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The CHAIRl'/LAN (.Brazil) (translation frorr: French) g I call to order the 

t1-r0 hundred 2nd tvrenty-secC'nd plenary meeting nf the I:~ighteen-lTi.ition Conference 

on Disarmamen-.. 

Mr. TSARAHGN (llnicm of ~;oviet Socialist RerulJlicR) (translation fr"m 

Eussian): First of all I 2hould like t" thank thcc; re_presentatives of Sw·eden, 

Poland and Czechoslovakia, who were kind eno·-1gh to give me the ('lppcr-.:mi ty to 

speak first. 

Yesterday, 9 August, as co-Chairm;:m of the };ighteeE--~Ta.tion Commi ~tee on 

Disarmament, I received from -the Deputy Minister for :F'oreign Affairs of the Gerwan 

Democratic Republic, Mr. ~:Jtibi, a Statement of the Government of the German 

Democratic Republic on the resurr;_pti'"ln of work in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 

Disarmament. Mr. Stibi 1 s covering letter contains a request to bring the afore­

mentioned Statement of the Government ef the German Democratic Republic to the 

notice of all the States participating in our Conference. In view ~f the fact that 

the questions raised in the ~'ta tement of the Government of the German Democratic 

Republic are important and topical and have a mcst direct bearing on the work nf 

the Eighteen-Nation Committee 0n Disarmament, J;ermit me to read ou-19 the t:e:x:t of 

this document~ 

''Statement of the G~vornment of the German Democratic Republic on 
the Resu'llption of Negotiations in the Eighteen-Eation Committee on 

Disarmament" 

0 The resumption of negotiations in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 

Disarmament induces the Gove::.·nment of the German Demo era tic Republic to express 

anew its deiermination ~o support to the best of its ability the endeavou~s to 

bring about disarmament and the relaxat~on of tension. 

•trrhe Government of the German Democratic Republic has repeatedly informed 

the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament about its point of view on 

important disarmament pr·oblems (ElTDC/16. 81.124 and 133), thus confirming its 

readiness to join a nuclear-free zone in Central Europe, to conclude a treaty 

on the comprehensive renunciation of nuclear vwapons by the two German States 

and to agree upon an arms stop as well as upon measures to reduce the strength 

of armed forces and weapons in both German States. 
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"The Government of the German Jer,1ocratic Rcpuld_ic m:~phasizc;d to the 

Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament that it considers it pnssible to 

have disarmament in the field of nuclear arms arLd tile conventional a:tmed 

force,s in both German States controlled by a commission composed of an equal 

number of r,::;presentatives of the "\~Jarsaw Treaty States and of those of lJATO. 

"It further requested the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament to 
' examine the possibility of proposing that the United J'\fations General Assembly 

recommend that those States possessing nuclear arms 1\'"i thdraTtif them stt'lp by ,: 

step from German territory in so far as they have been stockpiled there -- and 

pledge themselves to respect both German States as permanent nuclear-free 

territories against which in no case should nuclear arms be used. 

11"\h th regard to the resumption of negotiations b;y the Eighteen-Nation 

Committee on Disarmament, the Government of the German Democratic Republic 
~ 

again draws attention to the question of the renunciation of nuclear weapons 

" by the two German States. Recently the efforts of the West German Gover1~ent 

to obtain nuclear arms have been further intensified and are drm<ing to a 

dangerous climax. Especially characteristic of this was a statement by Dr. 

Gerhard Schroecler 9 IIJ.inister of Foreign Affairs of the "Hest German Federal 

Republicy on 3 Suly 1965. 'l'his statement makes it clear that the \-Jest German 

Government is not prepared to renounce tho acquisition of nuclear· arms. Herr 

Schroeder rather tried tc give reasons for a r::..ght of tlle 1:rest German Federal 

Republic to acquire nuclear arms of its ovrr if it does not get them via a 

multilateral nuclear force of NATO .. He stressed th8 absolute priority which 

the realization of the plans for 1r·Test Gei·man participation· in th8' control of 

nuclear arms has over agrE:,omen ts on the non-ciisscmina tion of n1.~clear arms. 

At the same time Herr Schroeder made the fulfilment of the rovanchist claims 

against the German Democratic Republic a further condition of any West German 

consent to disarmament agreements, espEcially t0 an agreement on the non­

dissemination of nucleer weapons. Thus the decision on dissemination or non­

disseminafion of nuclear arms becomes a means of pressure to enforce a change 

of the status quo in Europe and the claims to rule over other States. 
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"Similar r:;tatements were subsequently made by other influential 

eovernm' nt representatives of the dest German Federal Repul;lic. 'I'hey can 

only serve tn obstruct an agreement nn the non-dissemination of nuclear arms 

and to keep npen for the ~est German Government the road to nuclear arms, be 

it through multilateral agreements of lJATO or direct acquisition. The state-

ments made by the '!'!est German Government, that it could renounce the acquis­

ition of its o1m nuclear arms onl,y if the lrrest German Bund..::,swehr obtained 

control over nuclear arms through multilateral organizations of NATO, 

unequivocally rofute thG assertions that such projects a<3 ~~LF and AJ'JF were 

c ompa ti ble v-ri th an agreement on the non-dissemination of nuclear arms. They 

rather confirm the repeated statements made b;y the C:overnment of the German 

Democratic Repu.blic that MLF as well as Ai'iJF are in contradiction to an agree­

ment on the non-dissemination of nuclear arms. An adherence to these projec~s 

while endeavouring at the same time to conduct negotiations on tho non­

dissemi~ation of nuclear arms is tantamount to misleading the peoples. 

"In this connexion the Government of the German Democratic Republic draws 

attention to some other alarming facts: 

"The viest Gcl·man army is already today the st::-'ongest conventional army in 

Uestern Europe. It maintains the strongest NATO contingent and possesses ., 
' numerous means for the delivery of nuclear weaprns. 

"(\long with the ~ni ted States of America the '!Jest German Federal Republic, 

among the Western States, has the largGst number of nuclear weapons 

stationed on its territory. 

'ri,Test German officE.,rs hold top command posts in NATO enabling them t<­

have already today decisive influence in the planning of nuclear 

operations ef J'JATO. 

"In view of the l)resent situation new efforts tn ,ensure European seottri ty 
~\ ' 

have become a priority problem in the peoples' struggle fer disarmament and 
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peace. 'rhe Government of the Germ;:m Democratic I\c;public feels called upon 

to point out explicitly that the ~est German Government's pressing for 

nuclear we:'lpons .::end the stepped-up arm2.men t :pursued by ~·Jest Germany threaten 

European security, extraordinarily impede ::;,11 fforts tol-lc:;,l'ds disarmament and 

place ever new major obstacles in the way of rcqxprochement and the ultimate 

reunification of the two GermarJ. St,_'ttes. 

"Out of a feeling of responsibility fer pc::cce in the centre of Europe~ 

the Government of the German DeriloCrELtic Republic ren.ffirms its proposals 

submitted to the Government of the -,Jest German Federal Republic th,_-:. t the tvro 

German States --

"renounce the product:;.on, e .. cquisi tion and use of nuclear weapons as well 

as obtaining control of them in any form, 

"agree on em arms stop. 

"The Government of the Germcm Democratic Republic is willing to take up 

appropriate negotiations on these propocals immediately. It is convinced 

tha'i their implementation by the hm German Stntes would lsad to an appreciable 

relaxation of tension in Eur•pe and facilitatE:: disarmament measures on an 

international scale. 

"In addition ,.!le Government of the German Democratic Republic proposes 

that the two German States join a nuclear-free zone in Central Europe. 

"This proposal is in accordance 'I'Ti th the consirlerotion and efforiJs of 

many European countries, for example the Polish Pt~ople 1 s Hspublic, the 

Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, the Scandinavian States, as well as with the 

v ie1'l"S of many other States which have :-1,dvoca. ted similar solutions for otl1.er 

parts of the world, c;,s, for ex:.rnple, irl tho Cairo Declaration of Non-Aligned 

C o1.mtries of 10 October 1964. • 
"'."The GoveTnment of the E;ernnn Democratic Republic expr0sses its willing­

ness to support to t.b.G best of its a1)ili tie:c; th0 negotiations of the Eighteen­

liT a tion Commi ttoo on Dir:::.rmament, :c.ncl exp.ress;:os the hope that its proposals 

will help to promote the 1-mrk of the Eighteen-lJation Committee on Dis:J.rmament. 

It requests the Eighteen-Nntion Committee on Disarmament, particularly in view 
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of tlle special importance whicb the renunciation of nuclear weapons by the 

Democratic Republic for tl1e safeguardine; of peace in the centre of Europe, 11 

That is the end of the Stc:~tement of the Goverr.cn1ent of the Gern1an Democratic 

Republic. 

1'he Statement of the Government of the G8rc1an DerGocratic Republic w:nich I have 
~ 

just read out contains 9 as you see 9 important anc_ serio:_ls proposals designod to 
I , 

reduce tension in Europe and. contributine_; to the cause of nuclec.tr disarmament and 

disarmament in general. 

In comparine, the foreign policies of the two Gern1an Stcltes -- the German 

Democratic Republic on the one hand &nd the TrTest Ger1u:1n Federi.ll Republic on the 

other -- one cannot fail to see the sharp contrast between them. Trlhereas from 

Bonn voices are incessantly heard dew.mding that ~~rest GerElany should. be given 

access to nuclear weapons nnd calling for further militarization of the Federal 

Republic of Germany, the German Democratic Republic 9 b;y proposing tho.,t both German 

States should renounce nuclear armament in any forrt, 9 has acted once again from the 

standpoint_of the defence of peu.ce and the security of Europe. The peaceful 

proposals of the German Dernocro, tic Republic? which clear- the "''---Y towards ensuring 

peace in the centre of Europe J.nd f,'lcili tate progress in solvinc5 the problem of 

disarmament, cer-tainly deserve all .J)OSsi ble support on the pa,rt of our Committee 

and all tliose who ilre sincerely interested in ir,1provine:, tlle int.arni1tiono,l si tu<1tion 

and in preventing a nucle~r Gissile war. 

The delegation of the Soviet Union highly 11pprecic;_tes and fully supports this 

new irnportan: initiative of the Government of the German DerEocra, tic Republic. I 

request the Secretariat of the Committee to c;_rran~e for the St~tement of the 

Government of the Germo,n Democratic Republic to be circulated as an official docu­

ment of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Cor,-,r,li ttee on DisarD~ment 9Y and I 

venture to express the hope that this Statement will be studiGd and supported by 

the participants in the na~oti~tions. 

Y Circulated as document l%iDC/l51 
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The CHAIRivLAl'T (Brazil) ( trar.slation from Fre~ch) g I call upon -!I he 

representative of the lJniteJ Sta-\es 1 who 1vishes t0 speak on a point of order. 

Mr. FOSTER (United States of AL1erica) ~ First, I cannot understand 

wby priority was asked for and given to this statement. rrhe representative 

of +.he Soviet Union has just asked for the commvnication which he has read 

from Mr. Stibi t0 be t~irculated as a Conference document. The position 

of the United States delegation UIJOn this is erell known. Any communioations 

from the so-called German J)emoeratic Republie are, so far as vre are 

•oncerned, c0mmunications fr0m a non-governmental representative or body and 

as such should be treated in accordance 1vi th the procedures governing such 

communications. 

The CHAIRMAJ:r (Brazil) (translation from French): I call upon the 

representative of the Soviet Union, who wishes to exercise his right of reply. 

MT. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Scoidlist Republic)(translation from 

Russian): What the United States representative has just declared to the 

Committee represents the unilateral point of view of the United States. 

Two 'Jerman States are in existence and the fact cannot be impugned. You can 

make any declarations you like, but facts remain facts. 1\f e support the 

Statement of the Government of the German J)emocratic Republic and, as the 

representative of the Scviet Union) I request the Secretariat to issue it as 

a Conference doo'.lffient. 

The CHAIRMAN (Brazil) (translation from F'rench): I call upon the 

representative of the Vni ted States, who ~rishes to exercise his right of reply. 

Mr. FOSTER (United States nf America); I should like to point out 

that the procedures of this Conference are well known. As far as the 

United States delegc:ttion is concerned, the communication in question ic"> fro'll 

a non-g0vernmental organization. That being so, if the representative of the 

Soviet Union wishes -\0 submit it as such, it should of course be s(' treated~ 

The CRAIRW.lAN (Brazil) (translation from n~ench) ~ I call upon the 

representative of Sweden. 
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Ivlrs. MYJ.DAL (Sweden)' In my statement today I intend to follow 

cl0sely resclution DC/225 (EliJDC/149) 'lf -the United Nations Disarmament 

0)mmission. In its mandate to this Ccmr.:ittee it recommends that we should 

concentrate our at0ention 011 three problem fields >vhere measures are urgently 

required. Fir~t, that of general and complete disarnament. Secondly, among 

the aollateral measures priority is to be accrrded br>th to the achievement of a 

comprehensive test-ban treaty and to the consideration of an agreement to 

prevent the spread of nuclear weapons to additional countries. 

