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AGENDA ITEM 24 

REGULATIOn, LHIITATION AND BALANCED REDUCTION OF ALL AHMED FORCES AI:1D ALL 

ARMAMENTS; CO[iGLUSION OF AN IHTERNA'l'IONAL CONVENTION (TREATY) OlJ THE REDUCTION 

OF ARHfu\fEIJ'.L'S .1\TD THE PROHIBITION OF ATOMIC, HYDROGEN MID OTHER HEAPOITS OF MASS 

DESTI-{UCTIOi·J (continued) 

(a) REPOH'I' Ol.i' TIH~ DISAR.t'lANENT COJ:.iHISSION 

(b) EXPAIJSIOD OF THE t'IEl'iiBEF.SHIP OF THE DISAill~1AMENT CO~lMISSION AUD OF ITS 

SUB -COl:.il iiTTE:C 

(c) COLLECTIVE ACTION TO INFORM AND E::TLIGHTEN THE PEOPLES OF 'rHE 'HORLD AS TO 

THE DAHGETIS OF 'l'HE AF.MAi•IEN'l'S RACE, AND PARTICTJLAHLY AS 'l'O 'l'HE DESTRUCTIVE 

EFFECTS OF llODERN WEPJ?Ol'TS 

(d) DISCOUTIITUAITCE UNDER INTERNATIONAL CONTROL OF TESTS OF AT011IC AND HYDROGEN 

HEAPOI:S 

The CHl\.IRMAN (interpretation from French): Before calling on the first 

spealcer, I should like to draw the attention of the Committee to the fact that two 

meetings are scheduled in today 1 s .Journal, one in the morning and one in the 

afternoon. Since the Security Council is meeting in the afternoon, we shall not 

call a meetin:::; at that time. Therefore, today -vre will have only one meeting, the 

morning meeting. The next meeting of the First Committee will take plal'.e tomorrm-r 

morning. 

Hr. HALKER (Australia): As one of the sponsors of the twenty-four-Power 

draft resolution, I wlsh to make some observations on some of the other draft 

resolutions before the Committee. I also desire to comment on the declaration which 

the Sovie~ representative made yesterday in the Committee. 

The Soviet Union 1s declaration that it will not participate in the United Nations 

Disarmament CGmwission and its Sub-Committee in their present composition is in my 

view an atter.Ipt to intimidate the members of this Committee. The Soviet Union knows 

that all Eer.1be:J.'S of the United Nations earnestly desire to see progress in 

disarmament awl that they 1wuld view the withdrawal of the Soviet Union from current 

negotiations as a severe blov to their hopen and indeed to the hopes of all rr:ankincl, 
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The Soviet Union no doubt expects that some members of the Committee will be 

so intimidated as to withdraw their support from the twenty-four-Power draft 

resolution which the Soviet Union has so harshly attacked and vote instead for 

some other resolutions more palatable to the Soviet Union. 

The ordinary people of the world, however, will not view the Soviet Union's 

withdrawal fr01,; the Disarmament Commission in such a light. The ordinary people 

of the wo:t'ld will regard the Soviet Union • s withdrawal shortly after the a.nnouncemei.1t 

of the Soviet possession of new weapons and its demonstration of its advances in 

rocketry as an or.Jinous threat to the future peace of the world. Whatever arguments 

the Soviet Union may advance to justify its acti~n, the ordinary man will judge the 

Soviet Union by its dcBds, not its words, If this threat is carried out, it will 

be the Soviet Union and no other country that will be leaving the Disarmament 

Commission and bringing about the collapse of its endeavours. iihat a way 

Mr. Kuznetsov, to celebrate the fortieth anniversary of your revolution. 

Now I do not believe that many members of the Committee, if any at all, will 

be influenced in their voting by the Soviet threat. I believe most delegations 

have seriousl] examined the issues and have a"L•l•ived at their conclusions honestly. 

This is true uhether or not we are all in agreement. I know that several of the 

other draft resolutions that I cannot myself support represent none the less an 

honest endeavour to advance the work of the United Nations in this i1~ortant field; 

and I respect the efforts that lie behind such draft resolut:i.ons. 

For instance, I know from my OW11 personal experience in Japan how deeply and 

strongly the people as well as the Government of Japan feel on the question of 

nuclear weapons and on the suspen.sion of nuclear tests. The strength of Japanese 

feelings on this matter is perfectly uaderstandable and the approach adopted in 

the Japanese draft resolution is in many ways reasonable expect for one vital flavT, 

namely,the singling out of the suspension of tests for separate action before there 

is any assurance that agreement can be reached on the inspected prohibition of 

manufacture of nuclear weapons. I uish '\<Te could bring inJmecliatel-:,' to the Japanese 

:people and to the people of all other countries tl1e feeling of greater security 

that would acco11pany a decision to suspend nuclear tests. But ~·rould it ~1ot be a 

false security if this suspension vrere not part of a '\'Tider agreeme~1t and of an 

inspection system to reduce the risl~s of nuclear weapons being actually used against 
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them in the future? No, much as we respe-ct what lies behind.- the Ja_l)e.nese draft 

resolution J the Australian uelc:Jgation · cannot vote for i +; for reasCin.:J sirui2.ar to 

those givei.1 cy ~lr. Loc1ge ancl. othe:rs. ·· 

,. 
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Similarly, the Indian draft resolution (A/C.l/L.l76/Rev.4) on the suspension 

of nuclear tests is, in itself, and considered in isolation from the (jverall 

problem of disar.mament, a well-drafted, well-conceived attempt to deal with this 

single questipn. Its weakness, in our eyes, lies just in the fact that it would 

abstract the.,.q~estion of tests from the overall problem, and we do not believe 

the world car... take this risk at the present time. 

There are two other Indian draft resolutions which also reflect great 

efforts towards the reconciliation of diverging views of different parties. I do 

not underestimate the importance of India's effortsin that direction, But the 

more substantive Indi~n draft resolution (A/C.l/L.l78/Rev.2) differs too much 

from our own draft resolution, the t·..renty-four-Power <lraft resolution, for us to 

give it any support. The oth:;r Indian draft resolution (A/C .l/L.l77) on the 

constitution of the Disarmament Commission is an interesting and bold attempt to 

break the present deadlock in the Sub-Committee by adding to the membership of 

the Commission and its Sub-Committee. 

This is a suggestion that merits careful consideration. I would not myself 

expect t~1e existing machinery to be adequate for all phases of disarmament 

negotiations. Once we begin to make some real progress, I think it may well be 

necessary to bring certain .other countries into the ·negotiations oh particular 

issues. This will obviously be the case, for instance, in connexion with agreed 

reductions in the levels of forces in various regions of the world. But would 

it facilitt?-te progress at the present stage if we brought more countries into the 

negotiations that must take place between the great military Powers which at 

pre~ent form the Sub-Committee? 

Unless these Powers can work out the initial agreements that will satisfy 

their own need for security, as well as reducing their· armaments, what hope is 

there that some other coun~ries can show them the· path to agreement? But we 

would bE;! prepared to consider this question again later as negot-iations develop. 

As we ~ee it, the work of the Disarmament Commission and the work of the 

Disarmament Sub-Committee i~particular.is basically different 'from the work of 

this First Committee of the General Assembly, although the subject is the ·same. 

Here in the First Committee we discuss the general problem from a world 

viewpoint and we make recommendations, by two-thirds majority vote, in accordance 
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with the Charter and in accordance with our rules of procedure. Votes and 
.. .• 

recommendations in this Committee can be influential, but not majority votes in 

the Disarmament Sub-Committee. It has to negotiate agreements, unanimous 
,.·., ' 

agreements among those immediately concerned. A majority vcte in the Sub-Committee 
I • ' . •: > •' 

would have little significance. The Disarmament Commission again is .in an 

intermediate position between the General Assembly and the Sub-Committee. I would 

see anincreasingly active role for the Commission at some later stage, because, 

as I have said before, more countries will then have to be brought into the actual 

negotiations 1 as distinct from general discuse::i.ons and broad recommendations 1 

that affect their :particular security :problems., 

The Soviet prop•Jsal on mschinery, which is in effect to substitute a committee 

of the whole Assembly for the Disarmament Commission -- they call it a permanent 

Disarmament Commission -- seems to reflect an altogether different idea of what 

is involved in negotiating an int~rrational agreement. I find it difficult to 

take this Soviet proposal seriously 1 :particularly when I reflect on the Soviet 

Union's lack of enthusiasm, to say the least, for the Interim Committee of the 

General Assembly. 

At the same time, may I observe that I do not think we should necessarily 

strive for unanimity in this.First Committee, or at least not at the price of 

ignoring real differences of views on such important questions as the :principles 
'• 

and procedures involved in reaching a satisfactory disarmament agreement. I think 

that this Committee should not hesitate t~ record a majority view. and to ma.ke 
'' 

substantive recommendations to the Powers represented on the Sub-Gomm.ittee, 

There will still be much hard arguing to be done in the Sub-Commi.ttee 1 and :PE!rha:ps 
,;- . . ' . 

even conflict there, but why should not the majority views of .the Gen~r~l Assemblr 

be expressed? Why should it not exercise some influence on the Powers that ,, ,,.( ' 

are members of the Sub-Committee? 

\'le have conflicting draft resolutions before us today. Surely the be.st 

course is for the Co~ittee to record its views on th~m, rather. than to try to 

synthetize them into some procedural :f'ormul.a that mie;ht command unBl).imity •. At 

least so it seems to my delegation at the :present stage of our work on 

disarmament. 
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Then· ·the Sub'-Coinm:lttee w~ld get the re-solutions we passed, and they could. 

also refer to tbeprocesv~rbal,and take account of oth~r'suggest:i.~ns that have 

been ventilated. hare' if' they Wish. But mainly they have .to settle down and 
. ' . 

seek "agt~em~nt among the~selves on prac.tical step~towards disarmament. 

In' our· view~ ·j:t is the twenty-four--Po~er diaft resolution that should be 

adopted. by the Assein'biy this 'year, ·and I again ·commend. it to the Committee. vle 

welcome the c.me'r~d1Jcnt ;Proposed by Eorway and Pakistan. Indeed, I may say that 

if nobody had. move2! soruething along these lines, the Australian delegation would 

have brought forth a pr.J9osai of its own. For in Australia we feel that this 

question of inspection and control is basic and that it will prove complicated in 

practice, Australia therefore considers that no time should be lost in setting 

up techriicai ·working partieo, as soon as agreement is reached in principle upon 

various'disarmament measures. Certainly, no control without disarmament; but 
' ,. . ' ~ 

do not let us delay any measure of agreed disarmar:Jent by failing to explore in 

advance the technical problen:s involved in 'its inopection and control. 

I would again ~ppeal to the Soviet Union not to act impulsively in this 

matter 't'hat' was referred to yesterday, but to accept in a democratic spirit the 

way this Asoembly· works. We need their co-operation and I trust they will not 

withhold it. 

Finally, I would l;i.ke to say that Australia will vote for the Belgian draft 

resolution (A/3630/Corr.l) also. 
. •'·'' 

... ' 
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Mr. SHTYLLA (Al.bania) (interpretation from French): Ny delegation 

considers that the discussion that ha~ taken place in this Committee on 

disarmament has been extremely useful. It has also echoed the fears and thoug~ts 

of mankind regarding the arms race and the danger to humanity from such a ra~e. 

The discussion has also pointed up the imperative need tn end this arms race. 

Furthermo:re, it has shovm th-~t at the present stage pal'tial agreements on certain 

aspects of the <.:isarm~::J.ent J;•.::oblmn are entirely possible and that such agreements 

should be arrived at through mutual understanding and mutual con.cession on the 

basis of the princip:~ of Gquality between the parties concerned. 

