~e of general and complete disarmament, and totally 

to eliminate the military apparatus of States, in four years. Our calculation 

and, furthermore, our practical experience of reconversion after the Second 

World War have convinced us that this period is realistic nnd does not r~ise any 

insurmountable difficulties for States. In the general discussion other ?oriods 

have also been mentioned. In particular the Chairmen of the Indian delegation, 

Mr. lv.ienon, pointed out in his statement of 20 March (ENDC/5, pr,ge 28) that the 

Government of India has come to the conclusion that it is possible to implement 

general and complete disarmament in four to five yours. The Secretary of State 

for Foreign Affairs of the United Kingdom, Lord Home, informed the Committee 

(~., p.l3) that in his delegation's opinion, which we quite understand is 

shared by the United States delegation, a programme of general and complete 

disarmament can be fulfilled in nine years. 

We do not intend now, at this stage, to go into details about which of the 

periods suggested is the most readily acceptable. We should like, however, to 

emphasize one idea to which we attach great inportance. Arnone all delegations 

there is general agreement that a definite, firn time-limit, as short as possible, 

should be fixed for implementing 3eneral and complete disarmament. It seems to 

me that we could usefully record this agreement, because in tho past there have 

been certain differences over this question among the various delegations and 

States. Having made theso observations, I shall now pass to the substance of 

article 1 of the Soviet draft treaty. 

We consider that tho tre!1ty must set out clearly the most important measures 

constituting general anLl complete disarmament. Every party to the treaty vrould 

then hnve a clear picture of what it must do, and where it should direct its main 

efforts to fulfil the disarmament pro3ramme. I should like to stress that this 

part of the treaty must st~te clearly and decisively really clearly ~nd 

decisively - the essential measures of disarmament. For if we omit any of those 

measures, evade the abolition of any type of armaments or armed forces, and leave 

a loophole for the retention of any part of the military apparatus of States, the 

treaty will not serve its purpose and cannot lcaQ .to general and complete 
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disarQament. During previous meetings of the Committee all its members have 

emphasized that disarmament must be seneral and complete, and that only in thi3 

way can genuine, lasting peace be secured. In our view it cannot be otherwise.. 

For point 1 (a) of the .. ~eroeed Principles for general and complete disarmament, 

which have been accepted not only by all members of the Committee but also by 

all Members of the United Nations, states that disarmament is to be general and 

complete. The Soviet Government was in fact guided by this rule when preparing 

its draft treaty. 

We could not, of course, confine ourselves to simple re~etition of the 

wording of the Principles agreed between the Soviet Union and the United States 

and approved by the Genor~l Assembly. The ~\.greed Principles a,ro an important 

stage, but one which has been passed. Our starting-point, and the task of this 

Committee, is not simply to go over old ground, but tc move forward and interpret 

these general principles by wording them more specifically and precisely. This 

we have done in our draft treaty. 

The first-sub-paragr~ph of article l of our treaty provides for "the 

disbanding of all armed forces and the prohibition of their re-establishment in 

any form whatsoever". I should like to point out to Committee mer.1bers the 

essential affinity between our wording and the first half of objective (a) of the 

fourth paragraph of the United States programme of 25 September 1961. It is true 

that this sub-paragraph of the United States progrer.mw cont£!-ins a reservc.tion 

concerning the armed forces which would remain after the implementation of general 

and complete disarmam<mt "to preserve internal order and for contributions to r" 

United Nations Peace Force". We agree that after the implementetion of cenoral 

and complete disarmament certain contingents should reQain at the disposal of 

States to preserve inter:w,l order and be made available, when necessary, to the 

Security Council in order to maintain universal peace. In the succeeding 

provisions of our clrc.f-0 treaty we )_)ropose suitable words for this purpose. It 

should, however, be borne in mind that the question of completely disbandin5 

armed forces and of taking measures to prohibit their re-esteblishment differs 

radically from the question of what forces States will have at their disposal to 

preserve internal order and uischarce their commitments to the United Nations to 

maintain universal peace.. We consider it necessary to treat these questions 

separately in an agreement on general and complete disarmament so as to Give the 

agreement the gre~test clarity and precision. 
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Article 1, paragraph 1, second item of our proposals, which defines the 

scope of the measures for seneral c,nd complete disarmament, speaks of "the 

prohibition and dest:..·uction of all stock-piles, c,nd the cessation of the production 

of all kinds of weapons of mass destruction, including atomic, hydrogen, chemical, 

biological and radiological weapons" (ENDC/2, p.2). This wording, as members 

of the Committee can easily see, fully accords with paragraph 3(b) of the Agreed 

Principles for general and complete disarmament. The difference between them is 

only in their wording. 

In the Programme for Disarmament submitted by the.United States on 

25 September 1961, sub-paragraph (b) of the fourth paragraph of the introductory 

part sets forth as an objective of general and complete disarmament the "elimination 

from national arsenals of all arlll8ments, includinG all weapons of mass 

destruction" (ENDC/6). 

I should liktJ to point out particularly that the J.greed Principles for 

disarm'lment stress the need. to eliminate all - I emphasize the "all" - stockpiles 

of nuclear, chemical and other weapons of mass destruction. 'ihe United States 

document also speaks of destroying all stockpiles. From this we conclude that 

there is general consent between us that the agreement on 3eneral and complete 

disarmament which we have begun to draft must prohibit nuclear e-nd other kinds 

of weapons of mass destruction and call for the total destruction of all 

stockpiles. 

The next sub-paragraph of the first paragrn.ph of our article l covers 

"the destruction and cessation of tlle production of all meo,ns of deliverin~ 

weapons of mass destruction to their targets". I think that e-ll members of the 

Committee agree that this provision is necessary. I need only add that it is 

contained in paragraph 3(c) of the Agreed Principles, and also that the idea of 

the need to destroy c"ll means of delivering nuclear weapons also nppears in the 

United States disarme-ment programme. 

The fourth sub-pe-ra.graph concerns "the <lismontling of nll kinds of for~dgn 

military bo,ses, ond the withdrawal aud disbanding of all foreign troops stationed 

in the territory of r.ny State." (ENDC/2*). \lhy do we consider it necessary to 

include in the treaty a provision on the dismantling of foreign military bo,ses? 

~rguments are sometimes to be heard that one should npproo,•h, so to speak, with 

the sane yardstick foreign military b~ses and national bases situated in the 
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national territory of States. Such arguments seem to us absolutely unfounded. 

Military bases, as well as the stationing of foreign troops in the territory of 

other States, are a peculiar military institution of its o'vn kind engendered by 

the cold war and, in its turn,engendering tension in relations between States. 

The main purpose of foreign military bases in alien territory is not to defend the 

State which possesses such bases. Foreign military bases are, above all, strong

points for aggressive hostile Actions. With the development of modern military 

technology such bases cannot play any role in the defence of the national 

territory of the States which maintain their bases and troops in foreign 

territory. They can only have the effe~t of extending a war and drawing an ever 

larger number of States into it. 1 .. 11 this makes it necessary to include in the 

draft treaty a provision on the dismantling of foreign military bases in alien 

territory. 

The Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations envisage the dismantling 

of bases in general. I have already said that our tusk is to embody the .Lgreed 

Principles in a concrete form and it is, therefore, necessary to include 

definite provisions concerning the dismantling of foreign militnry bases in alien 

territory. 

National bases in national territory will, of course, be dismantled in 

accordn.nce with the provision for the disbanding of all national armed forces, 

which I have previously explained. When such disbanding has been carried out, 

military camps, barracks and bases will of course disappear. This is so obvious 

that it hardly requires any further explanation. 

The next two sub-paragrn,phs of paragraph 1, article 1 1 provide for "the 

abolition of any kind of raili tary conscription for citizens" :end "the cessation of 

military training of the 2opulation nnd the closinz of all military trGining 

institutions". These sub-paragraphs translate into teros of the specific 

obligations of States the principle that general and complete disarmament should 

be such that armed forces would novor be re-established. In thece sub-paragraphs, 

as a watter of fact, we develop and give a clearer interpretation to paragraph 3(d) 

of the Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations. The United Stntes 

programme does not contain a specific :;novision to this effect although, in 

respect of armed forces, it s:;;>eaks of "the j?rohibition of their re-establishment 

in any form whatst>ever" (ENDC/6*). I think everyone agrees that not enough is 
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said about the prohibition of the re-establishment of armed forces. It is 

nec<Jssary to provide for such undertakings by States as would preclude the 

possibility of re-establishing armed forces, One of the conditfons for this is 

to cease calling up citizens for military service and giving them military 

training. This is precisely the aim of the two sub-paragraphs of the Soviet 

draft treaty which I have just quoted. 

We also make provision for "the abolition of wn,r ministries, of general 

staffs and their local n,gencies, and of all other military and parn,-militn,ry 

establishments and orgn,nizations". This forrauln,tion of ours develops the 

principle ln,id down in paragraph 3(d) of the Agreed Principl~s. The United States 

programme does not, unfortunately, contain a similar provision. However, the 

general idea coutn,ined in sub-paragraph (a) of the fcurth paragraph of the 

introductory part of the United States programme mn,kes it possible to say that 

the United Stn,tes, appn,rently, also shares our vievrs on this point. 

The penultimate sub-pn,ragraph of :1rticle 1, paragraph 1 refers to "the 

eliminn,tion of n,ll types of conventional armaments and military equipment, and 

the cessation of their production, except for the production of strictly limited 

amounts of agreed typos of light firearms for the equipment of the police (militin,) 

contingents to be retained by States after the accomplishment of general and 

complete disarmament". This provision is in accordance with 'aragraph 3(a) of 

.the Agreed Principles. It has something in common with sub-pern,graph (b) of the 

fourth paragraph of the United States disn,rmament programme of 25 September 1961. 

After general and complete disarmament has been completed, all n,rmies disbanded, 

nuclear weapons and all means of delivering them destroye~ n,nd all loopholes 

permitt~~g the re-establishment of armed forces blocked, there will be no need 

to manufacture conventional armaments. It will only be necessary to retai~ 

production of light firearms and, moreover, on a limited scn,le, which'will be 

determined by the requirements of the contingents whc,se purpose it is to maintain 

internal order in Stn,tes. For this purpose light firearms n,re quite sufficient. 

The last sub-paragraph of para15raph l provides for "the discontinun,nce of 

the appropriation of funds for militn,ry purposes, whether from State budgets or 

from organizations or grivate individuals". In this case, too, we are mO:king 

paragraph 3(e) of the ~\greed Principles more precise. · Paragraph 3("') simply mentions 

th8 discontinuunce of military expondi tures. We wish to blo~k c,ll loopholes so 



ENDC/PV.l2 
11 

(The Chairman, USSR) 

as to prevent the assignmLnt of funds for Qilitary purposes. It is known that 

this can be done either through the State cr through organizations and priv~te 

individuals. We should learn from past experience and exclude the possibility 

of any evasion of an agreement concluded by us. 

These are the provisions of arti~le 1, paragraph l. 

I now turn to article 1, paragr~ph 2, of our draft treaty. Its intention 

is that after the completion of gener~l and complete disarmament only strictly 

limited contingents of police (militia) will remain at the dis~osal of Stctes. 

These contingents, as the paragraph stntes, are "intended for the maintenn,nce of 

internal order and for the dischn,rge of their obligations with regard to the 

maintenar_c e of internationo.l peace and security, under the United Nations Charter 

and under the provisions of Article 37 of the present Tren,ty 11 • I hn,ve already 

repeatedly referred to this ~uestion and therefore see no need to explain it 

again. Representatives who have spoken in the Ei~hteen Nn,tion Committee have 

emphasized the need for general and complete disarmament and for leavinG n,t the 

disposn,l of States only su~h armed contingents as would be strictly limited 

by the re~uirements for maintaining internal order. 

As regards article 1, paragraph 3~ of our draft treaty, its 

that disarmament should be carried out in three successive stages. Transition 

to a subse~uent stage shall take place after adoption by the international 

disarmament organization of a decision confirmins that all the measu~es of the 

preceding stage have been carried out and verified, and that verification 

measures necessary for the Pext stage have been prepared for operation. \'Ti th 

this provision we remove the grounds for the dissatisfaction ·which has often been 

expressed in regard to our previous drafts, which did not contain a sufficiently 

clear statement regarG.ing the nature of transition frora one stage to another. We 

have now set this down with the utmost clarity. 

In connexion with this paragraph, I should like to make just one observation, 

namely, that in the course of the General debate all delegations agreed that 

general and complete disarmament should be carried out in three stages. This is 

also the starting point of the United States disarumment programme. \'{e may 

therefore conclude that there will bo no G.ifficulty in agreeinc also on article 1, 

paragraiJh 3, of the draft treaty submitted by us. 
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In conclusio~, I should like to refer to article 1, paragraph 4. It 

expresses the idea contained in paragraph 5 of the Agreed Principles. The 

majority, if not all, of the delegations here in this Conference room have spoken 

of the need to carry out general anG complete disarmament in such a way that no 

State or Group of States would gain any military advantage and that security 

would be ensured equally for all parties to the Treaty. Consequently, in this 

case, too, we could, without further delay, record agreement a.mong us on tl.1is 

important principle. 

