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The CHAIRMAN (Burma): I declare open the one hundred and thirty-ninth

plenary meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disermament.

M;;;ﬂﬁgﬁézﬁiﬂ‘(Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from Russian):
The main task Béfoie the Committee is to prepare a treaty on general and complete
disarmamens . it is towards this goal that our efforts should be directed, since, in
the present cgituavion, general and complete disarmement is the principal meéhsléf
ensuring a lasting peace. 4Ll the same time, the Soviet Government has repeatedly
pointed out the need to make efforts to ireach agreement on & number of measures likely
to lessen internaticnal tension and aimed at ensuring the security of States and thereby
facilitating the accommplishment cof generael and complete disarmament.

The developments in the international situation today show very clearly that to these
ends effective measures must be taken which would bring about a positive improvement of
international conditions in the direction of nofﬁéliiing'théwéi¥ﬁatioﬁ"iﬁ’the'World. At
present, eighteen years after the end of the Second World War, the situation in the
world not only has not been normalized but contains all the features of the cold war,
which is becoming ever more extensive and vehement from year to year.

We are now witnessing a situation which is altogether unusual in time of peace.
Never before in peace-time has an armaments race reached the pitch it has reached today.
The number of States comprised in military alliances has never been so great as at the
present time. The deployment of armaments and armed forces at military beses located
on foreign territories has never been so extensive as it is today. The cold war has
assumed such a character and intensity that oan outbreak of armed conflict may be
expected anywhere and at any moment, a conflict which in this day and age could turn

into a universal nuclea

H
3

1issile war within & matter of hours.

In order tc im?yové'the state of internetional affairé,‘%iéf'bre“néédedjdfé'speedy,
effective and, if possible; simple measures to start with, which would have a positive
effect on the develcpmeﬁ{ of the mutual relations between Statesend, in the first place,
between the States beloﬁgihg to the two opposed military groupings. It was precisely
for this wveason that the Soviet Government submitted tg_@he_?g@miﬁtee_a:gumhey_qf”
proposals aimed at improving the internmational situationi.. . .«

What is the situation with regard tc the consideration of these Soviet proposals
by the Committee? Tn our statement at today's meeting we shall speak about the Soviet

Union's proposal (EKDC/77) for the conclusion of a non-aggression pact between the two
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(Mr._ Tsarspkin, USSR)
military groupings. At subsequent meetings we shall state our views on other proposals
for collateral measures. We have already pointed out that the proposal for the
conclusion of o non-eggression pact has met with recognition and eapproval not only in
.the socialist and non-aligned countries, but also in public and even government circles
of the Western Powers. The views on this subject of President Kennedy and the
United Kingdom Prime Minister Macmillan, who have spoken in fevour of concluding such
a pact between the NATO and the Warsaw Treaty counfries, have been quoted here on
numerous occasions.

It is elso appropriate to quote the recent statement in this regard made by &
prominent NATO leader, the former Secretary-General of thet orgenization and now
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Belgium, lr. Spaeak. About ten deys or perhaps a
fortnight ago, in reply to a question put by a correspondent of Izvestie who asked
him whet his opinion wes regarding the Soviet proposal for the conclusion of & non-
aggression pact between the HATO and the Warsaw Treaty countries, Mr. Speak said:

"I should like to stress that I Lave more than once stated my opinion
on this subject, and this opinion is positive. Of course, there are
people in the world who think that, since we have the United Nations
Charter and other international egreements, thet is emough. But to

talk like that amounts to giving nc reply to a vital question. There

is no doubt thet the non-aggression pact you mention would play e
positive role. I would say without hesitation that the idea of such

2 pact should be eccepted. Its conclusion could beccme a very positive
factor in improving relations between the two worlds."

We must pay tribute to MMr. Spaak, who, in spite of the position adopted here in
the Committee by the representatives of other Western Powers, frankly, unequivocally
and unreservedly spoke in favour of accepting the Soviet proposal for & non-aggression
pact. Mr. Spaak has witnessed the tremendous calamities brought upon the peoples of
many countries by two world wars end their consequences. Ls the former Secretary-General
of NATO he had an opportunity to become acqueinted with modern means of destruction and
to get a clear idea of the catastrophic consequences which & nuclear missile war would
have for the peoples of Europe, and particularly for densely-populated Western Europe.
He drew the proper conclusion from all this, and did not hesitate to speak of the need
to conclude & non-aggression pact between the NATO countries, on the one hend, and the
Wersaw Treaty countries, on the other. ‘

Unfortunately, the representatives of the Western Powers in the Eighteen-Netion

Committee on Disarmament, who shout from the roof-tops that NATO is a purely defensive
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organization cf the Western Powers and has no intention of attacking anyone, in
reality prove the exact opposite by refusing to accept the Soviet proposal for the
conclusion of & non-aggression pact.

Speaking on 27 February 1963, the Chairman cof the Council of Ministers of the USSR,
Mr. Khrushchev, said:

; "In order to improve the situation in Europe, what could be more
natural than ©o conclude a non-aggression pact between the Warsaw Treaty
countries and the countries belcnging to NATO? Such a pact would not
upset the balence of power and would be an important moral victory for
the peoples. But that is something the Western Powers are unwilling

to accept."

Despite the fact that the conclusion of & non-aggression pact would have quite
obvious and indisputable positive consequences for the consolidation of peace and an
improvement in the international situation, no progress has been noted in regard to
consideration of this question in the Eighteen-Nation Ccmmittee. The representatives
of the Western Powers have put forward o number of procedural objections against
consideration of this question in the Committee as well as substantive ones against the
conclusion of such a pact. ‘ '

In his statement on 17 May the representative of Czechoslovakia, lir. Simovic, very
precisely summarized and thoroughly anelysed the objections of the Western Powers and
advanced convincing arguments to refutée them (ENDC/PV.133, pp. 7 et_seq.). He cited
the following mein objections of the Western delegations to the non-aggression pact,
and brought convincing arguments agoainst them:

1. The proposed pact should be considered in another forum. The Eighteen-Nation
Committee does not include a number of NATO and Varsew Treaty States and is therefore
not competent to study this question.

2. This proposal involves political problems the study of which goes beyond this
Committee's terms of reference.

. 3. The proposed pact relates only tc a narrow specific regional question which
does not come under the category of those broad world problems which the Eighteen-Nation
Committee has been called upon to study and resolve.

4, This proposal is a repetition of some of the already-existing obligations of
States laid down in the United Nations Charter, and therefore there is no_ need for
States to assume such obligations once again.

- 5.  The proper time for the conclusion of a non-aggression pact has not yet

come .
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6. The proposed pact envisages the normalizetion of the situation in Europe

and is linked with the existing boundaries between the European States. The assumption
of obligations in these fields is not in keeping with the interests of the Western
Powers.

Those are the basic objections put forward by the representatives of the Western
countries belenging to NATO against the conéideration of the question of & non-aggression
pact. £11 the aforementioned objecticns of the Western Powers to the conclusion of &
non-aggression pact have been very thoroughly ecnalyzed in previous statements by the
representatives of Bulgearia, Czechoslovaekia, Poland and Romania. We, too, have dealt
with these questions in our statements. Therefore today we should like to summerize
briefly our arguments and views in regard to the completely unconvincing and wholly
unfounded objections of the Western Powers tc the consideration of our proposal for the
conclusion of & non-aggression pact.