The SO'viet clelegation1 once t.gain rersevering in its policy for peace 

and in the determinati0n of its G0vernment to c~me to an agreement on disar:r.nament 

so as to relieve the pe0ples of the ever increasing weight of the expenditur~~ for 

the arms race nnrl to safeguard the 1•orld from the scour.::;c of a new world war 1 has 

·submitted Yf'TY construct-tv~ o-::.d conciliatory propoeals which should be acceptable to 

all parti.<:;s. Hmvever 1 the Western Povren~ 1 and p:imArily the United States of 

America, have once again shown the absence of a desire to come to an agreement, 

reaffirming their negative attitude and carrying on their policy of war preparations 

and their desil·e to continue the armaments race. The profound contrast between 

the highly conciliatory and positive attitude of the Soviet Union and the 

completely negative attitude r;f the United Kingdom, the United Stat.es and France 

can only be modified if the \-!estern Powl'.!rs realize that it is time that they sl1.owed 

the same spirit of concil~ation and the same spirit of good wil.l. ~s has been 

shown by the Soviet Union. 

The Committee has before it numerous ree:c~utiona 1 and the delegation of 

the Albanian Pe~ple 1 s Republic would l.ike to refer to them separately. As we 

said in our first statement in the Committee on this matter, we consider that 

the best path and the best method which wil.l best lead to an agreement on 

disarmament is to follow the line drawn by the resolutions submitted by the 

Soviet Union, whether it is the document submitted by the Government of the 

Soviet Unicn on partial agreement on disarmament or in the draft resol.u~ion 

submitted :.nt~?r by the delegation of the Soviet Union to this Committee. The 

basic characteristic of these proposals is the sincere desire for agreement which 

inspires them1 their conciliatory character, their clarity and the ease of 
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implementation of such re.solutions. ln. document A/3674 the Soviet Union suggests 

the suspension of n~~lear tests ~nde~ in~ernational control for a period of two .. · '· .. , " . . . . ., 

to three y~are. In .. docum,ent A/C.l/L.l75/Rev.").1 ,the Soviet :Union calls. for an 

agreement which would. bind the negotiators not to use atomic or. hydrogen we_apops . . . . . . . : .· . . ·. . ·• 

for f.+ve y~ars .. if. no compreh~nsive int~rnational agreement has been arrived st. 

We feel that 'thCJse .proposal:·; are :;_Jractical, feasible and enforceable. They 

follow o..,1e. of t~1e imp8rativ-:3 need3 of our day, and they also fulfil one of the 

aspirations of the world •. 

It is P;OW up. tc -~~-e vlestern Powers to realize the dangers of radioactive 

fall-out c~used by :nuclear tests 1 and this has been very clearly stated and proved. 

One of' thr. cha~8cteri:tics ~f we8?0ns of mass destruction is this f~ll-out, and the 

peoples of the '\voxlcl insist. that a ;prohibition on ttle use. of at.omic and hydrogen 

and other weapons of mass destruction should be put into effect. Once again, . 

the Soviet-Union has pro::posp{l_ a complete prohb:,tion on the .manufacture and 

.· testing of atomic. a~d hydrot;en wea:QO:::J.s • 'Ihe. pecples of the w0rld highly 

appreciate this attitude. o.f the S8viet Uni.on. 

The proposals that we have before us were made in a spirit of compromise. 

But the Western Powers are not tn favour of conplete prohibition~ Vle feel.thR.t 

the adoption of ~hese two draft resolutions by the General Assembly of the United 

Nations will greatly facilitate the achiveroent of other agreements. These 

he-re.bee:::t sugga~ted in the documents of the Soviet Union which I mentioned eaxlier, 

aJ:ld they ;will .have a very healthy and positive effect on all international 

relations. 

He will 1_ on. the other hand_, vote against t4e draft resolution of the 

twenty-four Povrers which basically contains only the 1·e.solutions submitted by the 

Western Powers in the Sub-Comm.ittee in London :in order to forestall any possibility 

of an agreement on this matter. Practically speakipg, this proposal certainlydoes 

not open the door to any understanding or agreement. The great Powers of the 

West have declared themselves openly against a suspension of nuclear tests, against 

the agreement not to use ato~ic and hydrogen weapons even for an ex~erimental 

period of four or five years. They condition arrival at an agreement on the 

solution of politi~al difficulties which have nothing whatever to do with 

disarmament, and they are trying and will try to impose their point of view on the 

General Assembly 
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The representatives of the United States, the United Kingdom and France, 

despite their so-called flexibility and despite the so-called a:pplice.p:i.lity of 

their proposals, have submitted an ultimatum of nTake it or leave it". We consider 

that even if they manage to win a majority for their draft resolutions, they will 

certair::ly hnvc r.ot made one e ingle step forward towards a disarmament agreement. 

On the c';r. ... tr&:cy., they vrill ID21:'el~.r make greater the separation between. the East 

and the iiest and mcke ugree::::ent more and more difficult to be reached. This 

attitude of the Western Powers has already led the disarmament negotiations into a 

stalemate. Their proprsals to submit th.is question to the Disarmament Commission 

is certainly not cons ~ructi:'le in o.ny way. Thus 3.Cting under the guise of 

contim.:int; nego";iatio'1t~, whc.t the;{ are trying to do .is to hoodwink world public 

opiniun while concinJ:'.ng the arms race with impunity. 

Tne facts have proved that the Disarmament Commission and the Sub-Committee 

are nc>t ~he competent or the correct a:uthorities to lead the United Nations to 

a sclu'lii')n of t:1e disa:rmame~lt question. Some delegations have quite rightly 

stressed the inA1.gnif:!.::!ent role of the Disarmament Commission, and the last seMi~n 

of the Sub-Con:.:J~:~·:-:;ee hr.s pro'\:zd that with its prasert composition that body is 

not only the rigb:~ one to help 1 but also 1 t can obviously not lead to any positive 

solution r.t all~ As is well known, in the Sub-Committee, apart from the Soviet 

Union, wh ·1.ch war.ts to come to an agreement, there are Canada, the United States 1 

the Un:tt.;d K:l.n;sc'l.om and J.i'rancE.; 1 all members. of the NATO family bloc which want as 

their name implies, to block any agreement, The Western Powers have tried to give 

the Sub-Committee, which was set up as a United Nations body, tne character of a 

NATO m·gan which is set up only to carry out their own policies. W~ believe that 

this is a situation that is anomalous and which should be corrected. We should 

try to get out of the impasse by finding some ,ether method of work, a new procedure 

which will favour the conclusion of agreementso 
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In our view, the draft resolution (A/C.l/797) submitted by the Soviet Union, 

Which proposes the establishment of a permanent Disarmam~nt Commission Whose work 

would be carried on in public, meets this need admirably. The creation of such 

a Commission, in the work of which all Members of the United Nations would take 

part, would put an end to the narrow and limited character of the Sub-Committee, 

as vrell as to the secrecy of its discussions, thus enabling public opinion to 

know the truth and 1 above all,. making it possible for all countries to contribute 

to the solution of the problem. 

In the course of the present discussion a number of delegations have 

expressed their concern vrith regard to the present composition of the Disarmament 

Commission and its Sub-Committee, and have asked for the enlargement of those 

bodies. It seems useful to us to recall that quite a number of representatives 

of small and medium Powers, While recognizing the responsibility and the 

preponderant role of the great Powers in the conclusion of a disarmament agreement, 

have not failed to stress that the problem is of vital interest to all peop~es, 

large or small, and that all countries have something to say on the subject. 

The Soviet proposal to have all Member States of the United Nations take 

part in a permanent Disarmament Commission would be of undeniable value in 

reaching an agreement. He do not understand vrhy the United States and the other 

\/estern Povrers, if they entertain the least desire to reach agreement and if they 

respect the opinions and the capabilities· of other Member States, should oppose 

the creation of sucn a Commission and even the Indian proposal designed to expand 

the existing bodies. 

Yesterday we heard the representative of the Soviet Union make a very 

important statement on behalf of his Government. The Soviet Government declared 

that it would no longer participate in the work of the Disarmament Commission and 

its Sub-Committee as those bodies are at present composed. He consider. that this 

statement is very serious and very important, yet we entirely approve it. 

Contrary to the allegations of the representatives of the United States am1 France; 

and to those of the representative of Australia this morning, this statement is 

neither an ultimatum nor a propaganda gesture; it is the expression of the 

interest and seriousness with which the Soviet Union views the problem of 

disarmament, and the expression of its will to do everything necessary in order 
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for the discussions to emerge from the. present deadlock and to create new 

possibilities of reaching an agreement. On the contrary, it is the i'lestern 

Powers themselves Which, adhering to their negative and obstructionist attitude, 

are endeavouring to impose upon the General ~ssembly a draft resolution which 

does not open the way to any agreement but, on the contrary, would create new 

obstacles in the way of future negotiations, could serve only as an instrument 

of propaganda, and thus reveals the aggressive policy of the Powers concerned. 

On the other hand, the statement of the Soviet Government is a genuine 

contribution to the efforts undertaken "\vith a view to bringing about real 

disarma~ent, and no distortion of facts can conceal its positive and important 

portent. 

My delegation Will vote in favour of the Soviet Union draft resolution. 

It trusts that all who are sincerely desirous of seeing agreement on the 

disarmament problem vrill not fail to give it their support also. 

The Committee has before it a number of other draft resolutions• Our vote 

on them Will be determined by our delegation's attitude to the disarmam~nt 

problem -- an attitude which we have already outlined to the Committee. I would 

merely add that we appreciate very much the ~fforts of the Polish delegation to 

make the Belgian draft resolution acceptable. As originally drafted, the 

Belgian text cannot contribute in any way to the solution of t~e disarmament 

problem; it might even serve to legitimize the armaments race. Nevertheless 

if the Polish amendments are adopted my del~gation Will vote in favour of the 

draft resolution as a whole as thus amended. 
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Mr. MATSUDAIRP. (Japan): Before this Committee begins the voting on the 

various draft resolutions and amendments, my delegation wishes to make a few 

brief remarks chiefly, at this stage, on some aspects of a procedural character. 

A number of the delegations which have co-sponsored the twenty-four Power draft 

resolution have indicated support for prior voting on that draft resolution. 

To my knowledge the reason for this has never been adequately explained. My 

delegation, therefore, will not be able to support such a motion. 

The United Nations must be a place where all draft resolutions are on an 

equal footing and where all views are given an equal opportunjty of expression. 

My delegat;i..on vrill ask this Corr.:!llittee to take a vote on the Japanese draft 

resolution. We ask this because we believe that the consensus of this. Committee 

should be taken on the minority opinion a.s vTell as the majority opinion. My 

delegation believes this course to be eminently fair and desirable, not only in 

the interests of maintaining democratic procedure but also in the interest of 

upholding the prestige of this Committee. 

May I take this opportunity to state my delegation's position on some of the 

draft resolutions and amendments on Which we have not yet commented? Although my 

delegation has expressed its reservations on the twenty-four Po1rer draft 

resolution as a vrhole, ,.,~ look w;i..th favour on the amendment proposed by Nor'lvay and 

Pakistan in document A/C.l/1.184. He earnestly hope that the creation of the 

technical group Will, through the 1rork of that body 1 help to facilitate the 

disarmament negotiations. 

As for the amendment (A/C.l/1.181) proposed by Bolivia, Costa Rica, El 

Salvador, Nexico and Urugui'ly, my delegation concurs lvith its purport, and therefore 

vTill be glad to support it. 

I want at this juncture to pay our tribute to the sponsors of these 

amendments. 

My delegation views with no little regret the statement made by the Soviet 

representative here yesterday to the effect that his country vill not sit on the 

Disarmam~nt Commission and its Sub-Committee as those bodies are at present 

composed. In view of the fact that both the Commission and the Sub-Committee 

were established by resolution of the General Assembly we hope that the Soviet 

Union Will respect the decisions and recommendations of tpe Assembly once they are 

made, and co~operate in the_important task of disarmament. 
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At the same time, my delegation fails to understand the Soviet propqsal to 

enlarge, the Disarmament Commission to include the entire menbership of the United 

Nations. Inasmuch as this. First Committee already exists to reflect the·views 

of all Member States .of the United Nations we see no point in enlarging the 

Disarmament Commission beyond a reasonable size to provide for adequate 

representation, although surely the Commission could be enlarged by a feW Members 

so that it might better ref;l.ect views of the small Pavers of the all-important 

problem of disarmament~ I haye a:!..ready indicated in this connexion our position 

on the Indian draft resolution. 