The Soviet delegation has explained one more part of its draft treaty on 

general and complete disarmament. The comparison which I have made between our 

draft and the Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations, as well as with 

the United States disarmament programme presented by President Kennedy in tho 

General Assembly on 25 September 1961, demonstrates that we are agreed in 

principle in regard to the general scope of disarmament measures and t.he basic 

methods of their implementation. It would therefore be desirable, acting in the 

spirit of co-operation in which we have conducted our negotiations up till now, 

that we should reach the earliest possible agreement also on this part of the 

treaty on disarmament, which defines the general obligations of States in regard 

to general and complete disarmament. 

Mr. DEAN (United States of America): I have listened with great 

attention to the very interesting remarks which have just been made by my 

Soviet colleague indeed, an English text of those remarks has now been 

distributed to us. We shall compare the substance of these remarks with our 

own plan of 25 September 1961 and I shall comment on them at an early plenary 

meeting of this Conference. 

I would like to address my remarks this morning to the statement made 

yesterday by the representative of Czechoslovakia. He seemed to take exception 

to the fact that in my statement yesterday I had moved directly into the heart 

of one of the major and substantive areas of disarmament. The representative 

of Czechoslovakia implied that there was something wrong with this procedure, 

that it somehow contravvned .the agreement on our programme of work, that it was 

too global in approach end took us back again to the stage of general deba-te, 

and that this would disorganize our discussions. The representative of 
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Czechoslovakia said that at this stage we should confine the discussion to the 

preamble. I believe it would advance the orderly procedure of the Committee if 

I were at this time to make clear my exceptions to the points made by the 

representative of Czechoslovakia, 

I submit that the manner of proceeding which I outlined yesterday not only 

is fully consistent with the agreed programme, but indeed is the most logical, 

the most orderly and the most efficient one, 

In his statement before this Conference on 27 March, our Secretary of State, 

Mr, Rusk, set forth the views of the United States on the specific programme of 

work for the following weeks. He said: 

"In the plenary Conference we believe thn.t we should identify 

the major substantive areas of a disarmament programme and begin, 

as quickly as possible, to determine how these will be dealt with 

in an overall agreement on general and complete disarmament. We should, 

as we have agreed, consider the Soviet appron.ch in each of these areas, 

as set forth in its draft proposal of 15March. Simultaneously, we 

would consider the approach in each of these areas as set forth in the 

United States programme of 25 September 1961, which will, in the near 

future, be resubmitted in more detailed and elaborated form." 

(ENDCJpV.lO, page 12) 

W'e submit that this approach will take us directly to the heart of the 

issues which we have to resolve here if our draft n.greement on general and 

complete disarmament is to have any meaning or to bear any fruit, as I am sure 

it will. But one does not begin to build a house until the plans have been 

drawn up. What my delegation is trying to do is, as soon as possible, to focus 

the discussion in this Committee on solving some of those substantive issues 

which will give the fro.mework to the c.greement we seek, in order to prevent the 

Committee from wasting valuable time in discussing and drafting texts before 

we have agreed upon the substance of what it is we wish to accomplish, 

When the bulk of these basic substantive issues heve been resolved, then 

it may be a logical and acceptable procedure for the Conference to go through the 

various draft treaties that have been submitted, paragraph by paragraph. 
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I repeat that I shall not comment this morning in detail upon what the 

representative of the Soviet Union ~as just said. But, and I mention this merely 

by way of illustration, as I listened to him I realized that one cannot discuss 

intelligently, for example, article 1, paragraph 2, of the Soviet draft treaty 

unless one also discusses the various substantive provisions of article 37 of 

that draft; and one cannot discuss that article intelligently unless.one also 

takes up the question of how we are to set up the United Nations peace force and 

how that force is to be made up - whether of contingents that are to be entirely 

within the framework of the United Nations, or of contingents from national 

armies - and unless we also teke up the question of how these cont:i.ngents are to 

be armed and whether tho United Nations peace force will be subject, as· article 37 

of the Soviet draft treaty provides, to Article 43 of the Charter of the United 

Nations. 

I mention this not because I n,m going to discuss the substance of whc.t the 

representative of the Soviet Union said this morning - I shall reserve that to a 

later date - but because I wish to point out that it would be utterly impossible 

to go through a draft treaty line by line until we have reached agreement on 

what it is we wish to acc01:1plish - especially when these particular parts of the 

treaty refer to substantive provisions in subsequent articles. 

As the Conference is aware, we have before us two contrasting disarmar.1ent 

programmes. One of these is in the format of a draft treaty. As we agreed in 

connexion with the programme of work, the fact that one proposal is in the format 

of a treaty or a treaty outline does not necessarily confer upon it any priority 

of consideration, any more than it would be proper for the United States to 

demand priority for its programme of 25 September, which we believe to be very 

carefully formulated, merely because it was submitted first. We feel that it 

would be best to try to work out a common agreement by comparing each of the 

mn,jor substantive n,reas of the two drafts that have been proposed to the Conference. 

These major substantive areas are set forth in the Joint Statement of Agreed 

Principles of 20 Se_t)tembor and in the resolutions for which we all voted in the 

United Nations General Lssembly and which we have agreed must be included in any 

disarmament programme or treaty. This procedure will bring us immediately into 

the most important areas of discussion, without our taking up too much time on 

subordinate drafting details or on texts in which subsequent provisions are 
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referred to on whose substance we have not reached agreement. When we roach 

agreement on the way in which each of these major substantive areas will bo 

handled in any agreed programme or treaty, we cn.n turn our attention to the 

specific problems of drafting. 

I submit that the problem of whether nuclear weapons production is to be 

limited or completely stopped in the first stage is a substantive and not a 

drafting problem. I submit further that the question of whether nuclear delivery 

vehicles and conventional armaments will be reduced by 30 per cent or 100 per cent, 

or some other percentage, in the first stage is a substantive r..nd not e drr.ftine 

problem, I submit that the working out of the necessary measures to ~erify the 

elimination of nuclear weapons is a substantive and not a drafting problem. I 

submit that the question of how we are to provide for inspection or verification 

is a substantive and not'a drafting problem. The questions of how the inter

national disarmament organization will be governed, how the pea.ce force vrill be 

staffed, and how the United Nations peace-keeping capabilities are to be 

strengthened, are substn.ntive questions and not mere drafting problems. 

Therefore, despite the wish of the representative of Czechoslovakia that we 

should accept the Soviet draft tron.ty as our basis of work, we believe thn.t the 

members of the Committee will understand and support the :;:>rocedure of work 

outlined by lvir. Rusk on 27 Iviarch, a procedure v>hic11 I followed in my statement 

yesterday. 

When we agree, as I am sure we shall, that the production of fissionable 

materials for weapon usc should be included in tho first stage of our programme, 

we can establish a drn.ftin~ sub-committee to recommend the specific treaty 

provisions for putting this part of the programme into effect. When we agree 

on the precise nature of the: control mechanisms ''rhich woulC:. be required to verify, 

for example, that 50,000 kilograms - or whatever figure which the Soviet Union 

may wish to sugeest anC:. u:;_:lon which we r.1ay agree - hn.d been removed from the nuclear 

weapons material stoc~iles, we cen translate this directly into appropriate 

treaty language. 

The approach tho.t we propose would not, as ho.s been suet:rested, involve the 

Comn1ittee in useless debate. Rather, it would seem to me that it would n.void 

useless debate on texts before we hn.d agreed upon the substance. The procedure 

that we suggest concentrates on four major areas that are central and common to 
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the programmes that have been presented and to the Joint Statement of Lgreed 

Principles. The procedure that wo have sug0ested avoids any considerations of 

prestige or priority, or any negotiating advantage for any programme that any 

delegation may wish to submit. Indeed, it is based on the approach which the 

representative of India, l\ir. Krishna Menon, referred to as the development of a 

"master key", that is, eJ treaty outline or programme which is the product of the 

Conference as a whole. 

We do not wish to divert attention from tho substance of disarmament by 

encouraging any prolonged discussion of the agenda. We are suggesting no rigid 

agenda, but merely an approach with sufficient focus to guide us in our discussion 

and with sufficient flexibility to enable us to deal with all aspects of the 

respect.i ve areas that the Conference deems it necessary to consider. The United. 

States delegation believes that this approach is the most realistic, productive 

and efficient one that we can folluw. This approach would give us the total 

framework which would serve as a skeleton for our treaty or treaties to put general 

and complete disarmament into effect. To do otherwise, we submit, would be to 

put the cart before the horse. 

Ne must not get bogged down in the drafting of treaty language in areas of 

so~Jewhat subsidiary importance without having first agreed upon the substance. 

We must first have an overall view of how we are to go about accomplishing vur 

objective of general and complete disarmament - what measures will go into oach 

stage, how long i·t will take to carry these measures out, and precisely how each 

measure will be verified. 

I hope that these brief remarks will indicate to the representative of 

Czechoslovakia that my dolegation is following a carefully thought out and, I 

hope, a most constructive procedure for the work of this Committee, and that the 

procedure we have proposed is the most efficient and, indeed, the most effective 

way of making p~ogress in this Conference. 

:tvir. CJ..VALLE_m (Italy) (translation from French): I think the 

Conference made important and encouraging progress at the last meeting, when it 

considered the pronmblu to our agreement. Many delegations, including tho Italian 

delegation, made concreto proposals for the final drafting of the text. I hope 

that the Co-Chairmen will be able to consider them quickly, so that we ma.y soon 

have a joint text appxoved by us all. 
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Today we have heard the clear and detailed explanations given us by 

Mr. Zorin concerning article l of the Soviet draft treaty. I followed him with 

the closest attention, and I intend to stud~" the record most thoroughly. But now 

that we have begun drafting the preamble, it seems to me that an important question 

arises regarding our future method of work. We have, :::o to speak, to construct 

a treaty or treaties on general and complete disarmament. In order to proceed 

quickly, as we all wish, we must have an overall view of our task. We must agree 

on how the treaty or treaties a~e to be composed and visualize the framework of 

these treaties or agreements. 

I certainly do not wish to reopen the general debate which has already taken 

place with the participation of our Foreign Ministers, but rather to go deeper, to 

enter into the real substance of the subject. This we can do, and we can really 

make progress if we now a.gree on a, general plan of work and on the broad lines of 

the agreements or treaties we are to sign at the end of this Conference. 

Consequently, I doubt whether the best method now would be to examine article 

by article the draft treaty submitted by the Soviet delegation, side by side with 

the proposals submitted by the United States delegation. Those texts form the 

basis of our work, but if we were to proceed in that way, I fear we should come 

up against serious difficulties immediately. 

Mr. Dean referred to the building of a house; and indeed, it is not by 

placing one brick on a.nother that one builds a house, but by drawing up a plan 

beforehand, by making a sketch of the house, a drawing showing what it will 

consist of when it is finished. It is only then that we can begin to dig the 

foundations and lay the first stones. 

I have just said that we should come up against serious difficulties. If, 

indeed, we were to take up the first line of article l of tho Soviet.draft-treaty 

now, a major difficulty vrould immedirotely arise. That article provides that 

general and complete disarmament shall be carried out in four years. The Soviet 

delegation knows that there are objections to that proposal on the part of 

certain delegations, including the Italian delegation. Those of us who took part 

in the work of the Ten Nation Committee will no doubt remet;lber that the discussion 

on time-limits occupied that Comt;littee for three months. 
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This time, the situo,tion is much more fo,vouro,ble, and I hope we sho,ll be 

able to reo,ch o,greement even on the t.:uno-limi ts; nevertheless 1 I am fully avmre 

oi' the diffic'.ll ti0s '\'TC shall he.ve to overcome. 

For all these re~sons, I consider that the Conference, insteau of beginning 

i'1ll1lediately to exu.mino the o,rticles oontn.ining points on which n.g::::eement cn.n only 

be reached later, should proceed to consider the genern.l lines of thv agreement 

we are to sign ·- the pillars, so to speak, of the edifice to be buil i. That will 

enable us to save tioe c"nd press on with our work in a really constructive mo,nner. 

Mr. NASZKOWSKI (Poland) (translation from French): T::>.king part in the 

discuscion on £1rticle l of the dro,ft trea-ty on gem:ral o,nd cooplete disarmament, 

which contains general provisions concerning the obligations of the po,rtios in 

the matter of disa::::mn.ment, the Polish delegation considers tha~ the text of 

article l of the Soviet draft prov-ides the most delJailed n,nd complete presentation 

of disarmo,ment obligations. 

