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.. The CHAIRMAN-, (United: Sta..-,e~ of .America): I declare open the l53rd 

plenary meeting· of the Conferenb.e of the Eighteen-Nation Committe·e on Disarmament. 

In accor<iance with the procedural agreement adopted· by i;g.e ~ Committee a.t the 

plenary meeting of 12 August (ENDC/PV.l50) the Committee was to discuss first this 

morning item 5(d) of our agreed agenda (ENDC/52). There are : iio speakers inscribed 

for item 5 (d). Does any representative wish to speak? 

. ~h· Paul M/l.SON (United· Kingdom): I do not want to make a speech, bu.t I 

d,o w:i.sl;l bJ:"ie:fl.y to .. remind the . Committee of the suggestion I made on 14 August 

(END<;:/PV .151, ' p.o 9 ) when I said I thought it would be very desirable that there 

Should be an examinatj_on of the technical issues involved in nuclear disarmament 

and ; th!;l>t _ it should : start in .the relatively near future, perhaps -- though this was 

-, ·- ; ·a ·l!)atter,. ·: of course 'i · for further discussion -- in some smaller forum than our 

plenary sessions. I said then .that I hoped .. that _tho Committee would consider that 

suggestion favourably, and I also · expressed the- vie:w that ;if we could agree that 
' .... 

such an examination were, for: .instance, to start bef~;>re the end of this year; .· it 

would- be a ve.ry useful step forward. I am afraid zw suggestion did nQt . f:i .. nd any 
. ! 

echo in the observations, for instance, which our Soviet colleague made at -that 

same meeting. (ibid, P•23) ·But r·do wish to repeat it with such emphasis as I can 

command, and to say again -that if we could find agreement on this point-- and 

perhaps our Soviet colleague will bl: .able to indicate either· now- or next week some 

view · on the subject -- we should be making progress on what is one of the -most 

important tasks which we o·have '·be:(ore us. 
·· . : ) 

The CHAIRMAN (l.!nited . Stfl,tes of .America): Does any other representativ'=l 

;v~sh to speak on item 5 (d)? _If not, the Comnlittee sl:lou.ld now take yp the next 
_,. ' ,. . 

item on. the agreed agenda, the .question of military .bases. .Af3 Chairma:p., ho,1ever1 . . ~- ·. ' 

I sho~l,d_ like to note t.hat. the agreed procedural arrangemepts do not ;pr":cl'-}4e aey 

· del,e~at:i,on from discussing any topic it may wish to . raise at a~y of o'llr meetings; 

. nor d? they preclude the Committee from reverting to item 5 (d) at an appropriate 

time _ in . the fl1ture. 

In my capacity as representative of the ~nited States, I should like to express 

the hope that in ;the meantime all delegations, and the Soviet. delegation in_ ,, 

pa.rticular 1 _will study closely the problems ..:nhe.rent in nuclear disarmament and ·the 
' ! . . ' · . · . . . ·. . . ' . 

United States proposals for beginning the process of such disarmament. 
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·!lo/. delegation hopes also that this subject will be further d,iscussed at future 

meetings between the co-Chairmen and that, in spite of present differencesa:J.d 

difficulties; some progress on ·it can be made and eventually reported· to the 

·Committee. ·. 

We shall now turn to i tern 5 (e) • 

Mr. iYIACOVESCU (Romania): The Moscow treaty (ENDC/100/Rev.l) banning 

nuclear- weapon tests in the atmosphere 1 in outer space and under water, concluded 

between the Soviet tTnion, the United ·states of America and United Kingdom, which the 

Government of the Romanian People 1s Republic signed on 8 August, is -tangible proof 

of the idea that li-tigious international issues can be solved by way of nego·tiation. 

At the same time it has opened up fresh possibilities to continue ·(.he struggle 

against the danger created by the armaments race, and particularly by the manufacturing 

and the stockpiling of atom and hydrogen weapons. 

The preamble of the Moscow treaty ::;tresses, as -the ma in goal of the sigr..atory 

parties: 

.... the speediest possible achie~ement of an agreement on general and " 
complete disarmament under strict international control in acco~dance with 

the objectives of the 'United Nations, which would put an end to the armamen-ts 

race and eliminate the incentive to the produc·tio:n and testing of all kinds 

of weapons, including nuclear weapons 11 • (ibid) 

General and complete disarmament has been, still is and will be the main goal 

of our endea~ours, because only general and complete disarmament r epr esents, unde r 

the present circumstances, the radical and sure way to remove the unprecedented 
danger which is menacing humanity -- the danger of a de~ast.ating nuclear war. 

The Moscow agreement represents a s·~ep forward in the direc·bion of lessening 

international t ension. It is significant that that step was made in a field closely 

related .to the nuclear war danger. The agreed measures cannot be separated from 

the powerful and continuous concern of the peoples to do away with the nuclear dange :::- .. 

The delegation of the Romanian People's Republic has repeatedly emphasized in 

this Committee the particular significance it atta ches to the specific disarmament 

measures to be undertaken in stage I of ~he process of general and complete 

disarmament, in connexion with the necessity of liberating mankind f rom the dange r 

of a nuclear war. W~ are studying all proposa ls pertaini.ng t.o the concrete conte.at 
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of stage I in the light of the necessity to ensure the removal of the nuclear 
danger right at the beginning of the disarmament process, In so far as a plan for 

the iltiplementation of general and co~plete disarmament tends to provide the .ass~rance 
that, already in the first stage, the danger of a nuclear war is ~liminated_, such 

a plan appears acceptab_le to us and we shall sup;port it. 
That concept has determined the attitude of the Romanian delegat~on with regard 

to the elimination of nuclear weapon vehicles and t .o the measures. of nuclea:r:-. 
disarmament. 

The same criterion also guides our approach to another important issue t namely_, 
disarmament measures with regard to foreign militar~y bases and. to _armed forces 

stationed iil foreign territories. . In the pas~, in the course of the proceedings 
·.of thi~ Goinmittee' the delegation of the Romanian People Is Rep~bli~ has consistently 

advocated the eiimination of such bases alre~y in stage I of genera! and .9omp:l.ete 
disa.rmament' as it has advocated also the withdrawal of all armed forces fror:n other 
countries 1 territories. This is still our stand. This stand is dicta.oad by the 
necessity to face up to a reality, a _reality th~t cannot be ignored if we genuinely 
endeavour to adopt efficient disarmament measures. 

Nobody can deziy that -foreign ~ilitary bases represent one of the e~sential 
elements of the danger of nuclear war hovering above mankind. . Military. ba~es 
organized on foreign territories are a clearly defined military institu~~on, distinct 
from national bases, from a ~ilital~-strat~gic point of view as well as from a . 
political and legal one. No one could give any convincing proof -- no matter how 
many statements were made ·-- that foreign military bases are not advanced starting-
points for unleashing an armed attack against the States .around which they have been 
set up. That is their main purpose. 

