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The CHAIRMAN (Bulgaria) (translation from Russian): I call to order the

one hundred and fifty-fifth meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen Nation

Committee on Disarmament.

Mr. SIMOVIC (Czechoslovakia) (translation from Russian): At our meeting

today I should like to express - for the time being at least in general outline - the
views of the Czechoslovak delegation in regard to item 5(e) of the agreed procedure
for the consideration of -

"Disarmament measures in regard to military bases and to armed forces at

such bases or elsewhere in foreign territories, together with appropriate

control measures." (ENDG/52, p.2)

The Czechoslovak delegation welcomed the recommendation of the co-Chairmen that

the Committee should discuss this serious question before the recess in our work in
connexion with the opening of the eighteenth session of the United Nations General
Assembly. Ve realize, of course, that it will hardly be possible in so short a time
to achieve a‘solution of the question under discussion. However, we consider that
merely an exchange of views would be most useful for the negotiations in the future,

The general favourable atmosphere which has been brought about in the world as
a result of the signing of the Moscow Treaty on the cessation of nuclear tests
(ENDC/iOO/Rev. 1) creates favourable conditions for the discussion of other
international problems. That, in our view, emphasizes in an extraordinary way the
obligation of all governments — and first of all the governments . of the countries
which are members of this Committee - to redouble their‘efforts in the discussion of
other questions which are of great importance for the achievement of an agreement on
general and complete disarmament, which United Nations has asked the Committee to
work out as speedily as possible and which all the peoples of the world are today so
insistingly pressing for. | ‘

The Czechoslovak delegation holds the view that one such important issue is
precisely the question of the liquidation of foreign military bases and the withdrawal
of foreign troops.

In evaluating the importance of this problem, we base ourselves to a considerable
extent on our own experience acquired in the post-war years as a result of the
existence of a system of such bases in the territory of the Federal Republic of

Germany along the whole of our western frontier., Our experience enables us to assert
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with every right thet the system of military bases and foreign troops in other
countries' territory is a constant source of international feﬁsion, that it increasec
the risk of surprise attack and the outbreak of a nuclear war not only in the -
sensitive area of contact between the two most powerful military groupings ol today
in Central Europe, but in other afeés'bf the world as well.

That is why we, as well as the governments and peoples of other countries, came
to the well-founded conclusion and conviction that in order to ease internaticnol
tension and eliminate the threat of a nuclear-missile war it is essential to carxy
out the liquidation of foreign military bases together with the withdrawal of Fcreign

roops and the simultancous elimination of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons
olready in stage 1 of general and complete disarmdment; We consider that the
question of bases in foreign territory is one of the key problems, the positive
solution of which would be an important step towards the achievement of an agreemant
on general and complete disarmament. ,

The problem of the liquidation of foreign military bases and the withdrawal
of foreign troops from the territories of other States was discussed in the Committee
on the basis of the Soviet Union's proposals as long ago as last year in the course
of a general debate on general and complete disarmament. .As is well known, at that
time the Vestern delegations adopted a negative attitude towards the Soviet proposals.

But at present, in the opinion of our delegation, the discussion of the question
of foreign bases and the withdrawal of foreign troops is taking place in a changed
situétion in comparison with the past, ani this is due, in particular, to several
factors. In the first place, the question of military bases and the withdrawal of
foreign troops is now being discussed in our Committee for the first time as a
separate item, which impliés a defai}ed and thorough examination. Furthermore,
there has recently come about in intérnational relations the favourable atmosphere
which I have already mentioned. Finally, during the past few years in the field of
politics and military matters there hes taken place a new development which shows the
problem of bases in & new light.

The Czechoslovak delegation is convinced that in view of this situation it is

necessary to set about the negotiations in a new manner, taking recent developments

into account.
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From the historic point of view the creation of military bases in foreign
territory and the stationing of foreign troops at such bases was a product of the
policy of the cold war, in particular, of one of its most dangerous stages, which
its authors themselves called: "balancing on the brink of war". A typical
characteristic of this aggressive policy was that a speciel role was assigned to
the military factor, in particular to aggressive means of nuclear attack, which
were proclaimed as its moin means. The wide-spread building of military bases in
foreign territory and the stationing of troops abroad became an integral part of
the attempts to carry out this dangerous policy. If one considers the tremendous
number of such basés, their distribution in all the continents of the world, the
'specific’ character of their armaments and technical equipment, as well as the views
and statements of responsible politicians and military authorities of the West
about the reason for those bases and the way in which they are to be used, it
becomes quite clear how greatly the character of military bases in foreign territories
differs from bases built in national territories.

The Western delegations -~ as the statement of the representative of Italy at
our meeting of 20 August (ENDC/PV.153, pp.28, 29) has shown - try to deny this
difference and to claim that bases in foreign territory are a component part of their
defence system.,

But what is the reality? As the delegations of the socialist countries have
proved here on several occasiohs, that assertion of the Western delegations is devoid
of any foundetion; . it is simply an ettempt to cover up the true character and
purpose of military bases in foreign territories.

¥ho can deny that at present for the defence of the nuclear Powers and their
allies inter-continental ballistic and global missiles capable of delivering nuclear
warheads of tremendous explosive power to any place in'the world in a matter of a
few minutes are both decisive and quite sufficient?

As is well known, bases: equipped with such weapons:are mainly located in the
national territories of the Powers concerned. In contrast, military bases in foreign
territories in comparison with the aforementioned decisive strategic nuclear missile
means are of minimal importance for defence. After all, even military and political
leaders in the United States of America have themselves publicly stated that the
United States is able fully to guarantee its own and its allies' security by means

of weapons located in its own national territory.
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Of course, the situation looks quite different if one evaluates the importance
of military bases and of the stationing of foreign troops in other countries'
territories not from the point of view of defence - and the Western delegations try
most persistently to ascribe to them precisely that role - but from the point of
view of preparation for a surprise attack.

If one takes intc account the tremendous amount of military means existing ot
those bases, including nuclear means of strategic importance, part of which is in
permanent combat readiness, as well as the fact that strategic reserves have been
brought thousands of miles beyond a country's own national territory and placed in
the direct vicinity of the vital centres of the socialist countries, as well as other
characteristics of the bases which I have already mentioned, it becomes evident that
military bases in foreign territories are assigned the role of a primary means for
the sudden unleashing of a nuclear wer.

As a result of this, the global system of many hundreds of foreign bases, with
which in the post-war years the United States and its allies have encircled the
Soviet Union and other socialist States, has become a constant source of tension and
suspicion in international relations and one of the main obstacles preventing the
elimination of the threat of a nuclear war.

fHfter this can anyone be surprised at our negative attitude towards foreign
military bases?

How would you yourselves, the representatives of the NATO countries here,
evaluate the situation if a similar aggressive system of military bases existed in
the immediate vicinity of your borders and the vital centres of your countries?

The system of military bases in foreign territories was created as part of the
aggressive policy of "balancing on the brink of war". But today even the leaders of
the Western countries themseclves are compelled to admit that this policy is an
anachronism; +that it has long since lost any foundation it may have had; that
miclear war is no longer a suitable instrument for settling controversial
international problems; and that the only possible way is to be found in the

peaceful co-existence of countries with different social and political systems.
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In this connexion, permit me to quote, for example, some words from the
statement made by the President of the United States, Mr, Kennedy, on 10 June 1963
when he said:

"Total war makes no sense in an age where great powers can maintain

large and relatively invulnerable nuclear forces and refuse to‘

surrender without resort to those forces. It makes no sense in an

age when a single nuclear weapon contains almost ten times the explosive

force delivered by all the Allied air forces in the second world war."

(ENDC/95, p.1)

Thus is it not logical and has not the time come, in accordance with those

reasonable views, to abolish not only with the political concept which has kept

the world "on the brink of war", but also some of its products, that is, particularly
foreign bases abroad? The liquidation of such foreign bases and the withdrawal 6f
foreign troops is all the more necessary as those bases, in spite of the new
situation in the world, continue to play their invidious role as a constant source

of tension and a.potential conflict,

The growing contradiction between the existing system of foreign military
bases - an anachronism still remaining eighteen years after the end of the war -
and the present developments in the world manifests itself also in a number of other
important political aspects. Military bases in foreign territories are a hindrance
standing in the way of the peoples and governments of many countries strivihg for
the implementation of general and complete disarmament, in their efforts tc stand
aloof from nuclear-missile armaments.