While all ~"ur delegations are deeply concerned with a· fulfilment of that 

mandate, as vre want tn live up tn that pledge of honour we have given ourselves 

to build a road leading to disarmament, •-re must nevertheless "be aware that the 

time at our disposal during this session is pr0bably extremely short and that 

it is fast running out -- for we also have a time-restricted duty laid upon 

the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee: namely, to report "on the progress 

made in respect of the above recommende:,tions" (ibid) t0 the United Nations 

Disarmament Commission and to the United Nations General Assembly at its 

forthcoming session. In view of the risk of overloading our agenda and 

scattering our efforts, I vrould at this stage of our work defer discussing 

substantive~y general and C}.)mplete disarmament, without in any way oelittling 

the need to proceed as soon as possible and as vigorously as possible with a 

systemaiic blue-printing of substantial disarmament. 

If vJe single out ·for O')ncentrated. attention the two collateral measures 

mentioned in the resolution, thisGshould be m1derstood, however, as a choice 

made on purely practical grounds; these are by consent the very measures that 

stand the best chance of :r·esul ting in early agreement. I want to stress this, 

particularly with refer:nce to suggestions p!r0ffered ~n earlier occasions by 

the Soviet delegation on a different list of priority items and again 

emphasized by its distinguished representative, Wtt. Tsarapkin, at our meeting 

last Tuesday (ENDC/PV.22Cl, pp.l2 et seq.) If' I, and others, do not propose 

to enter now into a substantive discussion on certain of these matters --

although they are undoubtedly closer to the political actualities of today 

it is not to be interpreted as if we wcmted to minimize the importance of the 
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problems they refer to. Nor, of c~urse, dn the measures listed lie outside 

our field of competence~ the resolution itself asks us t& "consider all 

proposals". But the Government and the penple of my country have ample 

opportunities to pronounce themselves on the most urgent political matters, 

including questions about wars on £oreign continents, in other contexts. 

In this forum we we:mt t0 narrmv- our attention and dedicate our effbrts 

to those measures in tb.e disarmament field which seem to us to be the most 

tractable ones in the multilateral negotiations for which the·~ Eighteen-

Nation Disarmament Committee is the chosen instrument. According to those 

criteria, therefore, both non-dissemination measures and a comprehensive test 

ban are certainly most profitable to discuss, as on them the gap between 

great-Power positions :C.as proved to be least 1-ride. We must proceed with both 

of them. I am also, in this statement of mine, going to deal with them 

side by side, as they are more tightly intertwined than is usually explicitly 

acknowledged. Also, they happen to be matters on which oomments~by countries 

which are non-great, non-nuclear and non-aligned might have a. ~ertain 

relevance. 

Both these measures are ~bservient to a very noble aim~ nalliely that 

of reducing the threat of nuclear war and also sf nu~lear blackmail. Nlf 
Government.is wholeheartedly dedicated to that aim~ it wants to contribute 

to international regulations which minimize the risks of what has been called 

"nuclear anarchy". When we met in the United Nations Disarmament Commission 

I quoted a passage of the Spee•h from the Throne at the opening of this 

year's session of the Swedish Parliament in support of our conviction that 

spread of nuclear weapons was a danger to bu met by concerted international 

action (DC/PV.77, p.52 of the provisional text). Today, to provide a 

variation on the same theme, I would quote the reply which the Speaker of 

the Upper House gave to His Majesty the King on that occasion. He saidg 

"The risk of a further spreading of nuclear weapons rather has 

incr:eas..ed, and. measures to counteract this tendency seem more necessary 

than ever." 
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The imperative question now f;:wine, us here in Geneva is g what would be the 

shortest and surest route to this goal? The representatives of the great Powers, 

particularly of the :Jest, have so far seemingly placed consideration of a non­

dissemination treaty-- that is, an agreement to prevent the number of countries 

possessing nuclear weapons from increasing beyond the present five -- as the 

primordial of the two considerations indicated in our guide. Parenthically I may 

observe that these five nuclear countries are obviously now accepted not only as 

faits accomplis but as belonging in a special category. This could only be based 

on their being precisely those States which have the right to occupy the permanent 

seats in the Security Council and which thus, as "great Powers", carry a special 

responsibility fer the maintenance of peace, and are for that reason expected to act 

in harmony between themselves. Otherwise there could. be no specific circumstance 

justifying a categorical cleavage between these five and all others. Nobody could 

assert that they are the ones whose possession of nuclear fire-power poses the 

minimal danger; in other words, that all is quiet on the nuclear front as it is 

dra~m today. 

It follows from the position of pTin:)iple I have just indicated that the Swedish 

delegation would welcome progress in relation to non-dissemination of nuclear ·weapons. 

As soon as a draft for such an international agreement is forthcoming we shall be 

able to find out whether what have hitherto been regarded as political hurdles in 

the way of a joining of stands between the nuclear Powers are about to be overcome, 

and thus be able to judge how bright the prospects are of their clinching the issue 

in the near future. Vfe shall then be able also to scrutinize the terms of an 

eventual treaty in realistic detail and judge its clauses on the merits they will 

carry for the international community as a whole and also for our individual countries. 

However, before we knm>J exactly on what we are supposed to negotiate our comments 

can only be tentative. 

The very first point I wish to make in these circumstances ~that is, in the 

absence of a great-Power concord is to recall once more the close relationship 

between the two collateral measures mentioned in our mandatory resolution, as both 

aim at curtailing nuclear capabilities. There is nevertheless a difference 

to our mind an important one -- namely that a non-dissemination treaty would in 

reality curtail only the freedom of action of the hitherto non-nuclear nations,as 
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the nuclear Po1vers already, in intelligent self-.i.ntores t, evidently observe the 

rules to which a treaty vfould commit thorn. A comprehensive test ban, on the other 

hand, would have an impeding effect not only on the nuclear havo-nots but also on 

the nuclear haves. 

As for the efficiency of the measures envisaged to prevent nations presently 

non-nucle8.r from "going nuclear", the V8.lue of a comprehensive test ban seems to be 

at a fair par with a non-proliferation treaty, at least as far as non-aligned 

countries are concerned. It may be surmised thP..t a first primitive nuclear device 

that an aspiring nuclear State could fabricate might probably work. But the great 

sophistication of delivery and defence systems utilized today will make it almost 

impossible, without a series of several tests, to set up military forces equipped 

with usable nuclear wa,rheads of specified effects. This, of course, presupposes that 

the nuclear Powers continue to keep secret their knowledge in nucl~~r weapons 

technology-. 

I will not conceal that, as the positions now stand in regard to these two 

collateral measures, my delegation definitely prefers an early agreement on a 

comprehensive ban against nuclear test explosions. T:Je do that for the reason which 
' we have repeatedly stated, and which we know is entertained by most non-nuclear 

nations: namely, that a test ban would entail some sharing of sacrifices of nuclear 

potentials. In the debates of the United Nations Disarmament Commission a mighty 

choir of delegations voiced this concern. I could quote them in a long row, all 

expressing the S8.me basic philosophy, although differing on the emphasis employed and 

on the specific proposals of how to link non-dissemination measures with some 

definitive nuclear disarmament measures. 

'rhus, besides ourselves, spoke India, Ethio1ia, Nigeria, Tanzania, Ghana, the 

United Arab Republic, Syria, Japan, Poland, Yugoslavia, the Philippines, Brazil, 

Chile, Aust.ralia and New Zealand, while Italy expressed the "legitimate hope" that 

restrictions accepted by the non-nuclear cvuntries would lead to the nuclear Powers 

embarking "on a gradual and concrete prooeee of general nuclear disarmament". 

(DC/PV.88, p.l2 of the provisional text) Here I will restrict n:yself to quoting a 

carefully-balanceistatement of the nesd to harmonize national interests of nuclear 

and non-nucle~r countries: namely, one by our colleague from Canada, Mr. Burns, 

-vrho said that --
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nations which are at present not nuclear Powers but have the capability 

of manufacturing nuclear weapons should not be expected to agree to abstain 

forever from becoming nuclear ·Powers unless the existing nuclear Powers within 

a reasonable period of time take some concrete steps towards divesting themselves 

of this most dangerous weapon." (DC/PV.76, p.6l of the provisional text). 

And furth~r, the Canadian representative said there should be in any treaty on non­

dissemination -

"••• a reaffirmation of the intention of the nuclear Powers to reduce and 

eventually eliminate the stocks of these weapons and the means for their 

delivery ••• " (ibid,). 

Within parentheses I might recall that the practical conclusion of the Canadian 

delegation was that of a time-limit for the commitment of the non-nuclear Powers, a 

suggestion reiterated in New York, and most distinctly here by His Excellency the Italian 

Foreign i1dnister (ENDC/PV. 219, pp.l8, 19). This idea of a voluntary moratorium may 

become a minimum programme in the non-dissemination field, since to accomplish it we do 

not need to wait for concurrence by the nuclear Powers. 

Also, during our present negotiations the basic philosopqy of a double-sided surrender 

of nuclear grov~h possibilities seems to have been at least indirectly acknowledged. 

Thus on the first day of our session the leader of the United States delegation, 

iir. Foster, said, although addressing himself to a specific aspect of our problem, that 

as a part of the non-proliferation effort all governments should -

" undertake to accept 'I.a&. or similar international safeguards in all their 

peaGeful nuclear activities. This is an undertaking which should be assumed 

both by those countries which have developed nuclear weapons and by those 

which have kept their nuclear activi t.ies confined to the peaceful field."· 

(ENDC/PV.218, p.l2) 

I am not quite clear if that was intended as a proposal that a submission to Agency 

control be made part of the non-dissemination agreement. The point I want to register 

today is that i:h·. Foster recognized this need for a symmetric acceptance of restrictions · 

on the part' of nuclear anc. non-nuclear nations alike. I am confining ~self here to 
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statements which have been made as part of ou::- negotiations, although I could have ·culled. 

more far-reaching expressions f!'om, for instance, ~'ir. Foste:r: 1 s recent and very interesting 

article in For_tign b.,ff_?.:,.irs (July 1965; V"ol.43, No.4, p.587}. 

For rrw country the belief in the necessity to reduce already-existing riu.clear 

capabilities, or at least t::: stifle J.;heir growth in strength, amou.11·lis to· a fUc':l.damental 

principle in all our efforts to promote disarma~ent, 'fhat is -~he reason we have so 

often repeated it. We are bound to continue to plead nonsistently for it. 1n the 

context of our present negotiations on the issue of non-dissemination of nuclear weapons 

our main concern rema.ins that of demanding some corresponding sacrifices on the part of 

nuclear and non-nuclear countries ali~e. Th~.s requi:::ement of some kind of "compensation 11 

does nc:it' ambunt, however, to any claim to obtain an 11 inducement" for our adhering to a 

treaty in· the form of any gu:=1rantees, any promises, of protection by the nuclear Powers 

against nuclear· attacks or even against 11nuclear blaclrnJail". Sweden is willing in 

principle to·play its part, 1'ihen. a n-un-disPeminatio:n agreement is reached, without 

raising demands fo!' arw st:.ch gua.rantees - being, a;:; a matter of fact, doubtful as to· 

their desirability. 

These statements of mine are· intended to st:dke not a note of negativishl, or even 

of :pessimism, but just one of cau·~ion. l4Y d0L~gation st2nds prepared to welcome news 

that the difficulties besetJliing a non-dissemination Jvreaty have been surmounted. But 

even in·the absence of such news we continue to be dedicated to straining our own efforts 

in search of a positive approach to the supreme aim of reducing.nublear potentialities.· 

I turn again, therefore, to the otheT collateral measures given priority on·our 

agenda, and as a matter of fact preceding in order of presentetion that of non­

proliferation: namely, the conclusion of an agreement to stop nuclear test explosions 

completely. As·I have said already, as far as the non-nuclear Powers are concerned this 

would achieve the same result de factq_ as u. ncn-dissamination treaty .. A cpmpr.e.hensive 

test ban··is a non-proliferation measure, and an effective one. This was acknowledged, 

by the way, by the representative-of the United States,.Er. Foster, when he said that 

-'vhe extension of the par~ial test-ban Treaty (ENDC/lCO/R.ev .1) to underground tests· would 

"deal forcefully with the problem of nuclear proliferation". C&1T .. PC/PV -Jl.B :=..- D-14). 
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As for the nuclear Powers, a complete test ban might only deprive them of some 

prospects of further perfecting thsir nuclear v-Jeapons __, th2.t is, make more static a 

situation which is at present dangerously dynamic and which would continue to be 

dynamic ever under a non-proliferation treaty. To use the words of the Secretary­

General: 

''Those who have already embarked upon nuclear weapons development 

continue to perfect and increase their stockpile of nuclear weapons." 

(ibid., p.6) 

It is this dyna~ic aspect of the present gap that weighs heavily with the non-nuclear 

Powers. 