Their existence multiplies the hazards and the risk of an ac?idental war. 
· Indeed, if the presence of nuclear weapons and of their delivery. vehicles implies 
the danger of an outbreak of war by accident -- and this danger is ackno~ledged by 
all --- the existence of foreign military bases equipped with such wea:pons and 

scattered over numerous parts of the globe increases the danger of an accidental 

war. 
To this we have to add that if the military bases organized on foreign territory 

and equipped with nuclear weapons are the most dangerous ones, it is no less true 

that foreign military bases equipped with conventional, non-nuclear weapons also 

represent a danger for international peace and security, engendering multiple 

possibilities of unleashing armed conflicts. 
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The existence of military bases gravely jeopardizes the very security of the 

States on whose territory they are situated. It is known that the activity being 

carried on in such bases is not subject to control by the Governments of the 

respective countries. In those conditions the States on whose territory there are 

foreign military bases are inevitably exposed to a retaliatory blow caused by 

· military actions of which they might even be ignorant. The conflict between the 

aggressor and its victim would thus spread over those States, too. 

If 1 from a military point of view, the foreign military bases represent a direct 

threat not only to the States they are directed :--,gainst 1 but also to the countries 

on whose territories they are sited, from a political point of view they represent 

a permanent source for the worsening of the internationa l situation, for increasing 

mistrust and suspicion, and for whipping up cold war. In brief, they are part of 

the arms race; they represent a factor of permanent threat against international 

peace and s ecurity. 
Let us now take up another aspect of the issue. Between the problem of 

eliminating all nuclear weapon delive ry vehicles and that of abolishing foreign 

military bases there is a direct connexion. Being sited in the immediate v icinity 

of the frontiers of other States, foreign military ba ses acquire a particular 

strategical significance, senTing to a large extent as substitutes for the 

strategical means of delivery. From such bases an aggr ession employing nuclear 

missiles can be unleashed, while considerably reducing the distance and the time 

needed to hit the t a r gets. 
Let us now stress another aspect. The existence of military base s on foreign 

territories is incompatible with the idea of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons 

and with that of establishing nuclear-free zones -- ideas which are making headway 

ever more powerfully, their implement ation becoming ever more urgent and necessary. 

These are, in brief, the reaso11S why the delegation of Romania stands fo r the 

elimi:riation of foreign milita ry bases and for the withdrawal of armed forces from 

foreign territory already in stage I of the process of general and complete 

disarmament. 

Ylhat are the prospects that open now before us? If that measure were 

implemented, then favourable conditions would emerge for the implementation of 

gene ral and c omplete disarmament as a whole; a climate of relax~tion of international 
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t,ensions would _be crea"t.ed; confidence in the relations bet'W'ee·ri •Sta-tes ·and between 

peoples would be strongly promoted·; the way would be opened for the · coo'ip1e1.ion of 

tpe compl~~ of measureis needed to·,e·liminate 1 alr~ady in stage I and for ail'l 'time 1 

the danger _of a. nuclear war; and·one of the main obstacles would be re!moved' from 

the road towards the successful conclusion· of other disarmament measures. At the 

same time 1 one .of the main sources which engende'r the threat of a surprise attack 

would be eliminated. 

The liquidation, already in stage I of. general and complete disarmament 1 'bf all 

military bases on other countries 1 territories 1 ·as well as the withdrawal of the 

armed forces from those territories, would not create any advantage for one State 

or group of States to the; :4-etriment of some other State or group of States. On· 

the contrary7 t:1e implementation of those measures would strongly promote the cause 

of internat.:ional peace· apd of' general and complete disarmament; increasing the : 

security of the international community as a whole as well as the security of 9-very 

particular State. 

What is the. main argument set forth by the delegations opposing the idea of 

eliminating foreign military bases in tre course of stage I or the disarmament 

process? In short 1 this argument which is only too well known· from our previous 

debates -- is summed up in the words: 11Let us have a balanced disarmament by·which 

no party might obtain at any particular moment an advantage of any kind 11 • In 

other words, those delegations which so argue say that if the foreign;· military· bases 

now existing in Europe; Asia, Africa were dismantled then one of theparties, namely 

the Soviet Union, would acquire certain advantages~ ·'!'hat way of reasoning -- as I 

have alreadyhad the opportunity to stress-- lacksreal·fotlnda.tion. 

One must not lose sight of the fact that the elimination o£ military bases on 

foriegn territoriesn-- as provided for in the Soviet draft treaty -• is not an 

iso:J;.ated element but is part.of a whole series of measures which; oJiice they are 

carried out, cannot crea·te advantages for any of the parties. Those measures are 

mutually interlocked and interdependent. Under what circumstancesi:is the ; 

dismantl,ing of,the military bases sited on foreign territories p:roV"ided for? Under 

ci:rcllltlstanc~$ characterized -by the liquidation of nuclear.weapon delivery vehicles, 

and by a substantial reduction of armed forces and conventional ·armaments. 
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Under such circumstances one cannot speak about obtaining advantages, about 
"imbalanced" disarmament. An attentive and realistic appraisal of the Soviet 
draft treaty (ENDC/2/Rev.l) cannot but prove that it contains solid guarantees for 

the security of all States, at any ipstant of the disarmament process. 

On the contrary, if we were to destroy nuclear weapon vehicles only, while 

maintaining even part of the military bases on foreign territories, that would 

entail a serious disadvantage as far as the socualist countries are concerned and 

would gravely endanger their security. It is for that reason that it is necessary 

to speak about foreign bases and the need to liquidate them just as it is necessary 

to speak about the need to eliminate nuclt:Hi r weapon delivery vehicles. How could 

one reconcile the maintenance of foreign bases when nuclear weapon vehicles had been 

liquidated with the unanimously acknowledged principle that during the process of 

disarmament no State or group of States should acquire military advantages? That 

principle must be applied consistently in all fields of disarmament and at every 
stage of the disarmament process. 

The Government of the Romanian People's Republic has taken various opportunities 
to state clearly its position with regard to the problem of general and complete 
disarmament and other contingent issues, On 3 August, on the occasion of .the 
conclusion of the Moscow tripartite agreement banning nuclear weapon tests in the 

atmosphere, in outer space and under water, the Romanian Government issued the 
following statement: 

"The Government of the Romanian People's Republic expresses its 
satisfaction on the occasion of tha agreement being r eached between the USSR, 
the USA and the t:rnited Kingdom on the banning of nuclear weapons tests in the 
atmosphere, in outer space and under water. 

"The Government of the Romanian People's Republic appreciates this 

agreement as an expression of the policy of peaceful co-existence between 

States with different social systems, and as a p roof of the fact that litigious 

international issues can be solved by way of negotiations. 

