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Th~- cHll.rRW..N (unioli of So-viet\ Socialist Republics) (tr-anslation from 

Russi'an)i t declare open the ·one ·hundr.ed and thirly-third plenary meeting of the 

Confere'he~ of the Eighteen-Nation Commi·btee on Disarmanrent-. 

Beiore calling on ·bhe :tepresent-a·Uve o.S: CzechosC. ov-akia., I should like to pongrat,ulate 

United States citizen Gordon Cooper: as, :well as .- the United Stat:es on the safe and · 

successful c·onclusion of his flight around the earth. This is also a mil~stone in the 

dev-elopm~nt of our 1-::!::owledge of outer space and ·I beliGv-e it vdll serv-e as an additional 

incentive to those wo:tking in our C.onmfi ttee to redouble · our efforts to settle as quic1tly 

as possible the problems ~e fore us with regard to . general and comple·be disarmament, and 

particularly in the field of nuclear disarrriament.. 

Mr. SIMOVIC_ (Czechoslov:alria) (translation from Russian): In making mY first . · 

stat-ement in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament, I should like to begin by · 

thanking the Heads of th,e delegations .of the countries represented on the Committee. for 

the wel'ctmie which they have A~tended to me. On behalf of the Czechoslovak delegation, 

and on my ovm behalf, :r assure the Committee ·that we. shall do our utmost to ensure that 

our work contributes to the ,.creation of :a 'good businesslike. atmosphere a~d to the · 

achievement o·f posi tri ve _r~sul trs in the work o:f the Co!lliiLi. tte9. 

· i'le arB fully aware .of the complexity of the situation in which we now fii1d ourselves. 

The ' fact that these negotiations have been at a standstill for weeks · and,months and that, 

in spite of all the opt,imism which prevailed at the outset·, no real progress has been 

acl}ieved ~o far, . is .a matter of serious .concern to all those· who approach an asses:sment 

o:f ·-t(he present world situation .with a sense of respOnsibility. -·· ·· · 

The rapid de·.relopment of newer and e~r.e~ more effective military techriiquss, ,_v-hich 

are fundamentally altering ,the character of modern war, the constant 'I.ncxea,se in 

expendi~ure on armaments and esJ?eO'ially the cori.s.tant improvement.iof 'nuclear· we'&pori.s and 

the accumula-tion of stockpiles, of stich weapons are . fiaught with grave danger t6 .'the cause 

of peac e and security. These circumstances remind us with ever great~r insi-stertcy of _the 

impero.tiy e need to speed ·qp the drafti~g and implementation of ~n agreement o'n general 

and complete disarn:)ament. T,here -c<m hardly ~ be .. any doubt at the present .time :that :i;.f 

another war wer-3 to break out it ,would necessarily be a thermonuclear missile. wa~ on a 
• • . .. . • • . . . . ! '. • . • • • • 

world-wide scale 1 a war which would spare no continent and wou.ldbring tremendous 

sufferings and ruin to manki nd. 
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(Mr. Simovic, Czechoslovakia) 

As you know, I came to Geneva only a few days ago, and, naturally the feelings 

and concern of my people in regard to so important a question as that of disarmament 

are still vividly present in my mind. I regret to have to say that the great masses 

of our population a1e rightly dissatisfied with the course of the work of our Committee 

and with the situation which has c.ome about in it. 

This view of public opinion in our country was also reflected in the work of the 

plenary National Assembly .of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic last March when, on the 

basis of a report by the Minister for Foreign Affairs, Mr. David, the most important 

problems of the present international situation were discussed. In connexion with an 

appraisal of the results of the work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee, it was noted that 

"so far the disarmament negotiations, in spite of all the efforts of peace-loving forces, 

have not producedthe positive results which the peoples of the world have been expecting 

from them." 

I must say, however, that despite the almost complete absence of any progress on 

this most important problem of today, in accordance with the charncter of our people and 

our basic faith in the future, we remain optimists and believe in the ultimate victory 

of reason. That is why Foreign Minister David, speaking of the present state of the 

disarmament negotiations, stressed that "together with all peace-loving States, we will 

continue to strive for progress in the negotiations on general and complete disarmament 1 

the most important problem of today." 

Although the achievement of agreement on a programme of gene~al and complete 

disarmament continues to be the basic task of our Committee, the Czechoslovak Socialist 

Republic will in the future strive with no less energy for the immediate cessation of 

all nuclear weapon tests and for the adoption of measures aimed at lessening the danger 

of a thermonuclear missile war anq at reducing international tension, measures 

contributing to the restoration of the confidence which is so necessary and is ·at present 

lacking in the relations between States, particularly between the NATO States and the 

Warsaw Treaty States. 

:May I be permitted in my statement today to focus attention on one of the so-called 

collateral measures dealt with in our discussions on Fridays, which is of particular 

interest, namely, the conclusion of a non-aggression pact between the w.To States and the 

7!arsaw Treaty States. (ENDC/77). 
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(V~. Simovio, Czechoslovakia) 

As is cle~r from its earlie~ statements, the Czechoslovak delegation regards t~e 
; - ~ . 

conclusion of a non-agg~ession pact between the Nl.TC countries and the TJarsaw Treaty 

countries as one of the most important steps towards the creation of favourable condit~ons 

for the ' implementa:i!ion of general and complete disarmament. Speaking metaphori~ally, we 
. ,. . 

might say that at the present time we see in this measure precisely that link.. wlJ.ich . w,~ .. 

must grasp iz;t order to fin<;! a way out of the impasse and gradually pass on "iio the s.o). uti on 

of the other proble,ms_. 
L . 

The Czechoslovak delegation has carefully studied all the arguments which have been 

put forward so far ~y the "Jesterri ae~egat'ions in connexion with the discussion of this . 
·_; .. -~~ . \I .. . 

plan. Let us take a look at these arguments • 
. ' ., ; ' ' 

:. . ·->": ·• . : ' .. : ·.J . -~ : • \. : -~ ; .I . ; 

Firsii, the Western delegations assart that the Commii;tee is not a body whose 
,., . . 'i '. >:<, . . . . . : . . ~ - . . . .· ·. :· ~ ; . . . 

competence would extend to negotiations on the conclusion of a non-aggression pact. 

On 3 May the C~nadian delego.te stated: '.. ' . . ·. :·:r · ,·;· _ .. · 
"••• many members of this Conference consider that the Soviet proposal should be 

considered in a for~ ot~~rthan the Eighteen-Nation C~mmitte~." (ENOO/PV.l27, p.l9) 

~t the 10 May meeting of our Committee the United States delegate frankly stated ~hat 

it was the judgment of his Government that 

"a NATO/Warsaw pact cannot usefully be discussed in this particular 

for~." (ENOO/PV.l30, p.44) 
Certain ~~~tern delegations a~e even trying to mWke out that only those collateral 

measures which directly form part of the disarmament process can be discussed in the 

Committee. 

But what is the real situation? The request that this draft non-aggression pact 
; ;. 

should be discussed in our Committee is in complete accord with the programme of work 

adopted on 23 -~~~h 1962 by the Committee: (EN00/~.8 1 p.36) A~~ ~'liho~h' this d,o~.ument 
has already be~~ quoted a number of times, I should like, in view of its significance, 

to quote from'it again: 

"Concurrently with the ela.boration of agreement on general and (!ompl13te disarmament 

in the plenary committee, and not to the detriment of this ela~oration, a committee 

of the whole will be set up by the plenary committee for the consideration ?f 

various proposais on the impl,ementation of measures aimed E3-t: ,_the lessening of 

internationel tension; the consolidation of confidence among states; .and 

facilitating general and ~omplete disarmament. n . (Emx;/1/L.dd~i) ' : . 
·, 
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(Ia~ .Simovic, Czechoslovakia) 

The analysis offered by a number of delegations in the course of our negotiations, 

as well as the aforementioned circumstances, show convincingly that the proposal for 

the conclusion of a pact is fully in keeping with the three criteria forming the basis 

of this document. 

The United Kingdom delegate, w~. Godber, obviously had no doubts about this when 

on 20 February he said: 

"This matter is, of course, already on the agenda for consideration in the 

Committee of the Whole, and I think that is probably the appropriate place 

in which it should be considered." (ENDC/PV.lOO, p.44) 

If in accordance with the agreement of the two co-Chairmen of the Committee it was 

decided on 22 :March (ENDC/PV.ll2 1 p.34) that as a rule the plenary meetings on Fridays 

should be devoted to the discussion of collateral measures, there can be no doubt where 

this question should be discussed at the present time. 

This fact could not be denied even by the Italian representative, ~~. Cavalletti, 

who, on 10 May (ENDC/PV.l30 1 p.24) tried to contr~st document ENDC/1/L.dd.l with the 

corresponding part of the Joint Statement of Lgreed Principles for Disarmament 

Negotiations (ENDC/5). No,there is no contradiction, because the Committee's programme 

of work is merely a logical and concrete elaboration of this Joint Statement. 

Let us now turn to another argument of the Western delegations. On 26 J~pril, the 

united States representative asserted that we should not solve general political 

problems here, and in particular problems specifically relating t0 European regional 

security. (ENDC/PV.l25 1 p.20) On 3 May he asked: 

"But can it realistically be contended that this Conference is to be the forum 

for solution of each and every one o.f the world 1 s political problems?" 

(ENDC/PV.127, p.27) 

7e by no means object to the- assertion that our Committee cannot diseuss all 

political problems. But no one {s asking it to do so. It is clear, however, that the 

Committee should discuss all political problems or rather, measures -- that are in · 

accordance with the directives laid down in document El'IDC/1 1 Add.l. There is no doubt 

that a draft non-aggression pact between the Nl:..TO States and the Warsaw Treaty States 

falls precisely within the sphere of political questions of that kind. If the United 

States delegation obj ect.s that the idea of a non-aggression pact is a political question, 

then we should like to know which of the questions with which the Committee has dealt 

or is dealing are vdthout-·-rmlitieal content? 
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(Mr. S imovic, C z.echo§l ovakia} 

Equally unfounded is the objection of the )!estern delegations that the question of 

a pact i's too specific. If we were to take this attitude, then we would not be able 

to discuss other measures either; including the question of setting up a direct line of 

communication betw.een Washington and Moscow. 

