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y The CHATRMAN (Italy) (translation from French): The forty-sixth meeting
of the Conference of the Ten Nation Committee on Disarmament is called to order,
There arc two spéakers on my list: the representative of Czechoslovakia and the

representative of Canada. I eall upon the representative of Czechoslovakia,

Ir. NOSEX (Czechoslovakia): In its statement yesterday, the United
States delegation again cxpressed its principal standpoint on the aim of our work.
It only confirmed what the socialist countrics had sevoral times observed, namely
that the reprcsontatives of the United States and the other Western countries here
continue to refuse to hold businesslike discussions of general and complete
disarmamont. The United States reprcsentative, Mr. Stelle, repeated yesterday,
in effect, the standpoint taken by Mr. Eaton at our thirty-ninth meeting on

15 June 1960. |

‘ What did Mr. Eaton propose? Ho proposed 'the introduction of control measures
which would deny to outer space weapons of mass destruction and would increase
protection against surprise attack through advance reports of missile launchings
and through on-site inspection of missile launching sites. It is cloear at first
glance that we are faced exclusively with measures of control, that is with the
0ld and well-known requiremeht of tho United States -~ the introduction of control
over armaments.

Apparently, with a view to misleading world public opinion, which requires a
conercte discussion of goneral and complete disarmament, the United States
representatives are beginning to prefer — for tactical reasons -- to call these
measures not "partial mcasures", but "initial stcps" on the road to general and .
completo disarmament undcr effective international control. But no matter wnat
the United Statos calls these proposals, "you cannot conceal an awl in a sack", as
we say in our country. In any case tho substance of thése proposals remains the
same; these mcasures are partial measures of the character of control which have
nothing in common with the task before our Committee, which is to work out a
programme of general and complete disarmament,

The dclogations of the socialist countries have made clear on many occaslons
what they understand to be the task of our Committee, Under United Nations
General Assembly rosolution 1378 (XIV) on general and complete disarmament ithe
tagk of our Committee is to work out a programme of general and complete disarmament.
A clear and rcalistic basis for the achievement of this goal has once again been

furnished in the new proposals of the Soviet Union of 2 June 1960 on the basic
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provisions of»a treaty on general and complete disarmament, in which the Government
of the Soviet Union, consistently guided by the United Nations General Assembly
resolution on general and complete disarmament, has taken into account to a large
extent the viows of the WGsterq Powers on a number of questions. That fact has
beon acknowledgod soveral times by the lestern declegations during this second part
of our Conference,

If we are to fulfil the task assigncd to the Ten Nation Committee on
Disarmament, that is to work out measurcs for the implementation of United Nations
General Assembly resolution 1378 (XIV), thon our Committee cannot discuss any
subject othor than general and complete disarmament.

No discussion of partial measures -- whether they are called "initial" or
"speeific! -~ can lead to the fulfilment of the task entrusted to us.

Only the accomplishment of gcneral and complete disarmament could radically
solve- the question of disarmament, because it would complotely liquidate matorial
mcans for waging war and, consequently, remove war from the life of nations for
all time,

In our opinion, the adoption of United Nations General Assembly resolution
1378 (XIV) means not only the approval of thoe scope of disarmament measures, but
also that a now method has been devised for the solution of the whole problem of
disarmament. By adopting this rcsolution unanimously the General Assembly
uneguivocally expressed itsolf as being in favour of a radical solution of the
- question of disarmament by way of general and coﬁplete disarmament and not by way
' of partial mecasures, since it has boen proved during the past fifteen years that .
no progress whatsoever can be made along the latter road.

In the wholo course of the negotiations so far conducted in our Committee the
Westorn delegations have demonstrated that they are deliberately overlooking this
important aspoet of the United Nations General Assembly resolution. The delega~-
tions of the Western countries do not pursue the same objective as the Genoral
ASsembly, which oxpressed itself as being in favour not of the road of partial
measures, but of the method of general and complete disarmament. In contradiction
with General Assembly resolution 1378 (XIV) the Westorn deiegations want to proceed
along the old road of partial measures, which have never in the past led to the,
abtalmment of the aforomentioned goal. Not only are the delegations of the
Wostorn countries against genoral and completc disarmament, but in their proposals

on partial mecasures they have boen avoiding any real disarmament measurcs
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whatsoever, ." Wo matter how eloquent the Western delegations try to be, and no matter
how they manoeuvre words, they cannot disprove this fact. All the proposals for
partial measures so far submitted in our Committee by the delegations af the Western
Powers have been, in substance, equivalent to measures having primarily the character
of control, which attests to the fact that the Western Powers continue to maintain
their old positions and do not wish disarmament but control over armaments.

As a matter of fact, the United States Government has openly declared that its
aim is not disarmament, but -~ a8 President Eisenhower stated in his broadcast on
25 May 1960 -~ "achieving verifiable arms control", A similar attitude was taken
by the United States Govermment in its Note to the Government of the Soviet Union
of 7 June 1960, t0 which the representative of the Soviet Union, Mr. Zorin, already
referred at.our meeting on 17 June, In this Note the United States Government
sald that

"ooe efforts must be redoubled to find ways to make a start on the control

and balanced reduction of armaments..." and added "the United States

repregsentative in Geneva will participete in the negotiations in this spirith,

(IHCD/EV.41, page 32)

This quite openly proclaimed standpoint of the Govermnment of the United States
is eclearly in contradiction with the resolution 1378 (XIV) in favour of which the

United States delegation voted at the fourteenth session of the General Assembly.

"This stabildpoint alsc shows the two-~faced attitude of the United States delegation

in our Committee, which -~ apparently with an eye on world public opinion -— does
not yet consider it advisable openly to abandon the idea of general and complete
disarmament but, acting upon the instructions of its Covernment, is trying its “
utmost to frustrate constructive discussion of this question in our Committes,

This line of bolicy of the United States Government on the disarmoment question and
the course of action of the United States delegation in oﬁf Committee are in
conformity with the overall direction of United States foreign policy which sees
i%ts goal not as disarmament, the removal of the threat of war and the safeguarding
of lasting peace, but as a continuous feverish armaments race and systematic
provocations against the sceialist countries.

The delegations of the Western Powers are now creating further obstacles. Thus,
for instance, the representative of Canada, Mr. Burns, expressed the requirement at
our meeting yesterday that before accepting an idea in general terms we should:

Hooe560 whether it is practicable and can be put into effect in advancing

the process of disarmament",  (TNCD/PV.45, page 14)
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As has been méde abundantly clear by the delegations of the socialist countries,
such studies can serve no purpose until agreement is reached on the basic questions
of a treaty on general and complete disarmament. To propose preliminary studies
before the beginning of a discussion of general and complete disarmament is further
evidence of the unwillingness of the Wesbern Powetrs to proceed to concrete discussion
of géneral and complete disarmament, \
The Western delegations, in an attempt to discredit the very idea of general
and complete disarmament, went so far as to invoke the United Nations Charter in
support of their negative approach to general and complete disarmament, At our
forty-third meeting the representative of Italy, Mr. Martino, stated that:
"eoo the resolution ... on general and complete disarmament ... in a certain
sense itself went beyond the provisions of the Charter, which does not

speak of general and complete disarmament..."  (TNCD/FV.43, page 10)

This is rcally a curious argument, It is precisely the proposal on general and
completc disarmament which, as was stated the other day by the representative of
Romania, serves, in the best and most radical fashion, the main idea and purposc of
the United Nations -- that is, the safeguarding of peace and the removal of war
from the life of mankind. If we were to subscribe to the interpretation of the
United Nations Charter presented by Mr. Martino, the representative of Italy, it
would not be possible to speak, for instance, about control, which is not mentioned
in the Charter, in comnexion with disarmament.

The delegations of the socialist countries have repeatedly pointed out that in
the new proposals of the Government of the Soviet Union, 4he socialist countries --
gulded by a desire to achieve agreement -~ have shown maximum understanding and
goodwill in taking into account the position of the Western countries. However,
we have not as yet seen any evidence of a similar attitude ‘on the part of our
Western partners. Whereus the delegations of the socialist countries are trying
to create most suitable conditions for fruitful negotiations and the achievement
of a mutuallj‘accepfable agreement, the delegations of the Western countries have
not as yet moved an ineh forward to meet the position of the socialist countries
and have in no way tried to facilitate progress in our negotiations.

Listening to the statements by the represcntatives of the Western countries,
we cannot help feeling that the Western delegations think that in our negotiztions
only the delegations of the socialist countries should make concessions and tgke

the position of the other side into considoration.
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Tt was with true astonishment that we listened to the statement made by
Mr, Martino at our forty-first meeting in which, in connexion with one of the many
questions on which the soeialist countries have met the Western Ppwers half way, he
said that the socialist countries would be mistaken to expect that their concessions
would, in turn, call for concessions on the part of the West.

This is a really strange approach‘to negotiations Such an attitude is in

sharp contradiction with the very notion of negotiation and naturally cannot lead
to positive results in the work of our Committee, Such an attitude is also
contrary to the statement mnde by the Canadian. Minister of External Affairs,
Mr. Green, in the Canadian House of Commons on 15 June, to which the representative
of Canrda, General Burns, has already referred. In this statement Mr. Green said
thot the Soviet proposals were undoubtedly a step forward, and that "the time has
come ... to begin a process of negotiation of balanced concessions'.