"Although the a greement does not cover underground tests, it corresponds • to the demands, insistently voiced ove r the years by world public opinion, to 

ban nuclear tests, which, by their radiations, represent a danger for the 
peoples all over the world. At the same time, the Government of the Romanian 
People 1 s Republic expresses its hope that the conclusion of the agreement will 

create favourable conditions for the banning of underground tests also, 
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· "Certainly, the agreement 7 while representing a step forward in the 
~ . . 

direction of international detente 1 does not solve the major problems of the 

struggle aimed at eliminating the danger which the armaments race and the 

stockpiling of atom and hydrogen weapons ·· cr~ates for world peace. Being 

aware of the grave danger a thermonuclear war would represent for the destiny 

of mankind; the socialist States, other paace-loving States, the peoples of 

the world perseveringly militate i'or ~~he cessation of the armaments race 1 

the . establishment of denuclearized zones in various parts of the world, the 

baruiing and dent;.ruut :.o."l of a.tom and hydrogen weapons, general and complete 
.· 

disarmament. > Ey its ac:f,iyity in the 'United Nations and other international 

bodies 1,: .:by .its whole external policy, the Government of the Romanian people Is 

Republic, :a's well as the Governments of the other socialist countries, has 

made and .will make in the future its full contribution 'to the solution of 

these iSSU€S which are vital for the cause of peace • 

"The Government of the Romanian Peopl.e 1 s Republic declares its readiness 

to become a party to the Trea.·by blin'ling nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere, 

in outer space· and under water''. 

As this Committee knows} on 8 August the Gove rnment of the ;Romani an People 1 s 

Republic signed tha·l:. treaty in Moscow, Washington and London. 

I request the Secretariat ·bo circulate as an official Coni'erence document the 

statement of 3 August 1963 of" the Government of the Romanian People 's Repub~ic.Y 

Mr. TSARAPKIN. (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (transla;i_!on from 

Russian): In acc·or<iance with the agreed procedure of work of the Committee we now 

.pass on to consideration of t he next probiem r elating to stage I of general and 

complete disarmament, that i s to say , item 5(e ) of the a gre ed agenda which reads: 

"Disa rmament measures in regard to mil itary bases and to armed forces 

at such base s or el3ewb.e:;:·e in fo r eign territories'; together with appropriate 

control measures." @__NLC/5~ t-E.~ 2l 
Besides stating .the posi tion of the Sovie::t side we shall also giv e our views 

' . i : 

r egarding the pos ition of the We s.t e rn P ow&r ·s . ,on· ~:be que s t ion of the liquidation of 

f ore ign ba ses a nP, t he withdrawal of f ore i gn troops : from the t e·rrito r i e s of othe r ··., '· 
countrie s. 

1/ Circulated a s document ENDC/lll /Rev.l 
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The Soviet delegation would like first of all to deal with the question of why 
the Soviet Union attaches such great importance to this problem. 

We have a],.ready stated more than once our evaluation of the presence of Western, 

and in particular United States, military bases on foreign territories and have 
pointed out the part played by those bases in present-day international relations. 

We have noted that more than eighteen years have already passed since the end of the 
second world war, yet the state of affairs in international life is still abnormal. 

Indeed, can it be considered a normal situation when the United States maintains in 
peacetime many hundreds of military bases and hundreds of thousands of military 
per,sonnel outside the boundaries of its country, in foriegn territories thousands of 
kilometres aw:ay from the United States? It is not difficult to perceive what a 

very negative influence this has on the present international situatio.n and on the 

mutual relations of States. There is no doubt that this is one of the most 

important causes of the tension in international life today, preventing the 

normalization of the situation existing in the world and the solution of outstanding 

international problems. The existence of foreign bases and the stationing of. 
troops on the territories of other countries prevent progress being made in solving 
the problem of general and complete disarmament. We must not forget that nuclear 
weapons and strategic means of delivery of such weapons, that is bombers, submarines, 
aircraft carriers and ballistic rockets, are located at those military bases in 
foreign territories. All this greatly increases the threat of a nuclear missile 
war and creates for the non-nuclear countries the direct danger of being involved 
in it. 

The resolution adopted at the Conference of forty African States in Addis Ababa 
is a most convincing indication of the attitude of the peoples towards foreign bases. 
The resolution included a demand for -

II the elimination of military bases Lin Afric~ ••• 

which. elimination constitutes a basic element of African Independence 
and Unity. 11 (ENDC /93/Rev .1) 

Is not the recent proposal of the Presidents of five Latin American (ENDC/87) 
countries for the creation of a denuclearized zone in Latin America another eloquent 
indication of the f eeL!.n gs prevailing in the countries .of Latin America against · 
nuclear bases? Does it not reflect the concern of those peoples, just as ·in the 
case of the African, European, Asian and other peoples~for their security? Of 
course , it does. 
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Every year we have . heard from the rostrum of the United Nations appeals ·for 

the liqUidation of foreign military bases on the territories of other countries, so 

as j;o make .. .a· co:r;tt:ribution to the strengthening of. universal peace. We . can say with 

comple,:t~ j).lstification that the demand for the liquidation of · foreign military bases 

is "tihe. demand of all the peoples of the world 1 the demand of ·:::eason and of the 

conscience of all mankind , 

The stationing of military bases in :f~~:!_l:ign territories leads to a situa.-~ion 

in which universal pea oe a nd s ecc:.rity , and in the first place ·the sec.urity of ·~he 

oountries which mclte th<dr te i·ri-~ory available for fore ign m:i.l itary ba ses, are · 

seriously jeopardized. Tha t is something which everybne shoul<i take into account 

when asse,ssing the role n.nd significance of rresEmt-day military bases located in 

foreign territories. The Soviet Union ? whoae policy is aimed at. consolidating· peace i 

has resolutely and consiste:ntly advocate<! the. liquidation of. foreign military bas-es~ ., 

In his message t.o the Heads of States·. and .Governm8nts ·of African ·· countries 'rho . took> · 

part :i.n the Addis Ababa Cio:c.fereuce 1 the- Chaj.nnan ·of the .. USSR:. C.ouncH of Ministe:.-s, . . c.·· 

Mr. Khrush~hev, noted that the ; soo~er ·'jhf: network of f'oreign military base s a na · 

strongholds in all areas ; of· our planet wa s liq~idated, the · mor e secure would be the 

peace, freedoo and indep endence of a ll people s . 

Guided by the aim of eliminating as quickly as possible, the th1:eat .·of . a 
nuclear-missile war hang ing over mankind , the Soviet Go.vernrnen:t envisages the 

implementation of large-s ca l e ef f ective meas1,1;r-es in ; this . respect righ·t in the . first .· 

stag~ .· of disa rma men·t. Such measures ·- aiongside the e limination·>in stage I of a ll 

means of delivary of nuclear weapons .with the exceptioJ;l of the .so_..:.called p:::otect;ive 

umbrella - include the complete liquidation of ~11 foreign milh,ary base.:; :in t he 

territories of othe r .cpUJJ.trie s and the withdrawa l of alJ. fore i gn troops f r c:n those 

terri·tories. Thes e ~e~su;ces f or sta ge I of dha rmament a r e indissolubly inte r-

connected and mus t . the r efore be carr i ed out s i mult aneously. 

tha,t: 

Article 9 of the Soyi~:d:. draft t r8a i y on general a nd complete disarma!pE!nt provides 

11 Simultaneously with the destruction of the. means of del.i ve rin.g nucl ear , 

weapo;ns the . St a t es parties t o the ~reaty which have army, .. air f orce cr :nava :i. 

bases in for€ign territories shal~ dismantle a ll such base s 7 what~er prin c i pal 

or r eserve base s , as well as a ll deJiot base s of any types. 

such bases shall be eva cuat ed to the ir n ational territors . 

