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The CHAIRMAN (Italy) (trapslation from French): I declare open the cne hundred
and twenty-seventh plen&ry meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen—Nation Committee
on Disarmament, - - e ' o

Mr. WACOVESCU (Romania): At 6ur meeting today, which is devoted by the
Committee's desision to the Afscussion 6f collateral measures, I should 'like to dwell

on only onme of the measures that have been submitted to us: the propoéelmﬁﬁﬂbﬁ/vvj
made by the Soviet delegation to econclude a non-aggression pact between the étatee-
members of thé North Atlantie Treety Organization and the States signatories of the
Warsaw Treaty. It is oUr ‘eonvietion that it is precisely the debate on that propoeal
which has provided the frame for certain obeervatione whieh must be analysed earnestly
and in a spirit of ‘responsibility. =~ "

The Romhinian delegation has alweys pointed to the primary importance for our .
Committes's proceedings of the debates on the dreft treaty on general and complete R
disarmament under strict 1nternetional control. That is and will remein the main '. _
task oficur Confersncé - to work out s treaty on ‘general and complete diearmement. h
However, in view of the cemplexity and the difficulties of'eolving the issue of o
general and complete disarmament, it will be not ‘only helpful but absolutely neeeseary
to adopt also measures which, without representing Egg_gg diearmamént measures or
integrant parts of the process of general and complete disarmement, will etill
facilitate the implementation of-our Committee's primary task, leading to a détente
in intérnational relations, building confidence, and thus helping to creaté the
conditions propitious’ for disarmament. | o

It was precisely for that purpose that the’agreement was reached, first between
the Soviet-TUhion and the United States of America and afterwards in the Generel‘Aeeem‘oly
of the United Nations, unanimously approving the joint Soviet—Uhited Stetee statement
(ENDC/S). on the gutding principles of the disarmament negotietione. '

Starting from that point, on 28 March last year our Committee decided inter alia
that: e Lo : L L o ' ' ' ’
"Concurrently with the elabération of agreement on generel ‘and

complete disarmament in the plenary Committee, ‘and not to the detriment

of this elsboratiofi. a committee of the whole will be set up by the k

plenary Committee for the consideraeation of various proposalé“on tne
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‘implementation of_measuresfaimed at: the lessening of international
‘tension; the consolidation of confidence among States; and facilitating

general and complete disarmament." (ENDC/1/4dd4.l, para.2)

In this connexion perhaps I may be allowed to recall that the leader of the
Romanian delegation ¥inister of Foreign Affairs Corneliu Manescu, started from
precisely those prerequisites when he proposed on 20 March 1962 that:

~ "g gub-committee be set up, consisting of the representatives of the
eighteen States, to discuss the measures needed to relax international

'tension and ultimately to securs general and complete disarmament "

(ENDC/PV 5, p.19)

. I deemed it necessary to emphasize those ideas and to recall those facts
regarding the nature of the collateral measures which our Committee has to examine,
because an event has recently occurred in our proceedings which we cannot disregard
Referring to the proposal to conclude a NATO-Narsaw Treaty non—aggression pact, the
United States delegation tried to put into circulation a new concept, gi generis, of
the nature of collateral measures. At our meeting on 26 april ‘the representative of
.the United States, hr. Stelle, defined collateral measures in the following manner:

ees WO are discussing collateral meagures -— those measures concerning

the armaments of States which could be undertaken prior to the initiation

of a programme of general disarmament" (ENDG/PV.125, p.18)

As corroboration of that new definition which the United States representative
wishes to suggest to the Committee, I may cite another excerpt from the same speech
by Mr Stelle, in which, trying to prove -- .

"... that one of the Soviet proposals that concerning a non—aggression

A pact between the members of NATO and the members of the Narsaw Pact

organization, is inappropriate for discussion in this Committee." (ibidI p.20)

he stated. L ,
"We are concerned in this Committee with matters relating to

disarmament and to the control of armaments. We are not here seized

of general political pioblems and we are. particularly not seized

of those problems specifically related to nuropean regional security

matters." (1bid )
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_ Let us analyse this "new" concept of collateral measures 1n the light of
obJective facts The p01nt made by Mr. Stelle contains an affirmative element: that
it should be a measure of disarmament or control over armaments, and two elements in
hthe negative. that it should not be a general political measure or, especially,
measure related to problems of regional European security. o S
| From the start we have to note that that concept obviously contradicts the ;,
clear, unequivocal provisions of our, decision of 28 March 1962,\ 1 repeat.v the
conditions which, according to that decision, a measure. ought .to. meet, in. order. that
it may be discussed in our Gommittee in addition to the iscue of general and ctmplete
disarmsment, are: that it be conducive to the lessening.of international tension,
'ﬂgﬂthat it promote confidence among States, and that it«facilitate the achievement of
ﬂwgeneral and complete disarmament. Consequently we have never decided that while .
discussing collateral measures we must necessarily have in view disarmament or control
,.over, armaments .. L , _

m N The United States representative stated., _
. ‘” "we are not here seized of general political problems" , (ibid ) .
A;_Naturally, everyone 1is free to mske any statement ‘but are these really the facts? Ir
our Committee we have discussed general political measures,vand our basic documents
with regard to the work in this Committee do not, either expressly or by implication,
exclude general political measures, ‘

The United States representative continued' ) . :

"... we are particularly not seized of those preblems specifically related

;.. Yo European regional security matters" (1bia, )

:Of course such a statement can also be made, but does reality look like that? )

o First a brief remark. mr. Stelle places 1n the same sentence two contradictory

‘,conditions which by their very nature rule each other out. lthevproblam must,not be

a general political one, hut neither should it he special.vnWhat.then should it be?
Let us skip that cqntradiction of logic and get back to the. cru; of the matter.

May one plead the incqmpetence of this Gommittee to examine problems of a regional

character, while we are. all in agreement that we can discuas the-problem of nuelear-

free zones? The contentiom that a measure, in order that it may be discussed by us
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in the framework of measures collateral to disarmament, should not refer to regional
problems appears even more paradoxical 51nce this Commlttee is discussing a neasure -

'prnposed by the Way, by the Unlted States -- which does not concern stricto sensu

the NATO ‘States and the States of thé Warsaw Treaty, and does not regard all the States
of the world, but is a conspicuously special problem. I have in mind the proposal |
regarding the establishment of a direct commmication line betWeen the lea&erslof'the
Soviet Union and of the United States of America (ENDC/70, pp.10 et seq.). In the
first place, that measure ‘has a much more restricted area of application than a )
regional measure. From a technical and legal’ point of view it concerns the Soviet"
Unioh and the United'States;alone. But that does not prévent us from realizing and
assessing ‘the general political character of such a measure. ‘

But is there any ground for'the contention that a hATO;warsaw Treaty non—agéressicn
pact would ‘be of interest for the security of one single region of the world - only
“for the security of EurOpe? Obviously not.

siembers of the two organizations are States which, by their geographical position,
the spread of their territory, their military potentlal the fact that they comprise
all nuclear Powers “their economic resources and their specific weight in international
relations are influencing to a 51gnificant ‘extent the intermational situation all over
the world. The relations between the NiTO States oni the one hand and the States of
‘the wéfsaw organization on ‘the other hand, are 1nfluencing world ‘international
relations to such a degree that we can say without‘eXaggeratiné that, were‘thOSe'“
relations improved, the international political climate generally would improve the
danger ‘of war would be lessened and the propit;ous condltions would be created for
the implementation of genersal and”complete dfsarmement. That is a conclUBion which
compels recOgnltion on the strength of obvious facts and for that reason I fesl that
there 1g hardly any need to insist’ on it. o R ‘ .

