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- AGENDA ITEM 8
Adoption of the agenda (continued)

FIRST REPORT OF THE GENERAL COMMITTEE
: (A/4520) (contmued)

1, ’l‘he PRESIDENT: The Assemply will take up this
afternoon the queslion of the allocation of the items
which it has decided to include in the agenda, that is,
the question to which Committee or to which forim
the various items should be referred for consideration
and report, I might perhaps remind the Assembly
again that for the moment we are not dealing with the

-merits or substance of the various items concerned,
and discussion of these items is therefore relevant
only to the extent to which it bears on the question of
the allocation of the items,

2. In its first report [A/4520], the Generai Committee
recommended twenty-four items for consideration
directly in plenarvy mestings. In addition to these,
I would dravw the attention of the Assembly to the three
draft resolutions submitted by the delegation of the
Soviet Union [A/L.311, A/L.312 and A/L.313], These

- three draft resolutions propose that three items which
the General Committee recommended should be dealt
with in the First Committee should be considered and
dealt with in plenary. First I shall ask the Assembly
to congider twenty=-four items recommended for cone
sideration in plenary. I will then ask the Assembly
to consider separately the three draft resolutions
submitted by the Soviet Union,

3. If there are no objections regarding the recom=
mendation of the General Committee for the alloca=
tion of the twenty-four items, I shall take it that the
Ass embly approves their alloc atmn toplenary meeting.

It was so decided,

‘4, The PRESIDENT: I now invite the General Assem=
bly to turn its attention to the Soviet draft resolution
fA/L.311}, which proposes the allocation to the plenary
Assembly of the item entitled "Disarmament and the
situation with regard to the fulfilment of Generul
Assembly resolution 1378 {XIV) of 20 November 1959
on the question of disarmament”. In connexion with
this draft resolution I call first onthe Chairman of the

Council of Ministers of the Union of Soviet Sociahst
Republics.
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5. Mr. KHRUSHCHEV, Chairman of the Counell of
Ministers of the Union of Soviet Scvialist Republics
(translated from Russian): We arz now determining
the items which require cousideration in plenary
meetings of the General Assembly. There is no more
significant question than that of disarmament. This
is the view of the peoples of the Soviet Union and of
all the countries of the socialist camp, the belief of
all peoples who sincerely seek to ensure a stable
peace on earth. We therefore consider it essential
that the disarmament question should be discussed
precisely in plenary meeting in order that this issue,
which is a source of concern to all peoples, may 0c=
cupy the most prominent place in the work of this
Agsembly.,

6, The General Assembly, as the highest organ of
the United Nations, was set up not only to deal with
the various disputes which may arise af any time be-
tween States, but prmarily to resolve the 1mportant
problems involved in ensuring peace.

7.. In the world of today, disarmament is the cardinal
problem, and its solution is the key to the attainment
of a stable peace. No issue, whatever its importance,
is comparable with it, for what is at stake is whether
or not there is to be another world war. War can be

ruled out only if agreement on disarmament is reached

among States and if disarmament is carried outunder

the strictest international conirol so that no State

could secretly rearm itself and again threaten other
States.

8. The Soviet delegation has already put forward
this item as one which should be given urgent and
priority consideration in plenary meeting. Today we
appeal to all representatives to recognize the full
gravity and urgency cf this matter,

9. Of course, if we were to view the disarmament
problem in the manner suggested by Mr. Lodge, who
said that since the General Assembly had seventy-nine
items on its agenda, it was impossible to deal with
the disarmament problem, if we were to take this
approach to the work of the United Natiéns and to
adopt this interpretation of its main purpose, we would
virtually be condemning the United Nations to failure.
In such an event this Organization would be incapable
of discharging the main tagk entrusted to it.

10, This’ chief responsibility of the United Nations '

- i8 to ensure peace, and one of the main problems in

the tagk of ensuring peace is the achievement of an
agreement on disarmament and on the destruction of
armaments under strict international control. This is
gsometking we must all clearly understand, for what
is at issue is the fate of the world and the des*inies
‘of peoples.