At the end of the third week of our negotiations it is really high time for
the Western delegations to begin, with all responsibility, to discuss general and
complete disarmament, and to express their views on the whole of the proposals of
the Govermment of the Soviet Union of 2 June 1960, We think that these prbposals
provide the best basis for a solution of the question of general and complete
disarmament, In our opinion the time which hns passed since the submission of
these proposals has been sufficient for the Western Powers to study the proposals
in detail and proceed to a businesslike consideration of them, all the more since
they take into account, to a great extent, the views of the Western Powers,

However, we cannot agree to the approach of the Western Powers, which apparently
visualize such consideration in the form of advancing various preliminary conditions,
calling for abstract technical studies, and systematically raising questions the'
majority of which concern non-~essential or technical poiﬁ;s, Discussion of these
questions will be justified only after agreement has been reached on the mnin
aspects.and basic provisions of a treaty on general and complete disarmament under
effeetive international control.

The delegationg of the socialist countries are, of course, willing -~ as they
have pointed out mony times -- seriously to consider any observations on and
amendments to the proposals of the Government of the Soviet Union, so long és*they
are aimed at general and complete disarmament, However, we deem it necessary in
this connexion to make it sufficiently clear again that the delegntions of the
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socialist_countries cannot discuss any proposals which would not lead to general
and conplete disarmament and whieh would pertain to the introduction of control
over armaments -- as was the case, for instance, with the Western proposal of
16 March 1960 and other partial measures proposed by the Western delegations,

In some interventions of the delegzations of the Western countries attempts
have been made to misrepresent the positions of the delegations of the socialist
countries, Striking examples of this attitude were the interventions of the
represcentative of the United Kingdom, Mr. Ormsby~-Gore, at our forty-first and
forty-rifth meetings. At the forty~first meeting on 17 June the representative
of the United Kingdom tried to lay blame on the Czechoslovak delegation for having,
allegedly, on 15 June misrepresented the position of the Western Powers on the
question of the mutual relationship of measures in the field of nuclear and
conventional ermaments during the process of general and cdmplete disarmament.

In its statement of 15 June the Czechoslovak delegation stated that, prior to
the submission of the proposals of the Soviet Union of 18 September 1959, the
delegations of the Western countries, under the pretext of maintaining a balance
- of power, had required that, because of the alleged superiority of the Soviet Union
in armed forces and conventional armaments, the process of disarmament should start
with measures in the field of armed forces and conventional armaments and end with
nuclear disarmament. This position is fully reflected in the documents of the
disarmament negotiations over the past years, and thies fact is surely very well
known to lIr. Ormsby-Gore also,

I would like to take the liberty of mentioning a few facts which prove the - -
correctness of the conclusions drawn by the Czechoslovak delegation. Following the
gubmission of the proposals of the Soviet Union of 18 September 1959, which took
into account the aforesaid position of the Western Powers:'the delegations of the
Western countries -- and this is shown in the verbatim records of the first phase
of ow negotiations here in Gemeva ~- began to require under the pretext of a
balanced disarmament process, that nuclear weapons and the means of delivery of
such weapons should be given priority in the disarmament process because they are
the most important means of waging war.

From among a number of statements on this gquestion it is sufficient to ' :
quote the representative of France, Mr, Moch, who, at our first meeting on
15 March, said: F
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“That is why my delegation is stressing here, as in New York, the
predominance of nuclear weapons over all other kinds of armament. What
the world expects of us, what it hopes for above all, is nuclear dis-
armament." (INCD/PV.l, page 16)

This was confirmed by Mr. Moch again at our fourth meeting, when he said:

"... since nuclear disarmament is the most important measure .-.
it must have a privileged place in disarmement measures and not be
inserted at theé end." (TNCD/PV.4, page 8) -

At our meeting yesterday, the representative of the United Kingdom,

Mr. Ormsby-Gore, like Mr. Moch at our previous meetings, categorically reaffirmed
the unity of the positions of the Western countries on disarmament. Therefore,
it clearly follows that, whereas the delegations of the socialist countries
proposed to begln the process of general and complete disarmament with measures
in the field of armed forces and conventional armaments, the Western Powers
required a privi;eged place for nuclear disarmeament. .

In its proposals of 2 June 1960 the Govermment of the Soviet Union has again
teken into consideration these requirements of the Western Powers and has put
the question of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons at the top of the dis-
armament process, while the question of complete nuclear disarmement and a
substantial reduction of armed forces and conventional armeaments has been
included in the second stags. However, as soon as these new proposals had been
submitted by the Govermment of the Soviet Union the delegations of the Western
Powers again changed their position. This was made clear also by the statement
of the representative of Italy, Mr. Martino, at .our thirty-elghth meeting when
he said:

"..e We should endeavour to make nuclear disarmament®and conventional

disarmement go hand in hand ..."  (INCD/PV.38, page 16)
That means that in the second part of the negotiations in our Committee the

Western Powers are requiring, again under the pretext of ensuring a balanced
process of disarmament, that measures relating to‘armed forces and conventional
armaments should also be included in the first stage of disarmement.

From these quotations it is apparent that the Western Powers have again
changed their position. At the beginning of our negotiations they required a
privileged place for nuclear disarmament. Now that the Soviet Union has taken

account of this requirement they call for a combination of nuclear and
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conventional disermement., During our present negotiations the delegations of
the socialist countries have gone even furither beyond the Soviet proposals and
have stated that they are willing to consider the suggestions of the Western
Powers as regards the combination of the two measgurss, and that they expect
conerete proposals in this resgpect. We cannot forbear saying that the attitude
of the delegations of the Western Powers is hypocritical, in view of the fact
that, despite repeated invitations by the socialist countries to submit concrete
proposals on this matter, the representatives of/the Western countries have not
yet done go, and this includes Mr. Ormmsby-Gore. From these facts it follows
that the Czechoslovak delegation was justified in concluding, at our thirty-ninth
meeting, that the Wostern Powers are continuing to manoeuvre on the question of
disarmement and that this makes impossible any progress in negotiation and is
typical of the‘attitude of the Western Powers to such important questions.

I would like to deal with another statement of Mr. Ormsby-Gore. He daécribed
the endeavours of the delegations of the socialist countriss to reach agreamént
and to take into account to a meximum degree the position of the Western Powers

ass

"... the flexibility of quicksilver", which Mr. Ormsby-Gore stated,

"one can never catch hold of ... long enough to be able to examine it'",

-(INCD/PV.4l, page 8)

The logic of Mr. Ormsby-Gore's statement 1s completely incomprehensible. Have
not the Western Powers had enough time to examine in detail both the proposals
of the Soviet Union of 18 September 1959 and 2 June 1960 and other proposals
submitted by the socialist countries in the course of, our Conference? What was
the attitude of the Western Powers towards those proposals which, I would like
to remind them again, remein valid? It is well known that, in the past, the
propbsals of the Soviet Union have always been rejected by the Western Powsers.
As regards the latest proposals, of 2 June 1960, the Western delegations have as
yet refussd to express their views on the substance of those proposals as &
whole,

If there is anything on which the policy of the Western Powers has been
congtant and unchenging, to use Mr. Ormsby-Gore's words at our forty-first ,
meating, it is only in the wnwillingness and the besicelly negative atfitude of
the Western Powers to proceed without unnecessary delay to the working oﬁt of a

treaty on general and complete disarmeament.
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Finally, I would touch upon the method of argument used by Mr. Ormsby-Gore
at our meeting yesterday when he quoted from statements made by the Czechoslovak
delegation. For instance, a passage from our statement at the sixth_meeting, in
which we discussed the principle of safeguarding equal security for all States,
wag used by Mr. Ormsby-Gore as an argument for his unfounded contention that the
proposal on the prohibition and liquidation of means of delivery of nuclear
weapons at the first stage of general and complete disarmement, embodied in the
Soviet Union proposals of 2 June 1960, created military unbalance. Iikewiss,
when discussing the question of surprise attack, Mr. Ormsby-Gore took out of
context another passage in which the Czechoslovak delegation had noted:

"The idea of a war being only a duel of rockets and ballistic missileS...

is quite unrealistic." (INCD/PV.45, page 28)

It is sufficient to look at the verbatim record of the sixth meeting to find

out that the Czechoslovak delegation did not speak about.the question of surprise
attack at all in this connexion. (Cf. TNCD/PV.6, page 13). It is our opinion
that such guoting out of context, leading to distortion of meaning, is not

conducive to serious negotiation,

In the view of the Czechoslovak delegation it is high time for the dele-
gations of the Western countries to abandon their present negative attitude
towards the diseussion of the proposal on the basic provisions of a treaty on
general and complete disermement. It is egsential that, in conformity with
United Nations General Assembly resolution 1378 (XIV), they should together
with the delegetions of the socialisf countries proceed to constructive con- .
sideration of this question.

The entire public opinion of the world is waiting for our Committes to

proceed to concrete discussion aimoed at a constructive solution of the question
of general and complete disarmament in accordance with resolution 1378 (XIV).
Therefore the Western delegations should be aware of the great responsibility
resting upon them for the fulfilmoent of the task assigned to our Committee.