T should like now to take up another aspect of the United States representative's
gtatement of 26 Aprill. Lacking valid arguments against discussion of the collateral
measures proposed by the Soviet Union, iz, Stelle contended that:

748 to the question of Western responses to Soviet proposals on collateral
measures;'wé“snbmit thet it would appear to any objective observer of our work

LA
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lthatvtheﬂprobiemuis“not one of any lack of Western responses to Soviet

proposals, but rather a problem of the nature of the Soviet proposals

themselves," (ENDC/PV.185, p.20) ﬂ

That 1s an unusual statement to f£ind in negotiations between States -— a statement

alien to the spirit of negotiation in general and allen to the spirit of the
negotiations in this Committee in particular. It proceeds from the false premise
that one party alone —- in this case the Western Powers - holds the monopoly or
correct, rational: proposals while everything coming from the other party fails to
meet those requirements. That is, we must recognize an extremely comfortable stand’_
on that basis any proposal coning from the other party can be rejected from the start.
and in: its entirety, without any attempt being made ‘to substantiate such an attitude
by arguments. However, it is an attitude which can only spell harm to our negotiations.
When one- party to negotiations holds such a view, progress is difficult if not
impossible, to achieve, That is precisely the conclusion that would appeal to the
"objective observer® referred to by Mr. Stelle.» _ _
In addition to the obviously unconstructive character of such a statement, another
excerpt’ from the statement of the United States representative arrests our attention,__'
since it further reveals the contradiction into which he has’ fallen. He said" M
'... For what are we supposed to be oonsidering in our discussion of '
collateral measures proposals? We are supposed to be considering
.. proposels which by their nature can be easily agreed upon before we B
have negotiated the more difficult and complex matters that must form »i
the beginning of general disarmament. That means that the measures’
which we should be considering in this context are those measures that '
can, without upsetting the existing military relationship, reduce the '
risk of war," begin the process of halting the arms race or 1nitiate
arms reductions."” (ibid.) ' .
Were we tc be guided by the arguments submitted here by the representative of
the United States, then the proposal for the oonclusion of a non—aggression pact .
betieen ‘the NATO States and the Warsaw Pact States would be the easiest of proposals ’
for the United States to accept. An "objective observer" could not help noticing
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that that proposal fully eovers the elements which ilr, Stelle *ad in mind. Itz
implementation would not raise the problem of control, which is being put up as an’
obstacle-to.any proposal submitted by the socialist countries. It is a measure which
would not upset the existing military relationship and which could not be detrimantal
to anybody who really wanted peace, since it is equally in the interests of all‘Statqs
that are concerned about their.own security and about general security.

it 1s the weasurs which .would be the easiest to achieve also because it alcne
gives concrete form to, -and. thus strengthens, the general obligation imposed by .
contemporafy international law — the prohibition of -aggression. The confirmationv
by the. NATO States and the Warsaw Pact States of the essential obligation -- to abatain
from perpetrating aggression —- which international law and the United Nations Charter -
impose on every State would, -under-present conditions, have tremendous importance from
the moral and political points of view and also as an-element for .strengthening. the
principle of non-aggression in the legal conscience of the psoples.

To oppose such & pact is tantamount to adopting a negative stand with regard to
international treaties in general. - Of course a non-aggressionm pact has no mégtc
virsue. Its -observance is-dependent -on the goodffaith-and'good’ﬁill of the governments
concerned, on the reaolve,with'whieh-theapeoples-stiuggle-1n order to impose their -
will for peace. But an international itreaty in general, and a non-aggression pact in
particular, is a powerful element of international legality.

74 s, of course, superfluous to demonstrate in detail that the conclusion cf a
non-zsgression pact between the NATO States and the Warsaw Pact States would contribute
to the lessening of the danger of war., It would be of such a nature as to create
propitious conditions for the halting of the arms race and for the -implementation. of
general and complete disarmsment. Iast but not:least, the adoption of such a past
would obviously have a beneficial impact on the develovment of the work of our
Committee, - _

If, as the outcome of thorough negotiations, we were able to secure the ‘conclusion
of a non-aggression pact, that not only would be a fagtor capeble of improwving the
international political.climate but also would give a pcwerful impetus to the procecdings
in our Committee. It would be a stimulus to renewed efforts in all the directions In
which we are called upon to work, & pledge for the achievement of other agreements,
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My aim todav is not to embark upon polemics with the representative of the United
States, I proposed to enamine some of his objections to.the negotiation of a nou-
aggresslon pact between the NATO States and the Warsaw Pact States, end that analysis
has_shown the groundlessness of the United States obJections. As a. matter of Tact,
no. valid argument can be adduced either against the competence of our Committee Lo
examine the proposal to conclude such a pact, or against the. conclusion of that pact —
and,that for the~simple,reasonvthat there are no such arguments.

The conclusion_er_a non-aggression pact WOuld be a yseful, timely;end_necessary
measure. The necessity and usefulness of such-a_pact have been acknowledged in tae
past even by 1eaders of the Western Powers. On & previous occasion I Quoted’

(ENDC/PV 115 o 12) to the Committee the statement made by the- President of the United
States, Mr. Kbnnedy, on 25 November 1961. The United States delegation has preferred
to pass over in silence that very important statement by President Kennedy.. For that -
reason 1 shsll guote it again today. President Kennedy said. | ’

_ "I think.it would be helpful if NATO and the warsaw Pact. engaged

. in a commitment to live in peace with each other." _ ,

Those words are as clear as clear can be; they leave no room for misunderstanding, -fhe
person of the highest consequence in the United States, the President believes Jn the
usefulness of a commitment between the NATO States and the Warsaw Pact States "to

live in peace with each other" ,

\ At this juncture it is not out of place to ask the reasons why the United Staues
delegation to our Committee does not wish to listen to any talk about & commitmont
between the NATO States and the Warsaw Pact States. Does the evolution of the
internationsl situation after 1961 msks the conclusion of a non—aggression pac. less
presszng and necessary? In our view it does not. On the contrary, the. urgency T |
concluding such a pact has been stressed aven more strongly by the present international
situation.; It is not only the socialiet delegations present here which stand fo* the
conclusion of a nonraggression paot between the NATO States and the Warsaw Eact States.
The usefulness of such a non—aggression pact has been stressed in statements made. by
the representatives of hexico, Brazil Nigeria and Ethiopia. : . :

‘\ We have before us the draft of a non-aggression pact submitted by the Soviet .
delegation. If it includes stipulations or clauses uhieh the Western dslegations do
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not desire, of if those’delegations envisagé other stipulations or claugses which do
not appear in the ‘draft but which in their view should be included, why do they not - -
speak out? ‘Why do they seek refuge behind & screen of general statements instead of -
engaging in discussion with us in merito, touching upon the crux of the ‘matter ‘and-
putting forward arguments of substence? - .