11, The course of acﬁonwhichthe GeneralCommittee
now proposes has been iried for many years, For how
many years have different commisgions and commit-
tees been discusging the disarmament question, but
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how much have they done tc bring about a practical
solution of the problem? Little, very little~~one might
say that they have done nothing. The Soviet Govern=-
ment therefore hopes that all Stateswill atlast recog=

nize the responsibility which rests with them, will -
recognize the full importance of the disarmament

problem and will debate it in plenary mestings.

12, I the disarmament question is to be pushed aside
once more, as it has been until now, there is a danger
that events will take the same course they did in the
days of the League of Nations before the Second World
“War, Mr, Nehru, the Prime Minister of India, made
this point very convincingly in his statement at the
present session [882nd meeting]. There is a danger
that the United Nations will get into the same rut in
which the League of Nations cart dragged along where
the disarmament issue was concerned, We must there~-
fore make special efforts to extricate the Organiza=
tion's wheels from this deep rut and set them on a
path which will ensure agreement on disarmament.

13. I should like to impress upon my fellow repre-
sentatives that a very complex sgituation is now de-
veloping, Some minor and time~consuming questions
are being discussed, but each day more and more
weapons are being piled up, each day there are new
acts of provocation, which do not ~implify but com=
plicate the solution of the disarmament problem, which
heighten tension, aggravate the "cold war® and intensify
the arms race.

14, It is hard to convince people who thirstfor peace
and, consequently, for a solution to all issues which
will ensure peace that the General Assembly has no
time to discuss so vital a question as general and
complete disarmament. Remember how much time
was spent on discussing whether the Chiang Kai-ghek
puppet should be kept in the United Nations, although
- it is abundantly clear to all sensible‘people that the
legitimate rights of the People's Republic of China,
whose Government represents the entire Chinese peo~
ple, should long since have been restored. For how
many years in succession has this question been
discussed, how many days have been spent on it at
each session of the General Assembly? Those chiefly
responsible for the failure thus far to restore the
legitimate rights of China in the United Naticns are
the United States of America and its allies in military
blocs.

15. The representatives of the Western Powers do
not haye time to discuss the disarmament problem,
but they do not grudge time on efforts to maintain
international tension and prevent the normalization
of relations between States, They are creating, through
their actions, a situation which will make it impossi=
ble to reach agreement on disarmament in the future
either, The United States Government continues to
follow the Dulles policy of "brinkmanship®”, but we
all know how easy it is to fall from a brink, in which
case we may be faced with the outbreak of a world
war that would bring untold suffering to mankind,

16. Take other items of the same kind which have
also been discussed in the United Nations for a num=
ber of years without producing anythingbutabad odour
and a poisoning of the international atmosphere. I am
thinking of the "question of Hungary" and the "ques-
tion of Tibet", and other such questions hunted up by
the past masters of provocation in the Urited States.
They make every effort to focus the attention of the

United Nations on these items and thus to distract it
from the really important and urgent world problems,
It is clear to all, however, that items of this kind are
not intendea to reduce world tension but, on the conw

trary, contain the seeds of discord and hostility, and

force international tension to a higher pitch. In this
way, certain circles seek to prolong the "cold war",
It is time everyone realized the gravity of the present
situation.

17. The fact that most of the Heads of State and
Government who came to the General Assembly have
already returned home and others are preparing to
do 30 shows that they obviously have no confidence
in the current session of the General Assembly and
do not expect it to come to close grips with such vital
issues as that of general and complete disarmament,

18. Bui this state of affairs can be rectiﬁed since
modern means of transportation make it posmble to
return just as quickly as one flies away. I am con=
vinced that if the disarmament question were to be
put forward for serious discussion in plenary meet-
ings of the Assembly and if special and exceptional
importance were to be attached to it, those Heads of
State and Covernment who have already left might
well return ic the Assembly, and, what is more, the
Heads of State and Government who didnot participate
in the first part of this session's work might also
take their places here.