The CHAIRMAN (Italy) (translation from French): Befors calling on
Mr, Burns, I should like, as representative of Italy, to give the representative

of Czechosloyakia a very brief explanation of some points concerning the
position of my delegation, which he has not interpreted correctly. The Italian

delegation has never said that general and complete disarmement is contrary to
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the Charter. We have only pointed out that in order to accomplish genersl and
complets disarmement, 1t might be necessary to make some amendments to the
Charter, which was drafted for a world still possessing ermements,

Nor hag the Itelian delegation said that concessions by the Bagtern
delegations should not call for concessions by the Western deiegations. We
have only said that changes introduced by the Bastern delegeations solely in
order to make their positions more realistic and logicél>should not be presented

to us ag concessions to our views.

Mr. BURNS (Canada): In the speech he has just made the representative
of Czechoslovakia said, I believe, that the socialist countries were trying to
croate favourable conditions for fruitful negotiation. I do not think, however,
that his speech could be said to facilitate this endeavour —— esgpecially his
attack on not oniy the position in the disarmament negotiations here but also
on the world policy of one of the members of this Committes.

What I have to say today seems quite aepposite in view of some of the state-
ments of the represenmtative of Czechoslovekia, especially as regerds the attitude
of the Western delegations here. The allegations which he has ﬁade are not atv
al) new, they have been repeated many times, but they do not become true because
they are repeated. They are not new and they are not true.

Mr, Nosek referred to a statement made by Mr. Howard Green, Minister of
External Affcirs of Cansda. I shall be referring to thet statement and explalaing
in greater detail the ideas behind it and how they apply to what the Canadian ?
delegation hopes may be the eourse of our discussions here,

The Canadian delegation has for some time been concerned that the working
methods of our Committee have not resulted in concrete negotiations designed to
reconcile opposing views on problems which are gdmittedly of common concern.
Accordingly, it is my intention in this intervention to explain how this problem
presents itself to the Govermment of Cenada, and I shall put forward suggestions
the acceptance of which we believe could go far towards moving our discussions
into the phese of effeetive negotistions.

I think it is hardly necessery to reaffirm the attachment of the Canadien *
Government to the concept of general and complete diéarmament. The repeated

charges in this connexion by Eastern Buropean representafives may erise from a
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misunderstending of the reasons why the present Western proposals do not envisage
our reéching this goal by means of one all-inclusive agreement ambracing every
detail of the complete programme to which a1l countries of the world must adhere
before any disarmeament can begin., Rather -— ag I and my colleagues have pointed
out on & number of occasions —— we foresee a comprehensive disarmament programme
coming about by stages beginning with engegements which would not require the
adherence of any State which is not a member of this Committee before it was
sought to secure the agreement of all or even the majority of States not
repregented here to further measurss.

At the same time, the Canadien delegation also conceives of the duties of
this Committee as ineluding the drafting of more far-reaching measures of
disarmement, the implementetion of which would require the adherence of all
militerily significant States and wltimately of most if not all States in the
world. Furthermorve, it has never been proposed that the working out of the
various measures of general and completc disarmament should be broken down into
separate compartments. That is to say, the process of negotiation should be
continuous, moving from measures which can be given effect by agreement within
this Committee through measures requiring wider participation and finally to
our ultimate goal,

Let me make it very plain, before I go any further, that it would be come
Pletely fallaeious for my collemgues from the Enstern delegations to interpret
the remarks I have just made as implying that the Western nations wish to bring
about agreement on isolated measures only. That is far from being the case, - *
We are in seerch of & balanced programme of nuclear end conventional disarmement
whieh would berefit all and give advantage to none. We also seck to start the
process ag soon as possible. ’

The expression of our sense of urgency may have contributed to the evident
hisunderstanding.“ Our proposals of 16 .Merch state at the head of section II:

"The following measures will be undertaken as rapidly as possible

upon successful completion of relevant preparatory studies outlined in IV,

{(INCD/3, page 3)

It does not follow from this that we envisage separate eagrecments on sach of the
items contained in seetion IT of our plaen. We do not exclude the possibility o=
as I have gaid o~ that certain matters might by mutual egreement be regarded as

suited to a separate instrument. However, our basic concept is one of balance,
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It may be appropriate for me to submit to the Committes in this connexion
en extract from a statement made in the House of Commons on 15 June by the
Secretary of State for fxternal Affeirs -~ the gtatement to which the representa-
tive of Czechoslovekia has just referred and from which I quoted at our forty-
first meeting on 17 June. The additional passcge I wish to bring to the Committes!'s
attention is as follows:

"It is my view that the time hag come, perhaps through an examination
of eqﬁivalent festurcs of new Soviet proposals and the Western proposals,
to begin e protess of negotiation of balanced concessions. This was the
sort of 'package' approach to which I referred eerlier in the House ...

I should like to emphasize, however, that by 'package' I do not mean that

the one gide or the other should hold out for its preseht proposals on an

all-or-nothing basis; the packeges I hcve in mind, as I have tried to
explain, are smailer end would contain immediately negotieble provisions of
equivalent significance to both sides. The goal would remain generel and

. complete disarmament under effective intermational control, but it would
be accomplished by a stage-by-stege process, throughout which concessions
would be balenced in such a way that neither side would obtain a temporary
military superiority."”

The previous statement to which Mr. Green referred in the passage I have
guoted was a report on disarmament matters which he made to the House of Commons
on 9 May while this Committee was in recess. He then spoke, in part, as follows:

"We suggested that an attempt might very well be made to work out package -

deals, that is, take one measure of disarmement in which the West was

$nterested and one of eguivalent importance in whidhmthe Bast was
interested and try to make a package deal with regard to these two
particular espects of disarmament., For example, the West might offer to
negotiate a controlled limitation on force levels and related conventional
armaﬁants if the USSR side would agree to.negotiate on the nuclear dise
armament measures in stages one and two of the Western plan. We believe
this is a practical way to get this moving, end if package deals of that
idnd could be made in several instances the first thing we would know éhéra
would be a worthwhile disarmement agreement.”
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As wil; be obvious, the example of an area for negotiations was selected
before the‘Soviet Union submitted its proposals of 2 June 1960, and is therefore
not preclisely apposite. However, what is important and relevent in this latter
quotation 1s the last sentence, It indicates clearly that the suggestion of
"package deals" is addressed to the problem of getting negotictions going and is
not intended to affect the nature of the agreement negotiated. Mr. Green has
plainly indiocated that several "deals" would be put together to comprise a '
worthwhile agreement,

One point on which I am sure we will all agree in seeking & solution to
" this problem is that our method of work -— as well as the results it achieves =
should satisfy in so far as possible the guiding principles which are basic to
any disarmament programme. Three such principles which I believe we have ell
endorsed are the following:

(1) That disarmement should proceed by stages;
(i1} That at no stage of disarmament should any State or group of States
achieve a mllitery advantage over other States;

{i1i) Thet disermament measures should be balanced as, for cxample, between

measures of nucleer disormament and measures of conventional dise
armanent ,

In o consideration of the method suggested in the statement of 15 June whieh
I heve Just quoted, two of the ideas put forward in it are worthy of speeial
emphasls, The first is that in devising a series of measures on which the
positions of the two sides could be set up against one another, it will not be
gatisfactory for "onsc side or the other 1357'hold out for its present proposgals
on an ell~or-nothing basis", thet is to say, we must scek common ground between
our two sides through patient and detalled negotiations. The second is that
concegsions on each side should be accomplished in the course of a stage-by-stags
process and should "be balanced in such a way that neither side would obtein a
temporary military superiority".

I think that if mj colleagues ean agree in principle that it will be worthe
while to adopt the method of work suggested, we could then sslect those msasures
of disarmement which are best suited for immediate exomination. That is to say,
we ghould both try to discover proposels from each side whieh could be taken
together to preserve & balence bsbween our two ways of approaching disarmaﬁeﬁt.
At tho same time we should pick out proposals which disclose a fundamental
simflerity of view on both sides, regardless of superficial differences of
detail,
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Mr. Green's spesch of 9 May referred to one example of a possible area of
negotiation“ﬁhere the proposals of each side ought to be balenced. I think it
will be obvious to members of the Committee that others can be cited on which
there is alreedy some measure of agreement between our two views. -In ny first
brief statement after the resumption of our meetings'I referred to apparent
advances in the Soviet plan in measures to deal with the prohibition of plecing
weapons of mass destruction in outor space, measures for a joint study of the
cessation of production and destruction of stockpiles of nuclear weapons, and
measures to get up international machinery to keep the peace in a disgarmed world.,
There are, I belisve, other features in the Soviet plan which have enough in
. common with proposels in the Western plan to meke it possible to devise a series
of negotiating "packages" suéh es I have already referred to,

With respect to other, less easily removed differences between the positions
of pur two sides, I would suggest that we will have to make a greater effort to
find common féatures which could sorve as the basis for further development of
proposals which could be balanced against one another. If we should maintain
rigidly defined or inflexible positions, it would, of course, be difficult if
not impossible to arrive at a belanced and graduated series of measures which
would meet the interests of both sides. I have alrsady sugecsted with raspect
to areas in which we appear to have rcached some measure of agreement that one
way of going about this task is to put immediately into effeet joint studies
which would zssist us in working out the detnils of measures on which we could
agree. I think that this approach will also bs most useful in ereas where we
do not as yot see eye to éye. It would enable us to understend each other's
point of view more clearly; and in so doing to seek those common elements in il
both of them which would lead to further progress towards a comprehengive serics
of disormement measures. }

My colleagues from Bestern Europe msy now charge thdf the Canadian delegation
has gone further than any others in advocating an epproach through partial
measures, ond thet we are suggesting dealing ﬁith parts of parts. I trust thet
they will interpret my observations todey in a more constructive sense. I should
recall the efforts which my Western collesgues and I were making before the
recess to bring about diseussions upon specific measures of disarmement. Tho
suggestions I heve put forward ~- that is to say, the suggestions enntained in
the passeges I have qunted from the two stataments to the ﬁbuse of Commons by
the Secretary of State for Externcl Affrirs -- represent a constructive attenpt

to find the mecns for serious negotlatinns on speeific measures.
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The objections of our Eestern Buropean colleagues to any discussion of
specific measures zppear to be connected to their assertinns that the Western
Powers are sceking agreement only on isolated méasures. Perhaps the cdoption of
the method I have suggested would go some way to reassure them as to our
intentions. In this way we could jolntly concentrate on proposals from each
side which would be juxtapesed to proserve balance in the process of negotiations
ag well ag in the result.