1. The thesis that this Committee does not include a number of NATO and Varsaw
Treaty States and is therefore not competent to study & non-aggression pact was put
forward by the United States representative, Mr. Foster, on 20 February (ENDC/PV.100, p.50).
We have refuted that thesis and shown it to be completely unfounded. If we were to
adopt that sort of reasoning, the Eighteen-Nation Committee would not be able at all to
consider & single item on its agenda.

The problems of general and complete disarmement concern all peoples and States
without exception. The question of the cessation of tests concerns not only the
nuclear Powers but, just as in'the case of disarmement, absolutely 2ll countries and all
peoples. Any collateral measure aimed at lessening international tension and feciliteting
disarmament also concerns, directly or indirectly,Lmani of the States not represented
here. 411 the one hundred and eleven States Members of the United Nations are deeply
interested in the soiutibn of all these problems.

But we are still considering all these problems in the Eighteen=Nation Committee.

As we all know, the Committee cannot teke 2 final decision: it merely pfepares
recomnendations. But in teking o decision all the States concerned will participate.

When a recommendatién has been égreed upon here, any Stete directly interested in any
particular‘éuestion will have the time and opportunity to express its attitude towards

the recom@endation egreed upon by the Committee. Only by virtue of such an interpretetion

of its competence does the Cormittee, consisting of the representatives of eighteen, actuclly
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soventeen, Stotes, cbnsider questicns cnd problens directly coricerning all the coumtries of the wocid.
Therefcore the objection of the United States to the consideration of the proposed pact
in the absence of certain Stetes concerned has no 1egal value and nc politiceal
justification.
2, The thesis that the proposed pact is & political question, not envisaging
eny kind of disarmement and therefore outside the terms cf reference of the Committee,
wes advanced by the United States representatives, kir. Foster and Mr. Stelle, on
20 February (ibid.) and 3 Mey (ENDC/PV.127, p.27). Lt our meeting of 17 liay the
United States representative said:

"Surely we have enough to occupy our time in the field of disarmament
without engaging in lcngz discussions about the merits or lack of merits
of general politicel proposels". (ENDC/PV.133, p.34).

By "general political proposals" the United States representative meant the Soviet

pronosal for the conclusion of a non-eggression pact. Enough has already been said

here on the flimsiness of thet thesis, and one can only repeat that the problem of
disarmament is precisely the most political problem of all by its nature and its
consequences. 411 the other problems studied by the Committee are also political questiocns,
whether proposals relating to collateral or partial measures, which do not envisage direct
disarmoment measures, or the question of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests.

The Western waers' objections to the Soviet proposal for the conclusion'of &
non-eggression pact are all the more groundless since this proposel is fully in keeping
with the aims which, according to the Committee's decision, collateral measures should
serve. hccording to the Committeé's decision, proposals relating tc collateral mecsures
are aimed at the lessening of international tension; the consolidation of confidence
amcng States; ond facilitating general and complete disarmament (ENDC/1/4dd.1). The
conclusion of & non-eggression pact would be fully in keeping with these aims. Therefore
the thesis put forward by the United States delegation that the Cohmittee is not conmpetent
to consider this Soviet proposal is altogether groundless and unjustified.

3. The thesis that the proposed pact relates only to regional FEuropean problems
and therefore does not come within the category of questions considered by the Committee
was put forwerd by the Canadian representative, Mr. Burns, on 3 May (ENDC/PV.127, p.18).
We should like to point out the complete lack of foundation of this argument also for
twe reasons.

First, the proposed pect is not of a regionael character. Even the strictest pedent

and dry-as—dust formalist could not describe a non-eggression pact between the NATO



ENDC/PV.139
9

(Mr._Tsarapkin, USSR)

countries and the Warsaw Treaty countries as o limited regional agreement. In the

first place, it must be pointed out that this pact would directly affect States in
Europe, North America and Asia lMinor. The political significance and the beneficial
effects of such a pact would undoubtedly extend far beyond the geographical'boundaries
of the States it covers.

It should be easy for everyone to understand that e non-aggres;ion pact between
the NATO and the Warsaw Treaty countries would bind the United States and its NATO allies,
on the one hand, and the ‘Soviet Union and its Wersaw Treaty allies, on the other, with
an obligation not to attack cne another. HNo one will deny thet the Soviet Union and the
United States, which represent the basic, main power respectively of each of the two
contracting groups, are States whose importance and influence are felt literally
throughout the world and are therefore rightly called world Powers. If these two world
Powers, the Soviet Union and the United States, bind themselves through the aforesaid
pact between the NATO and the Warsaw Pact countries with an obligation not to attack
each other, it is clear to everyone that this obligation would be of a world-wide
eharacter; +this, in fact, is implied in the actual text of the draft non-aggression
pact.

Of course, this obligation would not be assumed in order to tie our hands by this
pact, say, in Europe while remaining free to attack each cther in other parts of the
world. Therefore the Soviet proposal for the conclusion of a non-eggression pact should
be considered in a broad political context as it deserves. Consequently a non=-gggression
pact between the NATO States and the Warsaw Treaty States would in no way be a sort of
limited regional agreement. It would have universal significance. . As you see, this
argument of the Western Powers does not stend up tc criticism.

We have already quoted the words of Mr. Spaak, who said that the conclusion of
such a pact wculd help +to¢ improve relations between the two worlds. His reference to
two worlds clearly shows that the conclusion of a pact would have world-wide significance.
This is also evidenced by meny other facts, in particuler the interest in this question
which is being shown literally in every part.of the world, including Asia, Africa,

Latin America and so on.- This can be seen, for example, in the statements of the
representatives of Nigeria, lMexico, Brazil and Ethiopia, who have pointed out the great
significance of this proposal. Further evidence of this can be seen in the quotations

given by the representative of Czechoslovakia, Mr. Simovic (ENDC/PV,133, p.9), from
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statements by leading personalities in Indonesiaz and the Democratic Republic of Vietnaom,
and even statements made by President Kennedy in November 1961 and in October 1962,
which have already been quoted here on numercus occasions by the representatives of
various countries.

The question of concluding a non-aggression pact between the HATO and the Warsaw
Treaty countries undoubtedly has world-wide significance, not to mention that, even
formally, such a pact would comprise countries situated on three continents. It weulc
in foct contribute te the improvement of relations throughout the world, since it would
help tc create confidence between the two worlds: the countries belonging to the
Western military alliance, and the socialist countries perties to the Warsaw Treaty.
This pact is aimed at normalizing the situation in the most impeortant and sensitive areca
of world politics: +the rmutal reletions of the States which are keeping powerful armed
forces facing each other in the centre of Europe.

As the representative of Romania, Mr. Macovescu, has-pointed out, the members of
these two organizations, NATO and the Warsaw Treaty Alliance, are Stetes which by virtue
of their geographical position, size and military potential, and of the fact that they
include all the nuclear Powers, and also because of their economic resources and their
importance in international relations, have a considerable influence on the internaticnal
situation throughout the world. Therefore the arguments of Western delegations that
the non-aggression pact proposed by the Soviet Union wculd be of & regional character
.are without any foundation.