At the so,me tirr.P., we share the view tho,t there is some similarity botween 

the provisions of the Soviet draft o,nd those of the United States pl'O[Sramme of 

25 September 1961. 

This fo,ct fo,cilito,tes - should fo,cilito,te - our task of quickly drawing 

up an agreed text of the a,rticle. Bu~ I must oxp:o:-ess my regret that lvir. Dean, the 

United States representative, did no~ think it possible to ta,ko up imrnediately 

here o,nd now - the discussion on ~rticle l of tho draft treaty. I hope that as 

he promisE:d, tho United SJ~Jates deleG~tion will be ree-dy to do so very soon, so 

tb.at we can ruake pro(Sress in our worh:. I should lill:.e to believe f:O, rd though I 

find the United States representative 1 s rem:1rks ra~her disquieting. In my view 

the constant return to procedural proble>:1s if unjustified and even difficult to 

understand, especi:1lly ns we have olro<:dy all e,dopted our working procedure and 

agreed - here ::: quote tho document on procedure n.dop-ted ~t tho 8th meeting of 

the Conference- to"··· cunsider tho Soviet drn,ft treaty on general and complete 

disarmament of March 15, 1962, the United Str,tes progrg,mme for generu,l e,nd 

complete disnrmament of September 25, 1961, and. other yroposals ':<hich h:1ve been 

or may subsequently be made •• ,". (ENDC/12) 
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At the srune time, the United States representative has again spoken today, 

as he did yesterday, of a number of substantive problems dealt with in the 

provisions of the documents before us, such as the question of delivery vehicles, 

the question of prohibiting tho manufacture of fissionable materials and other 

questions which should, for reasons of logic and procedure, be considered at 

later stages. 

The representative of Italy told us just now that he did not wish to re_ouen 

the general debat0; but I must say that in fact his suggestions tend in that 

direction. Again, the analogy with tho building of a house may be interesting, 

but mainly for the builder; treaty-drafting methods have their traditions and I 

fear that if we were to heed tbP representative of Italy we should not build the 

house which we have been commissioned to build. 

Turning to article l of the treaty, I should like to emphasize that the 

scope of the obligations placed on States throuchout the process of general and 

complete disarmament has been determined similarly in the Soviet draft and in the 

US programme. It follows from the disarmament principles agreed last September 

between the Soviet Union and the United States that the Soviet and US documents 

determine in a similar manner disarmament obligations of States such as tho 

total elimination and prohibition of weapons of mass destruction nnd the vehicles 

for their delivery, and the liquidation of armed forces and conventional armaments. 

We must not, of course, conceal the fact that if we speak of conformity 

of the preliminary a,rticles of both drafts, that does not mean conformity of 

content of the articles relating to the substance of implementation of tho 

agreed principles for disarmament. It seems to us, however, that the adoption of 

these preliminary articles, the adoption of the common aims and the principles 

of general disarmament, will later facilit11te our endeavours to bring th8 

positions on points of substance closer together. 

The conformity of opinions on two important problems is of particular 

significance, however. In the first place, both tho Soviet draft, in article 1, 

paragraph 4, and the United States draft, in the sixth paragraph of the preamble, 

sub-paragraph (c), propose that disarmament should be carried out in a bale-need 

manner, without endangering the security of the different States. It should here 

be pointed out, however, that the Soviet draft better expresses the idea contained 

in paragraph 5 of the principles agreed by the Soviet Union and the United States, 

the US plan being drafted on somewhat general lines. 
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In the second plnce, both documents stress that the transition to each 

succeeding stage of disarmament must be preceded, first, by verification by the 

International Disarmament Organization .that the disarm~ment measures laid down for 

the previous stage have been carried out and, secondly, by preparation of all the 

verification measures necessary for the next stage. 

We consider that the rapprochement of the positions of the two parties 

regarding the problems I hn.ve mentioned constitut.;s a definite step forward in the 

disarmament negotiP.tions, for - as vrill be remembered - it vms, precisely, a 

difference of opinion on those ~roblems that constituted one of the main 

difficulties in the past. 

There are also differences between the articles we are now discussinG• One 

of them is the question of dismantling bases on foreign territory. In article.!, 

the Soviet draft expressly proposes the dismantling of foreign military bases. The 

American programme, on the other hand, igno~es ~his question. 7he problem of 

foreign military bases is of great significance, particularly in Europe. Lpart 

from the fact that such bcses constitute a threat to the security of the States 

along whose frontiers they are situated, the maintenance in peace-time of foreign 

military bases specially equipped with weapons of mass destruction on the 

territory of many countries is an abnormal phenomenon, which cannot be reconciled 

with the principle that relations between States should be lasting, peaceful and 

consistent with sovereiGnty. 

In drawing attention to one of the controversial problems, we hope that 

means of overcoming the difficulties will be found and that these problems will 

not be an obstacle to deciding on the content of article l. It should be 

understood tho,t if we succeed in dra,fting this article, such c" step forwar<l, 

although it still docs not imply agreem0nt on the subste.ntive clo.uses, will 

undoubtedly be welcOElecl with Great sa,tisfaction by publit. opinion throughout 

the world. 

Mr. de MELLO-FR!~CO (Brazil) (translo.tion from French}: I have listened 

with the greatest attention to the various statements made this morning. I havo 

considered particularly the restat.:;ments of position made by !,Ir. Zorin for the 

Soviet Union and by Mr. Dean for the United States. From what li.ir. Zorin said, I 

take it that he considers the procedure for drawing up tho preamble to the future 



E:NilC /PV. 1;: 
21 

(Hr. de 11~ello-Franco, Brazil) 

treaty on general and complete disarmament to be ~greed. He regards as 

satisfactory the procedu.re esto,blished t-.t the last meeting, nmnely, that the two 

co-Chairmen r~gree to conside:t• the sueeestions and r.mendments which ern to be made 

by next Monday at the :c:tost, su that the Comr.1H,toe can bec;in t..o examine the draft 

by Tuesday. i'llr. Zorin then v.ent on to consider forthwith, point by point, 

article 1 of the Soviet dro,ft trec,ty on c_;enoral o,n<l completo disarmament. 

Mr. Dean, on tho other hanJ., mc,intn,ined th•) P')Si ticm taken by lvir. Rusk., 

the United States Secrctr,ry of Stc,te, on how the treo,ty on general and complete 

disarmament should be drcnm up. There is no denyinG; that lvir. Dean wes clearly 

opposed to the method proposed and ~dopted by ~:~ir .. Zorin, of exo.minine, line by 

line, the drafts submitted to the Committee for consideration. 

In the situation we o,re ia, it would be idle to deny that we have more or 

loss arrived nt an impr.sse, because ~he <lecisions which must be taken in the 

Committee are not of a kind tl1o:t should bo n,doptod by a majority vote; -~hoy are 

decisions which, in my vic~r :--.nd in thE: opinion of my delegation, depend on, /. 

acceptance by the two co-Chairmen. Consequently, if theTe is such an appreciable 

and wide diso,greement, it relates ·t,o the method and not to the procedure. The 

Committee must first of ~11 study this disagreement before attemptin~ to resolye 

it. Basically, there is c, uifferencc between method and procedure. Procedure is 

a matter of circumstnnces, whereo,s method is r. 1my of workin[:S which takes o,ccount 

of deeper considera-tions. 

Considering the question fron the point of vi,ow of method, I note thnt we 

found it very easy to e.creo on the ::.;onerc:,l quest1ons deP..lt with in the pre£".mble. 

We all observed tha.t t~1e ciiso,greements which arose Juring tl:e discussion of the 

preamble concerned its forr.1. l<\lrtunctcly there wer<, no serious differences of 

opinion on the subst2.nce. And thct is quite undorstc,ndablc, because thoro is no 

substantial disagreement on the ain of ot:.r Corr;r:;it.tce, which is ~arrying out a 

mandate from the United Ha,tions. Jo ere all n.creecl in recu[~nizin:J the immediate 

need to solve the problem of Jisc,rr:mocnt and its inportance for international life. 

It is always very ec,sy to CJ.(F'Gc on Lenornliti0s 1 however. '-Iere I would like 

to recall the fat:1ous reply rr1ade to Didorot by thG Er.1pross Ca:therine cf Russia 

concerning the letter sl1e had :receivecl froo the French pb.ilosopher gi-,-ing her 

advice on establishinG justice anc'i. equity in h0r rcalr:L The reply of the Russian 

Empress was that the genero,li ties in the lett or vrero very easy to understand and 
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to follow, but that as to the speci=ic points there would always be difficulties 

and obstacles. It is, precisely, on the specific points that it is difficult to 

reach an agreement, whether national or international, in the political struggle. 

Here we are doing the opposite of what is generally done in examining 

philosophical problems. We a~e proceeding from the general to the particular, 

whereas the most rational method is obviously to proceed from the particular to 

the general. 

As we have progressed with relative ease so far - an ease which is bound to 

give rise to some optimism on the part of world opinion in view of the chances of 

our work being successful - I fear we may be held up by very grave difficulties 

which were not foreseen because we did not have to consider them, but which are 

sure to arise when we cor.Je to examine the concrete problems. The important 

statements made this morning by the representatives of Italy and Poland showed us 

that there are already difficulties of this kind connected with the time required 

for carrying out general and complete disarmament, 

Like many of our distinguished colleagues, I had the honour to represent 

my country at the last session of the United Nations General Assembly, and the 

direction taken by the discussion makes me fear that we may soon find ourselves 

in an atmosphere which so far has been avoided in the work at Geneva, namely, the 

atmosphere of the cold war. I can speak ~uite freely on this matter. I do not 

represent a country committed to one of the two blocs carrying on what is called 

the cold war, and the duty of my country - as of all those which, for the same 

reason, have been called to meet here, because they are countries more or less 

remote from the atmosphere of the cold war - is to express the fear that we may 

see an atmosphere of tragedy created here, which would prevent any favourable 

developments in our work. 

In his very important statement, l<1r, Zorin took the view that the procedure 

adopted for drawing up the preamble had been accepted. But what is that 

procedure? It is, to be perfectly precide 1 the mandate given by the Confe~ence 

to the two co-Chairmen to agree on a joint draft of' ~he preamble based on the 

existing texts and tl-:to amendments put forvrard by the various delegations. I may 

be mistaken, but I do not see any grea;t difference between that method of work and 

the method which should be applied in conside~ing the rest of the treaty on 
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gPneral and compleJ0e ditH"rmament. Just as we have agreed tha:~ the preamble 
- I , r" 

should be dealt with by this :prccejiure, we could. perfectly well agree that the· 

rest of the treaty, -!:,he p:::-ob1 era of the me;tnodclogical impasse we have ;reached,: 

the pr·::>blem of hov; to rxp:proach C.!_U"!sti_ons ·-· that is -to say the ld(;t. of examining 

existing texts line by lineJ and tl1e idee., of agreement on particular points which 

need to be conside7~eo in <irawj ng ur; the :'inal text - J.:,hat all those matters be 

left to the ·>s·o c o-.. Chairmen of our Cc,nference ·to decide. 

My reason for say:;_ng Jshifl is that I fear that cthe:;:·wise we shall not attain 

any of the o!:Jjectives 3et. .:'crth here. SineG thE:· Sov:i.eJ;, draft is clearly ·bhe most 

ex-0onsive 7 the broaJ.est and the rcost complete 7 there is no doubt that we should 

abmys wo:::-k 0"1 this dr<tft 1 despi-te the need to reach agreement on particular 

points, But :. t is equ<1.ll~{ clea·::- thc"t for s.1ch agreement it would be nec-essary 

to examine the prelirainary questions which Mr. D<J.an put so well here - and I 

vrould like to sey that ~1is analysis scented to ffi;E' very sound. - for how could any 

of the drafts be exam:tnecl line oy line :i.f '1greement had not been reached on other 

po3.nts which, at a given moment, had not yet bee;n examined, cut vrhose settlement 

was essential for a fully-·informed appreciation of the very point 'llder 

considera-i-.ion? 

I do not intend. to ask the representu,tives of the Soviet Union and the United 

S~a~es dir~ctly to accept the suggestion - for it is not yet a proposal - which 

I have :i'-'-St made 1 ilamel.y, that. for the examination of the rest of the treaty on 

general and ccmple~e disa:cr~1ament the samo :;:>rocedure be adopted as was ·adopted 

yesterday ::or u:;:-a,vi.ug 1-Lp the J?lE:G,mblo ~0 tl .. a·r, trec.ty, that is to say that the 

~wo ~o--C;hairmen seek to roe-ch agreement on a suggestion for getting ·out of the 

imp8,sse we now ap:pear ·uo hu.'re reached, I should :J..l~~e 1 fL·st, to know whether the 

two co- Che.irmer .. and -the other delPeo.tions regard my suggestion favourably. If so, 

I wilJ. raake it a fo-r: mal :;:>rcpcsal to t 1.w Confe:t ence. But if, unfortunately, no 

agreenwnt can be reached on thi& mf',t.ter bntween the :::-epresento,tives of the two 

mo:Tt important Po·rers i,:::,king po,rt in this Conference)' the onl:r thing· left for me 

to do will be, whi~o ree;:rettine; the <lisagl'eemcnt, to wait patiently, but with 

hope, for a solution tc be r~ached. 
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Mr. HASSAN (United Arab Republic):The statement m~de by the 

representative of the Soviet Union concerning ~rticle l of the Soviet draft 

treaty and the remarks made by the representative of the United States on the 

lrni ted States approach to this matter will be ttr,refully considered by my 

delegation. We trust that the co-Chairmen will explore, and reach agreement on, 

a common approach to the procedure to be followed by us in considerin6 the 

substance of the ~vo drafts in a productive and expeditious manner. 