The peoples of the countries in which the military bases of foreign Powers are
located fully realize what a mortal danger those bases would represent for them in
the event of a nuclear conflict, and that is why they are striving for their
liquidation. They also know that not the least of the reasons why the military and
political leaders of the West have constructed military bases in foreign terrifories
is in order that in the event of war those bases should draw upon themselves and
disperse the nuclear counter-blow of the other side so that in that way the force
of the counter-blow ageinst the instigators of aggression and against their territory

would be weakened at the expense of other countries.
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Now let us consider yet another negetive aspect of the presence of military
bases in foreign terriﬁories. o ' | .

In a number of countries, parficulafly in Africa, Aéia and Latin America, the -
presence of bases is becoming an ever greater obstacle and hindrance staﬁding'in
the way of the completion of their political, social and economic liberation. It
would also not be out of place to recall what an invidious rolo the:military bases
of the imperialist Powers have played and are still playing in supﬁressing the
liberation movement of peoples in various parts‘of the world and in high-handedly
interfering in the internal affairs of newly created Suates. |

For this reason the peoples and statesmen, porticularly of thé-ne&ly liberated
countries, are resolutely insisting on an immediate solution of the problem of
~military bases in foreign territories. This was clearly manifested at‘the
Conference of Heads of Statos and Governments of Indepondent African Countries held
at Addis Ababa .in May this year where, for instance, the President of Ghana,

Mr. Kwane Nkrumah, stated:. |

"We have seen how the new Colonialists use their bases to entrench

themselves and even to attack neighbouring ihdependent States. Such

bases are centres of tension ond potential danger spots of milifary

conflict. They threaten the security not only ofvthe country in which

they are situated but all neighbouring countries as well."

The fact that those words expressed the point of view of the peoples of the
entire Jfrican continent is also shown by the unonimouSIy.adopted resolution of"
that Conference (ENDC/93/Rev. 1), in which the elimination of military bases, the
end of military occupation of whe African continent and the pfohibition of nuclear
tests are described as constituting a basic element of .ifrican independence and
unity. ; » B ‘

The striving of the countries af Afrlca to achleve a p091t1ve solutlon of the
problem of military basecs is one of the spec1flc menifestations of the hopes and
aspirations of.the peaceful forces o? the whole world, which with an ever-lncrea51ng
insistence demand the 11qu1dat10n of the negatlve consequences of the system of
foreign military. bases in tho 1nterests of restoring confldence, easing 1nternat10na1

tension and averting the threat of a‘thermonucloar war.
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of laté“{hésé striviﬁés‘bf the peoples have been reinforced by the fact that
the harmfulvconséquenées of the confinuing existence of military bases iﬁ foreign
territoriés‘havg been intensified both quantitatively and qualitatively as a
result of the rearmament which is being carried out in the United States. Within
the framework of this rearmament, through the creation of a fleet of floating bases -
submarines with Polaris missiles on board - the system of foreign military bases is
in fact being extended in scope and operation to more and more areas. It is now no
longer a question of relatively smoll territories as in the past, but of vast
operational zones in verious parts of the world.

This dangerous process, which is completely at variance with the efforts of
the peoples to limit nuclear armaments and prevent the spreading of nuclear‘weapons
to other States, arouses the profound indignation and oppositibn of all those who
wish to avert the threat of the outbreak of a nuclear war and to ensure lasting
peace through disarmament. _

On the basis of all the foregoing, the Czechoslovak delegation considers that
it is necessary to proceed without delay to solve the problem of military bases in
foreign territories and the withdrawal of foreign troops and that the Soviet
propbsalé, in particular articles 9 and 10 of the drafﬁ treaty on general and
complete disarmament (ENDC/2/Rev. 1, pp.8, 9), constitute the most suitable basis for
negotiation.

The basis of the Soviet proposal is the liquidation of all types of military,
air and naval bases located in foreign territories together with the withdrawal of
troops and the elimination of the armaments existing at such bases. Under this
proposal the liquidation of bases would be carried out in the very first stage of
general and complete disarmament simultaneously with the elimination of the means of
delivery of nuclear weapons. Such a combination of both disarmament measures is
fully in keeping with the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for Disarmament
Negotiations, in particular article 5 (ENDC/5, p.2).

The elimination of strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons - that is,
the elimination of the main means of defence of the Soviet Union and the other
socialist countries - must, on the other hand, necessarily be compensated by the
simultaneous liquidation of military bases in foreign territories and the withdfawal
of the armed forces stationed.at such bases since, as we have‘already‘explained,‘they
represent one of the most important elements of the aggréssive military system of

the other side.
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In this conhexion I should like to emphasize once more that the implementation
of the Scviet proposals woald in no way place the NATO countrles at a dlsadvantage
or threaten their securlty, as the delcgatlons of the Western countries have
) repeatedly asserted in the past.

It is by no means merely a quest1on of liquidating m111tary bases. On the
contrary, this measure, together with the elimination of the means of dellvery of
nuclear weapons — with the exceptions proposed at the seventeenth session of the
General Assembly by Mr, Gromyko (1/PV.1127, provisional p.38—40).- would have far-
reaching consequences because it would make the carrying out of a nuclear surprise
attack impossible by the end of the first stage of disarmament. If in addition we
take into consideration that at the same time there would also be a considerable
balanced reduction of.armed forces and conventional armaments by the great Towers as
well as the other parties to the treaty, that would mean a substantial reduction also
of the possibility of waging a war by conventional means.

Thus.all the parties to a treaty on general and complete disarmament - both the
States parties to the Warsaw Treaty and the NATO countries -~ would be in completely
equal positions. No prejudice would be caused to anyone; on the contrary, all
would only gain, because as a result of eliminating the threat of a nuclear &ar the
security of the peoples would be guaranteed and strengthened. Then what ground is
there for the assertion that the proposals of the socialist countries would put the
NATO countries ih an unequal position?

Our delegation considers that articles 9 and 10 of the Soviet draft treaty,‘
which fully cover the problem of military bases and foreign troops in other
countries' territorles‘and which were again explained and commehted on at our
meeting of 20 iugust (ENDC/PV.153, pp-13 et seq.) by the representative of the Soviet
Union, have been well formulated Those articles provide for broad 1nternat1ona1
control over the 1mplement°tlon of the proposed measures, as well as for the
assumptlon by States of approprlate obllgatlons under international 1aw in regard
to foreign bases and the stat1on1ng of troops in foreign terrltorles.

On the other hand, our delegatlon is conpelled to note with regret that the
United States Outline of Basic lrov151ons of a Treaty of General and Complete
Dlsarmament (ENDC/BO,Corr. l,udd 1, 2 3) does not satlsfuctorlly solve the problem
of m111tary bases in forelgn terrltorles, s1nce 1t allows for the presence of
military bases in foreign terrltorles up to the very end of the process of general

and complete disarmament,
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Before concluding my cstatement of today I should like to call attention %o
yet another aspect of the question under discussion., In view of the charagter of
military bases in foreign territories which we have already mentioned, theix
further retention constitutes a constant source of the possibility of the outbzecni
of a nuclear conflict through accident. Modern military techniques, and
thermonuclear weapons in particular, in view of their destructive capabilities ¢m1
speed of action, make necessary the adoption of rapid and reliable deecisiong r
control. A system of bases far removel from the militery and political centrec
where such decisions are teken increases ¢ an unprecedented extent the possibility,
for example, of a misunderscionding or misintorpretation of orders. A great dorger
also lies in the possibility of disruption of communications, and human or teclmical
failure. In the past we have witnessed several times, for instance, the fact that
the system of bases located close to the borders of socialist countries led to hasty
reactions to an alleged threat from the adversary and almost led the world to a
nuclear conflict.

In their statements and in the documents they have submitted, our Western
colleagues realistically evaluate, on the whole, the danger of the outbreak of war by
accident. That is why we hope that they will evaluate just as realistically the
fundamental contribution which the implementation of the Soviet proposal for tio
liquidation of military bases would mean for the elimination of the danger of tlo
outbreak of war through accident.

The Czechoslovak delega{ion holds the view that the solution of the problem of
military bases and foreign troops on the lines of the Soviet proposals would be
fully in keeping with the expectations of the peace~loving forces which demand that
the world be freed from the threa®t of a nuclear war and that the way be operzd Loz
the achievement of an agreement cn general and complete disarmament,

We are convinced that if our Western partiners approach the problem under
discussion, taking fully into account the new situation that has come about, in the
spirit of the Moscow negotiations, then given sufficient mutual understanding and
goodwill on both sides, it will be possible to achieve a satisfactory solution.,

After all, this is aleo necessary from the standpoint of eliminating the last
remainders of the "cold war", restoring confidence in international relations,
ensuring the security of all couhtries of the world and creating favourable conditions

for the solution of other international problems. In conclusion, permit me to
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express the conviction that the liquidation of military bases in foreign
territories and the withdrawal of foreign troops will have a favourable influence
on the genéral impfovemgnt of the international atmosphere and that:public opinion

throughout the world will sincerely welcome it.