Mr. ENGEN (Norway): Hith permission I should like to say a few words 

in connexion with the amendment Which my delegation had tpe hpnour to submit, 

together with the delegation of Pakistan, in document A/C.l/L.l84. 

In m~ statement in the general debate in this Committee, I made an appeal to 

the Poivers principally concerned to give earnest consideration to tpe possibility 

of taking one step forvard, hovrever modest, towards, real di:sannament. I took the 

liberty of pointing out that in the field of nuclear iveapons the crux of the 

matter was really the ach;!.evement of a controlled halt of production of fissionable 

materials for vreapons use. In our view, therefore, an effort should be made to 

sincle out from the whole· complex of problems this particular problem together >Ti th 

the question of suspension of te~ts, and give priority consideration to this "small 

package11 of disarmament measures. 

The response to our suggestions has not been very encouraging. The Soviet 

Union, for its part, has in fact replied that a controlled halt of production of 

fissionable materials has no significance because there exist today large stocks 

of nuclear fuel which ~an be used for weapons production and which cannot be 

controlled or detected. Unless there also was a ban on the production and use of 

nuclear weapons, the Soviet Union 1-rould not be interested in cpnsidering such a 

cut-off in production of fissionable materials for weapons use. This attitude 

reflects in our vie>v a. position of "all or nothing" vrhich, particularly under 

present circumstances, seems to be somewhat less than conducive to progress in this 

field. 
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However, we realize the difficulties of the present situation and vre 

have no desire to complicate this situation further by pressing now for 

something which the principal negotiating Powers do not feel they can accept, 

at least at this stage. 

On the other hand, we are painfully aware that there will be general and 

widespread disappointment in the world if this session of the General 

Assembly adjourns without pointing out one field, however small, or one single 

initial action in the direction of disarmament on which the major parties 

concerned can agree to embark immediately and unconditionally. 

These considerations have prompted our pe.rt:..cipation in the tabling of 

this amendment to the 24-Power resolution. As ve see it, there is today 

agreement in principle between the major Powers that certain measures towards 

disarmament ought to be taken, and I shall single out three measures in 

particular: (1) controlled cessation of tests, (2) controlled conventional 

disarmament, and (3) inspection against surprise attacks. There still is 

disagreement today -- and we are sorry to tru~e note of this -- as to the 

implementation of these measures. 

What we suggest, then, in our amendment is that the control and 

inspection measures, which will have to be discussed later in any case, 

should be discussed right away. In short, we want to establist more clearly 

how to do the things that we are agreed to do under circumstances upon which we 

are not yet agreed. 

We consider these proposals as being something more than proposals of a 

merely procedural nature. We hope -- and we believe that we have some reason 

to hope -- that, when everyone concerned has a clearer picture of how these 

necessary control systems would work, what machinery would be necessary, etc., 

it might well be that the disarmament measures with which they are connected 

will appear in a different light as far as their implementation is concerned. 

I endorse particularly the views on this point expressed by the representative 

of Sweden in the general debate in this Committee. 
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We believe that~ in any cas~, we should use these: days of apparent 

deadlock in the disarmam13nt ~egotiations to some_ useful purpose, _so th?-t it 

may not be said, when the day arrives -- soon, we hope -- wh~n. political 

circumstances penni t furthe.r progress 1 that the actual implementation of 

planned disanna.ment must be delayed because.technical problems·were left 

unsolved when we had plenty of time to take them up for study. 

He hope to see the major Powers accept our suggestion .to establish· 

expert groups for inspection· systems as soon as possible, .as we have stressed 

in our amendment. And let me say that \ole are gratified by the response which 

we have already heard from some of these Powe:cs and from other delegations . in · 

this Committ~_e. Ou.r _proposal vmuld mean a small step forward, but we feel 

that it could -form a useful basis for real progress. 

I reserve my right to . .intervene ag,ain with respect to other proposals 

before the O:Jmmittee and with respect to other matters which may be pertinent 

to the situation in the Committee. 

Mr. PAIJ\MARCHUK (Ultra in ian Soviet Socialist Republic) (interpretation 

from Russian): The delegation of the Ukrainian SSR _would like to, offer some 

comments on the various draft resolutions now before 'j:.he Committee •. He 

consider that the Committee should first focus its attention on proposals 

devoted to concrete questions which require urgent solution. At its past 

sessions, the General Assembly adopted a number o( resolutions which set. 

general prinGiples and the general approach to disarmament •. Consequently, 

what is needed now is not merely the adoption of resolutions that would 

reiterate these general princ_iples, but practical decisions on at least some 

practical steps in the field of disarmament. 

The Soviet delegation has presented a plan for measures which would call 

for a substantial reduction. of anneP. forces and armaments, a reduction of the 

burden of military expenditures, and freeing t~e peoples from the danger of 

atomic war. As a first measure, i~ is proposed that the General Assembly at 

this session should adopt a decision for the immediate cessation of the testing 

of nuclear weapons for at least two or three years, that proposal being found in 
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document A/3674 /Rev .1' and ~so 'tor the renunciation of the' use of nuclear ' 

Weapons for five years', lt b'eing understood that I after the laps~ Of that 

fiv~-year period, the qu~sti~m would again be considered in· th~· United ·Nationft, 

that proposal being found in document A/C.'l/L"-175/Rev.l~ Adoption of these 

:pro;;>osaJ.s by the General Assembly would create favourable conditions for 

broader underst9lldincs in the realm of disarmament, including the question of 

the definitiv~ prohiQition of nu~lear weapons and their elimination from the 

armaments of States. It goes without saying that this would exert a vast 

and favourable impact on the international situation and would remove the 

danger of atomj:! vrar. 

It j s maid f2st, howevPr, that the He stem Powers will not even hear of the 

adopt.ior. o~ a2:1.y :;}ra~tical measures fol' the prol1ibition of the nuclear weapons 

or the cessation of test exp:bo ions thereof. The United States, the United 

Kingdo•n end F:cence keep saying that they will not forego the atow.ic and 

hydrugen w.;;apons, that they J?ropose to continue perfecting these weapons, on 

the ground that they regard these weapons as a deterrent which malces it easier 

for them to carry out the policy of proceeding from positionsof strength. This 

is the view reflected in the draft resolution presented by the United States, 

the United Kil.i.gdum, France and other Powers in document A/C.l/L.l79/Rev.l. 

Underlyjng the t?h -P0'We:ro draf-t resolution are the proposals of the 1-lestern Powers 

contai.1ed tAYJ the wor:dng paper of 29 August of this year presented in London, 

whi~h, us the experie~ce of negotiations in the Sub-Commitee has shown, will 

not serve the interests of the achievement of an agreement. 

It should first be noted that neither the working paper of 29 August .nor 

the 24-Power draft resolution calls for any measures designed to bring about a 

prohibition of the atomic weapon. The prohibition of the atomic weapon .is 

mentioned neither as a proximate objective nor as a remote objective. 

It is true that in his statement yesterday Nr. Moch tried to represent 

matters as though the prohibition of atomic weapons remains an ultimate 

objective of the Hestern Powers. But in that case why is it that the 24-Power 

draft resolution does not breathe a word about the prohibition of the atomic 

weapon or at least about the prohibition of the use of the atomic weapon? 
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The point is that four of the members of the Sub-Committee, namely, the. 

United States, the United Kingdom, France and Canada, have, jointly and 

severally, taken the stand -- and they adhere to that stand -- of non-disannament, 

of piling up military might and inflating it. 
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'As regards the testing of nuclear weapons' it wouldl appear at :first' glance 

that paraGraph 1 (a) of the twenty-four~l?ower· draft re.solutiori ·does call 'tor 

the immediate suspension of testing of nuclear weapons. . But'.this iS a mere 

semblance of 1;eali ty, because the cessation of test explosions· is linked to the 

whole complex of problems relating to disarmament -- and' the.se~ in turn, are 

made de:rendent upori the prior solution cf politicalproblems. Thecepsa.tionof 

tests·is not in the plahs.of the United Kingdom and the United States. 

Yesterday, t~1e United States representa.ti ve said that nuclear tests wer·e · 

essential in· order, a.s he put it, to strengthen the forces o:f' · the non;.s·cviet 

world~ 

·The t1:renty-four-Power draft resolution replaces measures for the cessation 

of test e.xplosions and the prohibition of nuclear weapons by measures fo~ the· 

cessation of the production of fissionable materials for weapons purposes. My. ; 

delegation w·ishes to stress that, in the absence of the prohibition of nuclear' 

and hydrogen weapons, in the absence cf the elimination of such weapons from 

the armaments of States, in the absence of the destruction of the existing 

stockpiles of these weapons, in the absence of the cessation of the production 

of atomic and hydrogen weapons from existing stockpiles of fissionable materials, 

this cut-off of the production of nuclear materials for weapons purposes not 

only is devoid of any practical significance in the sense cf removing the' threat 

of atomic w-ar, but actually seeks to achieve the purpose of lec;itimizing, the 

production and use of wea.pcns for the mass 'extermination of human beings. 

Thus, the Hestern proposal on atomic and hydrogen weapons constitutes an 

attempt to bury, to put a cross on, ·d~cisions of the General Assembly, and 

especially the decision cf the ninth session of the Assembly which called upon 

States Members of the United Nations to seek agreement on. the total prohibition 

of the use and manufacture of atomic and hydrogen weapons. 

This. same tendency is refleCted in the proposals relating to conventional 

armaments. The resolution adopted by the General AssemblJr at its ninth session 

states that it is essential to seek agreeme~t ~n the major reduction of all 

armed forces and all conventional armaments. The draft resolution submitted to 

this Conuni ttee by the United States, the United Kingdom, France and some other 
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States replaces this clear demand by a. vague formula designed to legitimize the 

refusal of the Western Pow~rs to carry out any substantial reduction of their 

armed forces and armaments. That is the true meaning of the proposals on .ceilings 

or levels of armed forces contained in the working paper of 29 August 1957 • 

. v1hat is the conclusion to be drawn from all this? It is that, far from 

furthering tl).ecause of disarmament, the twenty-four-Power draft resolutiop 

erects insupe~ble barriers on the path to a mutually acceptable agreement. This 

is no accident.. The Western Powers sidestep any agreement because they dre~d 

disarmament, for reasons into which I need not ~o any further at this point. 

Small wonder, therefore, that no sooner had this Committee proceeded to the 

examination of the draft resolutions before it than a violent attack was launched 

again.st the proposals of all other States, and particularly those of the Soviet 

Union. The demand for the granting of priority to the twenty-f'our-Power draft 

resolution is not procedural pedantry; it is a deliberate stratagem de~igned to 

throw over"ooard proposals which displease the opponents of disarmament. But the 

problem. of disarmament cannot be solved by a procedural game or by proce.dural 

methods. The point about disarmament is that agreement must be achieved • 

. I ~houlq now like to say a few words on the Yugoslav draft resolution 

(A/C.l/1.180). There is no doubt that, in submitting its draft, resolution, the 

Yugoslav dalegation was guided by good intentions and positions. This draft 

resolution, however, is difficult to support. We feel that the cessation of the 

production of fissionable materials for weapons purposes, without the prohibition 

of' the atomic weapon and.its elimination_f'rom the armaments of States, wou;l.d not 

serve to solve the question of the elimination of the danger of atomic war. 

