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The CHAIRMAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation

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

Disarmament is called toc order. I should now like to speak as representative
of the Soviet Union.

At the last meeting we reached agreement in principle concerning the aims
of general and complete disarmament, and acknowledged the need to incorporate
these aims in the preamblc 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 Committee has really got down to practical business.

In accordance with the procedure of work adopted by the Committee, we will
now discuss the other provisions of the future agreement on general and complete
disarmament, I intend today to speak on the general provisions concerning the
obligations of States with regard to general and complete disarmament. These
general provisions are set out in article 1, paragraph 1, of the draft treaty
(ENDC/2) submitted by the Soviet Government for consideration by the Committce.
lnalogous 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 Nations 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 cbligations of States with regard to every
particular dissrmement measure at cach 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 detailed arguments on this point, because it seems to us
to have been admitted by the United States and by other States alike, judging by
the disarmament programme which the United States has submitted. It has also been
admitted in the Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations (ENDC/5) which were
unanimously approvad by the General Assembly..

The mein funection of article 1, paragraph 1, of the Soviet draft treaty on
general and complete disarmament is to determine the general scope of the measures
for general and complete 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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R 1 (The Cheirmaon, USSR)

Paragraph 1 of article 1 expresses first the ides that, for implementation
of an agreement on general and complete disarmoment a definite and specific
tine-limit should be sct. The Soviet Government considers it possible to
implement the whole programme of general and complete disarmament, and totelly
to eliminate the military apperatus 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 and does not raise any
insurmountable difficulties for States. In the general discussion other poeriods
have alsc been mentioned. In particular the Chairmen of the Indian delegation,
Mr. Menon, pointed out in his statement of 20 March (ENDC/5, pege 28) that the
Government of India hos come to the conclusion that it is possible to implement
general and complete disarmament in four to five years. The Secretary of Staote
for Foreigh Affairs of the United Kingdom, Lord Home, informed the Committee
(iﬁié" p.13) 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 ccceptable. We should like, however, to
emphasize one idea to which we attach great importance. JAmong all delegotvions
there is general agreement that o definite, firm time-limit, as short as possible,
should be fixed for implementing goneral and complete disarmament. It scems to
me that we could usefully record this agreement, because in the past there have
been certain differences over this qucstion omong the various delegations and
States. Having made thesc cbservations, I shell now pass to the substonce of
article 1 of the Sovict draft treaty.

We consider that the treaty must set out clearly the most important mcasures
constituting general and complete disarmement. Every party to the treaty would
then have a clear picture of what it must do, and where it should direct its main
efforts to fulfil the disarmament progromme. I should like to stress that this
part of the treaty must sitate clearly and decisively - really clearly and
decisively -~ the essential measures of disarmement. For if we omit any of thcse
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 eapperatus of States, the

treaty will not serve its purpose and cannot lcad to general and complete
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disarmament. During previous meetings of the Committee all its members have
emphasized that disarmoment must be general and complete, and that only in this
way can genuine, lasting peace be secured. In our view it cannot be otherwise.
For point 1{a) of the .greced Principles for general and complete disarmamenf,
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 preporing
its draft treaty.

We could not, of course, confine ourselves to simple repetition of +the
wording of the Principles agreed between the Soviet Union and the United States
and approved by the Gencral Assembly. The Agreed Principles are an important
stage, but one which has been passed. Our storting-point, and the task of this
Committee, is not simply to go over old ground, but tc move fcrward and interpret
these general principles by wcrding them more specifically and precisely. This
we have done in our draft treaty.

The first-sub-paragraph of article 1 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 members the
essentinl 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 progremme contains o reservotion
concerning the armed forces which would remain after the implementation of gencral
and complete disarmament "to preserve internal order and for contributioms to a
United Nations Peace Force'". We agree that after the implementation of jencral
and complete disarmament certain contingents should remain at the disposal of
States to preserve internal order and be made available, when necessary, to the
Security Council in order to maintain universal peace. In the succeeding
provigions of our draft treaty we Dropose suitable words for this purpose. It
should, however, be borne in mind that the question of completely disbanding
armed forces and of toking measures to prohibit their re-—establishment differs
radicolly from the question of what forces Stotes will have at their disposal to
preserve internal order and discharge their commitments to the United Naotions 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 greatest clarity and precision.
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Article 1, parasgraph 1, sccond item of our proposals, which defines the
scope of the measures for general ond complete disarmament, speaks of "the
prohibition and destruction of all stock-piles, and the cessation of the production
of all kinds of weapons of mass destructicn, including atomic, hydrogen, chemical,
biological and radiological weapons" (ENDC/2, p.2). This wording, as members
of the Coﬁmittee can easily see, fully accords with paragraph 3(b) of the Agreed
Principles for generzal and complete disarmament. The difference between them is
only in their wording.

In the Progremme for Disarmement submitted by the.United States on
25 September 1961, sub-parcgraph (b) of the fourth paragraph of the introductory
part sets forth as an objective of genecral and complete disarmament the "elimination
from national arsenals of all armoments, including all weapons of mass
destruction" (ENDC/6).

I should like to point out particularly that the Agreed Principles for
disarmament stress the need to eliminate all - I emphasize the "21l1" - stockpiles
of nuclear, chemical and other weapons of mass destruction. The United States
document alsc speaks of destroying all stockpiles., PFrom this we conclude that
there is general consent between us that the agreement on zeneral and complete
disarmament which we have begun to draft must prohibit nuclear and other kinds
of weapons of mass destruction and call for the total destruction of all
stockpiles.

The next sub-paragraph of the first paragroph of our article 1 covers
"the destruction and cessation of the production of a2ll means of delivering
weapons of mass destruction to their targets". I think that 2ll members of the
Committee agree that this provision is necessary. I need only add that it is
contained in paragraph 3(c) of the Agrced Principles, and also that the idca of
the need to\destroy cll means of delivering nuclear weapons also appears in the
United States disermament »rogramme.

The fourth sub-~poraograph concerns "the dismantling of all kinds of foreign
military bases, and the withdrawal amd disbamding of all foreign trocps stationed
in the territory of any State." (ENDC/2%). Why do we consider it necessary to .
include in the treaty a provision on the dismentling of foreign military bases? -
Arguments are sometimes to be heard that one should approaeh, so to speck, with

the same yardstick foreign military bases ond 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 own 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 sctions. 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 effeet of extending a war ond drawing an ever
larger number of States into it., A4All this makes it neecssary 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 thet our taesk is to embody the .igreed
Principles in a concrete form and it is, therefore, necessary to include
definite provisions concerning the dismantling of foreign military bases in alien
territory.

National bases in national territory will, of course, be dismantled in
accordance with the provision for the disbanding of all national armed fcrces,
which I have previously explained. When such disbanding has becn carried out,
military camps, barracks ond bases will of course disappear. This is so obvious
that it hardly requires any further explanation.

The next two sub-paragraphs of paragraph 1, article 1, provide for "the
abclition of any kind of military conscription for citizens" and "the cessation of
military training of the population end the closing of all military training
institutions". These sub-paragraphs translate into terms of the specific
obligations of States the principle thot general and complete disarmament should
be such that armed forces would ncver be re-established. 1In thece sub-paragraphs,
as a matter of fact, we develop and give a clecorer interpretotion to paragraph 3(d)
of the Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations. The United Stoates
programme does nct contain a specific provision to this effect although, in
respect of armed forces, it speaks of "the prohibition of their re-esteblishment

in any form whatsvever" (ENDC/6%). I think cveryone agrees thot not enough is
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seid about the prohibition of the re-cstablishment of armed forces. It is
necessary to provide for such undertckings by States as would preclude the
possibility of re-establishing armed forces, One of the conditions for this is
to cease calling up citizens for military service and giving them military
training. This is preciscly the oim of the two sub-poragraphs of the Scviet
draft treaty which I hove just quoted.

We also make provision for "the abolition of wer ministries, of general
staffs and their local agencies, and of all other military and para-military
establishments and organizations". This formulation of ours develops the
principle laid down in paragraph 3(d) of the igreed Principles. The United States
programne does not, unfortunately, contain a similor provision. However, the
general idea contained in sub-paragraph (a) of the fcurth paragraph of the
introductory part of the United States programme meckes it possible to say that
the United States, apporently, also shares our views on this point.