I would like to make another point in connexion with our discussion 

yesterday, I gathered from the remarks made by both the representative of the 

United Kingdom and the representative of the USSR during our discussion at the 

last meeting about an international peace force that the draft of the preamble 

before us was in fact c, "first reading" and not the final draft. As I see it, 

this common understandinG might enable us to reduce discussion of this issue to 

a minimum. It is almost certain that at this stage it is hardly possible to 

decide what is really necessary in the preamble and what is not. It is obvious 

that what might seem worth mentioning now might at a later stage prove to be 

unnecessary. I therefore appeal to the two co-Chairmen to reconsider the draft 

of the preamble and the points of view expressed today in the light of this 

common understanding. 

Mr. ~~COVESCU (Romania): The Romanian delegation notes that it is only 

one week since, on the proposal of the co-Chairmen, we decided on the procedure of 

work for our Committee, and yet our discussion is again being diverted to questions 

of procedure. Document ENDC/12 of 23 March ~ives sufficient indication of the 

procedure we should observe, This document proceeds from our main task of 

reaching ~n agreement on general and complete disarmament. It therefore provides 

for our examination of the Soviet draft trec.ty on general and complete disarmament 

(ENDC/2) of 15 March, the United States draft programme (ENDC/6) submitted by 

President Kennedy to the General Assembly of United Nations on 25 September 1961, 

and other proposn,ls reln,ting to this mn,tter. Naturally, our Cornrai ttee begn,n at 

the beginning - that is; with consideration of the preamble to the Soviet draft 

treaty. Delegations praised it or criticized it, and proposed additional provisions. 

Eventually a time-limit was fixed - v;onday, 2 April - for the written 

communication of observations on the preamble, n,nd the two co-Chairmen were asked 

to work out jointly a draft preamble for ~ubmission to the Committee, 
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It natt.rally follows that we should now Jet down to a c onsidoration of 

article 1 of the Soviet draft and all othe~ texts bearing on that article which 

have been tabled. At this point, however, we are told that we should abandon 

this simple, normal and efficient pro~edure and adopt another one. This seems to 

involve a risk of dividinc our efforts and attention and complicating our work by 

setting up a number of sub-committees, the activities of which it would be very 

difficult, and very soon even impossible, to follow, let alone co-ordinate. 

On the contrary, by continuing with the procedure endorsed by our Committee, that 

is to say, tu examine the documents before us article by article, our work can be 

more efficiently controlled. These n.re a number of ideo.s to denonstrato that there 

may be drawbacks to alterin~ the n.Greed procedure n.fter it has been successfully 

applied for the past ceven days. We cn.nnot hel~ recalling here the wise French 

proverb: "Lemieux est l'ennemi du bien". There are numerous problems of 

substance awaitin5 us: let us concentrate on them; let us consider them one by 

one. This will be the best guarantee that all the problems which seem so much to 

concern those who are suggesti~g procedurn.l changes, will be examined in time. 

The Italian representative asked that we first draw up the plan of the 

building and then proceed to erect it. It is quite logical to proceed in that 

way. Nobody would first build the house and afterwards draw up the blueprints. 

However, that is not the situation which confronts us. We have before us a draft 

plan of the buildin6 we are about to erect - the Soviet draft treaty of 15 March 1962 

and the United States programme ~resented by President Kennedy on 25 September 1961. 

Article 1 of the Soviet draft treaty on ceneral and complete disarmament gives a 

clear definition of general and complete disarmament and the draft treaty sets out 

the stages necessary to erect the building. 

At this ctage of our debate the Rom~~ian delegation wishes to express the 

hope that our Committee will reach conplete agreement un the procedural questions 

so that our time may be dedicated entirely to our principal task, that of drawing 

up a treaty on Jenera! and complete disarmament. 

I stould now like to say a few words in regard to article l of the Soviet 

draft treaty. This article defines the obligations to be assumed by signatory 

States on the four following issues: the content of general and complete 

disarmament; the nature, structure and equipment of the police or military forces 
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necessary to internal security and the maintenance of peace in the world without 

weapons; the succession of t~e sto,ges of disnrmo,ment and the conditions for 

passing from one stage to o,nother; nnd~ finally, the assurance of the equal 

security of States in the diso,rmament process. 

At this stage of our debate the Romanian delegation· does not intend to refer 

to each of these problems. Yle w0uld like to define O'-lr stand with regard to the 

fLrst and most importn,nt of the::1 1 nn,mely 1 the content of disn.rmament. According 

to the joint United States-USSR ~tatemen+, of 20 September 1961, general and 

complete disnrmament should ensure: 

"(a) disbanding of armed fcEC8S; dismantling of military establi~hments, 

including bases, cessation of the production of armaments as well as 

their liquidation or conversion to p'en,caful uses; (b) elimination 

of all stockpiles of nuclear, chemicn.l, bncteriological; and other 

weapons of mass destruction and ces&ation of the production of such 

weapons; (c) elimination of all meam; of deliver;',r of weapons of mass 

destruction; (d) abolishment of the organizetion and institutions 

designed to organize the military effort of Sta~es .• cessation of 

military training, and closing of all military training institutions; 

(e) discon:tinuence of military expenditures" (ENDC/5, pn,ge 2). 

We have thus a sure, indisputable n,nd unanimously-<:..ccepte'd cri te:rion for a proper 

appreciation of the content of genern,l n,nd complete iisn,rmament. 

Studying the provisions of article 1 1 parn.grn,ph 1 of the Soviet draft treaty 

and comparing them with the above-quo-~ed provisions of the joint statement, we 

note that they fully correspond, Although the text of article 1 of the Soviet 

draft treaty is before en.ch delego,tion, w~ deen it necensary to recall that that 

article defines general nnd complete <lisarmn,ment a.:; follows: 

"The disbanding of all nrmed forces and the prohibition of their 

re-establishment in c.ny form whn,tsoever; 

"The prohibition, <'Dd destruction of all stockpiles 1 nnd the cessation 

of the production of all kinds of weapons of mass destruction, including 

atomic, hydrogen, chemic~l, biological and rn,diologicn.l weapons; 

nThe destruction n,nd cessation 0f the production of n,ll means of 

delivering weapons of ma~s dcE:t:.:uction to their ·barge~s; 
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11The dismantling of all kinds of foreign military bases, and the 

withd~awal and disbanding of all foreign troops stationed in the territory 

of any State; 

"The abolition of any kind of military conocription for citizens; 

11 The cessation of military training of the population and the closing 

of all military training institutions; 

''The abolition of war r.1inistries, of general staffs and their local 

agencies, and of all other military and para-military establishments and 

organizations; 

"The elimination of all types of conventional armar.1ents and military 

equipment, and the cessation of their production, except for the production 

of s~rictly limited amounts of agreed tj~es of light firearms for the 

equipm~nt of the police (militia) contingents to be retained by States 

after the accomplisl~uent of general and complete disarmament; 

"The discontinuance of the a.ppropriation of funds for military 

purpooes, whether fror.1 State budgets or from organizations or private 

individuals. 11 (ENDC/2, page 2) 

There is no eler.1ent in the content of disarr.1ament as specified in the Joint 

Statement that is not to be found in the clear formulation of the article I have 

referred to. We are thus presented with a full picture of what general and 

complete disarmament 1epresents. Governments and peoples find in the a.bove

mentioned provisions a ·omprehensive an0wer to the question: what are the 

obligations we must assume? A chara.cteristic feature of this conception of 

disarmament i3 that it envisages r~dical measures and not half measures. 

For the reasons we ha.Je just mentioned, the Romanian delegation fully agrees 

with article l of the Soviet draft trea.ty. 

We have al8o studied the United States proposals of 25 September 1961. This 

ha~ permitted us to note that all ·~he p:rovisions of the United States document 

which are in accorda.nce with the Joint, Statement of Agreed Principles are 

included in article l of the Soviet draft. I would also mention that as regards 

the other problems dealt with in article 1, the Soviet draft treaty takes into 

account the point of view expressed in the United States programme. Tho fact 

that tho provisions of article l fully correspond to the joint United States-Soviet 

statement, which was endorsed by the United Nations, opens up the perspective 

that that article can be readily acce?ted by the Conference. 
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Mr, GOD:BER (United Kingdom):; I would like to make a few comments 

arising out of the discussion we ha7e had this morning. It hes been an interesting 

discussion but, as the representative of Brazil has so well put it, out of it have 

emerged yertain differences of op~nion; which he defined as being differences as to 

method rather than as to procedure. I agree with him J11hat we have got to define 

q'li te clearly how we are going to proceed at the present stage of o'-..r discussions. 

The. representative of the Soviet Hnion has introduGed c,r-l;ir;,le 1 of the 

Soviet draft treaty and has gone through it in detail, and some other 

representatives have :follovrei thi~; line, Still others have sc.id -that there D"re 

matters that we should discusg <1UQ hlear up first. I do think we hc,ve got to 

remember that in any formulc,tion of 11rticles of a treaty the very formulation 

of the a::::-ticle is the rccordirg of c.,greerncnt on a partii.ular mc,tter, and until 

the necessary degree of ag~eemen~ has been established it is impossible to 

record that agreement. Therefore it is necessc,ry for us, following from that, 

to te quite clear in our minds about certain mc,ttors befo::::-e 've get involved too 

closE.ly in the detailed wording of the articles of the trec,ty. In saying this 

I do not in anJ way wi3h to criticize the production of a draft by one delegation 

or another: indeed I think it is very helpful, and I am very glad that the 

Soviet Union has brought forwr.rd its draf·~. It can in many ,.,ays help to draw 

together the discussion in regard to certain matters. 

However, I think it is important that we should consider certain basic 

matters, and, of course 1 thi~ particular arti0le to w~ich the leader of the 

Soviet delegation has drawn out' attention today is extraordinarily broad in its 

concepti inde0d it ::_3 a surnmary of c, great many of the matters which we have 

to di8cuss. Of cource - and I aia quite sure Mr. Zorin himself would be the first 

to agree·· this does not in any way prer:,lude dis0ussion of other matter:::. I 

notice that Ivir. Gromyko 1 when l.le spoke at our tenJ;:;h meeting ancl referred to the 

Soviet draft treaty, sa~i: 

"It· should be undc:::-stood that what I have sa:.d doos not at all menn 

that in:;ufficient o:tte:::r~ion will -:Joa given to the proposo,ls of other 

delegations regarding gene~·o,l anG. ,;or.ylete disarmament." (ENDC(PV.lO, page 17) 

I think it is significnnt that he used the word "proposals" - in other words, 

not merely written memorf!.nda hut any suggestions put forward by any delegation. 

I am sure we would all o,gree that that is right. 
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In the same sense, I think one should consider some of the proposals which 

Mr. Rusk put before us on the same day. (ENDC/PV.lO, page 13). He gave us four 

particular areas for discussion which he thought it was important to get clarified 

in our minds, He referred to measures· for the reduction and elimination of 

nuclear weapons and measures for the elimination of all means of delivery of 

weapons of mass destruction. He went on to mention tl.e reduction and eliminn,tion 

of all armed forces, conven·'.iional armn,ments, military expenditures - much as they 

are set out in the article in the Soviet draft treaty, He also referred to 

measures for the creation of an :international disarmament organization - again, 

referred to in the Soviet article - and to measures to strengthen institutions 

for the maintenance of peace. These 1 I think, are all subjects of prime 

importance, which o•;;cupy a very important position in regard to our whole discussions. 

Mr. Rusk 1 s suggestion at that time was that we should hc~ve a gener['l debate 

:i.n relation to those subjects. I can see real advantage in that 1 but it is for 

the Conference to decide how it wishes to handle this. It could be done 1 of 

course, in one complete general debate, which, if necessary, could come within 

the ambit of article 1, because it is so wide in scope. I would :1ot oppose that 

as a matter of procedure, but when it comes to a matter of method I would say 

that it would be a confusing way, perhaps, of doing it. However, this is a 

matter which I think we must consider further, and probably we shall have to ask 

our long-suffering co-Chairmen to· give further thought to it and to advise us 

in relation to it. 

I thought also tho.t on the same occasion Mr. Rusk was giving us very w·ise 

advice when he referred to the setting up of sub-committees for certain subjects. 

