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The CHaIRMAN (Italy) (translation from French): I declare open the one hundred

and'forty-fourth‘plenary meeting of the Conference.of the Zighteen-Nation Committee on

Disarmament.,

Mr. MACOVESCU (Komenia): 4An important task entrusted to our Committee is that

of discussihg and adopting measures which, without repreéenting an integrant part of
general and complete disarmament, should nevertheless be conducive to the lessening of
international tension, should promote and consolidate confidence in relations between
States, and by those means should facilitate the implementation of general and complete
disarmament. ‘ » '

Our Committee already has before it o number of proposals designed to open up
prospects for speedy implementation of that objective and to allow fruitful developments.
I have in mind the proposhls aiming at the conclusion of a non-aggression pact between
the States members of NATC and the States signatories to the Warsaw Treaty (ENDC/77), the
adoption of a declaration on renunciation of use of foreign territories for the stationing of
strategical means of delivery of nuclear weapons (ENDC/75), and the creation of nuclear-
free zones in various regions of the globe. ‘ '

TodéyVI propose to give expréssion to certain considerations by the Fomanian deloga—
tion concerning that last issue -< that is, the creation of nuclear-free zomes. The idea
of nuclear-free zones is of comparatively recent.date.. It originated and acquired a
definite shape in the 'fifties of this century, represénting in a certain sense, one
might say, & development and an adaptation to the conditions of the second half of the
twentieth century of an older institution of international law -- namely, that of
demilitarized territories. It is an idea which gives expréssion to the ardent desire of
the>peoples ~- in the very specific conditions of the existence of the mosf.destructive
weapons known so far —- that efficient measures be’ taken against theAgreatest danger
hovering over humanity: that of a devastating nuclear war.

Answering the compelling necessity of our timeé, the idea of nuclear-free zones has
continuously gained scope, conguering the minds and the hearts of people everywhere. It
has been adopted by numerous governments, and has become an object of major:concern in the
United Nations as well as in other international bodies. It is on the agendg“of our
Conference (ENDC/C.1/2). MNumerous proposals aiming at the creation of nuclear-free zones
in various'regions of the world -- in Iurope, in the Pacific arca, in Africa, in Latin
smerica -- testify to the viability of this idea. Recent developments and proposals, whose

echo has made itself felt in this Committee too, give fresh and eloquent proof.
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(ir. Wacovescu, Romania)

The delegation of the Folish People's Republic has re-stated &uring the current
session of our Conference the well-known proposal of the Polish Govermment with regard
to the creation of & nuclear-free zone in Central Furope (ENDC/C.1/1).

On 6 iay 1963 (ENDC/PV.128) the representative of Brazil, kr. de Castro, and the
representative of Mexico, kr. Padilla Nervo, submitted to this Conference the
Declaration (ENDC/87) signed by the Presidents of five Latin-americon countries —-
Bolivia, Brazil, Chile,vEcuador and México ~— aimed at turning the Latin-imerican
continent into a nuclear-free zone.

The representative of the Soviet Union, Mr. Tsarapkin, expounded before the
Committee (ENDC/PV.137, pp.9 et seq.) the contents of the Soviet proposal (ENDC/91) of
20 lay on the denuclearization of the iiediterranean region;

Just a few days ago, on 10 June, the representatives of Lthiopia, Nigeria and the
United arab Republic submitted to us (ENDC/PV.142) the resolution on general and complete
disarmamént passed by the African Summit Conference at Addis iAbaba. In that important
doéument the heads of thirty independent ifrican States declared that they decided --

"l. To affirm and respect the principle of declaring.africa a

Denuclearized Zone; to oppose all nuclear and thermo-nuclear tests, as well

as the manufacture of nuclear weapons; and to promote the peaceful uses of

nuelear energy". (ENDC/93/Rev.l, p.l)

This represents & new and significant development in the direction of the implementation
of resolution 1652 (XVI) concerning the consideration of Africe as a denuclearized zone,
adopted by the General Assembly of the United Nations on 24 November 1961.
_ Opinions have been voiced here on other valuable initiatives too. Among those I may
mention the statement made on 28 May by the President of Finland, Mr. Kekkonen, with
regard to the creation of a nuclear-free zone in Scandinavia (see ENDC/PV.141, p. 20 ).
Yhile reviewing those proposals ~- which not only have the character of mere proposals
but are explicit demands —- and recalling how the idea of nuclear-free zones was met some
years ago by the Western nuclear Powers, I am tempted to repeat here the words of Galileo

Galilei: "Eppur si muovel" Indeed the idea is moving on; it is going ahead, and, like

every great idea which has originated in reality, it takes hold of the masses and thus

acquires strength.
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(ir, iacovescu, Romania)

How are we tc explain. the powerful support thg'idea of nﬁclear-frééaZOnes is
enjoying? VWhat are the reasons for which peopies and governments representing countries,
broad geogrsphical regions, ‘entire continénts, are taking a stand in favour of nucleger-
free zones? The answer to.these-qﬁestions is a simple one. The massive'support'given
to the idea of nucléar-free zones stems from the conviction that the implementation of
such measures would represent an important step towards the elimination ¢of nuclear
danger. The safest and the most efficient way to achieve the ultimate ¢limination of
that danger and to secure international peace and security is the implemgntgtion of
genéral and complete disarmament. But it is clear that the establishment of nuclear-free
zones in vaiious regions of the globe would represent an importaht step in the right .
direction -~.the direction of reducing the nuclear danger, of lessening.international
tension, and of promoting confidence and co-operation between States. |

In fact and de jure, a nuclear-free zone represents a region from Whichror upon
which no blow will be dealt with nuclear weapons, a region wheré the nuclear weapon will
bc banned -~ that is, its use as well as its production, acquisition, storing, stcck-
piling and testing. Thus a valuable contribution would be made, not only to +the
strengthening of the sccurity of States situnted in the particular reéion, but also to
strengthening and ensuring world peace. In short, to conclude agreements for fhe creation
of nuclear-free zcnes means to work for peace.

rroceeding from the belief that all States, whether big or 'small, are in duty bouhd
to make their entire contribution to the strengthening éf peacce, the Government of the
Romanian People's Republic addressed to the govermments of the Balkan countries in 1957
and 1959 proposals designed to turn the Balkans into a zone of peacc and co~o§ération;
free of nucleer weapons and rockets. Iiay I be allowed to recall briefly the essence of
the Romanian Government's proposals? ' _ . | ,

Cn 1C September 1957, addressing himself to the Governments of the Balkan States,
the Chairman of the Council of Hinisters of the RXomanien Pecople's Republic proposed the
convening of a conference of the heads of gcvernment of the Bulkan’states,xwhich”--

... might examine and take adequate decisions ‘on problems concerning the

strengthening of peace inlthe Palkans, non-aggression, the settlement of any

litigious issue by peaceful means, development of economic and cultural relations
as well as personal contacts between the leaders of the countries of South-East

Burope, the exchange of delegations, mutual viéits; the broadening of contacts

between the representatives of public opinion, and so on."
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(iir. liacovescu, Romanis)

In'order'tofgivé’this co~operation a more lasting character, the Romanian
Government proposed -- _

"The implementation of a collective agreement of the Balkan States with a

.view to ensuring peace in this region for the prosperity and progress of

the Balkan pcoples. The Balkan cniente must be founded on complete equality

of rights betwecen the participating States, on mutual respect for their

sovereignty, and on non-interference with their intcrnal affairs."

Reaffirming the unwavering desire of the Romanian people and its Governmeni to live
in peace and friendship with the other Balkan peoples, the Chairman of the Council of
Ministers of the Romenian People's Republic stated on 29 December 1957 before the Grand
National Assembly: | '

"It is known that in the past the Balkans were named 'the gunpowder .
barrel'., Today, when gunpowder has 1oﬂg been out-dated, the question arises:

“hat is best, to set up launching pads for atomic wcapons pointed against

each other, or to create conditions for the development of peaceful

éo-operation between the countries in this part of Europe in the interest

of their cconomic progress and of improving the life of their peoples?

In so far as the Romanian Government is cgncerned, it will continue its

efforts for the strengthening of peace and understanding in the Balkans,

and expresses its conviction that its endeavours will enjoy the support of

all Balkan States in the interest of its peoples and the cause of peace.”

In the declaration of the Govermnment of the Romanian People's Republic of 26 January
1959 concerning the conclusion of a military agreement between Turkey and the United
States of America, we read inter alia:

"Instead of nuclear armaments, instead of the emplacement of launching

pads for guided weapons, instead of stepping up military preparations, the

Government of the Romanian People's Rupubliic proposed the many-sided

co~operation between Turkey and the Romanian Fcople's Republic, the development

of trade and cultural exchanges, friendship between the Romanian and the

Turkish people and between all the Balkan peoples.”
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(Mr. liacovescu, Romania)

Og 6 June 1959 the Government of the Romanian People's Republic issued a declaration
:“ih'ﬁﬁiéhj;fgaff{fﬁiﬁé its proposals of 1957, it stated that —- '

_ "The Romanian Government belleves that the danger ¢f a generalized nuclear

war would. be significantly diminished and the peace and security of the peoples

in the Balkan area would be e1f1c1ently safeguarded if common efforts were made

by all the Balkan States leading to the elimination from this region of fofeign

“military(forces equipped with nuclear afmaments, rocket-launching pads”and
- guided missiles." \ B

In that declaratlon the proposal was also made to adopt a treaty of understapdlng

~and ,collective security on the strength of which --

"... the Balkan States would undertake %o settle by peaceful means any -

litigious issue, to refrain from resorting-to.aggression'or threatsfof war

in their mutual relations,’andVWOuld undertake not to admit the stockpiling

of atomic and niclear armaments or the stationing of military units equipped

with atomic and nuclear arms belonging to States alien to the Balkan région,
of'the emplacement of .rocket-launching pads and of guided missilés on their -
territory." |
The propdsals of the Romanian Feople's Eepublic concerning the Balkans met with a huge
response, .

The Sov1et Union, a nuclear Power, supported the idea of creating a nuclear—free
zone in the Balkans. In the statement of the Government of the Soviet Union of 25 June.
1959 concerning the problem of ensuring peace in the Balkans and the Adriatic Sea area,
we reed ipter alia: | |

"The Soviet Government highly appreciates the efforts of the goVernments

pf those countries which are stﬁnding up firmly and consiétently for the

vvstrengthening of peace and for the broadest possible co-operation between the -

Balkan peoples on the basis of the principles of equal :ights, mwmutual respect

and non-interference with each other's internal affairs.
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(i:r. liacovescu, Romania)

"In this connexion it is necessary to emphasize the declaration of the

Romanian Government of 6 June this year 1—1959;7 in which it is once more

proposed to convene a conference of the heads of govermment of the countries

in the Balkan peninsula for the examination of the present-day issues which

concern the countries of the area, including the examination of the proposal

to create a zone of peace in the Balkans in which no atomic weapons or roclket

weapons should exist."