In this connexion we should like to ask them & question. Is the Committce not
entitled to consider regional arrangements? In the opinicn of the representatives of
the Western Powers, is the Committee not entitled to consider such questions as the
creation of denuclearized zones in Africa, in Latin imerica, in Central Europe, in the
Mediterranean -basin, in the Baltic area or in Northern Europe, which in & formel sense
are also of a regional character but are essentially international problems the world-
wide significance of which is beyond dispute? . If agreement were reached on these
questions,. it would be & tremendous step towards solving the problems relating to
so~called collateral measures. Yorecver, it should be noted that the thesis that this
Cormittee is not competent to consider regional questions is in itself on artificial
one. There are no provisions or limitations preventing this Committee from considering -

problems of a regional character.
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Thus the thesis that the iegiqnal character of the proposed pact prevents this
question from being cénsidered in the Committee is completely unfounded. This thesis
is being used By the Western Powers in order to avoid considering this vitally essential
and clear proposal, which cen easily be implemented.

4. The thesis put forwérd by the Western Powers that & non-aggression pact would
be useless since it would be a repetitidn of obligations already assumed under the
United ﬁhtions Charter has already been very thoroughly analyzed in detail and leid bare,
in particular by the representative of Romania, Mr. Macovescu, in his statement at our
meeting of 29 March. In that statement (ENDC/PV.115, pp. 11-13) he showed the complete
invalidity of the aforesaid thesis of the Western Powers. And indeed, how can one
object to the conclusion of & non-aggression pdct on the ground that it reproduces a
most impértant provision of the United Nations Charter? In international practice
there are abundent precedents for the reiteration of generally—recognize& principles
and obligations. An example of this can be seen in the numerous resolutions of the
United Nations General Assembly in which the principies of the United Netions Cherter
cre reeffirmed cver wnd over cgein and which centuin repected eppecls for disarmement
and nen-aggression. _

Whenever we meet with & refusal to reaffirm the most important generully-reéognized
principles, it is clways connected with the counteraction of the forces which are
pursuing a policy contrary to these principles. The refusal of the Western Powers to
reaffirm the principles laid down in the United Nations Charter only confirms our
assessment of the essentially aggressive aims and purposes of the North Atlantic Alliance ,
In this connexion it is very appropriate to quote égain from the aforementioned interview
of Mr. Spaak (8upra, p. 5 ),‘when he stated that to refuse to conclude & non-aggression
pact on the ground that the United Nations Charter and other international agreements
already existed would amount to giving no reply to a vital questionf That is the true
situation with regard to the thesis of the Western Powers that it would be useless to
reaffirm the generally-recognized provisions of the United Nations Charter."

5. . The thesis that the time for the conclusion of & non-aggressicn pact has not
yet come was apdvanced by the representati&e of Cenada, lMr. Burns, and the United Kingdom
representative, Sir Paul lMason, et the meetings of 3 and 10 May (ENDC/PV.127, p.18;
PV.130, p.16). In defending this thesis the Westefn representatives stress particularly
that certein preliminary measures would have to be carried out before the question of
concluding a non-aggression pact could be considered. They do not specify when, in' their

opinion, the appropriate time fof the conclusion of such a pact will come.
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The flimsiness of the thesis that it is premature to consider this question is now
obvious. To postpone the conclusion of a non-eggression pact until 2ll controversies
between the NATC and the Warsaw Treaty countries have been settled would be tantamount
to abandoning all efforts aimed at reducing internetional tension at -the present time.
The voint is that & non-aggression pact would be volusble precisely ot this time, when
the situation is frought with possibilities of armed conflict and there is consequently
& real need for such a pact. But when controversial problems have been settled, there
will be no need for & non-aggression pact; such a pact will then be no more then o
pure formality and not a means for preventing aggressicn.

snother thesis of Mr. Burns also gives rise to legitimate objection:

"...o non-aggression pact at some point may possihly be appropriate in the

context of an East-West understanding on those broader questions". (ENDC/PV.127, n.1{,

The representatives of the Western Powers, being unable to deny the positive significance
cf the proposal for the conclusion of such & pact and, on the other hand, being anxiocus
to prevent the accomplishment of such a measure, are trying to make agreement on this
question depend upon agreement on & wider range of questions.

It can easily be seen, however, that the attempt to make the conclusion of & non-
aggression pact depend upon the settlement of & wider range of questions amounts in
fact to rejecting the pact, because such a condition immediately makes the conclusion of
a pact an extremely difficult and complicated problem doomed tc endless procrastination.
In using such tactics the Western Powers are obviously trying to postpone the conclusion
of a non-aggression pact to the Greek Calends =-- that is, in fact, to avoid it. By
making the conclusion of a non-aggression pact conditional upon & series or package of
agreements, the Western Powers are in fact rejecting the proposal for the improvement
of the mutual relations between the NATO and the Warsaw Treaty countries, and are acting
as opponents of the reduction of international tension.

In this connexion we should like to draw attention to the attempts of the
representatives of the Western Powers to make out that the non-aggression pact is a
measure that serves only the interests of the socialist countries. Having depicted cr,

I would say, distorted the matter in that way, the Vestern Powers could not resist the
temptation tc make the non-aggression pact o subject of political bargaining. They try

to impose on the socialist countries various kinds of conditions and demands in exchange
for their agreement to conclude such 2 poct. Haggling on questions of wer and peace, on
.- questions of international secu?ity, is a regrettable feature of the policy of the Western

Powers, & feature which has been preventing progress in all fields of the Committce's work.
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6. The thesis that the pact envisages the normalization of the situation in
Europe and is linked with the existing boundaries and therefore cennot be considered
in the Committee was put forward by the representative of Canada, Mr. Burns, at our
meeting of 3 M@y'(ikgg.). If the Western Powers are opposed to the normalization and
stabilization of the international situation, especially in those areas of the world
which are most importént from the stendpoint of ensuring peace, one is bound to come
to the conclusion that 211 the efforts of the Committee to work out measures aimed
at the lessening of internaticnal tension are doomed to failure, as are all attempts to
reach agreement on disarmament. If the Western Powers are opposed to ensuring
international security in this erea on the basis of the existing boundaries, what
alternative have they in mind? The alternative can only be what the militarist and
revanchist circles of West Germony are insisting on: +the building=-up of a militaery
striking force for the purpose of bringing about by force a revision of the existing
boundaries in Europe.

4Ls recent events have shown, this is precisely whet certein circles in the West,
aend above all in the Federal Republic of Germeny, are striving for. It is they who
demand & broadening of the armements race, the equipping of the NATO armed forces with
nuclear weapons, and the creation of & multilaterzl and multinational nuclear forée; and
it is they ﬁho oppose &ll measures which would lead to the normalization and stabilization
of the situation in this most sensitive and impcrtant area of international political
life. They are obviously nct interested in the normalizetion of relations between the
NATO and the Warsaw Treaty countries, and for this reason they oppose in every possible
way not only the conclusion of & pact, but even the consideration of the question of
concluding a non-aggression pact between the two military groupings.

Mr. Burns asserted that the Federal Republic of Germany has no aggressive designs.
He soid:

"...I should like also to emphasize that et the London Conference in 1954
the German Government made a declaration by which it undertook never to
have recourse to force to achieve the reunification of Germany or the
nmodification of the present boundaries of the Federal Republic of

Germany." (ENDC/PV,133, p.18)

In that cese why do the Federal Republic of Germany end the other Western Powers, and
Mr. Burns himself, object to the conclusion of a non-aggression pact on the ground that

it is linked with the question of the existing boundaries in Europe?
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The point is that Mr. Burns, in putting forward the question of boundaries as an
cbstacle to the conclusion of a non-aggression pact, frankly expressed ideas sbout which
the other representetives of the Western Powers prefer to keep silence. The revanchist
forces of Western Germany have not renounced their intenticn to redraw the map of
Burcpe. In his statement of 27 February the Head of the Soviet Government, MMr. Ihrushchev
said:

"The Government of Western Germany openly declares its disagreement
with the existing boundaries. The revenchists are hetching plans to
change the existing situation in Europe by force and to destroy the
German Democratic Republic. But after all it must be understood thet
this situation can be changed only by military means. It cannot be
seriously believed that the govermments cof the Socialist countries
will be like certain leaders of the West who use their territory and
the interests of their peoples as bargeining points”.