It may well be that thé Western delegations have certain reasons for rejecting -
negotiation of a non-aggression pact between the' NATO States and the Warsaw -Pact
States. Some of those "reasons" are being whispered but ‘nét volced openly here. For
the sake of making progress in our negotiations we are ready to listen to those reesons
and to investigate them in all earnest.

"o that end the Romanian delegation would like to ask the United States delegation
the folloWing'Quesﬁions,"whioh'we hope will facilitate our negotiations: -

" 1.” Is the United States delegation in agreement with the “statement made by - .-’
President Xennedy on 25 November 1961 with regerd to the uséfulness of a non-aggression
pact between the NATO ‘States and the Warsaw Pact States? ,

2, Which of the provisions contained in the draft pact submitted by the Soviet
Union -do not - ‘suit: the Western 'delegations in ‘general'and the United: States delegation
in particular? - : , ' A - .

%, Uhder what conditions does the United States delegation foresee the possibility
of the conclusion of a non-aggression pact between the HATO States and the Warsaw Paet .
States? ' ! _ ;

Our qﬁésﬁions‘areﬁplain, clear and to the point. We shall be glad-if the
answers of the United States representative, Wwhich we hope to get without delay, are’
just -as plein, ‘¢lésr, and to the point. o R : :

The President of the State Council ‘of the Romanian Pecple's Republic, ,

Mr. Gheorghiu-Dej, Tecently statéd that the Romanis: Government considers that thers -
is' a sure way for the maintenance and consolidaticn of world peace: the impleméntation
of ‘general and compléte disarmsment, the liquidetion of the ‘remnants of the Second.
Wiorld War, and thé developmedt of co-operation between ‘a1l ébuntries, irrespéetive of
their social order, on the basis of the priiciples of peaceful co-éxistence. The
Government of the Romanian Peoplé's Republis is making untiring efforts to put these

e

e e e e W ey Tae Lo L. .. O
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princinles into practice, together with other principles which lie at-the.basis of
its foreign policy. The Romanian people wants peace and is struggling tb'secure it.
In the light of these realities, the Romanian delegation again begs to draw
this Committee 5 attention to the tasks and responsibilities incumbent upon all of
us who~have been wprking here so long. The Romanian delegation insistently requests
all delegations to engage in purposeful-negotiations in an effort to achieve our
proposed goal the conclusion of a treaty on general and complete disarmament. In
order to facilitate our attainment of that goal, let us smooth the way by achieving
lagreements tending to the creation of the necessary climate. One of those agreements
vwould be‘alnon—aggression pact batween.the States members of NATO and the parties to
the Warsaw Pact.  Those.who are against such measures assume the whole responsibility,
nowfas"well as in the future. History has its own laws and ig merciless.
‘The Romanian delegation proposes an analysis, paragraph by paragraph, of the
draft non~aggression pact between the NATO States and the Warssw Pact States. That
would be a useful undertaking and would be hailed by public opinion in all countries.b

Mr. BURNS (Canada): I listened with much 1nterest-to7the,careful‘statement
made by the-representatiie of Romania, and I may have some comments te'meke‘later o'n~
the subject which he treated in particular.

When I last spoke on the subject of collateral measures I said (EhDC/UV 118, p.6)
. that 1n the view of the Canadian delegation our discusaéions on general and complete'
disarmament would continue to seem like speculations'abeut~remote contingencies unless
egreement” were achieved on & nuclear test ban and increaséd international confidence
were created through agreement on measures collateral to general and camplete '
disarmament. I urged that, in order to make progress towards our ‘goal of a total
disarmament programme, cur efforts should be concentrated. o’ those areas where k
agreement can be quickly reached and come -into force prior to a general disarmament
agreement. .

An arrangement to reserve ome plenary meeting a week for the discussion efj
collateral measures took effeet at’ our meeting of 29 March (ENDC/PV.lls), ‘and since
then we have ‘had four plenary meetings- devoted" to collateral measures. In that short
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vime uncre has heen progress. Agreement to establish a direct cosmunications. link - .
btum 1] tne United States and. the Soviet Union was a significant devclopment. Iy
delvgation apprec1ates that move of the United States and the Soviet Union, and we
hope that a concrete agreement will be rapidly concluded and put into effect.: The
dowelcplcnt 1s not only significant because the specific measure involved is. a useful
¢ which can help to avoid misunderstandings in dangerous situations; it is also a
geod beginning and a precedent for our future work. It givec us some ground for hope
theth, as‘our discussions in the field of collatersl meacuTes Anvelop, it will be
pcelile to agree on further measures which will help to create international confidence,

Dnring our discussions at those recent meetings we have heard a number of
1nt°resring comments and arguments about various collateral measures and about the
genoral nature of such measures. Representatives of commuilll Ttites have emphasized
thas collateral measures must create confidence. The representative of Poland said
also that such proposals -- he called them partial meagures™ -- should contain
elerents of “real disarmament" and of "political solutions calculated to reduce .
international tension".' (EhDC/PV.llS, P.10).

- 0n 19 April the representa ive of Poland spoke of "introducing a series of

milis ey measures" (EIDC/PV 122, p. 16) before the process cf general and complete :
dlclrmament begins. In addition, representativee of Eastern countries have uvrged
that coilateral measures should contribute substantially towards eliminating the .
threﬁt of naolear war.‘ The Canadian delegation. welcomes the emphasis which communist. -
r"p*eucntatives have given to the importance of this aspect of. our work,.

.‘ propose now to examine the Soviet Union s draft declaration on the renvnciation
ol tre use of foreign territories for statloning strategical means of delivery of .
nucloar weapons ENDC/?S), and to consider it from the three points of view which the .-
ceniaist representatives have emphasized: first, as a confidence-building msssure;
second, as & type of pre- dlsaimemaut measure with important. miiltary characteristics
and 1mplications, ani, third, as a measure designed to reduce substantially the threat
ol ruclear war., .‘ _ ' ,

It seems.to my delegation that the_declaration proposed by the Soviet Union is
lﬂ:s a confidence-building rrorozal t“an one wuica requires or presupposes. the

o;LM,.;co of a high state of international confidence. The pronosal asks certain
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States, unilaterally and without guid pro gquo, to remove from their territories

armaments which they congider essential for their defence. ,ThevUnited Nations~Charter
specifically preserves thelinherent right of individual or collective‘selfedefence“
(Article 51), and recognizes the 1egitimacy of regional arrangements for that purpose
(Article 52). A State has the right to preparé its own defences and to enter into
defensive alliances. The proposed Soviet declaration would. primarily'affect the
European members of the.NATO alliasnce. They would be -required to agree to ‘the
removal of msans of defence which they consider necessary Tor their security. To

ask such countries to take that step, and at the same time to offer ‘no other guarantees
or arrangements for their defence nor in any way to alter military dispositions of

the Warsaw Pact members is such a one-sided proposal that it is difficult to understand
how anyone could think it likely to create mutual confidence. ’

When we consider the military implications of carrying out the measures to which
parties would be bound by the Soviet draft declaration, it is clear that the proposal .
is not an equitable one .and that it is of a unilateral character. It is. true" that '
both sides would be bound by obligations oontained in it, as Mr. Tsarapkin pointed
out on 5 April (ENDC/PV 118, p.46), but those qbligations cannot be viewed in the
abstract they can be viewed only in relation to the specific circumstances to which
they are meant to apply. _ , -

A8 the representative of the United Kingdom pointed out on 29 March (ENDC/PV 115,p.39
the entire burden of the Soviet Union's proposal all the .actual obligations, would fall
on the Western Powers. Therefore, contrary to what Nr. Tsarapkin said on 5 April
the proposal simply does not create reciprocal obligations. It would require wnilateral
action on the part of the west for which there 18 no guid pro guo.v I regret to say
that I find it difficult to envisage a proposal nore lacking ln'real elements ot
reciprocity and more devoid of genuine mutuality of obligation.