If we woers to set our hands vigorously and without delay to our task in the
manner I have indicated, that is, by seeking to sgree upon packages of proposals
drawn from both sides, there would be no real reason why we could not be in a

positinn to meke progress towards agreement.

Mr, ZORIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from

Russian): Today‘the Soviet delegation intends to make a number of observations

prompted by the statements of the representatives of certain Western Powers, and
by the general line taken by the delegations of those Powers in the Committee
at the present stage ofyour negotiations.

As you know, the destruction of the means of delivering nuclear weapons
and the simultaneous elimination of military bases on foreign territories,~
togother with the withdrawal of foreign troops from such territories, hold an
importeant place in the new Soviet propcsals regarding the bagic provisions of
a treaty on general and completsc disarmement, and are indeed assigned to the
first stage of the plan for genercl and complete disarmament.

The rcason we attach great importance to the carrying—ouf of these
measures in the first stage is that, as everyone can see, this would be a
big help towards general and complete disarmement and would provide a gdod
beginning for a disarmament that would immediately reduce the threat of war,
and particularly of surprise attack, At the seme time, we thought that the
inclusion in our new plan of & proposal that meets the wishes repeatedly
expressed by one of the most influential of the Western Powers, France — the
proposal that the means of delivering nuclecr weapons should be abolished’in
the very first stage of general and complete disarmament —— would enable usktd
move forward more rapidly towards the solution of the problem ~f genercl and

complete disarmament,
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In this connexion, it is natural that France's attitude towards the new
Soviet proposals should now have assumed great importance. ft was that which
made us ask the French represcntative, at the very first meetings held after
the Ton Nation Committes had resumed its work, io elucidate hig country's
position with regard to the new Soviet plan, and in particular, to the measures
we néw broposc for the first stage.

Mr. Moch spoke on this subject at the meeting held on 15 June, and in hig
replies to our questions on 20 June and 23 June. Speeking on lS“June, the
representative of Franco assured the members of this Committee that he intended

. to give a clear enswer to the question we put to him concerning the position

of France., We were sll, indeed, entitled to Ccxpect a ¢tlear answer from the
French dslegotion on this question, since France was, in faet, the first Power
to advoeate priority in the 8isarmament programme for the abolition of the means
of delivering nuclear weapons., Mr. Moch himself spoke quite definitely on this
point on 22 Qctober 1959 at the fourteenth session of the United Nations Gensral
Assembly, and again on 15 March 1960 at the first meeting of the Ten Nation
Cormittee on Disarmament., In both these statements Mr, Moch clearly and
unequivoceally stressed the need for giving priority to -~ I quote — "the
destruction of the means of dolivering nuclear materials"”, the prohibition aznd
destruction of satellites, missiles, aireraft, aircraft carriers, submerines,
launching ramps, cte..

It was clear from a series of public statements by General de Geulls, .
President of the French Republic, as weil as from his observations in the
course of conversations with N.S. Khrushehev, Chairmen of the Couneil of
Ministers of the USSR, that Freance's positién wag, in faét, that the abolition
of the means of delivering nuclear weapons ghould be given priority in the
disarmement programme., Mr. Moch quoted here & statement made on 31 May 1960
at the Elysée Palaco in which the President of the French Republiec, advocating
the adoption of decisive measures of controlled disarmoment, urged that priority
@f attehtion be given in this connexinn to the means of delivering nucleer
weapons, We thérefore regafded our proposals, and we still do regard them,> .
as a poseible common Basis on which to bring the positions of'the.gocialist
eountries and the Western States, ospecially Frence, closer toéeﬁﬁep.
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And néw we have heard the explanations given by Mr. Moch as to the position
of France on the abolition, in the first stage, of the means of delivering
nuclear weapons. Unfortunately, these explanations have not proved to be
as clear as Mr. lMoch promised us they would be. %here are some points in
them that are not elear, they contain a number of inconsistencies, some aspects
of them =— I do not want to conceal this -- are surprising to us and even put us
on our guard. Despite all this, we should like to hope that we can still find a
basis for bringing our positions closer togethaf,-provided, of course, that this
falls within the intentions of the Government of France. In order to see what
justification we have for this hope, we should like to have some additional
explanations from the Frénch delegation on those matters which have given rise,
on our part, to bewilderment ahd doubt.

First of all, we are bound to observe in this connexion that whereas
formerly the French point of view, as expounded by Mr. Moch ambng others, was
that priority should be given to the destruction of the means of delivering
nuclear weapons, he now insists, or so we understend, that priority be given,
no@ to the destruction of these means of delivery but to the establishment of
control over them. It is true that on 23 June Mr. Moch said that the position
of France had not changed in any way; but this assertion has made the question
of France's position even more confused.

What in fact are the proposals which Mr. Moch actually places before us
in expounding his views on the substance of the question of the abolition of the
means of delivery? He proposes that the solution of the question be divided into
two stages, of which the first would be devoted .almost exelusively to the
implementation of control measures —— the establishment of control over the
launching of setellites so as to make it impossible for amy State to place
satellites -with nuclear charges in orbit; control over the launching sites for
certain categories of rockets; control over the places where they are manufac-
tured. Mr. Moch also;spoko.of a reduction, during this stage, in the number
of certdin types of surface vessels, submarines and aireraft. Nevertheless,
tho impression given is that the establishment of various types of control is
still the main purpose in the first stage. At any rate, these are the measurcs
proposed as a start. . s

As regards the second stage, although, as we understood Mr. Moch to say,
the manufacture of certain types of military rockets would be prohibited and both
the existing stocks of such rockcts and the means of delivering them destroyed,
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thoxro weuld cpparontly bo no pwovision, even at this seéond stage, for the complete
destruetion of such means of delivering nuclear weapons as, for example, surface
vassels, submarines and military aireraft.

Obviously, however, sach an approach to the question cannot provide a
solution to the problem of prohibiting and destroying the means of delivering
nuclear weapons, a problem to which —— as I have already recalled herc —

Mr, Moeh has spoken on behalf of the Froneh Govermment on a number Of previous
oceasitng, .

Yet another question comes to mind. In nearly all his statements Mr. Moeh
has stressed the formula that there should be n> control with disarmament
nor disarmament without control., However, when it comes to the point, 1t would
scom that the French delogation has in mind the establishment of what would
dmaunt to a practically all-embracing control, in effect completely divoroced
from any measure of disarmament. We see in this a definite contradiction,
and Mr. Moch!s explanations have failed to make it clear how the Fronch delogetion,
while expressing itself iﬁvfavour of having no control without disarmament, can,
at the same time, propose the establishment of sxtonsive control in the first
stage of dealing with the problem of the moans of delivery when the destructiom
of thesc means of delivory is not envisagod.

Nox have Mr. Moch's statoments elucidated the Fronch position with regard
tc the time-limits within which his proposals regarding the means of delivering
nucleaxr weapons should be carried out. His statements do not show how long the
first and geeond stages arec to last, Are they tc go on for months, yoers or
docades? In this connexion, wo cannot but recall that in his statement in the
Comuittee on 15 March 1960 Mr. Moch spoke of the great urgency of finding a -

slution to the problom of climinating the means of delivering nuclear weaponss
Ho emphasized that this had to be done "while there is still time". o agreo
with %hese views, and we took them into account in prepariﬁg our new proposals,
Has not the representative of Francc himself now forgotten, however, his own
statements regarding the urgeney of finding a solution to tho problem of- olimine
ating the means of delivering nuclear weapons? The fact 1s that the abscnee of
any senbion of time~-limits in the French propésals means that thoe first stage e
that §s, the stage of control withiut disarmament — might continue indefinitelys,
and that mlght be as far as things would go. That, after all, is quitc possibleg

Mr, Moeh seamed to be trying hQré to prove that it would bo quite uwnroalistis
t0 atbempt, in prosont-day conditions, to secure the destruction of tho means of
&ol&vaming‘nuclcar Wogons, If that is, in fact, ¥Mr. Moch's opinion, wo cannch
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agrec with him. - He himself was unable to adduce any serious arguments in
support of this, to say thc least; strange point of view; all he could do was to
malke the most general assertions as to the comploxity of the matter under dis-
cussion and the difficulties iikoly to arise in finding a practical solution for
the problem of destroying the means of dulivery. In several of his statements
he alleged, inter alia, that we propose to solve thc problem of destroying the
means of delivery without first studying the matter seriously. Thls does not
accord with our position. If that is the only obstacle, we are propared to make
a serious study here, in the Committeec, of all the aspects of the problem. It is,
aftor all, quite obvious that, if States really want to solve the problem of
disarmament instead of continuing the armaments racc, any difficulties which
might arise in connexion with individual measures in the field of disarmament
can, and must, be overcome, |

:The new Soviet proposals afford a direct and most reliable way of finding
a radical solution to the problem of climinating the means of delivering nuclear
weapons, These proposals envisage that States shall reach an agreement con-
cerning the climination from their armecd forces, the disdontinuance of the
manufacture, and the destruetion, in the first stage of general and complcte
disarmement, of all means of delivering nuclear weapons.