At this juncture in our negotiations we are presented with some especially cogent 

reasons for devoting immediate constructive attention to measures for completing the 

Committee's work on banning nuclear tests. Advantage number one is that the test-ban 

issue is probably the most tractable politically both as between the different nuclear 

Powers and as between them and the non-nuclear ones. Advantage numher two is that such 

an agreement, thanks to our earlier efforts in the Committee and within our national 

institutions, has reached such an advanced stage of studied preparedness that only a 

couple of points, minor in comparison with the situation a fevr years ago, relating to 

control are still outstanding, while the control issue as regards a non-dissemination 

treaty has not yet even been prised open for negotiation. 

I do not intend today to proceed to discuss the substance of the knotty residual 

problems which have to be resolved before our protracted test-ban negotiations can be 

crowned by a settlement. They are all per se of a technical nature, although some 

such as the question of control have come so far into the political limelight that 

it v-rould be difficult to settle them by recourse to reason alone. HovTever, we are 

all now so blissfully aware of the fact that considerable scientific progress has 

recently been made, more specifically in seismological techniques of detecting and 

identifying underground nuclear explosions, tha.t these can now bo quoted in support 

of prorosals to simplify the verification procvss. The moot point still seems to be 

that of inspection although, to quote the good news carried by Lord Chalfont in the 

message fr~m the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, m,re are not tied to a particular 

figure" (ENDC/PV.2l9, p.lO). Lord Chalfont also intimated that British scientists 

"still believe that some on-site inspection is necessary, but they are ready to be 

convinced that it is not." (ibid.) 
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As was recognised already at the time of signing the partial test-ban Trc;c:,.ty, 

100 per-cent certainty can never be achieved that every shot violating the treaty 

could be discovered. And novr HO must continue to reason in the same terms of 

probabilities and risks. There now only remain (a) tho question whether inspections 

- and if so what kind of inspections - are rcally the best way to narroirJ the margin 

of uncertainty, and (b) the question as to what margin of uncertainty is tolerable 

when weighed against the gain of obtaining an agreement. 

In this connexion I would only take the liberty of reminding us all that just 

prior to the signing of tho Moscow partial test ban, son1e interesting suggestions had 

been offered by various non-aligned members of the Conwitte0 with a view to facilitating 

a comprehensive treaty. These might now bo revived for discussion, placed in the con­

text of new knowledge, and elaborated further to meet the needs of a workable com­

promise. An important suggestion might be the participation of non-nuclear Powers in 

the process of detection and identification. 

Another suggestion was tendered i!l case on-site inspections should still be 

wanted -- and I do not pronounce any view on the need for these, but just assume for 

the sake of argument that they would figure as an element of a verification system. 

It was suggested that a much better formula than an annual quota for them would be 

one referring to longer periods, possibly made to overlap each other. Tho purpose 

would be to get effective deterronc,s with a lowGr inspection rate by decreasing the 

boundary effects and making the selection process more efficient. By way of example 

- and this is a theoretical Gxa;nple only -- six inspections over three years might 

have as much worth as three a year; this because I believe nobody expects the quota 

ever to be fully utilized. 

There is a particula.r raason prompting us today to re-examine the need for 

verification and to search for moro flexible procedures for any such verification. 

For when we discuss this problem in the context of stopping the further spread of 

nuclear capabilities, it becomes glaringly evident that it is no longer one that can 

be dealt vlith in terms of adversc.ries, as they have been called, implying the Soviet 

Union on one side and the United Kingdom/United States on the other. Any contemplated 

system, be it with or without inspections, must be built up so as to cover all the 

countries which are to comply with the obligations. 
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The zest for achieving a true reduction of military might through all the steps 

taken has guided my Government to ask for combined, package, measures. We did so in 

relation to the so-called Unden Plan several years ago (A/RES/1664 (XVI); DC/201) 

when we presented some considerations for our adhering to a nuclear-free zone. In the 

United Nations last winter our Foreign Minister proposed (A/PV.l319, p.27) a three­

fold package-- non-dissemination plus comprehensive test·ban plus cut-off of produc­

tion of fissionable material -- believing that this represented a fair measure of 

balance and counter-balance. I do not now want to load our agenda with consideration 

of the cu~-off of production of fissionable material as an additional item, especially 

as it is not among the measures explicitly enumerated by the Disarmament Commission for 

priority consideration at this stage in our work. But of course -- and I must stress 

this -- any progress on any disarmament measure, any offer of reduction of the nuclear 

strength of the present nuclear Powers, would serve as an inducement to the non-nuclear 

ones to forgo temptations to enter the nuclear race. 

What I have been saying today has been motivated by a desire to help us to focus 

our agenda at this session so as to maximize the chance to obtain some positive 

decision. We in the Committee enjoy a capital of confidence from all the United 

Nations Members and from world public opinion in general. We must be aware that this 

capital m~ be eroded --yes, forfeited -- if once more we just turn up our empty 

hands for the world to see, 

Even if a major result at this session is not in the offing, we should at least 

be able to take a few strides forward. One such minimum programme has been offered 

to us in the field of non-dissemination. I refer to the proposal made by the Italian 

Foreign Minister that the non-nuclear Powers take the initiative by accepting a 

moratorium -- its duration obviously will have to be discussed -- during which period 

they would "agree to renounce unilaterally Equipping themselves with nuclear weapons" 

(ENDC/PV .219 .s "Q.l8). During that period further negotiations would proceed with and 

between the nuclear Powers. To quote Mr. Fanfani, "In that way ••• a factor of 

pressure and persuasion would be created which could be brought to bear on the nuclear 

countries" {.ibid., ]2~19). But, of course, it would also serve to relieve this whole 

issue of the sharp sense of urgency. 
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It is -oossible that this ':lroposal may -<Jrovo valuable. I imagine that the 

time-J,imi t for t\_-le -Jroposed moratoriurr-: on the 'Jert of the non-nuclear States would 

have to be relatively short. Moreover, a decirJion on such a moratorium ought to be 

accompanied by pledges on the 'Jart of the nucleac" nations that they t.IOLlld do 

everything in their ~Jower to negotiate so as to achieve definitive results in 

relation to a .comprehensive test ban and a non-proliferation treaty. 

Even under these co11di tions, DO\-Jever, e. decision to oarticipate in a moratorium 

such as that envisaged might be difficult to take for many non-nuclear countries, As 

far .as my own country is concerned, I can say that if such a decision set3med to rq.lly 

support on the part of non-nuclear nations, we '1-Jould be ready to give it posi ti ye 

consideration. The atomic energy programme on which Sweden is working is in any case 

a purely civilian one. Press reports t.Jhich make assertions to the contrary are 

consequently entirely misleading. 

To return to these steps forward vJhich can be taken in this session· of the­

Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament: we might also have to conceive a minimum 

programme relating to a com;Jrehensi ve test ban. In this field there is Derhaps 
' -

nothing deci.si ve that the non-nuclear, non-aligned countries can institute· of their 

own accord. I have already alluded to the contributions which may be forthcoming in 

regard to the seismological detection of underground tests. This was also obviously 

in the mind of the Italian Foreign Hinister Hhen he said on 29 July: 

n In this regard it mu~;t not be forgotten that we can count upon the co-oDeration 

of the non-aligned countries, which are re .iy to offer thoir territories and the 

help of their own personnel to facilitate the conclusion of an agreement, and they 

are wiHin g to do so.n (ioid., o.l7). 

Some preliminary and pri vr,te exnloration has also been going on as .. t.o a voluntary 

co-operation on a scientific basis bet\~een seismological stations in different 

countries, creatil}g a so-called 1.1detection club11 • It would of course be preferable 

if such co-oueration at tbe outset \>Jere not restricted to the non-nuclear countries 

but were worldwide.· The demand that ther)3 must be a scientific, open, international 

co-operation in the seismic field as a basis for confidence in a test ban,which is 

also to cover underground nuclear explosions, has been and remains the oraeterea 

censeo of the Swedish delegation. VJhy should not some planning for this co-o'!)eration 
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be initiated now? And why could it not continue even if the major work of the 

Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament entered into a neriod of recess during the 

time of the United Nations General Assembly? 

I am fully aware of the misgiving of several delegations as soon as the question 

of some more technical exploration is as much as hinted at. But I assure representa­

tives that the Swedish delegation is as concerned as anybody could be to reserve the 

discussion of principles and politics for this body. To ensure that no inroadB are 

made on the political issues, I would suggest that technical talks between our 

delegations should not even deal with verification problems but merely with one or 

two i terns, narrowly circumscribed, belonging to sheer 11 mechanics11 • We should select 

items in areas where we already have agreement in princi~le, as is the case in regard 

to the basic reliance to be placed on national observation posts for the gathering of 

data. Some of our experts might ponder, for instance, by what means an international 

flow of such seismological data ·can be arranged, what channels of rapid communication 

can be utilized -- whether through the co-o,)eration of the World Meteorological 

Organization or by some other ~etwork. 

Similarly, as there is already in existence a fairly extensive international 

exchange of seismological data, the question remains how to widen its scope to include 

smaller earthquakes and how to encourage the develonment of scientific programmes and 

co-operation between them. An increase in the relevant data should facilitate the 

endeavours of those who are trying to find a basis for a lower inspection rate. We 

in Sweden would be prepared -- in the event such a step would facilitate the reaching 

of general agreement on a complete test-ban treaty -- to consider seriously establish­

ing and onerating an advanced seismic station on our soil; and we would be ready to 

have its data made available to the international data flow. 

0n the other hand, all problems to which a political element has been imputed 

should decidedly be left to be tackled by us at t~1e resumption of the. work of the 

Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament during the winter session. In the r11eantime, 

it would have to constitute our 11 homework 11 • If certain tasks were explicitly stated 

as duties for us, even if we had ;1ot reached any major decisions in the weeks still 

before us, that would at least serve as a sign to the world outside this Geneva 
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enclave that we do take our dedicc'.tion to dis::;x-ms.rnent seriously. It goes vJithout 

saying that it would be so much the better if vie ~>Jere to have some more triumphant 

news to announce. 

There are also challenges to be met beyond the confir.es of the Eighteen-Nation 

Committee on Disa.rmament if tt•e founchtions for disarmament are to be secured. The 

most crucial one of thGse is to enlist Chir"a and France in a constructive dialogue 

with the rest of the world. As tl"e Swedish Government has persistently urged 

throughout the years that China should be re:Jresented in the United Nations, we cannot 

pass over this matter in silence but must express ree::rot th~'t ';)ropitious opportunities 

have hitherto be~n lost. There is now a new chance 5iven us by this problem1 s having 

been coupled with that of a world disarmament conference which was recom11ended in the 

United Nations Disarmament Commission resolution (DC/ 224; ENDC/149). Sweden voted 

for this as a matter of principle, but \Je also realize tbe.t such a. conference would be 

of insignificant value if China were not to participate. 

Surely we have to ce~rry a heavy load of res-oonsibility for 1-1hat we do or do not 

do in the coming weeks and months, in order to set in motion a noble race towards 

disarmament. Let us now begin in earnest to discuss concrete next steps. 

Mr. LOBODYCZ (Poland): The Polish delegation listened with the greatest 

attention to the most inter8sting statement made by the representative of Sweden today. 

We shall study that statement carefully in the verbatim record and indicate at a later 

stage our position on the ideas so eloquently out forw'lrd by JVrrs. Myrdal. Now may I 

proceed to my prepared statement? 

Our Committee has resumed its work, in accordance with resolution DC/225 adopted 

by the United Nations Disarmament Commission on 15 June 1965 (ENDC/149) in order to 

continue the negotiations. 1;Je are confronted with v~trious nroblems. Thus, in the 

first instance, as the above-mentioned resolution has stressed, the Committee is 

called upon --

n •.• to resume c1S a matter of urgency its efforts to develop a treaty on general 

and complete disarmament under effective international control, and to consider 

all proposals for mee.sures to relax international tension and halt and reverse 

the arms race 11 • 
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Before turning to the subjects envisaged by this resolution, we d.eem it necessary 

to stress the fact that our Conwittee does not exist and act in a political vacuum. 

Taldng into account the axperiences of this Committee during the more than three 

years of its work, we cannot but mention that it bas been a sensitive instrument of 

international negotiations, which reflects with almost seismographical precision all· 

tensio~1s and detentes in the international situation. It is obvious that positive 

as well as negative events in the international arena exert influence on our debates. 

T!tey either favour negotiations or, Uc'lfortunatel:r, render them more difficult. 

The milit3.ry aggression of the United States of .America in Vietnam casts a sombre 

shadow upon the international situation. V·Iha t is more, Vietnam is not the only 

place in this world of ours where the United States has resorted to military force in 

order to impose its will upon other countries. It goes without saying that the work 

of this Committee is affected by this dangerous situation. The concern for a 

satisfactory course of deliberations of the Committee requires, I submit, a clear 

determination of our position with regard to acts of aggression and military violence. 