It is true that, if implemented by the West such unilateral obligations might . _:
add to the sense of security of the East.. No doubt that is one of the reasons why -
the declaration was proposed waever, it would clearly lessen the security of the B
NATO nations, particularly those in Europe. The proposal therefore does not respect ’
» the pzinciple contained in paregraph 5 of the joint statement of agreed principles
(ENDG/S), which states that disarmament measures should be balanced S0 that no State
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can obtain a military advantage over another by means of their implementation. The
jOint statement applies to a programme for’ general ‘and complete disarmament, it is
true but there can hardly be any question that the same pllnClple should be applied
also to any proposal of this character affecting the militaly dispos1tion of States as
a preliminary to disarmament. ’ '

This it is barely ‘necessary to dwell on the third aspect of collateral measures
emphasized by communist representatives: - that they should contribute substantially
to elimimating the threat of nuelear war. The Soviot draft deciaration involves, of -
covree, no actual disarmament.- Nothing need be destroyed. National arsensls will ~
renainwthe'same.' How%ver,'as I have already said, the military dispositions of the
Western Powers would'be”radically“altered, to their disadvantage, while those of the
'soviet Union would remain precisely the same. I regret that I am completely unable
to understand how so radical a change in the security of one side without any -
corresponding change’in the military dispositions'of the other could be a stabilizing
element ar contribute to elimination of the danger of nuclear war. o o

Representatives of the 800181St countries here have argued that ‘certain proposals
of the Nestern Powers are not desirable or ‘nay even be harmful ‘as collateral measures
although tney'could te considered as part of an sgreement on ‘general and completé
disarhament; Such’arguments have been advanced by the Soviet Union against certain
proposals by the United States (ENDC/70) to reduce the risk of accidental war, and -

‘ also against the Canadian proposal (ENDC/l?) to prohibit the orbiting of weapons of
mass deetruction in outer space. ny delegation does not agree ‘with those arguments.
We bGlieve that the proposals I have mentioned would be helpful as pre-disarmament
ﬁeasures. But we believe that the argument advanced by the Soviet repreeentative
serves to emphasize that - proposals which are mainly of a military character -- for:
example, the Soviet draft declaration -- as a general rule belong more properly to-
the disarmament process’ Ttself., - : B ' ’

"It seems to my delegation that ifr. Tsarapkiﬁ’recOgnizedithe force of that -
argument when on 5 april he asked, in reply to eriticisms of the one-siaed character
of the Soviet Union draft declaration:
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"But how can One~8peak—of'a’unilateral measure”" -—- he was referring te the draft
‘declaration -~ "when the Soviet Union is propoeing'to eliminate in the first
stage missiles of ‘every range, including intercontinental and global missiles,
in which the superiority of the Soviet Union isannquestionablek;..?"
(ENDC/PV.118, p.39) ' "

. I believe that asking that question the Soviet representative implicitly recognized ‘
- that the draft declaration involved’ problems of reciprocity, of balance and of timing
which can be appropriately dealt with only in thé context of a more complete '

disarmament programse, .

Finally, I should like to say & few words about the Soviet Union draft (ENDC/?V
"of a non-aggression pact between the States parties to the North Atlantic alliance
and the States parties to the lWarsaw Treaty. We have heard considerable argument
this morning from the representstive of Romania “in favour of our considaring
the proposal as o-gollateral measure and discussing 1t in Aetail. len
sorTy to say: that I have not been convinced by the7argumente he brought forward.
Especially, my delegation does. hot agree with his implication that to be against such
a pact is to be against treaties and peace in general I think that the position of
.-uw Cenadian delegation and of the Western ‘countries generally is that "everything in
its right place" is the principle we should follow, and I would cite the homely _
proverb which says that a cow is a very good animal in a field but we chase her out
of the garden. In other words, steps toward disarmament mnet be taken in pronerti
relationship, and it is on that point thatjwe have to take iésqe'wifhfﬁhb argunents
of the representatives of Romanie and bther socialist delegations which have urged
the discussion of this pact in' the cémmittee on collateral measures, ] ..‘

It is not my intention in this statement to offer any comments on the specific
obligations proposed in the draft: pact. “On 19 Anril however ‘the Soviet representative
criticized certain ‘delegations for not contributing to discus81on of this subject.
He said: ' ' o S & A 

"... in our Committee ome can observe how somé members profer to remain

aloof from this important discussion like a boy sitting on a fenee and

watching with .curiosity what is going on in the yard," (ENDC/PV 122. 9.27)
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He went on to say later (ibid., p.34) that proposals. of the Soviet Union were entitled
to proper attention from all its colleagues here and that it hoped and sxpected that
those who had not yet spoken would comment favourably on the Soviet plan.

Mr. Tsarapkin s statement wasg accurate in one respect. -The majority of the
members of the Conference have undoubtedly refrained from entering into a substantive
discussion of the Soviet Union's draft non-aggression. pact. But‘ instead of criticizing
us for remaining 31lent I think Mr. Tsarapkin ought to ask himself why we have remained
silent. The answer is clear. The Canadian delegation and, I believe, other members
of this Conference do not consider this to be the most appropriate forum for discussion
of a non—aggression pact between the NATO and the Warsaw Treaty Powers. 1t is not
neceesary to look far into the records to see why that is so. . Virtually all the
Statemente of the representativee of the socialist: countriee~here give us some .insight
inte the reasons. I ehall offer two examples. ; . S

On S April Mr. Tsarapkin read into the record (ENDC/PV 118, p.41) a documsnt (ENDC/8]
emauating from Bast Germeny which referred to the comnelusion of a non-aggression pact.”
It linkedrsuch a pact mith theﬁgeneral question of security arrangements .in Cemtral' -
Eurone, end Specifically with the queetion of existing borders in- Europe. .

On 19 April Ir. Blusntajn, the repreeentative of Poland, argued that.a non-aggression
pact would fulfil certain functions of an -agreement of nmutual security between -
European Statee., After explaining why, in hig opinion that was so, he said:that a

on~aggression ract was related to “normalizing and stabilizing the European
situation"\ {ENDC [PV 122, p.19), ‘and he went on:
‘" "Such stabilization primarily implies acceptance of the political-

and Juridical status created in central Europe as a consequence of the.

defaat of Hitler s Germany and of the later. developments which resulted.

in the establishment of two German States ..." (ibid.)