Unfortunately one cannot say the same about the Western Powers, .and especially about
the United States of America, which did not support the idea of denuclearizing the
Balkan region. On the contrary, those Powers have acted in a direction which endangers
the security of the States in that part of the world also.

The proposals of the Romanian Government to create in the Baikans a zone of peace
end co-overation, free of rockets and nuclear weapons, fu1lly preserve their topical
significance. On the occasion of the recent visit to Romania of the United Nations
Secretary-General U Thant, the FPresident of the State Council of the Romanian Pcople's
Eepublic, Gheorghe Ghcorghiu-Dej, stated:

"The turning of the Balkans into a zone of peace and co-operation, free

of nucleer weapons and rocketé, would be in the interest of all the peoples

in this geographical region and would constitute a significant contribution

towards an international détentc".

Shortly after that, in the message addressed by the Chairman of the Council of
Ministers of the Romanian People's Republic, Ion Gheérghe Maurer, to the meeting of the
representatives of the Committees for Balkan Co-operation which took place between 27 and
29 kay 1963 in Bucharest, it is stated:

"The response given to the proposals of the Romanian Govermment as well

as to thosc of other governments which pursue the creation of zones of peace,

free of nuclear weapons, in various regions of the globe, entitles us to believé

that the idea of nuclear-free zones is meeting the peoples' desire for .

international ditente, rapprochement and understanding."

The proposal to set up a zone of pecace and co-operation in the Balkans, free of
miclear weapons and missiles, represents one link in a chain of measures aimed at creating

a vast denuclearized zone in Europe.
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(iix. iiacovescu, Romania)

" "The preVious proposals have been recently amplified by a new initiative. T
have in mind the initiative of the Government of the Soviet Union regarding the .
denuclearization of the iiediterranean region (ENDC/91). This proposal is part and
parcel of the continuous and persevering efforts of the Soviet Union aimed at safe-
guarding internaticnal peace and security. In the Eonditions of the denuclearization
of the Mediterranean regicn, the pzoples of that zone, Buropeans and aAfricans, not only
would be insured against the nuclear danger but would be also in a position to devote
even more effort and means to the solution of their social and economic problems. At
the same time this measure would contribute to the lessening of international tension,
would support, as a pendant, the idea of denuclearizing Africa, and would enhance the
chances of reaching égreement on general and complete disarmament. |
Now a few remarks- about the criteria which, in the opinion of scme Western repre-
sentatives, ought to be met by any proposal for the creation of a denuclearized zone.
It was, I dare submit, specifically the United Kingdom delegation which dwelt on this
particular subject. at the meeting of 7 June the representative of the United Kingdom
stated that any proposal regarding the creation of nuclear-free zones must comply with
certain criteria. e mentioned the following criteria:
"First, such a proposal must have the support of the States directly
concerned whose interests would be affected ...
"Secondly, we contend that such a proposal cannot be applied to an area
of direct military confrontation of the great Powers.
"Thirdly, we say thatit cannot be applied to regions where there is a
complex system of essential defensive arrangements, such as thosé obtaining
in Burope, which, pending generalband com?iete disafmament, maintain the
balance of nower and thereby contribute ‘o the preservation of peace".
(ENDC/PV.141, . 16_) |

e of the Iomanian delegation have no objection against guiding criteria, and that

irrespectivély of whether the issue at stake concerns the problem of denuclearized zones
or dny other problem submitted to this Committce -- but on one condition alone: that
here, too, we should have a criterion, the criterion of objectiveness. In short, we are
. to establish cbjective criteria, and not subjective ones, criteria tending to promdte
real and effective proposals and not to torpedo them. The criteria put forward~by-Sir

Faul Mason do not meet this criterion.
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(ir. Macovescu, Romania}

Let us take the first criterion given by the representative of the United Zingdom:
that a proposal for a nuclear-free zone "must have the support of the States directly
concerned whose interests would be affected". If the representative of the United
Kingdom has in mind the frezly-cxpressed consent of States which are situated in the
particular geographical zone, we cannot but agree¢ with him., Any agrcement between two
or more States is not conceivable in the absence of the freely-expressed consent of vhe
States concerned. This stems from the very essence of contemporary international law,
that law whose norms are meant to govern the relations between sovereign States,
between States equal in sovereignty.

But when Sir Paul liascn tclls us about the support "of the States directly concerned
whose interests would be affected", things get o somewhat different connotaticn. Those
words can be invoked by the Jestern nuclcar Powers against any proposal to create a
nuclear-free zone, in order to frustirate it. hy? ZEeceause, with regdrd to any geographi-
cal zone which we may want to denuclearize, the United States, the United Kingdom and
France coculd proclaim themselves "States directly concerncd whose interests are affected",
In this casc, knowing the stand of thosc Powers on the idea of denuclearized zones, cvery
effort, in any area, would be thwarted. But perhaps I fail to make out the mcaning of the
wvords uttered by the representative of the United Kingdom. If that be the case, I should
be only too grateful for any clarification he might deem fit to give us.

The second criterion put forward by the United Xingdom delegation avpears to us
equally unfounded. According to this, any proposal for a nuclear-free zone "cannot be
applicd to an area of direct military confron%aticn of the great Powers". ith regard
to this criterion one can submit, inter alia, the follewing remarks,

The above-quoted assessment reveals an obsolete concept of the character of inter-
State relations in our era, a concept which could be applied in the centuries gone by
which were characterized by the inequality governing inter-State relationships. "Direct
military confrontation of greet Powors" might be very easily invoked by the Vestern Powers
in order to bring to naught the agrcement reached by the States of a certein region to
turn that perticular region into & nuclear-frec zonc. Let us take an example. Suppose
that the Balkan States reached agreement on the denuclearization of the Balkans. The
United States or the United Xingdom might well claim that to be an arca of direct
military confrontation c¢f great Powers, and thus torpedo the agreement. And that is

true for any other region of the world.
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iiere I should like to make a point. The role of the great Powers in cnsuring

internaticnal peace and sccurity is unanimously acknowledged., i tout seigneur tout

honneur. But their interests, or rather the so-called interests of certain great Powers,
cannot be set up against the right 4o peace and security of the other States. Cn the
contrary, the great Powers have the right and the duty vo act in the direction of ensuring
international peace and security for all States, including thosc outside the category of
great Powers.  In the case of maciecar-free zones, the great Powers, +the nuclear Powers,
are called upon to play an important rcle. It is incumbent upon them to guarantee the
status of nuclear-frec¢ zones established by the common consent of the States situated

in the respective regions. I+ is in that direction that they are called upon to make a
substantive contribution. But up to the prescnt one nuclear Power alone, the Soviet
Unjon, has made the offer to guarantee various proposdls for nuclear-free zones. VWith
regard to the United Kingdom in its capacity as a great Power, o nuclear Power, we do
not know of such an offer. And the same is true of the United States.

Tith regard to the third criterion voiced by the Unitec H{ingdom delegation, namely
that a proposal for establishing o nuclear-free zone "cannot be applied to regions where
there is a complex systom of essential defonsive arrangements, such as those obtaining
in Europe ...", such a criterion tends tec destroy the very content of the idea of nuclear-
free zones. Obviously it is highly desirable and praiseworthy to establish nuclear-free
zones in thosc regions of the werld in which, to use Sir Paul Mason's own wording, there
is no "complex system of essential defensive arrangements". If the States situated in a
region in which, at prosent, there are no nuclear weapons. or their delivery vehicles do
agrce to turn that region into a nuclear-froe zone, that can only be in the interest of
peace.

But if the creation of nuclcar-free zones is useful in the regions in which there are
no nuclear weapons, the establishment of nuclear~free zones appears even more useful in
those parvs of the globe where there are, at pre¢sent, nuclear wcapons and where,.soto say,
"there is & complex system of essentiel defensive arrangements'., It is the idea from
wvhich the representative of Ethiopie also proceeded when on 6 May, referring to the state-
ment made by the Presidents of the five Latin-American republics aimed at turning Latin

America into a nuclear-free zone, he said:
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(lir. liacovescu, Romania)

"Also, our delegation ventures to hone that the cexample of this Dcclaration
will be followed by other governments, especially in certain sensitive arcas

where nuclear weapons alrcedy exist". ENDC/PV.128, ».23)

T stress the words "especially in certein sensitive arcas where nuclear weapons already
exist".

4s to the reference the representative of the United Kingdom made to Europe, we
take a fundamentally diffecrent stand. ithin the space of only 25 years, two devasta-
ting wars have ravaged old Europe. Tac mein battle-ficelds were in Zurcpe. Lillions of
people belonging to the RBuropean nations have perished. Tremendous noterial and
spiritual values have been destroyed -- values created in the course of many centurics
by the toil of many gcemerations. Zurope has bled and has suffered too much for us to
fail to focus our attention on it.

The situation now obtaining ir Europe -- o situcbion locded with tonsiom -- onl the
existence of nuclear weapons and of their delivery vehicles in a number of Zuropean
countries plead precisely in favour of the adoption of proposals for the establishment
of nuclear-frec zones in this continent which history has so sorely tried. The imple-
mentation of those proposals would result in substantially diminishing the danger of
nuclear war; it would reduce tension and promote confidence in relations between the
States of @urcpe. Thus an essential contribution would be made to the strengthening of
peace, not only in kurope but also all over the world.

Before ending my statement I should like to make a final remark on the stand of
the United Kingdom delegaticn in regard to the proposals aiming at the denuclearization
of Latin Americe and of the African continent.