The objection that the pact is too spe.cific and regiono.l in character is also devoid 

of any foundation. Everyone knows that both groups include countries which are. not at all 

located in the same geographical ~rea. Furthermore, can anyone deny that the conclusion 

of a non-aggression pact between the NATO countries and the Warsaw Treaty countries, that 

is, between the countries possessing the most powerful military and economic potential, 

as well as the intensification of pea ceful competition between then as a result of such a 

pact, would exert a favourable influence on the consolidation of p eace throughout the 

world? 

Thus the conclusion of a pact is not only a Batter of concern to the peoples of 

Europe; it answers to the inter~.-sts of all peoples everywhere. Furthermore, this is 

also shown by the statements. of the representatives of a number of non-aligned countries 

which have supported the colildusion of a pact because they recognize its great · importance 

for maintaining peace throughout the world. I should like to recall, for example , the 

words of the representative of Nigeria, who stated on 15 February: 

"The relief of humanity would be imnense •• if a non-aggression pact were 
concluded between the two giant reilitary blocs - the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization and the Warsaw Pact ... " (ENDC/PV.98, p.30} 

I should also like to r ecal l that other countries have a.lso taken a similar positive 

attitude in regard to the conclusion of a non-aggression pa.ct. For example, · when the 

Preside-nt of Czechoslovakia, Mr. Novotny, visited the Republic of Indonesia and the 

Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam this year, the Governments of both these countries also. 

expressed themselves in fa.vour of the conclusion of a non-aggression pact. 

United States President Kennedy also had in nind the exceptional importance of 

conclud~ing a non-aggression pact between the NATO countries and the '~arsaw Treaty countries, 

when on 25 November 1961 he said that it would be useful if NATO and the Warsaw Treaty 

countries enter.ed into a commitment to live in peace with each other. .And finally 1 during 

the tense days of the crisis in the Caribbean area the President of the United States, i n 

his correspondence w~th the Chairman of the Council of Ministers ()f the USSR, again 

~ expressed his readiness to discuss the question of reducing international t ension· between 

1 
I 
i 
' ., 
i 
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. the NATO countries and the Warsaw Treaty countries, as well as any other useful proposals 

in this regard. Hoiv, then, are we to explain the attempts of certain Western delegations 

to minimise the importance of a non-aggression p a ct or even to oppose a businesslike 

discussion of it? 

Another argument used by certain delega tions against the discussion of a non­

aggression pact is the assertion that the pact would only be a r e iteration of certain 

existing obligations laid down in tho United Nations Charter. I will recall, for 

instance, the statement of the United Sta tes representative on 3 May. (E~~C/PV.l27, p.26). 

But that is not the crux of the r.w.tter. It is true that the contents of the pact 

do not go beyond the provisions of the Charter, a nd that its conclusion would not require 

of any of the parties anything more than they are committed to under the United Nations 

Charter and other norms of international law. But the conclusion of a pact would not at 

all be merely a reiteration of obligations already a ssumed by States as a result of their 

signing the Charter. It is rather a question of applying directly the basic principles 

of the Charter to a specific and concrete situa tion which has a risen in the world - to 

the mutual relations between the two main military and political groups of States, and of 

providing specific machinery for the solution of disputes which may arise between them 

and for consultation in the event of a s erious aggrava tion of the interna tional situa tion. 

The conclusion of such a pact - the contents of which would consist in a reciprocal 

assurance of the States belonging to the two groups that they harbour no a ggressive 

designs with regard to each other and tha t they a re ready to be guided in their mutual 

relations by the principles of peaceful co-oper a tion in the s olution of probl ems facing 

the international community -would have far-rea ching a nd positive moral and political 

consequences. The conclusion of such a pact would also be significant in the sense that 

thes e obligatl.ons would b e extended to those Warsaw Treaty and NATO countries which are 

still not members of the United Nations and which have , ther e f or e , not signed the 

United Nations Charter. 

As for the further argument, advanced mainly a t the beginning of our negotiations, 

that our Committee is not the proper forULl f or discussing a pact becaus e it does not 

'represent all the Sta.tes f orming part of the two groups, the essence of this matter wa s 

elucidated with great clarity by the repres enta tive of Romania on 29 1vlarch. (ENDC/PV .115, 

p. 8 et. seq.) The Czechoslovak delegation shar es his point of view, and would only like 

to add the following: if we wer e t o f ollow this principle c onsistently, we would not b e 

able to discuss the question of general and c ocpl et e disa r mament or other problems 

affecting a wider circle of States than those tha t ar e repres ented in this Committee. 
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It has also been asserted in this Comntittee that the time is not yet ripe for the 

conclusion of such a p~ct. In this connexion I should like to recall, for example, the 

statement made by the Canadian representative on 3 May (ENDC/PV .127, pp.l 7, 18) ~\.nd the 

statement made by the United Kingdom representative on 10 Ma~ (Et~C/PV.l30, p.l6) 

If this is not the appropriate time for concluding such a pact, then it isreally 

difficult to imagine that any such time is likely to arise in the future. Insten.d of 

waiting for an 11 c.ppropriate point" according to the views of the representatives of the 

United Kingdom and Canada, would it not be more sensible to set about the conclusion of 

such a pact without further delay? It is clear that such a step would substantially 

contribute to the lessening of the present tension and to the creation of confidence 

between States, and thereby facilitate agreement on general and complete disarmament. 

It seems to me that there is no need to go on to analyse certain other less important 

arguments advanced by the delegations of the Western Powers against the discussion of the 

pact. 

I should only like to note that the common feature of n.ll the arguments hitherto 

advC1nced in our negotin.tions by the Western delegn.tions with regard to a non-aggression 

pact is that they are artificially devised and devoid of any foundation. 

The question arises why is it that the Western Powers, in the light of all these 

circumstances, oppose the conclusion of the proposed pact? Undoubtedly, . it is not because 

our Committee, as they say, is not competent or not sufficiently representative, or 

because this is not the .appropriate time for the conclusion of such an agreement. The 

true explanation of their position is obviously that the conclusion of such a p~ct would, 

above all, not be in keeping with their present military and strategic concept and that 

it would put a brake on their efforts to accelern.te the armam.ep.ts race ·and shake the 

foundations of the n.ggressive and revenge-seeking policy of Western Germany, on which the 

Western Powers are pinning such hopes in their plans. These are obviously the true reasons 

for their negative attitude towards the idea of concluding a p~ct. 

In -conclusion, permit me to sunm1arize the points which show the positive significance 

of the proposed non-aggression pact between the NATO countries fl.lld the ifarsa.w Treaty countrie 

First, the conclusion of such a pact would contribute to · a general improvement of the 

international situation and to the creation of an atmosphere· of confidenee, whi-ch ail the 

peoples of the world are demanding. 
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Second, the conclusion of such n pact would contribute t o p r ev enting further 

deterioration in the relations betwe~:m the two groups aud t o n eutralizint; the peace­

jeopardizing tendencies arising fr o;.1 the present situa tion in the world and fr om the 

existing leve l of armaments :1nd militc:,ry technique, 

Third, it would create f avour ::tble conc',iticns :,;,nc~ ·:1 b a sis f or the soluti on of other 

important probleras of tlw ~; r esent i'~,t ern;_, -~ iun,::,l situat i on, i n particulctr for tl:e achievement 

of agreement on general and CO!-:Jp l e te <lisarmar.w!lt . 

Fourth, and not l eo.st , the c onclus i on o f such ::1 v a ct wcul r_~ c c ntribu-Ge to set-tlin(£ ::1nd 

normalizing the situation n ot only in Eur ~Ypc , but a lso ir. v tlw r _.J c-trts of tho world. 

The conclusion of ''· n on-a.ggr e ssion pact i s n o t only r e2"listic but oxtr or,1ely urgent, 

and can be implementecl_ without ·1ny (-:.el:~.y. It is n ot lin:kec~ to a ny quest i cil of a technical 

natur e and in no way affec -~s the so-called bal a nce of forces; a nd abov e a ll, it is not 

linked to questions of inspection o.nd control, on which the disarmament negot iati ons have 

been bogged down, 

Bearing in mincl the inportance of concluding a non-agression pact, the Czechoslovak 

Socialist Republic will c ontinue to strive unremittingly for its signature. In this 

connexion perr.1i t me to r ecall the words of Foreign Minister Vaclav David, who, in the 

aforementioned meeting of the National Assecbly la.st March, se,id: 

~~"Ne, as a li1enber State of the ~brsaw Tr ea.ty, located on the Western flank of 
the socialist c amp , are clearly a.ware of the great inportance of the conclusion of 
such a pact for ourselves, for reducing tension and improving the situation in 
Europe. For this reason the Governcent of Czechoslovakia supports the draft treaty 
and is prepared to become a party to it, o.nd to co:nply f a. i thfully with its provisions." 

On 10 May the United Kingdom deleg a te said: 

"~le a re willing to j o in in any agr eed neasures t o reduc e tension inmiediately. 11 

(ENDC/PV.l30 p.l3) 

There is now an excellent opportunity. In my opinion, it is high tioe that we passed from 

sterile formal debates to a serious .[l.nd businesslike conside r a tion of questions. In this 

instance it would mean beginning a practical consideration of a non-aggression pact between 

the NATO countries and the Vlarsaw Trea ty countries. In this connexion I will recall once 

again that the Czechoslovak delegation aw2.its with interest a reply to the questions which 

the representative of Romania put to the United Sta.tes deleea tion on 3 May, 

(ENDC/PV. 127 P• 12) ~~ u~ich ~ve so far reonine c: w.1n.nswor ecl . 
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Mr. BURNS (Canada): Following your good example,~~. Chairman, the Canadian 

delegation also would like to offer congratulations to the United States astronaut Cooper 

and to the United States on the successful conclusion of his twenty-two flights around 

the earth. I must say that, reflecting on the advances in technology, one has to regret 

that certain aspects of political science have not advanced so rapidly. As an example 

of th~t, 'Major Cooper circled the earth in eighty-eight minutes, but in nore than eight 

weeks this Committee has not progressed from items 5(b) and 5(c) (ENDC/l/Add.3) to the 

next iten on our agenda. However, we are still hopeful that we ~ay be able to do 

something to speed up our proceedings and reach the results which are so necessary 1n our 

sphere of work, results which might emulate those of the technology of the great countries 

which a re exploring space. 