The refusal to conclude & non-aggression pact and the attempt to justify this
attitude by the argument that this question should be linked with the problem cf
settling the existing boundaries -~ all this clearly reflects the striving of the
revanchist forces to retain their freedom of actiomn in regard to redrawing the map of
Zurcpe, that is, their freedom of action in regard to umnleeshing & war.

But everyone understands that the conclusion of a non-aggression pact would bind
the hands of those forces which are preparing fcr aggression, for revenge. And it
is significant that, apart from Western Germany, only the representatives of the
United States and Caonado -- that is, the representatives of countries which are thouscnds
of miles awey from Europe -- have spoken against & non-oggression pact. But the peoples
of Europe wholeheartedly support the proposal for the conclusion of & non-aggression
pact. Significant in this regard is the statement of the Belgian Minister of Foreign
Lffeirs, Mr. Spaak, who gave it his full support.

Ve have analysed the main arguments and rcesons advanced by the Western representatives
against consideration of the Soviet proposal for the conclusion of a non-aggression pact
between the NATO and the Warsaw Treaty countries. Ls @& result of this analysis it is
impossible not to come to the conclusion that the Western Powers are not interested
in an agreement or in the adoption of the measures under consideretion by the Committee
aimed at the lessening of internaticnal tension and faciliteting disarmament. Their
arguments against consideration of the Soviet proposal for a pact are strikingly
unconvincing, baseless and unsound, and, let us be frank, ldcking in good will. The

fact that the representatives cf the United States and Canade, which are thousands of
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miieéléﬁAjAffoﬂ”ﬁurépé;-dBject to the conclusion of a pact shows that the political
leaders of these countries are profoundly indifferent to the interests and aspirations
of the peoples of Europe.

The attitude of the representatives of the Western Powers towards the question of
e npn-aggression pact shows that the Western Powers do not want to be bound by & ncn-
aggression pact. But then everyone can and must with very good reason draw the
inevitable conclusion -~ and it will, of course, be absolutely right -~ thet the
Western Powers are preparing for attack, for aggression, in order to achieve their
politicel aims. One should not underestimete the extremely negative consequences that
would arise as & result of the failure of our negotiations on measures aimed at the
lessening of international tension and facilitating;disarmament.

We must emphasize that the refusal of the Western representetives to consider the
proposal for & pact would have a certain negative effect not only on the work of our
Committee but on the developﬁent of the international situation as a whole. The attitude
of the Western Powers towards this question is bound to give rise to concern and alarm
among ell those who wish for the implementation of concrete measures aimed at assuring
international security.

We appeal to the Western Powers to reconsidér their negative attitude towards the
question of a noh—aggression pact and to take a more constructive attitude in these
negotiations. Being & simple question, which does not infringe anyone's interests and
does not to any extent upset or affect either the military or the political balance of
power existing in the world at the present time, the proposal for the conclusion of &
non-aggression pact is at the same time the touchstone by which it is easy to test to
what extent the Western Powers reolly desire & relaxation of tension in international

relations.

lir. STELLE (United States of imerica): Our Soviet colleague has given us this

morning o lengthy and detailed statement in whch he hes attempted, with many arguments
and counter-arguments, to set forth the position of the West and of the United States
delegotion on the question of discussing in this Committee 2 non-aggression pact between
the NATO and the Warsaw Treaty States.

His description cf the United Stetes position was so complicated that I think it
night be best to state again simply what that position is. It is quite simple.

No one would deny that measures of disarmamént and arms control have an important political



ENDC/PV.139
16

(Y. Stelle, United Stotes)

content. .. No one wouid deny that the solution of political problems could have’an
immediate and strong influence on progress in measures of disarmament ond arms control.
There is a general distinction, although adnittedly it cennot be drawn toolfinely,
between disarmament and arms control measures on the one hand, and political problems
cn the other hand. Furthermore, a host of politicel prcblems are crying ocut for sclutiong
but if we were to attempt to discuss all of them we should turn this Conference into a
general political conference and abandon our responsibilities as & disermament conference.

This means that one of cur real responsibilities is to attempt to make the best
Jjudgenment we can about what measures we con most usefully discuss here in this
Disarmament Conference. It is the judgement of the Government of the United States,
in exercise of that responsibility, that the question of a NLTO-Warsaw Treaty non-—
aggression pact is not an oppropriete one for discussion in this Conference, and that
we can spend our time much more usefully in discussing & variety of other questicns.
That is the position of the United States; it is a very simple one, ond not at all
complicated. , o : _

As to which other questions we might best discuss, 5n Fridey last (ENDC/PV.136,.
pp. 12 et seg.) I described tc the Cormittee the gemeral phiiosophy and attitude with
which the United States delegation apprecaches our discussion of ccllateral megsures,
and the nature of the measures which we think would have the greatestich&nce of,bécoming
the subjects of early agrecment. At that same meeting, and st our Monday meefiﬁg this
week (ENDC/PV.137), we heard statements from the Eastern delegations here regerding a
voariety of collateral measures sponsored by the Soviet Union. Thése statements lead us
to recognize agein that there exists a mojor difference between the approachés of the
Eastern and the Western delegations to cur search for agreement on measures short of
general and complete disermament. Since that difference could block prospects for
success, I wish to state once agein the views of the United States delegation on this
problem. We can only hope that & clearer understanding of what we believe should be cur
common approach might lecd to o more fruitful exchange of views with the Eastern
delegations on discovering those measures which seem promising and desirable to both
sides.

For ‘over a year now we have oll, ostensibly at: least, been agrced —-- as our Soviet
collcague pointed out this morning -- on the purposes which collateral measures should

“'serve: namely the reduction of internaticnal tensions, the promotion of .confidence eamong
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States, a.nd fhé.facil:i‘fa'.ting of agreement on general and complete disarmament
(ENDC/1/£34,1). Last Firday my delegation expressed its belief (ENDC/PV.136, p.12)
that in order to achieve those purposes, collateral measures should and indeed must
be in the mutual interest of both East and West. For our part, we would not expect
“he Soviet Union to agree to & measure which in its view was unfair or one-sided, not
only because we know that would be unrealistic, but primarily because such a measure
would not help to reduce interngtional tension or to build confidence, = On the contrary,
a measure of that kind, we believe, would only tend to aggravate the present situation
end increase mutual suspicion, Since, in the present unfortunate international
atmosphere of distrust, States will naturally be inclined to be most wary of the possible
consequences of any collateral measure, we believe that early steps —- which can be
talren before the beginning of the implementation of a disarmament treaty —-- will almost
inevitably have to be modest., Moreover, their weight will have to fall in an equal ‘end
balanced way on both sides, and each side will have to be convinced that such steps
will be in its own interest, ' ‘ ’

There has been much discussion during our recent meetings about the importance-
for national security of maintaining a balance in disarmament measures; and we seem
to be agreed that this principle of balance must be applied to collateral measures
as well as to the stages of general and complete disarmament. As weé all know only

too well, in the world of today each State has to 1l®ok to its own security interests
and the interests of its allies, and it is unlikely to let itself be convinced of the
desirability of any measure which it feels might jeopardize thatksecurity.