The penultimate sub-paragraph of article 1, paragraph 1 refers to "the
elimination of all types of conventioncl armements and military equipment, and
the cessation of their production, except for the production of strictly limited
amounts of agreed types of light firearms for the equipment of the police (militia)
contingents to be retained by States after the accomplishment of general and
complete disarmement". This provision is in accordance with paragraph 3(a) of
.the Agreed Principles. It has something in common with sub-paragraph (b) of the
fourth paragraph of the United Stetes disarmament programme of 25 September 1961,
Lfter general and complete disarmament has been completed, all armies disbanded,
nuclear weapons and all means of delivering them destroyed end all loopholes
permitting the re-establishment of armed forces blocked, there will be nolneed
tc menufacture ceonventional armaments. It will only be necessary to retain
production of light firearms and, moreover, on a limited scale, which will be
determined by the requirements of the contingents whose purpose it is to maintain
internal order in Stotes. For this purpose light firearms are quite sufficient.

The last sub-paragraph of paragraph 1 provides for "the discontinuance of
the appropriation of funds for militery purposes, whether from State budgets or
from organizations or private individuals". 1In this case, too, we are mdking
paragraph 3(e) of the Agreed Principles more precise. Paragraph 3(¢) simply mentions

the discontinuance of military expenditures. Ve wish to bloek all loopholes so
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as bto prevent the assignment of funds for military purposes. It is known that
this can be done either through the State cr through organizations and privote
individuals. We should learn from post experience ond exclude the possibility
of any evasion of an agrecment concluded by us.

These are the provisions of article 1, parograph 1.

I now turn to article 1, paragreph 2, of our draft treaty. Its intention
is that after the completion of genercl and complete disarmament only strictly
limited contingents of police (militia) will remoin e+ the disposal of Stotes.
These contingents, as the paragraph states, are "intended for the maintenance of
internal order and for the discharge of their obligations with regard to the
maintenarce of international peace ond security, under the United Naotions Charter
and under the provisions of Article 37 of the present Treaty". I have already
repeatedly referred to this question and therefore sce no need to explain it
agein. Representatives who have spoken in the Eizhtcen Nation Committee have
emphasized the need for general and complete disarmament and for leaving at the
disposal of States only such armed contingents as would be strictly limited
by the requirements for mointaining internal order.

As regards article 1, paragraph 3. of our draft tresty, its main idea is
that disarmament should be carried out in three successive stages., Transitvion
to a subsequent stage shall take place after adoption by the international
disarmament orzanization of a decision confirming that all the measures of the
preceding stage have been carried out and verified, and that verification
measures necessary for the rext stage have been prepared for operation. VWith
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 regarding the nature of transition from 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 discrmament programme. Ve may
therefore conclude that there will be no difficulty in agreeing also on article 1,

paragraph 3, of the draft treaty submitted by us.
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In conclusion, I shculd 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 and complete disarmament in such o way that no
State or Group of States would gein any military advantage and that security
would be ensured equelly for all parties to the Treaty. Consequently, in this
case, too, we could, without further delay, record agreement among us on tais
importent principle.

The Soviet delegation has explained one more part of its draft treaty on
general and complete disarmement. The comparison which I have made between our
draft and the Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations, as well as with
the United States disarmameﬁt progromme presented by President Kennedy in the
General Assembly on 25 September 1961, demonstrates that we are agreed in
principle in regard to the general scope of disarmament measures and the 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

tc 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 compore the substance of these remarks with our
own plan of 25 September 1961 and I shnoll comment on them at an early plenecry
meetving 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 hed moved directly into the heart
of one of the major and subsﬁantive areas of disarmament. The representative
of Czechoslovakia implied that there wos something wrong with this procedurc,
that it somehow contravoned the agreement on our programme of work, that it was
too global in approach and took us back again to the stage of general debate,

and that this would disorganize our discussions. The representative of



ENDC/PV.12
13

(Mr. Dean, United States)

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 thet 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 approach in each of these areas,

as set forth in its draft proposal of 15 March. 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."

(ENDC/PV.10, page 12)

We submit that this approach will take us directly to the heart of the

issues which we have to resolve here if our draft agreement 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 delegotion 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 framework to the cgreement 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, paragreph 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 has 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, paragreph 2, of the Soviet draft treaty
unless one also discusses the various substantive provisions of article 37 of
'that dreft; 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 mode 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 contingents are to
be armed and whether the 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 nention this not because I am going to discuss the substance of what 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 accomplish - especially when these particular parts of the
treaty refer to substentive provisions in subsequent articles.

As the Conference is aware, we have before us two contrasting disermanent
programmes. One of these is in the format of a draft treaty. As we agreed in
connexion with the programme of worlk, the fact that one proposal is in the format
of a treaty or a trecty outline does not necessarily confer upon it any priority
of consideration, any more than it would be proper for the United States +o
demand priority for ils 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
major substantive arcas 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 September and in the resolutions for which we oll voted in the
United Notions Gencral Assembly and which we have agreed must be included in any
disarmament programme or treaty. This procedure will bring us immediately into
the most importent arcas of discussion, without our teking 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 agreecment. When we rcach
agreement on the way in which ecach of these major substantive areas will be
handled in any agreed programme or treaty, we can turn our atiention to the
specific problems of drafting.

I submit that the problem of whether nuclear weepons production is to be
limited or completeiy stopped in the first stage is a substantive and not o
drafting problem. I submit further that the question of whether nuclear delivery
vehicles and conventional armements will be reduced by 30 per cent or 100 per cent,
or some other percentage, in the first stage is a substantive ond not a2 drafting
problem, I submit that the working out of the necessary measures to wverify the
elimination of ﬁuclear weapons is o substentive and not & drafting problem., I
submit that the question of how we are to provide for inspection or verification
is a substantive and not o drafting problem. The questions of how the inter-
national disarmament organization will be governed, how the peace force will be
staffed, and how the United Nations peace-keeping capabilities are to be
strengthened, are substantive questions and not mere drafting problems.

Therefore, despite the wish of the representative of Czechoslevakic that we
should accept the Soviet draft trceaty as our basis of work, we believe thot the
members of the Committee will undeérstond and suppcrt the procedure of work
outlined by Mr. Rusk on 27 Morch, a procedure vwhich 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 the first stage of our programme,
we can establish a drafting sub-committee to recommend the specific treaty
provisions for putting this part of the programme into effect. When we ogree
on the precise nature of the control mechenisms which would be required to verify,
for example, that 50,000 kilogrems - or whatever figure which the Soviet Union
may wish to suggest and upon which we may agree - had been removed from the nuclear
weapons material stockpiles, we can translate this directly into appropriate
treaty language.

The approach that we propose would not, as has been suggested, involve the
Committee in useless debate. Rather, it would seem to me that it would avoid
useless debate on texts before we had agreed upon the substance. The procedure

that we suggest concentrates on four mejor areas that are contral and common to
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the programmes that have bcen presented and to the Joint Statement of Lgreed
Principles. The procedurc that we have suggested 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, Mr. Krishne Menon, referred to as the development of a
"master key", that is, e treaty outline or programme which is the product of the
Conference as a whole.

We do not wish to divert attention from the 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
respective areas that the Conference dcems it necessary to consider. The Unitecd
States delegation believes that this approach is the most realistic, productive
and efficient one that we can follow. 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.

We must not get bogged down in the drafting of treaty language in areas of
so.dewhat subsidiary importance without having first agreed upon the substonce.
We must first hove an overall view of how we are to go about accomplishing ocur
objective of gencral and complete disarmament -~ what measures will gc intc cach
stage, how long it will teke to carry these measures out, and precisely how each
mecasure will be verified.

I hope that these brief remarks will indicate to the representative of
Czechoslovakia that my delegetion is following a carefully thought out ond, 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

wey of making progress in this Conference.