Mr. STELLE (United States of imerica): Today I wish to outline the views of
the United States Government with respcct to the question of bases.

It is*the'ﬁosition of the United States Government that bases, wherever located,
will be reduced and eventually eliminated in the third stage of general and complete
disarmament as a result of the reductions in armaments and forces undertaken
.throughout the various stages of our propcsals. Bases by and of themselves are not
intrinsically significant, Without the armaments, material and forces which make up
the military potential of such bases, they have limited, if any, military purpose.

We believe that as these armaments, materials aond forces are brought down on a
balanced basis on both sides, bases —- both domestic and foreign -- will also
disappear.

For example, in the very first stage, the United States has proposed that
nuclear delivery vehicles be reduced 30 per cent by type. In addition, we have
proposed the destruction of the associated launching pads for missiles which will be
destroyed under this measure. Certain of the missiles to be destroyed under this
proposal (ENDC/30, pp.4, 5 and Add. 1) are to be those in the medium range and
intermediate range categories. For the most part it is well kmown that missiles in
these categories are, on the Soviet side, deployed in large numbers in the Vestern
reaches of the Soviet Union. Similarly, NATO has deployed o number of such missiles
in the European area to counter this Soviet threat. 1In each case, because of the
type of missile involved, the reduction will affect cach side in like percentages and
each side will also be required to destroy the missile~launching portion of the bases
from which those missiles are launched. In the Soviet Union the missile-launching
portions of certain of the so-called domestic bases, which the West regards os
threatening NATO territory in Europe, will be destroyed. ~Similarly, the missile-
launching portions of certain of the NATO bases, which the Soviet Union claims to
regard as threatening its territory, will also be destroyed. It is not, therefore,
“a question of whether a base is domestic or foreign that counts under our proposals, bu

rather the gradual and balanced reduction of armaments which will decide at what
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p01nt in the process towards general and complete dlsarmament a part1cular
portion of a base will be reduced or ellmlnated.

To do otherwise would be to introduce grave 1mba1ances in the process,
imbalances which would be contrary to the fifth principle of the Joint Statement
of Agreed Principles (ENDC/5).

In many respects our views concerning the reduction of all bases are very close
to those expressed by the Soviet representative regarding domestic bases when he
said:

",.. so-called national bases are in reality various installations and

services in places where a particular State's own armed forces are stetioned

in its own territory. These armed forces, with all the magor and anclllary
1nstallat10ns, services, workshops, depots and so on, w1ll all be gradually
reduced and eliminated as the dlsarnament process develops from stage to

stage." (ENDC/PV.153, B 20)

With regard to bases we must take into account that there is something of a

belance in armaments and forces as between the major grouplngs in the world today.

We believe that thls present balance should not be upset as dlsarmament proceeds if
disarmament measures are indeed to be equiteble and fa1r to both 51des. The balance
between the two sides is malntalned at the present time by a rough balance in at least
two maJor categories of m111tary strength,

First, in armaments, and to a lesser extent in forces, there ls é rongh balance
between the two sides. Secondly, the strategic end tactical deployment of these
armaments and forces has helped to create and preserve the present balance. Therefore,
we firmly believe that as armaments are reduced States should not at the same time
be asked to undertake redeployment of-armaments:and men which will upset this second
area of balance. All‘this means that as States_reduce their armaments and forces in
an eqnitable fashion, as proposed under the Western‘suggestions, they should be free
to continueAto maintain such deployments of forces wlthin existing defensive
arrangements as are necessary to maintain the militaryvbalance.

This situation is graphically illustrated if we look for a moment at the
geographical and political factors which shepe the defensive‘posture of'the NATO
alliance and compare them with the related factors within the Soviet.bloc. In the
world today we have the Soviet bloc area of contrecl stretching in one large contiguous

central land mass for well over 7,000 miles from central Germany to the Pacific Ocean,
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and from the Arctic to the heart and beyond of Central Asia. This land mass
provides the Soviet bloc with cohesion, interior lines of communication and the
ability to face any particular area on the perimeter at a time and place of its own
choosing with a very large and nowerful concentration of forces. The rest of us in
.the world sit on the perimeter of the central land mass which is under Communist
domination., We must, of course, be alert and watch our defences at all poinfs
along that perimeter because of the ability of moving from the centre of the land
mass rapidly in any one of a number of diverse directions. |

But it also happens that in the West the centres of strength are diversified
and separated by great distances. The United States, for example, lies, in almost
all directions, several thousands of miles from the perimeter. In addition, the
free world is composed of many other States, all of varying capabilities. Only
when welded together in a strong alliance in which the defence of all is shared by
all do those States present a bulwark strong enough to ensure that their own
individual defence is sound. In terms of defence; then, the only cure for the
geographical diversity of the free world is for it to ally itself into defensive
arrangements. As a result of these defensive arrangements, deployments of
armaments and forces are made to the areas which, from a military and strategic
point of view, are best suited to the defence of the free world. As things stand,
. therefore, we have two very diverse Power groups confronting each other around the
world: +the single, compact Soviet bloc group of States as opposed to the far—flung
group of independent and diverse States which make up the free world banded togethor
in varying degrees to ensure their own defence.

The Vestern alliance system did not arise overnight nor without cause. I£
came about as a result of certain events in recent history well known to all,
which compelled the States of the West to feel it necessary to group together in
their own defence. The former leader of the United Kingdom delegation, lir. Godber,
set this out particularly clearly. at our meeting of 29 March (ENDC/PV.115, p.37), anc
we need only refer representatives to what he said without repeating in detail his
clear explanation of why the defensive requirements of the West came into being.

Mr., Godber's statement made clear some of the reasons why we find ourselves
where we are today. We say that the NATO defensive alliance has ensured a balance
and maintained peace in Europe and the world. We maintain that it is defensive, and

the proof of this is the fact that no aggression has been committed or contempldted
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in NATO against any other State or group of States. The Soviet representative may
choose to reply that our claims about NATO's defensive character are really only
trué Bé&éﬁsé“¥hémé££éﬁgtﬁ”6f Soviet forces in Europe and elsewhere has deterred
NATO. While, of course, we do not accept Soviet allegations about NATO having an
offensive character, the argument which I have just cited in some respects goes to
indicate why we are not ready to undertake the complete dismantling of the NATO
alliance and its military defence potential in the first stage while massive Soviet
conventional forces would remain on the threshold of Western Europe. ' For if the
Soviet Union can honestly believe it deters so-called NATO aggression, how much more
do we have a right to believe our alliance, with its defensive based system, has
also served as a deterrent.

The present balance of military power in the world means that the Soviet
proposals (ENDC/2/Rev. 1) on so-called foreign military bases would cause grave
imbalances for several reasons. Initially it would mean that all common bases of
the NATO alliance, freely provided by its members for the use of the alliance, would
be screpped. All NATO's means of common defence would be eliminated, while the
Soviet Union would not at the seme time have to abandon its own bases. The whole
elaborate Soviet national base structure, with its extensive conventional armements,
could remain essentially unchanged. The major part of the conventional armaments
in those bases along the borders of free world countries would not be removed or
abolished. 1In that sense alone, then, the Soviet proposal contains imbalances as
regards the deployment of armaments on bases.

: Secondly, the Soviefvproposal will cause .imbalances because it fails to take
'account of the differences between the East and the West as regards geography. In
fact the propoSdl dppears to be designed to exploit to Soviet ddvantage the
divéfsified nature of the Western defensive arrdngements. The Soviet Union does that
by proposing a measure designed to wipe out those defensiveAurrangements without a
conseqﬁent reduction or balancing arrdngement in the Soviet strategic posture.