19. The problem might also be resolved in another
way. I have already discussed this in conversationg
with Mr. Macmillan, the Prime Minister of the United
Kingdom, with other statesmen, and also at a press
conference with the United Nations Correspondents'
Association. It may be advisable to consider the ques=
tion of general and complete disarmament at 2 special
session of the General Assembiy.

20. At present, owing tc the preparations for the
presidential election in the United States, we are
faced with a situation in which the United States Gove
ernment does not apparently intend to assume any
important new obligations. Without the constructive
participation of the United States, however, it will be
impossible to reach an agreement on disarmament in
the General Assembly.

21. A special sesgion of the General Assembly might
be convened, for example, in March-April of next
year, and the propogal might be made to all countries
that their delegations to this session should be led
by Heads of State or Heads of Government, Everything
must be done to ensure thatanagreement on disarma=
ment is reached af the special session of the General
Assembly and that each country makes its vital con=
tribution fo the common cause of achieving an agree=
ment on disarmament and on the safeguarding of peace
throughout the world, I believe that all people who
aspire to peace and friendship among peoples would
welcome a decision to convene a Special session of
the United Nations General Assembly.

22, I should also like to repeat that it would be de=
sirable to convene this sessionin Europe, for example,
at Geneva, since most of the countries represented in
the United Nations gravitate geograplﬁcally towards
Europe. The session could be held in Moscow or
Leningrad, and in that case we would do our utmost
to create suitable conditions for the norinal work of
the General Assembly session and for &1l representa-
tives who attend it,
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23, Hence, the Soviet delegation would emphasize
the need to discuss the question of general and com=
plete disarmament in plenary meetings of the General
Assembly with the participation of Heads of Govern-
ment. If, for some reason, it proves impossible at
this session to discuss the problem fully and reach
an agreement, at least on the main principles, the
Soviet Government considers that it will benecessary
to convene a special session of the General Assem?lly
with one item on its agenda: general and complete
disarmament,

24, I appeal to representatives totake full cognizance
of the great responsibility wiich rests with the United
Nations for the solution of so important a problem as

- disarmament, The peoples of the entire world expect
the United Nations at long last to pave the way for a
solution of this urgent and crucial issue of general
and complete disarmament.

25, Mr. GREEN (Canada): I do not need to remind
this Assembly that disarmament is the mostimportant
question facing us. In that regard I agree with the
statement to that effect made by Premier Khrushchev.
Nor do I need to emphasize my couniry's serious con=
cern for the earhest possible solution tothis pressing
problem.

26, Canada's nearest neighbours ar'e the United States
on the south and the Soviet Uniontothe north, In other
words, we happen to livebetweén the twonations which
would be the main protagonists in a nuclear war. We
are directly and vitally affected by any increase in
world tension.

27, In these condltions, it will be easi.ly understood
by all delegations that Canada is snxious to see a
thorough discussion of all the disarmament items on
the agenda. Chairman Khrushchev said inhis remarks
that the representatives of the western Powers did
not find time for the discussion of the disarmament
problem, That, I suggest, is not anaccurate statement
‘of the situation today. I believe that everynation in the
world is anxious fo see the problem of disarmament
discussed,

28, The immediate purpose of the General Assembly
today, however, is not to enter upon a substantive
discussion of disarmament, but to consider the pro-
cedural question raised in the draft resolution sub-
mitted by the Soviet delegation. We are dealing with
the question of how discussions on disarmament are

to be undertaken during the present session, not at .

an emergency session that may or may not be called
next year. The question ig that of how we are to deal
with disarmament at this present session.

29, The Soviet Union is proposing that the General
Assembly should decide to allocate to plenary meet=
ings only the Soviet item on disarmament, the item
which reads, "Disarmament and the situation with
regard to the fulfilment of General Asgsembly resclu=
tion 1378 (XIV) of 20 November 1959 on the ¢uestion
of disarmament®. The effect of the proposal nownade
by the Soviet Union would be to change the allocation
of this particular item which was recommended by
the General Committee, after a thorough discussion
and by a very decisive majority, for consideraticn in
the First Committee. We kelieve that recommendatmn
to be a correct one.