Mr. CAVALLETTI (Italy) (translation from French): I think the

Conference made impcrbant and encouraging progress at the last meeting, when it
considered the preamblc to our agreement. Many delegations, including the Itoelian
delegation, made concrete proposals for the final drafting of the text. I hope
that the Co-~Chairmen will be able to consider them quickly, so that we may scon

have a joint text approved by us all.
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Today we have heard the clear and detailed explanations given us by
Mr. Zorin concerning article 1 of the Soviet draft treaty. I followed him with
the closest attention, and I intend to study the record most thoroughly. But now
that we have begun drafting the preamble, it scems 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 are 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 agree on o 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.

d¥r., Dean referred to the building of a house; and indeed, it is not by
placing one brick on another that one builds a house, but by drawing up a plan
beforehand, by making a sketch of tie house, a2 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 Jjust said that we should come up against serious difficulties. If,
indeed, we were to ‘take up the first line of article 1 of the Soviet.draft treaty
now, a major difficulty would immediotely 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 remember that the discussion

on time-limits occupied that Committee for three months.
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This time, the situation is much more favourable, and 1 hope we shall be
eble to reach agreement even on the timc-limits; nevertheless; I am fully aware
of the difficulties we shall have to overcome.

For all these reasong, I consider that the Conference, instead of beginning
immediately to examine the articles contoining points on which cgreement con only
be reached later, should proceced to consider the general lines of the agreement
we are to sign -~ the pillars, so to speak, of the edifice to be built. That will

enable us to save time ond press on with our work in a really comstructive manner.

Mr. NASZKOWSKI (Poland) (transletion from French): Teking part in the

discuscion on srticle 1 of the draft treaty on general and complete disarmament,
which contains general provisions concerning the obligations of the parties in
the matter of disarmement, the Polish delegation considers that the text of
article 1 of the Soviet draft provides the most devailed and complete presentation
of disarmament obligations.

At the saome time, we share the view that there is some similarity batween
the provisions of the Soviet draft and those of the United Statles programme of
25 September 1961,

This fact facilitates - should facilitate - our task of quickly drawing
up an agreed text of the article. But I must express my regrev that Mr. Dean, the
United States representative, did nob think it possible to take up immediotely -
here and now - the discussion on article 1 of the draft treaty. I hope that as
he promised, the United Siates delegation will be reedy to do so very soon, so
that we can make progress in our work. I should like to believe so, although I
find the United States representotive's remarks rother discuieting. In my view
the constant return to procedural problems ie unjustified and even difficult to
understand, especially as we have alrcady all adopted our working procedure and
agreed — here I quote the document on procedure adopted at the 8th meeting of
the Conference ~ to "... consider the Soviet draft treaty on general and complete
disarmament of March 15, 1962, the United Stotes programme for genercl snd
complete disarmament of September 25, 1961, and other proposals which have been

or may subsequently be made ,..". (ENDC/12)
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At the same time, the United States representative has sgain spoken today,
as he did yesterday, of o 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 the moenufactiure of fissionable moterials 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 nct wish to reoven
the general debate; but I must say that in foct his suggestions tend in thot
direction. Agein, the analogy with the building of & house may be interesting,
but mainly for the builder; treaty-drafting methods have their traditions and I
fear that if we were to heed the representative of Italy we should not build the
house which we have been commissioned to build,

Turning to article 1 of the treaty, I should like to emphasize that the
scope of the obligations placed on States throughout 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 lost 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 the
total elimination and prohibition of weapons of mass destruction and 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 articles of both drafts, that does not mean conformity of
content of the articles relating to the substance of implementation of the
agreed principles for disarmament. It seems to us, however, that the adoption of
these preliminary articles, the adoption of the common sims and the principles
of general disarmoment, will later facilitate our endeavours to bring the
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 the Soviet draft, in article 1,
paragraph 4, and the United States draft, in the sixth paragraph of the precamble,
sub-paragraph (c), pronose that disarmament should be carried out in a balanced
manner, without endangering the security of the different States. It should here
be pointed out, however, that the Soviet draft better expresses the idea contoined
in paragraph 5 of the principles agreed by the Soviet Union and the United States,

the US plan being drafted on somewhat gcneral lines.
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In the second place, both documents stress that the transition to each
succeeding stage of disarmament must be preceded, first, by verification by the
International Disarmoment Orgonizotion that the disarmament measures laid down for
the previous stage have been carried out and, sccondly, by preparation of all the
verification measures necessary for the next stage.

We consider that the rapprochement of the positions of the two parties
regerding the problems I have mentioned constitutes a definite step forward in the
disarmoment negotiations, for - as will be remembered ~ it wos, precisely, a
difference of opinion on those problems that constituted one of the main
difficulties in the past.

There are also difforences between the articles we are now discussing. One
of them is the question of dismantling bases cn foreign territory. In article.l,
the Soviet draft expressly proposes the dismantling of foreign military bases. The

T

American programme, on the other hand, ignores *this question. he problenm of
foreign military bases is of great significance, particularly in Europe. Lpart
from the fact that such bases constitute a threat to the security of the States
along whose frontiers they are situcted, the mointenance 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 relaetions between States should be lesting, 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 ond that these problems will
not be an obstocle to deciding on the content of article 1. It should be
understood that if we succeed in drafting this article, such o step forward,
although it still docs not imply agreement on the substentive clouses, will
undoubtedly be welcomed with zgreat satisfaction by publie opinion throughout

the world.

Mr. de MELLO-FRANCO (Brazil) (translation from French): I have listened

with the greatest attention to the various stotements made this morning. I have
considered particularly the restatcments of position made by Lr. Zorin for the
Soviet Union and by lir. Dean for the United States. From whot lir. Zorin said, I

take it that he considers the procedure for drawing up the preamble to the future
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treaty on general and complete disarmament to be agreed. He regards as
setisfactory the procedure established a2t the last meeting, namely, that the two
co~Chairmen agree to considexr the suggestions and cmendments which are to be made
by next lionday at thc lotest, su that the Commitvtce can begin to examine the draft
by Tuesday. Mr. Zorin then went on to consider forthwith, point by point,

article 1 of the Soviet draft trecty on general and complete disarmamcent.

lir. Dean, on the other hand, mointained the position teken by lir. Rusk,
the United States Secretory of Stote, on how the treaty on general and complete
disarmament should be drown up. There is no denying that Mr. Deen wes clearly
opposed to the method proposed and adopted by wr. Zorin, of excmining, line by
line, the drafts submitted to the Committee for consideration,

In the situation we ore in, it would be idle to deny that we have more or
less arrived ot an impesse, because the decisions which must be taken in the
Committee are not of o kind +thav should be adopted by a mejority vote; they are
decisions which, in my view ~nd in the opinicn of my delegation, depend on
acceptance by the two co-Chairmen. Consequently, if there is such an appreéiable
and wide disagreement, it relates to the method ond not to the procedure. The
Committee must first of all svudy this disagreement before attempting to resolve
it. Basically, there is o difference between method and procedure. Procedure is
a matter of circumstences, whereas method is & way of werking which takes account
of deeper considerations. (

Considering the gquestion from the point of view of method, I note thot we
found it very easy tc agree on the jgencral questions dealt with in the preamble.

We all observed that the disagreements which erose during the discussion of the
preamble concerned its form. Furtunatcly there werc no serious differences of
opinion on the substance. And that is quite undorstendablce, because there is no
substantial disagreement® on the aim of our Committce, which is carrying out a
mandate from the United Nations. e ore all agreed in recoguizing the immediate
need to solve the problem of disermemcnt and its importance for international life.

It is always very ecasy to agrec on pencralitics, however. Yere I would like
to recall the famous reply made te¢ Diderot by the Emprcoss Catherine of Russia
concerning the letter she had received from the French philosopher giving her
advice on establishing justice and cquity in her rcalm. The reply of the Russian

Empress was that the generalities in the letter were very casy to understend and
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to follow, but that as to the specific 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 are 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 come 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 teken 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 spcak quite 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, Mr. 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 precise, the mandate given by the Conference
to the two co-Chairmen to agree on a joint draft of “he preamble based on the
existing texts and the amendments put forward by the various delegations. I may
be mistaken, but I do not see any great difference between that method of work and

the method which should be applied in considering the rest of the treaty on
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general and complete discrmament. Just as we have agreed that the preamble
shodld(bé dealt with by this procedure, we could perfectly well agree that the |
rest of the treaty, the problem of the metnodclogical impasse we have reached,’
the problem of how to approach guestions - that is vo sey the 1des of examining
existing texts line by line, and the idea of agreement on particular points which
need to be considered in drawing up the Zinal text — “hat all these matters be
left to the “wo co-~Chairmen of our Conference to decide,

My reason for saying this is that I fear that otherwise we shall not attain
any of the objectives zet forth here. Since the Soviel draft is clearly the most
exteﬁsive, the broadest and the most complete, there is no doubt that we should
always work on this draft, despite the need to reach agreement on particular
points, But it is equally clear thot for sach agreement it would be necessary
to examine the preliminary questions which Mr. Deon put so well here -~ and I
wvould like fo'say that his analysis scemed to me very sound - for how could any
of the drafts be examined line vy liine if agreement had not been reached on other
polnts which, at a given woment, bad nol yet becn examined, but whose settlement
was essential for o fully-informed appreciation of the very point wnder
consideravion?