For example, even if we assume that the first stage of the Soviet plan were
completely implemented that would leave the Soviet Union with massive conventional
forces and armaments on the very doorstep of Western Europe. Those forces would be
organiied into a completely integrated fighting machine. The West, on the other
hand, under the Soviet proposals, would be & fractionated group of smaller States,
each with its own separate armed force. In addition, many of ‘the forces which now
maintain the balance in Europe would be located three thousand miles from the area

where they might be urgently needed.
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The Soviet representative and other Eastern representatives have sought to
draw some distinction between domestic and foreign bases. The Soviet representative
has relied heavily in this casc on such statements about bases on foreign territory
as that they are aggressive, and go forth. That line of reasoning seems to
constitute, in fact, the bulk of the Soviet case on the question of foreign bases.
But clearly no amount of repetition will make true what is not true., The Soviet
representative has never really told us what makes so-called foreign bases any
different from domestic bases. Aggression is in the first instance a condition of
mind, With an aggressive policy all bases could be springboards for aggression, with
a defensive policy all bases bastions of defence. Certainly we cannot rely on a
Soviet argument based on some assumed superior moral virtue somehow to imput
characteristics to Western defense installations which just are not there.

The West is clearly not going to accept one-sided measures aimed at divesting it
in the first stage of the alliance on which it depends for defence. There is no
truth in the allegation that the West has built its bases as stepping stones to
aggression, Rather, as the facts make clear, the bases built by the West have served
to keep the peace and to help us reach and maintain the condition of balance from

which we can negotiate toward viable and workable disarmament agreements.

The CHAIRMAN (Bulgaria) (translation from Russian): The question with

which we are now dealing is a problem which, more than any other, calls for good will
and a sensible attitude towards the facts. There will be no difficulty in solving
that problem, if we approacl. it without any ulterior motive, if we do not raise
artificial obstacles in the way to the achievement of agreement and if we really
strive to ensure the security of all countries. Everyone recognizes that if we coulidl
reach agreement on such questions as the destruction of the means of delivery of
nuclear weapons and the liquidation of foreign military bases, it would be an
extremely important and perhaps decisive step towards general and complete
disarmament., That is why we should concentrate our efforts in that direction. Ainy
success in that respect will, without doubt, open up the most favourable prospects

for our future work.
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When we discuss the question of the liquidation of foreign military'bases, we
cannot fail to recall certain conclusions drawn by President Kennedy two and a half
months ago in his well-known address on the foreign policy of his country. We all
remember that Mr. Kennedy, while emphasizing that he did not have in mind a peace
enforced on the world by ifmerican weapons of war and that he meant not merely peace
for Americans but "for all men and women -- not merely peace in our time but peace
in all time", stated that the United States should:

"Examine our attitude towards peace itself.

"... let us re-examine our attitude towards the Soviet Union. oo

"Let us re-examine our attitude towards the cold war, ...".

(ENDC/95, pp.2, 3, 4)

We are profoundly convinced that, if the United States makes such a

re-gppraisal of its foreign policy, it will not only be extremely useful for the
success of the disarmament negotiations but will inevitably have an effect on the
attitude of the Western Powers towards the problem of foreign military bases, because
there is no doubt that the concepts underlying the policy of establishing military
béses in foreign territory are closely connected precisely wiﬁh the attitude towards
the Soviet‘Union and the other socialist couhtries, towards the cold war and towards
the problem of peace throughout the world. These concepts really need serious
re-appraisal.

The Soviet Union and the other socialist countries take a negative attitude
towards military bases in foreign territories. That altogether definite‘position
has been manifested in practice in the liquidation by the Soviet Union of all
military bases which it had in other States. The existence in foreign territory of
militafy bases aimed aninst pertain countries ~- in this cdse against the Soviet
Union and the other countries of socialism -— is a phenomenon-unknown in histofy both
with regard to its scope and the overt declaration of its purposes. It cannot be
justified by historical practice. Nor can it be justified from the point of view of
international law, which condemns aggression and prepardtion for aggression. And
to assert that military bases located at very gréat.distances from one's own
ferritory'(in this case the Uﬁited States) are defenSive in character amounts, to
put it mildly, to violating the truth. Military bases in foreign territory cannot
be considered as indicating normal diplomatic relations either, because you cannot

give your oath to a country that you have no evil intentions against it and at the
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same time point the muzzle of a loaded pistol at its bosom. It has now been proved
that the existence of military oaseo in foréign territory is also unjustified from the
standpoint of the defence of the country poooessing such bases. 4nd plain human
reason oertainly oannot justify the existence“of such bases, the enciiclement of a
State or group of States by mllltory bases on the pretext that this is being done in
the name of peace.

The establlshment of foreign military bases in peacetime and the existence at
the present time of many hundreds of such bases aimed against the Soviet Union and
the other socialist countries is one of the main reasons why international tension
has become more acute and mistrust among States has been engendered and intensified.
The existence of these bases has been and still is a considerable hindrance to an
improvement in the international octmosphere and in the relations between States. The
strategic concept itself of encircling a country with military bases, which can be
used for aggression only, has such an aggressivevcharacter that it cannot but give
rise to Suspicions and corresponding counter-measures to strengthen the security of
the States ugainst which those bases are aimed.

The geographical position of the numerocus military bases of the United States of
America is in itself eloquent testimony of the purposes for which they have been
established., It is clear that these purposes neither have nor can have anything to
do with national defence in the strict sense of that word; +they have mnothing to do
with the defence of the national territory and vital centres of the country which has
established those bases. Evon the military experts of the West do not make such
assertions, Those bases are a means of military aggression and the preliminary
delivery of military materials nearer to the boundaries of a poﬁential enemy fo: the
purposes of aggression. Ihot is called a challenge in any language. The more
intolerable the situation, thé‘more‘it increoses international tension and the greater
is the danger’it represents for the cause of peace in the ora of nuclear weapons.

The Eighteeh—Notion Coﬁmittee, as our debates show, is striving to put before the
governments such solutions as would, above all, make a nuclear confllct impossible.
Those proposals, consequently, should be aimed at ellmlnatlng the practical
possibility of a nuclear conflict and, moreover, in stage 1 of the implementation of

general and complete dlsarmament
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The United States military bases all around the Soviet Union and the other.
socialist countries have already been in existence for many years. But can anyone
assert that the existence of those bases has brought any good to anyone or that
their masters feel more assured and secure? We have heard statements emanating from
the most highly placed circles of the West that that is not so, that the accumulation
of weapons, their location in various parts of the world and the ease with which
they can be used are still no guarantee of peacefulness.

The striving to retain foreign military bases is becoming more and more
unnatural in the present international éituation. 4is a result of the improvement
of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, those bases have ceased to play a militery role
from a purely defensive standpoint but they continue to be a constant source of
tension and threat to peace. 4t the same time military bases in foreign territory
also- constitute an extremely serious danger for the peovples of all the countries where
they are located.

The Western countries seek to justify military bases in foreign territory in
three respects. First, it is asserted that those bases are in the hands of States
which have no aggressive intentions and therefore the bases do not constitute a
threat to-peace. But if one looks at the political aspect of the problem, one
should bear in mind that the Soviet Union, since the time it came intc existence,
has more than once been subjected to aggression and that, more than any other
country, it has grounds for mistrust. It seems to me that we can therefore leave
aside for the time being the political aspect of the problem as being absolutely
clear.

The second argument used by the Western countries in trying to justify the
existence of military bases in foreign territory is the so-called "balance of
forces". But that balance was upset as soon as military bases were established in
foreign territory. The Western countries, and in the first place the United States, .

had recourse in this instance to the policy of the fait accompli. But can it be

right to carry out such an action as the establishment of military bases in foreign
territory and to assert afterwards that the liquidation of those bases, that is to

say the restoration of the normal situation, would upset the balance? Even if we

were to adopt the standpoint of those who think that in order to ensure peace it is

not so much disarmament that is required as the maintenance of the balance between

the opposing military groupings, even then it would be incorrect to assert that with th
1iquiddtigﬁ of foreign military bases the Soviet Union and its allies would gain some

sort of military advantage.
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If we take just the human potential, which, in the opinion of all military
experts, is of considerable importance for the military power of States, the Soviet
Union and its Warsaw Treaty allies have a population of 300 million; The
population of the Western States members of NATO, excluding the United States, is
288 million (I emphasize, excluding the United States), but the population of the
Soviet Union, as is well known, is spread over a territory extending right up to
the Far East. On the other hand, according to official data four European NATO
States alone (the United Kingdom, France, Italy and the Federal Republic of Germany)
had two and a half million men under arms in 1961, while the armed forces of the
remaining European States members of NATO number not less than a million.