30. In the discussion iu the General Committee, and
earlier in the meetings of the Disarmament Commig~-
sion which took place in mid-August, the Canadian

delegation drew attention to the basic truthe~and I
point out today that this is the basic truth--that if
the deadlock in disarmament is to be ended, nego~-
tiations must be resumed or new regotiations mustbe
undertaken, The key to the situation is negotiatiag,
and I suggest that it is the main task of the General
Assembly at its fifteenth session to bring about nego-
tiations, not just speeches, but negotlatlons on the
questmn of disarmament.

31. The practical way to bring about a resumption
of negofiations is by considering all the various dig-
armament items in the First Committee, We all know
that discussions in a Committee are more informal
than debates in plenary session. We know that ideas
can be more easily exchanged, that questions can be
asked and that answers can be given spontaneously,
The whole atmosphere in the Committee is more con=
ducive to real agreement.

32. Moreover, a.debate on disarmament in plenary
session would merely be a repetition of the general
debate, which has been underway for nearly three
weeks. Practicaliy every speaker in that general de-
bate has dealt with the guestion of disarmament, What
useful purpose would it serve to begin another general
debate afier we complete the one whichhasbeein going
on for the last three weeks? :

33. It is interesting to recall that sne of the main
arguments used in the General Committee in support
of allocating this item to the plenary meetings was
that Heads of State would be taking part and that it
would be inappropriate for them to do so‘in the First
Committee, Why they should not appear in‘the First
Committee, I cannot say, but this was one of thé argu=
ments used. It was never a valid contention, and it
certainly is meaningless now, with the last Heads of
State departing, I venture to predict that by the end
of this week there will be so few Heads of State in
New York that one will be able to count then: on the
fingers of one hand. When the First Committee has
dealt with disarmament and when the réport of that
First Commiitee goes back to the plenary meetings
of ¢he Generai Assembly, then the Heads of State can
return here, if they so wish, and debate the submis=-

- sions of the First Committee onthat item on the ques=~

tion of disarmament,

34. It should also be remembered that the Sovietitem
is not the only item dealing with disarmament, Chair- -
man Khrushchev today mentioned no other item at
all on disarmament as being on the agenda, but his
item is not the only one. Yet here an attempt is being
made to single it out, and it alone, for discussion in
plenary meeting, leaving the others to the First Com=
mittee, Each one of those other items on disarmament
is of equal importance.

35. For example, the report from the United Nations
Disarmament Commission [A/4463] is on the agenda,
and it contains a resolution unanimously adopted by
the Commission less than two months ago. It is not
a case of a resolution adopted a year ago. This unani= -
mous resolution of the Disarmament Commissionwas
adopted less than two months ago and after a first=
class digcussion that lasted for three days. One para=
graph in that resolution adopted by the Disarmament
Commission in August goes to the very heart of the
problem now facing us in dlsa.rmament. The paragraph
to which I rafer reads as follows

?The Disarmament Commission
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#2, Considers it necessary and recommends that,
in view of the urgency of the problem, continued ef-
forts be made for the earliest possible continuation
of international negotiations toachieve a constructive
sglution of the question of general and complete
df{sarmament under effective international control;"

' That is the key to the problem we are facing today.

36. A third item connected with disarmament has
been submitted by India, and this deals with the sus=-
pension of nuclear and thermo-nuclear tests. Cer=
tainly to all non~nuclear nations, including Canada,
this item is of great importance., Our stand has been
that there should be no more such tests.

37. A fourth disarmament item,coming from Ireland,
calls for the prevention of the wider dissemination
of nuclear weapons. The aspect of the disarmament
problem raised by that item has great urgency, for if
an agreement on disarmament is not reached at an
early date, it just may be too late to stop the spread
of such weapons,

38. It is our view that all four disarmament items,
including the Soviet item, should be dealt with in the
First Committee and should be the¢ first business of
that Committee. There is no6 reason why these dis=
cussions on disarmament should not start later in
this present week.