I do not intend to ask the represenieatives of the Soviet Union and the United
States diresctly to accept lhe suggestion — for it is not yet a proposal - which
I have just made; namely, that for the examination of the rest of the treaty on
general and complete disarmement the same procedure be adopived as was adopted
yvesterday IZor drawiag up the preamble bto thav treaty, that is to say that the
Swo co-Lhairmen seek to rvooch agreement on a suggestion for getting out of the
impasse we now apvear vo have reached. I should iike, first, to know whether the
two co-Chairmen and the other delegetions regard my suggestion favourably. If so,
I will make it a formal prcpesal to the Conference. But if, unfortunately, no
agreement can be reached on this motter between the representatives of the two
mogt important Povers tcoking part in this Confercnce, the only thing left for me
to do will be, while regretting the disagreement, to walt patiently, but with

* hope, for a soiution tc be reached.

i£
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Mr, HASSAN (United Arab Republic):The statement made by the
representative of the Soviet Union concerning article 1 of the Soviet draft
treaty and the remarks made by the representative of the United States on the
Ynited States approach to this motter will be earefully 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 considering the
substance of the two drafts in o productive and expeditious manner.

I would like tc 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 = "first reading" and not the final draft. As I see it,
this common understanding might enable us to reduce discussicn of this issue to
a2 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 nmight 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,

lir, MACOVESCU (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 gives sufficient indication of the
procedure we should observe. This document proceeds from our moin task of

reaching an agreement on general and complete disarmament. It therefore provides
for our examination of the Soviet draft treaty 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 proposals relating to this matter. Naturally, our Committee began 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 - lionday, 2 April - for the written

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

to work out jointly o draft preamble for zubmission to the Cormittee,



T,

i
4

NDC/PV.12

25

(Mr. Macovescu, Romania)

It natirally follows that we should now zet down to a consideration of
article 1 of the Soviet draft and a2ll other texts bearing on that article which
have been tabled., At this point, however, we are told that we should abandon
thic simple, normal and efficient procedure and adopt another one. This seems to
involve a risk of dividing our efforts and attention and complicating our work by
setting up a number of sub-committecs, the activities of which it would be very
difficult, and very soon even impossible, to fcllow, 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, cur work can be
more efficiently controlled., These are o number of ideas to demonstratce that there
may be drawbacks to altering the agreed procedure after it has been successfully
applied for the past ceven days. We cannot help recalling here the wise French
proverb: "Le mieux est 1l'ennemi du bien". There are numerous problems of
substance awaiting 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 suggesting procedural 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 building we are about to erect -~ the Soviet draft treaty of 15 March 1962
and the United States programme presented by President Kennedy on 25 September 1961.
Article 1 of the Soviet draft treaty on general 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 cur debate the Romanian delegation wishes to express the
hope that our Committee will reach complete agreement ¢n the procedural questions
so that our time may be dedicated entirely to our principael task, that of drawing
up a treaty on general and complete disarmament.

I skould now like to say a few words in regard to article 1 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
weaponé; ‘the succession of the stages of disarmoment and the conditions for
passing from one stage ‘o another; and, finaily, the assurance of the equal
security of States in the disarmament process.,

At this stage of our debate the Romanian delegation does not intend to refer
to each of these problems. We would like to define our stand with regard to the
first and most important of them, namely, the content of discrmament. According
to the joint United Stotes-USSR stotement of 20 September 1961, general and
complete disarmament should ensure:

"(a) disbanding of armed fcrces,ldismantling of military establichments,

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

their liquidation or conversion to peaceful uses; (b) elimination

of all stockpiles of nuclear, chemicel, bacteriological, and other

weapons of mass destruction and cessation of the production of such

weapons; (c) elimination of all means of delivery of wecpons of mass

destruction; (d) abolishment of the organizetion and institutions
designed to organize the military effort of States, cessation of

militery training, and closing of all military training institutions;

(e) discontinuaonce of military expenditures" (ENDC/5, page 2).

We have thus a sure, indisputable and unanimously-cccepted criterion for a proper
" appreciation of +the content of general and complete disarmament,

Studying the provisions of article 1, paragraph 1 of the Soviet draft treaty
and comparing them with the above-quoied provisions of the joint statement, we
note that they fully correspond. Although the text of article 1 of the Soviet
draft treaty is before each delegation, wd deem it necessary to recall that that
article defines general oand complete disarmament az follows:

"The disbending of all armed forces and the prohibition of their
re—~establishment in any form whatsocver;

"The prchibition, ond destruction of all stockpiles, and the cessation
of the production of 2ll kinds of weapons of mass destruction, ineluding
atomic, hydrogen, chemic2l, biological and radiologiceal weapons;

"The destruction and cessation of the production of all means of

delivering weapons of mass destiuction to their targets;
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"he dismantling of all kinds of foreign military bases, and the
withdrawal and disbanding of all foreign troops stationed in the territory
of any State;

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

"The cessation of military training of the population and the closing
of all military training institutions;

"The abolition of war ministries, 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 armaments and military
equipment, and the cessation of their production, except for the production
of strictly limited amounts of agreed types of light firearms for the
equipment of the police (militin) contingents to be retained by States
after the accomplishment of general and complete disarmement:

"The discontinuance of the appropriation of funds for military
purposes, whether from State budgets or from organizations or private

individuals." (ENDC/2, page 2)

There is no element in the content of disarmament 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 presénted with a full picture of what general and
complete disarmament represents. Governments ond peoples find in the above~
mentioned provisions a ‘omprehensive ancwer to the question: what are the
obligations we must assume? A choracteristic feature of this conception of
disarmament i3 that it envisages radical measures and not half measures.

For the reasons we hove just mentioned, the Romanian delegation fully agrees
with articie 1 of the Soviet draft treaty.

We have alco studied the United States proposals of 25 September 1961, This
has permitted us to note that all ‘the provisicns of the United States document
which are in accordance with the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles are
included in article 1 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, The fact
that the provisions of article 1 fully correspond to the joint United States-Soviet
statement, which was endorsed by the United Nations, cpens up the perspective

that that article can be readily accepted by the Conference.
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arising out of the discussion we have had this morning. It hes been an interesting
discussion put, as the representative of Brazil has so well put it, out of it have
emerged certain differences of opinion, which he defined as being differences as to
method rather than as 4o procedure. I agree with him ibat we have got to define
gquite clearly how we are going to proceed at the present stage of owr discussions.

The representative of the Sovict Mniorn has introduced artisle 1 of the
Soviet draft treaty and has gone through it in detail, and some other
representatives have followed thiz line. S+ill others have scid that there are
matters that we should discuss and «lear up first, I do think we have got to
remember that in any formulation of articles of a treaty the very formulation
of the axrticle is the recordiﬁg of cgreement on a particular matter, and until
the necessary degree of agrecmen’ has been estaeblished it is impossible to
record that agreemgnt. Therefore it is necessary for us, following from that,
to be quite clear iﬁ our minds about certain matters before we get involved too
closely in the detailed wording of the articles of the treaty. In saying this
I do not in an, woy wish to criticize {he production of a draft by one delegation
cr another: indeed I think it is very helpful, and I am very glad that the
Soviet Union has brought forward its drafit, It can in many ways help to draw
together the discussion in regard to certain metters.