Progress in the field of disarmament would be furthered by an alteration in 

the pro.cedure and modalities for discussing disarmament problems in the Uni'ked 

Nations. The idea is that the organ dealing with this vital problem should have 

a broad and representative character, should be so .set up as to ensure that all 

States may take an active part in its deliberations. The Soviet Union delegation 

has submitted e. pro·{?osal for the establishment of a permanent disarmament 

commission comprising all States Members of the Upited Nations. This permanent 
. .---

disarmament commission would operate continuously. It would systematically 
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examine the disarmament proposals of all States a.nd would draft appropriate 

recommendations for consideration by sessions of the General Assembly. The 

necessity for the establishment of such an organ has become urgent since the 

Disarmament Commission, with its present membership of twelve, and the Sub

Committee, with its present membership of five, have proved tp be incapable of 

solving the problems assigned to them by the General Assembly. 

One of the reasons for the lack of success of the Disarmament Commission and 

its Sub-Committee is that the consideration of disa!fnament problems in those 

organs has been confined to a narrow group of States. Seventy States Members of 

the United Nations, whose peoples are as interested .in a swift solution of the 

disarmament problem as are the peoples of other Sta~es, are kept out of the work 

of the Disarmament Commission and its Sub-Committee. 

Equally unsatisfactory is the manner of work of the Sub-Committee, which 

makes it possible tp conceal from world public opinion the truth about the cours~ 

of the negotiations. This procedure has led to the position where the disarmament 

problem, which touches upon ~he interests of all mankind, is considered in 

secrecy, behind closed doors. Many States have not been kept informed of the 

course of events in the Sub-Committee, and world:public opinion has be~n kept in 

ignorance of what is happening and sometimes has been even misinformed. 

It has been properly pointed out in this Conmiittee that the consideration 

of the disarmament problem should not be confined to a narrow group of States. 

Even though, because of their particular situation, the great Powers bear the 

primary responsibility for solving this problem, the small and medium-sized States 

should be given an opportunity to take part in the negotiations, instead o~ 

merely attending, in a decorative way, debates on the need for disarmament. 

Therefore, access to prgans dealing with disarmament should be open to all States, 

large and small alike. Those States should be given an opportunity to ~ 

contribute their mee.d to the achievement of agreement on the cessation· of the 

armaments race and the elimination of the threat of another war. 

For all those reasons, my delegation will vote in favour of the Sovi~t 

Union proposal for the establishment of a permanent disarm~~nt commission 

consisting of all the States Members of: the United Nations. We shall vote against 

the twenty-four-Power draft resolution. 
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~OLAND (Ireland): I should like to explain as briefly as I 

possibly can the attitude which my delegation adopts towards some of the 

principal proposals before the Committee, as well as the broad reasons for our 

attitude in each case. 

Although, as I endeavoured to explain in my statement to the Committee on 

24 October, we feel that any plan for public propaganda in favolrr of disarmament 

presents a danger in that it might encourage people i1. countries in which public 

opinion is free to express itself to express themselves in favour of cuts in 

defence expenditures and reduced national armaments, irrespective of world 

conditions which necessitate the maintenance of national defences at a safe level, 

we propose to vote in favour of the draft resolution standing before the Committee 

in the name of Belgium. We feel that, against the potential disadvantage we 

apprehend, vhich we admit is potential and contingent, there must be placed the 

high-minded idealism to which the Belgian draft resolution gives expression and 

the sincere devotion to the cause of world peace which obviously inspired those 

sentiments we both respect and share, all the more so when, as in this case, 

they form the basis of a proposal by a country which has twice within a generation 

suffered so grievously and so undeservedly from the scourge of war. 

As our Foreign Hinister said in the debate in the General Assembly, and as 

I endEavoured to explain again in my statement before this Committee on 

24 October, it is our deep and abiding conviction that an essential preliminary 

to the success of any further negotiations on disarmament is some relaxation of 

the existing international tension, at least at its points of greatest friction. 

If, as a result of diplomatic discussions between the major Powers concerned, 

some progress could be made towards reducing tension and obviating the risk of 

clashes in certain vital areas, the gain in mutual confidence would be such that 

negotiations on disarmament could be renewed '\'lith a nevi prospect of success, and 

the outlook for world peace would be enormously improved. 'He are unable to feel 

any real confidence that, as long as the political atmosphere in the world 

remains as it is today, any resolutions we may pass here or any further 

discussions on the disarmament problem we are likely to undertake will carry us 

much further towards the goal we are all anxious to reach. It is, however, ,clear 

that whenever and in whatever circumstances further disarmament negotiations are 

undertaken, they are bound to be concerned with just the same issues as we have 
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be.en d.iscuss:ln.g 'ln thie Committee for the past three weeks -- the suspension of 

tests, the reduction of stocks of nuclear'weapona, the cessat±on·of'the production 

of fissionable materials ·ror weapons purposes, the importance of arrangements for 

effective supel:·vision and con·t.rol, the· provision of safeguards against surprise 

attack. Pny disarmaoent agreement,· whenever and in whateYer circUmstances it is 

neg::rt.iated, must attempt to deal with these points not only severally, but in· 

their relationship with one another·, a.nd it is only natural, therefore, that 

this Committee, having discussed these points so exhaustively for such a length 

of time, should 'A'ish, even iri the absence of ·unanimity, to come to some conclusion 

with regard to them. 

\ihat we are all anxious to help to bring about, of course, is an agreement 

on the principal outstanding issues between the countries prinCipally· concerned. 

No resolution which this Comm:ttee can pass can take the place of such sn 

agreement. In the absence of such an agreement, moreover, no resolution passed 

by this Committee or, indeed, by any corrunittee or commission representative of 

the membership of the United Nations as a whole, can have any inflexible or final 

character or represent more than a suggestion as to the lines on which 

negotiations with a view to final asreement between the Powers·principally 

concerned might be :Pursued • 

. we have carefully studied from this ~oint of view the various draft 

resolutions dealing with what I may call the substanc~ of the disarmament 

problem. Conscious of the limitations of our technical knowledg~, we have 

studied them conscientiously in a desire to arrive at an objective judgt::lment as 

to which of the various sets of princi~les put forward can claim, with the 

greatest justic~, to afford a fair, reasonable and realistic basia for at least 

e. partial disarmament agreement. Although many of the other draft r~solutions 

before the Committe~ contain specific proposals w. ;h which we are in full 

agreement and which we would be glad to see incorporated in an ultimate 

disarmament convention, we consider. thEi.t, taken as a whole, the proposal which 

best satisfj.ed the criteria which I have just mentioned is the draft resolution 

_atan.ding in the riame of twenty-four countries, as amended in accordance with the 

proposal of Norway and Pakistan. We propose, accordingly, to vote in favour of 

that draft resolution. 
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We will be unable to vote for other draft. resolutions which seem to us to 

be in direct conflict with this or which, by attempting to deal. with particular 

measures of disarmament in isolation, ignore the essential interdependence of the 

differe~t aspects of the disarmament problem and the factor of internal balance 

which any disarmament plan, to be acceptable, must present. 

I shoUld like to add a word about the draft resolutions before the Committee 

which deal with procedural matters, particularly the proposal to enlarge the 

membership of the Disarmament Commission and its Sub-Committee and the proposal 

to abolish the present Commission and to replace it with a permanent disarmament 

commission consisting of all the Members of' the United Nations. He find 

ourselves, to our regret, unable to support either of these proposals. Whatever 

other methods may temporarily be resorted to, in our view the achievement of a 

disarmament agreement must depe-nd ultimately on the method of sincere and 

painstaking negotiations between the countries principally concerned. Public 

debate, in our view, can contribute little. If public debate is required, ive 

have ample opportunity for it in the General Assembly and in this Committee. 

Further provision for it is hardly required. Certainly, in our view, it is 

not necessary to provide further facilities for it by abolishing the Disarmament 

Commission and its Sub-Committee, considering that the Sub-Committee affords the 

only formal provision in the structure of the United Nations for the kind of 

detailed, technical discussions between the States principally concerned in 

private and in a spirit of negotiation and compromise which are so important 

and necessary if mutual agreement, which is the only means of solving the 

disarmament problem,is to be achieved. 

For that reason, we regret sincerely that the Soviet Union should have felt 

it necessary to withdraw from participation in the work of' the Sub-Committee. 

Nor, I am afraid, do we fully grasp the exact point of the argument on which 

the action of the Soviet Union is based. We wonder, for example, if the term 

"ultimatum" can be properly applied to the majority decisions of this Committee, 

whether it cannot be applied with equal force to any decisions of the proposed 

permanent disarmament commission which the Government of the Soviet Union felt 

unable to approve. In company with many other members of the Committee, I am sure, 

we will continue to hope that the Soviet Union will see its way to revise its 

decision. 
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Mr. PELAZ (Phiiippines): The Philippine delegation wishes to explain 

its position on the different draft resolutions now before the Committee. vle 

should like to refer first to the question of the composition of the 

Disarmament Commission and its Sub-Committee, which yesterdaycaused the 

Soviet Union to tell us bluntly that "it w·ill not participate in the 

United Nations Disarmament Commission and its Sub-Committee in their present 

composition 11
• (A/C.l/PV.890, p.ll) The attitude of the Soviet Union is to be 

deplored because it appears to us of the Philippine delegation to be an attempt 

to exert pressure upon the members of the Committee to change the composition 

of the Commission in conformity with the wishes of the Soviet Union. 

Hhile the Soviet Union was complaining e.bout the presentation of the 

proiJosals of the Hestern Powers in a manner which, according to it, constituted 

an ultimatum, the Soviet Union was itself guilty of delivering an ultimatum to 

the members of this Committee, for how else could we reasonably interpret the · .. ~~.~ 

Soviet Union's advance announcement of non-participation in the work of the 

United Nations Disarmament Commission and its Sub-Committee in their present 

composition, even while we are still considering the different proposals 

affecting the composition of these bodies and weighing the merits of the 

proposed changes against those of keeping the status quo? The Soviet Union 

practically tells us that we can go ahead approving any resolution, voice the 

sentiments of our peoples against the armaments race, put forward our reasons for 

our convictions -- yes, we can do all this -- but no resolution which the 

General Assembly may approve will convince it or move it to continue with the 

disarmament negotiations unless, of course,· vTe do as it >vishes. 

. .· 
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We beg to snbmit that this attitTJ.de undermines the very integrity of our 

proceedings; for here, in this great forum, we must have freedom to act in 

accordance with t~uth, reason and justice and in accordance with the dic~ates 

of our conscience. Reciprocally we must respect that freedom in oth~rs. Threats 

of boycott cannot be, in any sense, regarded as legitimate persuasion. This is 

not the first time that the United Nations has met with such threats. Certainly 

we cannot allow them to sway us from acting in accordance with our convictions. 

On the other hand, we do hope that the So·riet Union will not persist in 

its attitude and will instead continue with the difficult task of seeking a 

solution to the disarmament problem, so that, in the words of the Foreign Minister 

of the Soviet Uni::m, Mr. Gromy~:o, "we s:b...sll succeed in just::.fying to some extent 

the hopes of, millions and millions, of pepple who are expecting deeds and not 

words in the field of disarmament". (A/C.l/PV&.§'l.....JJ.~§. 42) 

Going now specifically to the proposal of the Soviet Union (A/C.l/797) to 

discard the present Commission and its Sub-Committee and, in their stead, to 

establish a perma.nent disarmament commission consisting of all the States 

Members of the United Nations, we submit that the stand taken by the Soviet Union 

yesterday is the best proof of the inefficacy of the proposal; for whether we 

have the present Commission or a commission to which some members are added, 

or the eighty-t:w member commission envisaged by the Soviet Union, the central 

fact is that the principal parties concerned have a de facto veto power on the 

negotiations, as the Soviet Union clearly proved by its statement yester·day 

afternoon. 