Before beginning my main statement this morning I should like to say ~lso that the 

Canadian delegation is happy that we have been joined by fiil'. Simovic as leader of the 

delegation of Czechoslov~kia. We listened with attention to his statement (supra, 

pp. 5 et seq.) this morning, and welcome the assurance with which he began of continued 

effort by his Gover~ent ~nd delegation to try to reach agreement on disarmament and 

collateral measures. I am of course sorry to say that we do not find ourselves in 

agreement with the rest of his speech for reasons which will become apparent during my 

statement. 

On 10 May (ENDC/PV.l30) the representatives of the countries members of the W<.rsr:-.,w 

Pact made a number of comments on the statement I had made about collateral measures on 

3 May. (ENDC/PV.l27, pp. 16, 17) The representative of Czechoslovakia has also referred 

(supra, p •. 7 ) to one point in that statement today. The Canadian delegation would therefor ., 

like to take this opportunity of replying briefly to some of the criticisms. 

I turn first of all to the Soviet Union 1 s proposed declaration on the use of foreign 

territories for the stationing of stra~egical means of delivery of nuclear weapons. (ENDC/75 ) 

The main criticisms I advanced against that draft declaration were that it contained 

obligations of an entirely unilateral character and that it would create imbalance because 

it lacked real elements of reciprocity and was devoid of genuine mutuality. I have read 

carefully the verbatim record (ENOC/PV.l30) of the meeting of 10 May but have found no 

answer to that criticism. In fact, no attempt wn.s made by representatives of the conmunis -t. 

members to disprove that the declaration was of a unilateral character. No doubt that was 

because it cannot be effectively denied. 
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The socialist reiJresontc"ttives tried to rebut Vlcstern criticisms by a totally differ ent 

line of argument, but they sucoeded only in c onfiraing the vulldity o f our objections. 

Instead of either ac1ni ttin.:; or trying i ,o clisiJrovo that the d0cl a ration vms inconsistent 

with the n.greed :Principl e thn.t clisarm2.nent moasures :::ust be ·balanced, the representative s 

of Bul garia (ibid. p. 28 et seq_.) :m el the Soviet Union (ibic1. :tJ · 35 e t s e q.) voiceJ. t;rc.ve 

objections to the concept of military balance. Sometimes they SIJCke of the balanc~: .:J f 

armed forces, c:,t other times o f the b:1l2.nc e :Jf power, and ·tho r epr esentative of Pola n i 

(ENDC/PV.l29, p.20 et seq.) referred sevvr a l time s to the b::.lance of s e curity. 'l'he 

essence of that line of argument s ecr~s t o be tl:at it G.oc: s n ot i:1c.tt er if a p r op osal L ;,;,c".. s 

to imba l anc e in the nili tary dis;,:>osi t ion of NJ>..TO o,ncl tho Wr,rsaw P::tct countri e s beco..use t :10 

c onc ept o f the balance of forces is a b:1.cl on e :1n d r.mst bo r e j c cteC. . 

On 10 May k r. Tsarn.pkin discussed the r::o.. ttcr in c'..etail, ~'-nd he said: 

" ••• the forr.ml ct "ba l a nc e c f f orces " a s it has b e en expounded here by the 
represent:1tives of the Viest ern Powers, has n othing to clo with di s 2..r mar.1ent or with 
measur es for stre ngthening the s e curity of St~te s. It is cl early a militarist~c 
formula, h:1ving in all its var ious versions one ;;.nd the same me n.nin&: to justify 
the rete ntion of huce milita ry forces, t o justify the n.r;:1~1::nents rn.c e n.nd t o prevent 
disarmament." (EJ:.JDC/PV.l30, p.35) 

A littl e l a t e r the Sovi.:;t r epresenta tive n,lle..:;ed that: 

"··· the c oncept of military b a l anc e is the encoy of d isarmanent. This 
conc ept is the f n.v ouri tc cl: ilC. of the nercha nts of death, the armaments manufacturers. 
This conc ept rJust be r e jected n. s incompatible with disarDament and c ontrary t o the 
task of l essening internn.tional t ension a ncl eliminating tho threat o f a nucl ear 
missil e wa r." (ibid. p.38). 

No doub t Mr . Tsurapkin put forwc.r d those ::-xgull!ents b e cause , us I have said, . the draft 

declarcttion would creat e i n balance if it were imp l emented . But I should like t o ask 

Mr. Tsarapkin wha t is the opposite to the bal e nce of forc e s t o which h e saiC. h e was opiJos od. 

The answer, of c ours e , is obvious: it is the i mb a lanc e of forces. 

what i npl ementation of the Soviet dr a ft decla ration would creat e . 

And that is prec is ely 

In criticizing the c onc ept of the balanc e o f f orc es Mr. Tsa rapkin gave c ertain 

historica l e XamiJl es (ibid . p p . 35, 36) r elating to the b a lanc e of powe r - -which is a 

quit e different conc•~pt -- a nd his e xru:-.pl e s we r e designed t o show that trying t o mainta in 

a balance of IJowe r l eads t o war. I h~ve always unde rstood tha t the b a lanc e of powe r 

r e f err ed to historica l chains of events tha t have occurred when on e European Pow e r bec ame 

much stronge r militarily tha n the others and sh owed expansionist t enJ.encies , whe r eupon the 

l P!" ~ c-r Pmvurs r omh:inecl t ogether to r esist it. But which shoul d bear the onus of wa r in 

tho se circumstances if wa.r breaks out? Should it be the powerful expansionist Sta t e s, or, 

as Mr . TsarapkinJ s a r t,1tlli.Hmt s eems t o sugge st, thos e l e ss powerful States which have 

combined t ogether t o defend. thems elves? 
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(MT. Burns, Canada) 

While the question of the balance of power is not strictly relevant to our pres ent 

discussions, and while its introduction by the socialist delegations merely confuses the 

issue, the principle of the balance of forces, or military balance, certainly does h~ve 

implications for our work. The representative of the Soviet Union himself admitted this 

in his second statement at the end cf the same neeting when he said: 

"···when we use the term 'military balance' we are referring to the conGrete 
situation in the arned world as it is today." (ibid. p. 49) 

Later he added: 

"No one is prohibited fron using the term "military balance". But what is 
it used for? ?1'hen we us e the term "military balance" it is to describe the present 
concrete situation of an armed world." (ibid. p. 50) 

The Canadian delegation is entirely in agreement with the way in which Mr. Tsarapkin 

· ' definea those terms; we would describe them in the same way. And that is why we se,y 

that taking as a starting point the concrete s~tuation in the world a s it is today 

that is to say the present military balance implementa tion of the Soviet draft 

declaration would alter it in such a way :1s to give a r.lilitary advantage to one ·side; and 

for that reason the proposal is, as I have said, inconsistent with paragraph 5 of the joint 

statement of a.greed principles (ENIJC/5). 

If Mr. Tsarapkin doe s not dispute tha t disa rrJament measures must b e ba sed on the 

concrete situation in the world as it is today, and if he a ccepts tha t the principle of 

balance as enunciated in the joint statement of agreed principles must be r e spected in 

collateral measures a s well a s in general and con~lete disarmament, then why does he obj ect 

so strongly to tl1e use of the phra s e "balance of f orces" or "military balance" by the 

West ern r epresentatives? 

I believe that he provided an answer t o tha t question on 10 May. He sa.id (EliDC/PV • 130, 

p. 49) that when the West spoke of the concept of o ilitary equilibrium or balance, it meant 

something different from what the conmunist representatives meant when they used the phra s e; 

when the Western States referred t o military balance they wer e aiming at a further increas e 

of their military potential rather than at disarmal!lent; they were trying to justify the 

continuation ·or· the armaments race. The conclusion which is suggested by Mr. Ts.arapkin 

is that when the Sovi et Union uses the phrase "military balance" the c oncept r e f erred t c 

is a good one, but that when the 1'{est uses the phr a s e it is a bad one. Ther ef or e , it is 

apparent that wha t the s ocialist representatives object t o is not th€ conc ept · itself but 

wha t they choose t o r egard a s Western intentions. 
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( Lr. Burns , C c,rmd.-."1 ) 

Thus we find cu:rselves onc e more f::1ced with Soviet allego,tions about our allegeG. 

aggressive polici e s ::-nd t~w ln,ck :.:f s inc8rity in our st:..:.::J.d on r;one r c.l emu c omplet e 

disarr.Jament. Those n.lleg::.tions h av e b een deni ed so many time s tho.t it is almost too 

much to expect thc:.t if they t;,re cl eniocl onc e ac; c~in the soci:::,list r epr e s entative s will c ea s e 

making them. Howev er, I vould h ope that they will study cc,n:; fully the r emarks of i'tir. Lal 

the r epresenta tive of Indi c:. , on 8 i1hy, when h e s:-,i d : 

" ••• we do not rega.rd -- [',nd we would ' w:-ge' request G-nd appeal to the other 
memb ers o f this Cor!',rai tt ee n e t to r eg·ard -- the difference o f <tppr oach a s synonymous 
with insinc erity c onc e rning th e extreraely important t,lsk ·,vhich has b een entrusted 
t o this Cor,-:i·":Jittee. ~·ie feel th~~t th,i-t wot:. l d be Inost unf~::-tunat e , ::ond that it would 
mean that we would miss the oppcrtunities o f dis c:1rmaoent simply because we we r e 
misunderstcmdint; each ether's position . Tlvtt would be a trc,gedy which we must avoid 
at all costs. 11 ( ENDC /PV .12 9, p • 16 ) 

I should like to associa te the Ca nadian delegc:,ti l)n with the ra!nar~'-8 of the rep:rosantative 

of India. I woul d appe~l to the r epresenta tive s of the socialist countries to try to 

understand the position of the '.'I e stern Powers and t o a ccept their since rity. It is clear 

that a rapprochement between East ::tn d ~'le st c an only be E:.chi eved on the basis o f mutual 

understanding, and it is in this light that 1 :', s k Mr. Tsa rapkin anc: his ~astern coll eagues 

t o appreciate thn.t vrhen we ':'it?stern repr e s entatives refer t o the balanc e of forc e s, or 

military b a lance, we C'co so n o t t o disguise bad int enti ons but to d e scribe the starting 

point for establishing r eductions in the pres ent military situ~tion. That is the e ssence 

of the United Stg.tes d isa roa.oent :,;Jlan (ENDC/30 :o.nd Add 1, 2), to vrhich we subscrib e . 