All p 8rso:rmel of 

All ins~-cllat ions 
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and armaments existing at such bases and coming under articles 5-8 of the 

present Treaty shall be destroyed on the spot. Other armaments shall either 
be destroyed on the spot • • • or evacuated to the Territo~~of the 
State which owned the base. All installations of a milita~ nature at su:ch 

bases shall be destroyed. The living quarters and auxilia~ installations of 

foreign bases shall be transferred for civilian use to the States in whose 

territory they are located." (ENDC/2/Rev.l, page 8) 

In order to forestall any devious ways of utilizing foreign territories for the 

maintenance there of troops and secret milita~ bases, the Soviet draft treaty on 

general and complete disarmament provides that all the measures listed by us for the 

liquidation of milita~ bases in foreign territories shall apply also to those 
milita~ bases which, even though they are considered national bases juridically, are 
nevertheless us.ed by foreign troops. The appropriateness of that measure is quite 

obvious. No matter by what juridical formulas the actual possession of a base by 

foreign milita~ authorities is covered up, such bases, by their functions and their 
real significance, virtually in no way differ from foreign milita~ bases in the 

territories of other countries. The measures we have indicated for the liquidation 

of milita~ bases in foreign te!"ritories should also be carried out in regard to 
those milita~ bases which have been established under international treaties and 
agreements for their use by other States, irrespective of the presence of foreign 
troops at such bases at the time of the conclusion of a treaty on general and complete 

disarmament. In this regard we base ourselves on the assumption that such bases, 
even if they are without any foreign milita~ personnel at a given moment, are 
prepared spring-boards for the concentration and deployment of expeditionary armed 
forces destined to operate from foreign territories. The necessity of liquidating 

that type of milita~ base as well in stage I of complete disarmament is also quite 

obvious. 

Finally, it is necessa~ to take measures to prevent milita~ bases in foreign 
territories being re-established or re-constructed in the process of disarmament. 

Article 9 of the Soviet draft treaty on general and complete disarmament provides 

for measures to safeguard States against that danger. In this connexion it is 
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"All previous treaty obligations, decisions of the organs of military 

blocs and ••••• pertaining to the e~tablisbment or use of military bases 

in foreign territories shall lapse and may not be renewed. It shall 

henceforth be prohibited to grant military bases for use by foreign .. troops and 

to conclude any bilateral or multilateral treaties or agreements to this 

end". (ibid. 1 pp.B-9) 

It is also provided that~-
11The legislatures a;.1d govel'llli!ents of the States ':.1 ' .. • • shall cC:£l,ct 

legislatio~ aud ~ssue regulations to ens~re that no military bases to be used 

by foreign troops are established in their territory". (ibid, p.9) 

The section of the Soviet draft treaty on disarmament dealing with the 

liquidation of foreign military- bases in the territories of other countries provid~s 

for all those measures to be carried out under the cont:rol of iuspe_ctors. of the 

International Disarmament Orgznization. Side by nide with the liq~idation of 
.. . . . ~ . 

foreign military bases in the first stage, the Soviet Union proposes tha~ the 

withdrawal Jf foreign troops and foreign personnel should also be carried out 

in that stage. 
.. 

Article 10 of -the Soviet draft treaty provides that:-

"Simultaneously with the elimination of the means of deliYering 

. nuclear weapons • • • the States parties to the Treaty which have troops 
, . ' 

. or oilitary personnel of any nature in foreign territories · shall withdraw 
. " 

all such troops and personnel from such ter:dtories". (ibid.) 

It~ also provided that all means of delivery of nuclear weapons ~nd the installations 

relating thereto 11shall be des_troyed on the spot • Other ar41aments shall either be .. 
de:;;troyed on the spo·L • • or evacuated to the territo~ of the State withdrawing 

its·:· t ·roops" ~ 

Further it is provided that.:-

".The neasu:·es {c;o:ncerning the withdrawal of foreign troopiJ . • • 
. . - · . .. 

shall _be fully applicable to foreign civilians employed i..'l. the armed forces 

or engaged in the producti0n of armaments or any other activii:.ies serving 

military purposes in fo~eign territory. It sbB.ll henceforth be prohibited 

to despatch foreign troops, military personnel or the above-mentioned civilians 
. . ' 

to foreign territories". (i!>id) 
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Those measures would be taken by means of legislation and government regulations of 
the States parties to the Treaty. The withdrawal of troops and other measures 

provided for in article 10 would be carried out under the control of inspectors of 

the International Disarmament Organization. 

What is the significance of the Soyiet :proposals for the l5.q_uidation of foreign 

bases and the withdrawal of foreign troops from the territories of other countries 

in stage I of disarnament simultaneously with the liquide.tion of the Qeans of 

delivery of nuclear weapons? In the first place, of course, the.i.r significance_ 

lies in the fact that the implementation of those measures would virtually make a 
nuclear attack by one State against another impossible already in the first stage 

of disarmaQent, although nuclear weapons would still re41ain at the disposal of 

States. The destruction of the means of delivery and, at the same time, of foreign 

bases located in the territories of other countries -- whether rocket bases, 
airfields, sub41arine bases, aircraft carriers or any other land or sea bases 
as well as the withdrawal of troops to their own national territories would fully 

ensure the achievement of that aim. 

At the meetings of the Co~ittee, at which the Soviet proposals for the 
liquidation of foreign bases and the withdrawal of foreign troops from the territories 
of other countries were dealt with, the representatives of the Western Powers opposed 

their adoption. The main argument which they put forward against our proposals can 
be ~ummarized as follows: that the elimination of the means of delivery of nuclear 
weapons and of foreign bases would, it is alleged, upset the existing balance of 

forces in favour of the Soviet Union. Thus, at the meeting of 24 April the United 

States representative, Mr. Stelle, referring to the aforesaid Soviet proposals, said: 
"Those two proposals, we believe, are quite clearly designed to under41ine 

the defensive capabilities of the free world alliances and to alter the 

mili·bary balance in favour of the Soviet Union 11 • (ENDC / PV.l2L:-, pp.35 and 36) 

In that connexion we should like to raise the question: what advantages would 

the So·viet Union gain in comparison with the Western Powers? After all, the gist 

of the Soviet proposal consists in combining the destruction of the means of delivery 

in stage I with the simultaneous liquir-:.ation of foreign bases and the withdrawal of 

troops _fro:n foreign territori es. The combination of those t.wo men.sures guarantees 

compli~nce with the agreed principle which states that:-
11 .... at no stage of the implementation of the treaty could any State or 

group of States gain military advantage ••.• 11 (ENDC/ 5, p.2) 
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The Soviet proposals are fully in accordance with that principle. For its part, 
the Soviet Union agrees to the elimination of missiles, which fa~ the mat important 
part of its milita~ potential and in which it has outstripped the United States. 
That is not an empty claim; it is a fact which is frankly admitted even by United 

States missile experts. 
Adoption of the Soviet proposal would have extremely valuable consequences for 

the United States in stage 11 since the United States, right at the beginning of 
disarmament, would regain the inviolability of its territo~ which it iost, as is 
well known, as a result of the development of nuclear missiles. Thus the security 
of the United States would be ensured. On the other hand, under the Soviet draft 
treaty, the United States must agree to the elimination of its milita~ bases 
located in foreign territories. 