At our mectings of 6 liay (ZNDC/PV.128) and 7 June (ENDC/PV.141) the United Kingdom
delegation told us of the favourable attitude of the United Kingdom with regard to those
proposals. Referring specifically to ifrica, the leader of the United Xingdom delegation,
Mr. Godber, made the following statement:

"Je adopt in relation to Africa cxactly the same attitude I have indicated

in relaticn to Latin America. YWe have said sc in the past. If the countries

concerned really want this, then we shall adopt & very syupathetic interest

towards it". (ZNDC/PV.128, p.25).
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(ir. Hincovescu, Romanie)

That is a significant statement to which we of the Romanian delegation give all duc
ettention. Vhy? Boceuse it carmerks a change in the stand cf the United Kingdom with
regard to the idea of denuclearizing Africa. e are glad, of coursc, to note that this
change has taken place in the right dirceticn. In the past the British Government had
a "slightly" differcnt attitude. sand whilc #r. Godber states: "Ve have said so in the
past", we should like to remind him of the following statement made by Sir MichaélJWright
before the First Committce of the United Nations General Assembly on 9 November 1961.
At that time Sir Micha§l Wright said:

"... we do not believe that the aim of the sponsors to 'denuclearize! Africa

would be met by the means proposed in their draft resoluticn. There could be

absolutely no guarantee that Africa would be 'atom-froe' in the absence of

effective international verification. Such verification is possible only

within the context of agreement on disarmament in all its aspects ... It

would thereforc, in our view, be entirely unrcalistic to expect that arrange-

ments such as those proposed in the operative paragraph of the draft resolution*

would be sufficient tc isolate particular arcas of the world from a nuclear

war." (A/C.1/PV.1190, ».6)

So in 1961, resorting to criteria which differ totally from those rescrted to in

1963, the British Government did not see favourably the denuclearization of africa. But,
with the change. of times, criteria are changing tos. Ve can only cxpress the hope that
the day will come —-- and we hbpo that this time it will not toke two years —-- when the
United Kingdom delegation will modify the criteria which "prevent" it from supporting
other proposals aiming at the ostoblishment of nuclcar-frec zones, cspecially in Europe.
The interests of the peace and security of our peoples, the interests of the peace
and security of the whole of mankind, demand efficiont acticn towards the elimination
of nuclear danger. The acceptance and the implementation of the proposals on the creation
of nuclear-frec zones in various regions of the world would meke a substantial contribu-
tion in this direction. ZEvery nuclear-free zone would represent an clement in the vaét
action aimed at the denuclearization of the whole globe. The way is long and hard, but
we have started or it. snd with overy passing day therc are more of us. And, where

there are many, there is the might and there is the future.

* 4/C.1/1.291/Rev.1
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tir, HASSAN (United Arab Republic): I hope the Committee will excuse ny

speaking o second time in the same weck, It is not my usual practice, but I hope that
my colleagues will bear with me for a fow morc minutes.

ify remarks today will not depart from ocur establisked rules of procedure, for they
are a continuation of my remarks of lionday lost about collateral measures (ENDC/PV.142,
PPl et sg).4s I have alrecady cxplained, we do not draw a sharp dividing line between
kMonday and Friday topics -- that is, nuclear tests and collateral measures respectively —-;
for does not a test ban constitute in c¢ffect the most important collateral measure? OCur
colleagues here will no doubt remember with what tenacity, confidence and continued hope
my delegation has, since the beginning of this Confercence, kopt advocating a quick solu-
tion of the test ban problem as a prerequisite to the progress of our negotiations on
collateral measures and general and complete disarmament. Therefore the joint memorandum
of the three Africen delegations on the question of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests

is a continuation of last ycar's efforts. TParagraph 3 of that memorandum exoresses the

conviction of its authors that --~

".., direct contacts between the nuclear Fowers, for example on the Foreign

tiinisters' level, and possibly direct communications and contacts betwecn
the Heads of the nuclear States and governmacnts, may prove of great vealuc

in reaching a quick and adequate sclution cf this problem.™ (ENDC/94, p.2)

The Committee may recall also my delegation's words of 18 February:

ns

“e are convinced that only the nuclear partrers -~ and possibly only
at the highest level -- can find solutions to those problems, solutions

which they will be ready and willing tc implement." (ENDC/PV.99, ».16)

We went on to say on that occasion:
"We should be happy if the nuclear Powers decided tc usce the forum of the
Sub~Committee or ... even the Conference itsclf. ‘e have no objection to
their making simultancous use of eny other channel available at whatever

level, as long as they resume scrious and dedicated talks ..." (ibid. p.18)
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It.ié inaeéduémégbd gﬁéﬁ-féf.fﬂis Conference that, at & time when the non-aligned
States in general, and the African Stebes in particular, are engeged in finding ways and
means to help to solve the most important of collateral measures -- that is, the test
ban question --, the heads of the nuclear States should be closely following those efforts’
and finally deciding to crown them by taking that very judicious and mature political |
decision which we ourselves have becn advocating.

The welcome news of the agreement by President Kennedy, kir. Khrushchev and
tir. Maemillan to hold high-level tripartite tallks between their special reprasentatives
in Moscow in mid-Jduly is a fulfilment of ocur fondest wishes and an enswer te our
afore-mentioned repeated appeals. iiy country sincerely weclcomes that happy news and truly
believes that the fcrthcoming high-level meeting is, as I have already pointed cut, an
appropriate crowning of the efforts of this Conference.

ialthough Presiden’ Kennedy's announcoment of this welcome news in his inspiring and
encouraging speech (ENDC/95) came a bare few hours after the presenitation of our memoran—
dum, it gives me added pleasurc to remind my colleaguecs that the memorandun had happily
anticipated and, indced, éxprossed the wish for the resumption of those direct high-level
contacts when it statéd in paragraph 7 that "the current British-imerican demarches at
Moscow ..., should be encouraged", and in paragraph 3 that "dircet contacts between the

nuclear Powers ... may prove of great value". (ENDC/94, pn. 2, 3). But the memcrandum

also appeals to the nuclear Powers —-- and my dclegoeticn would certainly want to reiterate
this exhortetion to the high-level negotiating parties —-

",.. to give attention to those nocn-aligned ideas and thoughts ... which, in

the last analysis, may prove to be good aﬁd lasting solutions to the test ban

problem." (ibid, p.2)

Ve are confident that the negotiating parties will certeinly want to take up the
various suggestions offered in this Confercnce and that they will leave no stone unturned
in their search for honourablc, precticable and mutual compromisc solutions. This last
memorandum, added to thce wealth of pertinent ideas and thoughts exproséed dﬁring the course
of our recent meetings, including my delegation's rccent proposal (ENDC/PV.142, p.16)
for a well-balanced and practicable collateral measurcs pﬁckagé deal, will certainly
constitute a vast common fund of constructive ideas which the representatives of:the nuclecar

Powers will, logically, want tc¢ draw upon in their meetings at lloscow.
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As a matter of fact my delegation would like to toke this opportunity of welcoming
the announcement of the high-level tripartito talks to sdy that the co-spanscrs of the
memorandum could not have wished for a better.or a more suitable forum for giving their
memorandum and their ideas the serious and promising discussion that thoy may Geserve
then the'forthcoming meectings in Moscow. If that were to happen, the three african
delegations would be more than rewarded for fhoir efforts.

Bere I repeat what I c¢nded by saying on uonday last -- that we wish the high-level
negoticting parties every success in their coming talks and hope that their mcetings will
usher in o new era of understanding and truc peace. .

On behalf of the co-sponsors of the memcrondun, I want to express my delegation's
sincere appreciation fer the expressions cf interest, sympathy, approval or support
veiced by certain delegations at the mceting on iionday (ZNDC/PV.142). The cxpressicn of
initial interest cr sympathy voiced by representatives of great Powers such as the United
- States of america, the United Kingdom and Itﬁly cennot fail further to encourage the
three african delegations to redcuble their efforts for the succoss of cur common cause.
We share our Indian colleaguc's hopes (ibid, p.34 ) that cur Soviet cblleagues will
naturally want to study the memorandum cerefully, as a possibly significant contribution
to the soluticn of this grove and pressing problem. Ve are certein that the ¢fforts of
the sfrican States will continue to find the same understanding and encouragement which
they have ¢licited from the Scviet Union on various occasions,

Finally, the three alrican ncn-snligned delegations are especially gratified by the
unanimous appro§a1 that this memorandum has elicited from the other five non-aligned
delegations in the Committec. The three african delegations are cspecially gratified and
honoured by the Brazilian Govermment's official support of their memsrandum, which, we
are sure, gives it the added weight of that great country's prestige and importance in
Latin smericy and in the ccuncils of the werld at large.

liowever, if we arc indecd gratified, we are not surprised that it should be so; for,
as I pointed out on licnday (ibid., p. 11 ), the memorandum is but & crystallization of
the ideas and thoughts of the non-aligned world at large. The African label on it is
incidental; it could very well have becn the memorandum of the eight. 4nd, in a way, it
is the memorandum not only of the cight, but of cighty or morc non-aligned, non-nuclear,
peace-loving States, all anxious and desirous of contributing their modest best to finding
a worthy compromisc solution of the urgent test ban problem. It is an expression of the
aspirations and wishes of o peace-hungry humanity which believes that a test ban is within

the reach of the nuclear Powers.
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Let mc read out the text of a letter we have just received from the International

Institute for Peace in Vienna in response to our membrandum. It says:
' - e ha&b learnt with grea? interest ¢f the new proposals the three

African delegations prcsénted to the Conference. Answering the wishes

of the people of many countrics who cxpressed their interest in your

'proposals, and in order to vopulerize them among the organizeations and:

individuals, cur Institute has decided o publish these proposals os a

brochure, which will appear in the next few days. "¢ would be very

greteful if you could scnd the full text of thom in all the languages

available."

It is for these reasons that the delegations of Ethiopia, Nigeria and the United
Arab Republic would request the Secretariat kindly to take the necessary steps- towards
circuleting the memorandum and the verbatim record ¢f our 142nd meeting as official

documents of the United Nations General 4ssembly.

Mr., TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Rcpublics) (translation from Russian):

In the course of the discussion of proposels regording measures aimed at the lessening
of tension in international relations aud reducing the threat of a nuclear missile war,
measures which would undoubtedly facilitate ggreqment on the problem of general and
complete disarmament, we have repeatedly pcinted out that the assumption by States of
the obligation not to use foreign territorics for stationing strategical mezns of
delivery of nuclear weapcns would be an offective measure the implementation.of which
would undoubtedly help towards reducing the danger of o nuclear missile war.

“The course of recent events in international 1life emphasizes even hore forcibly the
urgent nced for agrecment on this matter. The ndopfion of the declaration on renunciation
by States of usc of foreign territorics for stationing strategical means of delivery of
nuclear weapcns (ENDC/?S) would undoubtedly reduce international ténsiun and éauld
become a turning poihf leading towards the improvement of international relations.