Needless to say, the aggression launched by the United States of .America threatens 

internetional peace, thus undermining the very idea of disarmament. This idea -- as 

is well known -- is closely associated with the problem of peace. That fact is 

indisputable. Allow me to quote, for example, the words of the former United States 

negotiator on disarmament, John McCloy, who referred to ''disarmament as a concomite.nt 

of peace.'' in Foreign Affairs for April 1962 (No,3, p.340). 

It is difficult not to exprees our astonishment at the fact that some represent~ 

atives in this room try to discover something allegedly improper when, during the 

discussion of disarmament subjects, one speaks about the'United States violations of 

peace in Vietnam and other parts of the world. We would not serve the purpose for 

which this Cownittee has been established if we closed our eyes to the military 

activities of the United States of .America in Vietnam to their systematic escalation, 

to the new kinds of military forces and arms being brought into action. If we wish for 

rea.l progress in the :Lield of disarmament, we must always keep in mind the realities of 

the world and be aware of all the factors that prevent such progress. 
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The situation caused by the United States in Vietnam cannot be reconciled 

with the basic purpose of these negotiations: namely "disarmament instead of wars". 

The concept of "disarmament alongside of wars", which some Western representatives 

seem to suggest to us, is contra~ to the very idea of disarmament. Disarmament 

is feasible in a peaceful world. The world full of sounds of milita~ aggression 

does not favour disarmament. 

This point of view, I submit, has found its reflection in the Soviet-American 

"Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations". Point l(a) 

of that Statement declares, amongst other things, that one of the purposes of 

disarmament negotiations -

"··· is to achieve agreement on a programme which will ensure that 

(a) disarmament is general and complete and war is no longer an instrument 

for settling international problems ••• " 

The Statement affirms, further, the necessity 

"••• to facilitate the attainment of general and complete disarmament in a 

peaceful world ••• ", 

and urges all countries to -
11 ••• refrain from any actions which might aggravate international tensions, 

and that they seek settlement of all disputes by peaceful means ••• " (ENDC/5) 

While we see a contradiction between the situation that has arisen and the 

purpose of disarmament negotiations, we are convinced that putting an end to the 

United States aggression in Vietnam would favourably influence the work of this 

Committee and disarmament talks as a whole, as well as the international situation 

in general. The United States declarations of its readiness to continue milita~ 

activities and, even more so, its declarations as to its freedom in determining 

the scope of those activities, sound very strange in this room. It is necessary 

to end the United States aggression in Vietnam in order to restore international 

confidence and bring about an atmosphere conducive to the success of our 

negotiations. The present international situation presses for decisive actions 

in the field of disarmament. 
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So f::;r, t~nf~rtun2toly 
7 

the stilt'-'nF.mts by ~'c stern doll;gntions prove that they 1ll1der-

est:iJnate this trut:1. In the positions of those delegations we ·see various elements 

which in our view are detrimental to the ~Jrogress of our negotiations. One of those 

elements is the obvious reluctance of the ~iestern delegations to pay appropriate 

attention to the problem of general c.md complete disarmament. That, I submit, is 

contrary to the main purpose of our Ccmunittee. All the resolutions of the General 

Assembly concerning the activities of the Eighteen-Nation Conunittee, as '"ell as the 

last resolution (DC/225; ENDC/149) of the DisarmaT,ent CoJYJ.l1lission of the United Nations 

of 15 June llilst, put for1·rard as a main and urgent goal the developnent qf a treaty on 

genE!ral and complete disarmament. They envisage the collateral measures as means for 
' . 

facilitating the achievement of tds goal. These proportions should be maintq,ined, 

and. while pressing the need for co11atera1 measures we carmot forget our main objective. 

vie cannot lose sight of the target aimed at by all measures under discussion. 

Arl:other negative element is, in our view~ the reluctance of the T.lestern 

delegations to take radical steps in the field of di sarmamerit which might bring about 

t-he reduction of the stock of armaments :::nd of armed forces. As a matter of fact, 

the ~Jestern Powers try to perpetuate for an unl:iJnited period of time the existing 

structure of their annaments, to say nothing about their continued efforts to increase 

their military potential. 

The essential c01-cdition for success in the Conunittee 1 s efforts should be, I 

submit, concentration upon the problems which in the present international situation 

call for an urgent and effectj_ve solution. That is why the Polish delegation fully 

s'i1pports the position of the Soviet Union on the need for the liquidation of foreign 

bases and the withdrawal of foreign troops. The existence of foreign bases and the 

stationing of foreign troops is the main source of international tension. It is a 

potential element of aggression VJhich, as the events of last month have shown, may 
..• 

easily bec"me an active element of aggress,ion.. Therefore the maintenance of bases 

and troops on foreign territories is contrary to the requirements of peace and 

international security. 
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The Polish delegation attaches special attention to the problem of nuclear 

disarmament. 1~s in the past, we support the postulate of liquidation of nuclear 

armament in the earliest possible stage of general and complete disarmament. l'le also 

support concepts for a solution of this problem on a partial basis. The Government of 

Poland has put forward the proposal for the establishment of a denuclearized zone in 

Central Europe (ENDC/C.l/1), and the proposal for a freeze of nuclear weapons in this 

region (ENDC/PV.l89, p.6). We consider both proposals as still valid. The dialogues 

that the Polish Government has had, so far, with the governments of some European 

countries on the problem of the freeze of nuclear weapons, as well as the response of 

public opinion to the Gomulka plan (ibid.), prove the vitality of the ideas contained in 

this proposal. 

1.Iay I submit that another Polish proposal for the convening of a conference on the 

problem of collective security in Europe would also, if put into effect, serve the cause 

of European security? Such a conference of the European States with United States 

participation might constitute a favourable platform for discussion of the whole complex 

of problems affecting security, disarmament and peaceful coexistence of States in Europe. 

The Polish delegation attaches great importance to the problem of the conclusion of 

a treaty on the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons. The Western delegations have made 

a number of declarations as to the advisability of the conclusion of such a treaty. 

Unfortunately in practice the position of these delegations does not correspond with their 

general declarations as, at the same time, they continue to pursue the concept of a 

collective nuclear force within the Western military grouping. It seems that the policy 

of the Western Powers on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons is subordinated to this 

concept. 

The representative of the United Kingdom, Lord Chalfont, in his statement on 29 July 

presented the concept of non-dissemination of nuclear weapons which does not exclude 

indirect· transfer of these weapons. It is worth while to point out the contradiction in 

his statement. On the one hand he affirmed that the United Kingdom believed -
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"• •• that even now the order and stability of the world could be assured with 

nuclear weapons reduced to lower, safer and less costly levels without destroying 

or upsetting the present overall military balance". (ENDC/PV.219, pp.7. 8) 

On the other hand, however, Lord Chalfont persisted in advocating the plan of setting up 

the atlantic Nuclear Force (ibid., p.l4}, which obviously cannot be reconciled with the 

idea of the reduction of nuclear armaments • 

.h.S a direct result of the creation of the lo:LF or .h.NF, new, non-nuclear States of 

one military grouping, that is NATO, would have the right of co-disposal and co-decision 

in the use of nuclear weapons. This would substantially increase their influence over 

the nuclear strategy in general. Such a development would strengthen qualitatively the 

military position of the respective countries of NATO, and in particular that of the 

Federal Republic of Germany. As a result of all this a new stage in the arms race would 

be inescapable. Therefore, the setting up of the wlLF or ANF would be, I submit, contrary 

to the basic purpose of this Committee - that is, halting and reversing the arms race. 

The attempt to reconcile the ~lliF or ANF with the idea of non-dissemination of nuclear 

weapons leads to a paradoxical conclusion: namely, that it is possible to envisage such 

a non-dissemination of nuclear weapons as would stimulate the increase of the arms race. 

Furthermore, the setting up of the i·:hltilateral or Atlantic Nuclear Force with the 

participation of the Federal Republic of Germaqy would grant a premium to the most 

aggressive political forces in ~fest Germany for their unyielding position and pressure 

for access to nuclear weapons. Such a move would encourage these forces and would be a 

starting-point for their continued claims in the nuclear field. The road to satisfying 

the ambitions of the Federal Republic of Germany in the field of nuclear armaments would 

be considerably shortened. In the interest of security in Europe and of progress on 

the path to the conclusion of a non-dissemination agreement as well as to disarmament 

in general, everything should be done to avert the dangerous consequences that might 

arise out of the creation of the MLF or .b.NF. 
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It is for these rea,sons that we consi6er the proposal (ENDC/151) of the German 

Democratic Rep~pli_c on a CO!ftprehensive renunciation of nuclear arms by the two 

German States, and on other measures to be· undertaken by both these States in the 

field of disarmament, as a valuable contribution to the fulfilrnent of the tasks of 

this Committee. The statement of the Goverrnnent of the German Democratic· Republic 

just read to this Committee substantiates these proposals, which the Polish delegation 

fully supports. Because of the constructive character of that statement the Pol{sh 

delegation is of the view that our Committee should pay it; due attention. 

The representative of Canada, Hr. Burns, claimed at our last meeting, on 5 August, 

that the critical evaluation of the policy of the T:.:est German Goverrnnent is the 

result of 11 emotions still aroused by the events of tHenty ye·ars ago 11 (ENDC/PV .221, p~l9), 
With all due respect, it is difficult not to express our astonishment at such an 

opinion. In order to judge on its merits the policy of the Government of the Federal 

Republic of Germany it is not necessary to look at the ps.st. It suffices to take 

into consideration the facts which illustrate that policy. 

The Government of the Federal Republic of Gerrnany does not hide its objectives. 

It openly proclaims revisionist territorial clairris and the desire to change the 

situatton created in Europe as a result of the Second ;;;orld \fJar. ·vTith those 

objectives in mind it strives to strengthen its political and military position. 

The pressure for the participation of thG German Federal Republic in JviLF is ;an integral 

part of this policy, All i";his is not on;Ly directed_ against the security of Poland 

and of other socialist States but is also contrary to the requirements, of peace and, 

security in Europe. 

The concept of. the setting up of ~U.F or ANF is a stumbling-block on the road to 

the conclusion of an agreement on the non-disse'.ilination of nuclear weapons, The 

contradiction between the concept of a multilateral nuclear force and a non-proliferation 

agreement cannot be overcome merely by devising a treaty formula. In his recent 

article in the July issue of Foreign Affairs (p, 596), Hr. Foster suggested 11 a withdrawal 

clause similar to that found in the liai ted test-ban treaty 11
• ·vhth all due respect, 

we are unable to agree with him on such an approa.ch to the problem; because the 

withdrawal clause, which has been a useful formula, for instance, in the case of the 

Moscow test-ban treaty, would in the case of a non-dissemination agreement be trans-
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formed merely into means of preserving the possibility to create the l'/[LF or ANF. 

Thus the idea of a withdrawal clause in a non-dissend_nation agreement would i..1nply 

that one party to it, namely the ':'Jest ern Powers, might presuppose that it would be 

allowed to take certain steps which are consbered by the other party as contrary to 

the very spirit of this agreement. Such an approach cannot be reconciled >rith the 

principle of good faith among parties to an agreement. Horeover, in legal terminology 

this would be a clear case of the so-called reservatio wentalis. 

Hhat purpose would be served by concluding a non-dissemination agreement \·Iith 

the withdrawal clause implicitly referring to the lHF or j-JTF? It is well known that 

withdrawal from a treaty is not a popular move. After the creation of the MIF or 

ANF, a politically and psychologically difficult act of withdrawal from a non­

dissemination agreement would become a hard necessity, not for the Western States but 

for the socialist States. Is that the real purpose of the vJestern delegations? 

Taking into account the importance for international security of halting the 

spread of nuclear weapons, the Polish delegation calls for the cutting-off expressly 

of all direct and indirect means of access to these weapons within both national and 

allied frameworks. No other solution would be able to halt the spread of nuclear 

weapons. 

The Western delegations present the problem of a comprehensive nuclear test ban 

as if the socialist delegations had obstructed such a ban. Nay I submit thcct this 

is not the case? It is not the socialist delegations vrhich advance postulates. 

complicating the matter. The !4estern Powers demand that those postulates should be 

satisfied in order to bring about the conclusion of a com~Jrehensive test-b.;:m treaty. 

There is no doubt that the key obstacle standing in the way of such a treaty is the 

lack of the political decision on the part of the United States. 

As far as concerns other proposals tabled before this Co,mrittee, may I stress 

the vital importance of the conclusion of a treaty on the prohibition of the use of 

nuclear weapons? The implementation of that proposal would be simple and easy. The 

conclusion of a treaty in this field wo-uld contribute to the increase of mutual 

confidence in international relations and create more favourable conditions for broader 

disarmament measures. The attainment of that goal would be facilitated also by a 

declaration by the nuclear Powers, as proposed by the Soviet Union (ENDC/PV.220, p,l8) 

that none of them will be the first to use nuclear weapons. 
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The Polish delegation considers th2.t it vmuld be most advantageous to convene 

a world conference on disc:mnament, as provided for in resolution DC/224 adopted by 

the United Nations Disarmament Commission (El"TDC/lL,9). Such a conference could 

become a turning-point on the path to the solution of disarmament problems. 