I was interested in ·the statement just made by the :r;epresentative of Romanin,, 

He seemed to be somewhat critical of sub-committees or hesitant n,s to their 

value. Certainly we do not want to disperse all of our activities in that way, 

but I would have thouGht that there were certnin pnrticular subjects where a 

high degree of expert skill is required and where if we do not set up sub-committees 

we are going to have a most difficult task indeed in plenary. I would think it 

would be wise for us to give ·eome further thought to that, So as far as our 

methods and procedures are c·oncerned I think we have all got to ponder what has 

been said today and try to find the best way of denling with these particu~ar 

matters. In that sense I do commend these subjects to whi~h I have referred. 
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I would like to t~ke up one more point in relation to procedure, following 

the remarks of the representative of Romania, who referred to the document 

dealing with the procedure of work of the Conference, as I understood it. 

Paragraph 1 of that document clearly envisag9s, or gives ample scope for, the 

handling of the matter in any of the w~ys I indicated a few moments ago, 

Perhaps I might make one or two short comments on some of the points which, 

as I have indicated, I think are of iqportance in this particular regard and all 

of which arise out of this particul~r article. 

The wholequestion of the reduction and elimination of nuclear weapons- and 

I think it is important to recall this - occupies a different position in relation 

to the plans of the Soviet Union and the United States. In the United States 

plan it is provided for right at the beginning: in the Soviet plan it comes in 

stage II. This is something I think we have to duscuss; we have to consider 

where it is most fitting to place it. It was in this connexion, of course, that 

the United States made the dramatic proposal of transferring 50,000 kilograms 

of fissile material to peaceful uses. I hope that can be taken up and discussed 

and that we can reach agreement on some figure in regard to giving up fissile 

material on both sides. This, again, could be considered in a sub-committee 

in the Committee of the Whole. But it is on these practical matters that we want 

to try and make progress. 

I also think, and this was mentioned by Mr, Dean yesterday, that a 

committee of nuclear experts of the nuclear Powers should get together in order 

to make a joint study of how best to verify the elimination of stockpiles of these 

nuclear weapons. In the earlier versions of the Soviet plan ~nd in their basic 

provisions of September 1960 1 the Soviet Government did envisage similar studies, 

but so far as I can see there is no such reference in the present Soviet plan. 

I presume that this does not mean any change of view in reg~rd to the matter; 

possibly they felt it was unsuitable to include this reference in their draft. 

·But this is a matter which can be cleared up. If we were to appoint a committee 

of experts on this, I think it would be useful. 

I did comment briefly on this point yesterday, but I think it is worth while 

to pursue it further because, in itself, this particular offer of the deposit of 

fissile material of this order of magnitu,de would be a tremendous step in the 

direction in which we ~ro all seeking to move. If the two greatest nuclear 
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Powers were able to provide this particular amount, or some other amount which 

might be agreed, obviously the world stocks of these materials would be very 

substantially reduced. It is these fissile materials which are the basis of so 

much of the armament that is a source of grave concern to us all at the present 

time. This is one area in which I think we could proceed, and it is one of the 

four items which were mentioned by Mr. Rusk. 

I would just say another word about the allied question of the elimination 

of the delivery vehicles of these particular weapons. This, I really think, is 

going to be one of our most difficult problems. It is one of the most essential 

problems, but it is also one of the most difficult because there is at the present 

time a fairly wide divergence. It is a divergence only on timing, on the stage 

in which progress would have to be made. On this particular point, Mr. Rusk 

said on Tuesday of this week that the divergence is purely one of timing; but 

it is one t~at has to be overcome because on this greatly depends our ability 

fully to comply with the fifth of the Agreed Principles, to which reference has 

already been made by a number of people in this Committee. It is a quGstion of 

tying in precisely the timing of the reduction of these delivery vehicles which 

is so necessary if we are to comply adequately with that fifth principle. 

The United States plan, as I am sure all representatives are aware, does 

provide for a reduction of 30 per cent in the first stage, whereas the Soviet 

plan provides for a reduction of 100 per cent during that period. We have to look 

at this together, and we have to try ani get an agreed solution. But I am sure 

that on reflection our Soviet colleagues will agree that the attempt to eliminate 

these particular delivery vehicles in the first stage must reach principle 5, 

which is such an important matter. I think this is a matter on which we have to 

have further discussion. I think it might be fruitful if we did have a debate 

here in plenary specifically concerned with this problem,because it arises in this 

particular article and will arise far more precisely in other urticles we shall 

consider, no matter vn1at busis we use - the Soviet draft, the United States draft, 

or any other draft - and this point has to be cleared up, 

Then I would just say a word ubout the international disarmament organization. 

We have had some encouraging comments in relation to that, and I think there is 

gene:.ral agreement that this is going to be a most important body and is going to 
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require very careful consideration, both as to its setting up and its staffing 

and as to the rules of procedure it will have to follow. At a fairly early stage 

in our discussions we have got to proceed to the formulation of the basis on which 

this body has to be set up, because on the functioning of the international 

disarmament organization will rest a great deal of the feeling of security of 

States when their own nationaJ forces are being ::-educed. 

In the same way, the question of a ~eace force is, I thiru~, one of primary 

importance at the later stages. I will not say this is absolutely essential in 

the early stages of disarmament; I do not think it is. But I do think that as 

the degree of elimination of national arms increases, so the degree of reliance 

upon an international ?ecce force must also increase. Therefore, I must admit to 

representatives that I was a little discouraged yesterday at the response of the 

leader of the Soviet delegation to my comments in regard to the preamble. Certainly, 

whether or not it is ploinly spelt out in the preamble, it is not a matter of the 

most tremendous importance, but what is of tremendous importance is that all States, 

as they eliminate their arms, shall have an increasing degree of confidence in the 

ability of an international peace force to help them in case of need. This, I 

think, is an essential part of the confidence-building measures on which we will 

all, particularly at the later stages of the disarmament process, have to rely very 

much. I was not altogether happy, again, with the comments f1Ir. Zorin made on this 

particular point this morl!ing. I am not sure whether there is a point of 

substantive disagreement between my own views and those of the Soviet delegation 

on this, but I shall listen most caref~lly to their further comments in relation 

to it. 

As I understood Iar. Zorin both yesterday and today, he envisaged that these 

forces would be maintained solely on the territory of the country that provided 

them. I am not sure that this would be a wholly satisf~ctory basis, but this 

again is a matter which' I am perfectly willing to see discussed, elaborated and 

ironed out between us. J~gain, it is a subject which could form the basis of a 

debate in itself, ai.Ld I refer to it here only as one of those aspects to which we 

have to give further thought. 

\ 
I 
\ 
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I would just make one or two brief comments on the speech of Mr. Zorin 

this morning in regard to one or two particular points he mentioned when he went 

through the article. These are only preliminary comments. 1~ own view is that, 

whatever method we adopt in regard to our furthe1 discussion, this particular 

article would certainly not be one which we could finalize in any way until we 

had finalized a number of the articles on which it is dependent, because it is a 

summary, in fact, of what is to be done under other articles. Therefore, 

whatever method we adopt, I think it would be quite impossible for us finally to 

put our stamp of agreement on an article of this general nature until we had got 

a great deal further with our drafting of other articles. 

Nevertheless, there are one or two points to which I would like to refer. 

In particular, I would refer to what lvrr, Zorin said in relation to the paragraph 

relating to the disbanding of all kinds of foreign military bases. He went to 

some trouble to spell this out and to explain to us just why ~e had included the 

word "foreign" here. i:hen, having s:pelt it out, he said at the end of his 

remarks: 

"National bases in national territory will, of course, be dismantled 

in accordance with the provision for the disbanding of all national armed 

forces, which I have previously explained. When such disbanding has been 

carried out, military ca1Jlps 1 barracks and bases will of course disappear. 

This is so obvious that it ~ardly requires any further explanation." 

(Supra, page 9). 

These are ~rr. Zorin 1s words, and I think there is a gr0at deal of sense in 

theiJl. But these words in relation to national bases are equally applicable to 

foreign bases, because as we dismantle, reduce and abolish bases at home, obviously 

they will be abolished abroad at the same time, if not earlier. 

Therefore, concentration in this particular sentence of this article on 

the word "foreign" seems to me to be wholly inappropriate, because these bases 

would automatically bo disbanded at the same time as all others. If it is desired 

to include a reference to foreign bases 1 then it would be necessary at the same 

time to include a reference to national bases. Otherwise, a special degree of 

significance would arise froiJl referring to the one and not to the other. I would 

hope that when this question is considered Mr. Zorin, if he will forgive me for 

saying so, will give more convincing argun1ents than those which he gave us this 

morning if he wishes to retain the }_1osition that he has set out. 
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I was also very much in ag~eement wa.,th Mr. Dean 1 s reference to _tho fo,ct that 

paragraph 2 of article l of. the Soviet draft moni,ions nrticle 37 of the draft. I 

have already touched on the question of the peace force, Emd I do not wish to go 

into it any furthe-r: o,t t~1.is tiwe. I would only say, with res)e~ t to the question 

of drafting that this is tho only reference to c., specific o,rticle, o,s I see it, 

in ar-ticle 1. I belieV<' that it is not advise.ble j_n a sum;:1ary article. eppea.ring 

at the beginnine of a text to refer to any o,rticle specific~lly by number. I 

think that the position should be spelt out. The sa.me apj:ilies to paraeraph 3, where 

there is a reference to the interno,tional diso,nmoent organization, the first 

reference one finds in tho documen·~. .Admittedly it is spelt out in article 2, 

but if the internationo,l disarmament organization is to be referred to in article 1 1 

then it must be referred to more specifically so that one does not.have to be 

jUQping forward to further points. 

These are merely mutters which I point o1_rt to the ~ommittee n9t in any 

critical sense, but because I should. like us, --:·rhen we come -'vo the drafting of 

these points, to provide the mo_st straightforward and the simplest language 1 

language which would be most helpful io us all in considering these very 

complicated matters. ~hat is all th~t I wish to suy on this point at the present 

time. 

However, I would like tc go bad:: to the question of procedure and say that 

I hope we shall find a way in which we can have some further discussion along the 

lines I have indicated, o,nd I hope we shall give some further t.hought to having 

sub-committees, where uppropriate, particularly where there is a necessity for 

consulting experts on certain matters. Otherwise, I can see tlmt if we work here 

in plenary meetings we sho.ll be working very lon13 hours indeed on very abstruse 

mo,tters where perhaps help from o-thers in a sraaller body might facilitate our 

progress. What we all wc.,nt to ao is to proceed further and faster in the o,ctuel 

work. What we are :1ll not quite certair .. about o,t the moment is just how we o.re 

eoing to achieve that. If we can give some further thought to the comments that 

have been made this morning and if the co-ChaiTmen can ho,ve some further discussion, 

it may facilitate matters. 



ENDC/PV .12 
35 

Mr, TAR.ABANOV (Bulgaria) (translation from French): 1-.s some of the 

previous speakers have pointed out, we did some very good work yesterday. We were 

able 1 so to speak, to conclude a part of our discussion on the preamble to the 

treaty, and we asked the co-Chairmen to undertake the drafting of the first article 

of the draft treaty to be drawn up here on general and complete disarmament. 

I do not +,hink it was only becuuse u lady presided over our meeting that 

we did good work yesterduy, but also because there was a good understanding 

between the delegations. 

Today we ran into a difficulty ut the very beginning of the dis0ussion. While 

the Committee was preparing to follow the method of work which had already been 

adopted for the first part, it wus proposed that we should reconsider the method 

of work of the Eighteen Nation Committee. Some speakers even referred to an 

impasse. I do not think we hn.ve reuched an impacse. The Conference has 

already decided on a procedure recommended by the co-Chairmen for the work of the 

Eighteen Nation Committee. It cun therefore be suid that we huve already adopted 

our procedure, which enables us to get out of u situation like thut in which we 

should certainly be plc.ced if we followed the proposal~'( which htwe just been made. 

If there is a desire to change the procedure, that is another matter. But a 

procedure has already been adopted; it has already been quoted~ but I will quote 

it again to make it quite clear, although some speakers said that it would 

certainly permit of digressions here and there to discuss methods of work. The 

procedure is as follows: 

"The Conmittee will consider the Soviet draft treaty on general and 

complete disarmament of March 15 1 l962, the United Statec programme 

for general and complete disarmament of September 25, 1961, and other 

proposals which have been or may subsequently be made, in the light of 

the Statement of 1-.greed Principles of September 201 1961 and General 

J~scembly Resolution 1722 (XVI) of December 20, 1961. 11 (ENDC /12) 

I am in agreement with the United Kingdom representative who stressed the 

words "other proposals'-. But it is certainly intended to have a procedure whi•h 

will enable us to consider a treaty, a programme, and the proposals which may 

subsequently be made. In our opinion that should be clearly understood, since a 

decision has been taken by the CoQffiittee, No doubt the Committee is the master of 

its own procedure, It can change it; but the fact remains that a procedure has 

already been adopted. 