How can this be done in practice? We consider that the trocaty on general
and complete disarmament must on this subject contain precise and concrote
provisions -~ and it is to draft thesé provisions that we are mecting herc =
deseribing how, in what way and in what order, all nuclear weapon vehicles
must Se oliminated from thc armed foreces of States, and destroyed,

 The agreement must also contain clear and definite provisions rcgarding the
obligation placed on States to discontinue the manufscture of the means of
del}very; Naturally, since in so important a mafter no one can boe expocted to
act on trust, effective intornational'contiol must be established ovor all thege
measures; which we believe can be carried out within a yoar or eightoon months.

. What specific measures of control will have to be carried out? ‘'hat, too,
1s provided for in the Soviet proposals. We have in mind the establishmen:bk
of on-site international control over the destruction of all means of
delivering nuclear weapons; over the destruction of rocket~laugching sitoes,

with the excebtian of those which arc to be retained for launching rockots for




TNCD/PV.4€
- 23 -

(Mr. Zorin, USSR)

peaceful purposes; over airfiolds and ports, so as to preclude their use for
mnilitary furposes; over the carrying-out by States of their obligation to
discontinue the manufacture of the means of delivering nuclear weapons ==

and for this purpose the control organization would of course have the right

to inspeet without hindrance the enterprises concerned, i.e., plants, factories

and shipyards, and permanent control téams might be established at some enterpriscs
of this type — and, lastly, over the launching of rocket devices so as to.

prcevent any State from making use of them for other than peaceful purposcs.

In the troaty on general and complete disarmament, all thesc control
mogsures must, of course, be appropriately described in detail, But in this
context control would, of course, mean control over the elimination of the means
of delivery,-and not control per se, carried out in conditions whercin the means
of delivery rcmained at the disposal of States,

Thus, we are not talking about a miracle or the magic wand which for some
reason Mr. Moch has mentioned in connexion with the problem of eliminating the
means of delivering nucloar weapons; we are talking about perfsectly real and
conerete measures on whieh States can, of course, reach agreement provided all
the participants in the negotiations evince an interest in seeking a solution to
this important problem.

The French position, as described by Mr. lMoch, on the gquestion of eliminating
the moans of delivering nuclear weapons prompts yet another question. It would
appear that Mr., Moch is against tho abolition of military bases on foreign
territories. But it is widely kno&n that these bases are being used prociscly- -
for the purpose of setting up therein, in close proximity to the frontiers of the
socialist States, various means of delivering nuclear weapons. How, then,
could Mr, Moch, in his statement of 20 June, assert that the question of means
of dolivery is not necessarily connected with that of foreign military basosj
and how could he support the v;ews on foreign military bascs expressed by

» Ormsby-Gore, the United Kingdom representative, at the meeting held on
16 June, We all know that Mr. Ormsby-Gore was trying to prove, using what wo
havo shown to be, in truth, an utterly inconsistent argument, that the question
of foreign military bases should not really be raised at all. b

What, in practiece, would be implied in an attempt to solve the problem of
eliminat;ng the means of delivering nuclear weapons, while retalnlng military ’
bases on foreign territory? It is hardly necessary to demonstrate in detail that



TNGD/PV .46
- 24 ~

(Mr. Zorin, USSR)

such a course would constitute a typieal example of an unbalanced approach to

the solution of the disarmament problem, such as would give the Wostern Powers
unilateral military advantages. It is just this, of course, that the United
States is trying to achieve, If military bases on territories adjacent to the
frontiers of soclalist countries wore to remain at the disposal of certain
States, that alone would of course give those Statcs obvious military advantages.
Moreover, if that were the case, the socialist States would have causo to suspcet
that, in keeping military bases on foreién torritories at their disposal, the
Hestern Powers were actuated, not by intercst in those bases as such, but by

the intention of using them for aggressive purposes, and that they werc con-
cealing certain quantities of the means of delivering nuclear wcapons with a
viow to setting them up on those bases at the appropriate moment.

Iﬁ the light of this we would like to receive some clarification from the
French delegation on the following question: why, when speaking of the need
for a balanced approach to the solution of the disarmament problem, does the
Freneh delegation refusc at the same time to recognize that the question of the
destruction of the means of delivering nuclear weapons and the question of the
abolition of military bases in the territories of other States must be solved
gimultaneously?

In Mr. Moch's statement of 15 June, in which he expounded the prosent
position of the Frenech Government in regard to means of delivery, and in his
answers to our questions, therc are some more points which are not entircly cloar,
and on which we should like to ask some questions. Why, for instance, d4id the
French ropresentative speak only of strategic means of delivering nuclear weapoﬁs:
apparently ignoring all other mcans of delivering this typo of weapon? Does
this mean that what the French Gevernment has in mind is that those means of
delivering nuclear weapons which are conventimmally classified as tactical
should be retained at the disposal of States, even after the entire programme
hos been carried out? In that case, we regard this formulation of the question
as illegitimate, It is widcly known that the so-called "tactical" means of
delivering nuclear weapons, including certain types of rockets and military
aireraft, have a range of some hundreds and even thousands of kilomstros, and
can be used for dclivering nuclear blows at a considerablce distance within tile£
territories of States, and consequently for mass extermination of the population,
Is it not with an eye to the possibilitj of using these so~callcd "tactiegl!

means of delivering nuclear weapons that certain Western Powers wish to rotain
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their military bases near the frontiérs of the socialist States? Further,
when the French represontaﬂive formulates the question as though, even at somo
future date, only strategic, and not all, means of delivering nuclear wcapons
are to be abolished, does not this suggest that, in c-nsequonce, the equipment
of the armed forces of States with nuclear weapons will merely be perpetuatod?

In this comnnexion it would be important to receive some clarification from
the French delegation on the following question as well, Mr. Moéh has expounded
t> us the French position on the question of the means of delivering nucloar
woapons. It is still not clear, however, what place the French Government
assigns to this question within the general programme of disafmamsnt_or how,
in fact, the French Govornment regards this general programme at all, ‘Tho
representative of France has still not expressed the viows of tho Freneh
Governmont on the whole of the eontonts of the now Soviet programme of gensral
and complete disarmament, although it hzs now been under discussion for throc
wecks.  We should like to hear the views of France on this question, in order
to assess the possibilities of bringing our positions closer together, and
indecd the prospccets for our negotiations in general.

These are the points we fecl it necessary to mention in connexion with
the Fronch representativo's romarks on the question of the elimination of the
moans of delivering nuelear weapons,

There is ons more rcmark I should like to make. In one of his first
statemonts in this Committoe aftor the resumption of its work, Mr. Moch gave
us to undorstand that on this question he would try to bring the positions of
the other Western Powers celosor to the French position, We are now wondcring
whother tho opposites has not occurred, and whothor France'!s allies, and the
United States in particular, have not induced the French dbvernment to depart
from its original position, which was that priority in the disarmament

prograrme should be given to measures for destroying the means of delivering
" nuelear woapons. For it 1s the United States delegation which has strongly
oppesed, and still strongly opposes, the abslition of the means of delivoring
nuclear weapons, Porhaps wo arc mistaken. We should like the roprescntative
of Francc to clarify the position. b

We arc prompted to ask this guestion in view of the fact that we have
still not roceived a definite and procise oxplanation from the represontative
of Francc on the following point: Do his statemcnts of 15 Juno, on the

P
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problem of eliminating the means of delivering nuclear weapons, reflect the common
attitude of all the Western Powers represented on the Conmittee, or the views of
France alone? To our simple question, whether they reflect the attitude of all
the Western Powers, Mr. Moch has not replied with a definite "Yes, they do" or
"No, they do not". Mr, Moch saild at yesterday's meeting that his statement of
15 June

",.., was prepared in close consultation with the other Western delegations',
and he added that these delegations

".oo agreed to the general ideas I expounded in my statement.”

(INCD/PV.45, page 20)

BEvery word in this answer seemsg to have been weighed on a ¢hemistt3 scales,

How are we to understand these words? What is meant by "agreed to the general
ideas"? This is all very vague and unlike Mr. Moch, who usually tries to maKe
both his questions and his answers really precise. This wording does not give us
any idea of the real state of affairs with regéﬁd to the position of the Western
Powers on a question to which, as Mr, Moch said himself on 23 June, the French
Government attaches "prime importance" and which is, in fact, of very great
significance.

The confusion on this matter was still further increased after yesterday's
statement by Mr. Ormsby-Gore, The United Kingdom representative assured us at
the beginning of his statement that, since the Committee had resumed its work, the
United Kingdom delegation had h

Thad some discussion\about the possibility of approaching general and complete
disarmament by way of the so~ealled>means of delivery of wWeapons --— notably

weapons of mass destruction." (TNCD/PV .45, page 23)

And to what conclusions has the United Kingdom delegation arrived on this
matter? .