More than three years have elapsed since the beginning of the work of this 

Committee. During that period no agreement has been achieved v.ri thin the Eighteen­

Nation Disannament Committee that would mark significant progress on disarmament. 

In spite of this we are, as before, of the opinion th2t an a,;reement is possible in 

various fields. v!ith this in mind ,,-e have presentGd our considered views on the 

sources of the difficulties in our negotiations and the steps that ought to be taken 

to promote progress in the solution of disarmament problems. 

Mr. CERNIK (Czechoslovakia) (translation from Russian): First of all I should 

like to thank the Sovi:t representative, Mr. Tsarapkin, who was Chairman at the 218th 

meeting of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament which inaugurated this session 

of the Committee, for his kind words of welcome. 

Almost eleven months have p2.ssed since the Eighteen-Na.tion Committee on 

Disarmament adjourned last September. The report which the Comrnittee submitted to the 

nineteenth session of the United Nations General Assembly upon the conclusion of its 

work (ENDC/148) noted that the Com~ittce's negotiations had not yielded any positive 

results. The lack of results from the work of the Committee caused several delegations 

to express justified criticism and concern. The representatives of most of the States 

members of the Committee pointed out that advanta.ge should be taken of the favourable 

situation and the stimulus resulting from the conclusion of the Hoscow Treaty banning 

nuclear tests in three enviror..:ments (ENDC/100/Rev.l) in order to adopt further 

measures towards relaxing international tension and halting the arms race, and that the 

negotiations should not be alloved to come once again to a standstill. However, those 

appeals met with no response. Despite all the efforts of the delegations of the 

socialist and non-aligned countries, the "'rork of the Committee was brought once more 

to a standstill. 
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Subsequent developnents have i\:.l.l;:r confi2.'med t;tl~t ,,hose appeccls u•::;rc" :r·j nnd 

1.-:ell-groundod. D~ring tb_P pw·t e1c;·;ren monthf -,~hP LJte::.'i1:::tio·ni si tuat:Lon h:os 

worsened considerably cllci 01.1"' i Cv uu.cc.'ula ccndi t::.c.-r,;:; 1)rouch'~ ~'-GOl'-L t:r -th,J ~·~Io:='r o·,r 

Treaty and by cerco.in c-Lhc,r IJ1.68SU.:.."8S b.:rio bc:;e:•' L''cdc1C"'(1_ to r..c::-'tg;lt b.;r tlle ir:CT2c.:: .. •.ngly 

02,gressive foreign policie:- of ccTt2i n '.Iss (.e.n:< F·cue~~'S" Th:::so 1Jr:favourable cJ.e':e:top:neoi.;, 

2,lreo.dy mede thenselves felt ot t:1e i.<i:n..::tGe!1th se:Jsio'.• oi the •Jnited Natior;s i~c,~leral 

.. ·~ssembly; v.rhich vTCl:'> Dot ab:i.e to d:;_scuss. o:;:':Cect-i_ \rely a s.l 11gle on8 cf the imp0rtan4~ 

8.Dd. urgent problems of onr time, lfJcJv.ding Lhe p:.:cblei!l of cLi.sc::.rmarr8DL SincE' 1.~1.0 

beginning of this yea:c this unde;::;irab1e process lvJs con·:.:,inu.ed ~.:nd even viorsen::J, 

Its most significan<J ms.nif'~std.ioYJ DE'.'> bee11 ths j ncr-eused B-bgr~:ssion by the 

United States in Viet:cm'l 1 ermod i11tervcnti.on ii1 the Dominicc.il Eepubl ic, ElD<'l c.:Lso 

·events in other ps>.:..·ts of the vJOrld. 

Other representatives of the ;::;ocialist. cot,ntries 1·Jho hwe spok8l1 before u.:: in 

th8 ge:"~eral debate have rightly clrc::,-vm atter..tion -:.o these fucts and ha.ve stressed 

that) ::_r our Committee is Gu fulfil its puTpose, it must co·ccentrate its activ~~-J-.ies 

on adopting suci1 r:-;eas11res ns 1rJiJ 1 char:ge this dangerous c0urse, !~o:-Jever, :Ln i.he 

negotiations the d.=,lega-c,ions 0f ·C,be 1Jest8rn countr:i_es lnve ~-o fe.r carefully 

c:voided these L.ss'.<es, and have even o.tt.e:npted ·co (teny the socialist cour.trieG r,i._oi:c 

right to examine t>hom iil thi:-; Committef-3 5 2s 1.1e S&1N' for ourselves, fo:.· jns-:-.nr,·:ec; r>.t 

the L:,st m3eting J v.;hcn th3 rep"-'GSeDt8ti V8 of Haly spoke u=m::c;rv. 2.21'' PP 0 21 ~ 22) • 

Counittee and state(! that ~ 

11 0ur duty here .• accqrding -co tte TJ'I:ited N3~;io·.,s Disu-;_~mriffiezr0 Commission, ~;::; 

to dj scuss 1t1ays in 1,rhich tho viol2ncs \-.JLich L:: n:ofortuiJe.tely endemic in I~LG 

'.N'or.ld today can be -:n.ade less Janga·ous, les~; liable to erupt into a nuc}_co:l' Far .. i' 

'Io can 2gree 1Ni th that pointe But at the samo time the Canadian represenc,2tive 

reproaches the delegatior2s of thc-o socio.list countries fo:::- co-rtdemning in theil' Dtatc­

rne:mts the aggressive policy of the UDited St3.tes. On th2.t point we cannot at nll 

agree <-rith ~1.ir, Burr;s, ,\.ccoJ.·ding tCJ hjm ue should discuss the possibility of 

e1im.inc,ting the threat of i-rar h1t He should nob disct..s.s the VP:ty thing ,,.rhich, 

p:;_·ecisely at tbe pr-e.'l0llt t:une; is inCl'G<:lsing this do.nger more than anythint; ,,~l_Hc .. 
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We are asked to p~ss over in silence the fact th2t the United States is waging in 

Vietm.m an aggressive war ag.sinst the Democrdtic Republic of Vietnam c:nd against 

the struggle of the people of South Vietnnm for their nationc:.l liberation, a war 

which is daily growing more extensive 1.nd Hhich may hc:.ve the most senous 

consequences for pe2ce throughout the c.mrld. 

\·ie must conduct negotiations on disarmament, but we must not to.lk about the 

fact that in recent weeks the United States has been increasing its 2rmaments; that 

the United States Government has just requested a further allocation of 1,700 

million dolL:~rs for armarnents and for the \,rar in Vietno.m, and at the beginning of 

next year, according to the American Press, it will request a further allocation 

of 3-4,000 million dollars for the smne purpose; the1t the "illlerican ::.rmed forces 

~:.re to be increased by 350,000 men, bringing the totc.l to almost 3 million; that it 

is intended to send another 50,000 troops to Vietnam in the very near future, so 

that the number of United States srmed forces there will exceed 125,000 men. }'lore over, 

according to ;unerican Press reports, this figure is far from being final. 

United States troops are participating on an ever-increasing scele in direct 

military operations against tl'B patriots of South Vietnam D.nd <'Ire using methods vJhich 

are arousing indigne.tion ::.nd revulsion throughout the world. Only a few days ago 

the United States Press reported the destruction of a South Vietnamese village 

near the United Sto.tes be.se ~J.t D0. No.ng; the village was burned to the ground. In 

the New York Times report of 3 ;\ugust 1965 on this bo.rbarous crime committed by 

the armed forces of the United Stc.tes, 1JJe read: 

11 Uni ted States Marines using cige:~rette lighters, matches cmd flame 

throwers razed the village of C~:tiDne todny, four miles from the De Nang 2.ir 

bnse, nfter receiving sniper fire. 

tt About 150 straw c'.nd bo.mboo houses were burned. Other houses and 

sh2.cks were bulldozed down by ivi>rine c.rnphibious tractors 11 • 

This report shows the incredible terrorism by means of vJhich the United States 

:1rmed forces 2.re trying to intimidr.te the people of South Vietmm o.nd break their will 

for freedom. To all those who lived through the horrors of the Second World IJ'lo.r, 

and p&rticuLcrly to the Czechoslovl\k people, this :::-eport rec::.lls the bnrbo.rous 

destruction of 1.he Czech village of Lidice by the fascist occupying forces in 1942. 

The purpose of thc:t punitive measure wc.s to intimidate the Czechoslovak people and
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brec:tk their vrill to resist the inv3der. But it hc1d exactly the opposite effect~ 

the hc:~tred of the Czechoslovctk people for the inv::::.der :i_ncreased still further, e.nd a 

W:'.Ve of indignation rmd of solidarity with our people in their struggle for f1·eedom 

spread throughout the 1,wrld. 

1.Je have no doubt that the people of Vietnam and vJOrld public opinion will react 

in the same <ray to this barbarous destruction of a completely innocent South 

Vietn.c<.mese village by the United States anned forces. t~re ure also convinced thst, 

like the struggle of the Czechoslovo.k people during the Second '\rJorld Trfar, the 

heroic struggle of South ·vietMmese patriots vrill lead in the end to the independence 

r-md unificetion of the country, for 1JJhich they h so endured such terrible s:1crifices 

throughout the many years of· their struggle. 

The fE'.te of that Vietnamese village of Camne, so barb.<J.rously destroyed, is 

merely one example of how important and urgently necessary it is to take effective 

measures to put an end to the Har of :::.;.ggression in Vietnam. If our negoti2,tions 

::.re indeed to contribute townrds preventing the violence now taking place in many 

pe.rts of the world -- the most dangerous expression of which is the United States 

nggression in Vietnmn -- from degenerCJ.ting into 3 nuclear Har, if we vrish to prevent 

this, we must concentrate our e.ttention precisely on these questions, on the 

adoption of such measu.res as will help to bring 2bout (! change in this ·highly 

dangerous development. 

It follows from all this thc\t since Ssptember of lc.st year, o.nd especially during 

the p2st few months, {\S '-' result of the policy of the Vest ern Powers o. number of grcwo 

events h2ve taken plnce in the world which o.re in complete contradiction with the :.clirr..s 

and tasks of this Committee. 

In these circumsto.nces the question logically arises: Hhat point is there in 
.. 

continuing the work of this Committee 1-.rhen certain member Sts.tes nre pursuing a policy 

which gives rise tc another arms rr~ce .• heightens internc:.tion2l tension and directly 

threatens internt:tional security'? The governments of m2.ny Stetes heve quite rightly 

rclised this question, and, of course, the Czechoslovnk Government h:\S also done so. 

H2ving c2refully weighed nll these circumstances, th8 Czechoslove.k Government hns 

come to the conclusion thcct the present dangerous si tuc:tion ealls for incre3sed 

efforts aimed c:t putting an end to the present unfcwourable developments. \tJe must 

mobilize the united efforts of all those who ~re interested in the maintenance of 

peace and in disa:rmarnent for a more intensive struggle to achieve these ends, 
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That is t,Thy the Czechoslov::1k Soci,_list Republic 11fGlcomed the proposGl of the 

Govermaent of the Soviet Union to convene the United No.tions Dis2.rm"ment Commission, 

thereby enabling the present situ~tion in the field of dis::,rrn,J.ment to be discussed 

Hith the participation of all States Hembers of the United l\Ltions. Th,~.t is why 

we also fully supported the proposnl m_,_de in C.iro e.t the Second Conference of 

Heads of governments of Non-iiligned St2tes to convene a vJOrld conference on 

disarmament which would be C?.ttended by o.ll Stc.tes ( J 5763; p .23). The usefulness 

of this proposnl was also confirmed by the rcsoluti::>n c-Jhich 1,ras o.dopted at the 

session of the DisarrnP.ment Cormdssion by the v;:~st ma.j ori ty of the States lVIembers 

of the United Nz::tions (DC/224; :c'NDC/149). 

We believe th:c-:t this Co,lmittee, too, can and must make its contribution 

to1.rnrds the P.chievement of these aims. The agreement to resume the work of this 

Committee 1.vas welcomed by most countries of the world c:ts 8. decision which could 

help to improve the intern,::ioion;:,l climate. However, one must say from the outset 

that the resumption itself of these negotiations in no -,,ay alters the present 

tense and dangerous situo.tion in the world. The Coi!L!li ttee must .<=:t long ln.st achieve 

concrete results which 14ould help to :reduce intern8.tion~l tension, lessen the danger 

of wlr and slow down the [:rms r;J.Ce. If our Committee fails once c.gnin to justify 

the hopes that h~~ve been placed in it J there ::.s n re2.l danger that it will compromise 

itself definitely in the eyes of the peoples and world public opinion. 