At meetings of our Committee it has also been emphasized that the geographical
position of the NATO Stﬁtes and Warsaw Treaty States likewise gives no advantage to
the socialist camp, because the distance from the Far East and Siberia to Europe is
far greater and more difficult to traverse then the distance separating Western Europe
from its main ally - the United States of imerica. Furthermore, the destruction
of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons would not affect conventional sea
transport. And there is the experience of two world wars, during which the United
States was able to come in good time to the help of its European allies despite the
distance separating them. Consequently, from any poiﬁt of view the relationships
and guarantees of the alliance are quite sufficient and there is no need to establish
military bases in order to defend any VWestern country whatever, if defence alone is
concerned. '

An attempt is also made to find a justification for military bases in foreign
territories by alleging that those bases are in allied territories and therefore
practically céase to be foreign military bases and that they can be equated with
national bases, But the attempt to équate foreign and national military bases is
completely unfounded. Do only'the representatives of socialist countries hold this
opinion? Permit me to recall the statement méde in the Security Council by the
representative of the United Arab RepuBlic on 24 October last year:

"This is a very basic question sd far as the United Arab Republic is

concerned, Ve have witnessed in our parf of the world how military bases

were used as springboards for premeditated foreign aggression. The date

‘29 October 1956 will never escépe our memory as ample proof of the fhreat of

foreign military bases to international peace and security." (S/FV;1024,Ap.34)
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As is well knoﬁn, at the same'meeting thé representative of Ghana stated that
in the view of his Government foreign military bases‘are "an evil" (igigL;géig).

It is well known that a number of neutral countries have not only expressed
themselves as being against military bases in foreign territories and not only
refuse to have such bases stationed in their territories but are also waging a
struggle for the liquidéfion of similar bases which remain as a burdensome heritage
of a colonial past.

Is it not true that in the West also a clear distinction is made between foreign
and national military bases? Hereis an appfaisal from the United States side showing
that there is no confusion of ideas even.in fhe WVest in this regard. The American
journal, The Natiomn, of 10 November 1962, published an article by Fred Warner Neale,
in which he stated, inter alia: |

"For a number of years the Sofiet Union has been living under thebseriOus‘

threat created by our bases located all around the Soviet Union ees It is.

a fact that (whatever our appraisai of these baées) the creation of military

bases near the boundaries of other States must unavoidably be considered as

a provocative act,.. The tension generated by military bases was a serious

obstacle to the lessening of tensions in the Cold War and in regard to an

agreement on disarmament, which ought to be the true purpose of a sensible
foreign policy."

There are still more responsibie stateﬁénts on this question, I should like to
recall once again what was said by President Xennedy in his address on
22 October 1962: | |

"We no 1onéer liQe in a world where the active firing of weapoﬁs represents

a Suffiéienf challengglﬂo a nation's éecurity‘to constitute maximum peril.

Nuclear Weaponsiare so destructive and bailistic missiles are so swift that

any substantially-increased possibility of their use or any sudden change'ihﬁ

their deployment may well be regarded as a definite threat to peace." ’

It is evident from the statements I have quoted that in the West, too, it is
cleériy récognized that the existence of foreign bases around thebsqcialist countfies
is not justified. But héw does it turn out? It turns out that in the West they are
still inclined to approach the question of military bases in foreign téfrifory.with
two different yardsticks, enabling them to treat the socialist countries as an

unequal partner,
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But such a policy proved unrealistic even forty-five years ago when the Soviet
Union was the first and only socialist State. So how can such a policy be justified
or called fealistic now? In preparing a draft treaty on general and complete
disarmament, how can one adopt any position other than that of full equality and
the same respect for the defence interests of every country?

In statements made by a number of military experts and propaganda leaders of
certain Western countries there crops up also another justification for foreign
military bases, I refer to the view that foreign military bases might deflect from
one's own country and direct on to heads of others, or, at least, dissipate the
force of the counter-stroke which would inevitably follow in response to aggressive
action. But such a "defence" of foreign military bases is so anti-humanitarian that
it‘is encountered only outside the walls of the Eighteen-Nation Committee. If I dwell
upon this, it is only because statements of that kind only show to what a degreé‘the
question has gfown ripe for solution and how essential it is to liquidate military
bases in foreiéh territory as quickly as possible.

I hope I shall be correctly understood if I add a few words relating
specifically to my own country. The People's Republic of Bulgaria is not only a
small country, but a country which has for many a year been extending the hand of
good neighbourhood to all the States surrounding it, including its southern
neighbours who are members of NATO. Bulgaria is not threatening anyone. Nevertheless,
in the geographical area in which it is situated there have been stationary military
bases, and now there have also appeared the mobile military bases of a country whose
influential circles make no secret of, 1o put it mildly, their unfriendly attitude
towards the Bulgarian social system. How can the Bulgsrian people peacefully labour
and develop their economy and culture if they are compelled constantly to feel the
closeness of foreign armed forces sent from thousands of miles away? It can be said
without exaggeration that the presence of these armed forces to the south of the
Bulgarian border is one of the major obstacles to the improvement of relations
between the People's Republic of Bulgaria and its southernneighbours. Foreign
military bases are creating similar obstacles in other parts of the world as well.
That is why our example is yet another clear proof of the need to liquidate foreign

military bases.
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The liquidation of foreign military bases is a requirement of our time. Tt
cannot be postponed until the later stages of general and complete dlsarmament It
must be carried out in the very first stage in con;unctlon with the e11m1natlon of
the means of delivery of nuclear weapons.

Itnis no coincidence that for many years one of the major issues in the
discussions and negotiations relating to the problem of disarmament has been the
question of foreign military bases. The facts bear out completely that these bases
are intended to fulfil both strategic and polltlcal purposes. The existence of an
enormous military potential within the immediate vieinity of the borders of peace—
loving States increases to an incredible extent the danger of a surprise attack,
the danger of aggressive action and, consequently, the danger of a thermonuclear
war. _ |

All this shows how important it is to liquidafe fofeign military bases so as
to create a favourable atmosphere for the implemehtation of disarmament itself.

Consequently, if we base ourselves on thevintérest of peace and secﬁrityiand'
honestly and sincerely seek for ways of solving the problem of disarmament, we
cannot fail to recognize that the question of the liquidation of military bases in
foreign territory is an impo:tant element of any agreoment on general and complete
disarmament, '

In following the discussions which havo faken’placé in our.Committee on this
problem of the liquidation of foreign military bases as one of the measures of‘the
first stage of disarmament, one cannot fail to note a certain striving of the
Western delegations to isolate this problem from the context in which it has been _
placed by the Soviet draft treaty on general and complete disarmament (ENDC/?/ReV. 1).
It is well known that.in the Soviet draft the liquidation of military bases in .
foreign territory is envisaged as a measure indissolubly linked to the elimination '
of the means of delivery of nuclear weapohs, as well as to a substantial reduction
of armed forces and conventional armaments. |

We all recognize that our task is to find a solution to the problem of the
elimination of the threat of a thermonuclear war within the framework of a general
and complete disgrmament programme, in such a way as to ensure that this would be
carried out under equal conditions for all States. ind if thls 1s our aim, we
cannot fail to recognize that the liquidation of foreign mllltary bases is not only

completely legitimate, but also a natural compensation for the agreement of the USSR



ENDC/PV.155
26

(The Chairman, Bulgaria)

to destroy simultaneously its means of delivery of nuclear weapons, that is, the
means which constitute the basis of the defence capability of the USSR. Actually
this would be only an incomplete and partial compeansation for the USSR and the other
socialist countries,

The Bulgarian delegation deems it necessary to affirm once again its immutable
standpoint in regard to a question which we now consider to be & question of primary
importance, namely, that the complex of measures which must be carried out in the
initial stage of general and complete disarmamentv must necessarily be cimed at the

practical elimination of the threat of a thermonuclear war.

Sir Paul MASON (United Kingdom): Before I turn to the main observations which

I wish to address to the Committee this morning, which will be on the subject of item
5(e) of our agreed agenda (ENDC/52), I should like to take what may be the last
opportunity for some little time, and I think I shall be in order in doing so, to
remind the Committee of my suggestion that an examination of the technical issues
involved inynuclear disarmament, which constitutes item 5(d) of our agenda, should
start in the fairly near future and perhaps at our next session., I listened with
great interest, as I am sure all of us round this table did, to the very constructive
statement made by our Swedish colleague, Baron von Platen, at our meeting last
Thursday of 22 August (ENDC/PV.154,pp.17-18). I believe that the forthcoming rccess
will give all Governments represented here an opportunity mnot only to consider the
technical issues involved in nuclear disarmament but also the way in which the
Committee could best make progress in this field. I have suggested before that.one
way might be to introduce some new procedural machinery during our next session.