It is certainly not ny intention to comment on those arguments, I only wish to. -
point out that those who prepose or argue mtrongly for discussion of a non-aggression-
pact in the Eighteen—Nation Committee themselves believe that the matter is directly
conneoted withvgenerallﬁuropean political questions. In the Cenadian view a nch-

“aggression pact at eomevpoint may:possibly_be appropriate ian the context of an

East-wWest underetanding on those broader questions.
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Therrepresentative;of‘Romania commented this morning (supra, p.10 ) that a non-
aggression pact has no v1rtue in itself but must derive its value from the Sincerity
and the proper attitudes of the parties to it. That certainly is very true, as all
of us may learn from seeing what has happened in the case of certain non—aggression
’pacts we all Know well which were entered into in the past. However, the pact
proposed by the Soviet Union is not conceived merely 88 a measure collateral to
general and complete disarmament but is slso closely related to very'farureaching and
extremely important political problems of a different character. For that reason -
many members of this Conference consider that the Soviet proposal should be considered
in a forum other than the Eighteen—Nation Committee.

Mr. BBUSZTAJN (Poland) (translation frgg Egegch}. Before beginning I
should 11ke to say how interested I was in the statement Just made by our Canadian
colleague. He referred several times to statements of mine in the Committee. I

should like to study his words in the record before passing any . comment on them. - At

the present stage I wish merely to say this. The Canadian delegation has, 1 think

gone much further in explaining its opposition to the idea of a non-aggression pact e
than have the ‘United States and United Kingdom representatives. It has given us f
severalreasonswhich we had if I may put 1t that way, 80 far missed’ and I am extremaly
grateful to it for that. br. Burns.may rest assured that I shall have something to

say on the substance of his arguments in a later statement.__ . '

I should now 1ike to return to my main theme. I think we are all agreed on the
importance‘of the question of reducing war risks. Clauses covering that problem are .
| to be found in both the Western Powers’ draft Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty"
on General and Pomplete Disarmamant in a Peaceful world (EhDC/BO) and the draft Treaty\
on General and chplete Disarmamsnt under Strict International Control submitted by
the Soviet Union (hNDC/z/Rev l) "'The approach to the problem 1s similar in these
two documents. Measures are proposed to enable each State to evaluate objectively
the military mOVements and ections of the other party ana thus to avoid any errors of
interpretation. _ .

The dreft Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament submitted by the Soviet
Union thus adopts the main proposals contained in the United Kingdonrﬂhited States
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plan, namelv advanceenotification of all'major miiitary movements and manoeuvres,
the exchange of military missions among States or‘gronps of States, and the
establishment of rapid and reliable communications between Heads of Governments and
with the United Nations Secretary-General. _ ,

A1l these measures obv1ously have their place in a programme of general and
complete disarmament. They can and must be undertaken at the very. first stage of
disarmament. They can and must in the general pattern of disarmament measures
envisaged for the first stage play an 1mportant role as an element in the cantrol
system and as a factor strengthening mutual trust. Advance notification of major
nilitary movements and manoeuvres thus becomes a coroilary to measures aimed at the
general reduction of the level of national armed forces. The exhange of military
missions accordingly becomes an act calculated to improve relations and mutual
understanding between States. , N

.But it 1s quite a different matter if these measures are separated from the
disarmament process and regarded as collateral measures. e ars in agreement with .
the observation made in the WorkingvPaper on Reduction of the Risk of war through A
Accident, Miscalculation or Failure of Communication, submitted on 12 December 1962
by the United States delegation that.

: "There may, of course, be differences in the character of measures

J*table in the context of a disarmament programme and the character

of those which might be acceptable in advance of such_a.programme." (ENDC/70, p.3)
But we dispute the argument that: o o | |

“.;. certain measures might be undertaken on a more extensive scale

during disarmamant than prior to its 1ntiation. (1bid )
For our view is that intrinsic differences - and the dirferences concerned are .
definitely intrinsic rather than quantitative - between various measures take their
shape from the conditions in which they are put into practice.. The basic quslity of
a measure depends on the stage to which it refers. And that applies as much to _
measures envisaged in the disarmament process as to anything propoged for implementation

before that process begins.,
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Let ne briefly review the various provisions of the working Paper on Reduction
of the Risk of War through Ac01dent Miscalculation, or Failure of Communication‘
submitted for our oonsideration by the United States delegation. Take first the' ;
question of advance notification. The United States delegation asserts that. '

"Advance notification of major military movements and manoauvres could

provide additional opportunity for calm appraisal of military activities o

- which might give rise to misinterpretation as threatening the imminent .
" outbreak of hostiiities." (ibid., p.4) o
The United States delegation also claims that a country would react differently to
a previously—notified activity than to an unnotified activity, while at the same time .
aolmowledging that’ | | R
| “The ultimate oharacter of auch an appraisal would of course depend j{ m:' o

on many considerations in addition tc the fact that advance notification S

hed been provided." (ibid.) | e

Does not however,ithe latter point contain the kernel of the problem? If the
United States delegation really wants to prevent the interpretation of military .“n ii
movements from eetting off a fatal process, some other approach is required. The Wi =
fir t essential is to avoid all “movements and mnnoeuvres by ground forces of -
considerable strength", especially "where such activities may be conducted in the
proximity of frontiers" ‘all "significant movements and manoeuvres of naval surface
forces of substantial size", and all "co-ordinated flights of sizeable numbers of
_military aircraft", aspecially aircraft carrying nuclear bombs,.etc. (ibid., p 5)
“Conditions nust be created 0 make suoh movements and manoeuvres impossible to .
execute by adopting various regional disarmament measurss by withdrawing offensiva o
weapons from bases in foreign territories, end by‘concentrating military potential in’ :
natio:ial territories. The measures I have just enumerated would be incmnparably more
effective than the advance notification measures suggested by the Uhited States ‘ ’
delegation. ' N

Let us now consider the question of observation posts (__;g., P. 6) Ths proposal.
on the subject is clearly pointless outside the advance notification plaﬁ - The gist '
cf the United States proposal is therefore that observation posts would be pert of o
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the control system. Now, we have several times had occasion to demonstrate that

such a measure, though appropriate in the execution of a general and'complete
dlsarmament programne, is unacceptable in an atmosphere of mutusal distrust.
Observation posts would inevitably become instruments of espionage and would be bound
to aggravate 1nternational tension and to speed up the arms race. That is equally
true of the proposed fixed ground observation posts and of the suggested measures for
aerial observation, mobile ground observation teams, and overlapping radars mentiocned
in the United States document.

l do not propose.tovdwell on the question of the eichange of'militarr missions
(;gggL} p.8). I think that by and large the points regarding observation posts apply
here too. Moreover, States already have adequate facilities for carrying out, if they
so desire, through their diplomatic missions the tasks which would fall to the
nilitary missions. '

iisans of reducing the risk of war through accident;'miscalculation or failure
of communication should in our opinion be sought, not through administrativeAmeasures,
but primarily through measures oalculated to stop the arms race, to allay international
tension, and to open the way to real disarmament.

The first step towards reducing the risk of war through accident is to eliminate
all factors that might provoke an accident. Flights of ailrcraft carrying atomic
borbs in the ricinity of the socialist countries! frontiers must cease. The spread
of nuclear weapons must be prevented The first step towards reducing the risk of
war through miscalculation is to spare no seffort to achieve a relaxation of international
tension, to work for an acceptable solution of unsolved political problems, and to
create such an atmosphere in inter-State relations as would exelude the possibility of
: countriee mis;udging ‘each other's intentions. If we manage to do all that, we need
not WOITY about the risk of war.through failure of communications. Communications

will work properly.