ENDC/PV,l2 
36 

(M!'• Te.rabonov, Bulgaria) 

The representative of the Uni-ted States, howeYer, rajsed the question whether 

vre should not approach our work in :J- slightly different way, whether we should 

not concentrate - I quote - ''on solving sor;;e of triose substc.ntive issues end 

obtaining a framework of the agreer.1ent we seGk 11 • Other speakers, who spoke on 

the sali1e lines and supported his remarks, said thct we should first plan tlw 

framework for our treaty, or draw the plan of the house we wish to build. ·vre 
must first ask what house we are going to build. The house which we ought to 

build and which everyone wo,nts us to build is, cf course, thct of disarmali1ent. 

How are we going to set about building that house? Ve are going to dro,w up a 

plan: now that plan is precirely who,t we have to work out here. It is the 

framework within which we are going to vrork in order to bring about general and 

complete disarli1ament. There is no other possibility; we must neve c plan, and 

I agree with the represento,tives who sc,id so, but we must know what plan. If 

w·e try to sto,rt discussing the questions on which we are wore or less agreed at 

the same time as the questions on which there are differences of opinion, we ar·e 

bound to get involved, a2. the representative of Czechoslovakia said only 

yesterday, in a generc,l discuscion to provide us again with the framework in whi~h 

to work. 

Before this Conference convened, messages were exchanged between the most 

eminent persons of our tine. In these messages Heads of State were asked to come 

here to reach agreement on the framework to be adopted and to provide the initial 

impetus, The answer wns: but we have the frameworl<:; it is the principles we 

adopted in New Yo:r.k, on 20 September 1961, and on the basis of which we are 

working. We have even nore; we ha,ve various drc.fts before us. 

If we nov.• beg:.n to U.iscuss the points of E'{;reement or disagreeli1ent before 

starting work on a treaty, how are ~~·e eoing to draft that trec.ty? We night have 

an interminable discussicn without (5etting anywhere,. and not succeed in drawing 

u~ a treaty on generc..l ,:~,nd. complete clisarli1alilent. That is w:i:le::.·e such a procedure 

would lead us. 

We should certainly discuss the substantive points of agreement and 

disa15reement. But those ::_:Joints lie within a frar.1ework which has alre:1.dy been 

fixed by the agreed principles and which has been put forward as a proposal based 

on those principles in the Soviet draft treaty. Hence we ca,n deal with all these 

questions when di;:;cussing the various par·ts of a treaty; a,nd we have the Soviet 

draft treaty before us. 
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We were also told just now that there were certainly differences of timing 

for the various measures and that it would therefore be difficult to begin 

discuscions. But what is to prevent us, when considering the first part of the 

Soviet draft treaty, for example, or of the programme submitted by the United 

States, from holding the discussion which some delegations consider necessary, at 

the appropriate place? The United States considers, for instance, that in the 

first part, the first stage of general and complete disarmament, the production 

of fissionable materials should be stopped. But what is to prevent them from 

making that proposal when we are discussing the first part? All the delegations 

will give their views on the proposals submitted. We shall be able to discuss 

that point in connexion with the first part, as the United States may perhaps wish; 

and if we reach agreement, the I'irst part of the draft tre'1ty will in fact 

comprise the proposals made by delegations. 

We have been told that it would be difficult to discuss article 1, paragraph 2 

of the Soviet draft because it refers to article 37. Article 37- or some other 

article - will deal with the forces available to the United Nations for keeping 

the peace, But what is to prevent us from referring to another article in 

article 1, paragraph 2 of the Soviet draft? We need not specify the number; we 

could simply refer to the article concerning the United Nations Peace Force. It 

would not even be necessary to mention any particular article; that will 

certainly be done later. Are we against having a United Nations Force? Certainly 

not. What will it consist of? We are not going to specify that in article 1, 

paragraph 2; we shall do it later. 

Let us consider the paragraph which the USSR proposes that we shoulcl discuss 

today: article 1, paragraph 1. we are told that difficulties arise. \'That 

does this paragraph 1 provide? That the States parties to the present Treaty 

solemnly undertake to carry out general and complete disarmament over a period of 

four yearc. Perhaps another period may be fixed. The United States has spoken 

of nine years - or rather, it was not actually the United States but the United 

Kingdom which mentioned the period of nine years. Other countries, such as India, 

have spoken of a period of four to five years, ~e could decide on the period, 

or postpone our decision. It is a controversial matter. But have we any objection 

to the actual principle of fixing o. ?eriod? No. So we could say that, within 
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a given period, the States parties to the Treaty solemnly undertake to disband all 

armed forces and prohibit their re-establishment in any form whatsoever. Are 

there any objections to that? I do not think there is a peace-loving man in this 

hall or in the whole world who could oppose the disbanding of armed.forc~s and 

the prohibition of their re-establishment. 

The second point is the prohibition and destruction of all stockpiles, and 

the cessation of the production of all kinds of weapons .of mass destruction, 

including atomic, hydrogen, chemical, biological and radiological weapons. But 

it is, precisely, on the general principles already laid down in the preliminary 

agreement, that these proposals are based, 

What objections could we have to the third point, which is the destruction 

of all means of delivering weapons of mass destruction? When we say we are 

going to destroy those vehicles, we do not say we are going to do it at once. 

Destruction is the objective which we wish to attain. We merely say that we are 

going to destroy them. Is anyone against this provision of the draft treaty? 

·There i~ also the dismantling of all kinds of foreign military bases. Who 

is going to oppose the dismantling of all kinds of foreign military bases? Foreign 

military .bases will disc.ppear; and with them, I venture to say, will also 

disappear foreign intervention in certain countries. 

1Yhat objections can one have to the abolition of any kind of military 

conscription for citizens? It is towards such abolition that we are proceeding; 

there shquld be no one in this hall who is against it. 

I do not wish to quote all the succeeding provisions, for I do not think 

that any representative sitting here could have any sort of objection to them. 

To object would be to go against the principles agreed on by the United States and 
" 

; the Soviet Union and unanimously adopted by the United Nations. Subject to any 

supplementary proposals or amendments which may be submitted by delegations, we 

can have nothing against these provisions. 

Thus we have before us here provisions which have in fact been agreed between 

the parties and which should~ in my opinion, be examined and put into the form 

desired by the various represen~atives. I think the co-Chairmen could now begin 

to do that with this article, as they are doing with the preamble. 
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Nothing in this is controversial. At the most, we may have o., few amendments, 

a few emendations of style or draftin~, but nothinG that could prevent us from 

adopting this article as quickly as possible end thus showing world opinion that 

our Committee has done something effective. 

Some people have said: they are trying to make us discuss the Soviet 

proposal first, but we do not wish to do so. T~1c.t is not the cc,se, According 

to the procedure we have already ado~ted, it is understood that we must examine 

the Soviet proposal, the programme submitted by the United States, anrr o.,ll the 

other proposals which have been submitted or mn,y be submitted lo.,ter. T:w Soviet 

draft is the fullest that has been submitted so fc,r, Perhaps a fuller draft will 

be submitted lr:,ter, Thc,t is another question. It is obvious that if a fuller 

draft is submitted, a greater number of points will be discussed, But in any case 

we can take advantage of this Soviet proposal immediately an& examine ~11 aspects 

of disarmament, 

Some will say: but there are other points waich we should like to discuss 

in sub-committee because they are very important. I do not think we shc,ll refuse 

to discuss those points when the tine comes and they are placed in the context 

of the appropriate parts of the draft treQ,ty that hn,s been submitted. The 

Committee is mr:,ster of its own procedure and can, if it so desires, decide to 

appoint a sub-committee to examine particular aspects of any question, perhaps in 

spite of the opposition of certain delegations which would like to defend 

indefensible principles and positions, The Committee, I repeat, is master of its 

own procedure and it can do that; but it should do so when the time comes when 

we find it absolutely necessary to have a number of sub-committees. I should be 

sorry for it myself, because I am sure that tho more committees we have, the less 

progress will be made on disarmament, and the less work we shall be able to clo - we 

shall again reach an impasse on general and cox:1plete disarmc.r:1ent, The-t is why r:1y 

delegation does not wish the Committee to begin its work by setting up bodies of 

that kind, which wclUld prevent us from making progress. 

Our delegation cennot see why, after a fortnight of general debate on the 

principles of the various questions which arise, we should now embark on another 

general discussion conc0rning problems of substance, which would enable us to 

air our differences,- but would not help us to make any progress. On the contrary, 
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I think that the best way of going forward would be to examine, in accordance with 

the procedure decided on at the beginning of our work on the proposal of th~ 

co-Chairmen, 11 the Soviet draft treaty on general and complete disarmament of 

March 15, 1962, the United States programme for general and complete disarmament 

of September 25 1 1961, and other proposals which have been or may subsequently 

be made 11 (§@.CLl~). 
That is the best method to follow. _Indeed, the proof is that by following 

it ye<> ~eJ.·duy we achieved our first result. I think we can obtain others to place 

before world opinion and the United Nations if we continue to follow this procedure, 

which has in fact enabled us to score our first success. 

Mr. MACOVESCU (Romania): In. regard to the statement of the United Kingdom 

represent~:d;i ve, I should like to make one point crystal clear. The Romanian 

deleg3.tion is not against sub-committees - after all, we proposed the establ,ishment 

of sub-committees. But we are not in favour of sub-committees when there is no 

need :Zor them. 

Mr. DEAN (United States of America): With great respect to my colleagues 

from Poland and Romania, I find myself compelled to take some exception to the 

interpretation given by these two representatives to the agreed programme of work 

contained in document ENDC/12. I think thnt what was agreed was that all the 

proposa!.s on general and complete disarmament before the Committee, including the 

Sovi.et draft treaty, the United States programme of 25 September, and any other 

po3sible programme or proposals that might be submitted to the Committee should be 

considered concurrently. But I find .no statement in docur.1ent ENDC/12 that 
' 

exami~ation of +,hese proposals must proceed on a line by line or article by article 

basis, On the cbnirary, it says that we are to consider the Soviet draft treatyr 

the United States-programme, "and other proposals" - in the plural. 

Vihnt we must deal with is the substance of these proposals. We do not think 

that this approach need inv.olve us, in any difficulty or controversy- which is the 

last thing we wish to cause. What, in essence, we propose thnt we should discuss are 

the mnjor issues in disarmament, ra-ther than to spend our time agreeing on 

surMuaries before we know what .we wish to summarize, or to try to draft treaty 

'language before we know what we want to draft. In our view, specific treaty 

language nnd summnries of specific treaty language should be drnfted only as th~ 

substantive issues are resolved - which I am sure we can do very readily. 
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With great respect to our colleague from Brazil, to whose remarks I 

listeued with great interest, I do not think wo ~re really in an impasse. As I 

said this morning, I am quite prepared to comment at a very early date, after 

further study, on the rew.arks made by our Soviet colleague on his draft of 

article 1. I am sure that other representatives will also want to comment - I 

certainly hopG they will. I also hope that other representatives will be ready 

to comment on the points I rnade yesterday on the reduction and elimination of 

nuclear weapons, We believe that we should discuss these important substentive 

issues the very moment we can reach therJ, 

In the programme of work wa have agreed upon we have said we are _;oinu to 

consider all these proposals, and I do not see how it is possible to summarize a 

particular article before we have had an opportunity of considerinG the whole 

document, I am very much afraid that if a summary is di0cussed before the detailed 

language has been worked out, some representative, when the detailed language is 

reached, will sugJest that we are debarred frorJ considering this matter in detail 

because we have already adopted it in ~rinciple. The adoption of matters in 

principle before they have been considered in detail can, I submit, be productive 

of much dissension and great disagreement, because until these matters have been 

discussed in detail it may be that all the nuances and all the problems that arise 

may not occur to delegations when they speak, I strongly urge, therefore, that 

we follow precisely the language of document ENDC/12 and, as I have said, I shall 

be prepared to comment on article 1 in detail at a very early date. 

Mr. LALL (India): lie in the delecation of India are happy to note that 

today, as in the ~ast, the tone of discussion in this Committee continues to be 

persuasive rather than didactic, We welcor,le this continuing fact. 

We ourselves arc in agreement with much that has been said by various 

speakers today all around this table. 

Like l1ir. Dee,n, we de not believe that the stateraents heard today indicc,te 

that an impasse has been reached on the issU€S before us, In this connexion I 

would like to refer to something said by I.:ir. Godber, who, may I say with respect, 

made many comments todo.y which merit the closest dtention. He so.id, I believe, 

that he was not criticizinc the Soviet approach; in fact he found it helpful 
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inasmuch as it assisted us to focus our discussions. Therefore, while he 

supported the clearing up of certain major matters at the outset, before we 

reached the drafting of the treaty, he seemed to see some merit in other possible 

approaches. This view is perhaps not identical with, but is very similar to 

lVhat !ilr. Krishna Menon said in his intervention on 20 March, when, on the subject 

of our procedure, in suggesting several alternative procedures he said that there 

was no reason why one method should be exclusive of the other. 

What do we now sucsgest? What we suggest is that taking into account the 

discussion today, the two co-Chairmen should discuss together the situation reached. 