39. Whether the four items are brought together
under a single heading and discussed as a unit, or
whether they remain separate items, I presume that
some latitude would be aliowed in the discussion.I am
sure that tat will ke the case because of the fact that
the chairman of the First Committee is Sir Claude
Corea, representative of Ceylon. For example, we
presume that a representative discussing the report
of the Disarmament Commission would not be ruled
out -of order if he were to express his Government's
concern regarding nuclear tesis, In any event, those
four items are closely related and their separation,
at least for purposes of discussion, would be highly
artificial even though each item would probabiy give
rise to a separate resolution, as has happenedin other
years. What would be the sense of discussing the
Soviet item on disarmament in plenary session and
discussing the other three items on disarmament in
the First Committee?

40, Canada today is particularly interested infollow=
ing up the resolution of the Disarmament Commission
which urged the earliest possible continuation of inter-
national negotiations on disarmament, As a member
of the Ten-Nation Committee on Disarmament, we
kizow that considerable progress was made during the
meetings of that Committee. This is a fact which has
not been generally recognized. However, it is clearly
evident from a comparison of the original disarmas-
ment plans submitted in March by the two sides with
those brought forward in June, The revised plan of
2ach side clearly reflected an effort tomeetthe views
of the other and brought the two sides appreciably
closer to agreement on many points. The progress
made in that Ten=-Nation Committee should not be
thrown away. -

41, This debate is no time for recriminations and
I do not intend to stir up any trouble, but I do point
out that I have never been able to understand why the
Eastern side in that Ten-Nation Committee saw fit

to walk out of the negotiations just as the revised
Western plan was about to be tabled. This, I submit,
was a great mistake and a very unwise action.

42. In the course of the general debate here a number
of suggestions have been made for improving the work
of the Disarmament Committes; and, of course, the
work of the Ten=Nation Committee was not perfect,
Canada, for example, put forward the idea of provid=
ing a neutral Chairman from the United Nations and
we believe that other nations could very well be in=
vited to assist with disarmament studies. Surely the
First Committee is the proper place to discuss all
such suggestions; and I know that other nations have
equally worthwhile suggestions to make, Every nation
represented in the Assembly stands to gain by dis-
armament, and that is particularly true of the non-
nuclear Powers. The very fact that the non~nuclear
Powers cannot defend themselves against the nuclear
Powers makes disarmament a matter of lifeand death
for them. Their situation in the world today is in-
tolerable, They have a special contribution to make
in the discussion of this problem of disarmament,
I suggest that contributions can now best be made in
the deliberations of the First Committee as that Com=
mittee addresses itself tothe immediate task of finding
a way for the resumption of disarmamentnegotiations.

43, There are so many constructive, worthwhile
things to do in the world today, so much development
required in every nation of the world, somany peace=
time probiems to solve, There is plenty of work of
that kind to keep all nations busy, both large and
small, without spending so much energy and wasting
such vast resources on preparations for a nuclear
war., The key to unlock the door to this happier age
is disarmament, and for disarmament, negotiating is
essential. I suggest that today there is no other road
to tne relaxation of world tension.

44, Mr, WADSWORTH (United States rof Amerlca)
The United States supports the allocation of theSoviet
item on disarmament o the First Committee and op~
poses its allocation to plenary session, We do s0 be=
cause we think that disarmament is a complex subject
requiring serious consideration, and not a subject to
be exploited for propaganda purposes.

45, Last year the General Assembly adopted unani=
mously a-resolution on disarmament [1378 (XIV)],
expressing its hope that measures leading towards
the goal of general and complete disarmament under
effective international control would be worked out in
detail and agreed upon in the shortest possible time.
This resolution was originally negotiated between the
delegations of the United States and the USSR, and the
United States promptly declared proposals to seek to
implement it,

46. The discussions on ways to brmg about balanced
and contrellied disarmament measures were started
in February in the meeting of the Ten=Nation Com=
mittee on Disarmament in Geneva. These continued
until 27 June, when the USSR and its side valked out
of the negotiations. And they walked out immediately
after being informed by the United States representa-
tive that new Western proposals were about to be .
presented=-in other words, when they had to face con~
crete proposals. There is no other way todescribe it.