In order to fulfil the afores:tid requirEJment, the Committee 1s discussions should 

be mainly directed towards the a.doption of meo.sures the urgent necessity of which 

is stressed by the dc::.ngerous developments of the ~~:::-esent time. Such me8.sures were 

listed in the memor;.:mdum (;:/5827 ~.nd Corr.l) submitted by the Soviet Government on 

7 Dec,mber 1964 at the nineteenth session of the Un:Lted Nations General icssembly. 

The socialist delegations urged the discussion of these measures elso in the 

United Nations Disarmament CoDl.t!lission, c.rhere o. nu.'"nber of other dolega:cions supported 

them. The memorandum lists a mnnber of me,:\sures the implementation of which would 

help to bring about an effective improvement in the international otmosphere and 

a relaxo.tion of intermtioml tension. That is vrhy the Czechoslovak delegation 

e:h.'Pressed at the nineteenth session of the United Nr:.tions General 1\.ssembly its 

full support for that memor2ndum. 
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At the present tiE1e some rr•eo,sures the i::,_pleLF2nt,;,tion of vmich is p~:rticulc:~rly 

urgent hc:.,ve moved into tL8 forefront. I ~n referrinb in the first pl2.ce to the 

proposo,ls to elimino,te foreign milit~ry bo,ses and to withdraw forei~n troops from 

the t~rritories of other Stc:.,tes. 'r~1e socic}"list countries h;:we c::,lready been 

s tri vin5· for a number of yeo.rs to secure the implernent:l tion of these weasures. 

The events of the L~st fevr months hc~ve once ilg:.lin confirmed in the most convincing 

manner their importance and urgency. The use of United Stc"tes military bu,ses and 

armed forces on the territories of other countries for c:ggression in Vietnam c:nd the 

Dominican Republic ha.s clearly shown the rea.l pu::..'pose of foreign military bases and 

armed forces situated in the terri.tories of other States in various parts of the 

world 1 and how dangerous the consequences of such a situation may be for inter­

national peace and security. 

The dele~;;;ations of the Western countries are seeking to minir.Jize the importance 

of the proposals to eliminate foreign mili ts.ry bases <.:mel to withdraw foreign armed 

forces from the territories of other countries~ and of other proposals by the 

socialist countries, claiming that they o.re mere "slogans" used by the socialist 

countries for propago.nda ae,ainst the \rJestern Powers. But such assertions are merely 

a naive and utterly unconvincin~ attempt to avoid discussion of those urgent 

proposals 7 wnich are supported by the governwents of many countries 7 not to mention 

world public opinion. In reality they are ur6ent measures the implementiltion of 

which vwuld help to bring about a relaxation of interncttional tension and improve the 

prospects for the solution of other questions on the agenda of our Committee. 

Another importcmt proposal the ure,enoy of which is becomint:, ever greE;,ter in the 

present situ::1tion is the adoption of such measures o.s would help to lessen the 

danger of a thermo-nuclear war. I am referring above c:;,ll to the question of banni;ng 

the use of nuclear weCl.pons, which hc1s alreudy been under discussion for a long time. 

It is not only tte socialist countries thst have ure;ed the adoption of such a raeasure. 

As fo.r bo,ck 2-s 1961 Ethiopia o.nd a number of.other non-aligned Stc:.tes took a valuable 

initiative in that direction. They sut;gested the convenine, of 2. conference for the 

purpose of signing a treaty banning the use of nuclear weapons (A/RES/l653(XVI)). 

A valuable proposal for the bu.nninc:, ;J,nd destruction of c:.ll nuclear weapons T,.;ras also 

put forward by the Government of the Chinese People's Republic, which suggested as 2. 

/ first step in that direction the prohibition of the use of nuclear wee.pons. 
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The Government of Czechoslovakia fully sup1)0rts all tl:cese proposals because 

it considers that the banning of the use of nuclear -v;earlons vrould be an important 

step towards lessening the danger of a nuclear war. The urgency of such a step 

has once again been confirmed by recent events. It is well kno-vr that in certain 

Western countries, and particularlJ in the United Stc.,tes of America 9 during the 

past few months argumentG ::md direct appec:cls hc:cve been heard 1.-i th increasing 

frequency in favour of tho use of nuclear weapons as a means of overcoming the 

difficulties in which the United States is involved c1S a result of its aggressive 

policy in South-East Asia. Suc:1 arguments, of cours8, have the most serious con-

RP~lAnces for world developments in many directions. This is true, in particular, 

as regards the negotiations on measures to prevent the further spread of nuclear 

1veapons 9 to which great importc:mce W3S attached by the delegations thr.t have 

already spoken in the general debate. 

We are convinced that an agreement on the prohibition of the use of nuclear 

weapons, or at the least a decla~ation by the nuclear Powers pledging themselves 

not to be the first to use such weapons, as was proposed once again by the 

representative of the Soviet Union, Ivlr. Tsc.crc.1pkin 1 in his st1.~tement at the meeting 

of .3 August (E:tmC/PV.220j p.l8) 9 would be of pc,ramount significance especially in 

the present situation. At the s~oe time, it is necessary to emphasize that we 

are speaking of a measure which it would be po,rticularly appropriate for us to 

discuss in the present circumstances for other reasons as well. In several of 

the statements which we hcwe heard so far in the genere1l debate, the importance 

of the time factor has been very rightly stressed. An agreement on the prohib-

i tion of the use of nuclecn· weapons, or a declaration by til8 nuclear Powers 

:;~ledging themselves not to be the first to use such ';.wapons, would be a measure 

to achieve -vrhich there ·would be no need for long-dro,w.~1-out negotiation. Its 

achievement depends solely on the t<-";,kint, of: a poli ti:Jal decision by the 

Governments concerned. ii t the saliJe time, there ccm 1)e no doubt that such a 

decision would provide desirc:,ble evidence that the statements of the represent­

atives of those States about the danger of a nuclear war, c:cnd the urgent need 

for measures th::t would lessen such a dan('!,'er, are indeed meant in earnest. 



ENDC/PV,222 
:3'7 

In t!1e discussion so f<.n.· st:ress has been la:id 

of the Wes"l.iern P.owerf: --~·on the sp8ed.i.est possibJ.e adoption ~f meas1:re~ to prevent. a 

·1n the5.:..· sta·beme::l"i:.s they hn:ie eloc;_t~ently sho.m ·the 

urgent nsed foT [mcb measures" 

Com::littec on Pl'o·;rihg t.he u:cgency of these m0asure:=:, Ir.L tt.e ear Her nego·biat.ions ~ 

1-::::.rt.~cularly dur:ing last year~ t.l!e d.elegations of +.h0 socialis·l; and non-·align:::"i CJc''J.'L'ris;:; 

devot3d much a·(;tention to ·iih:i..s question alHl made cuilsid:::-rabl-3 e.ffo1·tc to ach:.:.e:)·o s.g-roEm.::::.:ii. 

conelusion of ::~n agrE-ement on effective measur3s :;o preYent. a fu:cther spreaJ. c-f nuclea:..· 

weapo:;:>n, namely~ the _plans ±oJ· ·l:.he c:Leation of a Hh.'.lO n;ultilateral nucle-"l.:c lor::.~ 1r.t·iii1 

bho pa.r·:;~.c ipation of 'the F'ederal Republic of Germany F~nd other NATO S-t.a;tes.. The 

d.ciegatiio:n.s o:f thG soc :i aHst coun:Lrie~; fu·iJ for,vax d many weigh·0y arguments to show ·iJho;t 

-~h~ ira:'_)Jomentati~i:J of such plens was incowpatible ,·rith measures to preven-t the sp:read of 

rtue -::.0a.:.: wGapons, as they would giv0 access -t.o. nuclea:':' wt!apunl" to other States, ana in ·bh::J 

fi-1::-;t place t.o thA ::?oderal RGpUblie· of Germany. 

"-Te,ret·theless, t.he T!est:;;rn Powers are still endeavouring -':io carry o~!t :the5.r plr..ns i:o:J.' 

-~he .i.n ~egration of nuclear fl:rmame:c.ts w:i.thin NATO. He:Le, onee age..in, -the: contradiet.ion 

betw<;?en · +nc>;_;r words and th&ir deeds in fully r~vcaled. 

s br<:lSS iu· ·i:.h<:: Gomrn:i.tteo -~he urgent. ne9d to ·hakG ineaSUJ.•es to ::;>i-event the fur·~hec·.· s:;:>r~ad ot 
n-c,_c:!.ec>,r weapons, b11t a·i:, "~iY; same time their aetiou:.; within NATO are :i.n precisaly -the 

0pposif.e·direction, For· se:v<::ral ;vceks e.lready disc'.1ssionE ha.7~ b;;Hn go:Lng o.i1 lH NA·~o 

wH·h T.hu objac·~ of p:reparing plans for the i.nt3gra·l;ion of nuclea1 ::1tmaments with~.n IJA·TO, 

The implementation of these plans would lead. to the actual disseminat::.on o:f nuclear 

weapons, since it would enable other S-tates to gain acc~ss to liheml. ·i;o particip&T•":.! i!l 

their cont::.·ol and in d0.cisions regarding, their use. 

In their statemeni:.s in the general debate -;jhe representat:i.ves of the \'.'estern Powers 

havo exprc1:;sed the hope that the socialist countries will l?iYe up th~h: objections to. a 

multiJ.ateral nuclear force "Jr to any of.her form of int~graticri of I\ucl~a.r armarh:::n-~s -Nj_·(·,!1Ll 

NATO. B01·~ in this eonne:r:ion we are compelled to note tha.·::. noth:i:w.g has happened) 'ei-l:iher 

in -::.he policy of NATO o:..· in -the policy of the Federal R&:public of Germany, tb_a-~ woulC!. 

jus<:c::.fy a:ny change in the po::;it5on of the socialist uount:d.cs on ·th5.s q_uestion, On thE' 

cont:::.·2.ry, nego tia-',;ions on t.he ::..n·l:.ogration o:: nuclear wea.}_)ons are continuing w}:i,hin NATO 
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The arming of the Federal 

Republic of Germany is continuing; its revanchist policy is being intensified and its 

territorial claims inregard to the socialist countries, including Czechoslovakia in the 

first place, are becoming greater, It is well known ·that the Government of the Federal 

Republic of Germany still refuses to recognize the invalidity of the shameful ;',;unich 

The persistent efforts of the Federal Republic of Germany to gain access to 

nuclear weapons are being continued and intensified. 

In this phase_of the negotiations, I do not consider it necessa~ to examine in 

greater detail the policy of the Federal Republic of Germany on this question. It is 

enough to recall the statement made by the Irlinister of Foreign Affairs of the Federal 

Republic of Germany, Dr. Schroeder, at the beginning of last July, to which reference has 

already been made in the statements of the representatives of other socialist countries, 

in order to understand quite clearly the position of the Federal Republic of Germany in 

regard to gaining access to nuclear weapons, and what the relevant circles in the Federal 

Republic of Germany expect in that regard from a multilateral nuclear force or from some 

other form of integration of nuclear armaments within NATO. In the aforesaid statement 

the Minister of Foreign .Affairs, Dr. Schroeder, expressed quite clearly and very frankly 

the aims pursued by the Federal Republic of Germany in the field of nuclear armament. 

Amongst other things, he said that the Federal Republic of Germany "has ave~ clear idea 

of what minimal technical and organizational demands should be put forward" -- that is to 

say, of course, on the question of the nuclear organization within NATO -- "so that 

Germany too might be able 1convincingly 1 to deter a possible opponent." This statement 

speaks for itself. Any commentary would be superfluous. 

The representatives of the Western Powers are trying to convince us that the· 

integration of nuclear armaments within NATO in accordance with their plans would not 

mean dissemination of nuclear weapons, that it would satisfy the claims of the Federal 

Republic of Germany in the field of nu.clear armaments and at the same time would constitute 

a guarantee against adoption of an independent nuclear policy by the Federal Republic of 

Germany. Let us leave aside the question of the extent to which those who put forward 



ENDC/PV. 222 
39 

such assurances believe them themselves. The· Czechoslovak 3ocialist RepubHc •. itself has 

riot the' slightest ground for. relying on such assurances. The bistoric~l experi~nce 

acquired at great cost by the pedples of Czechoslovakia in their s"\ruggle with Gertnan 

imperialism, and the whole developmen-t of· events ·±n ~\'est Germany since the· Second World 

War, provide more and more evidence that concessions ·to' the ciaims of ·west German\ 

imperialism do riot diminish its avidity and aggredivenass. On 'the ·c ()ntrary; · they 

encourage it to. intensify its ·pressure st-ill further and to. put forward 'ever 'new demands. 