I believe Mr. Godber suggested this also. One of the penalties of being not only 

co-Chairmen of this Conference but what they are in the context of this whole 

issue facing us is that a major responsibility does fall upon the co-C~~irmen. 

We would hope that, although n. weekend is coming upon us, a period which is 

normally associated with a cessation of work, the co-Chairmen will be vrill;i.ng to 

discuss this matter together and reach agreement. We do not think there is an 

impasse. We believe that a procedurn.l way out can be found. It is a ques~ion.of 

method, as the representative of Brazil said, and I believe Mr. Godber agreed ~ith 

him. We would only express the hope that the two co-Chairmen, in attending to , . 

this issue of the method of work, will remember, n.s undoubtedly they will, that 

document ENDC/12 1 cur basic document on procedure, states that the Conference 

should pursue without delay its primary objective of reachinc agreement on general 

and complete disarmament. 

We would therefore urge the two co-Chairoen to reoember that we are to proceeJ 

without delay, and, in whatever discussion they have, not to overlook that fact; 

therefore, even though a weekend is before us, I would urge them to s;pend it in 

this noble endeavour. 

I should like to mention two or three other points. I hope they will not be 

taken amiss, because I feel they ought not to be. 

Many representatives referred to Mr. Rusk's statement at our tenth meeting, 

on 27 March. In partiuular, reference was made to certain broad aren.s which he 

suggested the Conference should den.l with. I have been looking at his reference 

to these four areas (ENDC/PV.lO, &>•13). All of them refer to 11measur,es 11 - measures 

for the reduction of this, measures for the elimination of that, measures for the 

creation of an international disarmament organization, measures to strencthen 

institutions, and so forth. 
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Now, with great respevt, I would have though""v that the article which 

Mr. Zorin int,roduced today <leal t r.ot wi t,h specifL~ measures but with genern,l 

obligation:::. Quite frankly, it diCl not seem to me to be an article tremendously 

different in i t.s concept, from the pren,mL>le. It 1ms a pre-measure stage thn,t he 

introduced. I am fortified in that view by the ;vording uf the Joint Statement 

of Agreed Principles 7 po.rn,gra:ph 3 (SI'IDC/5 1 pn,g" 2), which sets out nnder (a), 

(b), (c) 1 (d) and (o) nlmost. precisely vrh~t-t the Soviet "Union hn,s included, with 

certain ad.di tions 1 111 its .:1rticle l vn disarmament obliga+,ions. I would like to 

say at once that 1 am not -~<ling to dGfeud. the wording of the Soviet article or 

to accept or comment on i·t at this stage. We shall have comments to mn,ke on it 

later. In our view s orne tt:ingcJ h:.1ve been left out which should be thvre. For 

example, there is no stn,t::Jment the,t n,ll research for the developwent of de.:;tructive 

weapons should be discontinued.. That is not .::outained in the Soviet draft, n,nd 

if tl1ere is to be such an elaboration we would like to see that provision included 

in it,. 

But my point at the moment is that this is a general elaboration. Of course, 

it does include, issues which have raised controversy. There is the question of 

reference to a:tticle 37, which is reln,ted to article 43 of the Charter of the 

United Nations; ther( is ~eference in paragrn,ph 3 to the internn,tionn,l disarmament 

organizn,tion; and at the very outset of pn,ragraph l there is reference to n, 

period of four ~en,r~. Ail these n,re controversin,l matters but, as the representative 

of the United Arab Re,ublic very correctly sn,id, we are eng~geu in a·first reading; 

we are no-: finalizing anything at u,ll at this stCl.tje. 

I am mentioning 8.11 this w1 th ndeTence to n,rticle l of document E:NDC/2 

simply to indicate th::tt I think it is a p~eliminnry article and not one which 

deals with measures. Perhe,ps we r;ould E1ll agree that ·Ne should proceed with these 

matterf', at this stn,ge as a fiTst reading, not wi-th any finality, lec.ving out or 

putting n,side the really contrrr~ersin,! is~ues such ~s the period of time for our 

t.otal programme, so as to give the co-Chairmen o., little more time to discuss the 

question of the method of work to be used in deo,ling with our substo,ntive tasks 

in term~ of uocument E~IDC/12. 
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We hope that these general reo~rks will be helpful in keeping our work going 

in this Conference and in resolving this probler:1 of r:1ethod of work. We h~ve had 

the advantage of ~ few inform~! t~lks with other repreoentatives, including those 

in the co-Chairmen's deleg~tions, ~nd we ~re convinced that this is not ~n ir:1p~sse, 

that it is perfectly possible for the co-Chairmen, who are no doubt aware not only 

of the views th~t have been expressed here but also of cert~in r:1ore det~iled views 

to which they h~ve listened at various times, to find a solution. We certainly 

feel th~t a method can be evo!ved which will t~ke into account the two m~in 

positions which have been expressed here today. There is a lot to be s~id for 

both points of view, ~nd I am sure they can be merged in one method of work. 

Mr. de w~LLO-FRANCO (Brazil} (translation from French): I apologize for 

speaking at such a late hour, and I shall be very brief. I merely wish to 

emphasize that in my previous statement I actually expressed the hope that the 

two co-Ch~irmen would agree to solve the problems of method. That hope was 

repeated by several other delegations, ~nd, if I am not mistaken, the ho~d of the 

Bulgarian delegation ~lso mentioned ~ discussion between the two ,oo-Chairmen, and 

the representative of Indi~ expressed exactly the s~me desire. I am therefore 

convinced that we are ~11 in ~greement on this point. And when I referred just 

now to an impasse, I was trying to point out that we h~ve in fact arrived at a 

cross-ro~s, and are in dcnger of reaching an imp~sse if we t~ke the wrong road. 

If the two co-Chairoen do not succeed in re~ching o,greement, we shall be in this 

impasse. That is the meaning of what I said. 

The CHAI~L~ (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (tr~nslation from 

Russi~n): May I say a few words ~s representative of the Soviet Union?- though 

I do not intend to reply to r:1any of the observ~tions made by many other spe~kers. 

I think that the discussion we have hcd today both on the substance of ~rticle 1, 

paragraph 1 1 of the Soviet draft tre~ty and on the future m·ethod of work of our 

Committee are of gre~t importance. The ideas expressed here should cert~inly make 

us reflect on the future of our work and on how, to borrow ~n expression used by 

the Brazilian representative, to ensure that we do not take the wrong road at the 

cross-roads and reach an impasse. We think it is ir.c~port~nt for us to think about 
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this now, because any deo.,dlock hind0ring s oll::tion of thE: problem of general and 

complete disarr.mment ~ e:,fter the GeneJ:>al As >enbly hc.s twice mnde it a tn.sk of 

primary importance, would of course not only ca,use ,zr(.at disc.ppointment to e-ll the 

peoples and C'OU'1.tries o:f thG wor1c1 but also seriously thre11tcn peace, since the .. 
wvrk on which the strengthening of :_)e11ce primc.rily depends wou.ld not bo 

progressing. I do not wish today to speak on ::ell the questions that have been 

raised, since it iA nlre·:dy getti::1t; late, But since it is tho last working ciay of 

the week and, as the Indi11n rcp.rese~nr-,ti ve has ::;n.id. 1 you can all - unlike us - have 

a rer.t, I venture to asl~ yovr n.t·';en"tion for sor:1e ideas whi.ch I fancy you will find 

useful in our subseq~ent discussions, 

What really were we talking about wlEf'J w0 spoke of the methods of work? We 

have had drafted for us r~ -text oTJ. t:1e procedure cf work of the Eighteen Nation 

Disarmament Committee. It hac been referred to by many spea,kers, includinr; 

Mr, Dean, the United St£'/oc representative. This procedure of work states clearly 

that our primary objective is to recvch agreement on general [mel complete 

disarmament. We must conduct ou-r business so thc.t this prir.mry objective really 

becomes the foundation of our Committee's work. It seems to me that we should 

not support anything that might distract us from solving this problem. I think 

we shall all make every effort to do as quickly as possible everything that will 

help us to sol'e this problem. 

Furtherr there is an indiration o.f how this problem is to be solved. 'l'le are 

told that 11 the Committee will consider" - I repeat those words "will consider" -

the Soviet draft treaty on g&neral anc complete disa!'mament of 15 March 1962, the 

United States programme for General o..nd complete disa1·mament cf 25 Septemb~...r 1961, 

and other proposals which hc.ve been or r.1uy subsequently be made. What does that 

mean? It means that we cannot conduc-~ our business by discn.rding the documents 

submitted us and considering particulo..r questjuns put forwcrd at the present time. 

No; that will not do. VTo mu.st consider the documents which have already been 

submitted and which we have c11J_ o.g-.:eeClc arc to be considered. I do nut know 

whether the United Stc.tes wishes to consider the plan it ho..s submitted, tho 

programme for general and complete disarmament of 25 September. If it does not 

want to consider that programme, let it say so. 'Je want to consider both our 

treaty and their programme, and we are considering them. 



ENDC/PV.l2 
4{i 

I think that all representatives are satisfied that in our discussion we 

have considered not only our own draft treaty but also corresponding articles from 

the United States draft programme. You cannot reproach us with ignoring the 

tfnited States programme. Naturally, however, since we are the authors of the 

treaty, we have paid it closer attention, particularly as it is the only complete 

and detailed draft treaty. I thinl{. thc.t this is quite understandable. We 

certainly have no objection to the United States paying more atteniion to its own 

proposal. True, in ell the speeches mace by the United States I have not yet 

noticed that it has considered its o~m programme in a concrete manner - in other 

words, that it has considered various parts of this programme in relation 1 say, 

to what we have already discussed with United States participatio~. But this is 

a matter for the nnited States. It can consider its own programme as it deems 

necessary, But we have felt bound to study both the draft treaty and the draft 

programme. We have done so and will continue to do so. That is fully in keeping 

with the agreed procedure of work. 

Further, the procedure of work speaks of "other proposals" which have been or 

may subsequently be made. The proposals made are, according to Mr. Rusk's 

statement, additions to the United States programme or clarifications of it. If 

th~t is so, let us consider them in conjunction with the United States programme 

itself and with those paragraphs of the tre~ty on general and complete 

disarmament which deal with these questions. We are not, after all; refusing to 

consider them, and I was very glad to hear Mr. Dean say today that he intended 

in the near future to present his ideas on what I had stated by '"ay of 

clarification of article 1, paragraph 1, of our draft. I find this deeply 

satisfying. I am also deeply sat:i.sfied with the statement of the United Kingdom 

representative, who has already commented today on this text, and also with the 

statements of our other colleagues who have submitted their views on this article 

and on part I as a whole. Mr. Godber in particular has already touched upon 

articles 2 and 3 of part I. 

We do not mind if they are slightly anticipating matters. But we do not 

think you should saddle us with the discussion of issues which in your opinion 

are the major issues, but which cther3 do not consider to be of primary 

importance. I am not against discussing these issues in themselves. The Soviet 
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delegation has stated and confirms again that it will present its views on all 

the proposals made by the United States. We do not refuse to do so. It would 

be quite incorrect to give the impression that we are taking tl1e line of dis

regarding these propos~ls in some way, of being unwilling, so to speak, to 

discuss them. 

But since Mr. Rusk himself has said that these proposals form an integral 

part of the United States programme, it is natural that they should be discussed 

in connexion with those parts of the programme to which they refer. Therefore, 

since we are now discussing the general provisions relating to the general scope 

of the disarmament measures, I think it is obviously premature and inappropriate 

to discuss separate problems or the question of which measure is to be applied at 

which stage, iVe shall get to that quite soon, because the question of stages 

and what in fact the stages will contain constitutes the next phase of our work. 

Therefore it seems to rr1e that I can quite agree with the remark the ~nited States 

representative made today, that unde~ paragraph l of the agreed procedure of work 

we can discuss all the questions raised by the various delegations. I am in 

complete agreement with this. Let us consider all these questions within the 

framework of this procedure. We do not refuse to do so. 

'What then remains in dispute? 'What is it that gives rise to doubt? 

The United Kingdom representative has today propounded in detail and defended 

the proposition that before we start to examine the drafts that have been 

submitted to us we must have a preliminary discussion of certain problems which 

he proceeded to enumerate. The United States representative also spoke of this, 

Re listed the problems - the problem of nuclear disarmament, the problem of 

creating an international armed force, and so on. At the same time Mr, Dean 

and Mr. Godber emphasized that this should be done before we discuss the specifi~ 

documents that have already been submitted for our consideration. It is this 

word "before 11 which I cannot understand. Why "before"? And why should we 

discuss those problems before studying the specific parts of the documents in 

which they are stated? I am afraid that if we proceed like that we shall revert 

to the stage of disarmament negotiations which I believe existed ten years ago. 