However, I think it is important that we should consider certein basic
matters, and, of course; this particular article to waich the ieader of the
Soviet delegation has drawn our attention today is extfaordinarily broad in its
concept; indecd it 13 a summary of o great many of the matters which we have
to discuss. Of course -~ and I am quite sure Mr, Zorin himself would be the first
to agree~- thic does not in any way pre<~lude discussion of other matters. I

notice that mMr. Gromyko, when he spoke at our tenih meeting and referred to the
Soviet draft tréaty, soid:
"It should be undcrstood that what I hove said does not at all mean
that incufficient attention will oe given to vhe proposals of other
delegations regarding geneval and corplete disarmament." (ENDC/PV.10, page 17)

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

not merely written memoranda but any suggestions put forward by any delegation.

I am sure we would all agree 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 the reduction and elimination

of all armed forces, conveniional armements, 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, I think, are all subjects of prime '\
importance, which ozcupy a very important position in regard to our whole discussions.

Mr, Rusk's suggestion at that time was that we should hove a general debate
in relation to those subjects, I can see real advantage in that, but it is for
the Conference to decide how it wishes to handle this. It could be done, 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 not oppose that
as a metter of procedure, but when it comes to o 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 thot on the same occasion Mr. Rusk was giving us very wise
advice when he referred to the setting up of sub-committees for certain subjects.
I was interested in the statement just made by the representative of Romania,

He seemed to be somewhat critical of sub—committees or hesitont as to their

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

but I would have thought that there were certain particular subjects where a

high degree of expert skill is required and where if we do not set up sub-committees
we ere going to have a most difficult task indeed in plenary. I would think it
would be wise for us to give 'some further thought to that. So as far as our

methods and procedures are concerned I think we have all got to ponder what has

been said today and try to find the best way of dealing with these particular

matters, In that sense I do commend these subjects to whizh I have referred.
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T would like to toke 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 envisages, or gives ample scope for, the
handling of the matter in any of the woys I indicated & few moments ago.

'Perhaps I might meke one or two short comments on some of the points which,
as I have'indicated, I think are of importance in this particular regard and all
of which arise out of this particular article.

The whole question 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 plens of the Soviet Union and the United States. In the United States
plan it is provided for right et the beginning: in the Soviet plan it comes in
stage I1I. 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 Stetes 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 figufe 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 tcgether 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 and in their basic
provisions of September 1960, the Soviet Government did envisage similar studies,
but so far as I can see there is no such referencec in the present Soviet plen.

I presume that this does not mean any change of view in regard to the matter;
possibly they felt it was unsuitable to include this reference in their drafi,
"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 magnitude would be a tremendous step in the

direction in which we are 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
substentially reduced. It is these fissile materials which are the basis of so
much of the armament thaot 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 that 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 question 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 and 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 & 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 cther orticles we shall
consider, no metter what basis 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 about the international disarmament organization.
We have had some encouraging comments in relation to that, and I think there is

genersal agreement that this is going to be a most important body and is going to



TNDC/PV, 12
32

S (Mr. Godber, United Kingdom)

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 sct up, because on the functioning of the international
disarmement organization will rest a great deal of the feeling of security of
States when their own nationel forces are being reduced,

In the same way, the question of a peace force is, I think, 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. Bubt I do think that as
the degree of elimination of national arms increases, so the degree of reliance
upon an international peace force must also increase., Therefore, I must admit to
representatives that I wos a little discouraged yesterday at the response of the
leader of the Sofiet'delegation to my comments in regard to the preamble. Certainly,
whether or not it is pleinly spelt oul 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 Mr. Zorin made on this
particular point this morring. I am not sure whether there is a point of
substantive disagreenient between my own views and those of the Soviet delegation
on this, but I shall listen most carefually to their further comments in relation
to it. |

As I understood Mr, Zorin both yesterday and today, he envisaged that these
forces would be maintéined solely on the territory of the country that provided
them, I am not sure that this would be o wholly satisfactory basis, but this
again is a matter which' I am perfectly willing to see discussed, elaborated and
ironed out between us. Again, it is a subject which could form the basis of a
debate in itself, aud I refer to it here only as one of those aspects to which we

have to give.further thought,
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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. My own view is that,
whatever method we adopt in regard to our further 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
sumnary, 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
o 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 Mr, Zorin scid in relation to the paragraph
relating to the disbending of all kinds of foreign military bases., He went to
some trouble to spell this out and to explain to us just why he had included the
word "foreign" here. Then, having spelt it ocut, he said at the end of his
remarks:

"National bases in national territory will, of coursec, be dismantled
in accordance witll the provision for the disbanding of all national armed
forces, which I have previously expleined. When such disbanding has been
carried out, militory camps, barracks and bases will of course disappear.
This is so obvious that it hardly requires any further explanation.,”

(Supra, page 9).

These are Mr., Zorin's words, and I think there is a great deal of sense in
them. But these words in relation to national bases are equally applicable to
foreign bases, because as we dismentle, reduce and abolish bases at home, obviously
they will be abolished abroad at the same time, if not ecarlier.

Therefore; concentration in this particular sentence of this article on
the word "foreign" secems to me to be wholly inappropriate, because these bases
would automatically bc disbanded at the same time as all others. If it is desired
1o include a reference to foreign bases; then it would be necessary at the same
time to include a reference to national bases, Otherwise, a special degree of
significance would arise from 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 arguments than those which he gave us this

morning if he wishes to retain the position that he has set out.
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I was also very much in ag=eement wath Mr. Dean's reference to the fact that
paragraph 2 of article 1 of the Soviet draft mentions orticle 37 of the draft. 1
have already touched on the question of the peace force, and I do not wish to go
into it any furthew at this tiwe, I would only say, with resnest to the question
of drafting that this is the only reference to o specific article, as I see it,
in article 1, I believe that it is not adviseble in a summary artiqle‘appearing
at the beginning of a text to refer to any article specifically by number., I
think that the position should be spelt ocut, The same applies to paragraph 3, where
there is & reference to the international disarwament organization, the first
reference one finds in the documenv, Admittedly it is spelt out in article 2,
but if the international disarmament organization is to be referred to in article 1,
then it must be referred to more specifically so that one does not have to be
jumping forward to further points.

These are merely matters which I point out to the Sommitiece not in any
critical sense, but because I should like us, when we come %o the drafting of
these points, to provide the most straightforward and the simplest language,
language which would be most helpful to us all in considering these very
complicated matters. That is all that I wish to say on this pcint at the present
time., |

However, I would like tc¢ go bacl to the question of procedure and say that
I hope we shall find & way in which we can have some further discussion along the
lines I have indicated, and I hope we chall give some further fhoughf tg having
sub—committees, wherc oappropriate, particularly where there is & necessity for
consulting experts on certain matters. Otherwice, I can see that if we work here
in plenary meetings we sholl be working very long hours indeed on very abstruse
matters where perhaps help from others in a smaller body might facilitate our
progress. What we all went to deo is to proceed further and faster in the actual
work. What we are all not quite certain about at the moment is just how we are
going to achieve that. If we can give some further thought to the comments thaﬁ
have been made this morning and if the co-Chairmen can have some further discussion,

it may facilitate matters,
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previous spcakers have pointed out, we did some very good work yesterday. We were
able, 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 because o lady presided over our meeting that
we did good work yesterday, but also because there was a good understanding
between the delegations,

Today we ran into a difficulty at the very beginning of the discussion. While
the Committee was preparing 1o follow the method of work which had already been
adopted for the first part, it was 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 have reached an impacse. The Conference has
already decided on a procedure recommended by the co~Chairmen for the work of the
Eighteen Nation Committec. It can therefore be soid that we have already adopted
our procedure, which enables us to get out of a situation like that in which we
should certainly be placed if we followed the proposals which have just been made.