‘Last week we referred (ibid. pp.12 et _seq.) to the exemple of the United States
proposals to reduce the risks of war. We believe that Societ acceptance in principle
(ENDC/PV.118, p.52) of our proposal (ENDC/70) for establishing a direct communications
link was based on recognition of the potential value of this measure to both sides. At
the same time the Soviet delegation has professed to believe that our suggestions, with
regard to advance notification of major military movements*(ihig., p.4) and exchanges
of militery missions (ibid., p.8) would somehow threaten the security of the Soviet
Uniorn, - |

As we have said, we believe that this reaction indicates a lack of understanding
of the United States proposals, and we still hope that the Soviet Union will give them

serious reconsideration in due course. The United States delegation put them forward -
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precisely because we believed, as we still believe, that they re?resent modest but
nevertheless mutuélly—advantagequs measures. However, it is obviously.for the Soviet
Union in the 1asf instance to decide whether any specific measure advanced by the
United States or by any ofher delegation would, in its view, enhance or jeopardize
Soviet national security;

I have felt it necessary to dwell on these quesfions of mutual interest and of
balance in connexion with colléteral measures because of ééme rather extraordinary
remarks which we have heard during the last week iﬁ'this regard., At the meeting
last Friday our Czech colleague advanced some arguments in sﬁpport of the Soviet draft
declaration on renunciation of the use of foreign territories for the stationing of
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles (ENDC/T5). In‘atfempting to answer Western
criticism that the draft declaration would offer unilateral milifary advantage to the
Bastern countrles, he first assured us that the 1mp1ementat10n of that proposal would
require the same commitments from all participants., But he then proceeded to argue
that the West opposed the declaration because it would affect the network of NATO
bases, which he terﬁed: | |

"ouo. & result of long-term unilateral measures token by the United States
Government and its allies...” (JNDC/VT 136, 18

_'_.a _.J

He concluded that:

"Logic requires that before anythlng else we get rid of this unllateral

lopsided 51tuat10n.” (ivia)

I ask members of the Committee to think for a second about those statéments, Théy
seem to ﬁs.contradictory. A measure cann6t réquire the same commitments from all the
participants and at the séme time serve to eliminate an alleged unilateral advantage
that one participant has over‘thé other, In the second place, it seems to us illogical
to preten? that a measure which is openly directed towards undermining the established -
military position of omne of the two sides in this negotiatibn‘can possibly reduce
international tensioﬁs, build confidence among States, or faciiifate further agreements.
It is rather difficult to bélieve that such a measure has been put forward with any
seriousness in the hope that the other side could also find it of genuine interest
when, by admission of the side which proposes it, the measure would reétify wﬁat that
side claims to be a "lopsided situation". We submit thét suéh a prppoSalycan only Be

a demand for unilateral concessions by the "est, and this is precisely the case.
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Our colleagues from the Eastern delegations have taken the same attitude in
proposing the establishment of a denuclearized zone in the Mediterranean area. The
proposal itself, as set forth in the Soviet note (ENDC/91) which the Soviet
representative read into the record last Monday (ENDC/PV.137, pp. 9-14), is an attempt
to prevent the NATO defensive alliance from taking measures in the nuclear field for the
collective security of its members. As we noted at the time, it was presented in the
context of an all-out propaganda attack on the discussions in Ottawa regarding the
military defences of the NATO alliance. It seems to us that in fact the proposal
itself is obviously of minor importance compared to the opportunity which it has created
for propaganda and political attacks against NATO.

Speeking on this subject last Monday (ENDC/PV.136, p. 35 et seg?, the Bulgarian
representative launched a whole series of charges against the Western alliance.
Unfortunately, we are becoming hardened to hearing such propaganda speeches in this
Committee; but the Bulgarian representative ended on a truly remarkable note when he
openly and -- it geemed to us —- proudly announced that the object of the Soviet proposal
for a Mediterranean nuclear-free zZone was to undermine certain actions undertaken by the
United States and its allies in that area.

We are, of course, aware that our Bulgarian colleague and the other Eastern
delegations like to claim that the actions which NATO is taking in exercise of
collective self-defence pose "a serious threat to world security". But on this point
I would simply refer our Bulgarian colleague to the remarks of our colleague from the
United Kingdom last Wednesday which put those charges in a more sensible perspective.
Mr. Godber said:

".,.. what in fact the Western Powers have said is that they need

their overseas bases in the early staopes of discrmament so that they moy

be better gble to defend themselves from any prospect that the Soviet
Union might attack them." (ENDC/PV.138, p.37)

He was speaking of general and complete disarmament, but this thought applies equelly
well to Soviet-sponsored collateral measures which seek in unilateral fashion to harass
and obstruct Western defensive moves taken to keep NATO modern and up-to-date in the

face of the mammoth Soviet military effort,
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I am not discussing today the substance of those proposals, and in particular the
substance of the proposal for a Mediterranean nuclear-free zone. The Soviet
Government will in due course receive from the United States Government whatever response
is appropriate to its note. I would simply like to point out how struck my delegation
was by the blatantly one-sided nature of the proposals with which we have been presented,
and especially by the fact that their one-sided effect is their openly-avowed objective.
We submit that no pretence is made by the Kastern delegations that these measures could be
of mutual militery interest or advantage to the two sides.

We believe this is not a propitious way to approach the problems with which we
are faced. WVe can imagine the reaction of the Soviet Union if we, for our part, were to
propose, for example and as an entirely hypothetical case, that there be & nuclear-free
zone comprising the full territory of all States borcdering on the Caspian Sea. Clearly,
each side is capable of thinking up unbalanced schemes; bdbut we believe that we in the
West are sensible and responsiBle enough not to burden our Conference and the world at
large with such nonsense.

We are attempting here to build confidence among States, to breach a wall of
tension and mistrust. It does nct seem to us, nor indeed can it seem to any serious
negotiator, that the way to achieve this objective and to reach agreement on collateral
measures is to choose proposals aimed at undermining defensive measures which the other
side has taken to protect its security. Militery machines can, of course, and we hopewil
be dismantled, but the only acceptable way of doing that is by socund and equitable.
agreeménts on disarmament.

Ls I stated last week, it may be possible by means of patient explanationfto
convince the other side that a certein proposal does not really jeqpardize -- and indeed
adds to =— its security. However, this cannot possibly be the case with measures
which are proposed solely to attempt to cut down the position-of the other side. TFor the
sake of progress here, we hope we can get on with discussion of realistic measures that

have some chance of general acceptance by the delegations and States directly concerned.

Mr. BLUSZTAJIN (Poland) (translated from French): 4t meeting of the Committee

held on 24 May Sir Paul Mason, the representative of the United fingdom, did me the
honour of commenting (ENDC/PV.136,p. 25-27) on my stabement of 17 May last
(SNDC/PV.133, 1y. 25 et _seg.), ond T think that I.owe it to him to reply.
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First, let me say how glad I am to note that Sir Paul Mason shares the point of
view on the role of the Rush—Bégot Treaty, although he criticises me (ENDC/FVe13€, pe27)
for having forgotten to learn its lessons. He also esserts that the comparison that
I attempted to make between that Treaty and the Soviet draft declaration is inaccurate.
I have to note, therefore, that my arguments have not convinced him. Sir Paul Mason
still believes that the Soviet draft declaration on the renunciation of the use of
foreign territories for stétioning strategical means of delivery of nuclear weapons
(ENDC /75) favours one party only, does not provide for identical obligations for both
parties, and calls for performance by the “jest that is not compensated by any concession
by the Soviet Union, Sir Paul Mason concludes that it cannot be claimed that such
proposals as these tend to ensure equality of obligation in the qualitative sense.