As those who took part in those negotiations will remember, ten years ago we 

indeed discussed the problem of nuclear disarmament separately. Then we discussed 

the problem of disarmament in regard to conventional armaments. Then we discussed 

separately the problem of control, and so on. 
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But, gentlemen, you all remember how this ended. We could not agree on 

a single one of these problems. Why? Apart, of course, from the absence of t.:1 

desire ·and will to solve this problem on the part of the States con03rned, which 

is tho main consideration, there was also anot.her reason. The nuclear 

disarmament problem cannot be solved in isolation. It must be settled together 

with the problem of conventional weapons, You cannot settle the problem of 

conventional armaments in isolation from the problem.of nuclear disarmament. And 

we were not the only ones to say this; the Western Powers told us this too. When 

we proposed a reduc-tion of 30 per cent in conventional armed forces, they told 

us that that could not be settled and asked: !!But what about nuclear arms?" 

When we proposed that we should settle the problem of nuclear arms, they then 

asked us: "What about your powerful conventional armed forces?" Much of this, 

of course, was artificial 1 but some of it was reasonable in the sense that these 

problems cannot be solved Eeparately in isolation. 

This is how the question of a plan for general and c~mplete disarmament arose, 

in which all these problems are linked and will be settled stage by stage, each 

linked to the other at each stage. This is the only approach which is now 

::'easible. This is how the plans for general and complete disarmament arose.. Two 

resolutions on this question were adopted in the ~eneral Assembly of the United 

Nations and as a result of all the discussions we fortunately reached the only 

correct decisioa, namely, to draft an agreement on general and complete disarmament. 

The Soviet U11ion has made the greatest efforts to put this problem on a 

p:cact.=_cal foo·ting, to express it in completely concrete terms. To begin with, we 

worked out the fundamental principles of general and complete disarmawent; then 

we worl:ed out the fundamental provisions of a treaty on general and complete 

disa:r·mament; and now we have put forward a detailed draft treaty on general and 

complete disarma~ent. Yet when we ~ut forward the fundamental principles, the 

Western PowerE' did not wish to discuss even those. Surely the members of the 

Ten Nation Committee, which met in this very same conference chamber, will 

remember that we proposed a draft of the fundamental principles of general and 

complete disarmament in May 1960 (TNCD/4). The Western representatives did not 

accept our principles, and we could not agree on ·those general principles although 
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we already had the fundamental provisions of a treaty before us. But when we saw 

that agreement could not be reached Oil the fundamental provisions of a treaty, at 

any rate we proposed the fundamental principles. It proved im~ossible.to come to 

terms even on these. 

After that a lons time passed - 1960, nearly the whole of 1961 - and by the 

end of 1961 we at last managed to agree on fundamental principles. This is an 

important step forward. This makes it easier for us to solve the problems of 

disarmament. Bet how does it affect our work here? It means that on the 

fundamental principlEs, on the outline, as it were, of the treaty, we have already 

reached agreement. But the representative of Italy proposes that we should dis~uss 

thia outline again, The representative of the United Kingdom and the representative 

of the lJnited States also tell us that we sbould start with an outline, .with a 

general framework, etc., etc. But surely we already have the general framework. 

We have the fundamental principles of general and ~omplete disarmament. These 

list the fundamental content of general and complete disarmament, and also certain 

fundamental principles for constructinc a treaty on general and complete disarmament. 

The general outline already exists. lilore than that, there is already a draft 

bl•eprint, There is a draft treaty. There is the programme of general and 

complete disarmament proposed by the United States, which can also serve as some 

kind of draft blueprint. 'Vhy, then, should we go back now - back to a stage we 

have already passed - a,nd discuss general principles again? That would clearly be 

a quite pointless job. Surely we must go forward, not back, and it is possible 

for us to go forward. Why then should we go back? 

And finally, the representatives of the United States and the United Kingdom 

propose that we should discuss particular problems. They regard these problems 

as the major issues and consider that they should be discussed before we take up 

the specific documents which are before us. But why do you think, gentlemen, 

that everyone should regard these principles, these proposals as the major issues? 

Why? We do not regard them as the most important. We wiEh to discuss them, we 

do not ignore them; on the contrary, we intend to discuss them, but in connexion 

with the discussion of the treaty we have been instructed to draw up. filld we are 

discussing them in relation to our O\vn position and that of other countries. 
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The representative of the United States said that our positions must be 

compared, We agree with this and it is in fact what we are doing, And everyone 

here is a witness to the fact that we compare our ?reamble with the preamble 

contained in the draft programme of the United States. We are now talking about 

article 1, which lists the basic provisions and defines the essence of general 

and complete disarmament. ~~e compare this with what is contained in the programme 

of the United States, So we are comparing positions. If you think it necessary 

to make any additions to or modifications in your position, we are prepared to 

discuss them thoroughly and fully. Yie do not refuse to do this at all. But when 

you propose that all this should be set aside and that we should first embark on 

a further discussion of four particular issues which you regard as of major 

importance, we say no. We cannot work in this way. Why should we set astde 

everything which is already before us and which in fact represents a blueprint of 

a future agreement? Why should we set it aside? ~'Thy should we go back and-try to 

examine the problem of nuclear disarmament separately? This is an unsound approach. 

It has failed to yield results in the past and cannot yield any ~ositive results 

now. 

I am saying this in order to make it clear that this is not a whim of our~ and 

that it is not a question of our wanting any sort of priority. Nothing of the kind, 

Our treaty stands side by side with your programme. Let us discuss them together, 

We are beginning to discuss our ~reaty and you nre free to put forward your own 

proposals regarding your programme. 'rho objects to this? There is no one who 

objects. 

Mr. Godber, however, expressed one idea with regard to our method of work 

which seems to me sound 1 and his view was endorsed by Mr. Dean. They both said 

that, within the framework of the decision the Committee has taken on its procedure 

of work, any questions could be discussed. I entirely agree with this. I believe 

that this is the way that we ought to proct:ed - within the framew·ork of this 

decision, But this means that we must study the specific documents which already 

exist and examine concrete proposals in relation to these documents. Let us hear 

your proposals, any new suggestions you may have. We are ready to discuss them. 
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My second observation is this. Mr. Godber m~de a comment on article l, 

which is what we are now discussing. I understood him to say that article l is 

in a sense a preliminary article and con+.ains general provisions relating both to 

the programme of general and complete disarmamGnt and to certain basic methods of 

drafting the treaty. I think the representative of India also said that article l 

was of a general nature and contained general provisions. And in fact, if you 

look at the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles, which constitutes the basis of 

our work and in the light of which we have to consider specific documents, ~s 

specified in our agreed procedure of work, you will see that point 3 states: "To 

this end, the programme for general and complete disarmament shall contain the 

necessary provisions, with respect to the military establishment of every nation ••• ". 

It then goes on to enumerate the basic elements of general and complete 

disarmament. 

Sub-paragraph (a) refers to the disbanding of armed forces, the dismantling 

of mili~ary establishments 7 including bases, the cessation of the production 

of arms, and so forth; 

Sub-paragraph (b) refers to the elimination of all stockpiles of nuclear, 

chemical, bacteriological, and other weapons of mass destru~tion; 

Sub-paragraph (c) refers to the elimination of all means of delivery 

of weapons; 

Sub-paragraph (d) refers to the abolition of the organiz1:1tions and 

institutions designed to organizo the military effort of States; and 

Sub-p1:1ragraph (e) to the discontinuance of military expenQitures. 

In other words, the article outlines a programme of general and complete 

disarmament not yet broken down into stages. 

Why could we not reach 1:1greement on how to give concrete expression to this 

general programme for the purposes of our future agreement? Do you really object 

to anytJing which is stated in the general principles and embodied in our 

article l? Mr. Godber had an objection; he questioned the need to raise the 

issue of foreign military bases, Let us discuss this objection, I am quite ready 

to do so, I am prepared to explain in detail at the next meeting precisely why 

we include this particular point and why we are not ~atisfied with what you say. 

You will obviously explain your position to us. What is the possible outcome of 

this discuosion? The outcome may be th3-t both we and you will stand by cur 
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positions. That is one possible outcome, In that case we will record in our 

joint statement of views the points on which there is no dispute, on which there 

is agreement, With regard to the points on which we fail to come to terms, 

we will indicate that disagreement remains on such and such quostions. I believe 

that this would be a very useful piece of work, because it would then be clear to 

everyone that on certain questions 've had reached agreement and that other 

questions remained in dispute. And on the second reading, as it were, of the 

document, during the detailed discussion, or as you f',all it, the drafting of the 

document, we could in fact return to thi3 question and discuss it once again 

with a view to reaching a final decision. 

The last point I wish to make is that at present we are not at all interested 

in reaching detailed a~reement on every letter or phrase or in the drafting of the 

text. That is why I also spoke yesterday and, as you probably remember, said that 

one can go on for ever amending documents. And this is of course teo time

consuming. The importnnt thing now is to reacl1 agreement on the substance of the 

proposals and ideas embodied in the various article~. This is what matters most. 

Apparently, this coincides with your position. You are not aiming at a final 

text, Nor do we insist at present on a final text, We would raerely like to reach 

agreement, to determine whether you heve any objections to tho substance of the 

proposals contained in a given article. If you have any proposal0 for the 

inclusion of some entirely new provisions, then let us di~cuss them. If you wish 

to propose that something sho~ld be dealt with not in this article but in another 

article, let us discuss the matter. You mentioned article 2 end if you think that 

this article is related to article 37, then let us discuss articlu 2 and article 37 

at the carne time, if they are interconnected. ·.1e are qui to a8reeable to this, By 

all means let us do so. 

What we want is businesslike and practical work, not general discussion or a 

general debate on individual problems singled out from the programme of general 

and complete disarmament. \Vhat we want io discussion of a draft treaty on general 

and complete disarmament. If you agree with this, let us continue our work along 

these lines. 
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Therefore it see~s to me that our position ~ay perhaps be misunderstood or 

not fully understood. Attempts to evade consideration of tho treaty on general 

and complete disarmament mny even be involved. I say this because the phr~se 

11 treaty or treaties 11 crept into the statements of two speakers: ll1r. Dean, and 

Mr. Cavalletti, an old friend of ours. I do not know what is meant by this. For 

the moment we are dealinG with a sinele treaty, not with treaties. Let us consider 

this document which we have submitted. But if your intention is that we should 

not consider this document, that it should be removed from the table and that the 

Committee should consider your separate proposals, we are not prepared to agree, 

because we have already done a certain a~ount of work. Our draft treaty meets the 

requirements of the basic task which is now before us. Let us consider it. In 

our view, this applies both to your document and to our programm~ of general and 

complete disarmament. \'le are prepared tu exa~ine these documents ·nt ·t.he -~arne 

time, But let us move forward in nccordance with a definite procedure. 

We have come here for businesslike work, nnd we will therefore r&flect on 

what has been said. I think that the United States representative, as a co-Chairman, 

will also do so. If it is necessary and essential for us to meet in order to 

discuss the questions r~ised in regard to our further work, I am entirely at the 

service of my co-Chairman and am prepared to discuss these questions. But I 

believe that the sound and businesslike character which has marked our work in 

the past can and should be ~aintained. We shall rellly to the comments which were 

made today. We will gladly listen to e.ny observations which the Uaited States 

representative and other colleagues wish to make. We are also J?rep['.red to discuss 

and give our views on all the questions the United States is raising. We are 

prepared to discuss these questions at the appropriate ti~e and we are quite willing 

at this stage to consider questions relating to the general problems now actually 

under discussion, that is to say, questions relatin~ to the first chapter of our 

draft treaty. 

I do not think there will be much disagreement among us on these questions; 

and when we come, say: to the question of the International Disarm~ment 

Organization 7 we are prepared to consider it in all its aspects. We are ready 

to discuss the question of a~med forces at the ~~propriate time. We do not refuse 

to discuss it. The representative of Brazil was righ+- in saying that there is a 
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danger of our reaching an irapasse. But, in ray view, we can still proceed in the 

normal way, discussing the questions which have already been put forward, which 

are being discussed in connexion with appropriate documents that provide a basis 

for a businesslike discussion. We hope that we shell be able to proceed in this 

way. 

As Chairman, I wish to announce that the co-Chairmen have agreed to suggest 

that the Committee should consider the question of the procress in the discussion 

of the discontinuance of nuclear weapon t~sts in the Sub-Comraittee of Three at 

its meeting on 2 April. \7e are in e-greeraent on this and unless the Comraittee has 

any objeciiions, this is how we will proceed. 

The Conference decided to issue the fol ..... owing communique: 

"The Conference of the Eishteen Nation Committee on Disarmament 

today helC: its twelfth meeting a,t the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under 

the chairmanship of Mr, V .1.. Zorin, J.'epreBentati ve of the Union of 

Soviet Socialist Republics. 

'
1The representative;:; of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 

the United dtates of f~erica, Italy, Poland, Brazil, the United Arab 

Republic, Romania, the United Kin~dom, Bul3aria and India made 

statements. 
11 The next meetint5 of the Conference will be held on Monday, 

2 April 1962, at 10 ::1.m. 11 

The meetin0 rose at 1.35 p.m. 