If there is a desire to change the procedure, that is another matter. But a
procedure has already been adoptcd; 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 Committee will consider 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, 1961, and other

proposals which have been or may subsequently be made, in the light of

the Statement of Agreed Principles of September 20, 1961 and General

Lscembly Resolution 1722(XVI) of December 20, 1961." (ENDC/12)

I om in agreement with the United Kingdom representative who stressed the
words "other proposals’s But it is certainly intended to have a procedure whieh
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 Committee, No doubt the Committee is the master of
its own procedure. It can change it; but the fact remains that a procedure has

alreandy been adopted.
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The representative of the United States, however, raised the question whether
we should not approach our work in 2 slightly different way, whether we should
not concentrate - I quote — '"on solving some of those substentive issues und
obtaining a framework of the agreement we seck". Other speakers, who spoke on
the same lines and supported his remarks, said thet we should first plan the
framework for our treaty, or draw the plan of the house we wish to build. Ve
must first ask what house we are going to build. Thc house which we ought to
build and which everyone wants us to build is, cf course, that of disarmament.
How are we going to set about building that house? Ve are going to draw up a
plan: now that plan is precircely what we have tc work out here. It is the
framework within which we are going to work in order to bring about general and °
complete disarmament. There is no other possibility; we must have ¢ plan, and
I agrec with the representatives who said so, but we must know what plan, JIf ~
we bry to start discussing the questions on which we are more or less agreed at
the same time as the questvions on which there are differences of opinion, we are
bound to get involved, 2= the representative‘of Czechoslovakia said only
yesterday, in a generel discussion to provide us again with the framework in which
to work.

Before this Conference convened, messages wore eichanged between the most
eminent persons of our time, In these¢ messages Heads of State were asked to come
here to reach agreement on the framework to be adopted and to provide the initiel
impetus. The answer was: but we have the frameworlk; it is the principles we
adopted in New York, om 20 September 1961, and on the basis of which we are
working. We havé even norej; we hove various drafts before us.

If we nov begin fo aiscuss the points of agreement or disagreement before
starting work on a treaty, how are we going to draft that treoty? We night have
an interminable discussicn without getting anywhere, and not succeed in drawing
up a treaty on genercl and complete disarmament. That is where such a procedure
would lead us.

We should certainly discuss the substantive points of agreement and
disagreeﬁent. But those woints lie within a framework which has already been
fixed by the agreed principles and which has been put forward as a proposal based
on these principles in the Soviet draft treaty. Hence we con deal with all these
questions when discussing the various parts of a treaty; ond we have the Soviet

draft treaty before us.
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We wcre also told just now that there were certainly differences of timing
for the various measures ond that it would therefore be difficult to begin
discusgions, But whot 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;
end if we reach agreement, the rirst part of the draft treaty will in facti
ccmprise 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 tc 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 should discuss
today: article 1, paragraph 1. Ve are told thet difficulties arise. Vhat
does this paragraph 1 provide? That the States parties to the present Treaty
solemnly undertake to coarry out general and complete disarmament over a period of
four years. Perhaps enother 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 mentiocned the period of nine years, Other countries, such as India,
have spoken of a period of four to five years, Ve 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 period? No., So we could say that, within
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e given period, the States parties to the Treaty solemnly undertake to disband all
armed forees and prohibit their re-establishment in any Torm 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.forces and

the prohibition of their re~establishment.

The second point is the prohibition and destruction of all stockpiles, and
the cessation of the preduction 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 ore 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 is 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 wili disappear; and with them, I venture to say, will also
disappear foreign intervention in certain countries. |

YWhat objections can one have to the abolition oflany kind of military
ébnscription for citizens? It is towards such abolitioﬁ thot we are proceeding;
there should 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 objeet would be to go agoinst the principles ogreed on by the United Stotes 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 ha&e before us here provisions which have in fact been agreed between
the parties and whieh should. in my dpinion, be examined and put into the form
desired by the wvarious represenﬁétives. I think the co-Chairmen could mow 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 drafting, but nothing that could prevent us from
adopting this article as quickly as possible and 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. Thot is not the case, According
to the procedure we have already adopted, it is understood that we musl exaomine
the Soviet proposal, the programme submitted by the United States, and all the
other proposals which have been submitted or may be submitted loter. The Soviet
draft is the fullest that has been submitted so far. Perhops o fuller draft will
be submitted later, That is another question. It is obvious that if & 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 and examine all aspects
of disarmament,

Some will say: but there are other points which we should like to discuss
in sub~committec because they are very important. I do not think we shall refuse
to discuss those points when the tire comes and they are placed in the context
of the appropriate parts of the draft treaty thot has been submitted. The
Committee is mester of its own procedure and can, if it so desires, decide to
appoint & sub-committee to examine perticular aspects of any question, perheps in
spite of the opposition of certain delegations which would like to defend
indefensible principles and positions. The Committee, I repcat, is master of its
own procedure and it can do thet; but it should do so when the time comes - when
we find it absclutely necessary to have a number of sub-~committees. I should be
sorry for it mysclf, because I am sure that the more committees we have, the less
progress will be made on disarmament, and the less work we shall be able tc do - we
shall agein reach an impasse on general and complete disarmement. Thet is why ny
delegation does not wish the Committee to begin its work by sctting up bodies of
that kind, which would prevent us from meking progress.

Our delegation cannot see why, after a fortnight of general debate on the
prineiples of the various questions which arise, we should now embark on another
general discussion concerning 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 thinkhthat‘tﬂe 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 the
co-Chairmen, "the Soviet draft treaty on general and complete disarmamenﬁ of
March 15, 1962, the United States programme for general and complete disarmament
of September 25, 1961, and other proposals. which have been or may subsequently
be made" (EEQQZL;). )

That is the best method to follow, .Indeed, the proof is that bylfollowing
it yesterday we achieved our first result. I think we can obtain others to ﬁlaco
before world opinion and the United Notions 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'Kihgdém
representotive, I should like to make one point crystal clear. The Romanian ‘ )
delegation is not against sub-committees — after all, we proposed the establ}shménﬁ
of sub-committees, But we are not in favour of sub-committees when @here is no‘ :

need Zor them.

Mr, DEAN (United States of America): With great respect to my colieagueé
from Poland and Romenia, 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 that what was agreed was that~all the
proposals on general and complete disarmement before the Committee, including the
Soviet draft treaty, the United States programme of 25 September, and any other
possible programme or proposals that might be submitted to the Committeé Qho@ld be
considered concurrently. But I find no statement in document ENDC /12 that. ‘>
examination of ‘these proposals must proceed on & line by line or article by afficle
basis, On the contrary, it says that we are to consider the Soviet draft treafy;
the United States-programme, "and other proposals" -~ in the plural. .

%hat we must deal with is the substance of these proposals. We do not think
that this approach need involve us, in any difficulty or controversy - which is the
last thing we wish {0 cause. What, in essence, we propose that we should discuss are
the major issues in disarmament, ra’ther than to spend our time agreeing on
summaries before we know what .we wish to summarize, or to try to draft treaty
‘language before we know what we wont to draft., In our view, specific treaty
language and summaries of specific treety languoge should be drafted only as thé

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
listened with great interest, I do nct think we ore really in an impasse. 4s I
said this morning, I am quite prepared to comment at a very early date, after
further study, on the remsrks made by our Soviet colleague on his dreft of
article 1. I am sure that other representatives will also want to comment ~ I
certainly hope they will., I also hope that other representatives will be ready
to comment on the points I made yesterday on the reduction and elimination of
nuclear weapons, We believe that we should discuss these important substantive
issues the very moment we can reach themn.

In the programme of work we have agreed upon we have said we are zoing to
consider all these proposals, and I do not see how it is possible to summarize &
particular article before we have had an opportunity of considering the whole
document, I am very much afraid that if a sunmary is discussed befcore the detailed
language has been worked out, some representative, when the detailed language is
reached, will suggest that we are debarred from considering this matter in detail
because we have already adopted it in principle. The adoption of matters in
principle before they have been considered in detail can, I submit, be productive
of much dissension and great disagrcement, because until these matters have been
discussed in detail it may be that 21l 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 ot o very early dote.

Mr. LALL (India): We in the delegation of India are happy to note that
today, as in the past, the tone of discussion in this Committee continues to be
persuasive rather than didactic. We welcome this continuing fact.

We ourselves arc in agrecment with much that has been said by various
speakers today all around this table.