Ve are told that the Western Fowers cenncet accept this Soviét proposal because i{ is
one-sided, that an obligation bin&ing States-toirenounce the use bf foreign territories
for stationing strategical meahs of délivery ctf nuclear weapons‘would affect only(the
United States and its NaTC allics., Te are further tcld that in the declaration‘théfe
arc no real elemeﬁts of reciprocity; ond that it does not contain any compéﬁsatién to the

United States in return for its agrecment to adzpt the declaraticn,
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£11 these arguments of the estern Powers, on the basis of which they refuse to
adopt the Soviet draft declaration, arc unfounded. In the first place, we must point
out that at the present time -- cighteen years after the end of the Sccond “iorld Tar ~-—
an absolutely abnormel situation has becn brought about in the werld and is being
maintained, In the post-war period the United States, having taken in interncticnal
affairs a course aimed not at the peaceful co-uxistence of States but ot carrying out @
policy "from o pcsition of strength", began tc surround the Sovet Uniom, the People's
Republic of China and other socialist Stetes in Zurcpe and asia with o close network of
military basces staticned on foreign territories thousands of miles away frem the terri-
tory of the United States itself,

It bas becn ncted in the press that thore arc many hundreds of United States
military bases of all kinds on foreign territorics. These bases encompass the scocialist
States from north to scuth and form two gigantic strategic scemicircles. The northern
semicircle is formed by the United Stotes bases on the territorics of the Federal
Republic of Germany, the United ingdom, Iceland ond Groenlend. it .includes the joint
United States-Canadian'military installations on the territory of-Canada, ot which there
may elready be nuclear warhcads in accordance with the recent agreement in Vashingtcn
between the new Prime Hinister of Canada, r. FPearson, and the President of the United
States, Mr. Kennedy. The southern semicircle of United States bases passcs through the
hzores, Spein, Italy, Libye, G.cece, Turkey, Saudi arabic, Pekistan, Scuth Vietnan,
South Korea, Foermose, Ckinawa and Japan.

To this must be added such é clearly provocative act, threatcning the peoplesrof
Southern Zurope, the Near fast and Nerth africa with very dangercus consequences, as the
dispatching to the ifediterrancan Sca, without the consent or knowledge of theosce peoples,
of United States nuclear submerines armed with Polaris missiles carrying nuclear warhecads.
Zveryone understands what a terrible danger for thuse pcowles is invelved in this desire
of the United States to turn the entire liediterrancan crca intc an active zone of nuclear
missile war. DBounding the shores of the kediterranean Sca therce are sixteen flourishing
States: France, Italy, Yugoslavia, albania, Grecce, Turkey, Cyprus, Syria, Lebanon,
Isracl, the United Arab Republic, Libya, Tunisin, algerie, Morccec and Spain, with a
combined population of nearly three hundred million pecple. These military basces with

their sirategic means of declivery of nuclcar weadons, and the United States nuclcar
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submarines with nuclear Poloris missiles on board roving absut the bhiediterrancen Sce,
are springboards of imperialist aggressicn. If one tekes a lock at recent events, one
can easily sec¢ that such aggression is being intensively prepared within NATO,

To evaluate correctly the positions of the two sides and to describe them objsctively
it is very useful to comparc the actions which reflect the forcign policy of the opposing
forces —- the Scviet Unicn end the ctikher sociclist Stetes c¢n the cne hand, and the
Yestern Powers belonging tc NATC on the other.

In addition vo putting forward o broad progromme of general and complete disarmamcnt
(ENDC/é/Rcv.l), the Soviet Unicn, being anxious to set the ncgotictions moving forwerd and
to facilitate the achievement of agreement with the Vestern rowers, tocck a great step
towards mecting them by agreving to the rctention by the Soviet Union and the United
States of a strictly limited agreed number of inter-continental missiles until the end
of stage 2 of general end complete disarmament (121;.,‘art. 5). The Soviet Union also
made a move to meet the Western Powers with regard to conventional armaments, and agreed
to the elimination of these armaments by way of percentage reductions in stages. The
Soviet Government has also expressed its willingness tc meet the Jestern Powers cn 2
nunber of other issues connected with general and complete disarmament.

Furthermore, the Soviet Union and the delegations of the other sceialist countries
have proposed measures the implemcentation of which weuld undoubtedly lead to a lesscning
of international tension and to reducing the threat of a thermonuclear war. In this
connexion it suffices tc mention the Scviet proposal for the conclusion of a non-aggressicn
pact between the NATO and the Warsaw Treaty countrics (ENDC/77) and the draft declaration
on renunciation of usc of foreign territories for staticning strategical means of delivery
of nuclear weapons (ENDC/75). In the interests of averting the danger of war, the
socialist countries have put forwerd o number of proposals for the establishment of
denuclearized zones in the most sensitive areas of the world. 7e are referring above all
to the proposal of the Polish People's Republic for the establishment of & denuclearized
zone in Ccntral Burope (ENDC/C.1/1), as well as to the recent Soviet initiative aimed
ot wurning the whole aree of the bHediterraneen Sea into a zone frce from nuclear missile
weapons (ENDC/91).

In recent years we have seen how not only the socialist States but also other peaée—
loving States have taken the path of the active struggle ageinst war and against nuclear
weapons by submitiing nropesals aimed at consclidating peace. This path is being teken by
the young African States, on whose initiative a rescluticn declaring Africa a denuclearized

zone (4/RES/1652 (CNVI)) was adopted by the United Nations Genersl issembly as far back as



BNDC/PV.144
22

(iir. Tsoronkin, USSR)

1961. This path is clso being token by the Letin-smerican countries (ENDC/87), which arc
anxicus that the whele of their continent sheuld be freed from the threat ¢f a therme-
nuclear catastrophe. |

The desire to place thier countries beyond the danger of an atcmic war is constanily

gaining ground among many pulitical and social leadors in estern Zurcpe. &sn important
initiative for the cstablishment of a denuclearized zcne in Northern furope was recently
taken by the President of Finland, ir. Zcklicnen (ZUDC/FV.141). ¢ observe cven among cer-
tein NLTC members a censtently-increasing desire o rid thoir countries of nuclear weapons.
In particular,NCrway and Denmork have cnncunced their refusal to have nuclear weapons anc
delivery vehicles stationed on their territories. 11 this clearly ond convincingly demon~
strates the irresistible striving of the pecples for peace, and confirms the justice and
wisdom of the political line, simed at elimirrihin the danger of war and conseclidating peace,
which is constantly being advocated by the Soviet Union and the other sucialist countries.
To this should be added the unremitting efforts of the Scviet Government in regord <o inver-
State relations, aimed at consclidating peacce and elimina{ing the threat of o nucleor
missile war. |

Unfortunately we observe o different, Girectly opposite linc in international Affairs
on the part of the United States ond its NATC allies. They rofuse to accept the Soviet
proposcl, inspired by a spirit of compromise, for the retention of o so-called "protective
nuclear umbrella" during the first two stages of disarmament. They refuse to accept the
Scviet proposal for the conclusicn of a non-aggressiun pdct between the NATO and the “Tarsaw
Treaty countries. They show stubborn unwillingness to cccept the declaration on renuncia-
tion of usce of fereign territorigs for staticning strategical meons of delivery cf nuclear
weapons. They gave o hostile recention to the proposel cf the Polish People's Republic for
the establishment of o denucleoarized zene in Central Europe. They responded without any
particular enthusiasm to the initiative c¢f the Presidents of the five Latin-amcrican
Republics for making the whole of Lotin amcrica a denuclearized zono. ,

The representatives of the Testern Powers in the Eightcen-Naticn Committee, without
waiting for their governments to study the Soviet sroposal to declarce the whele ares of
the Mediterrancan Sca 2 zcne froe from nuclear wespons, declared this proposal to be
unacceptable to them. The Testern Powers took the same sttitude towards the recent
propesal cof the President of Finland, kr. Kekltonen, for the establishment of a denuclearized

zone in Northern Buroie, ond so on and so forth.
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The explanation for this negative attitude of the Western Powers towards all
proposals aimed at reducing the threat of war is easy to find if we compare their
position here in the Eighteen-Nation Committee with the measures whi?h they are carrying
out with feverish haste outside the Committee. Despite the fact_thaf_fhe-armaments
race and the accumulation of‘stockpiles of nuclear weapons have already reached.such
colossal proportions that they are already becoming sénseless even from the standpoint
of the leaders of the.war departments, the Western Powers nevertheless continue to |
accelerate the armaments race and to increase their nuclear arsenals, by spreading
thermonuclear weapons ever wider among their allies and g1v1ng the West German
Bundeswehr access to them,

Recently the Ministry of kiilitary Affairs of the Federal Republlc of Germany
published information to the effect that the West German Bundeswehr had begun, in the
present month of June, to receive from the United States nuelear missiles of the
Sergeant type thrbugh the West German port of Bremen, This is aiready thé third type
of nuclear missiles being supplied by the United States to the West German Bundeswehr.

A fow years ago nuclear missiles of the Honest John and Pershing types and aircraft
capable of carrying nuclear weapons of the Matador and lace types began to be supplied
for the armament of the Bundeswehr, _

While here in the Committee the representatives of the Western Powers are by their
position paralyzing all efforts aimed at achieving agreement on general and complete
disarmament, on the prohibition of nuclear weépon tests, and on collateral measures
aimed at the 1esSenihg of international tension and the reduction of the threat of a
nuclear missile war, the staffs of the NATO countries are working intensiveiy oh
practical measures for the creation of a NATO nuclear force, A start on this was.ﬁade
at the Athens se5sion of NATG, in the decisions“of'which it was stated to be necessary
that all the countries members of NATO should participate in working out a policy of
nuclear defence, Then there followed in December 1962 the Paris session of NATO, at
which the United States announced that it Was‘reédy to create a joint nuclear sfriking
force together with the Xuropean countries, For the purpose of impleménting these
plens a United Kingdom~United States agréement was concluded at Nassau., After that
only a few months went by, and at the Ottawa session of the NATO Council the creation of
a NATO nucleér force with'thé participation of the West German Bundeswehr was officially

confirmed,
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Furthermore, negotiations are now in progress on further steps towards the creation
of a so-called multilateral NATO nuclear force, Concrete plans have already been
worked out for the organization of a submarine fleet with mixed.crews, armed with
Polaeris missiles carrying nuclear warheads. It is also proposed to create a surface
nuclear fleet with mixed crews from the various NATO countries. Moreover, it appears
that the NATO Powers, in violation of all the rules of international law, are planning
to equip commercial vessels with missiles carrying nuclear warheads, and are not
hesitating thus to converf merchant ships into pirate vessels,

To this must be added the fact that the United States, in flagrant violation of
the resolution of the United Nations General Assembly (A/RES/1762(XVI1), ENDC/63), is
continuing nuclear weapon tests. In this regard the United States is at one with its
NATO parfner France,.ﬁhich, while refusing to take part in the work of the Eighteen-
Nation Comhittee, is at the $ame time carrying out nuclear weapon tests in Africa,_
thereby flagrantly violating the sovereignty of the African countries,

The Ottawa session of the NATO Council adopted a decision which even further
aggravates the international situation. The creation of a NATO nuclear force, together
with the stafioning in the liediterranean Sea of United States nuclear submarines with
Polaris m;ssiles carrying nuclear warheads, means that from now on the number of
pqtential foci of aggression will be increased many times, In the light of all these
facts it is difficult to avoid the impression that the Western Powers are using the
Eighteeﬁ—Nation Committee only as a screen to cover up their real planms, which have
nothing to do with the consélidation of peace or with disarmament.