The radical improvement in the whole international situation as a result of the 
elimination of the means of delive~ of nuclear weapons and foreign milita~ bases 
is regarded by the Soviet Union as a big gain for the security of eve~one -- for 
the Soviet Union and its allies, for the United States and its allies, and for all 
the non-aligned countries. 

In opposing the Soviet proposals, the Western representatives resort to yet 
another argument. Trying to minimize the tremendous significance of the 
implementation of this Soviet proposal for reducing the threat of a thermonuclear 
war, the representatives of the Western Powers have said that an attack could be 
carried out with the use of conventional armaments. But how can one put forward 
such an argument without contradicting tl~ facts? Under the Soviet proposals for 
general and complete disarmament, the armed forces and conventional armaments of all 
States 1 including the Soviet Union, would be substantially reduced in stage I. 
After the measures of the Soviet plan for stage I had been completed, the Soviet 
Union and other socialist States would gain no advantages whatsoever over the 

Western Powers. After all, it is a fact that, under the Soviet draft treaty, 
during stage I of disarmament the armed forces of the Soviet Union and the United 

States would be reduced to the same level: 1 1 900 1 000 men each for the United States 

and the Soviet Union. 
The paradoxical position of the Tvestern Powers is that, on the one hand, they 

declare that they fear Soviet superiority in conventional armaments, but, on the 
other hand, when the Soviet Union proposed the greatest possible reduction of armed 
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forces and conventional a~aments and the establishment of the lowest possible 
force level, identical for the United States and the Soviet Union, the United 
States objects. So what do you really want, gentlemen? 

The representatives of the Western Powers also put forward against the Soviet's 

proposal for the elimination of foreign military bases in the territories of other 
countries the argument t .hat the implementation of that proposal would upset stability, 
aggravate the international situation and, as a result, jeopardize peace. But that 
is not an argument.; it is a naked, entirely unsubstantiated assertion at variance 
with. the facts, logic and common sense. We are be ing told, it seeos, that if States 
establish military bases in foreign territories and station strategic means of 
delivery of nuclear weapons and their armed forces at such bases, by acting in that 
way they are strengthening peace, but that if these States were to agree to liquidate 

military bases in foreign territories and not to station there _the means for waging 
w~r and to eliminate the oeans of delivery of nuclear vreapons, peace, you see, would 
be _jeopardized. Such an "argument" can convince no one but its authors. If States 
agree to elim;Lnate the means of delivery of nuclear weapons and to do away with such 
a source of international tension as foreign milita.ry bases and troops in foreign 
territories, there can .be no doubt that as a result of these measures peace would be 
greatly strengthened. That is an axiom obvious to. everyone and needing: no proof. 

Let us now see what the Western Powers propose in regard to foreign military 
bases and foreign troops in the territories of other countries. 

_A study of the neasures for stage I proposed in that part of the United States 
Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General and Complete _ Disa rmament in a 
Peaceful World (ENDC/30) which deals with these que stions shows that in this document 
among stage I measures there is not even any mention of. f .oreign military bases in 
other. countries 1 territories 1 as though such baseg did not exist at all. But such 

bases do exist all the same. They are, as we have already pointed out, an important 

inte rnational fac.tor and have an extremely negative effe.ct on the internationa l 

situation. For this -reason it is impossible to discuss seriously the problem of 
general and complete disarmament and to map out ways for its speedy solution without 
even saying a single word about the liquidation of fore i gn military bases and the 
related question of the withdrawal of foreign troops from other countries' territories. 
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Let us consider the various stages of the United States Outline of Basic 
Provisions of a Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament. 

Let us begin with stage I. The United States outline contains no corresponding 
provision concerning the liquidation of foreign military bases and the withdrawal 
of troops stationed in foreign territories. Yet this same outline provides from 
the very outset, that is, in stage I, for the reduction of the means of delivery of 
nuclear weapons. t~t would be the practical consequence of the implementation of 
such a measure in stage I? As is well-Y~own, the Soviet Union liquidated long ago 
its bases in foreign territories, and one of the decisive means of defence of the 
Soviet Union is now the rocket weapon. The United States proposes reducing in 
stage I this extremely important means of defence of the Soviet Union, while at the 
same time leaving intact the United States military bases in foreign territory which 
are aimed against the .Soviet Union and other socialist States and at which United 
States nuclear weapons are located, and the troops stationed in foreif;n territories 
around the Soviet Union and other socialist States. I ask you, how does this comply 
with the principle of ensuring the equality of States from the standpoint of their 
security, the principle so often referred to by the representatives of the Western 
Powers? Is it possible after this to regard the United States plan as a balanced 
one, as giving no advantage to either side or as taking into account the security 
interests of States? No, it is impossible. 

The implementation of this plan would lead to the United States gaining 
unilateral military advantages, to which the Soviet Union, of course, cannot and will 
not agree. As a real basis for agreement· there should be a combination of measures 
for the destruction of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons with measures for 
the liquidation of foreign military bases and the withdrawal of foreign troops from 
other countries 1 . territories. 

It is cha:r:acteristic that, even in regard to . the measures envisaged for stage II, 
in the United States plan there is no direct mention of the liquidation of foreign 
military bases and the withdrawal of troops fron other countries 1 territories. It 

only mentions a reduction of agreed military bases and facilities, wherever they 
might be located. But will it not turn out that when we come to agreeing on such 
bases, the whole matter will boil down to· .a proposal to reduce a certain number of 
so-called national bases while foreign bases will remain intact? ks you see, stage 
II in the United States plan likewise does not guarantee the liquidation of foreign 
bases in other countries' territories. Even in respect of stage III, when the 
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disarmament process is to be completed, the United States plan provides for the 
retention of agreed military bases and facilities. 

In the course of the . worl·~ of the Eighteen-Nation Committee the. Soviet 
dele,r:ration has repeatedly analyzed the atter.lpts of some representatives to equate 
so-called national bases with foreign military bases, But this question seems 
perfectly clear to us. A foreign base and a so-called national base are not one 
and the same thing. As a matter of fact, i:s it correct to speak of national bases? 
There does actually exist in the world the military an<l political problem of foreign 
military bases, which are an instrument of aggression anc a means of interference 
in the internal affairs of other States. As for so-called national bases, there 
is simply no problem in regard t.o them as such. After all, so-called national bases 
are in reality various ·installations and services in places where a particular 
State Is mrn armed forces are stationed in its own territory. These ~rmed forces, 
with all the major and ancillary installations, services, workshops, depots and s o 

on, will all gradually be reduced and eliminated as the disarmament process develops 
from stage to stage. 