Mr. STELLE STELLE (United States of America) During our recent discussions of
collateral measures, and 1ndeed during meetings devoted to other topics we bhave

heard -- perhaps it would be more accurate to say we have been subjected to ~~ a
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rising chant of abuse by the Soviet delegation concerning the alleged motives of

Western Governments represented at ‘this Conference, and particularly those of the
Government of the United States. The’ statement of the Soviet representative at our =
meeting on 26 April (ENDC/PV.126, pp. 24 et seg,) fitted that pattern, “

A naturel reaction might be bo-respénd in kind. There would bé much to say. iie
could cite rocket-rattling statements of Soviet leaders, both military and‘eivil:  We
could” détail at length the many obstacles that the Sovist Union has placed in the way
of succéssful negotiations -- obstacles which 1t has not yet removed. Our colléagues
from conmunist States have spoken of so-called pressures that are exerted against
Western efforts here. we could speak at some length about attitudes’thetfheve‘been
expressed very openly by a régime that is an ally of the Soviet Uhion -— attitudes
that express vitriolic opposition to the very idea of disarmament, and thet openly
Surge the abandonment of any effort to achieve a peeeeful accommodation between the
colmunist world and the rree worlﬁ. That would‘be not idle speculation, but rather

- e
N

‘ comment on” open fact.

But where would a continuation of that line of diecussion lead? What is the
purpose of the shrill accusations we have heard from the Soviet delegation in the paet
few days? Of one thing we can be sure: aecusations about motives have never been, Anai
will never be, a'contribution‘to serious negotiations. Representativee of great and
strong nations have no need to resort to them, and certainly not to resort to
shrillness and invective. The United States delegation, therefore, will not respond
in kind to such statements. ‘e should like, however, to make some comments - with T
particular reference to collateral measures - on where we stand. ' : '

First of all, let me say that we do not deny the Soviet delegationie leéitimete
right to express its concern about the lack of progrees achieved in-our work, Indeed
wé share that concern. We are not here merely to go through the motions of’ mﬁking o
daily etatements and setting forth our positions. We are here for the purpose or
negotietion. There has been too mnch attention to the former, ‘and too little '
attention to the latter, o ' S

All that does not meen that our diseussions have not had some value. They have
at 1east let it be hoped clarified for each side the views and concerns of" the
other. But when we reach the point where explanatione on meny of the agenda topics s
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have been made, and there is still no apparent opening to agreement, the easiest
course is to accuse the other side of lack of 51ncer1ty. That, however, is a dead-

end road.,

The task of those who seriously seek rapprochement and progress through

disarmament should be to try to find the real reasons for the lack of progress, and
that, I submit cannot be done with invective but only through a restrained dialogue
which seeks not only to convince but also to lay the groundwork of understanding. ,It
is in that spirit that my delegation wishes to respond to some of the remarks made
by the Soviet representative on 26 April. |

The Soviet representative spoke at some length sbout "events taking place outside
the Committee™ about "military preparations" in Western countries which, he said,
"prise continually from year to year".(ENDC/PV. 125, p. 25) What the Soviet representative
was speaking of was the fact -- or I should say sonme of the facts -- of the arms race.
Of course nations are spending money on more modern armaments. Of course they are
taking measures to improve their collective defence capabilities 1n'the light of the
constant changes andldevelopments in weaponry. However, certain points need to be
‘made in that comnnexion. i |

First of all, it is absurd to imply, as the Soviet delegation implies, that the
arms race is some sort of solo run by the West, just for the exercise. Vie all know
the t remendous efforts the Soviet Union is making to develop more powerful weepons,
for Soviet generals have told us of them. The point is that it is because there is
more than one in the race that the‘race is being run at all.’ _

Seeondly, it should be clearly understood by the Soviet delegation that that
last ccnmmnt is not made by way of condoning the fact that the arms race exists. As
respon51ble offioiels of the United States have stressed time and time again, the 0
arms race is not our desired path, filled as it is with threats to the survival of
all that civilized man has created over the centuries, and diverting as it does
massive erforts of the most productive nations from works that could better the lives
of méen.

Thirdly, it should be understood w1th equal clearness by the Soviet delegation
that the arms race is not going to halt itself. It Wlll teke joint action by the 'i
ma jor Powers to halt that race and the chances of joint action are not improved |
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by the creation of . a.climate filled with invegtive..:Invective will not dismantle a .
single missile, will~notﬂground a single: bomber, wiil net destroy~a:sing16'tank, will~f
nct Btop a single nuglear weapon test.

We would hope, therefore, that in our future discussions the boviet dalegation,
when it cannot express agreement with our views, will at least limit itself to its
views. on where it belieyves we are mistaken, and forgo baseless attacks.on our motives.

i‘Qn.zﬁ April :Mr. Tsarapkin quoted {ibid., p.25) my comment, made on 19 April
(ENDC/FV.122, p.5), to the effect that the risk of war would not be precluded even
with the bheginning of disarmament, and thaet we could not completely preclude the
danger of war until we had removed the present ominous capéoitiesxor~both181538;&oﬁ e
wage~war. < The ;8oviet représentative, in-what-must surely be cone of the most. flagrant
distortions that we have heard at:this Conference, then said that my comment was . -
made "joyfully"™ and-showed that the United States-had never set. itself the.task of
elimineting the threat of a nuclear missile war (ENDC/PV.IZS, P.25), Certainly the :
Soviet repressntative was not speaking to the delagations'af this table whem he

attempted that distortion. 'The representatives here are quite aware of the contemts - -

of the. statements of my delegation to which the Soviet representative referred. . They

well know. that we weye’ in fact attempting-to indiecate to the Soviet: delegaticn that . .-

:the:United States.delegation agreed with the.Soviet - contemtion-that the measures to
reduce the risk of war that the United States proposes would.mersly reduce; that. risk, -
and that we could.not eliminate all risks\ot;war,.acoidqptal;or_o;hgrwise,,until we

had removed the weapons of. war.and established adequate . internaticnal machinery.to . .

keep the peace. The United States delegation was trying to clarify and reassure .
concerning aregs of agreement. .The Soviet delegation.distorted that effort. in a-
manner-which, I submit, cannot possibly contribute to: the building of mutual. -
understanding, , } . s )

Since those facts are known to. delegatxnm here, and since therefore the Soviet:
representative’s-remarks could not have becen:.addressed to:them, perhaps the Soviet . .
representative might care to tell:the delegatipm here why hée has stopped.speaking to .

them and - indiecate to whom his speeqhegware;now:gddressed..¢w§=cannot”solve»our problens

by hurling: slogang:: Our tssk is to:resolve: our differences in-a:manner that will
take into accosnt the copcerns of each side, - - ... - + a4 .

