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At the Summit Meeting, the world was confronted
with a series of imaginative and constructive plans,
approaching the problems of disarmament from a variety of
angles admittedly, but as has been stressed by the repre-
sentative of France, not in a mutually incompatible fashion,
This array of new ideas may have distracted attention,
however, from the formidable and so far unsolved difficulties
as regards the possibility of effectively controlling the
prohibition ‘of nuclear weapons. It seems to me that since
that important Summit Meeting, all discussions directly or
indirectly have been dominated by this new factor and by
attempts to develop formulae which would take account of its

implications.

In view of the current, and I trust, temporary
scientific difficulties which I have just mentioned, our
position in regard to disarmament, given the proposals which
have been submitted so far, can be summarized in three clear

and simple propositions.

My first proposition is that because it cannot be
effectively controlled, the elimination of nuclear weapons
cannot at this time be part of a programme of disarmament
to be implemented immediately. True, all of us retain the
hope that soon it may be possible to devise means whereby
control will be possible. In the meantime it is not
realistic nor helpful to suggest, as is done in the latest
Soviet proposals tabled in Geneva, that "effective interna-
tional control shall be established over the implementation
of measures for ... the prohibition of atomic weapons™., The
plain truth is that at the present time'a complete prohibi-
tion of atomic weapons cannot be effectively controlled.

And no one has stated this more clearly than the Soviet
Government in its May 10th proposals. Surely, all efforts
will continue to be made, as suggested by the Western Powers
‘in Geneva, to search for a solution to this problem.
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