This is of course a matter for the Committec as a whole to consider and discuss. But
I do hope that other delegations will soon be in a position to comment on this
suggestion., I am quite sure that whatever experience their countries may have had in
nuclear matters, all members of the Committee can and indeed should play a useful part
in this aspect of our work.

Now I turn back to item 5(e)., This is a subject on which the United Kingdom
delegation has on several previous occasions addressed the Committee, but I do not
propose to go through all the arguments which we have deployed from time to time on
this subject. I do not, for instance, this morning proposc to go into the arguments

based on considerations of balance or imbalance between the groupings of Bast and West,
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or the arguments which can be based on the geographical dissimilerities between
these two groups. They have already been fully dealt with this morning by the
United States representative,

What I do wish to do is to take up some of the points which were made at our
meeting of 20 August (ENDC/PV.153) by the Romanian, Soviet and Polish representatives
and this morning by the Czechoslovak and Bulgarian representatives in support of the
Soviet stage I proposals on the bases. I shouid like first of all tc remind the
Committee that whatever the differences between the United States and Soviet plans
regarding bases in stage I, both plans contemplate the elimination of &ll bases,
whether domestic or so-called foreign bases, by the end of stage IIi.

It is of course true that, as our Soviet colleague reminded us last wveek, the
United States plan (ENDC/BO,Corr.l,Add.l,2,3) makes an exception of such agreed
bases as will be needed for forces to maintain internal order and the personal
security of citizens after the end of stage III, It is also true that the Soviet
plan (ENDC/?/ReV.lpCorr.l) apparently overlooks this obvious requirement. Internal
security forces will clearly have to be based somewhere. But apart from this
relatively minor and negotiable point, both plans attempt, as I say, to fulfil the
aim on which we are all agreed in principle and which was of course embodied in the
relevant sections of paragraphs 2 and 3 of the 1961 Joint Statement of Agreed
Prihciples (ENDC/5, pr.1;2). If T may smy'so, I thoughtthat the statements made on
Tuesday 20 August (ENDC/PV.153) by our Eastern Buropean colleagues to which I have
referred tended to lose sight of +that fact and, as a result, they lacked a certain
sense of perspective.

My colleagues will recall that when we were considering nuclear disarmament
measures I suggested that we were primarily arguing about means, not ends. This is
equally true when we consider the question of bases. Our task is %o seek agreement
on:épprofriate measures for inclusion not merely in stage I but in all three stages
of our disarmament plan. As I have said, there is nothing sacrosanct about any one
of those three stages. What matiers is the final product when the disarmement
process is completed.

I suggest that to argue that any given problem be it nuclear disarmament or
certain types of bases, can only and must only-be solved in stage I, as our eastern
European colleagues so often urge, is unrealistic. You, Mr. Chairman, in your

capacity as Bulgarian representative, argued *his thesis this morring. But I wish
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respectfully to remind you that .such an argument finds no justification whatsoever in
the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles. I wish to add on this point that this
apparently radical approach makes the reaching of agreement not only on any given
issue but on general and complete disarmament as a whole extremely difficult. I do
hope that the advocates of such an apprcach will ponder that fact from time to time,
and I do hope that they will also remember the saying that a radical is a man with
both feet firmly in the air.

It seems to me that the drafters of the Soviet plan neglected to take fully into
account the many relevant and complicated factors -- geographical, strategic,
political and so forth —— which are involved in the very existence of bases and which
should not be overlooked when putting forward specific plans for their elimination,

We in the West have often explained why we cannot accept the "all or nothing" approach
adopted by our eastern European colleagues in arbitrarily singling out one particular
aspect of this whole problem, namely, so-called foreign bases, and calling for their
special treatment at the very outset of the disarmament process.

Such a proposal does not in fact constitute a principle of disarmament which the
West must accept just because the eastern European States say that they do. Nor does
a domestic base necessarily differ in any significant respect from a so-called foreign
base just because our eastern European colleagues say it does. I must say that in
view of what the Western delegations, and in particular the United Kingdom delegation,
have said before on this last point -- and perhaps I may specially recall certain
remarks made by my former leader; Mr. Godber, at our meeting of 29 liarch
(ENDC/PV.115, pp.37 et seq.) —— I have been surprised that our Soviet and Romanian
colleagues tried again last week to argue, to use Mr. Tsarapkin's words, that

"... there is a fundamental difference between national bases and foreign

military bases." (ENDC/PV.153, p.20)

Our Romanian colleague said much the same thing on that occasion when he claimed that
"Military bases organized on foreign territories are a clearly defined
military institution, distinct from national bases, from a military-strategiec
point of view ...". (ibid., p.7)

Our Czechoslovak colleague made the same assertion today. Our Italian colleague

dealt with that satisfactorily to my mind last Tuesday, 20 August (ibid., pp.28, 29)

and our United States colleague has done so again today. But I think I must make some

observations from the standpoint of my own delegation.
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I must confess that I fail to grasp this distinction which is being forced upon
me. It seems to me tb be a distinction without a difference. What difference really
exists, for ekample, froh a military-strategic point of view between bases on NATO
territory from which nuclear delivery vehicles can be operated and bases in the Soviet
Union from which nuclear delivefy»vehicles, armed with nuclear warheads, can be aimed
at tdrgéﬁs'in the United Kingdom and elsewhére in Europe? I recall that our Soviet
colleagﬁe‘toid usvlast week that the security of countries which allowed the location
of so-called foreign bases on their territories is, to use his own words, "seriously
jeopardized" (ibid., p.13). Our Romanian and Polish colleagues spoke in similar
but perhaps moré specific terms. Mr. Macovescu told us that such States "are )
inevitably exposed to a retaliatory blow..." (ibid., p.8). Mr. Blusztajn told us
that such States, to use his words, "are taking considerable risks" and that "a whole
series of military countér;méésﬁres" afe "aimed against those bases..." (ibid., pp.24, 25)

Perhaps, then, I may be allowed to ask our Romanian and Polish colleagues two
simple questions. First, if these blows, these military counter-measures which they -
mentiqned, can in fact be launched —— I am sure they can -- is it altogether surprising
that‘our defensivé plénning in the,West.cannot entirely overlook the possibility,
however fheoretical, that such blows could be launched in certain situations not merely
as retaliatory measures but as preventive or pre-emptive measures?

Second, can my two colleagues tell us where these blows will .be launched from?

So far as my second question>is concerned, I think I can answer it myself. The
Committee will recall that our Soviet colieague told us last Tuesday at our meetingA
of 20 August: |

"As is well knpwn,ifhe Soviet Union liquidated long ago its bases in foreign

territories.” (ENDC[PV.ISBL p.19)

If that is so, I can only assume that the answer to my second question will‘béﬁ
"From Soviet domestic bases where nuclear delivery vehicles are stationed or from
which they can beloperated". Vhere, then, is thié alleged difference, from a
military-strategic pdint of view, between Soviet domestic missile bases and equivalent
bases on NATO territory?
Our Soviet colleague told us last week: o
"Bases in foreign territories are mailed fists with concentrations of troops and
{+he rost modern militory equipment, cspecially, of course, thermonuclear weapons
placed adjacent to the territory of a State or States regarded as potential

targets for attack." (ibid., p.20)
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We in this Committee can all recall certain statements to the effect that some of our
colleagues, at 1easf, consider NATO to be potentially aggressive., Naturally, I
cannot in any way accept that description of the NATO alliance. But whether we be
considered aggressive or not, why should Soviet thermonuclear weapons be any less of
a threat to us in Western Europe, for example, than our weapons may be to the Soviet
Union and its allies? I need hardly remind the Committee that those Soviet weapons
are placed adjacent to at léast one important NATO country and, in the case of other
NATO countries, are placed so close that we could expect only a few minutes' warning
of their arrival. To use a slang phrase, how adjacent can you get? Surely, in this
instance, to a degree which nullifies the distinction which our East European colleagues
so often try to draw between domestic and so-called foreign bases. That is my answef
to our Czechoslovak colleague who asked us this morning (supra,p.3) how we should
evaluate the presence of nuclear weapons on our borders.