R



ENDC/PV,127
26

(Mr. Stelle, United States)

'Ih hié’étéfémenﬁwﬁgé Soviet representative further stated that in the field of
collateral measures the Soviet draft-declaration concerning nuclear delivery vehicles
(ENDC/75) was directed to the géal of eliminating the danger of nuclear war as’soon
as possible, and he implied that any opposition to the Soviet proposal must reflect
an unwillingness to work towards that goal (ibid., pp. 25,26). Well, we have tried
in our discussions to pdint out to the Soviet delegation some facts on this matter,
facts that we feel sure the Soviet Govermment is quite aware of. They are that the
Soviet proposai would not reduce the dengser of war, for swrely any umilatsral reduction
of Wésternimilitary capability would not contribute to that end. The overall effect
of the Soviet proposel would be the disorganization of Western defences and the
redeployment of Western forces, without bringing about any real change in communist
‘military capabilities. Can we really be expected to consider such a p-oposal? Surely
it does not represent the limits of intelligent efforts by Soviet officials to study
and propose for consideration here collatersl measures that might be acceptable to
both sides. ' .

The Soviet representative went on to try to oclaim that a difference exiéted
between the Soviet and the United States positions on disarmement, in that the Soviet -
Govérnment WiShed'to eliminate the danger of nuclear war és soon as possiﬁle while
the United St&teéTdid nct., It is clear that that is a false c¢laim., Both sides are
in agreemegt'on the general proposition that the danger of war, nuclesr or comnventional,
should be ;limindted as soon a8 possible; but we are in disagreement’ about how that
can be achieved in the most rapid manner and ~- here is the critical aspect -- in a
manner that will, during the process, assure adequate verification and emsure that
the military balance is not upset. »

The Soviet representative spoke at some length also about the Soviet proposal
(ENDC/77) for a non-aggression pact. ~ I shall not comment on the inconsistency of
Soviet and Eastern-~bloe assertions that such United States proposed collateral messures
as the reduction of the risk of accidental war (ENDC/70) are meeningless, while the
Sovief'proposal for ‘reaffirmtion of some of the existing obligations of States under:
the United Nations Charter is meaningful, This morning the Romanian representative
posed certain questions (supra, p.12 ) in that connexion, to which my delegation will
reply later as abpropriate; But this morning I should like to comment on the prﬁféssed
unhappiness of the Soviet and other Easterﬁ delegations with the position of my Government

that this Disarmament Conference is not an appropriate orum for consideration of that

nnralev nnl i+ inal motton



ENDC/® 127
27

(Mr. Stelle, United States)

The. world is filled with political problems and there is urgent need for their
solution., But can it realistically be contended that this Conference is to be the.
forum for solution of each and .every one of the world's political problems? What,
then, would became of our efforts to devote our attention to the task of making
progress on disarmament’ Is disarmament to be brushed aside’ Let us devote our
' attention to those subjects with which we are charged, not only by our Governments
but by all the nations of the world- how to control the existing arns confrontation,
how to halt the arms race, how to reduce and eliminate the weapons of wer,

We have sufficient work to do in that area.‘ On 26 April. the Soviet representat ivo
emphasized the fact (ENDC/FV,125, pp.23 et s g.) I agree with him about that, though
I do mot regard his effort once again to distort my remarks as helpful to our work
here. I refer; of course to his effort to distort my remarks (ENDC/FV . 122, pP.6)
about our need to avoid complacency at such time as we are fortunate enough to achieve
scme initlal agreement. As this Committee is aware, my remarks were an effort to
indicate to the,Soviet delegation that the ‘United States was in agreement with the -
Soviet view that limited first steps would not completely remove the dangers of the
arus race, a view often stated by the Soviet representative in our discussions., The

hrust of my remarks was that initial success, when it comes, should act as a spur to
groater efforts rather than as a sedative, for, importent as agreements on initial
measures may be, they will not remove the dangers posed by the accumulated armaments
of both sides. But, there again, an effort by the United States to indicate an area;
of agreement was twisted in a Soviet attempt to shov a ba31c disagreement that does .
not in fact exist. we cannot but wonder why. |

May I turn for a moment to the ‘Soviet comments about measures to reduce the riskw
of accidental war? The Soviet delegation makes quite a point of emphasizing that
those msasures would not "eliminate thé risk of war" (ENDC/WV.125, p.28), ~If that
msans & war by design, a war by calculstion, we agree. But, as leaders of both
sides have stated, the dangers we face todey are not limited to any wilful launching -
of an aggression in the face of a cléarly-calculable nuclear response, There are
also the dengers of misinformed responses based on understandable concern about the
consequences of ‘a-first muclear strike by the other side,
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Let s be very framk. Both of our nations have massive capabilities. We are
both concerned about the strike capabilities of the other side. That concern will
continue until those capabilities are eliminated under balanced disarmament
arrangements, or at least. drastically reduced. It is important that that concern
should not be fed by errcr or by false assessment. ife have proposed a perfectly
"neutral" arrangement to enable the responsible-States to exercise their ominous
responsibility responsibly, without the confusion and error that have hlstorically
been as much a cause of calamlty as have evil intent or aggress1vene$s.

If the Sov1et Government is not prepared at present to explore w1th the United
States Government the ways in which both might exercise in the most responsible manner
the obligatlons they bear, that is a decision the responsibllity for which the Soviet
Government mnst carry. We have offered to discuss. this matter informally with the
Soviet delegation. ie have clearly stated (i DC/PV. 122, p.6) that we do not regard
our proposals as competing with other proposals which either are or claim tQ be
initial disarmament measures. That observation anas so far been ignored.

In view of that, there is little more the United States delegation would care to
add at this meeting, for we are interested in discussions that:zlead to agreements and
not merely in lengthier records. e do believe, however, that the Soviet representative
might do this Committee the courtesy of explaining, for example, how a limited first-
step agreement between the Soviet and United States Govermments on exchange of military
missions could easily, as he said, "become a means for collective reconnaissance
information™ (ENDC/FV.125, p.29) when the use of the mission, as we have preposed,
would be entirely at the discretion of the host country. )

" as the Uhited States delegation has emphasized before, we do not.regard the
measureste'have proposed to reduce the risk of inadvertent war as competing with
other collateral-measure proposals, and we are prepared to discuss them informally
with the Soviet delegation to remove any possible misunderstahdings; Therefore we do
notVWish to prese the Soviet delegation on the matter here, butvwe do believe a simple
explanation to this bomﬁittee ig called for.

I am sorry if my ébﬁments today have been, for the most. part, merely responses to
statements by the Soviet delegation. But I believe they liave been appropriate. Wwhat

we need most of all at this time in our work is a sense of perspective, of balance and
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of reality. . Qur progress has been most limited. . Our concrete accomplishménts
have thus far been. nil, . - But our responsibilities remain unchanged. = Our. '
responsibilities require that we -shall not misunderstand or misinterpret. what the™ -
other side says.  Our responsibilities require also that.we understand each: other's
concerns and try to meet - those concerns in-a manner consistent with the common:
security, - HENRERE _ R s :

Those words are easy to sey. . The performsnece calls for' statesmanship, - The
all-importent element is the will to make the effort, -~ We urgé the Soviet delegation
to summon the will-to Join us ronstructively in our: common task, for all else depends
upon. that. o . . ,

- Mr, TSARAPXKIN {Union of Soviet Socialist Repiblics) (translation from &
Rusaisn): At present I sball limit myself to a brief ansier in availing myself of
the right of reply to the statement of the United States representative.