To put it in another way: will the Soviet Union tell us that if a 

permanent disarmament commission of eighty-two members is created, the Soviet Union 

will not exercise the veto anri will abide by the recommendations of a majority 

of such a commission? Hardly. The success of the negotiations must, therefore, 

continue to depend on the attitude of the principal parties themselves. A change 

in the Corrmission or its Sub-Committee will not alter this fact. Moreover, 

as we have said in the general debate, an earnest, workmanlike approach to the 

disarmament problem would be rr.ore likely to produce an agreement. This approach 
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would certainly be impossible in a body of eighty-two members. We can foresee 

that in 'such a body much of the time which the principal parties concerned .could 

devcit'e to tackling the intricate issues involved would be frittered away in 

propa.ganda..;.making and in efforts to persuade as many of the eighty-two members 

as possible to vote one way or another. The Philippine delegation, therefore;·· 

cannot support the Sov~et Union's proposal for the creation of an eighty-two 

member permanent commission on disa1~ment. 

The Philippine delegatlop also regrets that it is unable to support the 

In~ianproposal (A/C.l/1.177). To begin with, we note that the Indian draft 

resolution leaves blank the number of States wh.ich it would add both to the 

Disarmament Commission and to its Sub-Committee. Nor does this draft resolution 
. . . 

state' how or on what basis the additional Member States are to be chosen. But··· 

even if these details were filled in, the reasons which we have adduced against 

the Soviet proposal to create an eighty-two member permanent disarmament commission 

apply with equal logic to the Indian draft resolution. 

In the course of the debate reference has been made to the suggestion of 
Mexico that a person of high prestige and repute be designated as mediator or 

conciliator between the principal parties involved. Although this has not been · 

submitted as a formal proposal, we should like to say that we agree with the 

representative of Peru, Mr. Belaunde, that the matter of designating such a 

person should depend entirely on the principal parties concerned. If both sides 

agree that such a mediator or 'conciliator is necessary and, moreover, if they 

can agree on a person who enjoys the confidence of both sides, then we shall 

favour such a proposal. But if the suggestion is not acceptable to both the 

Soviet Union and the Hestern Powers, then it would ·be id.le for the rest of us 

to impose such a mediator or conciliator upon them. 

The Philippine delegation will vote for the Belgian draft resolution 

(A/3630/Corr.l). We should like to associate ourselves with the views expressed 

here that, as presently worded, this draft resolution is not concerned in any 

way with the political.issues that have divided us here and that it would be 

best to leave the text as it is. However, we believe that the second Polish 
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amendment, which would replace the remaining words. after "and of the necessity", 

in paragraph 3 of the preamble, by the words "of reaching a disarmament agreement 

with effective measures of control provided for", is an improvement in style 

which strengthens the draft resolution and is, therefore, acceptable. 

We share the fears just expressed by the representative of Ireland as 

to the pos.sible misuse of the campaign provided for in the Belgian draft 

resolution. Never'l;heless, we shall vote for it in the hope that, once approved 

and unanimously, we trust -- the campaign to acquaint all the peoples of the world 

with the dangers of the armaments race will not be used by any Member State to 

serve its own ends, but t~at every Member State will afford its people the 

fullest fre.edom to know the truth about the implications of the armaments race, 

on the basis of which alone an enlightened public opinion on the subject can be 

formed. 

vlhat should be the recommendations which the General Assembly. ought to make . 

to the parties concerned? He think that the Assembly should recommend, with a 

unanimous voice, that the negotiations on disarmament be resumed. There is a 

divergence of opinion as to the specific-points that should be offered by the 

Assembly as a guide for future disarmament negotiations. 

On this aspect of the matter there are fo~ categories of proposals before 

us. The first proposal would single out the question. of nuclear tests al:ld calls 

for their suspension as an independent, isolated step. J11pan, India and the 

Soviet Union are the principal proponents of this measure. 

The second proposal -- that of the Sovtet Union -- would call upon States 

possessing nuclear weapons to as.sume a temporary obligation not to use atomic . 

and hydrogen weapons for five yea1·s, during which .attempts would be made to. 

arrive at a comprehensive international disarmament ag~eement. 

The third proposal, that advanced in .the twenty~four Power draft :esolution, 

calls for the immediate suspension of nuclear tests upon the emergence of an 

agreement in principle on a number of initial steps which_are vital to the 

commencement of genuine and effective disarma~ent. 

The fourth proposal, that contained in the Yugoslav draft resolution, 

lumps together most of the points mentioned in the three proposals just referred 

to, but separates them, thus rejecting the unified approach in the twenty-four 

Power proposal. 
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Much as it shareo the fe~rs and appr~h~nsions of the proponents of the ide~ 

of having nuclear tests !!IUSpended at the. earliest possible date, the Philippine 

delegation feels that the General Assembly would be remiss in its duty to a world·. 

threatened by the possible unleashing of existing and already tested weapons of 

mass destructio.n to a much g:;:"eater extent th.an by the radioactive f~llout by 

present contro~led tests if the General Assembly should embody and emphasize in 

its resolution only a recommendation i;n favpur of the suspension of nuclear tests ., . 

without reference to the really vital aspectsof disarmament such as the ce!>sati~ 

of the.manufacture of fissionable materials for weapons purposes, the transfer of 

stocks Of fissionable materials from weapons to non-weapons uses and the reduc~ion . 

of armed fcrc~s and armaments. 

It is true that the suspension of nuclear tests would quiet fears of the 

deleterious consequences of the radioactive fallout caused, by. such tests ·• ·, But 

would we. not the:.."eby be simply deluding humanity., leading it tobelieve that since 

nuclear tests will cease it has been spared the danger of, atomic warfare, when in 

truth we shall not have moved one step forward in stopping the manufacture.of 

nuclear weapons which, with the present know-hoiv and without the need for further 

tests, can be made many times as deadly as tJ:le comparatively puny atom bomb,s which 

caused the horrible holocaust of Hiroshima and Nagasak~7 The Philippine deleg~tion 

feels that. a recommendation that nuclear tests be suspended standin,g alone would 

be grossly inadequate and could mislead tP,e world to a false sense of security. 

Consequently, after a conscientious study of the. proposals in this regard, we 

cannot lend our support to them. 

We need not . repeat here the cogent· arguments already put forward agai,nst the 

Soviet Union's proposal for a bare declaration by the States possessing nuclrar 

weapons not to u.se them. Let us be candid .about this. Such a declaration 

would constitute only a gentleman's agreemep.t with nothing but a gentlell!an 1syord. 

to bind tp,e parties. Unfort)Jllately, the parties on either side do not .trust : 

each other. ·With mutual confidence,. such a: declaration would be unnecessary; 

without mutual confidence, it would be worthless. 

Mr •. Grol)lyko has repeatedly tolA us that the world_ expects deeds 1 not words. 

By this very standard offered by the.Sovie.t Union, its proposal to solve the. 

disarmament, prop).em by mere words must be rejected •. 
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We appreciate the efforts exerted by Yugoslavia to offer a draft resolution 

seeking to encompass the different views. While the effort is commendable, it 

must be pointed out that the draft proposal fails to give any definite 

orientation for future negotiations. On the other hand1 .the conglomeration of 

details :i.ncluded. in the draft resolution, by their very number and often 

contradictory nature, would merely provide fertile ground for disagreement, 

thereby dooming future negotiations to failure. There is a Spanish saying which 

I find rather apt here: Quien mucho abarca, poco aprieta. That, in our humble 

opinion, is the weakness of the Yugoslav draft resolution. Because it encompasses 

too many details and embodies different approaches to the problem, it fails to 

establish a definite line of action which the General Assembly could and should 

recommend to the negotiating parties. 

The Philippine delegation submits that the twenty-four-Power draft 

resolution furnis:1es such a dafinite, simple and consistent line of action which 

could lat~nch the resumed disarmament talks towards realistic and obtainable 

objectives. The Soviet Union has protested that the proposal embodied in the 

twenty-four-Power draft resolution is tied to political conditions. vle fail to 

understand why this argument has been repeatedly put forward. No such conditions 

are to be found in the draft resolution. Since it must be judged by what its 

text says, we must conclude that no such conditions have been or are intended to 

be part of the draft resolution. Moreover, the representative of the United States, 

Ambassador Lodge, has categorically stated here that his Government and the Western 

Powers are prepared to enter· into an agreement on the initial steps enumerated 

in the twenty-four-Power draft resolution without any political conditions. We 

have no reason to doubt that statement. 

The Soviet Union and others have also objected to the twenty-four-Power draft 

resolution on the ground that it is too rigid and that one item is so interlinked 

with the other that the prospects of agreement are nil. We have carefully 

considered this objection. I believe, however, that at this stage of the debate 

all such doubts have been clarified. 

In our first intervention, when the allegation that the t'fenty-four-Power draft 

resolution was an ultimatum was first advanced by the representative of Poland1 we 

stated that the draft resolution was being offered as a workable basis upon which 
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the Powers concerned could resume n:e·got':iatldns and come· to a. fruitful agreement 

oh disarmament and the regulation of ·armaments~ ·The--representative of Canada 

subsequently stated that it was not 'Canada •s view that the· particular proposals 

"with which we are now associated are the only mearis by which some progress can 

be made towal'ds disarmament." (A/C.l/PV.878', p.l2) Yesterday, the representatives 

of the t·.1:!.ted S-tates. and France expressly confirmed these views. It is therefore 

far -fetched to suppose, as the Soviet Union has supposed, that the twenty-four

Power draft resolution is an inflexible rigid ultimatum by which its; co-sponsors 

would wish to ·straitjacket the forthcoming negotiations. · We reject that view • 

The Philippine delegation believes that while the draft resolution does point 

out some c.2sirable av<::~•ues along which those who support the draft resolution 

believe the disarmament talks could be effectively channelled toward the ultimate: 

goal of comprehensive disarmament, it does not in any manner curtail the freedom 

of the negotiat~.ng parties in presenting other proposals or counter-proposals or 

adopting other ~easures and agreements in the course of their negotiation. 

The provisions of the twenty-four-Power draft resolution are not necessarily the· 

last word, its sponsors have repeatedly stressed. We are gratified to note ·that 

yesterday the representative of France, whose dedication to the difficult task of 

finding an answer to this stubborn problem before us is known by everyone, went 

out of hi8 way to assure us of his Government's readiness to explore fresh 

approaches during the negotiations once·they are resumed. 

TWo amendmsmts have been·offered to the twenty-four-Power ctraft resolution 

which, in our view, would improve it. The first is the amendment offered by 

Norway and Pakistan in document A/C.l/L.l84, which would request the Disarmament 

Commission to invite its Sub-Committee to give priority to the establishment of a 

body or bodies of technical experts to· study inspection systems for disarmament 

measures on which the Sub-Committee may reach. agreement in principle. This would 

provide a re'ady machinery to work out the technical problems of disarmament and 

would give impetus to the speedy implementation of such agreement which the parties 

may reach in principle. 
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Finally, we are happy to nssociate ourselves with the amendment (A/C.ljL.lOl) 

offered.by Bolivia, Costa Rica, El Salvador, MeXico and Uruguay, recommending that 

the States concerned consider the possibility of devoting funds made available 

as a result of disarmament to the improvement of living co1.1ditions throughout the 

world, particularly in the less developed countries. We are for this amendment, 

either as presently worded or as. amended, as some States have proposed, to take 

into acco~nt the stand of some members. 

While the Philippines, which is .an under -developed country, 'vould presumably 

be among the beneficiaries of such a programme, it would also be in the enlightened 

self-interest of the countries called upon to help the under-developed areas to do 

so. Fqr in the world we envision, where all peoples of this earth will live 

together o.s uembers of the human family, prosperity and well-being vrill be for all. 

May i·Te not exrress the hope that the genius of ma.n, which has now sent a 

dog soaring around the world in the vast reaches of outer space, shall apply itself 

with equs.l passion to the problem of human survival. The Soviet Union, which has 

achieved the first of these miracles, cannot refuse to share with the rest of us 

the responsibility of achieving the far more necessary mir,c.cle of human survival. 