We sta rt froo wh ere we a r e a.nc'l , :p r ogr es sively ancl in balanced fashion, c onsistent 

with paragraph 5 o f the j oint sta ter.;ent of a gr eed principles, (ENDC/5) reduce a.rraaments 

and the P.J.ili tary dispositions o f Sk,tes until general ~md corripl e te clisarma ment is 

achieved. Therefore, when the We st obj e cts to the Soviet <lraft declaration (ENDC/75) 

we 'do n ot, of Cuurs e , do SO in order t o justify the arr.1s r a ce. Vf e object b ecause the 

proposal takes the present b a.lance r.md would alter it in such a way as to give one side a 

military advantage and d iminish the security of the other. 

I should like n ow to r efer t o s ooe of the com.'7lents of the repre s entatives o f socialist 

countries about my r emarks on the Soviet Union's proposal for a non-aggression pact 

(El\JDC/77). On 3 May I said: 

" ••• a non-aggression pact a t some point may pos~ibly be appropriate_in the context 
of an EP.st-West understanding on those broad.e r L European political_/ questions". 
(ENDC/PV.l27, p.l8) 

I emphasized, however, tha t the Eighteen-Nation Comn1ittee was not an appropriate forum for 

discussing the Soviet proposal precisely because tha t prop osal was closely tied to far­

reaching political p r oblems different in character from those ·we are discussing here. 
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(Mr. Burns, Canada) 

The first response of representatives of socialist countries was to say that that 

represented a new element in the Western position and that we had passed from "embarrassed 

silence" to "wholesale rejection", as Mr. Kurka of Czechoslovakia put it (ENDC/PV.l30 p.l8) 

But ~hat is clearly not the case. Since the very beginning of the present round of 

negotiations the Western representatives have maintained tha t this Conference was not an 

appropriat~ forum for considering a non-aggression pact. 

The representatives of four of the socialist States nade further specifi~ comments 

at the meeting on 10 May about my rena.rks on a non-aggression pact. I refer to the 

comments of the representatives of Romania, Czechoslovakia, Poland and the Soviet Union 

(ibid . pp. 10, 20, 48, 39). All of those sta tements made two basic points: first, 

they showed the close connexion between a non-aggression pact and European security 

questions; secondly, all the representatives of socialist countries claimed tha t bccaune 

the Western delegations did not want to discuss a non-aggression pact in this Conference, 

on the ground that this wa s not ~ suitable forum for doing so, they were therefor e 

contemplating aggression. That argument would seem to rest on the same logical ground s 

a s if someone who said tha t hedid not want to wash his feet in the kitchen sink was 

thereupon accused of being in favour of dirty feet. 

To cite two examples, Mr. Tsarapkin call ed me "the mouthpiece of the German 

revanchists" .£.i.~_id., p . 39), and Mr. Kurka claimed that the West wished to preserve 

complete freedom of action with regard to its alleged aggressive plans and that this w::ts 

"the alpha and omega of the explanation of their negative attitude". qhid., p. 46). 

I thillk' it is important, first of all, to emphasize tha t all of those statements 

confirn wha t I said on 3 May (ENDC/PV.l27 p. 19) -- tha t the question of a non-aggr ession 

pact is directly r el ated to f ar-reaching and highly important questions involving Europ ean 

security and a final peace settlement. As the representative of the United States pointed 

out at the same meeting (ibid, p. 26) the Eighteen-Nation Disa rmament Committee wa s not 
' ~--- . 

set up a s a general political c or.fer ence . We ar e suppos ed to be devoting our attention 

to disarmament, and the West ha s a.t no time sa i d that a non-aggr ession p act should not be 

discussed elsewhere. The Canadian delegation has clearly stated {ibid., i). 18) tha t the 

consideration of such a pact might be appropriate in the context of East-West negotiations 

on European political problems. Wh at we do not propose t o do is t o address ourselve s t o 

th8 substance of the Soviet prop osal, and tha t is b ecause we a r e convinced tha t thi s 

Con f er ence is not an appropria t e f or um 

the socialist countries themselves. 

for the reas ons given by the r epr es enta tive s of 
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That leads me to my second. com.men·t on those remarks. 

(JV;r. Burns, Canada) 

I find it regrettable that our 

statements about the inappropri(lte :..J.es s of this f orum for considering a non-aggression pact 

should be interpreted as a sign of hostile or aggressive intentions on the part of the 

West. At our meeting on 15 }lay (ENDC/PV.l32, p.~O) I welcomed Mr. Tsar apkin1s endorsemrot 

on 10 May (ENDC/PV.l30, p.40) of iv{r. Stelle's stn,-';, ement on 3 11ay that: 

"Our responsibilities req_uire thQ,-b ••. W 3 underst::md each other 1 s concerns and try 
to meet those concerns in a mcmner consistent 'Fi th the col"JJllon security. 11 

(ENDC/PV.l27, p. 29) 

I should like to appeal once more to the representa tive of the Soviet Union and his 

colleagues to adopt that :t tt.itude of mind when they examine our comments about their 

proposed collateral mea sures. I urge them to cea se uitering unfound ed charges of 

aggressive intent and to a ccept t he sincerity of the i'lestern c ountries in striving for 

general and complete disarmament a nd measures to f a cilitate its achievement. For the 

same reason I should like <1lso to express the hope thn.t the socialist representatives will 

refrain from attacking the F.edera l Republic of Germany -- an atta ck which we have hen,rd 

repeated again this morning (suprn.. p.ll) --because ·:restern representatives have replied 

to those accusations on a number of occasions. Unfortuna tely, however, the accusations 

show no sign of being dropped. I regret that the representa tive of the Soviet Union <1nd 

his colleagues have introduced unnecessa ry polemics into our debates by these unjustified 

attacks against a member of the ~/estern alliance which is not participating in this 

Conference. I should like to repeat what other representatives have already pointed out: 

that the Feder~l Republic of Germany ha s undertaken not to manufacture nuclear, chemical or 

biologica l weapons. I should like o.lso to emphasize that a t the London Conference in 1954 

the German Government made a declaration by which it undertook never to have recourse to 

force to achieve the reunification of Germany or the modificn.tion of the present boundaries 

of the Federal Republic of Germany. I hope tha t the Soviet Union and its allies will in 

the future refrain from making accusations aga inst the Federai Republic of Germany. I 

hope that it will be possible for n.ll .of us to understand the viewpoint and concern of the 

others and to work together to achieve our common ends in a constructive a nd harmonious 

manner. 
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Mr. MACOVESCU (Romania): First of all I wish to associate ~self with the 

congrattuations expressed by you, Mr. Chairman, to the United States delegation on the 

success achieved by the cosmonaut, Gordon Cooper. The successes achieved by the 

Soviet and United States cosmonauts, who have overcome obstacles much greater than those 

confronting us here, ought to be a stimulus and an example to the work of this Conference. 

I wish to express ~ conviction that the time will come when we too will launch our 

cosmonauts and our sputniks -- a nuclear test ban treaty and a treaty on general and 

complete disarmament. 

The famous Russian writer Chekhov -- the unsurpassed master of the short genre --

once said that it was ve~ hard to write briefly. I experienced the same feeling while 

preparing ~ statement for today, which will be ve~ brief and which I mean to be a 

working intervention in our meeting devoted to collater~l measures. 

Our colleagues will surely re~all that at our meeting of 3 May I addressed to the 

United States representative three questions (ENDC/PV.l271 p.l2) in connexi~n with the 

conclusion of a NATO-Warsaw Treaty non-aggression pact. I asked those questions out of 

a desire to make certain aspects of the problem clear and so contribute to the progre:ss 

of our negotiations. Then I went Otl to say: 

"Our questions are plain, clear and to the point. We shall be glad if the 
answers of the United States representative, which we hope to get without delay, 
are as plain, clear and to the po:j.nt". (ibid P• 12) 

With regard to ~ questions, Mr. Stelle stated at the same meeting: 

11This morning the Ro!IV3.nian representative posed certain quest.ions in that connexion"­

that is, in connexion precisely with a NATO-Warsaw Trea~ non-aggression pact 

"to which II\Y delegation will reply later as appropriate. 11 (ibid. p.26) 

We have been expecting the answers of the United States delegation for two weeks already1 

but they have not come4 An old French adage says: "Promettre c 1est noble It ... I 

sho•lld aad.: 11Mai.s tenir, c'est encore plus noble ••• n. 

The problem of working out an international document which would solemnly stAte the 

will of the NATO States and ihe \Ta·rsaw Pact States not to start war against each other· 

is of such tremendous interest for the international political climate and particularly 

for our work here that to leave unanswered, for instance, the question 

tiUnder what conditions does the United States delegation foresee the possibility 
· of the conclusion of a non-aggression pact between the NATO States and Warsaw 
Treaty States'/ 11 (ibid. n• 12) · 

is tantamount to ignoring the problem as well as the interest of the improvement of the 

international climate and the progress of our negotiations. 
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(i.vtr. i1.acovescu, Romania) 

The Conference of the Eighteen Nations does not wish to embark upon that road. For 

that reason I shall take the liberty of again asking the reJ?resentative of the United 

States, Mr. Stelle: 

1. Is the United States delegation in agreement with the s·~atement made by 

President Kennedy on 25 November 1961 with regard to the usefulness of a non­

aggression pact between the NATO States and the Warsaw Treaty States? 