I should like to go over this argument once more. The United Kingdom representative
states that the Soviet draft declaration does not provide for identical obligations;
but a simple reading of the text should have convinced him to the contrary. For the
draft declaration provides for obligations that are equal for all the signatories.

What I endeavoured to point out was that the contributions to be made by the different
States for the application of the draft declaration would not be identical; but in
our opinion that does not derogate from the principle of equality.

Sir Paul Mason apparently does not agree with me on this point. He refuses to make
a comparison between the general contributions of the parties to the creation of the
state of affairs contemplated by the draft declaration, and prefers to compare specific
contributions in the different fields of armaments. If I understand him aright, he
considers that the principle of equality is chéracterized by respect for quantitative
reciprocity: for instance, submarine for submarine, aircraft carrier for aircraft
carrier, missile for missile and so on. Surely he must realize that, if his
predecessors had wished to apply the same method, the 1817 Treaty between Great Britain
and the United States would never have seen the light of day. I hope that he is
equally aware of the truth that an attempt to base our disarmament plans on respect
for strict equality of quantitative contributions would condemn our efforts in advance
to certain failure.

The Soviet draft declaration was not conceived as an abstraction; it corresponds
to a series of material conditions which have been accumulating throughout the post-

war years. Its object is to remove from international relations the most dangerous
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elements of friction introduced by the cold war, and it is natural that the party which
contributed to bringing this negative situation into being should make the greater
efforts and;%hé‘grééier con%riﬁufions‘to restore the Eﬁiﬁ&i.ﬂgg.ﬁgﬁﬁ and to normalize
the situation. Inasmuch as the United States and its allies are responsible for the
tension set up by the existence of bases on foreign territory, it is only right that
they should bear the grecter cnus of the costs of the operation. Thi8 would represent
a contribution to the cause of collective security and, if I may use a comparison,
would be equivalent to o tax on the unjust enrichment arising out of the cold war.

The problem can be looked at from two points of view: either that of the selfish
interests of particular countries, or that of the general interests of the whole
international community. Our Western cclleagues seem to have chosen the first of these.
Yet it should be obvious that in giving ebsolute priority to the selfish interests of
pdrticular countries we shell never achieve disarmament. The interest of the
international community very frequently demonds the renunciation by States of their
acquired rights with a view to the replacement of an old and obsolete order which no
longer corresponds to present requirements by a new and higher international order.

" We have undertaken the laborious task of negotiating a treaty on general and
complete disarmament. We wish to agree dpon the so-called collateral measures because
we recognize the zbsolute necessity of putting an end to the armements race and cf
averting the danger of a nuclear war. Ve are sitting round this table because we are
firmly convinced that we must break away from the existing international order im favour
of a higher order which would give States a stronger sense of security. Now, all this
implies the adoption of certain value judgments recognized and respected by all. Our
Western colleagues take the view that the maintenance of bases on foreign territory and
their equipment with strategic nuclear wezpons is their natural right. Last year's
events showed that they regard themselves as alone possessing thet right. Obvicusly
a very convenient point of view: you're never better looked after than when you do
it yourself.

I must say, however, that I do not understand how the Western Powers can reconcile
this attitude with their declared concern fér the princinle of equality.. For if you
admit that the maintenance of foreign bases equipped with strategic nue¢lear weapons is
a natural right, then you must concede the same right equally to all States;' or, if
you consider that the cxistence of such bases conflicts with the interests of collective
security, then you should demand their immediate liquidation, whatever the conditions of
their establishment and whatever contribution the parties will make in order to attain

such an objective.
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In my statement today I should like to touch briefly on ancther sigect. At the meeting
of the Committee held on 24 May Mr., Stelle, the representative of the United Stotes, protesting
agemst the denrcidion by socinlist coubries of the rearming of Western Germany, accused us of
waging a campaign of hatred against the German people (ENDC/PV.136,p. 15 ). Of course,
I do not want to take up too much of the Committee's time in giving our views on the
German problem, but I cannot let pass in silence a statement which is a flagrant and
intolerable distortion of reality.

First of all, a word on the method used by the United States representative. He
wanted to meke the Committee believe that our attitude towards the Federal Republic
of Germany coincided with our judgment of the German people as a whole. I want to
correct this at once. Our criticism is not directed against the German people; it is
concerned only with certain political tendencies which aré at present emerging in
Western Germany and which find expression in the political acts of the Bonn Government .

I can understand that, seen from Washington, the German problem does not look
the same as when seen from Varsaw, Moscow or Prague. The Federal Republic is an
ally of thethited States, and the desire to defend an ally is understanéable. All the
same, such a defence should take into account reality and common sense,

Ve denounce the Western policy towards Germany because it is responsiBle for
the Bonn Government's having been able to rebuild its military potentialland convert
the Federal Republic into the bastion of Atlantic strategy in Western Europe. Ve
denounce that policy because it marks the return in the Federal Republic of Germany,
on the political scene, of forces which in our century have plunged the world into two
world wars from whose consequences we have suffered more than any other country.

The process of the remilitari?ation of Western Germany is today being carried out
to the accompaniment of the same slogans as accompanied the expansion.of the war machine
of Hitlerite Germany. Now, as then, the claim is for equality of armaments, In the
inter-war period the pretext for the rearming of Germany was that it acted as the
bulwark of Western civilization. Today the formula has been slightly modified, and
Germany is referred to only as the vanguard of the Atlantic alliance. A country which
has genuinely peaceful intentions does not demand equality in the field of armaménts;
it does not claim as a right full participation in the armaments race when the whole
of mankind is calling for universal disarmament. The experience of history proves

conclusively that demands for such equality conceal aggressive intentions.
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T should like to say that my words are in no way inspired by any polemical intent;
I merely want to stress the responsibility that we all have in respect of the future

dcvelopment of events. The Western Powers —- end espcoially the United States —- want

to confront us with the fait accompli of a reermed Germany. But thot is not all; they
would also like us to recognize this fact without a protést,.to fdfgét the lessons of. r
history, and to_resién ourselves tc the violetion of treaties on Germany concluded
between the Allies after the last world war.

The fact that the United States seems to have forgotten so quickly the tragic
conzequences of the growlh of Germapr militarism does not mean that we should do likewise.