If States eliminate the means of delivery of nuclear weapons, for instance, in. 
stage ·I, they >V'ill have to destroy all installations connected with them: launching 
pads·, shafts, platforms for t:h.e launching of rockets and underground depots for 
rockets. The installations connected with the conventional arr.1aments of States 
would be dealt with in a similar way. 

As you see, there is a fundamental difference between national bases and foreign 
military bas-es. · Bases in foreign territories are mailed fists with concentrations 
of troops and the most modern military equipr.1ent, especially, of course, therr.lo-
nuclear weapons placed adjacent to tho territory of a State or States regarded as 
potential targets for attack. 

The representatives of the Western Powers are trying to ;Prove to us that foreign 

military bases situated thousanc1s of kilometres away from ·their national frontiers 
and encircling the territory of the Soviet Union and other socialist countries are, 
allegedly, a means of defence. It is obvious that such assertions are completely 
unfounded. Prom the military point of view, it is impossible to justify with defence 
considerations the organization of a system of military bases many thousands of ~iles 
aWEy from their nat i onal territories. Regretfully we oust point out that in this 
respect recent events have not brought about any positive changes. Events continue 
to develop further and .further in a direction extremely unfavourable to the cause 
of peace. 
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The United States is taking measures which considerably increase the danger 

of a thennonuclear war breaking out. The United States, in addition to territorial, 

that is immobile, stationary bases abroad, is hastily developing a system of mobile 

floating bases -- atonic subnarines, equipped with nuclear weapons and the strategic 

means for ·awir delivery·, namely Polaris missiles. These floating bases are 

intended for cruising about the high s0as ar.d oceans rigbt now -- in peace time, I 

stress, in peace tine -·- in :;:'u.l: combat readiness. There arG United States atcmic 

subr::;arines with Polar :;.s missiles in United Kingdom waters and in the Pacific Ocean. 

It is w·ell kno~·r:i that the firs"'.; specimens of such flo2.,tfng bases atonie submarines 

with Polaris nissilcs -- have aL·cady been cl..espa+.chd. by the U'nited States to the 

Mediterranean s.~a ancl that their presonr-e constitutes a threat to. the security of 

the countries situated in that area. Undoubtedly such a development of events will 

still further increc.se the risk of wn.r. A stop nust be put to this. This nust 

b"e clone, if vre really wish to lay a genuine, r.ot a sl::.ao, fictitious basis u11der the 

cause of disarmament, j f we are striving for a real easing of ~,;ension in international 

relations. By tbeir nature, foreign militerJ bases in other countries: territories 

and floating bases roaming about the high seas and oceans in peace time are intended 

for ageression and no~ for defence. Therefore, it naturally becomes essential that 

in a treaty on general and complete di,c.:-;n:iin')il": . ~- ' ·-:; ~ :n stio:l :} :: ~:·-.:.) .· .. ;:-:" c ·· -~·-;.·v b,:.s ~ c; 

should be considered and settled in a. proper manner.· Pre~isely t1Jis approach 

underlies the relevant provisions of the Soviet draft treaty. 

· The President of the United Sta·tes, tir. Kennedy, in his speech on 26 July, made 

a realisti~ stetement. He said: 

"For in today' s worlc1 1 a r:ation r s securi+.y does not always increase as its 

arms increase, n (ENDC/102, p.5) o 

That is a statement to which :i.-'; would be difficult for anyone to object. But the 

maintenance by +.he Uni+,ed. Stat0s of Ame:r·ica of oilitary bases in other countries 1 

territories and its endeavour to bring its missil~ bases :nearer to th~ frontiers 

of other States p::.·ecisely represent the carrying out in practice of the "arms · 

increase 11 mentioned by President Kennedy in his s:peech. It is high time · to chaw 

practical coDclusions in re~erd to for~ign military bases. in other countries 1 

territories. In the present situation foreign bases are an anachroi}{sffi; far frQm 

being an innocuous one; it.is exceed~ngly dangerous c It is necessary to put an end 

as quickly as possible to this anachronism and take the path of an. agreed decision 
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to liquidate all foreign military bases •. The interests of peace demand this. 
Look around you, gentlemen. Many countries, including members of our Committee, for 
ex~ple, Sweden, Brazil, Mexico and others have no foreign military bases in_ their 
territory. But is their security harned or lessened on that account? Or, on 
the other band, is the security of the United .states harmed by tbe fact that it has 
no military bases in those countries? It can be asserted with every justification, 
and I think that everyone who wishes to maintain peace will agree, that the 
countries with no foreign military bases in their territory are much more secure 
than the countries which have such bases. We propose and urge .that we should 
approach the question of foreign military bases from the standpoint of concern for _ 
universal security. i'Te shall then have no difficulty in resolving this question 
to our mutual satisfaction. 

A detailed analysis of the United States proposals _in the part relating to 
military bases shows that these proposals cannot be a suitable basis for agreement. 

Whatever the measures proposed, if they are not a:i,med at averting or at least at 
seriously reducing tlle threat of a nuclear war, such ~:~easures are absolutely usele.ss 

or even detrimental to the security of States, since in substance they lead to the 
establishment of control without disarmament. The Soviet Union considers that the 
interests of the common security of all of us call for the ~plementation of radical 
disarmament measures in stage I. We hope that the United States and its partners 
will reconsider their attitude towaro.s the question of' liquidating military bases 
in foreign territories and towards the question of withdrawing troops from foreign 
territories, and in that way it will be possible to achieve a mutually acceptable 
solution of this issue. We express the hope that all the members of the Eighteen-
Nation Committee will study the Soviet Union 1 s proposals relating to foreign bases 
and troops in other countries' territories with the attention that these important 

problems of general and complete disarmament deserve. 
The new and more favourable situation which has come about as a result of the 

conclusion of the Hoscow Treaty on the prohibition of nuclear tests enables us to 
have a new, broader and bolder approach to the solution of the problem of disannament. 

The CHA~u~ (United States of ~erica): Speaking as representative of the 
United States, I should merely like to say that as my delegation occupies the Chair 
this morning it will not speak today on the topic under discussion, but will defer a 
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statement of the United States' position-- and a reply to the statements made this 
morning by the representatives of Romania and the Soviet Union 

meeting at which the CQmmittee has this topic under discussion. 

until the nest 

Mr. BLUSZTAJN (Poland) (translation froo French): If I speak today, Mr. 

Chairman, you will be able to put the Polish delegation down on the list of those 
to which you will reply next week. 