2. Which of the provisions contained in the draft pact (ENDC/77) submitted by 

the Soviet Union do not suit the Western delegations in general, and the 

United States delega.tion in particular? 

3. Under what conditions does the United States delegation foresee the possibility 

of the conclusion of a non-aggression pact between the NATO States and the Warsaw 

Treaty States? (ENDC/PV.l27, p.l2). 

And, as an undischarged debt increases with the addition of interest, may I ask one 

more question: 

Is the United States delegation in agreement with the statement cf Mr, lh.ul-Henri Spae.:;: 

the former Secretary-General of NATO and now Foreign Minister of Belgium -- that is, of 

a State which is a member of NATO -- when he declares that the idea of a NATO-Warsaw 

Treaty non-aggression pact must be accepted? 

As to the reply given to us~day by the representative of Canada, I~. Burns, my 

delegation will give it careful study atid'I will answer him at an appropriate time. 

Mr. CAVELLETTI (Italy) ( t~ansla"~ior:__,~!_o_~ ;F-~~en_ch): . Iv!y desire in taking the 

floor this rporning is not to deal with any particular collateral measures or to reply to 

any specific statement. I would venture rather to look at our debates from a general 

angle and to try, if possible, to clear our discussion of the negative elements which havt=~ 

so far ha~ered and confused our consideration of basic issues. 

A careful study of the contributions by the Soviet delegation and some Eastern 

delegations to our discussion on collateral measures shows these contributions to have 

so far had little .to do with disarmament measures. 

The statements of the Soviet delegation and.certain Eastern delegations have been 

mainly concerned with other problems, problems of general policy, and have in fact been 

almost entirely devoted to attacks on the alleged warlike intentions of the Western countries. 

The same drawback is to be noticed when we discuss any other item on our agenda; but 

hitherto collateral measures have been the favourite lists for this type of oratorical 

jousting. 
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(Mr. Cavalletti, Italy) 

To explain and justify this attitude, the Soviet delegation has frequently pointed 

out that our Committee is not working in a vacuum, and that -the general political 

situation between the East and West cannot be ignored. I should not like this sort of 

argument to keep serving as a pretext for barren polemics and for subsequent delay in our 

work. 

Our negotiations are certainly one element in East-West relations, which unfortunateq 

are still characterized by mutual lack of confidence and by the existence of several 

political problems which have not yet been solved. 

But allow me to point out that this is no new situation. In 1959, when 

Chairman Khrushchev proposed general and complete disarmament in the United Nations 

General Assembly, East-West relations were also characterized by the same elements as 

today, namely, _by unresolved problems and mutual distrust. 

r,nat, did not then prevent the Soviet Union from proposing a treaty on general and 

complete disarmament, neither did it prevent us from declaring our unanimous agreement 

on the need to achieve such disarmament and to undertake negotiations to that end. 

I believe that our premise then was that the arms race was in itself a special 

element of tension in the world and that, if it could be halted and its direction reversed 

by disarmament agreements, it would be possible to reverse events; to restore general 

confidence and to improve prospects for the solution of other problems. 

That was, and still is today, the Italian _delegationts conviction. But T begin to 

fear that the Soviet Government has changed ita mind when I seeits delegation here 

concerned almost entirely with political questions which are outside the Committee's 

competence, .and refusing to advance the negotiations on disarmament. 

At previous meetings in this Conference, the Soviet delegation seemed to haveremnined 

loyal to the point of view which inspired our negotiations. In that connexion, I should 

like to quote a statement made to the Conference on 17 April 1962 by Mr. Zorin, represen-

tative of the Soviet Union. Referring to political problems other than disarmament, he 

asserted that tfue impression should not be given that 

"general and complete disarmament can be carried into effect only when all outstanding 
controversial issues have been settled, To qualify disarmament by imposing such 
conditions would quite obviously place obstacles in the path of the actual practical 
settlement of the disarmament problem, since there are always some outstanding 
controversial issues in the world. The whole problem is to createconditions for the 
peaceful settlement of these issues. If we await the settlement of all controveraiAl 
issues before solving the problem of general and complete disarmament, we may create 
a situation in which a solution of the disarmament problem will meet with unnecessary 
and artificial obstacles. 

"For these reasons, we consider it undesirable to make the establishment of a 
"peaceful world" a prerequisite for the solution of the problems of general and 
comnl f!tP. nisl'l.rmA.mP.nt_" (ENDCIPV _ ?? n_ 11) 
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(Mr. Cavalletti, Italy) 

I should now like to ask the Soviet delegation very frankly if the idea then expres.ze<l. 

by Mr. Zorin represents the Soviet ~elegation' s present point of view, I should alB o like 

to ask whether it still considers the arms race as in itself a dangerous factor in bui ldiq;_ 

up tension, one that must be eliminated independently of the other political problems 

existing in the world, or whether on the contrary it subordinates any agreement on 

disarmament subject to the prior solution of these other problems and to the prior 

cessation of the arms race. If the Soviet delegation has chosen the latter alternative, 

its activities here in confusing and delaying our work by polemical discussions and idle 

arguments would be partly explained. But if it were so, our negotiations would 

unfortunately become practically impossible. 

I want to be quite clear on this subject, Ke hope that all the problems that now 

oppress the international atmosphere will rapidly find fair and equitable solutions. But 

here in this Committee we hav~ a clearly-defined mandate to discharge, irrespective of the 

settlement of these othe~ questions. That mandate was given us by the United Nations, 

and we must carry it through to success, being convinced that in working .for disarmament 

we are also working, as IV.ir. Khruschev said in on~ of his speeces, to "l'urify the 

international political atmo~phere." 

It is also our keenest desire to see an immediate end -- subject, of course, to con~l 

control to the arms race; hut we know, alas, that this cannot be contemplated as a 

preliminary to our negotiations. For only through concrete agreements -- agreements wl:i.ch 

we must reach.here --can this disastrous race be stopped and the arms spiral reversed, 

We knew at the o11:tset that the mere fact of holding a conference to frame .a treaty on 

general and complete disarmament wou,ld not stop the arms race, and that, unfortunately, 

th,e race would continue on both sides during our negotiations until such time as we had 

contrived to reach our first agreements here. In that connexion, it should be noted that 

at Geneva in 1960 the Western countries were already submitting constr,..ctive proposals., 

the acceptance of which would have checked the arms race, and put us by now far pn the way 

to general and complete dis~rmament. But the Soviet representative on the Ten-Nation 

Committee blbcked every agreement, even then, by resorting to raising~the-bid tacti<:s 

and re'Jecting every reasoJ;J.able and realistic proposal, demanding everything all at once. 

Now the Soviet delegation seems bent on depicting the continuation o·f the arms race, not 

.oriiy as a political consequence for.which the West is supposedly responsible, but also as 

a unilateral action by the Western Powers, The Soviet delegation stresses, for instance, 

the special responsibility of the West in modernizing armaments and especially improving 

our defences through missile-equipped submarines. 
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(Mr. Cavalletti, Italy) 

The Soviet delegation depicts the present situation as if there were in the one camp 

the bad men, the imperialists feverishly and secretly preparing for a war of aggression, 

and in the other the good and peaceful men. 

We do not know a great deal about Soviet military preparations, but from time to time 

some news from Soviet sources gives us glimpses of the scope and pres ent development of 

the Soviet war machine. We have, for instance, learned from newspaper articles and from 

statements by certain Soviet military leaders that nuclear submarines capable of launching 

atomic missiles aQYwhere in the world have become -- and I quote the words a Admiral 

Sergei Gorshkov the "spinal column of the Soviet fleet". Again, Radio Moscow lately 

gave us some facts about a still more insidious weapon than submarine-launched missiles. 

On 8 May Radio iAoscow broadcast a talk by Colonel Alexis Lentiev, who stated that the 

Soviet Union not only had nuclear submarines equipped with nuclear warheads and surface 

crafts equipped with missiles, but was also in a position to launch missiles from its 

artificial satellites in orbit round the earth. "By a simple order from the earth", 

said Colon.el Lentiev, "we could launch missiles from artificial satellites. We could 

do so at any time independently of the position of the artificial satellites." 

Colonel Lentiev's assertion confirms the earlier statement by MarshallS. Biryuzov 

on 21 February last, also on Radio Moscow, that "it is now possible to launch missiles 

from an artificial satellite by an order from the earth at any time and from any point on 

the trajectory of the satellite". 

If these statements -- which were transmitted by the Associated Press -- are true, 

we already have hanging over our heads appalling instruments of war which could at any 

time visit tremendous catastrophes on any country. 

dreadful threat than submarine missile~ 

This is a f ar more serious and 

In addition to these statements, which give a partial glimpse of certain military 

technical developments in the Soviet Union, we have had many statements from Soviet leaders 

to the effect that the military forces of the Warsaw Treaty bloc are overwhelmingly 

superior to the defence mechanism of NATO. I shall not quote ; these statements are 

frequent in speeches by the Soviet leaders, and they have already been often quoted here. 

We wonder why the Western countries should not believe such statements and why they 

should not as far as possible take corresponding measures to safeguard their security, 

while pursuing their efforts to halt the arms race. 
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My delegation once more declares, · in the most categorical · and solemn terms, that 

'~e vrant to eliminate entirely this terrible and growing danger. We want to destroy 

all these instruments of death. We want to do so by st::-aightforward agreements 

accompanied by safeguards, framed in realism and courage, but at the same time, without 

blindly abandoning the security which is essential to the peaceful development of ov~ 

peoples. That is the task assigned t o our Committee, and we mu~t apply ourselves -'lio it 

believing in the good faith of all the participants lll our negotiations and without, having 

our attention distracted by extraneous question:;:. 