We listened carefully to Mr, Omsby--Gore's statement and studied the wverbatim
reebrd of it, but we must frankly confess that in this extensive statement we have
not managed to discover any definite reply to the question what the position of
the United Kingdom Govermment is with regard to the destruction of the means of
delivering nuclear weépons, as a priority measure in the programme of genempal and
complete disarmament. One is involuntarily forced to the conclusion that
Mr. Ommsby-~Gore was trying nbt 80 much to give a precise formuletion of the United

Kingdom position on this highly important question, as to avoid the need for saying
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what the real position of the Unjted Kingdom Govermment is with regard to the Sovietb
proposal f&r the destruetion of nuclear weapon vehicles in the first stage of general
and complete disarmament. In tﬁis, it seems, the United Kingdom representative has
displayed the maximum of flsxibility.

What is going on here? Why, for three weeks sinoce the Committes resumed its
work, has thé United Kingdom representative persistently refrained from taking a
clear stand op this question? Is it not because the United Kingdam Govermment has
adopted a negative attitude to the Soviet Union's proposal for the destruction of
all means of aelivery in the first stage, but does not venture to say so openly?
Perhaps the United Kingdom Govermment is more concerned with eguipping its army
with United States military rockets as quickly as possible, and not with helping to
reach agreement on the destruction of the means of delivering nuclear weapons. It
this is so, such a policy is not realistic., It does not take into acoount the
present situation, which imperatively requires that decisive measures be taken
without delay to put an end to the threat of a devasting nuclear rocket war. ifr
this is the policy of the United Kingdom Government, then I must say it displays a°
lack of the necessary flexibility a reluctance to face the facts and make a sober
appraisal of the real situation, which, for the United Kingdom, with its limited
territory and dense populetion, contains as many dangers as for certain other
countries —~~ and perhaps more.

In Mr, Ormsby-Gore's statement there was one other point which we cannot
overloock. He spoke of the thres flelds in which, in his view, it would be possible
and useful to bave detailed negotiations now. Now what are these fields? I ~ °
have here the record of yesterday's meeting. "The first field," said
Mr. Ormsby-Gore on page 27, "is that of control', and he went on to say what should
be understood by this field. (TNCD/PV,45) .

"Secondly,” he said, "the Soviet proposals on means of delivery imply, in logie,

a readiness to discuss and negotiate other possible proposals to reduce the

danger of surprise attack',.."  (Ibid. page 27) ‘

That is the second field. "
"The third field of possibdle negotiation,” Mr, Ormsby-Gore said, “which has boen
opened up by the Soviet espousal of proposals on means of delivery is tﬁekwhole
field of measures designed to build up international confidsncc."

(Ibid, page 28)
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These are the three fields in which the United Kingdom delegation believes
that detailed negotiations would be useful at the present time. The field of
conerete disarmement measures is, however, consplcuously absent from all the
filelds which Mr, Ormsby-Gore proposes for the conduct of detailed negotiations.

This is strange; but it seems to reflect the entire approach of the United Kingdom
delegation ~— and of some other Western delegations as well -- to our negotiations,

What we want is detailed negotiations on the concrete di sarmament programme
which we have on our desks, but the Western delegations are trying to induce us.to
study fields which have nothing whatsoever to do with the concrete programme of
disarmament measures, and they are side-tracking us from the drafting and discussion
of these concrete measures. We feel bound to express our regrets, and to connect
this with the general approach displayed by the Western dslegations during our
negotiations.,

What point have we reached, now that three weeks have passed since the Soviet
Union’submitted for the Committee's consideration new proposals on the basic
provisions of a treaty on general and complete disarmasment?

So far, the representatives of the Western Powers have not definitely made
known their attitude to these proposals as a whole. Moreover, they have resorted
to every device to avoid replying to important questions of principle put to them
by tpe delegations of the socialist States in comnmexion with the new Soviet
proposals, So far, we have not even received a reply to the guestions whether the
Western Powers are ready to accept the general purport of the measures for general
and complete disarmament envisaged in the new Soviet proposals, and what their
attitude is to the measures proposed by the Soviet Union for each stage, and for the
first stage in particular, .

Of all the provisions mentioned in the new Soviet proposals,the United Kingdam
delegation has expressed its view with some degrce of precision on one question
only -~ the question of the elimination of military bases on the territories of
other States: and in this case its vliew was negative, Hven less has bsen said by
the Canadian delegation, which merely referred td the procedure envisaged in the
Soviet proposals for studying certain problems; The French delegation, as I have
already said today, has not expressed itself with sufficient clarity even 5nia
question which was brought up on the initiative of France itself, the question of
the abolition of the means of Aclivering nuclear WoapénS. Since the resumption of
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the‘Committee's work, the Italian delegation has spoken more often than certain
other Wesfern delegations; but it 1s no secret that the Italian delegation elther
merely repeats the views of the United States of America on the main gquestions, or
refers to curious guestions such as whether the abolition of the general staffs of
Stetes is at variance with the Charter of the United Nations.

The United States delegation has dealt in 1ts statements with a number of
provisions in the new Soviet proposals -- the destruction of the means of
delivering nuclear weapons, the abolition of military bases on the territories of
other States, the withdrawal of forelgn troops from those territories, control
measures, time-limits and certain other questions.  But what of it? Whatever
points in the new Soviet programme the United States delégation refers to, it says
that ite attitude to those points is negative. The United States delegation does
not accept anything, it does not like anything, and nothing suits it.

And in these conditions the United States representaﬁive ig sbill trying to
convince us that the United States Government is interested in e positive solution
to the disarmament problem| Unfortunately, the whole course of action which the
United States Govérnment has pursued suggests the contrary.

If the United States Govermment really wanted disarmament, if it was intorested
in businesslike negotiations on this question, it would have taken the appropriate
constructive steps long asgo. Since the end of our first serles of meetings on
29 April, nearly two months have passed, and there has consequently been gquite
enough time in which fo prepare and submit constructive proposals on dissrmament
questions. (Apart from this, the United States delegation would have adopted -a*
very different attitude even in our Ffirst series of meetings, if the United States
Government had really been anxious to solve the disarmament problem, ) But nothing
of the kind has happened. The United States Government&heither prepared any new
proposals on disarmament in time for the Summit Conference, nor has it any such
proposals now,

Yesterday, Mr., Ormsby-Gore produced for our edification some statements by
N.S, Krushchev, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR. May I, too,
for his edification, read the latest statement by N.S., Khrushchev on questions
which are of direct concern to us?  Addressing the Third Congress of the Romanian
Workers! Party, N.S., Khrushchev, Chairman of the Councll of Ministers of the USSR,
spoke as follows: l
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"If the Western Powers had also had any positive plans, they could have
made fhem public at once, just as the Soviet Union published its new proposals

‘on disarmement questions, and they could thereby have shown the whole world
that thoy really had something to call their own when thoy went to Paris.

‘But from the Western shores,"

ineluding the shores of the United Kingdom — the reference to the United Kingdom,
Mr. Ormsgby-Gore, is my own insertion, and not Mr. Khrushchsv's --

"we do not seem to hear any reasénable propoéalse From the Western shores we
hear the same old tune which everyone is bored with, namely that the Soviet
Unlon's proposals on disarmament are propagaﬁda."

This is what Mr. Khrushchev said only the other day. Since Mr, Ormshy-Gore

reads Mr, Khrushchev'!s statements véry carefully and even quotes them to uws here,
I would ask him to make a note of this latest quotation also. ’

It is now clear to everyone that while the United Statcs Government was getting
ready to torpedo the Summit Conference and was busy taking fresh steps to intensify
the armaments race, the Soviet Government, which is sincerely striving to find ways
and meens of solving the most important international problecms, was seriously
engaged in working out a new plan of general and complete disarmament,

The Govermment of the Soviet Union thoroughly ~*udicd the results of the first
series of meetings of the Ten Nation Comittee and of the Committeels discussion of
the Soviet programme for gencral and complete disarmament submitted at the foué&eenth
session of the United Nations General Assembly in September 1959, The Soviet
Govérnment prepared a new plan of general and complete disarmament which takes the
views of the Western Powers into account on a number of important points. This new
plan was prepared for consideration at the Summit Conference, to which the Soviet
delogation went not with cmpty brief-cascs but supplied with concrete pfoﬁosals.
But when, as it turned out, the Summit Conference was wrecked, through the fault of
the United States,.and the new Soviet provosals could not therefore be discussed
there, the Soviet Govermment sent its new plan for general and complete.disarmament
to all the governments of the world and submitted it for the consideration of the
“Ten Natién Committee on Disarmament, In order to create the most favourable
conditions for achieving agrecment in this Committee as soon as possible on genoral
and complcte dlsarmement, the Soviet delegation explained in detail the bagic
features of the new Soviet plan and called upon the Western delegations to join it
in the task of working oit agreed basic provisions for a treaty on general and °

complete disarmement .
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And what were the reactions to that? Endless questions on matters of
secondary or even of third-rate importénoea And what sort of questions were
they? Ve were asked, for instance,(whether we had in mind the regular prncedure
for ratification of the treaty on general and complete dicarmament -- as though
we haq a treaty ready for ratification -- or some special procedure, what would be
the procedure for placing national police contingents at the disposal of the
Security Council to ensure the maintenance of‘peace after the compléticn of the
programme of general and complete disarmament —-- a programme we have not yet agreed
on even in principle —- and questions on many other things that have just as little
to do with the real substance of measurcs of general and complete disarmament and
with the kind of problems that this Committee should have been discussing now.