' The statements made in tﬁe Committee by the representatives of the Western Powers
with regard to the Soviet draft declaration show that our Vestern partners in the
negotiations, instead of approaching the consideration of these proposals from a
constructive standpoint and trying to find a way to reach agreement, are concerned with
ﬁomething quite different: how to place as many barriers as possible in the way of the
accompiishment of the measure proposed by us for the elimination of strategic means of‘
delivery of nuclear weapons on foreign territories, and to justify the armaments race
_ being carried.on by the NATO countries, They do not take the trouble to study
attentively the explanations given by the Soviet delegation and the delegations of the
other_éocialist countries on this question, and repeat from one meeting to the next their

completely unfounded objections to the Soviet draft declaration.
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In cur statement todey we should like to dwell on some of +he rain objections put
forward by the Testern Powers uguinst our proposal. Tho main'objection put forward by
the Western Powers against vhe Soviet draft declaration is that +this propésal is of a
one-sided nature anc that its edoption would entail the assurption of one-sided
otligations by the Uaited Statcs and its Western allies, In this conrexion we should,
like bo point ocut in the first place that this pronogal is not of a one-sided noture,
and that secondly, for *the purpose of safeguarding invernatisnsl sccurity, States would
not in every case nave to assume obligations absolutely equal in their scope and
ratvaerial terms, and i% would ncv be physically possible tc do so in every case.  Above
all. we should like to point out the obvious unsoundness of the argument of fhe
renresentatives of the Western Powers that the draft declaration submitted Ly usz to the
Committee is of a one-sided nature---in other words, that it binds with an obligation to
renounce the use of foreign territories for slationing strategical means of delivery of
nuclear weapons only the United States and its Western allies, but does not bind the
Scviet Union and the other socialist countries,

This assertion is untrue. The draft declaration makes no exceptions. It
provides for an obligation also on the parwy of the Soviet Union not to station strategic
sneans of delivery of nuclear weapons on foreign territory or in the territorial waters
of other States, I+ is the complecve disregard or underestimation by the representatives
of the Western Powers of this aspect of the matter that leads them to such unfounded
assertions: namely, that the deciaraiion is of a one-sided rature--that is to say,
that 1t imposes no obligations cn the Soviet Union and other socialist countries,

Suzh an approac™ of the Western representatives to the evaluation of this Soviet
proposal iIs a manifestation of tirelr obvious short-sighiedness in this matter.
International life cennot be regarded as something static, hard set in the forms in
which we see it today. Indterrational 1ife is & process in which everything is in
motion, and if something does uoct exist teday it may very well appear tomorrow, Our
task is to eliminate what is undesirable and dangerovus in preseni~day international
relations and -to take measgures %c prevent the emergence of any dangerous situations in
the future. The Soviet proposzals, including “the draf?d declération submitted to the
Ceommittee, serve precisely ito achieve this ain. It is therefore natural that the
United States will have to carry out certain measures, predisely in the field in which

it hac gone too far and is threatening peace,
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It must be recognized that this difference is caused by the orientation and nature
of the policy of the United States. The United States, by adhering to the policy
"from a position of strength", has brought about a situation in international life
which is directly contrary to the aim of normalizing the international situation, is
obstructing the safeguarding of international security, and is frustrating the cause of
world peace, In fact, can it be regarded as a normal situation when in peacetime the
United States maintains many hundreds and, according to certain information, even
thousands of military bases of every kind on foreign territories? There is no need to
mention to what an extent such an extremely abnormal phenomenon of these days as that
created by the United States policy "from a position of strength" is aggravating the
existing international situation, poisoning the atmosphere of international life,
undermining confidence, and still further increasing suspicion in the relations between
States,

| In the interests of general peace and international security, the Soviet Union has
already repeatedly raised the question of eliminating all foreign bases on the
territories of other States and the withdrawal of all foreign military forces stationed
on the territories of other States., Bﬁt the Western Powers invariably reject such
proposals, We must therefore accept the fact that the Western Powers are unwilling to
agree to the implementation of such an important and very necessary measure.

In the circumstances of the refusal of the Westérn Powers to agree to the implement-
ation of the Soviet Unionts radical proposal for the elimination of all military bases
on the territories of other States and the withdrawal of all foreign troops therefrom,
the Soviet Union submitted its draft declaraotion on renunciation of the use of foreign
territories for stationing strategical means of delivery of nuclear weapons (ENDC/75).
.The United States, which has taken the course of stationing such means of delivery on
for»ign territories all around the Soviet Union and other socialist States, has thereby
increased interﬁational tension to the limit and created a real and serious threat to
intefnational security and world peace, In order to normalize the international
situation and to create a situatidn which would be in keeping with the generally—accepted
norms of peacetime,'it is necessary, as a first step towards lessening tension, for all
of us to agree to the renunciation of the stationing of strategic means of delivery of

nuclear weapons on foreign territories,
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The represeantatives of the United States, the United XKingdom, Italy and Canada,
in trying to justify their negative attitude towards the Soviet draft declaration, have
actually turned everything upside dovm. If one approaches the matter from a realistic
standpoint, it is quite clear -- and, of course, in private the representatives of the
Wesiern Powers also understand this —- that precisely the stationing of strategic means
of'delivery of nuclear weapons, like the whole policy of establishing military bases on
foreign territories, is one of the most important causes underlying present international
tension. And no verbal gymnastics can refute the obvious fact that the United States
policy'of establishing military bases abroad, of building missile launching sites, and
despatching submarines with Polaris missiles to the shores of other States, is contrary
to the basic interests of ensuring lasting peace and¢ is being cerried out in defiance of
the wishes of all mankind, |

We have often.stated, and we repeat, that United States military bases abroad and,
above all, their main core -~ strategic means of dclivery of atomic and hydrogen
weapons —- are springboards for aggression, foci of international provocation, and
sources of a threat to the whole world, The peoples decisively condemn the policy nf
stationing military bases cn foreign territories; +they rightly demand their elimination,
and are actively opposing the particularly great danger represented by the stationing
abroad of strategical means of deiivery of nuclear weapons, Remember what angry words
in condemnation of the imperialist volicy of establishirng foreign military bases were
uttered at the seventeenth session of the General Assembly by the representatives of
many countries. of Asia, Africa and Latin America. I should like to quote by way of
example from the sp~ech made by the representative of Nigeria, lMr. Adebo:

"My delegation is convinced that the existence of foreign military bases has

aggravated international tension and led to the intensification of the

armaments race, Foreign bases do embitter the relations between neighbours.

We should therefcre like to see them done away with in itoto and as quickly as

possible",  (A/C.1/PV.1271, p.6)

That, Western representatives, is how the world judges the Western Powers' policy of
esteblishing military bases abroad. Yet here in the Committee you assert that not only
the retention of these bases theﬁselves, but also the stationing there of the most
powerful means of aggression —— the strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons -
would be better for peace than would their removal, Of course your stetements convince

no one,
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Furthermore, when the United States representative, iir, Stelle, tries to depict
United States bases with strategic missiles as "doves of peace" which are not worth
“hothering about; he appears to forget that the President of the United States,
Mr., Xeanedy, described the role of missiie weapons in the statement he made last
autumn, Althcugh we have already had cccasion to refer to this statement, I should
nevertheless like to remind the United States delegation of it again:
"We we longer live in a worid where the active firing of weapons represents

a sufficient chelilenge to a raltjion's security to constitute maximum perii.

Nuclear weapons are so destrvetive and ballistic missiles are so swift that

any substantialiy-increased possibility of their use or any sudden change in

their deployment may well be vegarded os a definite threat to peace'.

But does not the sending of United States missile-carrying submarines into the
Mediterranean Sea zlose tc the borders of the socialist and other peace-loving States,
or vhe basing of United States nuclear submarines at Holy Loch in Scotland, create --
to use the words of President Xennedy -~ a "substantially-increased possibility" of the
use of ballistic missiles? Cannot these actions by the United States be considered a
definite threat to peace, as President Kennedy said?

Sirce the United States side Is apparvently more receptive to arguments put forward
in the United States itself, I should like to quote a short excernt from the United
States journal The Nation of last autumn:

",sv 1t i also an incontrovertible fact —- whether we consider our bases

in that way or not -- that the creation of bases on the territories of foreign -

States will wraveidably be considered as a provocative act”,

Purther, the journal stated:

"We can only hope that under the “2fluence of the Cuban crisis we" -- that is,

the Uniteé Shates -- "will overcomo +wne rigicity of Awmerican thinking which

bas mede it se difficult for us; if not impossible, to accept the thought

that the Sovie® Uuicrn might quite honestly and sincerely consider our bases

to be & threa’t to 138 security.”

. In our former statemerts we have already drawn the attertion of the participants in
. the negotiations alsc to vhe fact thet the spread of strategic means of delivery of
nuclear weapons throughout the werld, whether the missile bases are fixed or mobile,

greatly increases bthe threat of a so-called war through accident. The remoteness of
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these bases from the political centres of control, their proximity to the borders of
the States against which they are aimed, and the fact that they have a certaih
autonomy within the limits of the operational task assigned to them —- this applies in
particular to nuclear submarines ——: these and many other factors create a situation
in which a conflict can break out as the result of an error, incident, failure of
communications, miscalculation, psychological shock and so on.