In its statement today, the Italian delegation levels no charges against anyon·e 

but merely .stresses the fact that there is a dangerous militar~r-build-up on both sid0s~ 

This fact is not unilateral. The build-up is not the monopoly of either party. Both 

sides are bowing to a disastrous but inevitable exigency. We trust the sense of 

responsibility of our countries' leaders t o ensure that these terrible instruments c,p d e-::,-~ ~: 

will. never be · used; but we must hasten to destroy them. Time is running out, · and we 

have :already wasted a good deal on the barren polemics : to which I have referred. 

In 196'0, the Western countries proposed that the putting in orbit of artificial 

satellites equipped with atomic bombs b e prohibited, and at the same . tiinem:-::e=-t ly r :;;:~·· • ::. ~ .ed 

to the. Soviet Government to agree to that prohibition before t;w point of no return wan 

reached. That initial measure of disarmament proposed by the West was rejected by the 

Soviet Union in the Ten-Nation Committee, and now we have unfo-:e·~unately to face the f::~.c-~ 

that. the point of no return seems nearer and agreement more difficult. That i;;; a st ::-~:..: ~ i !'l g 

example of wasted time, which is certainly no resJ_)onsibility of the West. 

If the Western proposals had been accepted, outer space , vrhere science is makirt;1 

marvellous conquests -- on one of which achieved only yest~rday, I, too, should like to 

congratulate the United States delegation -- vrould have become not a new source of deadly 

anxiety for mankind, but a field of fruitful and trusting collaooration for manl s genius. 

Time is running short. Let v.s set to work in full awareness of the dangers inheTent 

in delny. 

Allow me, Mr. Chairman, to urge you most earnestly and cordially, in your capacity as 

repres€ntative of the Soviet Union, to join with us in a thorough nnd serious study of the 

:Prol?lems with which the United Nations has instructed us to de::1l. - ']'he dclegA.tions here 

present -- and, outside this room, world public opinion -- are sagacious enough to 

distinguish between paltry proJ_)aganda, which may aggravate dissension among the p eoples, 

and ~incere efforts to promote better r elations and concord. Thene efforts are, and ''rill 

continue to be, the single focus of all my delegation's activiti0s. They are the a.im of 

all the Western delegations, which hope that the delegations of the East will finally make 
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Mr. BLUSZTAJN (Poland) (translation f:r;_9.!!!_ French): Before begiilii.ing Il\Y statement 

I shoul~ like to add Il\Y congratulations to those off~red by other representatives to .the 

United States delegation on the magnificent perform~nce of Major Gordon Cooper. 

I listened to the Italian representative 1 s statcmcmt with interest mingled with some 

surprise. I wondered what our Italian coDeague was driving at. At the end of his 

statement he at length put his cards on the table when he said: "You representatives of 

the Eastern countries are indulging in pal try propaganda; your speeche.s are shot through 

with barren polemics, while we representatives of the Western countries abide by the 

decision of the United Nations General Assembly, which has entrusted us with an important 

task that we wish to accomplish as soon as possible." 

The representative of Italy said that he does not believe that there ~re good and b~ 

men in this Committee. But, listening to him, I thought that he rather deviated -from his 

asseveration. He does in fact believe that there are good and bad men in the Committee, 

although he did not say so. He will allow me to disagree with his assessment. I do 

believe that the Polish delegation has nothing to reproach itself with; our statements 

hez:e are . not m_ade for the sake of empty polemics; and w.e do not indulge in pal try . 

propaganda. We endeavour to convince our West.ern colleagues of the soundness of our 

position. When we submit a proposal, we usually do so without laying down :prior omlil.i.tUD: 

On the contrary, it is the Western delegations that lay down such conditions. One example 

will suffice. We propose the conclusion of a non-aggression pact between the States 

parties to the North Atlantic Treaty and the States parties to the Warsaw Treaty, with no 

prior conditions. The Western delegations tell us that they cannot sign such c. pact uul~•~ 

we accept certain prior conditions of a political nature. We submitted our disarmament 

plan with no ulterior motives. Our draft declaration on the ranunciation of the use of 

foreign territories for stationing strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons was 

proposed with no .conditions attached. It seems to me that it is the Western delegations 

that have introduced here the idea of conditions. 

Our Italian colleague complains that we want to stop the arms race although we know 

that is impossible. I suppose it is because they think it is impossible to halt the arms 

race that the Western delegations have made no proposal to that effect in their draft on 

collateral measures. Indeed, all that remains of the Western proposals is their own 

plan for general and complete disarmament, which was submitted to us on a "take it or 

leave it" basis. 
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The Italian representative complains that we are near the point of no return in the 

utilization of outer space for milita~ purposes, We quite agree with him .that something 
. . ' 

must be done to stop this arms race
7 

which may well spread to outer space. We also agree 

with him that something must be done to prevent outer space becoming a race-course f or an 

arms race. But he is probably aware of the recent discussions in the Legal Sub-Committee 

of the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, which has just met in New York. 

He knows very well that we ~roposed a draft declaration on the peaceful uses of 

outer space, and that the Western delegations opposed an agreement which would prohibit 

the use of satellites for es~ionage purposes. 

To conclude my comments, I think that our Italian colleague's statement lu:.::: ir:troduced 

a polemical note which should have no place in our discussions. The Polish delegation 

will confine itself to a careful study of the proposal put before us. 

During our discussion on the draft declaration concerning renunciation of use of 

foreign territories for stationing strategic means of delivery of nuclearwo..e.-pon.s ::mbmit-ted 

by the d~legation of the Soviet Union (ENDC/75) the Western delegations endeavoured to cast 

doubts on the soundness of the draft declaration by advancing a variety of arguments. 

The Polish delegation has already had occasion to submit these arguments to a critical 

Today I should like to deal with one argument that keeps cropping up in the 

statements of our Western colleagues, namely, that the implementation of the Soviet draft 

declaration would involve the United States and their allies in unilateral commitments not 

offset by any compensation from the Soviet Union. 

This argument merits close study; for it merely reflects the Western ~owers 1 picture 

of the function and nature of an agreement on disarmament, and of how pledges under such 

an agreement should be kept. 

As the idea of collective security has spread, we have observed the developme~t in 

relations between States of a new type of international agreement under which t!:.o indivit.ln.l 

interests of specific States are subordinated to the general aim of maintaining wq:·ld :per..ce, 

These agreements impose on States commitments which are offset by their right to enjoy the 

benefits of the security system so created. The United Nations Charter is an example of 

an international agreement based on such principles. Our efforts to achieve disarmament 

should 0bviously be based on the same principles. True, it may be asserted that the 

individual interests of States demand the pr~servation of freedom of action in the field 

of armaments; on the other hand, the collective interest of the international community 

and the maintenance of peace in the world demand that this freedom of action be limited 

and subordinated to the n eed to ensure collective security in the general interest. 
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· .. This is the angle from which we should consider the question of reciprocity and 

equality of commitments. Reciprocity cons·ists above all in the fact that all States 

parties to a treaty accept identical obligations and enjoy equal rights and there is 

no derogation from this principle if for various r easons the fulfilment of pledges given 

involves some countries in greater sacrifice than others. 

:Many examples can be quoted of comrni tments under which certain States have uniJ.itera.IJ.y 

renounced certain acquired rights. Yet the agreements concerned have neverbeen cons~xed . 

as violating the principle of the equality of the parties. 

Take , for exampl e , the agr eement concluded in 1817 betwe en Great Britain and the 

United States on the demilitarization of the Great Lakes r egion. · As you know, the 

conclusion of that agreement was proposed by the United States. For the United States 

Secret ary of Sta.t e , .Mr. Adams, the measure was n ecessary be cause in its absence the two 

r.n1mt.J: i es would be drawn into an arms race . In a l etter t o the President of the 

United Sta t es, Mr. Monroe , he wrot e as follows: 

(continued in English) 

"But the most important circumstance was the increase of the British armaments upon 
the Canadian lakes since the p eace . Such armaments on one side r ender ed similar 
and counter armaments on the other indispensable . Both Governments would both be 
subj ected t o h eavy, and in time of peace , use l ess expenses, and ev ery additiona l 
armament would create n ew and v ery dangerous incitement t o mutual irritation end 
acts of hostility. 11 · 

(continued in French) 

Great Britain at first oppos ed the JUnerican proposal, on the ground tha t such an 

agreement would upset the ba l ance o:f :forces . Finally, it had to give way. And, although 

the putting into effect of the claus es of the agreement involved the withdrawal of more 

ships by Great Britain than by the United Sta t es, this Agreement is not r egarded either in 

the diplomatic practice of the two countries or in international jurisprudence as inf~ing~ 

the principle of equality and givi ng advantages only to one party. 

Another exampl e i s the agr eements concerni ng the demilit arization of the Suez Canal 

and the Panama Canal. Her e again, the demilitarization commitments concerned only those 

States exercizing s ov er e i gnty in the zon es concerned and involved only acts by them, But 

ther e was gen er a l a greement tha t such a demilitarization _measure was necessary in order t o 

guar ant ee f r ee navigation f or a l l St a t es and t o give it f irmer f oundations . 
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Let us now take the example of the agreement on the Antarctic signed in 1959 • .Al thcugh 

that agreement was signed by twelve countries, the demilitarization obligations concerned 

only a few of them. But no one regarded the agreement on the Antarctic as impairing the 

principle of equality between the parties. 

Lastly, let us look at the idea of the non--dissemination of nuclear weapons. As. you 

know, it expresses a willingness to renounce certain rights that States enjoy in the field 

of armaments for the sake of a nobler principle of general interest, namely, the cessation 

of the dissemination of nuclear weapons. The pledges that some States are prepared to 

give in this case are really unilateral in nature; for they involve no direct counterpart 

from the nuclear Powers. 

