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The CHAaJRwalN (Italy) (translation from French): I declare open the one hundred

and twenty-seventh plenary meeting c¢f the Conference of the Zigateen-Nation Committee

on Disarmament.

Mr. r:CCVESCU (Romania): at our meeting today, which is devoted by the
Committee's decisica to the discussion of collateral measures, I should like to dwell
on only one of the measures-that have been submitited to us: the proposal (ENDC/77)
made by the Scvies delzgation to concluds a non-aggression pact between the States
members of ths North atlantic Treaty Organization and the States signatories oi the
“arsaw Treaty. It is our convietion that it is precisely the debate on that pronosal
which has provided the frame for certain observations which must be analysed earnestly
and in a spirit of respcnsibility.

The Romanian delegation has always pointed to the primary importance for our
Committee's proceedings of the debates on the draft treaty on general and complete
disarmament under strict international control. That is and will remain the main
task of our Conferencs -- to work out a treaty on general and complcte disarmament,
However, in view of the complexity and the difficulties of solving the issue of
general and complete disarmament, it will be not only helpful but ébsolutely necessary
to adopt also measures which, without representing per se disarmament measures cr
integrant parts of the process of general and complete disarmament, will still
facilitate the implementation of our Committee's primory task, leading to a détente
in international relations, building confidence, and thus helping to create the
conditions propitious for disﬁrmament.

It was precisely for that purpose that the agreement was reached, first between
the Soviet Union and the United States of America and afterwards in the General Assembly
of the United Nations, unanimously approving the joint Soviet-United States statement
(ENDC/5) on the guiding orinciples of the disarmament negotiations.

Starting from that point, on 28 March last year our Committee decided inter alia
that:

"Concurrently with the elaboration of agréement on general and

completc disarmament in the plenary Committes, and not to the detriment

of this elaboration, a committee of the whole will be set up by the

plenary Comnittee for the consideration of various proposals on the
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implementation of measures aimed at: the lessening of international
tension; the consolidation of confidence among States; and facilitating

general and complete disarmament."™ (ENDC/1/idd.l, para.2)

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

"a sub-committee be set up, consisting of the representatives of the

eighteen States, to discuss the measures needed to relax international

tension and ultimately to secure general and complete disarmament."

(EiDC/PV.5, p.19)

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

"... we are discussing collateral measures -- those measures concerning

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

of a programme of géneral disarmament". (ENDC/DV.125, p.18)

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

*.+. that one of the Soviet proposals, that concerning a non-aggression

pact between the members of nNaTO and the members of the wWarsaw Pact

organization, is inappropriate for discussion in this Committee." (ibid, 3.20)
he stated:

"iye are concerned in this Committee with matters relating to

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

of general political problems, and we are particularly not seized

of those problems specifically related to Iuropean regional security

matters." (ibid.)
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Let us analyse this ™new" concept of collateral measures in the light of
objective facts, The point made by sxr. Stelle contains an affirmative element: +that
if shouid be a measure of disarmament or control over armaments; and two elements in
the negative: that it chould not be a general political measure or, especially, a
measure related to problems of regional Huropean security.

From the start we have to note that that concept obviously contradicts the
clear, unequivocal provisions of our decision of 28 March 1962. I repeat: the
conditions which, according to that decision, a measure ought to meet in order that
it may be discussad in cur Commitise in addition to the isins of general #ng c&rplate
disarmament, are: that it be conducive to the lessening of international tension,
that it promote confidence among States, and that it facilitate the achievement of
general and complete disarmament. Consequently we have never decided that while
discussing collateral measures we must necessarily have in view disarmament or control
over armaments .

The United States representative stated:

"Je are not here seized of general political problems". (ibid.)

Neturally, everyone is free to make any statement; but are these really the facts? In
our Committee we have discussed general political measures, and our basic documents
‘with regard to the work in this Committee do not, either expressly or by implication,
exclude general political measurss.

The United States representative continued:

"eeo We are particularly not seized of those problems specifically related

to Huropean regional security matters". (ibid.)

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

First, a brief remark. :r. Stelle places in the same sentence two contradictory
conditions which by their very nature rule each other out: the problem must not be
a general political one, but neither should it be special. ihat then should it be?

Let us skip that contradiction of logic and get back to the crux of the matter.
tiay one plead the incompetence of this Committee to examine problems of a regional
character, while we are all in agreement that we can discuss the problem of nuclear-

frec zones? The contention that a measure, in order that it may be discussed by us
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in the framework of measures collateral to disarmament, should not refer to regional
prcblems appears even niore paradoxical since this Committee is discussing a measure --

proposed by the way, by the United States -- which does not concern stricto sensu

the WiTO States and the States of the Jarsaw Treaty, and does not regard all the States
of the world, but is a conspicuously special nroblem. I have in mind the proposal
regarding the establishment of a direct communication line between the leaders of the
Soviet Union and of the inited States of America (ENDC/70, pp.l0 et seq.). In the
first place, that measure has a much more restricted area of application than a
regional measure. From a technical and legal point of view it concerns the Soviet
Union~and the United States alone. But that does not prevent us from realizing and
assessing the general political character of such a measgure.

But is there any ground for the contention that a NATO-warsaw Treaty non-aggression
pact would be of interest for the security of one single region of the world -- only
for the security of Europe? Obviously not.

wembers of the two organizations are States which, by their geographical position,
the spread of their territory, their military potential, the fact that they comprise
all nuclear Powers, their economic resources, and their specific weight in international
relations are influencing to a significant extent the international situation all over
the world. The relations between the IFATO States on the one hand, and the States of
the warsaw organization on the other hand, are influencing world international
relations to such a degree that we can say without exaggerating that, were those
relations improved, the international political climate generally would improve, the
danger of war would be lessened, and the propitious conditions would be created for
the implementation of general and complete disarmament. That is a conclusion which
compels recognition on the strength of obvious facts, and for that reason I feel that
there is hardly any need to insist on it.