VJe refuse to believe that it will withhold its wisdom and its counsel from this 

common task, 

~rin~ \IAN HAI~H.AYAKOli, (Thailand): Hr. Chairman, may I join with the 

other speaLers in offering my cordial congratulations and those of my delegation 

to you and to the Vice-Chairman and the Rapporteur on your unanimous elections to 

the high and responsible positions in this most ;l.mportant Committee. 

It is a particular source of joy to the delegation of Thailand that, for the 

first tiue, the Chairman of the Political Committee of the General Assembly is an 

Asian. This is not only a tribute to your outstanding personal qualities, but an 

evidence of the growing importance of the role played by Asian and African 

delegations in the United Nations and, I may also add, an evidence of th~ growing 

confidence which the Asian and African group now enjoys. 

For, indeed, vle work as a group and not as a bloc. The Asian and African 

delegations raeet as a group for mutual consul tat ions, in the course of which we 

naturally endeavour to reach common solutions if we can, and as far as we can, but 

each delegation reserves its right to offer its own solution and to vote as it 

sees fit. 
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Thus, in this matter ot' disarmament now under our consideration, we have a 

proposal from Japan, three proposals from India, and Laos, Liberia, Philippines 

and Tunisia are co-sponsors of the twenty-four-Power joint draft resolution. He 
all share a cor;m1on objective in promoting the cause· of peace by endeavouring to 

bring about a step forward in the matter of disarmament. 

l·lha~ do the peoples of the -vrorld want? 'rhey want peace. They want to avoid 

war, because the next war, which 1vill be a nuclear war 1 vTill be far worse than 

a 11 scourge" that our Charter speal~s of: it will spell annihilation for manl~ind. 

The peoples I·Tould, therefore, welcome disarmament as a step in the maintenance of 

international peace and security or, in other words, as a step in the prevention 

of war. 

There can well be unilateral acts of disarmament as, indeed, there have 

been unilateral acts in the reduction of the armed forces of certain countries. 

But these unilateral acts have not allayed the fear of war in the minds of the 

peoples of the world. vn1at the peoples want is rather an agreement in disarmament. 

I therefore lay particular stress on the agreement aspect of the problem and I am 

borne out in this by Article 26 of the Charter which provides for plans for the 

establishment of a system for the regulation of armaments. That, of course, would 

undoubtedly Lwolve an international agreement of a very elaborate nature. 

The probler.J of disarmament is certainly a most complex one, because the 

object of disarr,Jarnent is not just to reduce armaments but to bring about security 

and prevent vmr, and the various COITlliOnent parts of the problem, even in its 

initial sta:.;e, have to be dealt with together as a whole before they are dealt 

with separately in detail. 

That is uhy my delegation is in agreement with the twenty-four-Power joint 
• 

draft resolution both as regards the contents of a priority disarmament agreement 

and the procedure to be adopted. 

As recards the contents, I ask myself this question. If sub-paragraph (a) is 

deleterl, 1-1ill the peoples feel that there is sufficient security to allay the fear 

of vmr? Ancl I asl~ myself the same question in regard to the other sub-paragraphs. 

Sub-paracraph (a), concerning the suspension of testing of nuclear weapons, 

obviously cannot be deleted, because an agreement on the suspension of nuclear 

vreapons tcs·:.c is certainly desired by the peoples all over the world. 
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Nor can sub-paragraph (b) concerning the cessation of production of fissionable 

materials for ueapons purposes and the coiDJ?lete devotion of future production to 

non-weapons purposes, and sub-paragraph (c) concerning the reduction of stocks of 

nuclear •rea:pons through a programme of transfer of stocks of fissionable tJaterial 

from 't·reapons to non-weapons uses, be deleted, because they are the corollaries of 

sub-paragraph (a). 

Sub-para~reph (b), concerning reduction of armed forces and armaments, cannot 

be deleted, because, without such reduction,there would still be fear of war in 

the popular mincL. 

The same applies to sub-paragraph (e) concerning the progressive estabHshment 

of open inspection with ground and aerial components to guard against the 

possibility of surprise attack. This caunot be deleted, because an agreement on 

this point ;muld reassure world public opinion. 

Finally, there is sub-paragraph (f) concerning joint study of an inspection 

system desic;ned to ensure that the sending of objects through outer space will be 

exclusively for peaceful and scientific purposes. The necessity of including this 

item in a prioricy disarmament agreement is not so clear, but it should be noticed 

that only a joint study is to be ruade and thac the agreement sought in this 

priority clisarmauent agreement would be an agreement on general principles only. 

Therefore, r.ry C.elega:tion does not object to the inclusion of sub-paragraph (f). 
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Now as regards the procedure, my delegation is of the opinion that the. 

present arrangement is well calculated to meet the requirements of the case. At 

each session of the General A3se~bly1 there is a full discussion of the disarmament 

problem in all its aspe~ts and every delegation is at liberty to put forward its 

ideas and its proposals. Then the n:atter is entrusted to the Disarmament 

Commission and, for purposes of negotiations, to the Disarmament Sub-Committee. 

But nothing prevents the Disarmament Commission from playing, a more active role, 

and it is my hope that the Disarmament Commission vrill do so. 

And now I shall deal with the question of the suspension of nuclear weapons 

tests Which is to be found in the draft resolution of Japan and the revised draft 

resolution of India and the ce~sation of such tests Which is to be found in the 

draft resolution of Yugoslavia. 

From th~ drp.ft resolution lvhich the delegation of Yugoslavia has submitted in 

docu1nent A/C.l/1.180, it would appear that in the opinion of that delegation the 

matter of the cessation of nuclear ',reai}ons tests could form the object of an 

agreement separate from an agreement or agreements on other matters of disarmament. 

I have already stated that my delegation is in agreement with the twenty-four 

Povrer joint draft resolution tl:at in a disarmament agreement there should be 

provisions concerning the immediate suspension of testing of nuclear >veapons 

coupled with provisions concerning the cessation of production of fissionable 

materials for weapons purposes and the complete devotion of future production to 

non-<reapons purposes, and coupled also -.ri th provisions concerning the reduction of 

stocks of nuclear weapons through a progr(lw.me of transfer of stocks of fissionable 

material from l·reapons to non-1:-eapons uses. 

That is why I do not think that the questionof the cessation of nuclear 

weapons tests could fol~ the object of an ag~eement separate from an agreement in 

principle on the other tvro connected matters. 

However, I take the >vord "suspension" in the t>venty-four Power joint draft 

resolution to refer to a. long-term suspension or what the Yugoslav delegation 

refers to as ''c.essation". I could well conceive of a temporary suspension or what 

the representative of Svreden calls a moratorium. 
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It is in th~s l~ght that I have examined the draft resolution of Japan in 

document A/C.l/1.1'(4. It calls upon the Member States concerned (a) to suspend 

all nuclear test explosions from the time an agreement is reached in principle on 

a supe:rvision and inspection system necessary to verify the suspension of tests 

until the discussions on the report of the Disarmament Commjssion at the next 

regular session of the General Assembly have been concluded. 

lvly difficulty With this draft resolution is that it does not leave the Member 

States concerned sufficient liberty of action in determining the conditions on . 

vThich an ag:ceement for the susrension of nucl<;ar weapons tests may be concluded. 

In fact, it is an appeal to suspend the tests and not an appeal to the Mf:!mber 

States concerned to come to an arsreement for the suspension of the tests. 

. I ;find a s;imilar difficulty vii th the dra:Zt resolution of India in document 

A/C.l/L.176/Rev.4 vrhich says: 

"3. Appeals to the States concerned to agree vTithout delay to suspend 

tests of nuclear and thermonuclear We\3-pons and to inform the Secretary

General of their Willir.gness to do so." 

The word "agree" here does r..ot mean "to cor.1e to an agreement" but "to consent to". 

In the opinion of my delegation, we shoulc1 appeal to the lvlember States 

concerned to come to an agreement for an irr~ediate temporary suspension of nuclear 

weapons tests as a mei'J.Snre to allay the concern of mankind and expedite a 

disarmament agreement. 

I believe that a temporary suspension of nuclear weapons tests is sincerely 

desired by the peoples of the w·orld. I believe that it is possible, but how ?nd 

on what conditions should be left to the Nember States ~oncerned to agree upon. 

They should kno1v best ho-vr an ac;reement could be reached. He, especially the 

representatives of the small countries, should voice the peoples' desire for a 

temporary suspenston of such tests, so that the great Povers concerned may feel 

their responsibilities in this matter all the more keenly, and our earnest and 

urgent appeal to them should also serve as a clear testimony of th~ confidence we 

place in them and in their endeavours in response to world opinion. 

Finally, I should like to state that my ¢lelegation supports the draft 

resolution of Belgium in document A/3630/Cprr.~ and the five-Power amendment to the 

joint draft resolution in document A/C,l/L.l8l. 
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Mr. KISELEV (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic) (interpretation 

from Russian): More than ten draft resolutions have been submitted on the 

disarmament problem in this Committee, and the deleg~tion of the Byelorussian SSR 

Wishes to state its views on these draft resolutions, 

The draft resolution submitted by the USSR on 28 October of this year 

recommends the establishment of a permanent Disarmament Commission to comprise all 

States lvlembers of the United Nations 1 abolisping the present Un:tted Nations 

Disarmament Commission and its Sub-Committee. This :proposal is due to the fact 

that the ten-year activity of the Disarmament Commission and the four-year activity 

of its Sub-Committee have yielded np fruit and have not furthered the solution of 

the disarmament problem by one whit. The comraon people are tired t:f talk about 

disarmament, of beaptiful sounding promises and of diplomatic stratagems and 

dilatory manoeuvre~. They say that such things as the hydrogen bomb, are not fit 

subjects for jokes. They want peace and they stand firmly for peace. 

Expressing these feelings, the representative of the USSR in his speech of 

4 November of this year stated on behalf of the Soviet Government thi=tt all attempts 

to utilize the Sub-Committee for productive l·rork have been exhausted. Under the 

circumstances, the Soviet Government sees no point in any further participa:tion in 

the work of the United Nations Disarmament Commission and its Sub-Committee. 

This statement was no accident. It was a deeply thought-through statement 

and position based on a comprehensive and lengthy study o:f' the situation vrhich has 

arisen in the consideration of the disarmament problem. 
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The :present narrow composition of the Sub-Committee consisting, on the one 

hand, of four States parties to the aggressive North Atlantic Treaty, and1 on 

the other hand1 of the Soviet Union, gives no opportunity to many countries to 

take part in the consideration of the disarmament problem. We find that the work 

of the Sub-Committee has turned out to be quite fruitless, while the Commission 

itself has ~n reality played the role of amail box, sui generis 1 as the 

representative of India very aptly pointed out. 

Ruling circles of the United States, Britain, France and Canadn do not want 

to disarm, and they have been using the Sub-Committee to camouflage the continuing 

armaments race in the NA'IO countries •. They need talk of d:isarmament in order to 

publicize themselves as champions of disarmament and in order to delude world 

public opinion and lull vigilance. It is quite evident that the existing 

procedure for the consideration of disarmament problems in the Sub-Committee, 

which was closed and almost secret in. character, could not contribute to a 

successful solution of those problems. 

In his address yesterday, the representative of the United States, ~tr. Lodge, 

endeavoured.to represent matters as if closed consideration of disarma~ent problems 

by a narrow circle of countries that happen to be members of the Sub-Committee 

was something that had yielded favourable results. Unfortunately, that does not 

correspond to reality. The Sub-Committee held seventy-one closed meetings this 

year, but those meetings have borne no fruit and have been of no use. 

The United States representative sought to distort the Soviet Union 

representative's statement by asserting that the Soviet Union was unwilling to 

consider the disarmament problem further. The statement of the United States 

representative was wholeheartedly endorsed by the French representative, Y~. Mach. 