A study of the discussions at recent sessions of the United Nations General Assembly 

and a perusal of Member States' replies to the United Nations Secretary-General's letter 

on the implementation of the Unden plan suffices to show (DC/201/Add. 2, 3, DC/204/Add,l 

and Add.l Corr.l) that the States which are ready to renounce the right to possess nuclear 

weapons in no way consider that a pledge to do so would infringe the principle of equality. 

On the contrary, they consider that in assuming such an undertaking not only are they not 

harming their individual interests but rather are they forwarding a task of great scope 

which may well exert a strong influence for peace andinternational security. 

This aspect of the question was, I think, very aptly brought out by the Brazilian 

representative, Mr. de Castro, who on 6 Nmy, referring to the declaration of the five 

Presidents of the Latin-American Republics (ENDC/87), described their action as being 

likely -

"to make a positive contribution towards sparing, as far as possible, the countries 
associated in this declaration the tragic cnnsequences of a nuclear war, and towards 
fostering by this example of a trial demonstration at regi0nal level, the adoption 
of a universal contractual instrument capable of transforming the whole world into a 
denuclearized zone. 11 (ENDC/PV.l28. p. 9) 

I think the few examples I have given show clearly that the criteria used by our 

Western colleagues in assessing the draft declaration on renunciation of use of foreign 

territories for stationing strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons (ENDC/75) are 

unacceptable. It should be obvious that in the conditions of an accelerated arms race 

a disarmament measure designed only to ensure quantitative equality of sacrifice would 

really be of little value. This we have proved over and over again by close examination 

of the basic principles of the WE:stern disarmament plan (ENDC/30, Corr,l, Add.l,2, Add.2 

Corr.l). We are firmly convinced that only disarmament obligations which ensure 

qualitative equality of sacrifice and whose implementation can create conditions in which 
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the parties rill enjoy genuine · equa.li ty of rights and· benefits - only such obligations, 
. . 

I repeat -- can take us _forward on . the:." road to g~neral and complete disarmament. Hence, 

in reali zi!lg dis armam.~t -ilJ2easures, . th~ :::first aim 'r!lus t be reciprocity between the sum of 

the sacrifices made by .all ~ountries _. a.Q.d the situation created by implementing the 

measures. For example, a~ceptance .of the .. obligation to eliminate nuclear weapons 

completely would enable a,ll .§tates -~ those making · the greatest contributions to the 

realization of the objective,. those whose contribution would be smaller, and those with 

no contribution to make -- to enjoy in the same measure the benefits of a world free 

from the fear of nuclear war and.to enjoy equally the boon of collective security. That 

is the meani~ ,of disarm.runen;t,. and only on that basis can' the value and tioeliness of a 
. ·.· ·· ····· . ··.· . . ... 

proposed disarmament m~?-sure be .•. judged. Mo.y I add a few··*ords concerni~ an argument 
:·· ' :· :_:- .··: · ~. : ) . : .. - ; ~·- , .. ' . ,;·· . . ,. . ... ' 

that ·often c~mes up il} ,discussion <>n ,.the ._ Soyiet dxa.f:t declaration, namely, that the 

putting i;to : ~ffe~~ of this declarat~on . . would be . . contxi·ary· to the principles underlying . r . :- . . ... . .. •. . , .. . . . . 

the legitimate d efence of States. I. should: like' to say that nobody here questions the 

right of legitimate defence. All ~.tates, have .. the ·right to take any political or crili­

tary measure in the exercise of their individual and collective defence in the event of 

aggression~ But, since this is a right enjoyed equa~ly by all States, it should not be 

exercised by one State or a group of States in such a manner as to endanger the security 

of other States. That is one of ~he fundamental principles which should govern inter­

national relations in peace-time. 

\That the Soviet Union proposes in its declaration on renunciation of use of 

foreign t~rritories for stationing strategic means of delivery of nuclear weo.pons would 

cr~ate' h6rmr~i conditions enabling a ll Sto.tes to assert their rights of legitimo.te defence 

withotit jeopardizing the vito.! interests of other States and without endangering the 

security and p eace of the whole world. The Soviet declaration is an attempt to lift the 

heavy burden now encumbering international relations, an attempt to free us from the 

consequences of the cold war and to found relctions b etween :States on principles of 

neighbourliness. 

There lies the inner meaning of the Soviet draft d eclaration. There can b e no 

doubt that carrying it into effect would help to reduce international tension, increase 

confidence between the great Powers and military blocs, and facilitate the a ccomplish­

ment of our main task, the achievement of genera l and complete disarmament. 
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hk. STELLE (United States of America): On behalf of my Government and, perhaps 

more particularly, on behalf of the many scientists and specialists engaged in the 

United States programme for the peaceful exploration and exploitation of outer space, I 

should like to thank the representatives of the Soviet Union, Canada, Romania, Italy and 

Poland, and other representatives who have spoken privately to my delegation this morning, 

for their kind and friendly remarks about the successful space flight concluded last 

night by Major Gordon Cooper. With this feat Major Cooper joins that small but highly 

distinguished company of astronauts and cosmonauts of the Soviet Union and the United 

States·who are pioneers in this new field of human research. In that work the horizons 

are so vast, the opportunity for progress so unlimited and the demands on human 

ingenuity so enormous, that I think we all recognize the immense scope for co-operation 

that exists in these peaceful endeavours. That co-operation is quite properly the 

subject of the efforts of the Committee on Outer Space, the technical sub-committee of 

which is indeed meeting this week in Geneva. However, the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 

Disarmament has the responsibility for working out measures that will ensure that 

disarmament is extended to outer space as well as achieved here on earth. Major Cooper's 

accomplishment reminds us of the awesome duty assigned to this Committee and, with my 

Soviet and other colleagues, I hope that it will spur us all to renewed devotion to 

disarmament and the cause of universal peace. 

M& delegation would like to make some comments today on the remarks that have been 

made in the Committee about the United States proposals on the reduction of the risk of 

war (ENDC/70). I should like also to speak about some remarks concerning my delegation's 

attitude tcwards proposals that have been advanced by the Soviet Union and its allies. 

With respect to United States proposals on the reduction of the risk of war I should 

like to repeat what I have said a number of times previously: the United States does not 

regard those proposals as being competitive with other proposals on collateral measures 

that have been or might be made. ~:le do not say that they are better than other 

proposals, but we do say that they have value, and we believe they present no real problems 

for either side and, therefore, that early agreement on them should be possible. 

I do not intend to speak about the United States proposal on a direct communications 

link. That is currently under discussion between the two co-Chairmen. However, I 

should like to comment with respect to the two other proposals of the United States in 

this field: the proposal for an exchange of military missions and the proposal for 

advance notification of major military movements. (ibid. pp. 8 1 4) 
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The representative of the Soviet Union on various .occasions has said that advance 

notification of major military movements might possibly enable one side to gain some sort 

of advantage over the other side. I have tried to explain why we do not believe that 

would be the case, since what we envisage is merely an extension of limited practices that 

in fact already exist, but an extension in a manner that would make for a more orderly 

arrangement. One does not get the impressi~n from the general and sweeping observations 

of the Soviet representative about this proposal that it has been carefully considered by 

the Soviet delegation. But perhaps, on the other hand, the true situation is that the 

proposal is not fully understood by the Soviet delegation or the Soviet Government. One 

of the principal reasons for our advancing this particular proposal was tha.t we sincerely 

believed it would be an arrangement that would be compatible with the well-known security 

concerns and sensitivities of the Soviet Union. We do not envi~age any arrangement that 

would increase Soviet anxieties, for it is obvious that our purpose is r eassurance and not 

the aggravation of tensions or concerns. 

~ delegation would be prepared to discuss this matter informally with the Soviet 

del egation if that would facilitate progress. , If, after such a discussion of the ideas 

which the United States has in mind, they still posed problems for the Soviet Government, 

then of course we should have to recognize that arrangements of this nature would not be 

possible. On the other hand, there is the possibility, and indeed we believe the 

probability, that after full explanation, the worries that appear to exist at the present 

time on the part of the Soviet Union would be eliminated. In that case we would then be 

able to draft suitable arrangements. Nothing would be lost, and much might be gained. 

If we did not succeed there would be no grounds for recrimination, but to fail even to 

make the effort would, we believe, be unfortunate and indeed difficult to justify. 

I should like now to make a few observations on comments that have been made 

concerning the other United States proposal -- the proposal ~r exchange of military 

missions. In the. past we hav e expressed our inability t o understand the fears expressed 

by the Soviet delegation that the exchange of military missions would result in an exchange 

of spies. That is not exactly what the Soviet representative has said, but it is what he 

has clearly implied. What we frankly do not understand is how an exchange of missions of 

the type we propose could have that result, as the use of the mission, as we have stressed, 

would be solely at the discretion of the host country. We just do not understand h ow there 

could be what the Soviet del egation refers t o as an exchange af spies, even assuming the 

worst of motives on both sides. Moreover, the entire purpose of the proposal would be. 
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negated if there were any attempt by either side to misuse the missions. The purpose of 

these missions would be to increase confidence, to improve understanding,, t o rcd~::e c~v:mcos: 

of miscalculation. The exchange would be between two powerful sovereign governments, 

both of which possess heavy responsibilities because of the power that rests in their 

hands. For our part, we do not believe that either Government, once it had decided 

to enter into such an arrangement, would wish to take any action to reduce, jeopardize 

or destroy the effectiveness of the missions. 

I have pointed out that the arrangement should be such that its continuation Yrould 

b e dependent upon the continuing view on the part of both parties that it vras serving a 

useful purpose. 

Th8 general philosophy. behind this proposal is our belief that in time of military 

crisis a government may well wish to have at its disposal additional means for making its 

true intentions clear to the other side in order · to dampen that crisis. Tho r..:::_;::'1 io:1 >.-:r~: 1.CL . 

only be as useful or . as effective as the host government wished to make it. But ~re r.·.:.>:.:.i -L 

that the important thing is that the mission would be available. Governments thus wo,ud 

not be faced with a situation in which the absence of such an arrangement would inhibit 

th <=> .ir ability to communicate clearly and authoritatively the facts of a given situation. 