It· seems to us that in the post-,Y.ar period the Governments of the Wes-i,~rn· Pmvers have 

had sufficierit·opportunity to realize:this. It is en.,ugh to recall'whe .. t is left .in the 

Federal Republic of Germany of the limitations in the fiel<! of armamerit.s .by vrhich G.err:1::1ny 

was bound'after the war, and what has become of the res-!,rictions imposed ori the Federal 

Republic of Germany undet the so-calle'd' Paris Agre~ments of 1954 which were solewnly 

entered into by the Governmerit·of the Federal Repuh1ic·of Germany~ · The efforts of the 

Federal Republic of. Germany· 'to gain acc·ess to nuclear weapons merely complete "the picture. 

In our view it is high time that ~the Governments of the Western Po'lvers drew th$ appropria'(;e 

conclusions from all these 'facts.. ·If f'or some reason they· are ·unable or uil~vi.lling tp 'do 

so;Jthen they will bear a grav'e responsibility for the .further develo!)ment of ev.ents; -in· 

Europe and throughout the world. 

But :they· cannot expect the same of 'the sociaiist countries, ;rllich must evaluate the. 

policy ofthe West.ern governme-nts and, in.the·.first place, the policy of·the·Federa;L 

Republic of Germany., ·on the basiS not of words but of facts. P0st.,.~var .development.s ·show 

that in regard to the socialist countries in' 'EUrope ·t.he Federal Republic of Germany is 

pursuing ·aggressive revanchist aims. Further clear eviderice·.of this·was ·provided·by the. 

gathering of so-called Sudeten Germans held on 6 and 7 June 1965 in Stuttgart. In ·-· .;- ,:; 

connexion with that gathering of revanchists the ?liinistry of Foreign Affairs· of the,,. 

Czechoslovak Socialist Republic published the following statement: 

"Convincing evidence of the real intentions of the revanchists is to 'be 

found in the so-called 'Stuttgart appeal', which was adopted at the conclusion 

of their gathering and which stated that the Sudeten Germans would not give ~p 

the right to the heritage of their homeland. They literally demanded 'the 

return of the German territories of our homeland in Bohemia, Moravia and 

Sudeten Silesia1 ." 
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The revanchists obviously base this "demand" on the criminal occupation of a part of 

Czechoslovak territory in 1938 by Nazi Germany, and in order to car~ it out they intend 

"to return to their homeland and exercise their right to self-determination as 

free people •••• and to decide for themselves the question of their form of 

government and State allegiance", 

The serious danger of such revanchist claims is also heigh-:.;ened by the fact that at 

the present time they are receiving quite open official support from the Government of the 

Federal Republic of Germany. .b.mong the main speakers a.t the Stut,tgart gathering were 

Seebohm and Lemmer, ministers of the Bonn Government; for the Land Government of Bavaria 

Prime biinister Hoppel, and for the Government of Baden-Wlirttemberg Prime Minister Kies:i.nger. 

Full support for their revanchist claims was also expressed by Chancellor Erhardt, who 

sent a message of greetings to the Stuttgart gathering. .i.,Iili-':,arization and, above all, 

access to nuclear weapons plio/ a primary role in this r«~vanchist policy. 

Diametrical~ opposed to the policy of the Federal Republic of Germany is the position 

of the German D~mocratic Republic, which opens up the rE~al alternative of a peaceful 

settlement of the German question with due regard to thE! interests of peace and the 

security of all the peoples of Europe. The Government of the German Democratic Republic 

has on many occasions put forward valuable proposals calling on both German States to 

renounce nuclear armaments. Such an initiative also appeared in the statement made by 

the Foreign Minister for Foreign .Affairs of the German Democratic Republic, 0. Winzer., on 

2 August of this year in connexion with the twentieth anniversary of the signing of the 

Potsdam Agreements. In that statement the Government of the German Democratic Republic 

appealed once again to the Government of the Federal Re·public of Germany to the effect 

that 
II both German Gove.rnments should give up the manufacture, acquisition or 

use of nuclear weapons as well as the right to possess nuclear weapons in 

any form whatsoever." 
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That position was also confirmed by the statement made on l August by the Chairman 

of the Council of State of the German Democratic Republic, N~. Ulbricht, on the 

television of the German Democratic Republic. Once again he emphasized that -

'
1The national interests of the Germans in the "vest and in the East call for 

the renunciation of atomic weapons and of any participation at all by either 

of the German States in the possession ·of atomic weapons." 

In that statement Mr. Ulbricht once again confirmed the willingness of the Government 

of the German Democratic Republic to accept an international agreement on the non­

dissemination of nuclear weapons and on the prohibition of underground nuclear tests, 

insofar as such agreements would cover also the Federal Republic of Germany. 

The same position was taken by the Government of the German Democratic Republic in 

the Statement which the representative of the Soviet Union read to us today (ENDC/151). 

The Czechoslovak delegation fully supports his request that this Statement should be 

circulated as a Committee document. The Czechoslovak delegation cannot agree with the 

declaration of l\iir, Foster, the United States representative, that under the Committee's 

rules of procedure the Statement of the German Democratic Republic cannot be circulated 

as a Committee document. It is well known that on a previous occasion a similar 

statement of the German Democratic Republic was circulated in that way. The 

Czechoslovak delegation is not aware that any changes have been made since then in the 

Committee's rules of procedure which would prevent it from acting in the same way in 

the case of the Statement of the Government of the German Democratic Republic in 

connexion with the resumption of the Committee's work in 1965. 

These facts determine the a9proach of the Czechoslovak delegation to the discussion 

of measures to prevent the spread of nuclear weac1ons. I wiRh to stress once again that 

we consider tbe adoption of really effective measures on this question to be one of 

the most urgent tasks in the negotiations on disarmament. Such a measure, however, 

must include 3 ban on the dissemination of nuclear weapons in any form. It must not 

leave any loophole for getting round the ban in any way whatsoever. But the main thing, 
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which should be perfectly clear to everyone, is that the adoption of such a decision 

is incompatible with any plans for the integration of nuclear armaments with the 

participation of the Federal .Republic of Germany and other States within NATO. 

Recently numerous reports have appeared in the ~vestern Press to the effect that 

the delegations of the Western countries ere preparing the text of a draft treaty on 

measures to prevent the further dissemiw'ltion of nuclear weapons. It can be gathered 

from these reports, however, that the draft treaty will not contain anything which 

would hinder the establishment of a multilateral nuclear force, or the integration of 

nuclear armaments within l'Lll.'ro in any other form, with the participation of the Federal 

Republic of Germany. That question has already been dEalt with today in the statement 

of the representative of the Polish People's Republic, Mr. Lobodycz, who has adopted 

a perfectly clear position on this question which is fully shared by the Czechoslovak 

delegation. In our opinion the submission of such a draft treaty would be devoid of 

any practical meaning, since a proposal drafted in that way cannot become a basis for 

businesslike discussion and would only waste the Con~ittee's valuable time. 

The question of the cessation of underground nuclear weapon tests also occupies an 

important place in the Committee's negotiations. However, the statements we have heard 

up to now from the representatives of the ~vest ern countries do not hold out any great 

prospects of achieving progress in that direction either. Although their represent-

atives do admit the existence of technical improvements <:md advances in regard to 

control, nevertheless they continue to insist on the unacceptable demand for on-site 

inspections. But the demand for the institution of such inspections is not justified 

by the need for effective and reliQble control. The co~stant insistence on this can 

be explained in only one wny -- by a desire to obstruct the reaching of an agreement. 

In connexion with the question of underground tests the delegations of the 

·viestern countries once again revert to their old demand that the Soviet Union should 

publish its data on a detection system and should agree to the discussion of this 

question by experts. But such demands cannot lead to any results, as the represent-

atives of the ,.,·est must surely know. In the conditions now prevailing in the world 

there are reasons why the governments of some .States cannot publish certain facts. 
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This was pointed out, for example, by the representative of the Soviet Union, Nrr. Zorin 

at the seventeenth session of the united Nations General Assembly, when he said that -

''Present reletions ar,long States arc not such the.t one could freely exchange 

data in the field of nuclear weapons or give information on detection or 

verification m2chinery. 11 (A/C.l/PV.l246, p. 61). 

One can hardly assume that international relations hsve now improved in this respect. 

In this connexion I should like to point out that at that time it was not only 

the Government of the .Soviet Union that took such a position. This is shown also by 

several statements made by official spokesmen of the United States. For example, on 

11 March 1963 the Secretary of State of the United States, Mr. Dean Rusk, stated in 

the United States Senate that United States capabilities for detecting violations of 

a nuclear test ban were better than could be fully disclosed. Much attention was given 

to the problem of the secrecy of the datn on United States control systems in the 

field of nuclear tests by the former Senator Hwnphrey in his statement in the United 

States Senate in the spring of 1963, which wns circulated as a document of this 

Committee (ill~DC/82) and is available to all delegations. In our opinion it is quite 

obvious that ic such circumstances the discussion of these questions by experts would 

be pointless and could lead only to endless procrastination. 

On the question of the prohibition of underground nuclear tests, once again we 

see complete contradiction between the words and the deeds of the :AJestern countries. 

In particular the representative of the United States, in his statement during the 

general debate (ffi~DC/PV.218, pp.l3 - 15) did not spare words about the importance of an 

agreement to prohibit underground tests. But those words are in sharp contrast with 

the fa~t that on 23 July, on the eve of tha resumption of the Committee's work, a 

further underground nuclear test explosion was carried out in the United States. 

According to a report by the United St8.tes Atomic Z:nergy Cormnission, it was the 

fifteenth experimental underground explosion this year. On 6 August the united States 

reported yot 2nother underground t8st. Such acts by the Government of the United 

States cannot be regarded in any ws.~r as a contribution towards creating favourable 
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conditions for negotiations in our Committee and, in psr"t.icular, for the solution of the 

problem of underground nuclear tests. They show once again who is interested in 

avoiding the achievement of an agreement to ban undergro1md nuclear weapon tests. 

The attention which is being given to partial measw~es the implementation of which 

would lead to o relaxation of international tension does not mean any diminution of the 

importance of negotiations on general and complete ·disarmament; the achievement of the 

latter remains the most important task of our Committee. In regard to the main problems 

on which the Committee's attention should be concentrated in negotiations on general 

and complete disarmament, the Czechoslovak delegation stHl thinks that the key to the 

solution of this question is the reaching of agreement on measures which constitute the 

axis of the whole programme of general and complete disarmament: that is, on questions 

connected with the prohibition and destruction of nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles. 

The Committee has devoted a good deal of time to the discussion of these questions in the 

past. But owing to the position of the Western Powers, which refuse to agree to the 

implementation of radical and consistent measures for the pr.ob.obition and elimination 

of nuclear weapons and deli very vehicles, no results h:we so far been achieved. 

However, this can hardly be a reason for the Committee, in the field of general 

and complete disarmament, to go on to discuss other questions, since without the solution 

of these key problems it will be impossible to achieve any progress in the disarmament 

negotiations. If the \Jestern Powers really wont to achieve general and complete 

disarmament, they must adopt a realistic position on the question of nuclear weapons 

and delivery vehicles. Only on this condition will the Corunittee be able to achieve 

real progress in discussing this pivotal question in accordance with the interests of 

the peace-loving peoples of the whole world. 

Those are the views of the Czechoslovak delegation on some of the basic problems 

confronting the present session of our Committee. The tense international situation 

in which the Committee has resumed its work is in no way c:onducive to the solution of 

those problems; but at the same time it emphasizes their importance and the urgent need 

for their solution. Therefore it is necessary that all forces which wish to ward off 
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the threat of war and are anxious for the Jdo~tion of measures that would lead to a 

relaxation of international tension qnd to a hc::lt in the arms r2ce must redouble their 

efforts to secure concrete results in our negotiations. For this, however, it is 

essential that the vvestern Powers, CJ.nd p8rticulDrly the United States, should renounce 

their agressive foreign policy, the further intensific&tion of the arms race, and all 

acts which cause increased international tension. Only if these conditions are met can 

our talks lead to positive results. 

Mr. FOSTER (Onited States of America): I listened with interest to the speech 

of the representative of Sweden, who unfortunately hos now left. As usual, her remarks 

were very thoughtful and, I believe, give all of us here the opportunity for a careful 

analysis of those thoughts. Certainly we in the United States will approach them in 

thEit spirit and will, I nm sure, have some comments to ms.ke on them later on. 

On a different note, I must reserve the right to reply at 2 l3ter meeting to the 

distorted charges and the hackneyed accusations which have been made concerning the 

policies of my country, and also similar distortions concerning the policies of the 

Federal Republic of Germany. Apart from their unfortunate polemics, the statements we 

have heard so f:"r from the representatives of the Soviet T!nion, Bulgaria, Poland and 

Czechoslovakia are notable for the manner in which they have ignored resolution DC/225 

adopted on 15 June 1965 by the Dni ted Nations Disarmarr..ent Commission (El'\JDC/149). 

That resolution was adopted by a vote of 83 to 1, with 18 abstentions. 

Union and its allies were among those who abstained. 