Despite the enormous losses sustained by the Polish people, Polish policy
towards Germany is not = wkatever kv, Itslle night say o the contrary -- motivated by
hetred towards the German people. We are anxious to collaborate peacefully with all
tl- democratic elements in the German nation. We have established and are developing
excellent relations of good neighbourliness and close co-operation in the pclitical,‘
econcmic, social and cultural fields with our friend and ally the German Democratic
Republic. We have also often expressed owr desire to normalize our relations with
the Government of the Federal Repubiiec. That our efforts in that respect have hithe}td
been Fouitless is ﬁof our fault, and I am sure that the United States representative
knows it perfectly well. '

The situation is truly paradoxical. Ve are accused of waging a campaign of
hatred ageinst the German people, whereas the feelings of hostility which persist iﬁ
Vestern Germany towards the Polish pcople and other peoples of Eastern Europe are
regarded as a normal phenomenon and an expression of democratic and peaceful sentiments.
Ou:r Wesbvern célleagues would have ué‘admit, for instance, that the notorious attempts
nede in the Federal Republic to shift the responsibility for the outbreak of the last
world war to the countries whicl: were the victims of Hitlerite aggression are
arparently of no significance; +that the campaign carried on in VWestern Germany toc the
effect that the sufferings of the German people during the war were caused, not by the
Hivler Government, but by the States which were the victims of its policy of aggression
is unimportant; that the policy of fostering in millions of Germans the illusion that
one day they will be able to regain the lanl taken by force from othérs iﬁ the past

ic a perfect expression of the desire for peace.
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For our part, we shall ndt cease ﬁo denounce the policy of the militarist and .
revanchist circles of Westefn Germany and fhoseAwﬁo support them. Ve shall do so.in
the name of millions of human beings who gave their lives to rid the world of the
scourge of Hitlerism and fascism. e want to cling always to the hope that the Western
Powers will come to understand that one does not prepare for the peace of tomorrow by

rearming the aggressor of yesterday.

Mr. SIMOVIC (Czechoslovakia) (translation from Russian): Before I begin my

stateméntJI.shduld like to say o few words in connexion with the statement made by
Mr. Stelle.

The United Stotes representative, referring to the statement made by the
Czechoslovak delegation last Friday (ENDC/PV.136, pp. 17 et seg,) on thevdeélaration
regardinggiﬁe stationing of strategical means of delivery of huclear weapons (ENDC/75),
made an atﬂempt to refut our argvments showing the appropriateness of that measure. His
arguments regarding the one=sided nature of the declaration were extremely unconvincing.
It seems «~ and w¢ hove anlready mentioned this many times == that the basis of the
United States' approach to this measure is the desire to retain for the NATO countries,
and in the first place for the United States, the possibility of delivering a nuclear
.blow. I intend, however, to revert to Mr, Stelle's statement at one of our future jf
meetings after I have studied the verbatim record thoroughly. :

At the meeting of our Lommittee held on 27 May, the representative of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics submitted (ENDC/PV.137,pp.9=14) a document containing
a proposal to declare the area of the Mediterranean Sea a zone free from nuclear weapons
(ENDC /91). He announced the readiness of the Government of the Soviet Union to assume
an obligation not to deploy any nuclear weapons or their means of delivery in the waters
of that sea provided that similar obligations are assumed by the other Powers tc which
the appeal has been addressed. Lestly, the Government of the Soviet Union gave its
assurance that in the event of this proposal being implemented it would be prepared,
together with the governments of the other countries, tq give reliable guarantées that
the area of the Mediterranean Sea should be considered as being outside the sphere of
use of nuclear weapons in the event of any military complications.

The Czechoslovak delegation has already had the‘opportunity at the aforesaid
meeting of the Committee to state briefly its point of view Qith regard to this initiative

of the Soviet Union (ENDC/PV.137, p.33). It considers this to be a new and important
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contribution to the cause of peace, which would substantially facilitate the achievement
of our main aim, an agreement on general and complete disarmament.

The Czechoslovak delegation is of the opinion that the proposal to declare the
area of the Mediterranean Sea a Zone free from nuclear and rocket weapons comes within
the range of the collateral measures to be discussed by our Committee in accordance
with the principles laid down in the work programme adopted on 23 March 1962 (ENDC/1/Add.1)
and would lead to the lessening of international tension, the consolidation of
confidence among States, and facilitating the solution of the problem of disarmament as
a whole, The implementation of the Soviét Union's proposal would prevent nuclear
weapons from being stationed in an area of such grest geographic and étrategic importance,
It would help, in the event of military operations, to protect these countries from the
danger of a nuclear blow, 4

The Government of the Soviet Union has made this important proposal at a time
when we are witnessing a new impetus in the efforts of the peoples of the world, aimed
at the adoption of measures against the spread of nuclear weapons and the threat of a
nuclear conflict. We can see quite clearly that the idea of creating denuclearized
zones is constantly gaining acceptanée throughoﬁt the world- and penetrating the
consciousness of the peoples. I should like to recall the most important of such
proposals: +the propdsal made in 1957 by the Polish People's Republic to create a
denuslecrized zome in Central Europe (A/PV.697, pare. 136); the proposal to create
similar zones in the Balkans, in the Near and Middle East, in the Far East and in the
Pacific area; the pfoclamation of the Antarctic as the first denwclearized zone in
the world in 1959; +the resolution adopted in 1961 at the sixteenth General Assembly of
the United Nations declaring Africa a denuclearized zone (4/RES/1652 (XVI)); and lastly
the valuable initiative of the Latin-American countries, whose proposal (ENDC/87) was
recently sﬁbmitted to our Committee.

We are now witnessing new steps towards reducing the thréat of a thermonuclear war.
At the same time as the Govermment of the Soviet Union submitted a plan for freéing the
Mediterranean Sea from nuclear weapons, prominent Scandinavian statesmen -- the President
of Finland, Mr. Kekkonen, and the Prime Minister of Sweden, Mr. Erlander -- repeatedly
expressed themselves in favour of creating a nuclear-free Zone that would include the
countries of Norther Europe;

What could be more convincing proef of the vital imporfance of this idea of creating
nuclear-free zones and of the growing awareness of tﬁe danger of a nuclear war in the

world than the fact that recently even the representatives of certain countries members
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of the aggressive NATO group, such as Denmark and Norway, have deemed it necessary

to emphasize that their countries will not participate in the creation of the so-called
NATO multilateral nuclear force? These Governments made these important decisions
immediately after the end of the NATO Council session in Ottawa, where, as is well
known, the United States and certain other countries made so many efforts in regard to
increasing/nuclear armaments and spreading nuclear weapons to other States.

In the light of these facts, how petty and insignificant are the objections voiced
at our meeting of 27 May in the irritated replies of the representatives of certain
NATO countries when épeaking against the Scviet Union's proposal to turn the
Mediterranean Sea into a denuclearized zone: (ENDC/PV.137). Would it not be better
if the VWestern representatives, instead of reacting so hastily and accusing without
any reason the Soviet Union and the other soéiaﬂisi“stﬁtes of making propaganda, gave
first of all an opportunity to express themselves to the governments and peoples of
those countries which this proposal directly concerns, some of which are also members
of our Committee?

Let us take a sober look at the actual arguments advanced by the Western
representatives against the Soviet proposal at our meeting of 27 M&y. ‘Just as in the
case of other proposals of the socialist countries, the Vestern Powers in the first
place put forward the objection, which has just been repested today by the United
States representative, Mr. Stelle (EEBE_' p. 20 ),that this is a one-sided measure which
would give military edvantages to the socialist countries., The United Kingdom
representative, Mr. Godber, tried (ENDC/PV.137, pp.23-24) to create the impression
that the Western Powers were compelled to set about meking their arrangements; which
are dangerous to the cause of peace, because the Soviet Union is threatening with '
its rockets the security of the countries of this area, and that the sending of
nuclear submarines with Polaris missiles on board is a necessary counter~measure for
the purpose of maintaining the so-called "balance of forces", The United States
representative, Mr. Stelle, also asserted that:

"Such a proposal ... breaches the essential principle of balance
carefully enunciated in the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles ...". (ibid.,p.26)
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But how can we believe these words of the representative of the United States and
the United Kingdom when such an authoritative person as the United States Chief of
Naval Operations, Admiral Anderson, takes an entirely different view of the introduction
of United States nuclear submarines into the Mediterranean Sea? On 4 March 1963, at a
meeting of the Armed Forces gSub-Committee of the United States Senate, Admiral Anderson
openly stated the following:
(Continued in English)

T AT

"...the deployment of these POLARIE to the Mediterrenmean is of great
cdventege to us and great disadvantace to the Russiocns.