I should like now to take up another aspect of the United States representative's
statement of 26 April. Lacking valid arguments against discussion of the collateral
measures proposed by the Soviet Union, wmr. Stelle contended that:

"As to the question of Western responses to Soviet proposals on collateral

measures, we submit that it would appear to any objective observer of our work
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that the problem is not ore of any lack of kestern responses to Soviet
prcoposals, but rather a problem of the nature of the Soviet proposals

themselves." (ENDC/ZV.125, p.20)

That is an unusual statement to find in negotiations between States -- a statement
alien to the spirit of negotiation in general, and alien to the spirit of the
negotiations in this Cormmittee in particular. It procesds from the false premise
that one party alone -- in this case the western Powers -- holds the monopoly of
correct, rational provosals, while everything coming from the other party fails to
meet those requirements. That is, we must recognize, an extremely comfortable stand:
on that basis any proposai coning from the other party can be rejected from the start
and in its entirety, without any attempt being made to substantiate such an attitude
by arguments. However, it is an attitude which can only spell harm to our negotiations. .
when one party to negotiastions hclds such a view, progress is difficult, if not
impossible, to achieve. That is precisely the conclusion that would appeal to the
"objective observer" referred to by .r, Stelle.

In addition to tlhie obviously unconstructive character of such a statement, ancther
excerpt from the statement of the United States representative arrests our attention,
since it further reveals the contradicticn into which he has fallen. He said:

"... For what are we supposed to be considering in our discussion of

collateral measures propcsals? e are suppcsed to be considering

proposals which by their nature can be easily agreed upou before we

have negotiated the more difficult and complex matters that must form

the beginning of general disarmament. That means that the measures

which we should be considering in this context are those measures that

can, without upsetting the existing military relationship, reduce the

risk of war, begin the process of halting the arms race, or initiate

arms reductions." (ibid.)

Were we tc be guided by the arguments submitted here by the representative of
the United States, then the vropesal for the conclusion of a non-aggression pact
between the NaTC States and the Jarsaw Pact States would be the easiest of proposals

for the United States to accept. An "objective observer" could not help noticing
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that that proposal fully covers the elements which ifr, 3telle had in mind, Its
implementation would not raise the problem of control, which is being put up as an
obstacle to any proposal submitted by the socialist countries. It is a measure which
would not upset the existing military relationship and which could not be detrimental
to anybody who really wanted peace, since it is equally in the interests of all States
that aré concerned about their own security and about general security.

It is the ireasure which would be the easiest to achieve also because it alone

gives concrete form to, and thus strengthens, the general obligation imposed by

:contemporary- international law -- the prohibition of aggression. The confirmation
by the NATO States and the warsaw Pact States of the essential obligation -- to abstain
from perpetrating aggresgion ~- which international law and the United Nations Charter

impose on every State would, under present conditioms, have tremendous importance from
the moral and political points of view and also as an element for strengthening the
principle of non-aggression in the legal conscience of the pecples.

To oppose such a pact is tantamount to-adopting a negative stand with regard to
international treaties in general. OF course a non-aggression pact has no magic
virtue: Its observance is dependent on the good faith and good will of the governments
concerned, on the resolve with which the peoples struggle in order to impose their
will for peace. But an international treaty in general, and a non-aggression pact in
particular, is a powerful element of internatjonal legality.

It is, of course, superflucus to demonstrate in detail that the conclusion of a
non-aggression pact between the NaATC Staves and the warsaw Pact States would contribute
to the lessening of the danger of war, t would be of such a nature as to create
propitious conditions for the halting of the arms race and for the implementation of
general and complete disarmement. Last but not least, the adopticn of such a pact
would obviously have a beneficial impact on the development of the work of our
Committee,

If, as the outcome of thorough negotiations, we wers able to secure the conclusion
of a non-aggression pact, that not only would be a factor capable of improving the
international political climate but also would give a pcwerful impetus to the proceedings
in our Committee., It would be a stimulus to renewed efforts in all the directions in

which we are called upon to work, a pledge for the achievement of other agreements.
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k7 aim today is not to embark upon polemics with the representative of the United
States, I proposed to excmine scmc of his objections to the negotiation of a non-
agzression pact beiween the NATO Stvates and the Warsaw Paco States, and that aralysis
has showa the groundlessness of the United States objections., As a matter of Tact,

r.o valid argument con be adduced either against the competence of our Committee to
c.amine the proposal to coneclude such a pact, or against the conclusion of that pact —
an® that Tor the simple reason that there are no such arguments.

The conclunica of a non-aggrossion pact would be a useful, timely and necescary
ncarmre. The necessity and usefulness of such a pact have becn aclmowledged in tae
pas£ even by leaders of ths wWestern Powcrs., On a previous occasion I quoted
(I«DC/PV,115, p.12) to tre Commiltce the statement made by the President of the United
Statcs, Mr. Kennedy, on 25 Novemhor 1961, The United States delepation has prefervred
to pnecs over in gilence that ver; irdortant sbatement by President Kennedy. Fer thatb
reason I shall quoate it again todey. President Kennedy saic:

"I thiak it would be Linlpful if NATO and hthe Warsaw Pact engaged

in ¢ commitment to live in peace with each other."

These words are as clear as clear cen be; ther Jsave no roem for misunderstandiang., Thoe
rerson of the highest consequcnce in the United States, the Presideony, belicvas iz the
usefulress of a commitment between the NATO States =nd the Warcaw.Pact States "to

live in peace with each other".

At this juncvure it is not ocut of place to ask the reasons why the United States
Celegation to our Committee does not wish to listen to any talk about a commitment
botween the NATO States and the Wwarsaw Pact States. Does the evolution of the
insornational situstion after 1962 make the conclusion of a nca-aggressicn poct less
preaging and pecessary? In our view it does not. On the contrary, the urgsncy ct
conciuding such a pact has been stressed even more stroogly by the present interrationel
situation., It is not only the soczialist delegatidns presznt here which stand fcr the
c:aclvsion of a non-aggressioa pact between the NATO States and the Warsaw Pact States.
Th2 uscfulness of such a non-aggression pact has been stresced in statements mads by
the representatives of lhexico, Brazil, Nigeria and Rthiopia.

2 have before us the drafi of a non-aggression pact submitted by the Sovist

Aalegation. I it includos stipwlations or eclauscs which the Western delegaticns Gu
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not desire, or if those delegations envisage other stipulations or clausss which do
not appear in the draft but which in their view should be included, why do they not
speak out? Why do they seek refuge behind a screen of general gtatements instead of
engaging in discussion with us in merito, touching upon the crux of the matter and
rutting forward arguments of substance?

It may well be that the Western delegations have certain reasons for rejecting’
negotiation of a non-aggression pact between the NATO States and the Warsaw Pact
States. Some of those "reasons" are being whispered but not voiced openly here. For
the sake of making progress in our negotiations we are ready to listen to those reasons
and to investigate them in all earnest.