The Soviet 

The United States certo.inly does not believe thc:::t this Committee or any delegation 

is in ~ny way limited by the terms of thst resolution. But, as Yrr. Cavalletti pointed 

out (ENDC/PV.22l, p.2l), it was the Sovi0t Union which requested the meeting of the 

Disarmament Commission in order to seek guidance for our work. It seems rather strange, 

th,3refore, that the Soviet representative had nothing to say about the only resolution 

adopted by the Commission which is addressed to this Committee, but had a lot to say 

about his own two resolutions which were not put to 2 vote (DC/218,219). I hope this 

do8s not mean that the resolution which was p3.ssed has already been relegnted to the 

Soviet limbo of non-history. 
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We cannot ignore that resolution, because it expresses in a general way the 

most recent views of the vast majority of the United Nations. In so far as the 

United States is concerned, we endorse the priority recommended by that resolution 

for the conclusion of a comprehensive test--ban agreement and a non-proliferation 

agreement. 11\!e also welcome its recognition of the need for a programme of certain 

related measures, some of which are dealt with in United States proposals before 

this Committee. Clearly this resolution· marks the di::-ection in 1·rhich we must move 

if we are to be responsive to the aspirations of the oveTI'l'helming majority of mankind. 

If, as the Soviet representative observed in his statement on 3 August, 

(ENDC/FV.220, p.9) I did not refer in my previous statements at this session to the 

need for continued efforts towards general and complete disarmaJnent, it >·laS because 

I was discussing the priorities dictated by the danger of nuclear proliferation. 

However, let me assure the Soviet representative that, even \'lhile giving priority 

attention to the imminent threat of nuclear proliferation, the United States is 

determined to work for general and complete disarmament as part of our continuing 

effort to achieve a better and safer world through thE application of the principles 

of the United Nations Charter, 

I hope, hov.rever, that the Soviet representative is prepared to agree with me 

that, at this moment, the most effective contribution 1-ve could make towards prepar.ing 

the way for general and complete disarmament would be agreement on measures to halt 

and turn back the nuclear arms race. That is what is stressed in the resolution 

contained in document DC/225 of tho Disarmament Commission; and that is precisely 

what the United States has urged for discussion and negotiation in its proposals 

over the past year. 

Frankly, I cannot take very seriously Mr. Tsarapkin 1 s description of these 

11 old proposals". If the age of proposals_ were a significant factor, most of those 

included in his Government ls:-memorandum of December 1964 (A/5827 and Corr.l) should 

long since have been retired from active service. irfuat m~:ttters is not the age of 

proposals, but whether they are responsive to the threat that faces us and offer 

some prospect for agreement. I propose to evaluate the three Soviet proposals 

suggested for action at this session in terms of these criteria. I will ignore 

the fact that two of them are among the most ancient contenders in the disarmament 

lists. 



.G1~~JC / .Pv • 2 2 'L 

47 

(I{r. Foster, United States_) 

One cf these is the question of withdrawing troops and milttary bases situated 

in foreign countries Despite 1~at happened in th9 recent session of the United 

Nations Disarmament Comrnission 5 ~~E Scl'iriet r:::p:;:c;.s, :1l:ative i:-::. hir~ :::;t:citement on 3 

August again sought to link this Soviet pr,.,posal •·ri th the unfortunate situation in 

Vietnam. 

During the debate;s in the Disarmament Commisslon a considsrable number of the 

114 members of the Commission exprc:>ssed their opinions on the subject nf troops and 

bases abroad. Although the Soviet representati "re implied that a majority supported 

the Soviet Union 1 s views on this ma.ttel·, I suggest that available evidence indicates 

that a contrary interpretation is probably more accurate. I ;~annat refer co a vote 

on the matter, since the Soviet 1Jnion did not press to a vote its draft resolution 

on the subject (DC/218). But I car:.say that, having made 0ur own private assessment 

of the estimated vote for that Soviet proposal, we were not surprised ~hat it was not 

put to a vote. 

The record of the debate in the Disarmament Commission shows that many 

representatives noted in their stqtements that the S0viet proposal to get rid of all 

troops and bases in other countries failed completely to acknowledge the right·of 

States to provide for their own defence by entering into agreements for accepting 

troops and bases rf friendly count:.c.i.es on their territories. Mutual defence 

arrangements, wl~ich are esser.tial in today' s interdependent wcrld, are expressly 

safeguarded by the United Nati0ns Charter. This omission in the Soviet proposal 

is by no means inadvertent; rather, it favours Soviet interests in two ways. 

First~ by forbidding smaller or weaker countries to protect themselves through 

arrangements with other nations, the Soviet proposal would_ leave them vulnerable 

to the form of aggression which communists no-vr call 11-vrars of national liberation". 

}lliat is the essen~d of this doctrine? As Secretary Rusk observed in a speech to 

the American Society of Internc:d;ior1al La-vr on 23 April of this year, a so-call-.ed "war 

of national libera.tion 11 is any war which furthers communist aims .. As he said then~ 

"It is used to denote any effort led by communists to ovsrthrow- by 

force any non-communist government. Thus the war in South Vietnam 

is called a 1war of national liberation'. And those who •,-vould 

ovs1·throw various other non-communist goven1Illents ir. Asia 9 Africa, 

and Latin America ars called the 'forces of national liberation'"· 
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Secretary Rusk further statodg 

"It is plain that acceptance of the doctrine of 'wars of nRtional 

liberation' would amount to scuttling the modern international law 

of peace which the LUnited Nation~ Charter preBcribes, and acceptance 

of the practicE- of t v<ars of liberation 1 , as defined by the communists, 

WOUld mean the breakdown of peRC8 itself". 

vle hope for a world free from Rggression, a world ,in which there would be no 

need to maintain.troops and b;::.ses abroad. However, so long as aggression persists, 

its victims and potential victims have a right to seek protection. As our late 

Ambassador Adlai Stevenson remarked in an address in ·roronto only last May g "Until 

the international comfttuni t;r is ready to rescue the vtctims, there is no alternative 

but national pElwer to fill the peacekeeping vacuum". 

The second way in which the Soviet proposal is inequitable lies in. th~ fact 

that it would tend to upset the existin{s military balance to the detriment of my 

country and its allies. A look at the map will illustrate this fact. Moreover, 

in upsetting the balance, this proposal lmuld violate the Joint Statement of Agreed 

Principles (ENDC/5). I would only add -- and I wish to emphasize this -- that the 

Soviet proposal on troops and bases as viewed in relation to the unfortunate events 

in South-East Asia amounts to propaganda which canno1; help to bring about a peaceful 

solution there. As my Government has repeatedly stated, we seek no bases in 

Vietnam and our troops will be wi thdrmm once the aggression ceases Ftnd a settlement 

is achieved by negotiation. 

As usual, the Soviet representative presented his now familiar upside-down 

version of the origin of the present situation in Vietnam. The Canadian represent-

ative oorrected this version of history in his statem,snt to the Disarmament Commission 

in New rork on 7 May when he quoted from n,n address made on 26 March of this year by 

the Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs. On that occasion the Canadian 

Secretary of State pointed out that, as a member of the International Control 
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Commission, his country has closely obse-rved the situation in Vietnam over the past 

eleYen years. He added: 

"Almost from the beginning of that period the authorities in North 

Vietnam have engaged in inciting, encouraging and supporting hostile 

aocivities in South Vietnam. That support has taken the form of 

armed and unarmed personnel, of arms and munitions, of direction and 

guidance.(DC/PV.76, p.73 of the provisional text)." 

He went on to state~ 

"This is a judgement fully supported by evidence, including evidence 

presented by the Lrnternational Controy Commission(ibid). 11 

I leave it to this Committee to judge the facts. 

In his statement of 3 August (::::;NDC/PV.220, pp.l7,18) the Soviet representative 

also revived his Government's proposal for a convention prohibiting the use of nuclear 

vTeapons and, pending such an agreement, for a non-first-use pledge by the nuclear 

Powers. My Government has offered assurance that it will not use any weapons, 

nuclear or otherwise, with aggressive intent. As Secretary Rusk pointed out in a 

letter of 30 June 1962 to the Secretary-General, however, the Charter of the United 

Nations makes a distinction, not between one weapon and another, but b(3tween the use 

of force for aggression and for defence. He went on to say: 

'I~ is the firm belief of the United States that the only sure way to 

eliminate the threat to mankind posed by nuclear weapons is to remove 

them from the arsenals of the natiors through a programme of general 

and complete disarmament under effective international control." 

The Soviet approach to this matter offers no basis for a useful discussion. 

In short, these two Soviet proposals hold no prospect for agreement, nor are 

they addressed to the really critical problem of nuclear proliferation. I do welcome, 

however, the inclusion of a non-proliferation agreement among the items which the 

Soviet Union has suggested for action now. 

on which we must strive for early agreement. 

Here indeed is an urgent item and one 

I expect to discuss this matter at some length in the coming days, but I would 

like at this stage to comment on only one aspect. The threat of nucle_ar proliferation 

is world-wide. Potentially it affects the security of every nation. It is not the 

kind of threat that can be averted by the actions of any one country1 nor can it be 

ave~ted by focussing our attention on any single country. This must be as clear to 

i ( the Soviet Union as it is to my Government. 
\ 
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Yet the Soviet represent,otive and his colleo.gues froPJ Poland and Czechoslovakia 

today, and previously his colleague from E"J.lgaria, once again approached it from the 

standpoint of an unwarranted polemic .s.gainst the Federal Republic of Germany and 

NATO. Once again the Soviet representative has sought to impose a Soviet condition 

on the very discussion of a possible non-proliferation agreement. I am comoelled 

once more to appeal to him to co-operate with us in examining this matter in all its 

aspects and from the Joint of view of all countries anxious to prevent nuclear 

proliferation. The Soviet preoccupation with one aspeet of this problem is by now 

fully understood by us all. I suggest that the Soviet representative should now 

permit us at least to examine the matter from the point of view of the preoccupation 

we all share regarding the world-wide dangers of nucle:\r proliferation. 

Similarly, I hope the Soviet representative will not continue to reject out of 

hand any consideration of means of moving towards agreement on a comorehensive test 

ban unless we accept his Government's view on inspections. Such a position could 

be justified only as a device to Jrevent any sea_rch for agreement. I sincerely hope 

that is not the intent of the Soviet Union. 

On this question, as on the United States prooosa1s for a cut-off of the 

production of fissionable material for weapons and to ex~Jlore a freeze on nuclea~ . 

delivery vehicles (EPDC/120), '.,.Je wish to exchange views and search for areas of 

agreement. These measures are related to the oroblem of ~Jreventing nuclear prolifera­

tion. They e.re thus responsive to the resolution strongly sup'Jorted by the Disarmament 

Commission. I would hooe that the Soviet res·Jonse to the desire expressed by so many 

nations for progress in these areas would not be a flat nyet or rigid insistence on 

unilateral conditions before the matter can even be discussed. 

Although he dicl it in a distorted context, the Soviet representative in his 

earlier statement himself took note of the imoortance of curbing the nuclear arms 

race. He cited statistics Dresented by Secretary of Defense McNamara on 14 July 

regarding the status of United States stratsgic and conventional forces (El\lDC/PV .220, 

o. 8). As the late Ambassador Stevenson and I stated in the Disc"rmament Commission 

debate, the United States has initiated a number of self-restraining actions to limit 

and in some areas cut bi:tck its present and planned nuclee.r deterrent forces. But the 

Soviet Union's refusal even to discuss seriously such rr:.easures as a cut-off of 

fissionable material oroductfon for weapons and a freeze on strategic nuclear vehicles 
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seems to be an indice_tion of its umvillicgncss to go 2long with n mutually-acceptable 

orogramme for halting tbs nucleE~r s_-r·ms rnce. ~,Jhi:e ths So"det rel]resentati ve has 

chosen to -present only some can:;;ful:;_,y-selected bt?.~iscics rega:cding the United States, 

I can assure this Committee thDt tLe build-v•J in stn:ctq;ic nnd other arma."0ents continues 

on the Soviet side as well. Even if 1JUblished So'd .. et statistics are hard to find, there 

have been a number of recent nublic state,nents by Sov~_et ::Leaders confirming and even 

boasting about their build-up. 

Let me conclude by stressing that, regardless of the bitter needs arising from the 

situation in Vietnam, we have come here anxious and pr'"·pared to engage in serious 

discussions looking toward.s concrete means of oreventing nuclear proliferation and 

halting and turning back the arms race. If the Soviet Union will show an equal desire 

to make concrete progress, then we shall achieve it. If not, it will not be the United 

States nor even the situation in Vietnam that can be blamed. 

The Conference decided to issue the following communiaue: 
' ' 

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament today 

held its 222nd plenary meeting in the Palais d8s r:ations, Geneva, under the 

chairmanship of Mr. Correa do Lago, representative of Brazil. 

"Statements were r.1ade by the reoresentatives of the Soviet Union, the 

United States, Sweden, Poland and Czechoslovakia. 

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Thursday, 12 August 1965, 

at 10.30 a.m. 11 

The meeting rose at l. 25 o.m. 