Like Mr. Deen, we dc not believe that the stotements heard today iﬁdicate
that an impasse has been reached on the issues before us, In this connexion I
would like to refer to something said by lir. Godber, who, may I say with respect,
made many comments todey which merit the closest ottention. He said, I believe,

that he was not eriticizing 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 certein 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

what Mr. Krishna Menon seid 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 suggest? Vhat 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 thisuwhole
issue facing us is that o major responsibility does fall upon the co—Cbgirmen,

Ve would hope that, although o weekend is coming uponaus, a period which is
no;mally associated with a cessation of work, the cc-Chairmen will be wil}ing to
discuss this matter together and reach agreement. We do not think there is an
impasse., We believe that a procedural way out can be found., It is a quesﬁion‘of
method, as the representative of Brazil said, and I believe Mr. Godber agreed with
him, We would only express the hope that the two co-Chairmen, in attending to .
this issue of the method of work, will remember, as undoubtedly they will, that
document ENDC/12, cur basic document on procedure, states that the Conference
should pursue without delay its primery objective of reaching egreement on general
and complete disarmament. ‘

We ﬁould therefore urge the two co-Chairmen 4o remember that we are to proceed
without delay, and, in whatever discussion they have, not to overlock that fact;
therefore, even though & weeckend is before us, I would urge them to spend it in
this noble endeavour, - '

I should like to mention two or three other points., I hope they will not be
taken amiss, becéuse I feel they ought not to be.

Many representatives referred to Mr. Rusk's statement at our tenth meeting,
on 27 March. In particular, reference was made to certain broad areas which he
suggested the Conference should deal with., I have been looking at his reference

to these four areas (ENDC/PV,10, ».13). 4ll of them refer to "measures" - measures

for the reduction of this, measures for the elimination of that, measures for the
creation of an international disarmament organization, measures to strengthen

institutions, and so forth,
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Now, with great respech, I would have thought that the article which
Mr. Zorin invroduced today dealt rot with specifi: measures but with general
obligations. Quite frankly, it did not seem to me to be an article tremendously
different in its concept from the preamble. It was 2 pre-measure stage that he
introduced. I am fortified in thot view by the wording of the Joint Statement
of Agreed Principles, paragraph 3 (ZNDC/5, page 2), which sets out under (a),

(b), (c), (d) and (c) almost preciscly wha+t the Soviet Union has included, with
certain additions, in its article 1 on disarmement obligations. I would like to
say at once that T am not wviying to defend the wording of the Soviet article or

to accept or comment on it at this stage. We shall have comments to make on it
later. In our view some things have been left out which should be theres For
example, there is no statsment that all research for the development of destructive
weapons should be discontinued. That is not contained in the Soviet draft, and

if there is to be such an elaboration we would like to see that provision included
in i%,

But my point at the moment is that this is o general elcboration. Of course,
it does include, issues which have raised controversy. here is the question of
reference to atticle 37, which is related to article 43 of the Charter of the
United Nations; there is 1eference in paragraph 3 to the international disarmament
orgenization; and ot the very outset of paragraph 1 there is reference to a
period of four years., All these are coniroversial matters but, as the representative
of the United Arab Renublic very correctly said, we are engaoged in a first reading;
we are no finalizing aonything et all at this stage.

I am mentioning all this with reference to article 1 of document ENDC/2
gimply to indicate that I think it is a prelimimary article and not one which
deals with measures. Perhaps we could all agrec that we should proceed with these
matters at this stage as a first reading, not with any finelity, lesaving out or
putting aside the really controversial is-ues suca as the period of time for our
total programme, so os to give the co-Chairmen o little more time to discuss the
guestion of the method of work to be used in dealing with our substantive tasks

in terms of document ENDC/12,
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We hope that these general remarks will be helpful in keeping our work going
in this Conference and in resolving this problem of method of work, We have had
the advantage of a few informal talks with other reprecentatives, including those
in the co~Cheirmen's delegations, and we are convinced that this is not an impasse,
that it is perfectly possible for the co~Chairmen, who are no doubt aware not only
of the views that have been expressed here but also of certain more detoiled views
to which they have listened at various times, to find a solution. We certainly
feel that a method can be evolved which will take into account the two main
positions which have been expressed here today. There is & lot to be said for

both points of view, ond I am sure they can be merged in one method of work.

Mr. de MELLO~-FRANCO (Brazil) (translation from French): I apclogize 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-Chairmen would agrec to solve the problems of method. That hope was
repeated by several other delegations, and, if I am not mistaken, the head of the
Bulgarian delegation also mentioned & discussion between the two eo-Chairmen, and
the representative of India expressed exactly the same desire, I am therefore
convinced that we are all in agreement on this point. 4nd when I referred just
now to an impasse, I was trying tc point out that we have in fact arrived at o
cross-roads, and are in donger of reoching en impasse if we take the wrong road.
If the two co~Chairmen do not succeed in reaching agreement, we shall be in this

impasse. That is the meaning of what I said,

The CHAIRMAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from

Russian): May I say a few words as representotive of the Soviet Union? - though
I do not intend to reply to many of the observations made by many other speakers.
I think that the discussion we hove had today both on the substance of article 1,
paragraph 1, of the Soviet draft treaty and on the future method of work of our
Committee are of great importance. The ideas expressed here should certainly make
us reflect on the future of our work and on how, to borrow an 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 important for us to think about
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this now, because any deoadlock hindering solution of the problem of gencral and
complete disermament, after the General Assenbly has twice made it a task of
primary importance, would of course nct only cause grecat discppointment to 2ll the

the

peoples and countries of the world but also seriously threaten peace, since
work on which the strengthening of nence primerily depends would not be
progressing. I do not wish today to speak on =211 the questions that have been
raised, since it is alre~dy getting late. But since it is the last working day of
the week and, as the Indian represeatative has said; you can all ~ unlike us - have
a rent, I venture to ask your at%enition for some ideas which I fancy you will find
useful in our subsequent discussions,

What really werce we talking about whsn we spoke of 1he methods of work? We
have had drafted for us = text on the procedure cf work of the Eighteen Nation
Disarmament Committee. It has been referred tc by many speckers, including
Mr, Dean, the United Sta’cs representative, This procedure of work states clearly
that cur primary objective is to reach agreement on general and complete
disarmament. We must conduct our business so that this primory objective really
becomes the foundation of cur 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 moke every effort to do as quickly as possible everything that will
help us to solve this problem.

Further, there is oan indication of how this problem is to be solved. We are
t0ld that "the Committce will consider" -~ I repeat those words "will consider" -
the Soviet draft treaty on general and complete disarmament of 15 March 1962, the
United States programme for general ond complete disarmament cf 25 September 1961,
and other proposals which have been or may subsequently be made. What dces that
mean? It means that we connot conduct our business by discarding the documents
submitted us and considering particulor cuestions put forwerd at the present time,
No; +that will not do, We must consider the documents which have already been
submitted and which we have all agveed arc to be considered. I do not know
whether the United Stotes wishes to consider the plan it has submitted, the
programme for general and complete disarmament of 25 September. If it does not
want to consider that programme, let it say so. Ve want to consider both our

treaty and their programme, and we are sonsidering them,
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I think that all representatives are satisfied that in our discussion we
have considered not only our own draft treaty but also corresponding arfiqles from
the United States draft programme., You cannot reproach us with ignoring the
United 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 think that this is quite understandable, We
certainly have no objection to the United States paying more attention to its own
proposal, True, in all the speeches made by the United States I have not yet
noticed that it has considered its own programme in a concrete manner — in other
words, that it has considered various parts of this programme in relation, say,
to what we have already discussed with United States participation., DBut this is
a matter for the United 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
that is so, let us consider them in conjunction with the United States programme
itself and with those paragraphs of the treaty 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 way of
clarification of article 1, paragraph 1, of our draft., I find this deeply
satisfying. I am also deeply satisfied 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 particuler 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 cthers 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 the line of dis-~
regarding these proposals in some way, of being unwilling, so to spezk, 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 tc the general scope
of the disarmament measures, I think it is obviously premature and inmappropriate
to discuss separate problems or the question of which measure is to be applied at
which stage, We 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 me that I can quite agree with the remark the United States
representative made today, that under paragraph 1 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 tc¢ enumerate. The United States representative alsc spoke of this,
He listed the problems — the problem of nuclear disarmament, the problem of
creating an international armed force, and sc on, At the same time bir, Dean
and Mr. Godber emphasized that this should be done before we discuss the specifiec
documents that have already been submitted for our consideration, It is this
word "before" which I cannct understand. Why "before"? And why should we
discuss those problems before studying the specific parts of the documents in
which they are steted? I am afraid that if we proceed like that we shall revert
to the stage of disarmament negotiations which I believe existed ten yeors 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 a
desire -and will to solve this problem on the part of the States conozrned, which
is the main consideration, there was also another reascn. The nuclear
disarmament problem cannotv be solved in isolation. It must be settled together
with the problem of conventional weepons, TYou cannot settle the problem of
conventional armaments in isolation from the problem .of nuclear disarmament. And
we were not the only cnes to say thisj; +the Western Powers told us this too, When
we proposed a reduction of 30 per centv in conventional armed forces, they told
us that thet 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, but some of it was reasomable in the sense that these
problems cannot be solved ceparately in isclation.