To that end the Romanian delegation would like to ask the United States delegation
the following questions, which we hope will facilitate our negotiations:

1. Is the United States delegation in agreement with the statement made by
President Kennedy on 25 November 1961 with regard to the usefulness of a non-aggression
pact between the NATO States and the Warsaw Pact States? l

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

3, Under what conditions does the United States delegation foresee the possibility
of the conclusion of a non-aggression pact between the NATO States and the Warsaw Pact
States?

Our questions are plain, clear and to the point. e shall be glad if the
answers of the United States representative, which we hope to get without delay, are
just as plain, clear, and to the point.

The President of the State Council of the Romanian People's Republic,

Iir. Gheorghiu-Dej, recently stated that the Romanian Government considers that there

is a sure way for the maintenance and consolidation of world peace: the implementation
of general and complete disarmament, the liquidation of the remnants of the Second
world war, and the development of co-operation between all countries, irrespective of
their social order, on the basis of the principles of peaceful co-existence. The

Government of the Romanian People's Republic is making untiring efforts to put these
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rineiples inbto praciice, sogother wita other principles waich lie at the bacis of

i%g forcign policy, The Romanian pcople wauts p2ace and is stiugsling to secure it.
In the light of these reclities, the Romaniaan dcicgation again begs to drav

¥ iz Committee's attenticn to the tacks erd responsibilities incunbent upon all of

ur o love becn working hnre co lorg. The Rormsnian delegation iasistently recuestce

e)) drlegaticns to enzazs in puirosstil nsgoticiions in an effort to achieve cur

wrenvend goal:  the coaciusicn of & treaty oX general anG complete disarmamendy. Ia

p o

nreln 5o faciiitan: oeur attairmont of thal genl, let us smooth vh2 way by achic7ing
ha

a, .zoments teading to the creation of ¢ necessar; climate., Onc of those agreemenvs

ald te a nen-uaegrossion pect betwe2en the Svates msubers of WATO and the parvies to
vhe Warsaw Poct. ThHose who are agxiunsi sueh measurss asswie vhe uhols rosponeibility,

n,xy ag well as in the Dhtvre. Higtory kao its cwa laws and is merciless,
The Roranian delega’ion proncnos an anslysia, palragraph by pwegraph, or the
d~~£t non-aggressica pact batween the NATO Staves und the Warraw Pact States. Thav

would te a useful vadertalzing ond veuld be hailed by piblic opinion in all countriss.

I¥r, BURNS (Can~da;: I Lisboned with mach iaserest to Lho careful ctavement
made by ithe representative of Pomania, and I may heve some comments to mals later ou
wne snbject which ke treaLszd in pastietlar,

wuen I last snoke on the subiect of collaeteral roasures I said (EWDC/PV.118, p.6)
that in the view cf the Cancdian deilegation our discussions on general and complete
dizurmemsnt weuld ecntinve to gcem Like gpeculaticns aboul remote contingencies wvnlecss
corerors were achideved oa a nuclear test ban and increascd internaticnzl confidence
w2r2 created through cgresincat on measures collateral to general end complote
Cigarazment., I urged that, 1in cxier to moks-progiess vowards our goal of a totel
dirermament pregremme, cur efforts should be conceantrated on those areas where
aczanent can b quickly rsached and come into Torce prior to a general disarmament
2gmement,

An arrangement 0 reserve one plenary mcetving a week for the discussica »f
colinberal moazures took cffect. al ocur meehting of 20 March (ENDC/PV.115), and sireo

had four plenary meetings devoted to collateral wmeasures. In that shors
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c:22 vhiera has becn progress.  Agreement to onnablish a dirsct communications link
botwacn whe United States and the fovics Union was o significant dcvflonxenﬁ‘ By

d- 10gﬂhlh 1 orpreciaves teal movs of tie Unihed States and the Soviet Union, and we
hops that a conerste aprc-mens #ill Lo »apicly concluded end pub'into sffect. The

dovelopment 1s mot only gignificant lLzcavcs the speociiic measurs involved is & uvseful

(2c which cau h/uo Lo evnid piomderenandlags b itraticiug; 1V is alsc a

good heglnning and o preced:zat for cur Lvwwvs work. It gives us some grouwad for hope

shet, ag our diceussicos i tha D2ickd oF collateral msasvees develop, it will be

posaeible to agree on {urther meeevrss which will help to 2rsate internatvional conlidence.

~

Duxing our digcugzions ab those recent mestings we hav:s hoard & number of
Wwhsresving commonts and arguments oouh various collateral mensuares end about ths
genersl nature of such measures. Ropresentatives of cormunist States have cmphasized
tho collateral measures musy eriate cenfifence, The reprezensative of Poland said
alrn that such propogals -- h? eullcd <hom Ycoviial ueasuras® —- ghould contain
slomeonts of "recl disarmazvent" amd of '"noliviesl solutions calevlated to raduce
intornational teusion®, (ENDC/PV.118, 1».10),

O 10 Anpil whoe ropressntsative of Poiand spoke of "introducing & serizs of

=

1lit9:y peasvrea" (EDC/PV.12 22. p.18) bsiove %he process <f general and ccmplete

Atativzeg of Fastern coultries have wged

<

disorpanont begins,  In addition, rusies
that collateral mzasures should contribuve subetantiaily howards climinebing the
nuclets wal, The Canalian delepevis waicone: the cmphacis which communist
eprescniatives huve given e the importene s or thim ceoect of ouw worlk,

I »ioperz now e examine the Soviewn Unicnis dvofu dsclavetion on ths renunciavion

v the vse of foreige bermitovies Lor goatlining stratencat mszng of Celivery of

ard to songidor it from the vhvos points of view which the

of wiielear var,

Tt seemms o my delegation that Tes daclpratiof rroposed by the Soviet Union is

'3
3
\)
n
]
0
+
=
@

iess a confidsnee-huilding proposel than cne which requiresg o prasu

exisssuee of a high stabs of internastiomal coniiderce, 1he proposci asks certain
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States, unilaterally and without guid pro quo, to remove from their territories

armaments which they consider essential for their defence. The United Nations Charter
specifically preserves the inherent right of individual or collective self-defence
(article 51), and recognizes the legitimacy of regional arrangements for that purpose
(Article 52). A State has the right to prepare its own defences and to enter into
defensive alliances. The proposed Soviet declaration would primarily affect the
European members of the NaATO alliance. They would be required to agree to the

removal of means of defence which they ccnsider necessary for their security. To

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

the warsaw Pact members, is such a one-sided proposal thzt it is difficult to understand
how anyone could think it likely to c¢reate mutual confidence.