The liquidation of bases situated in foreign territory and the withdrawal of 

troops stationed in such territory is among the most urgent of the problems which 
have to be solved during the disannament process. That explains vrhy this problem 

occupies such a prominent place in the plan for general and complete disarmament 

submitted to our Co~ittee by the Soviet Union.(ENDC/2/Rev.l, Corr.l) Nobody denies, 
indeed, that the question deserves ve~ special attention. After the prelimina~ 
study that it carried out last autumn, the Connittee now has an opportunity of 
underta1(ing a thorough discussion of the problem of the liquidation of foreign bases, 
in accordance with the prograome of work which we have adopted. 

The discussions which have hitherto been held on the subject in our Comnittee 
have revealed the existence of two points of view. On the one hand, the Soviet 
Union and the delegations of socialist countries call for the liquidation of foreign 

bases during the first stage of disarmament, together with the elimination of the 

means of delive~ of nuclear weapons. On the other hand, the United States and 
the Western delegations oppose the separate consideration of the problem of the 
liquidation of foreign bases and propose a partial liquidation of military bases 
without specifying which bases -- during the second staae of disarmament, concurrently 

with the percentage reduction of a~aments. 
It is noteworthy that the draft submit~;:.e d by the United States (ENDC/30) 

delegation does not say how these bases are to be liquidated and troops withdrawn from 

foreign territory, whereas the Soviet draft deals with these two problems explicitly 

in articles 9 and 10 of the draft t:reaty on general and complete disarmament. The 
Soviet Union representative rightly drew our attention to this point in the statement 

he made just now. 
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I should like once again to dwell briefly on the argwnents which the Western 

delegations have advanced against the thesis put forward by ·the socialist delegations 

concerning the necessity of eliminating foreign bases. These arguments are mainly 

based on three premises. In the first place 7 it is alleged that the bases are a 

Yi-t?-1 element in the defence system of the ·. United States and. its allies. ·. Secondly, 

an attempt is made to convince us that they are an indispensable factbr in 

oa.intaining the balance of power between East and West. Thirdly, it is alleged 

that these. bases £Lre necessary for the countries in whose territory they are situated. 

Lll these argunents seem to me to be specious and I think that · they can' ·be 

easiJ.y :refut.cd. 'l'heir me.in defect lies in the fact that they are totally divorced 

from the r ealities . of the world as it is today. 

It is und.eniaole that, in . an age of .inter-continental ballistic missiles 

equi:pped wi-0h ::1uclGar warheads which · can reach any point on earth and there. cause 

d eo:i;h ancl dest c~uc·~ion 7 a defence systen based on a network of bases . situated 

thousands of mileG fron the national territory makes no sense for the great Powers 

w~i:::h possess suc~l weapons. It is enough to compare the power of the weapons 

cor .. centrated in their national territory and abroad to convince ourselves · of this. 

It -;_ ::; n.lso d i fficult to believe that, in these circumstances, bases situated in 

::'n:·eign territory represent an important factor in the maintenance of the balance 

ol power, since the main strategic forces of the parties are located elsewhere. 

The same · is true if we . consider the importance of these bases as support points 

for conventional forces. Here a gain, . it is en ough to conpare the human and economic 

:?o-t.en"!iials of the States parties to the· Warsa w Treaty and of the States members of 

the · Atlantic . Alliance to realize that the assertioh that the withdrawal of foreign . · 

forces might we i gh heavily in the balance is conplctely unfounded. 

Le·~ us now consider the value of the cont.ention that these ba ses are important 

as a me~ns of defence for the coui:ltries in whose territories they are situated. 

It is obvio-:_:~ enough that, from the point of view of the defence of these countries, 

the base s ha'Te no valU3 at all. On the contrary, their presence is a constant 

threat t ·1 t:h'' secu:·ity of these coimtries, because the States which are entitled .to 

r egard t hemselves e s threatened by the existence of these bases are obliged i;o take 

a whole serie s of military counter-measures aimed aga inst those bases, and cannot 

fn.il to r eac-C. -G o the pre sence of missiles equipped with nuclear warheads installe d 
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on launching pads and aiced at their territory. Thus, far from strengthening their 
own security, countries which allow the installation of foreign bases in their 
territory are taking considerable risks. 

It is clear that, in present circumstances; the military bases established by 

the Western Powers in foreign territory have another purpose in view, One need not 

be a military expert to understand that, from the point of view of defence strategy, 
the part played by these bases is practically negligible, But this role becomes 

considerably more important if it is regarded from the point of view of offensive 
strategy. Such bases give a potential agressor an opportunity to conuentrate near 
his victim 1s frontiers the military forces necessary for embarking upon aggression. 
We should also take into account the fact that, in the present state of affairs, since 

these forces are liable to annihilation by a nuclear counter-attack, they can be 
effectively used only as part of a surprise operation. 

Foreign bases therefore can only be regarded as a factor ~f preparation for 
aggression. But that is not all. The military bases whichthe Western Powers 

have established in all parts of the world also fulfil a political function, as an 
element of pressure in the interest of the stronger side. 

They facilitate interference in the domestic affairs of the countries in whose 
territory they are situated. The existence of these bases of the Western Powers is 

often linked with the maintenance of reactionary and dictatorial Governments, whose 
only merit is that they accept the presence of foreign armed forces in their 
national territory. 

Military bases in foreign territory have always beenand still are an element 
of the policy of conquest. This is well realized by countries which have long borne 
the colonial yoke. The presence of these bases represents a constant threat to the 
independence of many countries of Africa and Asia, It is a source of international 
tension and is the military basis of the neo-colonialist policy which certain Powers 

still wish to practise in the newly-independent coUntries. 
The Polish delegation believes that the existence of military bases in foreign 

territory is in itself an evil which should be abolished as soon as possible. There 

can be no doubt that such a measure would help to improve the international atmosphere, 

to increase confidence in relations between 3tates, to halt the armaments race and to 
open up the path towards the peaceful solution of many political problems. 
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But we o.re not .now considering the problem of the liquidation of military 

bases on foreign soil as a preliminary measure. We are co~sidering it in the 

context of a series of measures proposed for stage I of the Soviet plan for general 

and complete disarmament. (ENDC /2/Rev .·1) According to that plan, the abolition 

of these bases would be carried out concurrently with the elimination of the means 

of delivery of nuclear weapons and with a conside rable reduction of conventional 

armed forces, all these measures being accompanied by adequate j_ntenlational control. 
The measures provided for in stage I of the Soviet plan form a coherent whole 

and1 within the framework ·of this series of measures, the solution of the prcplerr. 

of foreign bases should not present any major difficulties. 
. .. 

After the total elimination of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons and the 
limitation of conventional armaments, the maintenance of military bases on foreign 

soil would be meaningless from the military point of view. Those bases would lose 

their raison d 1 etre, and the same would be the cP.se if, instead of eliminating ths 

means of delivery of nuclear weapons aitogether during stage I, a certain nurnber of 
inter-co:w:~ inental missiles were retained by the Soviet Union and the United States 

in their territories according to the Gromyko plan. (A/PV.ll27, proY.p.38-40) 
The attitude of the United States delegatior, arid the other Viestern delegation~ 

to t .he problem of the elimination of military bases on foreign soil obviously cannot 
be dissociated from the general conception of disarmament held by the Powers t.hey 
represent. It is in this context tha·t I should like briefly to examiD.e the 
consequenc es of maintaining these bases after a percentage reduction of the .means of 
delivery of nuclear weapons. 