47, This was not a particularly new tactic, This was
not the first, but the second time in the course of two
negotiations that the USSR walked out of disarmament
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talks in order to avoid discussing Western disarmz-
ment proposals, * 1957, in London, Mr, Zorin, the
same representa.. ¢ who walked out in 1960, in
Geneva, also walked out of the Uuited Nations Sube
Committee of the Disarmament Commisgion within
hours after new Western proposals were submitted.
This year he did not even wait to see them.

A8, A few moments ago Chairman Khrushchev said:

"At present, owing to the preparations for the

presidential election in the United States, we are

- faced with a situation in which the United States
Government does not apparently intend to assume
any important new obligations., Withoutthe construc~
tive participation of the United States, however, it
will be impossible to reach an agreement on dis-
armament in the General Assembly,”

49, The United States has been ready ever since
27 June when the meetings of the Ten~Nation Com~
mittee at Geneva were broken off, to resume those
negotiations, It was not the United States that walked
out. We are prepared to go back to the negotiating
table today, elections or no elections.

50, Now, this same United States proposal to pare
ticipate honestly in disarmament discussions was
carried into the Disarmament .Commission of the
United Nations, a Commisgion in which all United
Nations Members have a chance to state their views.
That happened this summer--when the USSR threatened
in a written communication to refuse to attend a ses-
sion called to consider the serious situatica created
by the breakdown of the ten=nation Geneva talks. But
now Chairman Khrushcheyv tells us that he wants .sub=
stantive discussicn of disarmament postponed perhaps
to a special session of the General Assembly which
would be called to deal with the subject in the spring.
Apparently the plenary discussion which he is urging
today would lead only to that.

51, There is only one conclusion to be drawn from
these developments. When there is an opportunity to
make big speeches and propose grandiose schemes
for disarmament, the USSR is for it; when there is a
necegsity to face the realistic negotiation of disarma=
ment agreements, in detail and with the systems of
impartial inspection which such agreements would
entail, the USSR walks away from it, We hope we are
wrong, but our experience has not been encouraging.

52, The problem before us is in no way a problem
of an appropriate forum, There is no magic in a
plenary discussion, There is no magic in a special
session of the General Assembly. There is only the
question of the will and the desire of the parties to
negotiate honestly and equitably in the interests of
the lives of us all. That will and that desire will be
truly tested, not in speeches from this rostrum, but
in real negotiations. For our part, we are, as I have
said, ready to negotiate now. We support the full=
membership Disarmament Commissiona Commig=
sion established, incidentally, at Soviet initiative~~as
the forum for the expression of the views of all United
Nations Members and for the full consideration of
this- subject. We asked that it should meet this sum=
mer. We are prepared for it to meet again, We are
also ready to return to the Ten-Nation Committee in
.Bpite of the walk-out and to resume serious negotia-
tions there, We are ready: let the USSR respond.

53. But here and now we are about to decide on how
the General Assembly, at its fifteenth session, will

-

undertake its work on disarmament; we are not at -
this point in our debate deciding what should be done

next, The United States has always recognized and

shared the deep and proper concern of all United

Nations Miembers in this important subject, Eachyear

we have supported a comprehensive discussion of

this issue in the General Agsembly, It was in fact here

that, fifteen years ago, the United States=~then the sole

possessor of atomic powers=offered to turnthat power

over to international control, only to have that offer

rejected by the USSR, with such tragic consequences,

Accordingly, and in the same spirit, we look forward.
again this year to a full discussion of disarmament,

not just to a succession of speeches.

54. We urge that the Soviet item be allocated to the
First Committee, the major political Committee of
the General Assembly, where it may be given, along
with other disarmament items, serious and detailed
consideration, Only a workmanlike approach will offer
hope for real progress. :

55. We are ready to discuss disarmament now, and
there is no reason to avoid this subject, as the USSR
seems to wish to do. We do not believe that the Soviet
request to have this item assigned to discussion in
plenary meetings is made in the interests of dis~
armament, We believe it is made in the interests of
turning what should be a serious discussion into a
table=thumping propaganda spectacle.