Our Soviet colleague argued last Tuesday that many countries do not have foreign
military bases on their territory and that their security is not harmed by that fact.
I can agree with the first part of that statement, but I think the second part depends
on various factors which may change according to circumstances at any given time.
There is nothing immutable about a country's decision not to accept foreigm bases.
Since our Soviet colleague referred on that occasion to Sweden as one of the countries
which did not have foreign bases, I hope our Swedish colleague, Mrs. Myrdal, will not
take it amiss if I remind Mr. Tsarapkin of some pertinent remarks in this connexion
made by Mr. Edberg at our meeting of 11 May 1962. He asked:

"... whether some national military bases in one country could not be

regarded as equally menacing to the security of a neighbouiing country,"
(ENDC /PV.35, p.35) |

Mr., Edberg also said 6n that occasion:

"An imaginary country may, it seems, feel as insecure because of such
neighbouring national bases as another country may feel embarrassed by
what have been termed foreign bases." (ibid.)

He concluded:

"This is actually a result of geography, history and the political situation

of today." (ibid.)
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If our Soviet colleague still believes, in the light of those pertinent remarks,
that there is a distinction between home and foreign bases, I hope he will endeavour
to enlighten us. But in doing so, I do hope he will remember Mr. Godber's warning
at our meeting of 29 March (ENDC/PV.115, p.43) not to try to convince us that we
should feel less dead when struck by a nuclear bomb coming from a domestic rather
than a foreign base. I hope, too, that he will remember that under the revised
Soviet plan (ENDC/Q/Rev.l,Corr.l) the threat -— I repeat, the threat -- of
thermonuclear war will remain until the end of stage II, that is to say, throughout
two~-thirds of the disarmament process. Finally, I hope he will remember that, so far,
he has given us in VYestern BEurope no adequate assurance that we could in no way be
threatened either in stage II or in stage III by illegally and clandestinely retained
nuclear delivery vehicles of appropriate range.

I should now like to examine another and, in my view, equally dubious argument
put forward by our Soviet, Romanian and Polish colleagues last Tuesday, 20 August.
(ENDC/PV.lSB) This runs as follows: Domestic bases are ipso facto peaceful, whereas
so-called foreign bases are by their very nature aggressive and offensive. -To use
their language, the latter bases are allegedly "springboards of militaristic aggression".
Our Soviet colleague said last Tuesday that foreign military bases are, among other
things -- to use his words -- "an aggressive weapon'".

Mr. Macovescu told us:

"No one could give any convincing proof -— no matter how many statements

were made —-- that foreign military bases are not advanced starting points

for unleashing an armed attack against the States around which they had

been set up." (ENDC/PV.153, p.7)

"That", he said somewhat categorically, "is their main purpose." (ibid.)

Mr. Blusztajn also elaborated this theme. He declared that the role of so-called

foreign bases:
",.. becomes considerably more important if it is regarded from the point of view
of offensive strategy." (ibid., p.25)

He went on:
"Such bages give a potential aggressor an opportunity to concentrate near his
vietim's frontiers the military forces necessary for embarking upon aggression."

(ibid.)
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Finally, Mr. Blusztajn asserted, and again, I think, perhaps somewhat categorically,
that such bases

",.. can be effectively used only as part of a surprise operation," (ibid.)

Well, what are we to make of that argument? I do not think that anyone would
deny that, in theory, aggressive action of any sort -- whether it be conventional,
nuclear, or both —- could be launched from a so-called foreign base. But equally
I do not think anybody would deny that such action could also be launched from a
domestic base. There are plenty of historical examples of aggression committed from
domestic bases. I do not héve to remind our Polish and our Czechoslovak colleagues
that Nazi Germany did not need foreign bases to commit aggression against their countries,
nor were such bases required for aggression against Scandinavia and the Low Countries -
in 194C, I need hardly remind our Soviet colleague that aggression was committed very
recently by an ally of the Soviet Union against a non-aligned country -- a member of
this very Conference -~ and that such aggression wos lounched primorily from what I
gin sure r. Tsarapkin would regard as domestic bases.

The conclusion I draw from all this is that domestic and what are called foreign
bases can be used for either offensive or defensive purposes. How such bases are used
depends primarily on the intentions of the government or alliance of governments
concerned. If Vestern foreign bases are considered to be "springboards of aggression',
despite plenty of evidence that they are nothing of the sort, then that amounts to
doubt about Western intentions. But the West is equally entitled to consider Soviet
domestic bases and the domestic bases of its friends and allies as potential
springboards of aggression also. I am not being unduly contvroversial if I say that at
times we too have had our doubts about the intentions of Eastern Buropean States. I
am sure there must be a Russian proverb equivalent to the English saying: "Vhat is
sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander”.

However, in view of the improved atmosphere in which our discussions are now
happily taking place I hope that in future we can accept each other's word for it that
our respective intentions are peaceful and defensive and that we can therefore all
refrain from contriving, to quote from Plato, "some magnificent myth that would in
itself carry convietion to the whole community". -

‘I should like to conclude my remarks by asking our Eastern Buropean colleagues
to look again at the Western plan (ENDC/3) in the light of what I have said. I hope

they will increasingly realize that under our stage I proposals the reduction of armed
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forces and the 30 per cent cut across-the-board in all nucleér and major conventional
armaments will inevitably be reflected in the reduced overall effectiveness of bases,
both domestic and foreign. In other words, bases will automatically tend to wither
away not only in stage I but throughout the whole disarmament process. Nevertheless,
the Western plan envisages specific measures regarding bases in stages II and III. I
hope that in due course the Committee will agree that the Western plan is both sound
and realistic. 1Indeed, so far as domestic bases are concerned the Western approach
does seem to be shﬁred by our Soviet colleague, and our United States colleague this
morning very usefully drew attention to what Mr. Tsarapkin said on this subject at our
meeting on Tuesday, 20 iugust. (ENDC/PV7153, p.20) So far as foreign bases are
concerned, I noted with interest that at that same meeting our Polish colleague also
seemed to agree with the Western approach when he said that:

"After the total elimination of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons and

the limitation of conventional armaments, the maintenance of military bases on

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

~would lose fheir raison d'étre." (ibid., p.26)

That, if I may say so, is very much the Western approach, although I do realize that
Mr, Blusztajn was thinking primarily in terms of stage I measures. But if he and our
Soviet colleague could get together during the recess and could, so to say, marry up
their respective positions and then apply their offspring to general and complete
disarmament over all three stages, then I believe that the present gap between East
and West over the question of bases could be significantly narrowed and we should
arrive at a situation which, to adopt words which you used just now, kr. Chairman, in your

capacity as representative of Bulgaria, offer full security and "full equality to us all"

(supra,pe25) «

Mr. BURNS (Canada): The delegation of Canada has listened with attention to

the speeches which were made by the representatives of Romenia, the Soviet Union and
Poland at our meeting of 20 fLugust (ENDC/PV.153), and to the speeches made by the
representatives of Czechoslovakia and Bulgéria at today's meeting, on the problem of
what they habitually refer to as foreign bases, which, as I have said before at this
Conference, I believe sould be more accurately termed bases of an alliance. I am glad
to say that the speakers.I havé named argued their case without polemics, and for my

part I welcome that evidence of an intention on the part of our colleagues from Eastern
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Burope to pursue the debate in this Committee in a splrlt which is in harmony w1th the
hopes which the Mo scow Treaty (ENDu/iOO/Refol) on a partial test ban has raised. '

As for the substance of What our Bastern European colleagues had to say on this
question, I have been unable to discover anything significantly new. I should like,
howe%ér, to take up, ohé by one, three basic points which communist speakefs'always
make when the subject of military bases is discussed and which figured prominently in
the speeches of the representatives of Romania, the Soviet Union and Poland on 20 August.

The first of those aiguments is that what they call "foreign bases" represents one
of the essential‘eiements in the danger of nuclear war gnd that therefore the early
removal of those bases would contribute substaﬁtially to lessening the danger: and I
would certainly agree with what was said just now by the representative of the United
Kingdom, that the bases whiéh both sides maintain on either sidé of the dividing line
are essential elements in the military arrangements which the two major alliances have
developed for their defense. In that sense those bases are one of the many
manifestations of the mutual mistrust between East and West which lies at the base of
the present arms race. In that connexion a statement of Mr., Tsarapkin's, made on
20 August, would seem to require some explanhtion. 1 refer to what he is reported as
saying at that meetlng°

"As is well kncwn, the Soviet Union 11qp1dated long ago its bases in foreign

foritboribs " (“NDC/‘PV.1532 p.19)

iflowever, what is well known is that the Soviet Union has troops in East Germahy and
perhaps in other countries belonging to theVVarsaw Pact. I do not understand how to
reconcile tha* fact with Mr. T@arapkwn s stgtement, unless he 1ntended only to refer
to bases for mlss11eq carrying nuclear warheads.