In reality, however, things are quite different. The latest proposal of the 

Soviet Union, calling for the institution of a permanent United Nations Disarmament 

Commission, is dictated by the Soviet Government's ardent desire to get the 

disarmament problem out of its present impasse and to enable all Members of the 

Organization to take part in its solution. 
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The debates in this Committee on the question of the reduction of armaments 

and armed forces and on the prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapous have shown 

convincingly that the majority of the Member States of the United Nations. are 

genuinely alarmed at the lack of progress in the solution of this problem. Many 

delegations have pointed out very aptly that the disarmament problem must be solved 

without delay if we wish to exorcize the danger of a destructive nuclear war 

a danger which is lowering over the peoples. 

He have heard vArious proposals on ways and means .of expediting and facilitating 

the solution of this most important problem of our time. There have been many 

such proposals. Some delegations haYe pointed 01.1t, very correctly, that expansion 

of the circle of States that participate in the c'!.isarmament negotiations woul.d be 

an important contribution to a swift solution and to agreement on disarmament. 

It is surely abnormal that the representatives of seventy countries should be kept 

away from participation in the solution of the disarmament problem. The GovernmE:!nts 

of those countries have displayed great interest in the solution of that problem. 

They have submitted various proposals the consideration of which could be helpful 

in bringing the positions of the countries concerned clo.ser together 1 especially 

where this contribution would be made by small countries. But at the present time 

such proposals, are, in reality, neither considered nor studied in the Sub-Committee. 

Taking all these points into consideration, we feel that the Soviet proposal 

for the institution of a permament Disarmament Commission is a timely one and a 

step which deserves full approval. The relevant draft resolution specifies the 

composition of the permament Commission, its terms of reference and its working 

procedure. Adoption of the Soviet proposal would spell the elimination of the 

serious drawbacks implicit in the present United Nations organs and procedures on 

disarmament which I have mentioned. That is why the Byelorussian delegation 

supports the Soviet proposal for the establishment of a permament Disarmament 

Commission, and appeals to other members of the First Committee to support it too. 

He are convinced that i.ts adoption would greatly assist in successfully solving 

the disarmament problem. 
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The same purpose would be served by the First Committee's approval of the 

Soviet Union's draft resolution providing that the Sta~es .which possess nuclear 

weapc:>ns should assume an obligation, temporary in the first place, not to use 

nuclear and hydrogen weapons for five years, and the proposal which calls for a 

cessation of n:uclear weapons tests for tvro or three years beginning on 

1 January 1958• We have dealt with those draft resolutions in d.etail during the 

general debate, and shall therefore not touch upon them any more. 

I should like now to refer briefly to the other draft resolutions before the 

Committee. We consider that the proposal presented by Belgium serves no useful 

purpose in its present form .in con.nexion 1-rith the solution of the fundamental 

issue before_ us, which is the attainment of a13re~ment on the disarmament problem. 

The dissemination of information or publicity on the armaments race, which is 

mentioned. in the Belgian draft resolution, would not remove the danger of war 

one whit. At this time the task is to concentrate all efforts on the reduction 

of armaments and armed forces and the cessation of the testing of nuclear weapons, 

and.therefore the Byelorussian delegation will be able to support the Belgian 

draft. resolution only if the amendment ·to it proposed by Poland are incorporated 

in it. Those amendments would substantially improve the Belgian idea and would 

make the draft resolution a purposeful and useful instrument. 

As for the Japanese draft resolution, we have already indicated that its 

defects and drawbacks have remained unaltered. 'Appealing for and recognizing 

the necessity of the cessation of' nuclear and hydrogen weapons tests, the Japanese · 

draft resolut;i.on nevertheless makes the solution of this question conditional 

on the achievement of an agreement on other disarmament problems, and this, as 

experience has shown,.leads in reality to the prevention of any agreement on so 

important and urgent problem as the immediate cessation of these tests. One 

cannot fail to realize that the position set forth in the draft resolution of 

the twenty-four ~ewers is similar. 

Given this approach to the disarmament problem,·nO agreement is within reach 

either on the problems of disarmement as a whole or on so limited a problem as the 

cessation of test explosions of nuclear weapons, and this is precisely the situation 

which the twenty-four Power draft resolution, presented by countries headed by the 

United States, is designed to achieve. 
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An attempt is made here to i~pose the position of one side, which does not 

see:<;: to further the a.:!hievement of a disarmament agreement, on the other· side. 

He consider that an approach of ~his kind will only'complicate any further 

search for agreement on disarlllliment, and for this reason we will certainly'vote 

ae;ainst the draft resolution of the tvrenty-four Povrers • 

. These are our brief comments on some of the draft resolutions which are 

before the Committee. The delegation of the Byelorussian SS:R expresses~the hope 
: . . : . .: . ,• . . ~ . . . ,. . 

that the Committee w~ll endorse the nev1 Soviet proposals, designed as they are to 

bring about the swift solution of the disarmament problem, the relaxation of 
·' ! ,.· . ,' , 

international tension, the cessation of the cold war and the establishment of 
I 

confidence between States. 

Mr. TARABANOV (Bulgaria) (interpretation from French): The resolutions 
. . 

on the question of disarmament that have been submitted to the Committee and the 

debate on this question ?ave been rather confused and they have certainly not · 

tended to link this matter up. The interpretations given in the statements made 

on these resolutions, and by the sponsors of the resolutions, permit us to· a large 
•• ' < 

extent to see vrhat c;oal is going to be arrived at by their practical application, 

once these resolutions are adopted. 

Generally speaking, what have we been able to gather, what have we been able 

to conclu~e, .. at the present stage of the debate? 

_First, if war was a calamity in the past and through all of humanity's history, 

then, during the present period, when atomic and hydrogen weapons are used, it 

will be a complete disaster not only for the countries involved but for all 

humanity. The very existence of these atomic and thermonuclear weapons in the 

arsenals of States ir:> an ever-present threat and menace to entire populations in 

certain regions of the \vorld and will lead to complete destruction and annihilation 

in the case of generalized warfare. 
' Second, the peoples of the ·Horld -- the more advanced countries as well as 

the most under-developed countries -- unanimously feel that the question of 

disarmament is the most important question of all international questions at 

present and is at the same time the matter which most urgently requires solution. 



T 

BA/gd A/C.l/PV.891 
62 

(Mr. Te.r!,banov, Bulgaria) 

Third, the radioactive effects of these atomic and thermonuclear tests, 

which have not been sufficiently studied, ere an ever-increasing danger to 

humanity. The very fact that all the effects of radiation are not as yet 

completely known must obviously force us to take some measures to cease such 

tests. 

If we are to eliminate atomic and thermonuclear weapons from the arsenals 

of countries, then we have to come to an agreement, and the small countries and 

all the peoples of the world will have to show their deep concern for such an 

agreement. The small countries and the peoples of such countries are so 

concerned because they may become the innocent victims of a general 

conflagration wherein atomic and thermonuclear weapons would be used. He know 

that in the present state of affairs these are the weapons that would be used. 

World public opinion is far ahead of the expressions of opinion voiced in 

this Committee regarding the prohibition of the use of atomic and thermonuclear 

weapons and also in the field of the cessation of test explosions. 

Furthermore, it has been unanimously noted that in view of the tremendous 

difficulties inherent in a general disarmament agreement, due primarily to the 

lack of confidence on the part of the States concerned, it would be more logical 

to start with partial agreements on the subjects upon which, in the view of 

the parties, agreement in principle does exist. 

These are some of the conclusions that we can gather from the very lengthy 

but extremely important debate that has been held at the present session of the 

General Assembly. 

The resolutions submitted on this question must answer· the call of the 

great masses of the world, must satisfy the aspirations of the peoples of the 

world. It is in the light of such conclusions that the resolutions submitted 

must be discussed and considered. 

The twenty-four-Power draft resolution, document A/C.l/L.l79/Rev.l, 

expresses the point of view of the four NATO Powers that are members of the 

Disarmament Sub-Committee. The very wording is culled from the proposals made_by 

the NATO representatives at the Sub-Committee meetings in London on 29 August, 

and it contains nothing new. These proposals are known to the world. They were 
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characterized here by the statements made by the Vlestern Powers that are 

co-sponsor1;3 of this draft. The representative of the United States told this 

Committee on 10 October 1957 that his Government could not shirk its 

responsibility and therefore, if any State or group of States became more 

powerful than the United States, it would be shirking its responsibility. The 

Un:i,ted States rep1."esentati ve then talked about the potential aggressors. But 

the United States Government is doing all in its power to assure itself of 

mi~itary supremacy, because all the foreign policy of the United States is based 

upon the policy of ~orce and positions of strength and on the famous 

"brinkmanship" policy that has been invented and follovred by the Secretary of 

State. The partners of the United States in the Sub~Comndttee and their allies 

in NATO certainly vrere not very far behind. The representatives of the United 

Kingdom in the Disannament Sub-Committee and during the present session of the 

General Assembly have also expressed their fears that certain peoples may try to 

exploit the play of circumstances and create an air of impatience, such an 

atmosphere as might be referred to as follows: that the Assembly "will have to 

act and will have to take any measures possible". The fear of such a favourable 

atmosphere being set up that will permit the taldng of measures that will lead to 

disarmament -- all this has led these representatives t() take a stand which 

undermi~es world security and is based upon the idea that such measures should be 

taken so as to ensure the defence of their positions. 

I do not think that their arguments hold any ·vrater regardine; the question of 

suspension of nuclear tests, and that is why they are trying to prove that the 

dangers "that might be inherent in these tests the danc;ers to the health of 

the vTorld -- cannot be underestimated". Hell, let them ask the inhabitants of 

Hiroshima, of Nagasaki and of other islands in the Pacific, and let them find out 

what the danger is. 



BC/bf A/C.l/PV.891 
66 

(Mr. Tarabanov, Bulgaria) 

The draft resolution submitted by tl'Tenty four Powers links the suspension of 

nuclear tests with other questions. In contradiction with all the resolutions on 

disarmament already adopted by the General Assembly, this draft resolution of the 

Western Powers avoids any reference to the prohibition of nuclear weapons and a 

solemn undert~~ing not to use such weapons. The prohibition of the use of 

nuclear weapons would certainly have the effect of giving strong support to public 

opinion in all countries, including those profulcing nuclear weapons, against the 

manufacture of these armaments of mass destruction, which would no longer be used. 

This is certainly vThat is feared by the circles interested in the production of 

nuclear weapons. That is why all reference to this question is avoided in the 

twenty-four-Power draft resolution. 

For the first time since the United Nations was established, attempts are . 

being made to use the Orgru1ization to impose an ultimatum on disarmament, to impose 

the opinion of one of the parties on the other party, through the adoption of the 

twenty-four-Power draft resolution. It is, however, obvious that it is not 

through ultimatums that a solution of this problem will be facilitated, in the 

present state of the development of civilization and techniques. Why, then, is 

there this insistence on the adoption of a proposal which will render the solution 

of the problem much more difficult and which will block any possibility of 

negotiations and disarmament? The answer is that the entire policy of the 

States members of NATO is constructed on their alleged supremacy in nuclear 

weapons and on positions of strength. The recent decisions of the leaders of 

the United States and the United Kingdom confirm this fact. The essential 

prupose of the forthcoming conference of the States members of the North Atlantic 

Treaty Organization has been clearly defined --

The CHAIRMAN (interpretation from French): I am sorry to interrupt the 

representative of Bulgaria, but I must draw his attention to the fact that this 

Committee is now discussing the draft resolutions and the amendments thereto. We 

have already had an extended general debate, during which the representative of 

Bulgaria had an opportunity to set forth his point of view. I should therefore be 

grateful if he would limit his remarks to an examination of the draft resolutions 

and the relevant amendments. 
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a~dressing myself to the draft resolut~ons, Mr. Chairman. I am trying to 

outline and define som:e of the positions set forth. in those draft resolutions, 

The decision to·hold the abovementioned conference has been taken 

because of Soviet·peaceful scientific achievements ;... and, on behalf of the 

People's Republic of Bulgaria, we wish to congratulate the Soviet Union for 

these achievements, of which advantage must be taken for peaceful progress. 

The decision to hold the conference iS indicative of the frame of mind of the 

ruling circles ·· of certain NATO countries. 