56. We shall vote against the Soviet proposal, and

" we hope that the Assembly will do likewise and that

we can subsequently proceed promptly and soberly to
discuss this serious problem. in the First Cormittee,
where it belongs.,

57. Mr. DAVID (Czechoslovakia) (tramslated from
Russian): The Czechoslovak delegation fully supports
the proposal that the disarmament question should be
considered directly in plenary meetings of the General
Assembly and notably with the participation of the
leading statesmen of a number of States Members of
the United Nations. This measure is necessary owing
to the serious situation that has arisen this year in
connexion with the disarmament discussions and tothe
urgent demand that this situation should be remedied
by decisive measures taken with the full weight of
authority.

58, The important question of disarmament must not
be approached in a routine manner, nor should it be
referred {o a Committee for consideration, as has
been suggested by the representatives of the United
States and Canada who spoke before me, This question

'is the most important item on the agenda of the fif=-

teenth session.

59, At its last session, the General Assembly took
an important step in unanimously adopting a resolution
[1378 (XIV)] which termed the question of general and
complete disarmament under effective international
confrol the most important problem facing the con=
temporary world and which called upon Governments
to make every effort to achieve its constructive solu-
tion.

60. World public opinion trusts that the unanimity
displayed in the adoption of the resolution on general
and complete disarmament will mark a turning=point
in the hitherto unsuccessful discussions on disarma=-
ment, Unfortunately, that has not yet happened.

61. We take the position that the highest forum, the
General Assembly in plenary session, should examine



A X i A R B e RSN AN 5 B £ B bt B S i - g

634

General Assembly - Fifteenth Session - Plenary Meetings

the situation that developed in the course of the work
of the Ten-Nation Commitiee on Disarmament. The
representatives of the United States and Canada made
reference in their statements to the situation in the
Ten=Nation Committee at Geneva. As we know, two
completely opposed approaches to the solution of the
disarmament problem emerged during the Commit~
tee's discussion of this question. Thc delegations of
the socialist States, on the one hand, being guided
threoughout by the resolution adopted by the General
Assembly at its fourteenth session, did everything
in their power to achieve, without undue delay, real
progress towards a solution of the problem of general
and complete disarmament under effective inter=
national control. The Western Powers, on the other
hand, frustrated any fruitful consideration of the prob-
lem of general and complete disarmament and, in
defiance of the spirit and the letter of the resolution,
endeavoured to limit the discussion to control without
disarmament. The proposals they put forward dealt
essentially with matters of control, and their adoption
would have resulted in the institution cf control over
armaments and the legalization of espionage on a
world-wide scale. The delegations of the socialist
countries would not take part in deluding the world
community ‘and after all possibilities had been ex-
hausted they diseontinued their participation in the
C mmittee's fruitless discussions.

62, In the light of these developments, it rests with
the General Assembly, the supreme organ of the United
Nations, to undertake a responsible examination of
the situation. The General Assembly's responsibility
in the matter is particularly great, for the Western
Powers are clearly retreating from the very idea of
general and complete disarmament. How else can one
account for the fact that neither the President of the
United States nor the Prime Minister of the United
Kingdom fouund it necessary to refer in their state-
ments in this forum to the important resolutiorn on
general and complete disarmament?

63. The Czechoslovak delegation is convinced that a
suitable basis on which the General Assembly should
rely in its consideration of the disarmament question
is offered in the proposal, "Basic provisions of a
treaty ongeneral and complete disarmament® [A/4505],
which was submitted here on 23 September 1960 by
Mr, Khrushchev, Chairman of the Council of Ministers
of the USSR, and in which the USSR Government makes
a further effort to meet certain points raised by the
Western Powers.

64. Hence the allocation of the disarmament gues=
tion directly to the plenary meetings of the General
Assembly could lead to a solution of the main aspects
of the disarmament problem and to the formulation of
the necessarybold and far-reaching specific directives
for future discussions, including an agreement on the
composition of a new body to examine the disarma=
ment question. From a practical point of view, this
would gain time, for it would prevent a double con=
sideration of the mailer, once in the First Commitm
tee and again in the plenary meetings of the General
Assembly.