When we consider the military implications of carrying out the measures to which
varties would be bound by the Soviet draft declaraticn, it is clear that the proposal
is not an equitable one and that it is of a unilateral character. It is true that
both sides would be bound by obligations contained in it, as ,.r. Tsarapkin pointed
out on 5 April (ENDC/PV.118, p.46), but those obligaticns cannot be viewed in the
abst;act; they can be viewed only in relation to the specific circumstances to which
they are meant to apply.

48 the representative of the United Kingdom pointed out on 29 karch (ENDC/PV,.115,p,39)
the entire burden of the Soviet Union's proposal, all the actual obligations, would fall
on the Western Powers. Therefore, contrary to what &ir. Tsarapkin said on 5 April,
the proposal simply does not create reciprocal obligations. It would require unilateral

action on the part of the west for which there is no guid pro quo. I regret to say

that I find it difficult to envisage a propcsal mere lacking in real elements of
reciprocity and more deveid of genuine mutuality of obligation.

It is true that, if implemented by the ‘est, such unilateral obligations might
add to the sense of security of the Kast. No doubt that is one of the reasons why
the declaration was proposed. however, it would clearly lessen the security of the
NATO natiomns, particularly those in Europe. The proposal, therefore, does not respect
the principle contained in paragraph 5 of the joint statement of agreed principles

(ENDC/5), which states that disarmament measures should be balanced so that no State
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can obtain a military advantage over another by means of their implementation. The
joint statement applies to a proiramue for general and complete diéarmament, it is
true; but there can hardly be any question that the same principle should be applied
also to any proposal of this character affecting the military disposition of States as
a preliminary to disarmament.

Thus it is barely necessary to dwell on the third aspect of collateral measures
emphasized by communist representatives: that they should coatribute substantially
to eliminating the threat of nuclear war, The 3oviet draft declaration involves, of
course, no actual disarmament. DNothing need be destroyed. ational arsenals will
remain the same. However, as I have already said, the military dispositions of the
Western Powers would be radically altered, to their disadvantage, while those of the
Soviet Union would remain precisely the same. I regret that I am completely unable
to understand how so radical a change in the security of one side without any
corresponding change in the military dispositions of the other could be a stabilizing
element or contribute to elimination of the danger of nuclear war.

Representatives of the socialst countries here have argued that certain proposals
of the wWestern Powers are not desirable or may even be hariful as collateral measures
although they could te considered as part of an agreement on general and complete
disarmament. Such arguments have been ddvanced by the Soviet Union against certain
proposals by the United States (ENDC/70) to reduce the risk of accidental war, and
also against the Canadian proposal (Ti:DC/17) to prohibit the orbiting:of weapons of
mass destruction in outer space. 1y delegation does not agree with those arguments.,
ye believe that the proposals I have mentioned would be helpful as pre-disarmament
measures. But we believe that the argument advanced by the Joviet representative
serves to emphasize that proposals which are mainly of a military character -- for
example, the Soviet draft declaration -- as a general rule belong more properly to
the disarmament process itself.

It seems to my delegation that dr. Tsarapkin recognized the force of that
argument when on 5 april he asked, in reply to criticisms of the one-sided character

of the Soviet Union draft declaratiou:
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"But how can one speak of a unilateral measure" -- he was referring to the draft
declaration -- "when the Soviet Union is proposing to eliminate in the first
stage missiles of every range, including intercontinental and global missiles,
in whiech the superiority of the Soviet Union is unquestionable ,..?"

(ENDC/PV.118, 1.39)

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

Finally, I should like to say a few words about the Soviet Union draft (ENDC/??)
of a non-aggression pac; between the States parties to the North Atlantic alliance
and the States parties to the Warsaw Treaty. e have heard considerable argument
this morning from the representative of Romania in favour of our considering
the prepasnl  as o collateral  Deossure ond Ziecussing it dn Jotedl. T oam
sorry to say that I have not been convinced by the argumenﬁs he brought forward.,
Especially, my delegation does not agree with his implication that to be against such
a pact is to be against treaties and peace in general. I think that the position of
tne Canadian delegation and of the estern countries generally is that "everything in
its right place" is the principle we should follow, and I would cite the homely
proverb which says that a cow is a very good animal in a field but we chase her out
of the garden., In other words, steps toward disarmament must be taken in proper
relationship, and it is on that point that we have to take issue with the arguments
of the representatives of Romania and other socialist delegations which have urged
the discussion of this pact in the committee on collateral measures.

It is not my intention in this statement tc offer any comments on the specific
obligations proposed in the draft pact. On 19 april, however, the Soviet representative
criticized certain delegations for not contributing to discussion of this subject.
ke said:

", .. in our Committee one can observé how some members prefer to remain

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

watching with curiosity what is going on in the yard." (CiDC/PV.122, p.27)
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He went on to say lateq \ibid., p.34) that proposals of the Soviet Union were entitled
to proper attention from &l1 its colleagues here and that it hoped and expected that
those who had not yet spoken would comment favourably on the Soviet plan.,

Mr. Tsarapkin's statement was.accurate in one respect. The majority of the
members of the Conference have undoudbtedly refrained from entering into a substantive
discussion of the Soviet Union's draft non-aggression pact. But, instead of criticizing
us for remaining silent, I think Mr. Tsarapkin ought to ask himself why we have remained
silent. The answer is clear, The Canadian delegation and, I believe, other members
of this Conference do not consider this to be the most appropriate forum for discussion
of a non-aggression pact between the NATC and the Warsaw Treaty Powers. It is not
necessary to look far irto the records to see why that is so. Virtually all the
Statements of the representatives of the socialist countries here give us some insight
into the reasons. I shall offer two examples.

On 5 April lr. Tsarapkin read into the record (ENDC/PV.118, p.41l) a document (ENDC/81
ema.ating from East Germany which referred to the conclusion of a non-aggression pact.
It linked such a pact with the general question of security arrangements in Central
Furope, and specifically with the question of existing borders in Europe.