.. On-26 April, when we. diseussed measures aimed at:facilitating disarmament and
- reducing international tension, we stated (ENDE/F.125; PP« R3 gt seg.) our appraisal
of .the position of the Western.Powers on the questions with which.our Committes 18
.dealing; ; and-that appraisal was-not-.a distortion of the position of the Western :
Powers, as Mr, Stelle tried to maeke out todsay.. . It was**an‘objéctive«-'analysis :
based on facts, deeds and inecontrovertible data, " SN ‘

. - Woen we compare what is. happening here in the.Committée, what the representatives
of the Western Fowers.are saylng here; with whet the Western Powers are. doing ocutside
the Committee, then, of course, it is impossible to make:any other appraisil or draw
.any other conclusiqn-thanithat contained in-our statement at:the meeting of the
Committee on 26 April, . . In their speeches the representatives of the Westérn
Powers use such words.ss "balance", "reality™, and."sénse 'of perspective", ' What -
"perspective” are you speaking of? . The perspective of bringing the world to the "
brink of a nuclear missile catastrophe. We are opposed.td such'a :perspective, end
we will contimue to meke every effort to ummask the position of the'Western Powers -
and to prevent, as far as lies within our power, a dangerous devaelomernt of events
in the direction of war, towards-which the Western Fowers are pushing thée world, In
this regard we shall never cease t¢' subject -the position of the Wastern Powere to the

mosh ruthless eriticisme - .. - o - T T S R S

I R
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- The point:is that Mr, Stelle began his statement by saying (supra, p.23) that
a great and strong Power should not venture to subject anyone here to criticism, no
matter how well-founded, and that we must engage in constructive negotiations. But
. what: do you mean by "constructive negotiations", Mr, Stelle? To exchange missions
and so forth? And do you think that against the background of a frenzied armaments
race, intensive military preparations and the conditions existing in the world today,
these memsures can bring any relief, can eliminate the threat of war, eliminate the

< threat of aggression? Of course not,

It is obvious that in the present circumstances, when the world is rolling
towards the abyss of war with ever-increasing speed, the main task we must: set about
accomplishing without delay is to carry out decisive and radical measures, because
at present you will not be able to stop or slow down the mévement of the world
towards the abyss of war with petty trifles., - Here decisive and radical measures
and not an exchange of military missions aie neeéded. - ‘ -

I must emphasize once again that in the conditions of the intensive military
preparations of the Western Powers, in the conditions-in which the arms race is being
accelerated at a frenzied rate, any military mission would be, above all, a secret
service .agency for the collection of intelligence data.,  The representatives of thas
Western Powers should not pretend to belleve that a military mission could save the
situation and avert the ocutbreak of war in a pericd of crisis,

Today Mr. Stelle tried to pass off as a virtus what he was compelled to say to
us: by sheer necessity. You see, he cannot level the same reprodches, the same
accusations against the position of the Soviet Union and the other socialist States,
We propose to disarm immediately and at the fastest possible rate, The West has no
such proposals. The West is sabotaging the cause »f disarmament, and for this
rightly comes under our criticism. = The United States representative cannot reply
to the Soviet Union with the same criticisr to-which we have subjected the.pCSition
of the United States and the other Western Powers. That is why he started talking
about euch things as that it 111 beccmes a great Power to make critical remarks about
anyons who opposes disarmament. o ’

We have heard again'from:the United States representative his favourite appeals
for "balance", "reality", a "sense of perspective, What this means is evident from
the fact that the Western Powers are even against the conclusion of a non-aggression
pact. The representative of Canada, Mr. Burns, told us today that it was necessary
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to know ths tims and place for concluding a non-aggression pact. He said: M"A cow
4s a very good ‘animal in‘a-field, but we ‘chase Her ouit ‘of the garden" (guprsa, p. 17 ).
That 1s & graphic description of the attitude of the Westein Powers towards the -
proposal for the -conclusion éf e non-aggression pact.  What ‘are ‘the conditions for
the conclusion of such -a pact whfc“hﬁ in the- opinion of Mr, Burns, would open ‘the Way
%o g non-aggression pact? - 7 IR R et . RN
" “In th#d connexicn you, Mr, ‘Burns, referred to the letter of ‘the’ Minister of
" Foreign Affairs of the German Democratic Republic, Mr. Bolz, in which he drew - =
attention to-the revanchist- demands -of ‘Western Germany (ENDC/81)., * So that 4a'the -
crux of the metter, it appears, In the view of the Westérn Fowers, 1t will bet
possible to conclude a non-aggression pact only when the revanchist territorial and
other political demands--of-Western-Gémmaby-have beon-satdstled. .- ¥ou tell us that
uatil those “dedandd-have been satisfied a non-aggression pact would be premature,

Pt 18 8Y1 very odd, -How are Ve to understand this? It is obvious that the
Western Powérs do mot wart 0 bind themselves with‘a non-aggression pact at least
until the revanchist demands of Western Germany have been satisfied. - But 'et'}e"ryone
redlizes that any ‘atteipt to fulfil the férfitorial ¢laims’of the ‘West German
revanchists would mean a mclear missile’war. The ‘same epplies to the ‘attempts of
the W&t “Gorman revanchists to ‘encroach’ upon the Gérman De.mbcr’atic Republic. So
these are your plans, gentlemen! These are your pre-conditions ‘for a non-aggression
pact. It has now become quite clear that the Western Powsrs keep in reserve the
threst of acgression as theit-acoeptéd poliey, . That is why, as has now become clear
from the statement of the representative of Canada, they refuse to conclude a
non-aggression pact. We hope nevertheless that what has been said by the
reprecentative of Canada is not the final decision of the Western Powers., After all,
in these dangerous times one cennot ignors the fact that the threat of war 1s
incrzasing and it is ﬁecessary to take measures that would be a barrier in the path
of the outbreak of a muclear missile war,

A non—aggression pact is belng proposed at a time when the possibilities of a
nilitary conflict are very great, when the threat of aggression is being talked of
openly, It is precisely in these conditions that a non-aggression pact is valuable.
When the danger of war has been eliminated and the threat of aggression has
disappeared, there will be no need for a non-aggression pact. It is precisely at
the precent time that the question of concluding s non-aggression pact 1ls opportune,
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The fact that you reJect this shows that the Western Powers do not want to tile
" their hands but wish to retain their freedam of action for unleashing war, for a
military attack against the other side. This is the only possible way to evaluate
your opposition to and your rejection of the propoaal thet here in the Committee

we should now discuss and conclude a non—aggression pact. ‘

Of course we shall study with due attention what the representatives of the
Unilted States and Canada have said today, They have expressed a'number of thoughts
and considerations which, of course, we canmot 1eave unanswered, We shall tryxto
answer them at the earliest opportunity. N ‘

h Conference decided o is the fo o e aqu 23
"The Conferance of the Eighteen—Nation Committee on Diaarmament today
held its ome hundred and tuentybseventh plenary meeting in the Palais des
Nations, Geneva, under the chairmanahip of Mr. Cavalletti, representative
of Italy.
' "Statemente were made by the representatives of Romania, Canada, Poland,
»the Uhited States and the Soviet Union,

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Monday, 6 May 1963,
at 10 30 a.m,"

ting 1 t 1 pem.