Who can fail to see that all thése questions have been put to us by the Western
delegations with the sole purposc of éreating the appearance of serious discussion
of the Soviet proposals without actually engaging in such discussion, thus
disguising the negative attitude of the United States and some of its allies to
the question of general and complete disarmament?

Nevertheless, the delegations of the socialist States, displaying the utmost
patience, have so far provided answers even to the Western delegations? specious
questions of the type to which I have just rceferred. We have answered over a
score of such questions and I believe that now there 1s not a single guestion
left to which the soéialist delogations have not given an.answer,

But we must face facts. The work of the Committée is not progressing and
the responsibility for this lics with the United States and the other Western
Powers. It was this that was clearly stated in the joint Press communique of
the five socialist delegations, issued on 22 June, and of course, not one of the
Westorn delegations was able to refute these facts ~- to deny what was stated in
the communiguc, i

Nevertheless this marking time by our Committce cannot go on for ever,
espeeially since it is growing increasingly obvious that certain circles in the
United States simply inbend to make use of the negotiations in our Committee as
a cover for their own pélicy, which has nothing to do with the task of reaching
agroement on general and complete disarmamnent . That is why we mist again repeat
our'question to the United States delegation: does the United States delegaﬁﬁpn
intend to give up its negative stand in this Committee and to turn to constructive

discussion of the new Sovieb proposals on the basic provisions of a treaty on

general and complete disarmament?
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To tﬂis guostion we have not so far had an intelligent reply, but we must hawve
a reply, and it cannot be delayed much longer, It is awaited not only by the
delegations of the socialist States in this Committée but by the peoples of the
whole world, who have a vital interest in the speediest possible solution of fhe
problem of genéral and complete disarmament, the absolute removal of the threat of

war, and the creation of a world without weapons; a world without war.

Mr, ORMSBY-GORE (United Kingdom): We have just listened to an important

statement by Mr; Zorin, and we shall naturally examine i% in groat detail, I anm

grateful to him for adding a quotation from Mr. Khrusirhes to the dossier which I
already keep -- although I am bound to tell Mr. Zorin that I cannot guarantee to
find all IMr. Khrushchev's statements equally valuable.

There were two points in Mr. Zorin's statement —- which, as I say, will néed
careful study -- which I would like to answer at once,

First of all, with regard to the question of forcign bases, I did not say that
I thought foreign bases had no significance; what I 4id say was that it scemed to
me that foreign bases had the same significance as bases on national territory.
Certainly in the context of military strategy and in the context of disarmament
that is the case,

Mr. Zorin also charged me with not giving a clear answer about the Soviet
proposals on nwans of delivery. He said he ceuld not understand from my statement
whother or not I accepted that all the means of delivery should be eliminated in
the first stage, I thought I had made it clear that I did not think it was _ .
realistic to suppose that all the means of delivery of nuclear wWeapons could be
climinated in the first stage., That is my“clear answer.,

In that comnexion, I would point out that in the Soviet plan of September 1959
all the mcans of delivery of nuclcar weapons are not in fact eliminated until the
last stage -~ and we have been told only this morning by the ropresentétivo of
Czechoslovakia that the plan of Scptembor 1959 put forward by the Soviet Union is
still vaiida Thercfore the elimination of moans of delivery in the final stage
is not wholly unancceptable to the Soviet Union either. But of course we can discuss
these matters in greater detail after we have examined the verbatim record. .

Finally, I would just like to say a few words about the speech we heard
earlicr this morning from fhe representative of Czechoslovakia, It was an examplo

of his not very skilful mental gymnastics which we have come to know rather well
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in this Committee. It is a speech which I personally will always treasure as an
examnle of its kind, But I really think it is not helpful to have words like
"hypocrite! used by representatives in this Committee, I do not suppose that

Mr, Nosek is very familiar with our procedure in a free parliament, but suéh a word
would not be allowed in Parliament in the United Kingdom and he would have been
asked to withdraw it, I do nbt think that charging the other side with hypocrisy
is going to help us’make progress 1n this Committee,

As regards the main burden of Mr. Nosek's speech, it was more or less a
repetition of what we have heard earlier.

I would just like to say once more that cur idea of balanced stages of
disarmement has been maintained now for a number of years, 'Mr. Nosek will find
that there was both nuclear and conventional disarmament at each of the different
stages of disarmament proposed in the Anglo~French plan of 1954, He will find the
same thing in the Anglo-French plan of 1956, He will find the same thing in the
Western proposals put forward in the Disarmament Sub-Committee in 1957, proposals
which he will recollect were overwhelmingly supported at the General Assembly of
the United Nations but which he and his colleagues voted against, He will find
preciseiy the same balance in all stages of the proposals put forward by
Mr, Selwyn Lloyd at the United Nations last year. He will find the same balance
in the proposals put forward by the five Western Powers on 16 March this year.,
Therefore a study of these documents, if he cared to make it, would indicate to
him what I mean by a balance of nuclear and conventional disarmament at each stage.

Now let us look for just one moment at the various positions which have been*
teken up by the Soviet Union and therefore by the Czechosluvak delegation.
Originally we had the proposal for the banning of all nuclear weapons, at a time
when of course the Soviet Union did not possess nuclear wéépons. That was put in
the first stage. Then later on -~ last year, 1959 -- we had the elimination of
nuclear weapons in the last stage, In the proposals put forward in June of this
year the elimination of all the means of delivery of nuclear weapons appears in
the first stage. I pointed out yesterday that when we have indicated that it is
some advance for the Soviet Union to suggest the final elimination of nuclear
weapons in the last stage of a disarmament process, it is not really a concession
for the Soviet Union then to put that provision in the first stage. I would have

thought that was quite clear,
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The attitude of the Govermment of Czechoslavakia on this is revealed to us
through the speeches of Mr. Nosek here, but I think it would be fair to say that
these chapges of position have been readily accepéable to the Czechoslovak
Government. After all, we know that the proposals submitted last September at
the United Nations General Assembly were proposals of the Soviet Union alone, and
we were told that the countries of the Warsew Pact )had met together to give a very
careful study to those proposals before they were submitted tn this Committee in
March, I am sure the Czechoslovak Government gave them very careful study and no
doubt made suggestions for their improvement, and so on, but it is nevertheless a
fact that when the proposals were presented to us here e7iry single comma and every
single word were proeisely the same as in the proposals put forward by the Soviet
Union in‘September 1959,

On 2 June the Soviet Union put forwsrd some new proposals, and, as I understand
it, these proposals alsn are totally acceptable to the Czechoslovak delegation,

A8 they do indicate a substantial shift in position, moving all conventional
digarmament from the first stage‘to the second stage and all nuclear disarmament
from the last stage to the first stage, I do think this indicates a certain lack
of consistency on the part of the Czechoslovak Government,

I do not intend to examine in detail Mr. Nosek's speech of this morning. I
thought that the insults in it were particularly unhelpful and the further
unsubstantiated charges were also simply‘ﬁ repetition of what he had said before,
I think it would really be best, if we are to make progress in this Committee,

to ignore in future the kind of speech to which we have had to listen this morning.

IMfr. MOCH (France) (translation from French): Mr, Ormsby-Gore's reactions
are the same as mine -~ so much so that I nearly refrained from speaking. First
of all, T will ignore the polemics in the last part of Mr., Zorin's statement this
morﬁing.' It was polemical, but quite proper as to form. I will ignore it. I'
merely assume that it foreshadows a rather virulent Press conference by the
spokesmen of the Soviet delegation; but that métters little to us and is outside
our subject,

Like Ifr. Ormsby-Gore, I think that Mr. Zorin's long statement this morning,
about three-quarters of which was directed against France, merits a thorough
examination. I shall study it with my staff, so as to be able to make a lucid

reply., But when Mr. Zorin puts questions to me and says I must answer "yes" or
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"noﬂ, I am justified in reminding him that never, since I have been asking him
questions, hos he answered me "yes" or "no", Never at any time! When has he
answered 'yes" or "no" to a question as specific as whether an adverse vote by
the Security Council would interrupt the running of the time-limits in the treaty;
or to the question whether the Soviet delegation agrees to control of remaining
oquipment; or to the question whether the control authorities can verify not only
the accuracy of declarations by governments, but also their honesty? We have
generally had intorposed replies by spokesmen, which, when re-read, increased
rather than dissipated the obscurity, but never "yes" or "no" for an answer.

There is one point in thé questions put by Mr. Zorin, on which Mr. Ormsby-Gore
replicd just now, and which I also noted that I must revert to at once in order to
shorten the statement I shall make next week in reply to the questions asked. it
is the problem of the link with foreign bases, That the Soviet Governmemwt should
seek political or military advantages in a negotiation of this kind, I can,understand,
though I do not share its point of view, That is its own affair. But that it
should try to prove to us that the quecstion of foreign bases is linked with that
of the abolition of vehicles for nuclear weapons is somcthing which our logiec
eannot accépt. Suppose, for instance, that thore are three bases near the Soviet-
Turkish frontier -- so as not to take any other country represented here. One of
these buases is an American basce on Turkish territory; it threatens Soviet Russia,
Mr. Zorin tells to us, The other is a Turkish base on Turkish territory; does
it not offer a similar threat to Soviet Russia if it is equipped with the same
weapons? The third is a Soviet base on Soviet territory ; does it not threaten ~
Turkish territory, just as the two precuding bases threaten Soviet territory?