On 19 April kr. Blusztajn, the representative of Poland, argued that a non-aggressior
pact would fulfil certain functions of an agreement of mutual security between
Furopean States. After explaining why, in his opinion, that was so, he said that a
non-aggression pact was related to "mormalizing and stabilizing the Buropean

situation® (ENDC/PV.122, p.19), and he went on:

"Such stabilization primarily implies acceptance of the political

and juridical status created in central Europe as a consequence of the

defzat of Hitler's Germany and of the later developments which resulted

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

It ig certainly not my intention to comment on those arguments. I only wish to
point out that those who propose or argue strongly for discussion of a non-aggression
pact in the Eighteen-Kation Committee themselves believe that the matter is directly
connected with general European political guestions. In the Canadian view a non-
aggression pact at .some. point may pcssibly be approrriate in the context of an

Bast-west understanding on those broader questions,
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The representative of Romania commented this morning (supra, p.1lC ) that a non-
aggression pact has no virtue in itself but must derive its value from the sincerity
and the proper attitudes of the parties to it. That certainly is very true, as all
of us may learn from seeing what has happened in the case of certain non-aggression
pacts we all know well which were entered into in the past. However, the pact
proposed by the Soviet Union is not conceived merely as a measure collateral to
general and complete disarmament but is also closely related to very far-reaching and
extremely important nolitical problems of a different character. For that reason
many nembers of this Conference consider that the Soviét proposal should be considered

in a forum other than the Eighteen-iiation Committee.

ir., BLUSZTAJN (Poland) (translation from French): Before beginning I

should like to say how interested I was in the statement just made by our Canadian
colleague. He referred several times to statements of mine in the Committee. I

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

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

gone much further in explaining its opposition to the idea of a non-aggression pact

than have the United States and United Kingdom representatives. It has given us

several reasons which we had, if I may put it that way, so far wissed; and I am extremely
grateful to it for that. Llr. Burns may rest assured that I shall have something to

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

I should now like to return to my main theme. I think we are all agreed on the
importance of the question of reducing war risks. Clauses covering that problem are
to be found in both the Western Powers! draft Outline of Dasic Provisions of a Treaty
on General and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World (inDC/30) and the draft Treaty
on General and Complete Disarmament under Strict International Control submitted by
the Soviet Union (uiDC/2/Rev.l). The approcach to the problem is similar in these
two documents, Iieasures are preoposed to enable each State to evaluate objectively
the military movements and actions of the other party and thus to avoid any errors of
interpretation.

The draft Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament submitted by the Soviet

Union thus adopts the main proposals contained in the United Kingdom-United States
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plan, namely advance notification of 2ll major military novementis and manoeuvres,
the exchange of military mizsions amony States or groups of 3tates, and the
establishment of rapid and reliable communicabions bhatwesen teads of Governments and

with the United Nations Secrstary-Goneral.,

411 these measures obvicusly have their nlace in a pregravme of general and
complete disarmament., They can and must be undertaken at the very first stage of
disarmament. They can and must, in the general pattern of disarmament measures
envisaged for the first stage, play an important role as an elewent in the control
system and as a factor strengthening mutual trust. .dvance notification of major
military movements and manoeuvres thus beconmes a corollary to measures aimed at the

general recuction of the level of naticnal armed forces. The exhange of military
missions accordingly becomes an act calculated to improve relations and nutual
understanding between States.

But it is quite a aifferent matter i1 these measures are separated from the
disarmament process and regarded as collateral measures. we ars in agreement with
the observation made in the #orkinsg 2aneir on Eeduction of the Risk of sar through
Accident, lMiscaleulation or Failure of Communication, submitted on 12 December 1962
by the United States delegation, that:

"There may, of course, be Ciffersnces in the character of neasures

suitable in the context of a disarmament orogramrie andé the character

of those which might be acceptablie in advance of such a programme. ' (ENDC/70, p.3)

But we dispute the argument that:

".., certain measures nizht be undertaken on a more extensive scale

during disarmament than »rior to its intiation." (gg;g.)
For our view is that intrinsic differences -- =zad the differences concerned axre
definitely intrinsic rather than quantitative -- between various measures take their
shape from the conditions in which thaey are put into practice. The basic quality of
a neasure depends on the stage to wiich it refers. .4nd that applies as much to
measures envisaged in the disarmerent process as to anything proposed for implementation

before that process beginus.
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Let me briefly review the various provisions of the .orking Paper on Keduction
of the Risk of war through iAccident, “iscalculation, or Failure of Communication
submitted for our consideraticn by the United States delegation. Take first the
question of advance notification. The United States delegation asserts that:

"Advance notification cf major military movements and manoeuvres could

provide additional oppcrtunity for calm appraisal of military activities

which night give rise to misinterpretation as threatening the imminent

outbreak of hostilities." (ibid., p.4)

The United States delegation also claims that a country would react differently to
a previously-notified activity than to an unnotified activity, while at the same time
acknowledging that:

"The ultimate character of such an appraisal would, of course, depend

on many considerations in addition tc the fact that advance notification

had been provided." (ibid.)

Does not, however, the latter point contain the kernel of the problem? If the
United States delegation really wants to prevent the. interpretation of military
movements from setting off a fatal process, some otvher apprcach is required. The
first essential is to avoid all "movements and manoeuvres by ground forces of
considerable strength", especially '"where -such activities may be conducted in the
proximity of frontiers", all "significant movemenits and manoeuvres of naval surface
forces of substantial size", and all "co-ordinated :'lights of sizeable numbers of
military aircraft", especially aircraft carrying nuclear bombs, ete. (ibid., p.5).
Conditions must be created to make such movements and manoeuvres impossible to
execute, by adopting various regional disarmament measures, by withdrawing offensive
weapons from bases in foreign territories, and by concentrating military potential in
national territories. The measures I have just snumerated would be incomparably more
effective than the advance notification measures suggested by the United States
delegation.

Let us now consider the question of observation vosts (;g;g., p.6). The propcsal
on the subject is clearly pointless outside the advance notification plan. The gist

of the United States proposal is therefore that observation pcsts would be part of
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the control system. Now, we have several times had occasion to demonstrate that

such a measure, though appropriate in the execution of a general and ccuplete
disarmament programie, is unacceptable in an atwosphere of mutual distrust.
Observation posts would inevitably become instruments of espionage anu would be bound
to aggravate international tension and to speed up the arms race. That is equally
true of the proposed fixed ground observation posts and of the suggested measures for
aerial observation, mobile ground observation teaus, and overlapping radars mentioned
in the United States document.