The explanations offered to this Committee by the representatives of 

the HesternPowers regarding the future cessation of the production of fissionable 

materials for weapons purposes constitute additional proof of the lack of 

sincerity of those representatives as regards the prohibition of nuclear 

weapons. He have been told that there should be a cessation of the production 

of fissionable materials for weapons purposes. But we have been told nothing 

about an agreement or even an undertaking or commitment to prohibit nuclear and 

thermonuclear weapons, to outlaw those weapons and to eliminate them from the 

armaments of States. This position and the Western position on test 

explosions can only be designed to increase the future production of nuclear 

weapons and to continue the nuclear armaments race. 

The delegation of the People's Republic of Bulgaria is quite unable to 

support a draft resolution designed to divide the Assembly and to ensure 

supremacy for certain militaristic circles among the lvestern Powers. The 

twenty-four-Power draft resolution is clearly designed to create insurmountable 

difficulties on the path to disarmament. 

Inasmuch as the disarmament problem is of vital concern to all peoples and 

all countries and inasmuch as all countries, both large and small, should be 

given an opportunity to participate in the discussion and solution of this 

problem and to contribute actively to the achievement of general disarmament, 

the People's Republic of Bulgaria and its delegation here welcome with 

gratification the idea put forward in the Soviet draft resolution (A/C.l/797) 

for the establishment of a permanent disarmament commission which would 
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study on a continuing basis all the proposals submitted to it and would report 

to the General Assembly. 

During the general debate, attempts were made to reject all suggestions 

for the expansion of the disarmament tallcs. We were told that it is easier 

to work in a small body than in an assembly of eighty-two. We were told that 

it is easier to achieve results in an intimate and secretive atmosphere than 

under the floodlights of public opinion. Is it not, how·ever, evident that 

if the discussions take place before the gaze of the peoples, who ardently 

desire the achievement of genu:L."le results on disarmament, some delegations at 

any rate will be encouraged to meet those desires of the peoples? Fears that 

publicity m~y hamper the work of the Disarmament Commission are not justified. 

Ten years of work in the shadows of secrecy have yielded·no tangible results in 

the achievement of disarmament. Quite the contrary: nuclear armaments are 

increasing dangerously, as are war budgets. 

A permanent commission of eighty ... two members would, vre have been told, 

serve propaganda purposes. But vrhy is there this fear of propaganda in favour 

of disarman~nt? wny is there this fear of peopaganda against war? Does not 

this very Committee have before it a resolution which is supported by the 

principal NATO countries and which is assertedly designed to propagandize the 

notion of the destruction that would be occasioned by nuclear war? Or is 

propaganda welcomed only when it lends itself to or is likely to be exploited for 

the purposes of the imperialists? Is there some fear of allowing all States toexpr~ 

themselves on disarmament and peace? Is that dangerous propaganda? A permanent 

disarmament commission which would enable all countries to express their views 

freely, to make suggestions and to have an opportunity to defend those views 

and suggestions would certainly not be a waste of time. 
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Quit:e the contrary, it would make it possible to avoid a repetition of stal~ 

arguments in a sub-committee in which there are only two pa1·ties confronting each 

other, the NATO representatives, on the one hand, and the Soviet Union on the 

other. Participation in disarmament discussions by all countries, including 

the countries whose populations are most directly menaced by nuclear radiation, 

would, cause these discussions to gain a. new impetus towards the solution of this 

problem which is so vital for the destinies of mankind. 

On the ~th~r hand, the Soviet proposal does not rule out direct contact 

between the representatives of the great Po~rers and also between the small 

countries. 0,uite the contrary; in fact, it presupposes this and provides 

facilities to that end in stating that the officers of the permanent commission 

shall be responsible for co-operat,ing with States Members in organizing 

consultations, meetings, and so on. 

There is also the Soviet proposal contained j_n document A/C.l/1.175/Rev.l 
I ',! 

which: ' 

"Ca.lls upon the States possessing nuclear weapons to assume, as a first 

step, a temporary obligation not to use atomic and hydrogen weapons, .it being 

understood that if at the end of five years no comprehensive international 

agreement on the disarmament problem has been reached, the question of 

an obligation by States to renounce the use of nuclear weapons will again 
. ' . ' 

be considered by the United Nations. 11 

This proposal has attracted great attention. It is designed to provide a 

partial measureof disarmament and it responds to the wish universally felt for 

the great Powers to move along the path of disarmament in general and of nuclear 

disarmament in particular. 

The Soviet proposal contained in document A/3674/Rev.l, which calls for the 

conclusion of an agreement on the cessation of nuclear and hydrogen weapons tests, 

falls into the same category. Taking account of the great desire of the peoples 
;·,l 

that the poisoning of the atmosphere by the fall-out of test explosions should be 

stopped, at the same time it seeks to stop the perfecting of these death-dealing 

weapons which are designed to exterminate most efficiently millions of human beings. 

The delegation of the People's Republic of Bulgaria will vote in favour of these 

two Soviet proposals, since they would provide an impetus for action and create 

an atmosphere of confidence which vrould make it possible to continue our work with 

success and ultimately ach:f.eve a comnrehensive di.sa,.m.Ament ae;reement, 
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On the other hand, we cannot endorse the Japanese proposal contained in 

document A/C.l/L.l74. This proposal contains the idea that the testing of 

nuclear weapons must be stopped -- which is good,-- but then for no good reason 

it links the cessation of test explosions of nuclear and hydrogen weapons with 

all the other difficult or even insoluble problems of disa::::1llamel"'.t, the very 

problems which the Western Powers, i~ the Disarmament Sub-Committee, sought to 

use as obstacles against the solution of the problem. 

The Belgian proposal contained in document A/3630/Corr.l refers to the 

question of the unprecedented devastation which might be inflicteP. upon the 

entire world and to the necessity of informing the world about it. This could 

be useful if it were not used to appease the fears of the people about the 

dangers of test explosions and the nuclear weapons raee. We should bear in mind 

another United Nations resolution, adopted in 1947, which prohibited propaganda 

for a new war. However, there are Hestern co~ntries in which interested 

circles continue their propaganda for a new war. In view of this precedent., 

it is to be feared that the Belgian draft resolution might meet the same end. 

Moreover, the preamble of this draft resolution lends itself to ambiguity and 

to interpretations at variance with the operative part of the resolution, The 

preamble of the draft resolution is clearly linked with the purposes sought in 

the twenty-four Power draft resolution, and we therefore have some apprehensions 

with regard to the opportunities that might be given under this draft resolution 

to publicize the conceptions of the Hestern representatives, or some of them, 

who·have declared here that there is no danger for mankind in the continuation of 

test explosions. 

If the Belgian draft resolution were amended to make its purposes clear, 

as proposed by the Polish amendment, we could vTell vote in favour of it 1 but if 

it is retained in its present form we cannot be a party to a resolution which 

might be designed to drown the principal question of disarmament in a flood of 

propaganda, to justify the continuation of test explosions and the institution of 

controls where controls are not only unnecessary but, in fact, superfluous. 
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That is the position of the delegation of the People's Republic of Bulgaria 

on some of the draft resolutions before the Committee. It is also an explanation 

of the considerations which will guide our votes. 

The CHAIRMAN (interpretation from French): The rep:cesentative of 

Mexico has expressed a desire to speak today in order to make use of his right 

of reply, Although the hour is late, if there is no objection, I shall call upon 

the representative of Mexico, 

:Mr. d8 la COLINA (I~1exico) (interpretation from Spanish): I shall be 

as brief as possible. In view of the constant refe ... 'ences that have been 

so ldndly made in the course of this debate to the suggestion voiced by the 

chairman of my delegation, the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr. Padilla Nervo, 

and also in view of the fact that in some of those references I gathered that 

the suggestion was not fully understood, I would make the following clarifying 

remarks. 

In his statement in the Political Committee on 29 October, ~~. Garcia Robles, 

speaking on behalf of my delegation, said: 

"According to the idea put fo:n·mrd by Mr. Padilla Nervo, this person"-

the High Commissioner -- "would be a statesman of outstanding international 

prestige who would be appointed by the General Assembly upon the unanimous 

recommendation of the members of the Disarmament Sub-Committee. He would 

act as a mediator, whose essential functions would be those of helping the 

members of that Sub-Committee in their negotiations and, with this purpose 

in view, he would maintain constant contact with them, in order to submit 

privately for their consideration the proposals which he felt were relevant 

in helping to conciliate their points of difference, 13-nd,. in general, to 

make the road to the attainment of agreement smoother. • •• 

"Not only would the General Assembly be represented in the person of 

that commissioner, but he would be able to bring to the great Powers the 

opinions, suggestions and studies which could be of great help in the 

gradual solution of the problems of disarmament for the common good." 

(A/C.l/PV.884, page 21) 
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It is obvious that it would be indispensable and ess.ential for the great 

Powers to unanimously recommend this statesman for appointment by the General 

Assembly, in a manner similar to the method adopted in the appointment of the 

Secretary-General. 
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Tha draft resolution which I would submit if these conditions were fulfilled 

would read as follows: 
11The General Assembly, convinced that an agreement on disarmament 

is both necessary and possible; considering that it is urgent to 

intensify efforts and to seek additional procedures in order to 

reconcile divergent points of view; requests the Governments of Canada, 

France, the USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States, when they 

deem it appropriate, to consider the desirability and possibility of 

unanimously recommending a statesman of high international prestige to 

be appointed by the General Assembly to assist them in their negotiations 

o.nd, to this effect, to consult with them, to submit for their consideration, 

and in private, the proposals which he may see fit to present, and in 

general to promote agreement among them; and requests the Secretary-General 

to provide the necessary facilities to implement the present resolution. 11 

It is obvious, as I said earlier, that for our idea to be understood 

correctly and applied usefully, the great Powers must recommend it unanimously. 

If this is not the case, then Mr. Padilla Nerve's idea of a disarmament 

commissioner will be only a suggestion. 

The events of the last few days have only strengthened our conviction that 

this is not only a useful idea, but one that is both urgent and necessary: that 

the General Assembly should nominate a mediator or commissioner on disarmament. 

The CR~IR~UT (interpretation from French): I call on the representative 

of France on a point of order. 

Mr. MOCH (France) (interpretation from French): It will only take a 

moment to present this point of order. 

Three speakers this mcrning -- the representatives of ;~bania, the 

Ukrainian SSR and Bulgaria -- spoke in terms of ultimat~s, and one of them spoke 

of an ultimatum presented by militarist and imperialist circles. 

The repetition of inaccuracies does not breed the truth and if instances 

were needed, I would recall the abominable campaign about the alleged launching of 

poisoned flies and poisoned candies in Korea, which \vas continued for months and 

then droppe~ suddenly because everybody knew that it was false from beginning to 

end. The same thing goes on today. 
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Everybody in a certain group speaks of ultimatums. I am not qualified to 

speak on behalf of any group, but only on behalf of the French delegation, and I 

should like to recall that I said that in tomorrow's negotiations, which will be 

opened if the Soviet Union does not reject them, France will seekJ as it did 

yesterday, the conciliation of bringing closer together the points of view. I 

added yesterday that there was, therefore, no intransigence in our attitude, but 

only a great eagerness for clarity. We leave the ultimatums to others. We want 

the negotiations of tomorrow to go on and we shall do everything in our power to 

bring this about. 

I have found it necessary to confront a thrice-repeated inaccuracy with the 

truth of our attitude. 

The CHAIRMAN (inter~retation from French): I must tell the 

representative of France that that was not exactly a point of order, but I am 

sure that he was merely exercising his right of reply, and that is why I did not 

interrupt him. 

A number of other representatives bava expressed their desire to speak and 

they wish to do so tomorrm-1 morning. After that, with the consent of the 

Committee, I propose to put the draft resolutions to a vote. 

The Committee will meet tomorrow morning at 10.30. 

The meeting rose at 1.15 p.m. 