In view of the number of United Stat~~ bases s ituated near the frontiers of 
socialist countries, there can be no doubt that their maintenance would make atomic 

aggression possible, both by means of strategic and tactioal atomic weapons. T~1.e 

maintenance of J.;hese bases would facilitate preparations for a surprise attack, 
owing to the possibility ®f deploying and concentrating the necessary weapons a.J.; 

a given point. 
The desire shown by the United States to leave bases in foreign t erriio ry ~t~et 

throughout the disarmament process further diminishes the effectiveness o~ the 
percentage reduction of means of delivery of nuclear weapons which it proposes. It 

is'·.obvious that, with the maintenance of considerable stocks of nuclear weapons and 
of their means of delivery and with t!.: ');mobility which these weapon::; would ret .air.. 
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owing to the existence of foreign bases, the danger of a nuclear attack would remain 

throughout . the whole process of disarmament,. But it is our duty to try to reduce . . ' . ' . · : . 

·. this danger to a minimum from the outset of. disarmament, according to the principle 

of equal security for all. 
This . difference of approach to the problem of the elimination of foreign bases 

is but a reflect~on of the two opposed concepts of disarmament which have already 

become evident in our discussion of other problems. 

One concept, that represented by the socialist countries, is based on 
qualitative criteria. . Disarmament is regarded as a logical sequence of measure~, 

each of which should create a qualitatively new situation through the successive 
elimination, beginning with the most dangerous weapons, of specific types of 
armaments and the removal through direct action of factors which promote the 
armaments race and place worl~ peace in constant jeopardy. 

Under the second conc-~pt 7 that . represented by the Western countries 1 the 
disa rmament process is regarded as a. sum ·of quantitative measures which, in an 

indeterminate future, would reduce the military pote~tial of ?tates to zero, The 

Western Powers wish to persuade us that a partial and quantitative reduction of 

armame~ts entails a proportionate red~ction ~ the danger of war. 
, , In actual ~act, however, this is not true, for the arma ments race is not a . 

s~atic process, Technical and scientific developments, the political, social and . 

eco_n~mic consequences qf the armaments .race, as ._well as the ex:istence of :numerous 

political problems requiring urgent solution, are all factors which produce 
cumulative effects, so ~hat the threat of war increases by geometrical progression. 
Sucb measures a s the percentage r eduction of a rmaments, while bases in foreign 

territory remain i~tact, cannot strangthen international security to any appreciable 

extent. So long as the .factors promoting the armaments race remain, the threat of 
nuclear war cannot be eliminated, and every quantitative reduction of armaments will 

s pon 'Qe compens a"(;ed by other mea sures . 
That is why we have .always considered it necessary to take from the outset 

radical m~asures which are .capable not. only ~of halting the process ~ng,endering the 
armaments race 1 but also of reversing the course. o;f events. Of course, radical 

dis_a rmament me~sure:;; will lead to :nadical _changes in the milita ry stl'uoture of States , 

but t .hese changes will i n _no way aff ect their def ensive pot ential. No . weapons will 

be destroyed _except those which can se:r:ye a~gressive purposes only , and such a 
development must be in the interests of all parties. It is a lso the o~l,y way in 

which we can fulfil our task, namel y the consolidation of peace in a world without 

a rmaments. 
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Mr. CAV.ALLETTI (Italy) (translation from French): The Italian delegation 
has listened most attentively to the interesting statements made by the representatives 

of .~omania, the Soviet U~ion and Poland. First of all, I should like to note with 
satisfaction the moderate tone of these statements, for we have been accustomed to 

a rather different tone whenever the question of bases hss been raised, That is 
a very welcome result of the new atmosphere established in the Committee, and I 

think that all the Western delegations 1 and particularly the Italian delegation, will 

wish to follow suit. For that reason, I shall study with the closest attention the 

points made in the statements I have just mentioned. I must say that, at first 
sight, despite their attractive presentation, the statements of the three 

representatives of the delegations of socialist countrie8 did not seem to contain 

anything very new •. I should therefo~e like to make it clear from the outset that 

the Italian delegation cannot accept the distinction between foreign and other bases 
on whJch the representatives of the socialist countries still lay so much stress. 

Every country is free, I think, to organize its defence as it sees fit until general 
and complete disarmament ensures the maintenance of peace and international order 
directly and by spe_cific means, , Thus, it has been decided in the Viest, as the 
result of free discussion in our llarliaments elected by our peoples, that defence 

should be ensured jointly, through a common effort, taking into account a specific 
geographical reality, characterized, as every one knows, by the very great distances 

which separate our United States Allies from their European partners. 
I hasten to add that these jointly organized bases are; as every one knows, 

defensive bases. This characteristic is perfectly obvious, since they are included 
in the framework .of the general defence organization of the West, which is purely 

defensive 1 which threatens no .one .and which has given tangible proofs of its will 
to peace. 

I a lso think that by taking certain joint decisions recently concerning Italian 

territory in particular the Italian Government and the allied Governments wished to 

show their daeire to eliminate any possibility ot . suspicion and any appearance that 
ce~ain bases might have .an offensive or threatening character. Moreover, it has 

already been shown here by means of •ery convincing and valid technical arguments --
I am thinking in particu~ar of a _masterly statement by Mr. Godber (ENDC/PV.l37,pp.23 
et seq.}-- that mobile submarine bases, which I do not believe to be the monopoly 

of the ·West 1 are specifically conceived for defensive purposes. 
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Of course we hope that all bases' whether described as foreign or not, will 
be eliminated as soon as possible, in a balanced and controlled manner, through the 
progressive application of a programme of general and complete disarmament. 

It should not be forgotten that to that end the United States disarmament 
plan proposes (ENDC/30) that the bases -- all the bases -- should be deprived of 
30 per cent of their armament~ at stage I. That would constitute a very important 
step forward, achieved in accordance with the principle of gradual and balanced 
progress. Howo~er, as I have already said, my delegation reserves the right to 
speak on this subject at the next meeting. 

The Conf~rence decided to issue the following communigue: 

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament today 
held its one hundred and fifty-third plenary meeting in the Palais des 
Nations, Geneva, under the chairmanship of ~~. Stelle, representative of 
the Uhited States of America. 

"Statements were made by the representatives of the Fnited Kingdom, 
the United States, Ro&aania, the Soviet Fnion, Poland and Italy. 

"The delegation of Romania tabled a statement of the Government of 
the Romanian People's Repu~lic, dated 3 August 1963, on the Moscow 
agreement on a nuclear weapon te st ban.!/ 

"The next meei;ing of the Conference will be held on Thursday, 
22nd August 19531 at lO.JG a.m." 

The meeting rose at 12.20 p.m. 

!/ Circulated as document ENDC/111 