Thus, from whatever angle we approach this aspect of the problem.of military bases,
the facts we have cited prove beyond all question that the strategic means of delivery
of nuclear weapons stationed on foreign territories are a smouldering fuse of war
placed beneath the edifice of peace. These facts show convincingly the complete
groundlessness of the argument of the Western representatives that the implementation of-
the Soviet draft declaration would jeopardize international security, The situation is
exactly the opposite, and this is recognized by everyone except the NATO.Powers. One
can assert with full justification that if our Western partners in the negotiations had
not sinned against truth and had not distorted the real situation, they would have
adaitted unconditionally that this Soviet proposal is aimed at clearing one of the mnst
dangerous sections of the path towards lasting peace. |

We should like to dwgll on still another argument put forward by the Western
Powers against our draft declaration, The representatives of the NATO countries in the
Committee assert, for example, that the adoption and impiementation of the Soviet
proposeal regarding strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons would lead to a
worsening of the international.situation; that it would upset stability and practically
jeopardize peace, You remember, of course, that as far back as 29 liarch the United
Kingdom representative, iir. Godber, stated:

"Indeed, the consequences of the potential instability which would arise

after the implementation of the draft declaration could be disastrous for

the Soviet Union as well as for Europe, for the United States and, indéed,

for the whole world," (ENDC/PV,115, p.44)

This statement by Mr. Godber was not just a phrase dropped casually.

At the meeting of 24 May the other United Kingdom representative, Sir Paul Masdn,
referring to the Soviet proposal, practically repeated the words of Mr., Godber. He
again spoke about the "unstable and potentially dangerous situation" which would be

created by putting into force the Soviet draft declaration (ENDC/PV.,136, p,28). The
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same idea has been repeatedly put forward in the statements made in the Committee by
the representatives of the United States, Canada and Italy.

But what can we say about this sort of argument put forward by the VWestern
delegations? If we take these assertions in their pure, so to say refined, form, we
get a quite paradoxical picture. In fact, according to the logic of these statements
of the Western representatives, it turns out that when States establish military
bases on foreign territories, station strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons at
sﬁch bases, and send nuclear submarines armed with missiles with nuclear warheads to
the shores of other countries, they are thereby.consolidating peace;> but if they agreed
not to station on foreign territory the means of waging nuclear war, then peace would
be in a catastrophic position.

The representatives of the Western Powers have a very strange logic! To say that
the removal of the strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons from foreign bases
would jeopardize peace is the same as saying that the removal of a torch from a powder
magazine would increase the danger of an explosion, In fact, in this perverted
reasoning oflthe Western Powers one can cleafly see a frank vindication of -the armaments
race, a defence of the policy of spreading military bases, strategic missiles, bombers
and submarines abroad,

- In analyzing the operative paragraphs of our declaration, the United Kingdom
representative, lir. Godber, said at the meeting of 29 March that:

"they are not only one-sided, they are positively dangerous,"

(ENDC/PV.115, p.4l)

Explain'ng this assertion, Mr, Godber pointed out that:

"the Soviet Union holds on its own territory sufficient, medium and

intermediete range ballistic missiles and medium range bombers to devastate

Western Europe." (Ebig) .
He referred to date provided by the British Institute for Strategic Studies. In giving
these data he did not quote ome single figure concerning similar weapons of the States
of the NATO military bloc, although he should have done so in the interests of
objectivity, lr. Godber did not do so because operational weapons such as fighter-
bombers, nuclear bomb carriers and aircraft missiles of the idace and Matador types
located at bases of the Buropean States members of NATO, without teking into account

British bombers of the "I" type and nuclear missiles, are in fact much more numerous
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than the numbers quoted by kir. Godber from the booklet issued by the British Institute
as being in possession of the Wersaw Treaty States.

It is highly significant that, when the United Kingdom representatives Mr. Godber
and Sir Paul Mason tell us here that "not one Soviet missile of the immense afmoury aec
need be removed" (ibid, pa42), they for some reason make no mention at all of similar
weapons at the disposal of NATO, But these weapons of NATO would also not be withdrawn;
- aprd, as we have said, they are no less numerous than those in the possession of the
Warsew Treaty Statés. "But our draft declaration speaks of strategical means -- that is,
missiles with a range of at least 1,500 kilometres and strategic carrier aircraft,

That is what we are talking about. Therefore, gentlemen., do.not try to distort the
substance of the gquestion; do not mislead the members of the Committee either with
figures or with the philosophy of the geographical factor.

In objecting to our proposal, you tell us that the declaration on renunciation of
use of foréign territories for stationing strategical means of delivery of nuclear
weapons contains no rsal elements of reciprocity. But may we ask what kind of
rec procity you are talking about? After all, the Soviet Union has no military bases
around the United States., Nor does it have any around the United States NATO allies,
This fact shows that the United States and its allies are not exposed to such threats in
the form of nuolear missiles constantly trained on them from very close foreign military
ba§es as those to which thé Soviet Union and the socialist countries are exposed.

| What kind of a reciprocity would you, the representatives of the Western Powers,
like to have in this case? Once again I call your attention to the fact that there are
no foreign military "Hases around the United States and its NATO allies from which
'strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons could be aimed at them and threaten their
security. In the situation existing today the United States and its NATO allies are not
threatened with a nuclear missile strike from foreign military bases located on adjacent
territories, and in this respect they undoubtedly enjoy a certain security. If in this
case we were to use fhe term used by the representative of the Western Powers, we could
say that they enjoy this kind of security "unilaterally", "without real elements of
reciprocity”, and without any sort of "compensation" to the other side for the enjoyment
of such security. |

But the situation is much worse, The Westerp Powers understand reciprocity in a

rather strange way. They themselves enjoy, to their great satisfaction, the security
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guaranteed them by the absence of foreign military bases with nuclear weapons in close
proximity to their territories, and respond by encircling the other side with their
military bases on foreign territories, and from these bases they are constantly
threatening the Soviet Union and its allies with a surprise attack. This situation
cfeates a real danger which we cannot disregard, especially when we recall the well-
known statement of responsible leaders in the United States that in certain
circumstances ihe United States might resort to a preventive nuclear war against the
Soviet.Union. _

Thé\United States fégards as normal a situation in which it and its allies would
enjoy —- to'use their own terminology ~- unilaterally, without reciprocity and without
compensation, a certain degree of security; whereas the Soviet Union and its allies would
continue to be in just the opposite situation —~ that is, they not only would not enjoy
the same security as tﬁe‘United States and its allies, but on the contrary they would
permanently Be a targét for strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons from adjacent
bases oﬁ foreign territories, We rightly and for good reasons consider such a situation
abnormal gnd fraught with consequences exceedingly dangerous to the cause of world peace,
and we insist on its being rectified,

' The attempt of the representativeé of the Western Powers to maintain that the
eliminafion of military bases on foreign territories would reduce the security of their
States is altogether groundless. These assertions are contrary to the real facts of.
contemporary life, We will give some well-known examples.

Before fhe second world war the United Kingdom had a large number of various
military bases on foreign territories; but these bases did not safeguard the security of
Great Britain, nor did they save it from the savage military blows inflicted upon it by
the Hitlerite and Japanese armed forces. The same must be said of France, which also
had a large number of various military bases on foreign territories. But did the
existence of these bases safeguard the security of France or protect it from invasion by
the Hitlerite hordes, from tofal military.defeat and occupation? The most convincing
answer to this question is given by the second world war.

In discussing the role of militéry bases on foreign territories for safeguarding the
security of the States having such bases at their disposal, one has necessarily to take
into consideration such & decisive factor, which has radically altered the previous, so

to speak, classical ideas and concepts of the principles of warfare and the security of
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States, as the emergence of nuclear weapons and such means of delivering them to their
targets as rockets, '~ If during the second world war bases on foreign territories did

not safeguard the security of the States having such bases at their disposél and did not
save them from military defeats, today, under modern conditions, when the strategy and
tactics of war are determined by nuclear missile weapons which possess a destructive
power millions of times greater than that of chemical explosives, and can be delivered
with colossal speed, within minutes, to any point of the globe; these bases have lost all
" significance from the standpoint of safeguarding security.

At the same time, bases on foreign territory with the strategic means of delivery
of nuclear weapons stationed there are a definite threat to the security of other States
end undoubtedly play an exceptionally ‘intense provocati#e role, These bases can at ghy
moment give rise to a military conflict, a nuclear missile war, which would within a few
moments leave nothing remaining of the security of the States involved in it. We must
also emphasize as strongly as possible that the States on whose territory such bases are
stationed would undoubtedly be the targets of a devastating nuélear missile strike
within the very first minutes of 'a crisis, Consequently the stationing of strategic
means of delivery of nuclear weapons on foreign territories involves a mortal threat aléo
to the States which have made their territories available for such purposes,

Now let us consider this question from another angle. Are such States as the _
members of our Committee, Sweden, Brazil and Mexico or, for example,.Switzerland, the
host country of our Committee, which have no foreign military bases on their territories,
in a position of less security than, for instance, the United Kingdom, Italy or Turkey,
which have United States military bases on their territories? The situation is exactly
the opposite, It is a well-known fact that the wise and cautious policy of these
States in this regard hes enabled them to enjoy the blessings of peace and security. A
similar wise decision on this question has apparently been taken also by the Government
of iran, which has assumed an obligation not to allow foreign military bases with nuclear
missile weapons on its territory. This has only.enhanced the security of Iran,

of courée, with such an approach to the solution of the problems of general and
complete disarmament as that of the representatives of the Western Powers, we shall |
never be able to solve these problems, In fact, our talks here in the Comﬁittee are not
concerned with disarmament but with armaments. The representatives of the Western

Powers propose that we "disarm" in such a way that in stage I nuélear:weapons would be
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retained, as well as all bases and 70 per cent of the means of delivery of nuclear
weapons, and that the existing structure of the NATO armed forces would be maintained
until.the very end of stage II of disarmament. This is a parody of disarmament. Only
professional militaxy men who have linked tueir destiny with war can talk in that way;
and above all, of course, such a negative approach to disarmament is in the interests of
the United States military-industrial complex., But this is not what the peoples need;
they are calling for genuine disarmament and urgent measures leading to the elimination
of the threat of a nuclear missile war banging over mankind.