Well then, what is the difference between those three bases as regards:
destruction of the vohicles for nuclear weapons? Why does the American base on
Turkish territory merit spceial treatment, which would not be applied to the
Turkish base on Turkish territory, or to the Soviet base on Soviet territory?

Thot is whit my mind, which is perhaps too‘logical, absolutely refuses to acccpts.

And whon the Prosident of the French Republic spoke of launching bases which must

be brought under control to reduce the danger, he envisaged all bases without any
exception, whether national bases or foreign bases on national territory. *
Thot is the answer I can give to that question by Mr. Zorin. | We do not see

what reasons of military technique mnke him isolate "foreign" bases,
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We can very well see the ulterior motives of a political or strateglic nature
which may be influencing him; He will excuse us for not having them.

I now come %o the third point., At one stage in his statement, 1f I understood
him correetly, Mr. Zorin told us that he was prepared to give serious study to the
problem of the destruction of vehicles and of means of control —- to my mind that
i1s the most encouraging part of the statement I have just heard -- and I answer him
that we too are prepared to do so. We are prepared to join you in a serious study
of the problem of the destruction of vehicles and means of controlling such
destruction, We cre prepared to show you that it is not realistic to carry this
out in some twolve to cighteen months. We are prepared to show you that there are
gaps in your text, and to ask you how, apart from the launching-ramps declared by
each of the governments accepting control, we shall be able, all together and by
agreement, to discover the clandestine ramps that could be built as and when the
orlginal ones arce declarsd, Similarly, we are prepared to study with you -- and
I say thls in all sincerity ~-~ the means of verifying stocks, and not only those
declared by each government, but also any clandestine stocks which might be
constitpﬁed. We are ready to study with you all that part of your plan which
relat@é to foetories and depots, but we are obliged to widen the problem and to
say that our study must deal not only with the factories declared to us by the

government acéepting control as being those in which rockets and other devices
have been manufactured hitherto, but also with factories in which it would be
possible to start monufacture of new dcvices to replace those that had been declared
and renderod useless, That is the kind of useful work which we should all do hexe
togathor, perhaps with the help of experts. And if you are resolved to take thgt
course, I shall be glad of this debate, because it will have contributed something
now, *

I should like to turn now to the remarks made ‘earlier by ow Czechoslovak
¢colleaguec,

I wished you, Mr. Chairman -~ but we did not understand each other -—- to allow
mo to excrclise my right to put o point of order during our colleague's statement.
I was not given an opportunity to speak, and Mr. Ormsby-Gore has just said what was
mgst importont, But I wish to confirm that if, on the communist side, the
Czoghoslovak delegation has boen put up to make insinuations and use disagreeable
or wounding exprossions, I shall not lend myself to this practice, for I think we

can, and should, conduct our discussions with good manners,
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I cannot accept that it should be said of any govermment on the Western
side ~- in this case it was the Government of the United States ~- that ite attitude
is two~faced,

| I cannot accept that it should be said that the poliey of any Government on

the Western side -~ again that of the United States -~ is a poliey of provocation;
thav it should be said that the Western Powers are lacking in goodwill with regard
to gen@ral and complete disarmament; that they wish to discredit the idea of
general and complete disarmament, as has been said; that the attitude of the
Western delegations is hypocritical —- the\word has been used; that they are
indulging in manoeuvres -— that word has also been used; +that this is typical of
their attitude -~ as has also been said; or, finally, that one of us "allegesﬁ,
when he says something,

For my part, I will not accept such behaviour,

I repeat:; we are here to do useful work and not to throw insults at each
other. I have never insulted anybody on the Eastern side, I ask the Czechoslovak
V representative to maintain towards us the restraint which, quite naturally, his

other colleagues maintain towards us and which we ourselves maintain towards them.

Mr, MEZINCESCU (Romania) (translation from French): I wish to make a

very brief comment or, rather, I wish to try to obtain from you, Mr, Chairman, in
your capacity as representative of Italy, an explanation which I think would be
useful for our discussion.

Just now, speaking of the statement made by the representative of
Czechoslovakia -- a statement which I made myself, as did other representatives
of the soclalist countries -- concerning the efforts at rapprochement made by
the socialist\countries in an attempt to come closer to the position of the
Western countries, you told the Committee that the concessions made by the
socialist countries were not concessions to the Western position, but concessions
to logic and good sense,

The point I should like you to explain, in your capacity as representative
of Italy, is whether you consider that the position of the Western countries }%
really totally irreconcilable with logic and good sense and whether that, in
your opinion, explains the faet that the Western countries do not budge from

t

their position,
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representative of Romania that I think this constant distortion of our words is

really a very bad method of discussion. What I just said was simply this: +the
Fastern delegations have often presented their new proposals to us as being
conesssions to our views, whereas, on the contrary, they were only a recognition
of certain undoubted truths -- of certain logiecal truths. That was all my words

meant,

Mr. NOSEX (Czechoslovakia): I shall, of course, study the statements
made here this morning by the representative of the United Kingdom and the
repregentative of France and I shall reply to them in due course, At the moment
I would just like to say that I did not insult anybody. It is surely the right
of all members of any international body to express their opinion and to make -
speeches in the way they think best,.

I would add only one remark with regard to the statement made by
Mr. Ormsby-Gore concerning the lack of consistency in the attitude of my
Government, I really do not understand what he wished to imply because every-
one in this Cqmmittee will recall that the socialist States were requested during
the earlier part of the negotiations of our Committee to meet the attitude of
the Western countries and to come forward with some new proposals, Now new
proposals have Eeen submitted by the socialist States ~- proposals which attempt
to meet the points of view and desires of the Western delegations, as has been
pointed out many times in this Committee. But Mr. Ormsby-Gors says that this

shows a lack of consistency in our attitude, I really cannot understand this.«

Mr, STELIE (United States of America): We have heard again today,
particularly from the Soviet representative, expressiong‘of impatience at the
rate of progress of our work. These expressions have been interlarded with
charges against the motives and intentions of the United States Government and
of the United States delegation., They have been mixed with the introduction into
our Conference here of essentially extraneous matters, such as responsibility for
the fallure of the Summit Conference. These charges and other matters are debated,
and may properly be debated, outside our Conference, but a debate on them here is
not calculated to assist us in making progress or to provide an atmosphere whieh

5 necessary for serious negotiation,
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We have heard an argument of curious logic, that because the Soviet
Government had its 2 June proposals ready for the Summit Conference the United
States Government should have }esponded immediately after the submission of these
proposals here with what it had prepared for the Summit Conference, This argument
seems to indicate that in the view of the Soviet Covernment and the Soviet
delegation the Soviet disarmament proposals of 2 June should have been considered
to have so little meaning that they would not in any way affect the proposals that
the United States Government may have had in mind, We have not regarded the
Soviet proposals of 2 June in this light. We have given them serious attention;
our Governmght has given them serious attention, - '

We have heard the repetition today of an essentially meaninglessﬂquestion by
, the répmesentative of the Soviet Union. He asked again, as I understood the
gimultaneous interpretation: when will the United States renounce its negative
attitude in this Conference? It is obvious that the United States cannot renounce
a negative attitude since it'does not have a negative attitude. The attitude of
the United States Government and of the United States delegation has been serious
and constructive in these negotiations, We believe that we have amply demonstrated

this in the past meetings of our Conference; we shall demonstrate it in the future.

Mr, TARABANOV (Bulgaria) (translation from French): I do not intend to
dwell on certain statements made today by the Western representatives, the only
purpose of which was apparently to attenuate the effect of various interventions.

I do not, for example, propose to deal with the statement that certain inter-
ventions were made solely to pave the way for press conferences, - Nor do I intend
to comment on the manmer in which the Western delegations evade questions, I shall,
however, make one comment -~ a first comment, since there are many to be made -~ on
a question iaised this morning by Mr, Moch, namely, thc difference between bases
belonging to the country on whose territory they ere situated and foreign bases,

At least one difference could be found -~ for there are many others of which
we have already spoken. We have been asked, for example, what is the difference
between a Turkish base on Turkish territory and an American base on Turkish
territory, To that qﬁestion it could be replied that if a base belonged to a
country that was master in its own territory and could exercise command over ié,t
there would not be incidents such as those which have been called the Ameriean
over-flights of the Soviet Union's air-space, and the Summit Conference would not

have been torpedoed,
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That is one consequence of establishing forelgn bases on the territory . of

other countries.,

The CHATRMAN (Italy) (translation from French): If no other member of.
the Committee wishes to speak, I will read out the draft communique, which is as

follows:
The forty-sixth meeting of the Conference of the Ten Nation Comﬁittee

on Disarmament was held at the Palals des Nations, Geneva, on 24 June 1960
under the chairmanship of the representative of Italy. )

IThe next meeting of the Conference will be held on Monday, 27 June 1960,
at 10,30 a.m."
Are there any comments?

The communique is approved.

The meeting rose at 1.5 p.m.