I do not propose to dwell on the questicn of the exchange of military niissions
(ibid., p.8). I think that by and large the points regarding observation posts apply
here too. idoreover, States already have adequate facilities for carrying out, if they
so desire, through their diplomatic missions the tasks which would fall to the
military missions.

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

The first step towards reducing the risk of war through accident is to eliminate
all factors that might provoke an accident. Flights of aircraft carrying atomic
bombs in the vieinity of the socialist countries! frontiers must cease. The spread
of nuclear weapons must be prevented. The first step towards reducing the risk of
war through miscalculation is to spare no effort to achieve a relaxation of international
tension, to work for an acceptable solution of unsolved political problems, and to
create such an dtmosphere in inter-State relations as would exclude the possibilitvy of
countries misjudging each other's intentions, If we manage to do all that, we need
not. worry about the risk of war through failure of communications. Communications

will work proverly.

kr, STELLE (United States of smerica): During our recent discussions of
collateral measures, and indeed during meetings devoted to other topies, we have

heard -- perhaps it would be more accurate to say we have been subjected to -- a
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rising chant of abuse by *“he Soviet delegation concerning the alleged motives of
western Governments Trepresented at this Conference, and particularly those of the
Covernment of the United States. The statement of the Soviet representative at our
meeting on 26 fnril (ENDC/PV.126; pp. 24 et seq.) Titted that pattern.

A natural reaction might be to reSpond in kind. There would be much. to say. we
could cite rocket-rattling statements of Soviet leaders, both military and civil. e
could debtail at length the many obstacles that the Soviet Union has placed in the way

# successful negotiations -- obstacles which it has not yet removed. Our colleagues
from cormunist States have spoken of so-called pressures that are exerted against
estern efforts here. e could speak at some length about attitudes that have been
expressced very -openly by a régime that is an ally of the Soviet Union -- attitudes
that express vitriolic oppositvion to the very idea of disarmament, and that openly
urge the -abandonment of any effort to achieve a peaceful accommodation between the
cormunist world and the free world. That would be not idle speculation, but rather
comment on open fact.

But where would a continuation of that line of discussion lead? Wwhat is the
purnose of the shrill accusationg we have heard from the Soviet delegation in the past
few days? Of one thing we can be sure: accusations about motives have never been, and
will never be, a contribution to serious negotiations. Representatives of great and
strong nations have no necd to resort to them, and certainly not to resort to
shrillness and invective. The United States delegation, therefore, will not respond
in Xind to such statements. /e should like, however, to make some comments -— with
particular reference to collateral measures -- on where we stand,

First of all, let me say that we do not deny the Soviet delegation's legitimate
right to express its concern sbout the lack of progress achieved in our work., Indeed,
we share that concern. lie are not here merely to go through the motions of making
daily statements and setting forth our nositions. e are here for the purpose of
negotiation. There has been too much attention to the former, and too little

attention to the latter.

i1l that does not mean that our discussions have not had some value. They have
at least, let it be hoped, clarified for each side the views and concerns of the

cther. But when we reach the point where oxplanations on many of the agenda topics
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have been made, and there is still no apparent opening to agreement, the easiest
course is to accuse the other side of lack of sincerity. That, however, is a dead-
end road,

The task of those who seriously seek rapprochement and progress through

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

The Soviet representative spoke at some length about "events taking place outside
the Committee" about "military preparations" in Western countries which, he said,
"rise continually from year to year". (ii.oC/PV.125, p.23). ‘hat the Soviet representative
was speaking of was the fact -- or I should say some of the facts -- of the arms race.
Of course nations are spending money on more modern armaments. Of course they are
taking measures to improve their collective defence capabilities in the light of the
constant changes and developments in weaponry. However, certain points need to be
made in that connexion.

First of all, it is absurd to imply, as the Soviet delegation implies, that the
arms race is some sort of sold run by the West, just for the exercise, e all know
the t remendous efforts the Soviet Union is making to develop more powerful weapons,
for Joviet generals have told us of them. The point is that it is because there is
more than one in the race that the race is being run at all.

Secondly, it should be clearly understood by the Soviet delegation that that
last comment is not made by way of condoning the fact that the arms race exists. As
responsible officials of the United States have stressed time and time again, the
arms race is not our desired path, filled as it is with threats to the survival of
all that civilized man has created over the centuries, and diverting as it does
imassive efforts of the most productive nations from works that could better the lives
of men.

Thirdly, it should be understood with equal clearness by the Soviet delegation
that the arms race is not going to halt itself. It will take joint action by the

major Powers to halt that race, and the chances of joint action are not improved
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by the creation of a climate filled with invective. Invective will not dismantle a
single missile, will not ground a single bomber, will not destroy a single tank, will
nct stop a single nuclear weapon test.

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

On 26 April Mr. Tsarapkin quoted (;p;g., p.25) my comment, made on 19 April
(ENDC/PV.122, p.5), to the effect that the risk of war would not be precluded even
with the beginning of disarmament, and thet we could not completely preclude the
danger of war until we had removed the present cminous capacities of both sides to
wage war. The Soviet representative, in what must surely be one of the most flagrant
distortions that we have heard at this Conference, then said that my comment was
made "joyfully" and showed that the United Statesg had never set itself the taek of
egliminating the threat of a nuclear missile war (Z.LC/PV.125, p.25). Certainly the
Soviet representative was not speaking to the delegations at this table when he
attempted that distortion. The representatives here are quite aware of the contents
of the statements of my delegation to which the Soviet representative referred. They
well know that we were in fact attempting to indicate to the Soviet delegation that
the United States delegation agreed with the Soviet contention that the measures to
reduce the risk of war that the United States proposes would merely reduce that risk,
and that we could not eliminate all risks of war, accidental or otherwise, until we
had removed the weapons of war and established adequate international machinery tc
keep the peace, The United States delegation was trying to clarify and reassure
poncerning areas of agreement. The Soviet delegation distorted that effort in a
manner which, I submit, cannot possibly contribute to the building of mutual
understanding.