The United States and its NATO allies should not forget that for every poison there
is an entidote, and that every action causes a counter-action. Common sense requires
that, instead of complicating the situation, we should try to find a way to simplify and
normalize it, It would be wrong to determine the nature and scope of the obligations
to be assumed by the two sides for the future only in the light of the situation
existing at the present time and without taking into account the security requirements
of both sides, The nature and scope bf the obligations to be assumed by the two sides
for the future, for the purpose of ensuring greater security for their peoples and
normalizing the relations between them, must be determined not only by the events and
phenomena of the present day but also with due regard to both past experience and the
prospects for the future. Only with such an approach shall we be able to avoid
narrowness and onesidedness in the measures we are to work out and to ensure equal
conditions of Security for both sides,

: For this reason it is necessary, I emphasize once again, to put an end to the
exisfing dangerous situation. It must be changed in such a way that both sides == the
United States and its allies on the one hand, and the Soviet Union and its allies on the
other — would enjoy an equal degree of security, would enjoy to an equal extent the
blessings of security, even though it may be of a limited nature in the early stages.

The unwillingness of the United States to agree, not only to the proposal for the
elimination of bases but even to such a limited measure as the renunciation of the
stationing of strategical means of delivery of nuclear weapons on foreign territories,
admits of only one explanation: namely that the United States continues to adhere to the
policy of preparing for war with the Soviet Union and the other socialist States, If
this is not so, and the United States together with its NATO allies are bent on peaceful

co-existence and not on war, they should not oppose the elimination of these bases.
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For all the more reason_ they can have no grounds for objecting to the adoﬁtion of the
declaration on renunciation of the use of foreign territories for stationing strategical
means of delivery of nuclear weapons,

In cdnclusion, the Soviet delegation would like to stress the fact that the
position taken here in the Committee by the representatives of the Western Powers, which
is preventing the achievement of any measures aimed at the lessening of international
tension, is obviously not in keeping with the general tone and content of the speech
made by President Kennedy at the American University on 10 June. In this speech.
President Xennedy 5nnounced his intention to put an end to the cold war, which is
weighing like a heavy burden on the shoulders of the peoples, He said: "Peace need

not be impracticable -~ and war need not be inevitable," (ENDC/95, p.2). His appeal

to break the vicious and dangerous circle in which the peoples have found themselves as
a result of the cold war cannot fail to meet with approval and support on the part of
all men of goodwill, President Xennedy's speech inspires the hope that the efforts
being made both within and outside our Committee to improve the international situation,
to create an atmosphere of confidence among the countries, and to embark upon the
practicel implementation of disarmament measures, will not be in vain,.

All of us are waiting for President Kennedy'!'s thoughts and views on peaceful
co-existence to be put into practice. In this regérd the United States can fely on the
full support and co—operation of the Soviet Union., We hope that, in the light of the
thoughts and ideas expressed by the President of the United States, the Western Powers
will reconsider their position on the questions under discussion in the Committee, on
the proposals concerning general and complete disarmament, partiél measures, a non-
aggression pact, the creation of denuclearized zones and other matters, in order to set
the lives of the peoples on our planet free from the threat of a nuclear catastrophe.

We trust that the United States, as one of the first steps towards lessening
international tension and reducing the threat of a nuclear missile war, will show good-
will and adopt the declaration on renunciation of use of foreign territories for

stetioning strategical means of delivery of nuclear weapons.
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I should 1like to speak as representative of Italy.

For some weeks now debates on collateral measures have been proceeding in this
Committee without yielding any appreciable results. As was to be reared, these
discussions for which there was no precise agenda followed a rather disorderly course
and were inconclusive. They did not relate to a parficular item; they touched on
practically every subject; proposals were put forward concerning a large number of
problems; and replies were given on both sides to objections and to questions. But
it seems to me that the work has not advanced on a concrete or.fruitful basis.,

True, in spite of these difficulvies our debates have not been completely useless,
We have heard reciprocal explanations of points of view, and the opposing theses are
now better known. Nevértheless; hi think it is high time that our Committee abandoned .
the general debate which deals uselessly with a great number of subjects, and con-
centrated on a concrete task, more limited but more effective, with a clearer picture
of the characteristics which the collateral disarmament measures muét possess in order
‘to be wholly in keeping with their objective.

We know why we decided by common consent to work out collateral disarmament measures
in addition and parallel to our main task--— that of drafting & treaty on general and
complete disarmament. The reason is well known, Everybody realizes that the drafting
of a treaty on general and complete disarmament is.a long~term operation, that its
application will take several stages, and that its implementation will inevitably require
a number of years,

On the other hand, everybody realizes that the first steps on the road to
disarmament should not and cannot be delayed. It is in this spirit that we approached
the problem of the immediate disarmement measures, and it is for this reason that all
the' delegations agreed that one meeting every week should be devoted to the study of
measures which, in order to be immediate, should aim at arrangements that are practical,
simple and comparatively easy to carry out. Among all these arrangements there are
some whose characteristics as collateral measures are particularly prominent and which,

because of their urgency and relative facility, are recommended in the first place.
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Let us consider for a moment the present situation. ¥hich among ali the present
impending dangexrs should be eliminated first? Obviously it is the denger of war
breaking out without the parties concerned wishing to provoke it, Each one of us
pins his faith on his Government's wisdom and sense of resPOﬁsibility. Ve know,
indeed, that it is difficult, if not almost impossible, that in our nuclear age a war
bringing disaster to mankind should be started deliberately. Bﬁt we live in o world
filled with mistrust. In this atmosphere of mistrust, in this climate of inter-
national tenéion, a gesture oxr event which may be not ill-intentioned but ill-
interpreted could lead to catastrophe. In the present state of international
relations and of technology the possibility of a war by mistake, however crazy it may
seem at first sight, cannot be ignored. This tragic possibility cannot be excluded
if we do not make specific arrangements forthwith, and if we do not establish
appropriate safeguards immediately.

This point of view is indisputable and, in fact, I believe has not been disputed.
I would even say it has been indirectly confirmed by the Soviet delegation. The
promptness with which the Soviet delegation welcomed (ENDC/PV.118, p.52) the United
States proposal (ENDC/70, p.10) for the establishment of & direct line of communication’
between lMoscow and Washington is, in my opinion, evidence that the Soviet Government
shares the anxieties I have just mentioned and considers that direct explanations and
clarifications between the two greatest world Powers are essential for avoiding fatal
mistakes and ambiguities. ‘

In this connexicn, I believe that the technical work undertaken by United States
and Soviet ékperis.to éstablish a direct line between Moscow and Washington, after the
decision of principle taken in the Conference, is already well advanced, and we may
hope that it will be concluded without delay. During an earlier meeting my delegation
asked that, as soon as the said agreement is negotiated, the Committee should draft
an additional report to the United Nationms to inform all countries of this first result
of the work of our Conference. I said "of our Conference" because I believe that the
agreement of which I speak, though bilateral, would have been less easy to arrive at,
and even perhaps unrealizable, if all the delegations present here had not encouraged
it and had hot, by their appeals and efforts of goodwill, created an atmosphere
favourable to this understanding (ENDC/97).
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However, the establishment of a direct line between lfoscow and ¥Washington is but
a first step, a first and portial achievement. Procecding from the same premise:
that full kmowledge of intentions is necessary on both sides in order to remove the
danger of a war by accident, it is evident chat the means of gettinyg to know and
understand one another should be. enlarged as much as possible at all levels, Before
long & direct line will link together the two supreme heads of the most powerful
countries in the world, and the line will be ready to operate in the event of a serious
crisis. Tt will operate in bordexrline cases, in cases fraught with very serious
danger for peace. That is & contingency which, I venture to hope, will never occur,
and T trust that this teleprinter will safeguard peace without ever being put into
operation.

However ~—and this is probable ——less dangcrous crises may arise. We may be faced
with less immediate and urgent situations for which it would be neither necessary nor
even desirable to bring into operation this important licison machinery. Other means
night suffice for clarifying or correctihg 2 situation. In some cases the clouds would
be dispelled without recourse to the "hot line", and technical explanations at a lower
level might suffice to avert the danger of o false alarm, provided that the information
is exchanged in good time and that appropriate machinery exists for this purpose. This
appears to me to be obvious.

Accordingly, we wonder why the Soviet delegation, after agreeing to the establish-
ment of a direct line of communication at the very highest level, should now refuse to
follow the course which seems dictated by logic: for logic would suggest, as a further
collateral measure, that the estoblishment of other regular techniccl communications which
vould meintein normal lisison at a lower level should be considered. The object of these
measures would be the same as that of the direct line: +to dispel on both sides any
misunderstanding of the intentions of the parties concerned, with the added advantage
that these communications at a lower level could be maintained permanently and
continuously and so would serve not only to solve but also to forestall criseé.

For these purposes the Western delegations have made some very simple suggestions
which could be easily and quickly implemented. Perhaps they are not the only ones

that could be devised. Other means of contact and informetion might be usefully
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employed in furtherance of the same object, A1l these means might usefully be
considered by our Committee with a view to an agreement. We should be very happy

if the Soviet delegation would likewise put forward suggeétioné and additional.
proposals; we should consider them with the closest and most earnest attention.
Naturally, the Soviet delegation should not, under the pretext of eliminating the risks
of war by accident, put forward proposals not really heving anything to do with the
aims of the collateral measures. If it claimed, for example, that thelonly means of
eliminating this danger would be to destroy immediately all the thermonuclear bombs

and all the vehicles carrying nuclear weapons, it would only be_resortihg to tautology.

We are all perfectly awarec that if this éliminatioﬁ were possible, there would
be no further risk of war; but that would be wiéhful thinking. Unforfﬁnately, we
know that this is not always possible.  Therefore, the Soviet delegation and the other
delegations of the socialist countries should not continue to submit to our Committee,
describing them as collateral measures, isolated, complicated and uncontrollable
disarmament measures which are contrary to the principles of balance and which appear
to ignore complétely esscential geographical facts and to aim merely at weakening the
Western defences unilaterally.

The problem to which we should give priofity is, in my view,'quite specific,

In a world which is still armed, where the ihvoluﬁtary launching of a missile can start
a conflict of unprecedented scale, how could one banish forever a contingent cause of
anxiety, the risk of misunderstanding in difficult situations? That is the problem
and that is the question which call for an answer here without delay. ‘

If the Soviet delegation —- which, 1ik§ us, realizes the existing risks, since it
+has agrced to the direct line of communication between Moscow and Washington——would
consent not to reject our suggestions without thorough study, if it would in its turn
submit its own, then the Committee would have befofe it a series of nroposals the study
of which might easily lead us to the desired goal. By studying them thoroughly, either
from the technical or from the political angle, we might pérhaps together work out a
complete solution to this problem of the risks of war by accident which, for the moment,
has found only a partial solution, _ ,

My delegation would therefore suggest that the Committee should regard the general

debate on collateral measures as ended and should concentrate on a specific, concrete
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and Well-defined subject. My delegation hopes that the Committee's next task will
be to complete the claboration of the whole set of those safeguards which have found
in the establishment of the direct Moscow-~WVashington communication line their first
_appreciable=— though only partial~- implementation. In my opinion, this direct line
should form part of a greater and more complete system capable of providing us with a
total solution of the problem of the risk of war by accident. I believe that it is
only in this way that the Committee can at the present stage advance its work on a
solid basis and so discharge its great responsibility in a conercte manner.