It seems to the Canadien i)legatlon that the questlon of baces must be dealt with
in precisely the same manner as any other element in the defence structure of States in
the course of disarmament. The dismantling of such bases will only contribute to
greater stability and the ;essening of the danger of war if it is'carried out in
accordance with the principles which, we are agreed upon, must govern each and every
aspect of thé disarmament process. For political and military reasons the Soviet Union
and its allies doubtless see some oﬁ the bases maintained by the Western alliance as a
cause for concern, and hence wonld like to see them abolished. The Western Powers,
however, as has peen mentioned by our United States and United Kingdom colleagﬁes

today, may legitimately feel concerned about the military dispositions and the 1evei
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of Soviet forces. It seems to me fruitless to try to single out particﬁlar elements

in the defence postures adopted by the other side for special treatment. Our only
hope if we are to make progress towards general disarmament is to observe strictly the
basic principle that disarmament proposals, if they are to form the object of realistic
negotiations, must be framed in a way that will not at any stage lessen the security
of any party.

The second major point which representatives of the socialist countries always
make when discussing this question is that those military bases constitute a threat to
the security of the States on whose territory they are situated. With all respect,
that is a matter which must lie in the judgement of the States concerned. It is for
them to form their views whether the existence of allied bases on their territory
enhances their security or reduces it. I have no wish to review at this time the
course of events which led to the formation of the North Atlantic Alliance and the
establishment of the present system of Western defence. I would only repeat that the
measures which NATO members have taken for their collective security have been in
response to what individual members believed to have been real and present dangers.

We may indeed deplore a situation in which we must take steps to protect ourselves
against possible aggression, but we would feel a great deal less secure if those measures
were not implemented. The delegation of Canada hopes that that situation will change,
and change in the near future, so that it will be possible to make a reduction in

the defences of all nations concerned; but that must be done in accordance with the
principles which were agreed upon for the elaboration of disarmament measures.

The third argument which representatives of socialist countries invariably
advance, and which has been dealt with by others of my colleagues previously today,
is that those bases contribute to international tension because they are by nature
aggressive., The representative of Romania at our meeting of 20 August -~-~ and it has
been quoted before today -- said:

"No one could give any convincing proof ... that foreign military

bases are not advance starting points for unleashing an armed attack

against the States around which they have been set up. That is their

main purpose." (ENDC/PV.153, p.T7)
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The representative of Romania is right; we could not convince him or his Warsaw Pact
colleagues that the purpose of those bases is not aggressive. That is because our
judgemént‘and théir judgement about such bases are subjective., Ve feel that our bases
are certainly for defence, while the bases facing us in the Warsaw Pact countries
could Be bases for aggression -— and their judgements are just the reverse of that.

It seems to me that that argument is analogous to the one concerning whether a given
weapon is defensive or offensive. One of the best descriptions of the distinction
between a défensive and an offensive weapon which I have seen was offered recently by

an eminent United States strategist with whose work I think most of us are familiar,

Mr. Art Buchwald, writing in the New York Herald Tribune, has said that an offensive
weaponpwés bﬁe that was pointed at.you and that a defensive weapon. was. one that you
pointed at the other guy. That puts the case quite simply, although it was a joke.

A military base is defensive if the intentions of the State which establishes it are

defensive., In the case of those members of the Western alliance -- of whom Canada is

one —- who maintain forces on the territories of —<heir allies, their intention is to
parcicipate in a‘sysfem of collective security, the purpose of which is to preserve
the territorial integrity of the members forming that alliance. The Soviet Union and
its allies may claim that the apprehensions which have led the Western alliance to
éstablish its present defensive arrangements have no basis. However, in the light of
thé present numbers and armaments of forces of the Warsaw Treaty countries, it
certainly does not seem to the members of NATG that their defensive arrangements are
either unnecessary or the result of unreasonable apprehensions. Here perhaps I may

quote Shakespeare: .

"How oft the‘sight of means to do ill deeds makes ill deeds done!"

Perhups that might be modified in connexion with the question of bases and armaments:
"How often the sight of means to do ill deeds in the hands of others makes us
fear that ill deeds will be done."

The replies I have just given are no doubt as familiar to thé Committee as the
arguments which they rebut, and, I think, rebut effectively. If I have repeated them
again this morning it is in the hope that eventually the representatives of the -

Eastern European countries will be brought to apvroach the problem in a more realistic

light.
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There is & further consideration of a more general character to which I wish to
draw the Committee's attention. We are all agreed that the disarmament procecss must
be implemented in a manner which will not be detrimental to the security of either
side. On many occasions, including today, Western representatives have demonstrated
in detail why the proposals of the Soviet Union respecting bases would upset the
present uneasy balance between East and West. I do not intend this morning to go over
familiar ground in drawing attention to the imbalance which we believe would resulv
from the implementation of the first stage proposals in the Soviet plan. However, it
is useful I think to bear in mind the emphasis which the Soviet Union and its ailies,
inciuding the representatives of Czechoslovakia and Bulgaria this morning, have placed
on the link which exists in “he Soviet proposals between the elimination of foreign
bases plus the withdrawal of foreign troos. and the other disarmament measures which
they propore should be carricd out during the first stage. That link was'emphdsized
by the three representatives of the socialist countries who spoke at our meeting of
20 August, To take only one examole, Mr. Tsarapkin said:

"Such measures —- alongside the elimination in stage I of all means of delivery

of nuclear weapons with the exception of the so-called protective vmbrella =—-

aciude the complete. liquidation of all foreigh militaxry bases in the

territories of other countries and the withdrawal of all foreign troops frcu

those territories, These measures for stage I of disarmament are indisSolubly j

interconnected and must therefore be carried out simultaneously." (EEEC/?V.153, P.13.

There are two points which I.wish to make in respeect to that statement. In the
first place, the representative of the Soviet Union makes it clear that, in the Soviet
view, the elimination of foreign bases must be accompanied by the abolition o almost
all categories of nuclear weapon vehicles, ieaving only a few specified numbers and
types remaining at the end of stage I. He goes on to assert that a situation would
then be created in which the complete elimination of bases would in no way place the
Western Powers at a disadvantage. The Committec Xmows thﬁt the Western Powers do not
accept that argument; but even if we did, the Soviet stage I Proposals, as they affecw
bases, are dependent upon the effective implementaticn Af its proposals conéerning the
reduction of nuclear weapon vehicles. In the discussion of that problem, the
elimination of nuclear weapor vehicles under items 5(b) and (c) of our agenda (ENDC/52),
the Soviet Union was not able to explain to the satisfaction of this Cormittee how

its proposals with respect to the eliminetion of nuélearIWeapon vehicles in stage I
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could be effectively verified, nor indeed was it able to explain enough about how

in its view the elimination would be carried out to convince us of its practicability;
and until the representative of the Soviet Union has done so it does not seem to the
delegation of Canada that he can reasonably expect the Vest to consider seriously the
Soviet proposals on the related problems of hases. I might say that the linking of
those two proposals together in that way seems to us to be justifying an inequitable
proposition by predicating its implementation on another which is impossible.

My second point concerning the link which the Soviet Union recognizes between
the question of bases and the reduction of nuclear weapons vehicles and force levels
is simply this: it indicates that the item we are nowconsidering cannot be discussed
in isolation from other problems which we must face in the course of negotiating
general disarmament. The Western Powers are in full agreement that our ultimate goal
is a world in which military alliances will have become unnecessary. In the course of
a balanced disarmament programme the progressive reduction of armaments and force
levels will affect what the Soviet Union calls foreign bases just as they will affect
the entirety of States' defensive establishment. In the view of the Canadian
delegation, therefore, any examination of the problem of bases leads us immediately
back to the central problems on which disarmament negotiations must concentrate,
namely, reductions in armaments and force levels. I would urge my colleagues from the
socialist countries to consider this point carefully. Until a common approach has"
been hammered out in the field of the reduction of armaments and particularly the
question of the progressive elimination of nuclear weapons vehicles, it seems to my

delegation that a discussion of bases is unlikely to yield useful results.

The Conference decided to issue the following communique :

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament today
held its one hundred and fifty-fifth plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations,
Geneva, under the chairmanship of lMr. Lukanov, representative of Bulgaria.

"Statements were made by the rperesentatives of Czechoslovakia, the United
States, Bulgaria, the United Kingdom and Canada.

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Thursday,

29 Augustv 1963, at 10.30 a.m.”

The meeting rose at 12.50 p.m.