Since those facts are known to delegations here, and since therefore the Soviet
representative's remarks could not have bcen addressed to them, perhaps the Soviet
representative might care to tell the delegatiom here why he has stopped speaking to
them and indicate to whom his speeches are now addressed, ¥je cannot solve our problems
by hurling slogans. Our task is to resolve our differences in a manner that will

take into acecount the concerns of each side,
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In his statement the Soviet repreéentative further stated that in the field of
collateral measures the Soviet draft declaration concerning nuclear delivery vehicles
m1DC/75) was directed to the goal of eliminating the danger of nuclear war as soon
as poscible, and he implied that any opposition to the Soviet proposal must reflect
an wawillirgaccs to work towards that goal (ibid., pp. 25,26). iell, we have tried
in our discussions to point out to the Soviet delegation some facts on this matter,
facts that we Tfeel sure the Soviet Government is quite aware of. They are that the
Scviet proposal would not reduce the danger of war, for surely any unilat:ral reduction
of Western military capability would not contribute to that end. The overall effect
of the Soviet proposal would be the disorganization of western defences and the

_rodoplo*ment of ¥Western forces, without bringing about any real change in‘communist
military capabilities. Can we really be expected to consider such a p:oposal? Surely
it does not represent the limits of intelligeﬁt efforts by Soviet officials to study
end proposc for conzideration here collateral measures that might be acceptable to
both cides.

The Soviet representative went on to try to claim that a difference existed
batween the Soviet and the United States positions on disarmament, in that the Soviet
Gov~rrment wished to eliminate the danger of nuclear war as soon as possible while
the United States did not. It is clear that that is a false claim. Both sides are
in agreemont on the general proposition that the danger of war, nuclear or conventional,
ghould be eliminated as soon as possible; but we are in disagreement  about how that
can bo achieved in the mest rapid manner and -- here is the critical aspect -- in a
manncr thatv will, during the process, assure adequate verification and ensure that
the military balance is not upset.

Trhe Soviet representative spoke at some length also about the Soviet proposal
(ENDC/77) for a non-aggression pact. I shall not comment on the inconsistency of
Soviet and Eastern-bloc assertions that such United States proposed collateral measures
as the reduction of the risk of accidental war (ENDC/70) are meaningless, while the
Soviet proposal for reaffirmation of some of the existing obligations of States under
the United Nations Charter is meaningful, This morning the Romanian representative
pcsed certain questions (supra, p.12 ) in that connexion, to which my delegation will
reply later as appropriate, But this morning I should like to comment on the professed
unhappinsss of “the Soviet and other Bastern delegations with the position of my Government
that this Disarmament Conference is not an appropriate .orum for consideration of that

purely nolitical metter.
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The world is filled with political problems and there is urgent need for their
solution. But can it realistically be contended that this Conference is to be the
forum for solution of each and every ore of the world's political problems?  What,
then, would become of our efforis to devote our attention to the task of malzing
progress on disarmanent? Is disarmament, to be brushed aside? Let us devote our
attention to those mubjects wiva which e are charged, aotv oniy by our Governments
but by all the nations of the wordid: Low tc cortrol the existing arms confroatation,
hov to halt the arms race, how to reduce and eliminate the weapons cf war.

We have sufficient work to do ir thal area, On 26 .-.~. . the Soviet reprzsentative
emphasized the 7act (ENDC/FV.i25, 9p-23 et sgeq.). I agree with him about that, though
I do not v~2:- . his effort once again to distort my remarks as helpful to our work
here. I refer, of course “o ais effort to distort my remarks (ENDC/FV.,122, p.6é)
about our need to avoid complacency av such time as ws are fortunate enough to achieve
some initial egrecment. 43 this Commiltee is aware, my remarks were an effort to
indicate to the Soviet delegation that the Uuited States was in agreement with the
Scviet view that limited first steps would not completely remove the dangers of the
arms race, a view often stated by the Soviet representative in our discussions, The
tirust of my remarks was that initicl success, waen it comes, should act as a spur to
greater efforts rather than as a ~~dativey; for, important as agreements on initial
measures may be, they will not remove the dangers posed by the accumulated armaments
of both sides. But, there again, ar effort by the United States to indicate an area
of agreement was twisted in a Soviet attempt to show a basic disagreement that does
not in fact exist, We cannot but wonder why

May I turn for a moment to the Soviet comments about measures to reduce the risk
of accidental war? The Soviet delegetion makes quite a point of emphasizing that
those measures would not "eliminate the risk of war" (ENDC/PV.125, ».28) If that
means e war by design, a war by calculation, we agree But, as leaders of both
sides have stated, the dungers we r'ace today are not 1imited to any wilful launching
of an aggression in the face of a clearly-calculable nuclear response. There are
also the dangers of misinformed responses based on understandablie concern about the

consequences of a first nuclear strike by the other side.
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Let us be very frank. Both of our nations have masssive capabilities. we are
both concerned about the strike capabilities of the other side. That concern will
continue until those capabilities are eliminated under balanced disarmament
arrangements, or at least drastically reduced., It is important that that concern
should not be fed by errcr or by false assessment. /e have proposed a perfectly
"neutral” arréngement to enable the responsible States to exercise their ominous
responsibility responsibly, withcut the confusion and error that have historically
been as much a cause of calamity as have evil intent or aggressiveness,

If the 3oviet Government is not prepared at present to explore with the United
States Government the ways in which both might exercise in the most responsible manner
the obligations they bear, that is a decision the responsibility for which the Suviet
Government must carry. We have offered to discuss this matter informally with the
Soviet delegation. we have clearly stated (ALDC[PV.122, p.6) that we do not regard
our proposals as competing with other proposals which either are or claim to be
initial disarmament measures. That observation nas so far been ignored,

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

a8 the United States delegation has emphasized before, we do not regard the
measures we have proposed to reduce the risk of inadvertent war as competing with
other collateral-measure propesals, and we are prepared to discuss them informally
with the Soviet delegation to remove any possible misunderstandings. Therefore we do
not wish to press the Soviet delegation on the matter here, but we do believe a simple
explanation to this Committee is called for.

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

we need most of 81l at this time in our work is a sense of perspective, of balance and
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of reality. Our progress has been most limited. Our corcrete accomplishments

have thus far been nil, But our responsibilities remain unchanged. Cur
responsibilities require that we shall not misunderstand or misinterpret what the
other side says. Our responsibilities require also that we understand each other's

concerns and try to meet those concerns in a manner consistent with the common

security.
Those words are easy to say. The performence calls for statesmanship. The
all-important element is the will to make the effort, We urge the Soviet delegation

to summon the will to join us constructively in our common task, for all else depends

upon that,

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from

Russian): At present I shall limit myself to a brief answer in availing myself of
the right of reply to the statement of the United States representative,

On 26 April, when we discussed measurss aimed at facilitating disarmament and
reducing international tension, we stated (3dDC/F,125, pp.23 et_seq.) our appraisal
of the position of the Western Powers on the questions with which our Committee is
dealing; and that appraisal wes not a distortion of the position of the Western
Powers, as Mr, Stelle tried to meke ocut today. It was an objective analysis
based cn facts, deeds and incontrovertible data.