It is five minutes to one; I still have the representative of Bulgaria on my
list of speakers, and the representative of the United States has asked for the floor
to e&ercise his right of reply. I would therefore ask the representative of Bulgaria
whether he would prefer to speak today, or if he thinks he can postpone his statement

until fhe next meeting.

Mr. CHRISTOV (Bulgaria)(translation from French): In view of the late hour,

I agree to defer my statement to o future meeting.

The CHAIRMAN (Italy)(translation from French): I thank you, and call upon

the representative of the United States to exercise his right of reply.

Mr. STELLE (Uhited States of America): I should like at the outset to thank
the representative of Bulgaria for yielding to me at this time.

I can only hope that the major portion of the speech which we have heard today
from the representative of the Soviet Union was drafted before he had had time to read,
or at least reflect upon, the speech made on llonday of this week by President Kennedy
(ENDC/95). Ve know that he has read President Kennedy's speech, because he referred
to it at the close of his sfatement. ile réferred to it in cncouraging terms, and my
delegation is most happy about that reference.

But in the major portion of his statement this morning we heard again what has
become the all too typical cold-war speech from the Soviet delegation, We heard the
familiar unfriendly references to the policies of the Federal Republic of Germany;

we heard the all too familiar distortions of United States and Western positions in
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this Conference; we heard the inaccurate descriptions of United States reactions to various
proposals which have been made by the elght new members of this Conferencej; we heard the
familiar claims that the United States and the West are using this Committee to screen
their military preparations; and we heard the all too familiar general and false attack
upon the motives of the United States and the West.

I submlt that that statement of the Soviet representative was not in keeplng with the
general spirit of President Kennedy's speech made last konday., Specifically, President
Kennedy stated that "United States dipioﬁats are instructed to avoid unnecessary irritants
and purely theoretical hostility." (igig;; p.4) I trust that in due course the spirit of
President Kennedy's statement made last Monday will find response and will inform the future
statements of the Soviet representative at our Conferenéé.

The Soviet representative today devoted a major portion of his statement to defence of
the Sov1et proposed declaration on the Wlthdrawal of nuclear weapon delivery vehlcles from
foreign territories and waters (ENDC/75). HKe incorporated in that a long harangue against
foreign bases.. In that harangue he adduced the support of representatives of many countries
at the United Nations General Assembly. In_pdrticular, he quoted the representativé of
Nigeria accurately as saying: | |

"Foreign bases do embitter the relations between neighbours. We should therefore

like to see them done away with in toto and as quickly as possible;ﬁ |

(A/C.1/PV.1271, p.6)

But on that occasion the representative of Nigeria, lMr. Adebo, went on to say:

"But in this es in other matters relating to disarmament we must be realistic,
Some foreign bases are not the cause but the consequence of international tension.
They were established because the country in which they are located felf them to
be necessary for its own security. It felt this need because it had reason to
fear an invesion from one or the other of its neighbours. 1In this class of case,
it is unrealistic to demand the removal of the foreign base without first doing
sommething to remove the thing that brought it about. Confidence must be
" restored between the neighbours concerned." (ibid.) |
Those are very wise words. The Soviet representative described the system of
collective defence installations which have been built up since the end of World War II
in collective security by the United States and its friends and allies as an abnormal

situation. We do not need to go into the reason why those collective defence
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instollations were built up and why tﬁey exist, e, for our part, are confident we
know the reésdns;. but if I may again use Tresident Kennedy's words =~ this time
addreééed to the ccld war —- he scid: |
| "Let us re-examine our ottitude tcwards the cold war, remembering we are not
engaged in a debate, seeking to pile up debeting points.i Ve are not here
) distributing blame or pointing the finger of jucdgment., We must desl with the
‘world as it is, and not o8 it might have been had the history of the last

eighteen years been different," (ENDC /95, D.4)

These collective defence instnllations exist; . they are part of the world as it
is; it does no good to describe them &s an cbnormal situation; end we dec not need to
go intc the reasons why this system come inte being., - The situction exists, and in this
situation the Soviet draft decloration on the withdrawal of strategical means of
delivery of nuclear weocpons frem overseas derritories (ENDC/75) is clearly one-sided.

The first operative parcgraph of the Scviet proposal, cclling for the abolition
of so-called foreign bases for submarines corrying nucleor weapons, is a demand for
unilatéral'disengagement or redeployment by the Test, The second operative paragraph,
concerning the withdrawal of sircraft corriers from foreign ports, would affect only the
West, since the Soviet Union has not placed any part of its strength in the form of
aircraft carriers, Cperative paragraphs 3 and 4 decl respectively with strotegic
missiles with =2 range of 1,500 kilometres and strategic aircraft loceted in foreign
territory, ond would involive unileteral disarmament or redeployment by the States
members of NiTO while leaving Testern Eurcpe under the undisturbed and ominous threat
of Soviet missiles and aircrazft, That proposal is clearly one-sided ond is
unacceptable,

In closing, may I repeat egain that I was gretified by the reference made by the
Soviet revresentative to tfresident Zennedy's speech? I hope that in the future we can
try to carry out the spirit of thet speech, izay I just end by quoting one passage?
President Kennedy said: ‘

n_o .. let us not be blind to cur differences =-— but let us alsc direct attention

to cur common interests ond the means by which those differences can be resolved,

And if we cannot end now our differences, at least we can help make the world

safe for diversity. For, in the fiﬁal analysis, our most basic common link

is that we all inhabit this small planet, . Te all breathe the same oir, Ve

all cherish our children's future, and we cre all mortel,™ (ENDC(95,R.4)
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The CHAIRMAN (Italy) (translation from Frengg)ﬁ' I call upon the representa-

tive of the Soviet Union,IWho wishes to e¢xercise his right of reply.

Mr. TS4RAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translatlon from Ru851an):

I shall be very brief. I do not agree with the representative of the Unlted States,

‘Mr. Stelle, who tried to attach the cold war label to my statenent when he Sald that

-'it was made: in the spirit of the cold war and apparently drafied before we. had studled

Président Kennedy's speech, o » _
1 have already said that President Kennedy's speech on 10 JUne 1n5p1;es hooe -~
if, of course, those good and in many respects excellent sentences are followed by
:real deeds, because, as the saying goes, theory without gractlce is doad or "fa1+h
without works is dead". .But what did you see in nmy statement, Mr. Stelle, that ‘could
be regarded as relating to the cold war? VWhat was I talking of and po1nt1ng out in ny
statement? I said that all the Soviet Union's proposals are almed at genulne
disarmmament, that they refer to measures aimed at eliminating the threat of a nuclear
missile war, at the lessening of international tension in international relations, and
I pointed out that all these measures are rejected by the Western Powers,

You do not accept a non-aggression pact; you do not accept the proposal for
renunciation of use of foreign territories for the stationing of stratigical means of
‘delivery; you QO not accept the proposal regarding denuclearized zones; nor do you
accebt a number of other proposals in this Cormittec. But outside the walls of the
Committee'"tih’Ottowa,-"-decisions are being taken, aimed at 'intensifying the nuclear‘
oimamenté"raoe as well as the conventional armaments race, at adopting measures aimed
at bringing nuclear missile weapons still further within the reach of thc revanchists
of Western Germony. Do these actions, in your opinion, corresponlto the spirit of
President Kennedy's speech? o - .

I am bound to say that we shall continue in the future to uphold our proposals
aimed at disarmament, at the lessening of international tension, at the elimination of
the threat of a nuclear missile warjy we shall in fact analyse your objections to these
proposals of ours. I offer my apologies, but do not expect "delicacy"_from us in
this respect; do not hope that we shall not criticize your position and your objections,
if they are aimed at refusing to adopt measures faciliteting disarmament, the
‘elimination of the threat of a nuclear war, or the lessening of lnternational tension.

Ve shell do so until we succeed in agreeing on such measures.
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(iir, Tsaraplin, US3R)

It seems to us that our criticism of the Vestern Fowers! position for their
refusal to accept proposals aimed at real disarmament measures, the lessening of inter-
national tension, and the elimination of nuclear missile war, can in no way be called a
nanifestation of the cold war. Un the contrary, it shows that we are manifesting
concern to cone to an cgreement as soon as possible on these most ioportant issues. It
means concern for peace, concern for doing away as quickly as possible with the vestiges
of the cold war, which may still be observed in certain policies and actions. Take the
Ottawa decisions — they, and not our criticism of these decisions, are the cold war.

I think that the overvhelming majority of the representatives here have understood
statqunf correctly. Its purpose is to clear away as quickly as possible all the
obsﬁfhctions which have been erected in the way to agreement on these issues. 4s for
President Kennedy's speech, we have already given our appraisal of some of the propositi
.contained in it. I think that we shall repeatedly have occasion to refer to it and to
quote from it, because in it — 1 should like to note once more~-there is much that is
valuable, much that is useful, much that we can only welcome. But we expect, we are
entitled to demend, and the whole of mankind expects, that this speech will be followed
by.deeds; -and when we meet with deeds which we welcome and which correspond with the
ideas and thoughts expressed by President {emnedy, you will meet with full support and

‘co-operation on the part of the Soviet Union.

wr, STELLE (United States of america): I should merely like to say how
warmly I welcome the closing words of .x. Tsarapkin's last intervention. The United
States hopes that the time will come when we shall move forward in both word and deed

with the Soviet delegation.

The Conference cdecided to issue the following communique:

"The Conference of the Lighteen-Netion Committee on Disarmament today held
its one hundred and forty-fourth plenary mecting in the Palais des Nations,
Geneva, under the chairmanship of ir. Cavalletti, representative of Italy.

"Statements were made by the representatives of Romania, the United arab
Republic, the Soviet Union, Italy and the United States.

"The neXt>meeting of the Conference will be held on ionday, 17 June 1963,
at 10.30 a.m."

The meeting rose at 1.15 5.0,