This is how the question of a plan for general and complete 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
Zeasible. This is how the plans for general and complete disarmament arose. Two
resolutions on this question were adopted in the General Assembly of the United
Nations and as a result of all the discussions we fortunately reached the only
correct decision, namely, to draft an agreement on general and complete disarmament.

The Soviet Union has made the greatest efforts to put this problem on a
practical footing, to express it in completely concrete terms, To begin with, we
worked out the fundamental principles of general and complete disarmament; then
we worlzed out the fundamental provisions of a treaty on general and complete
disarmament; and now we have put forward a detailed draft treaty on general and
complete disarmament. Yet when we put forward the fundamental principles, the
Western Powers 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 thal 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 on the fundamental provisions of a treaty, at
any rate we proposed the fundamental principles., It proved impossible to éome to
terms even on these,

After that a long time passed - 1960, nearly the whole of 1961 - and by the
end of 1961 we at last managed to agree on fundamental prineciples. This is an
important step forward., This makes it easier for us to solve the problems of
disarmament, But how does it affect ocur 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 dissuss
this outline again, The representative of the United Kingdom and the representative
of the Bnited States alsoc tell us that we should start with an outline, with 2
general framework, ete., etc. But surely we already have the general framework,
We have the fundamentel principles of general and eomplete disarmament. These
1ist the fundamental content of general and complete disarmament, and also certain
fundamental principles for constructing a treaty on general and complete disarmement.
The general outline already exists. liore than that, there is already a draft
blweprint, There is o 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. Why, then, should we go back now -~ back toc a stage we
have already passed ~ and 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 shculd regard these principles, these proposals as the major issues?
Why? We dc not regard them as the most important, We wigh 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. And we are

discussing them in relation to our own 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 preamble with the preamble
contained in the draft programme of the United States. We are now telking about
article 1, which lists the basic provisions and defines the essence of general
end complete disarmement. We compare this with what is conteined in the programme
of the United States. So we are comparing positions, If you think it necessary
to make any additions to or modifiecutions in your position, we are prepared to
discuss them thoroughly and fullv., Ve 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? Why should we go back and-try to
examine the problem of nuclear disarmement separately? This is an unsound approach.
It has failed to yield results in the past and cannot yield any positive results
now.

I am saying this in order to make it clear that this is not a whim of curs 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 progremme. Let us discuss them together,

We are beginning to discuss our vreaty and you are free to put forward your own
proposals regarding your programme. Who objects to this? There is no one who
objects.

Mr. Godber, however, expressed one idea with regard to our method of work
which seems tc me sound, and his view was endorsed by Mr, Dean., They both said
that, within the framework of the decision the Committee has taken om. its procedure
of work, any questions cculd be discussed. I entirely agree with this, I believe
that this is the way that we ought to proceed - within the framework 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 made a comment on article 1,
which is what we are now discussiﬁg. I understood him to say that article 1 is
in a sense a preliminary article and contains generel provisions relating both to
the progremme of generél and complete disarmament and to certain basic methods of
drafting the treaty, I think the representative of India also said that article 1
wes 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, ds
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...".
I+ then goes on to enumerete the basic elements of general and complete
disarmament.

Sub-paragraph (a) refers to the disbanding of armed forces, the dismantling

of military establishments, 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 destruction;

Sub-paragraph (c¢) refers to the elimination of all means of delivery

of weapons;

Sub-paragraph (d) refers to the abolition of the orgenizations and

institutions designed to crganizc the military effort of States; and

Sub-paragraph (e) to the discontinuance of military expencitures,

In other words, the article outlines a programme of general and complete
disarmament not yet broken down into stages.

Why could we not reach agreement on how to give concrete expression to this
general programme for the purposes of our future agreement? Do you really object
to anything which is stated in the general principles end embodied in our
article 1? 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 satisfied with what you say.
You will obviously explain your position to us. What is the possible cutcome of

this discuscsion? The outcome mey be that both we and you will stend 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 tc come to terms,

we will indicate that disagreement remains on gsuch and such gquastions. I believe
that this would be a very useful piece of work, because it would then be clear to
everyone that on certain questions we 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 call it, the drafting of the
document, we could in fact return to this question and discuss it once again
with & 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 agreement on every letter cr phrase or in the drafting of the
text, That is why I also spoke yesterday and, os you probably remember, said that
one can go on for ever amending documents. And this is of course tco time~
consuming. The importont thing now is to reach agreement on the substance of the
proposals and ideas embodied in the various articles, This is what matters most.
Apparently, this coincides with your position. You are not aiming at & finel
text., Nor do we insist at present on a final text, We would merely like to reach
agreement, to determine whether you have any objectibns to the substance of the
proposals contained in a given article. If you have any proposals for the
inclusion of some entirely new provisicns, then let us dizecuss them. If you wish
to propose that something should be dealt with not in this article but in another
article, let us discuss the matter. You meniioned article 2 and if you think that
this article is related to article 37, then let us discuss article 2 and article 37
at the came time, if they are interconnected. “e are quite agreeable to this, By
2ll means let us do soc.

What we want is businesslike and practical work, not gencral discussion or a
general debate on individual problems singled out from the programme of general
and complete disarmament, What we want is discussion of a droft 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 seems Ho me that our gos1t10n noay perhaps be misunderstood or
not fully understood. ALttempts to evade con51derat10n of the treaty on general
and complete disarmament may even be involved. I say this because the phrase
"treaty or treaties" crept into the statements of two speakers: Mr, 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 single 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 amount 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. Ve afe prepared to examine these documentg at -the —~ame
time, But let us move forward in accordance with & definite procedure.

We have come here for businesslike work, and we will therefore reflect on
what has been said. I think that the United States representatlve, as o co-Chairman,
will also do so., If it is necessary and essential for us to meet in order +to
discuss the questions raised in regard to our further work, I cm entirely at the
service of my co-Chairman and am preparéd to discuss these questionc. But I
believe that the sound and businesslike character which has marked our work in
the past can and should be maintained. We shall reply to the comments which were
made today. We will gladly listen to any observations which the Uaited States
representative and other colleagues wish to make. we are also\prepared to discuss
and give our views on all the questions the United States is raising. We are
prepared to discuss these qﬁeétions at the appropriate time and we are quite willing
at this stage to consider questions relating to the general problemc now actually
under discussion, that is to say, questions relatinc to the first chapter of our
draft treaty.

I do not think there will be much disagreement among us on these gquestions;
and when we come, say, tc the question of the International Disarmament
Organization, we are prepared to consider it in all its aspects. We are ready
to discuss the question of armed forces at the appropriate time, We do not refuse

to discuss it. The representative of Brazil was right in saying that thexe is a
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danger of our reaching an impasse, But, in my 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 shall 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 progress in the discussion
of the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests in the Sub-Committee of Three at
its meeting on 2 April. Ve are in cgreement on this and unless the Committee has

any objecvions, this is how we will proceed.

The Conference decided to issue the fol.owing communiques

"The Conference of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament
today held its twelfth meeting at the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under
the chairmanship of Mr, V.A. Zorin, representative of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics,

"The representatives of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republiecs,
the United States of America, Italy, Poland, Brazil, the United Arab
Republic, Romania, the United Kingzdom, Bulzaria and Indie made
statements.

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

2 April 1962, at 10 a.m,"

The meeling rose at 1.35 p.m.