When we compare what is happening here in the Committee, what the representatives
of the Western Powers are saying here, with what the Western Powers are doing outsigde
the Committee, then, of course, it is impossible tc make any other appraisal or draw
any other conclusion than that contained in our statement at the meeting of the
Comnittee on 26 April, In their speeches the representatives of the Western
Powers use such words as "balance", "reality", and "sense of perspective", Yhat
"perspective™ are you spsaking of? The perspective of bringing the world to the
brink of a nuclear missile catastrophe. We are opposed to such a perspective, and
we will continue to make every effcrt to unmask the position of the Western Powers
and to prevent, as far as lies within our power, a dangerous development of events
in the direction of war, towards which the Western Pcwers are pushing the world. In
this regard we shall never cease to subject the position of the Western Powers to the

most ruthless criticism,
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The point:3is that »r. Stelle began his statement by saying (supra, p.”3) that
a great and strong Power should not venture to subject anyone here to criticism, no
matter how well-founded, and that we must sngage in constructive negotiations, But
what do you mean by "constructive negotiations", #r, Stelle? To exchange missions
and so forth? And do you think that against the background of a frenzied armaments
race, intensive military preparstions and the conditions existing in the world today,
these measures can bring any relief, can eliminate the threat of war, eliminate the
threat of aggression? Of course not,

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

I must emphasize once again that in the conditions of the intensive military
preparations of the Western Powers, in the conditions in which the arms race is being
acecelerated at a frenzied rate, any military mission would be, above all, a secret
service agency for the collection of intelligence data. The representatives of the
Western Prwers should not pretend to believe that a military mission could save the
situation and avert the ocutbreak of war in 2 period of crisis,

Tnday kir, Stelle tried to pass off as a virtue what he was compelled to say to
us by sheser necessity. You see, he cannot level the same reproaches, the same
accusetions against the position of the Soviet Union and the other socialist States.
We propose to disarm immediately and at the fastest possible rate. The West has no
such proposals. The West is sabotaging the cause »f disarmament, and for this
rightly comes under our criticism. The United States representative cannot reply
to the Soviet Union with the same criticism to which we have subjected the position
of the United States and the other Western Powers. That is why he started talking
about such things as that it ill becomes a great Power to make critical remarks about
anyone who opposes disarmament.

We have heard-again from the United States representative his favourite appeals
for "balance", "reality", a "sense of perspective', vlat this means is evident i{rom
the fact that the Western Powers are even against the conclusion of a non-aggression

ag
pact, The representative of Canada, rir, Burns, told us today that it was necessary
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to krow the time and place for concluding a non-aggression pact. He said: "4 cow
is a very good aaimal in a field, but we chase her out of the garden" (supra, p. 17 ).
Thet is & graphic description of the attitude of the Western Powers towards the
propocel for the conclusion of a non-aggression pact, What are the conditions for
ths conclusion of such a pact which, in the opinion of Mr, Burns, would open the way
to a non-aggrossion pact?

Ta thic connexion you, Mr, Burns, referred to the letter of the Minister of

Fereisgn Affuirs of the German Democratic Republic, Mr. Bolz, in which he drew

~

atteation to the revanchist demands of Western Germany (ENDC/81). So that is the
crwr of tne mavter, it appears, In the view of the Western Powers, it will be
possible to concluds a non-aggression pact only when the revanchist territorial and
other political demanls of Western Germany have been satisfied. You tell us that
vnbil those demands have been satisfied a non-aggression pact would be premature,
is ell very odd. How are we to understand this? It is obvious that the

Westorn Powers do not want to bind themselves with a non-aggression pact at least
until the revanchist demands of Western Germany have been satisfied, But everyone
realizzs thet any attempt to fulfil the territorial claims of the West German
revanenisis would mean a nuclear missile war., The same applies to the attempts of
th? Wect German revanchists to encroach upon the German Democratic Republic, So
thece are your plans, gentlemen! These are your pre-conditions for a non-aggression
pact. 5 haz now become quite clear that the Western Powers keep in reserve the
t of acgression as their accepted policy, That is why, as has now become clear
Zraa vke svatoreut of the representative of Canada, they refuse to conclude a
non-aggression pact, We hope nevertheless that what has been said by the
representative of Canada is not the final decision of the Western Powers. fter all,
in these dargerous times one cannot ignore the fact that the threat of war is
incrzasiry and it is necessary to take measures that would be a barrier in the path
of tho outhresl: of a nuclear missile war,

& non-azgrsssion pact is heing proposed at a time when the possibilities of a
military conflict are very great, when the threat of aggression is being talked of
openly, It ie precisely in these conditions that a non-aggression pact is valusble,

1

Waen the danger of war has been eliminated and the threat of aggression has

Jo

disappeered, there will be no need for a non-aggression pact, It is precisely at
> preecyy time that the question of concluding a non-aggression pact is opportune.

thn
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The fact that you reject this shows that the Western Powers do not want to tie
their hands but wish to retain their freedom of action for unleashing war, for &
military atteck against the other side. This is the only possible way to evaluate
your opposition to and your rejection of the proposal that here in the Committee
we shovld now discuss and conclude a non—aggréssion pact,

0f course we shall study with due aitention what the representatives of the
United States and Canada have said today. They have expressed a number of thoughts
and considerations which, of course, we cannot leave unanswered. We shall try to

answer them at the earliest opportunity,

The Conference decided to_ issue the following communigue:

"The Conference of the Bighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament today
held its one hundred and twenty-seventh plenary meeting in the Palais des
Nations, Geneva, under the chairmanship of Mr. Cavalletti, representative
of Italy,

UStatenents were made by the representatives of Romania, Canade, Poland,
the United States and the Soviet Union.

"fhe rnext meeting of the Conference will be held on Monday, 6 May 1963,
at 10,30 a,m,"

The meeting rose at 1 p.m,