"First of all, it extends the submarines into an area where the
Rugsians have no entisubmarine canability at 21l at the nresent time..."

(Military Procurement Authorization, Fiscal Year 1964, 1.688).

(Continued in Russian)

As you see, the point is not at all, as Mr. Stelle and certain other Western
representatives are trying to mainfain, that by its proposal the Soviet Union is
upsetting some sort of "balance of forces". We are perfectly right when we say that
the decision of the United States Govermment Ho introduce nuclear submarine into the
Mediterranean Sea is a one-sided aggressive ﬁeasure which aggravates the situation
and increases the danger of a nuclear conflict with all the consequences it entails.

But that is only one aspect of the matter. At the same time there is also the
very serious fact that by its policy the United Sfates is literally bringing nuclear
weapons and the danger of the outbreak of a nuclear war to the doorsteps of the peoples
of the Mediterranean, and exposing them to all the terrible consequences of a nuclear
conflict.

This is an incontrovertible fact. But the leader of the United Kingdom delegation,
contrary to all the laws of logic, is not only unwilling to. see this fact,; but in his
statement at our meeting of 27 May he even asserted (ENDC/PV.137, p.25) that the
introduction of United States nuclear submarines with Polaris missiles on board into the
Mediterranean Sea is for the peoples of that area a miraculous guarantee against the
outbreak of a nuclear war. As is well known —— ond he confirmed this at the some meeting —
he did not put forward this peculiar argument accidentally. In his view, the feverish
arming and the piling up of nuclear weapons are a most effective guarantee against the
outbreak of war.
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Another argument advanced by Mr., Godber (ihii" P+23) was that nuclear-free zones
should not be created in areas where the armed forces of the two groups are directly in
contact, or where this would afféct.the defensive measures of States; with regard to
Euiope, he said that such a measure would not be practicable., This assertion of the
United Kingdom representative runs counter to the basic principles of all logiec. It is
quite obvious that, for the méasures of which we are talking to be effective and to
lead to positive results, they must be put into effect wherever the appropriate
conditions exist and, in the first place, wherever there is or may come into being the
focus of a potential clash of the armed forces of the Powers. The point is that,
unlike Mr, Godber, we demand that the measures on which we have to reach agreement here
shouid‘not be purely fofmal or merely ends in themselves, but that they should actually
contribute to the coﬁsolidation of peace throughout the world,

A£ our meeting of 27 May the Western representatives also tried to label the
Soviet proposal as propaganda. (ENDC/PV.137, pe22). It has already beéome a habit
of the Western Powers to use this expression whenever the socialist countries mention
in their statements the activities of aggressive Western circles, activities which ruﬁ
counter to the aims we. are pursuing in this Committee. We believe that world public |
opinion can itself best decide what is and what is not propaganda. But if you wish at
dll'costs to describe in such words propoasals such as the latest proposal of the Soviet
Government, then we frankly tell you that we only welcome if if we find similar
propaganda in support of peace coming from your side as well,

It appears that what is not to your likihg and what you try to minimize in your
statements is the fact that this document of the Soviet Government sheds light on the
activities in which you are engaged -= a8 we have already pointed out on many oecasions -—-
outside this council chamber. But we have already had occasion several times to
tell you that we wili‘not pass it over in silence when, on the one hand, you assure us
here that you are prepared to condﬁct negotiations on disarmement and to reach an
agreement, but in fact you do everything possible to intensify even further the feverish
armaments race, to act as the advocates of the West German miiitarists and revanchists,
and to spread nuclear weapons to other States and areas, including the Mediterranean.

In conclusion, I should like to touch briefly on one othér important question. In
the field of so-called collateral measures, the delegations of the socialist countries

in our Committee have already submitted several proposals prompted by a sincere effort to
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lessen. international tension in the world, to reduce thethreat of a nuclear war and to
create favourable conditions for the achievement of an agreement on disarmament. However,
we observe on the part of the Western Powers a tendency not only to avoid a businesslike
discussion of these proposals, but also literally an anxiousness to get rid of them '
without any prelimihary serious and businesslike discussion of them. Such an approach
cannot lead us to any positive result, and the experience we have had so far shows this
Quite clearly.

The importance of the document before us and its usefulness for the cause of peace,
not only in the area of the Mediterrahean Sea, but throughout thé ﬁorld, urgently
require that all the delegations, aware of theirvresponsibility in the eyes of the
peoples of their own countries and in the eyes of world public opinion, should set abopt

a2 businesslike and serious discussion of the proposal submitted by the Soviet Government.

The CHAIRMAN (Burma): I call on the representative of the Soviet Union,

who wishes to exercise his right of reply.

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

I :.shall be very brief. The representatives of the Western Powers indicate as a reason
for their objection to certain measures proposed by us that they cannot agree to a
measure which would be one-sided or would jeopardize the security of one side. That
is what the United States representative, Mr. Stelle, said in his statement today
(8upra, p.17). That thesis has been purposely devised in order to obstruct real
disarmament measures, and we do not agree with it.

However, even if we approach from that angle the assessment of the Soviet proposal
(ENDC /77) for the conclusion of a non-aggression pact, it is clear to everyone that
in its basis this measure is purely bilateral and not one~sided. Tt binds the two
opposing groups with the obligation not to attack each other. No proofs are necessary
to confirm that such a measure as the conclusion of a non-aggression pact would not
jeopardize anyone's security. On the contrary, a noh-aggression pact would tie the
hands of those who are hatching aggressive plans. Therefore the conclusion of a
pact would only contribute to enmhancing security. That is an irrefutable truth
requiring no proof,

Today's statement of the United States representative has shown that the United
States continues to object to the proposal for a pact. This attitude is @1l the more
regretteble as Mr. Stelle made his statement without having carefully studied the

arguments which we have set forth and which show the utter flimsiness of the arguments
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on which the Western Powers rely in avoiding acceptance of the Soviet proposal for
the conclusion of a non-aggression pact.

Many of the statements made here in the Committee have shown the utter flimsiness
of the Western Powers' objections to the proposal for the conclusion of'a non-aggression
pact. If the purpose of the Western Powers in taking part in the work of the Committee
ig not in order to impose their will, now that all their arguments against & non-
aggression pact have been demolished, they should take this fact into consideration and
re-consider their negative attitude towards the Soviet proposal for the conclusion of
& non-agression pact, They should adopt a constructive attitude and agree to enter into
a non-aggression pact., This will be welcomed with the greatest satisfaction both in

our own Committee and throughout the world.,

The Conference decided to issue the following communique:

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmement today held its
one hundred and thirty-ninth plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva,
under the chairmanship of U Maung Maung Gyi, representative of Burma.

"Statements were made by the representatives of the Soviet Union, the United
Stetes, Poland and Czechoslovakia.

"The mext meeting of the Conference will be held on Wednesday, 5 June 1963,
at 10.30 a.m,"

The meeting rose at 12,40 B m.




N . e . B o
s - 2 L™ .