There might well be situations where a government might wish to have the mission verj fy at 

first hand events as they took place so that the other side did not misunderstand those 

events. A host country, particularly if it preferred to observe r estraint in a given 

sit\.•.ation, might welcome the presence of the mission as a means of communicating its 

r estraint or absence of t ens en ess in order that they would be r ecognized by the other 

side and reciprocated. 

We submit that such efforts in time of crisis are most likely t o b e effective if both 

countries have given careful advance thought to what might safely b e shown and to what 

would be most likely t o prove convincing to sceptical obs ervers in an emergency. 

We believe that the existence of the arrangement we propose would itself cause both 

Governments to give thought t o this matter, thus avoiding the possible necessity of hasty 

improvisation. 

It is entirely possible also that the two Governments might in a time cf c:;,·is::::; f :.r r:. it 

desirable to reach some sort of temporary understanding or agreement that would c?.2.' : t --_:;; ' o.ns.. 

The availability of missions to give added assurances concerning such understandings might 

well mean the difference between the feasibility and acceptability of such understandings . 

Indeed the existence of such missions might provide stimulus and r esponsibility for thinking 

about possible arrangements. 
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We have tried to indicate to the Soviet delegation that we believe the functions we 

envisage would not be appropriately han~~ed by mere augmentation of embassy attaches. 

Attaches have a general mission of gathering information, whereas _t:QE) missions we envisag 

would serve an entirely different functio~, for they would be there t? serve the host 

country and would have every incentive to assure the host country that they were 

fulfilling their obligation. 

~e believe that the extent to which the functions of the mission might be developed 

in ways that would improve relations a~d mutual understanding would naturally depend 

upon the common assessment of both Governments that the missions were proving to be 

worthwhile as a new experiment in international relations. 

On 19 April my delegation urged that this proposal should be explored so that a 

momentum of movement could be established in our Conference. (ENDC/PV.l22 1 p.ll} 

The United States delegation will be prepared to discuss this matter informally with· 

the Soviet delegation if that would facilitate common underst~nding. 

There is, we believe, no reason why this measure too could not be quickly agreed, 

and we hope we can move on to quick agreement on this relatively simple but potentially 

quite useful proposal. S~ely we cannot forgo a closer exchange of views than we have 

thus far had on this proposal, for there are even fewer problems connected with this 

particular idea than with the proposal for advance notification of major military 

movements. We would hope for a further quiet exchange of views. At the minimum we 

could then say that we had not let slip a possibility for improving our relations, 

for reduction of the risk of war, for an increase in international confidence, and 

that we had not let this opportunity pass without an effort to explore it in depth. 

I should now like to turn briefly to a line of argumentation that we have heard in 

this Committee concerning my delegation's attitude towards certain proposals advanced 

by the Soviet Union and its allies. For example, the representative of Romania has 

spoken at some length during our last two Friday meet~ngs,(ENDC/PV.l27 and ENDC/PV.l30} 

and again this morning, (supra p.l9} on the question of my delegation's attitude 

towards discussion in this Committee of a non-aggression po.ct between the members of 

the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the \'larsaw Pact. I should like to make a 

few comments on what he said. 



ENDC/PV .133 
34 

(Mr. Stelle, United States) 

~rr. Macovescu objected (ENDC/PV.l27, pp. 8, 9) to an earlier comment by my delegation 

that the nature of this particular Soviet proposal was the problem and not the fact that 

there had been a lack of Western response to it. He said that this attitude proceededfrorn 

a false premise that gne party alone holds the monopoly of correct and rational proposals 

while -everything coming from the other party fails to answer that requirement. I must 

submit that the representative of Romania seems to have failed to grasp the point of my 

remarks. The point with respect to a non-aggression pact was that it was the nature of 

that particular type of proposal that made it inappropriate for discussion in this· Cor:mri:t-tee. 

My delegation has tried to set forth its position clearly on this matter. Our 

position is that this particular proposal addresses itself to a general political problem 

and is by nature a political question. As we have said before, the 11orlG. hc.s· mcny politiccl. 

questions, and many of them are indeed long overripe for solution. Indeed their solution 

would be very helpful to the work of this Committee. But this Committee cannot, we subl!lit,_ 

take upon itself the functions of a general political conference. If we did so, there 

would be no plac"e where we could draw a line to separate what was appropriate for cl.isc'ussion 

from what was not appropriate for discussion. The result would be that we should have no 

time left over for those matters with which we are specifically charged as a disarmament 

conf'erence. 

We think this explanation is quite uncomplicated, quite frank and quite reasonable. 

Surely we have enough to occupy our time in the field of disarmament without engaging in 

long discussions about the merits or lack of merits of general political proposals. 

Indeed, the validity of this view would appear to my delegation to have been _clearly 

demonstrated by the fact that at no time has any Eastern delegation indicated how or upon 

what basis any line could be drawn to distinguish between those political questions that 

should be discussed in this Conference and those that should not, if the Conference were 

to enter "into a discussion of purely political problems. 

The representative of Romania made an effort which seemed to us to draw out of context 

remarks made by President Kennedy. I am referring to his comments of 3 ~hy (ibid. p.ll) 

and the question which he repeated today, (supra, p.20) He quoted the remarks made by 

President Kennedy in the President's interview with :Mr. Adzhubei. He then asked whether 

the United States delegation was in agreement with the statement made by President Kennedy. 

I should like to assure Mr. Macovescu that the United States del egation is in full a .::;re.ement 

with the President of the United States. That is a matter on which Mr. Macovescu need 

have no anxiety wha~soever. 
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(Mr. Stelle, United States) 

But let uo not play with words. The President in his -interview discussed many 

subjects and I hope and believe ihat Mr. Macovescu has read the full text ofth~t interview. 

He must therefore realize that President Kennedy, in responding to various questions asked 

by Mr • .Adzhubei, was indicating that there were various steps that could be of value. 

Some of those steps would be of value by themselves. A non-aggression pact was not one 

of those. The true spirit of the President's remarks is contained in an earlier part of 

that same interview, and I urge ~~. Macovescu to read it again. 

following comment by the President: 

I am referring to the 

"I think we should have not only an agreement between our countries, but take 
those steps which make peace possible. I don't think that paper, and ·words on 
paper, are as significant as looking at those areas which provide tension between 
our two systems and seeing if we can dispel that tension." 

I submit that that is the real gist of the President's remarks. 

Surely it must be clearthatitisaction on those political issues which are presently 

causing concern that should be undertaken by governments. If those matters can be 

resolved, then there might be some meaning to undertakings which under those conditions 

could symbolize a new era in international affairs, 

But we submit again that such political questions are not f or us in this Committee 

t o r esolve . We here do have equally important work to do -- that of developing areas of 

agreement in the field of disarmament, which would not only be of immediate value but 

would also in turn facilitate the resolution of political problems. I hope we can devote 

our attention to our r eal task -- disarmament. 

Mr. CAVALLETTI (Ita ly) (translation from French): I should just like to s ay a 

few words about the Polish representative t s stateme~t. As always, Mr. Blusztajn was very 

quick to r eply, and I should lil~e to commend his intelligence and the speed with which he 

gives us his ideas on our statements, But I hope h e will be good enough to r ead the t ext 

of !1\Y s tatement in the v erbatim r ecord, because I think that will alla,y some of the 

misgivings he expr essed, 

If I am not mistaken, Mr. Blusztajn said that li\Y statement was polemical, Well, my 

precise intention was t o avoid any unfortunate polemic, which .I think only holds up the 

Committee 's work and gives us no help in r eaching agreement. 

The Polish r epres ent ative also see~s - - although I am not qui t e sure of thi s -- t o 

haye understood me to say that I think i t impossibl e t o stop the arms race . Obv i ously, 

I s aid no such thing. If I had thought it, it would be absurd f or me to be sitting her e 

at this table. On the contrary, I do think that it is possible to stop the arms r ace. 
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Its direction can be reversed; but that goal can be reached only through agreements 

concluded among us. I do not think a halt to the arms race can be regarded as a prior 

condition to our negotiations, 

That is really all I meant, and I hope that if he cares to read ~ statement, 

~rr. Blusztajn will find all his doubts . on the subject dispelled. 

The CHJJRMQ~ (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from Russian): 

Does any other representative wiah to speak? If not, then before concluding our meeting 

I should like, as Chairman, to inform the members of the Committee that thetvro co-ChC,ir.men 

instructed me to re-port to the Committee the agreement reached between them on the J2_r.oce.d.u:r:a 

to be f ollowed f or the future consideration of disarmament questions: it. is recommended 

that on Wednesday next, 22 may, the Committee should continue its examination of items 

5(b) and 5(c) of the co-Chairmen's recommendations concerning the procedure of work of 

the Committee on the first stage of a treaty on general and complete disarmament. 

(ENDC/l/Add.3) On the Wednesday following, 29 May, the Committee will continue its 

examination of these items end, when the list of speakers on them is exhausted, it will 

pass on to the examination of item 5(d) of the same document, namely: "measures in the 

fi eld of nuclear disarmament together with appropriate measures of control. ( lcrticles 16 

and 17 of ENDC/2, appropriate paragraphs of Sections C and G of Stages One of ENDC/30, 

and -taking into account .i terns 4 and 5 of ENDC/50.~' 

Do es any repr esentative wish t o speak on this recommendation of the co-Chairmen? If 

not, I shall consider it adopted. 

The r ecommendation was adopted, 

The Confer ence decided to issue the following communigue 

"The Conference of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament today held its one 

hundred and thirty-third meeting at the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under the chairmanship 

of lilir. S, K. Tsarapkin, representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 

"Statements were made by the r epresentatives of the Soviet Union, Czechoslovakia, 

Canada, Romania, Italy, Poland and the United States. 

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Monday, 20 May 1963, 

at 10.30 a.m." 

The meeting rose at 1.10 p.m. 