65. The view of those delegations which Spoke in the
General Committee against the question being dis-
cussed in plenary can be accounted for solely by the
fact that their countries little understand the need to
create the most suitable conditions for the considera=
tion of the problem of general and complete disarmas

ment, and are not interested in seeing any progress
made in the matter.

66, On the one hand, they reject the sound proposal
that disarmament, as a problem of extraordinary im-
portance, should be discussed in the plenary meetings
of the General Assembly; on the other,however, these
same delegations have seen to it that the plenary
should waste time on the consideration of such non-
existent problems as the "question of Hungary" or
the "question of Tibet",

67. Provocative proposals of this kind have been
foisted on the General Assembly by the United States
and its supporters in order to divert the Assembly
from its real business and, instead, stir up the cold
war and heighten tensions in the relatlons between
States. Use of the General Agsembly plenary meetings
as a platform for spreading siander and launching
attacks upon the socialist States does great harm to
the authority and prestige of the General Assembly,
and of the United Nations as a whole,

68. We hope that the delegations present here will
display as of now=from the very outset of our worke
sufficient good will and understanding to enable the
General Assembly at this session to make an impor=
tant contribution towards a solution of the problem of
general and complete disarmament which so profound=
ly affects the vital interests of all mankind. The USSR
proposal ig a first step in this direction. Consequent=
ly, the Czechoslovak delegation fully supports this
proposal.

69. The Czechoslovak delegation also supports the
proposal just made by Mr., Khrushchev, Chairman
of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, regarding
the convocation of a special session of the General
Asgembly in March or April of next year. If for any
reason it shoul.d prove imposgible to discuss the dis-
armament problem fully and achieve an agreement at
this session, the convening of a special sessionwould,
in our view, be essential.

70. Mr, LUKANOYV (Bulgaria) (translated from Rus-
sian): The delegation of the People's Republic of
Bulgaria whole~heartedly supports the proposal of
the delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics that, in view of the non~fulfilment of last year's
resolution, the question of general and complete dis=
armament should be examined in plenary meeting at
this session of the General Assembly.

71. The agenda of the fifteenth session contains no
more important item than that of general and complete
disarmament, which represents the best and fullest
safeguard against a third world war. All speakers in
the Assembly have recognized that, in the present
state of armaments, war would be a disaster for all
mankind and would result in the annihilation of entire
nations and peoplese The prevention of a third world
war is, indeed, u.c cardinal task ofthe United Nations.
It was for that purpose that the Organization was
founded and it is for that purpose that it exists today,
That is why there is, in fact, no more urgent item
on the agenda than that of disarmament. It is natural
that the most important items on the agenda should
be examined in plenary meeting. By this means the
Asgsembly not only underscores the significance of an
issue, and its own attitude towards it, but enables the
most authoritative representatives of Member Staies
to take part in the debates and in the adoption of de=-
cisions; it also ensures that the deliberations on the
issue will enjoy the widest possible publicity.
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72, The arguments we have heard against allocating
the disarmament question to plenary meetings do not
gtand up to criticism. Some have claimed that the
General Assembly does not have sufficient time to
glve serious consideration to an item of this nature,
It should be pointed out that this argument, if it can
be called an argument at all, is usually put forward
by those who, with a zeal worthy of a better cause,
defend the wasting. of time on plenary discussion of
such fictitious issues as the so=called questions. of
Tibet and Hungary. It has also been said that con=
pideration of the question of general and complete
disarmament in plenary meeting would be contrary
to the established practice. We !mow, however, that
eleven years ago the General Assembly itself decided
[resolution 362 (IV)] that the most important items
on the agenda should, as a ruile, be discussed in ple=
nary meeting, precisely in view of their importance
and the need to give them wide publicity. Another
fallacions argument put forward is that discussion in
plenary meeting would open the way to propaganda
and that, since propaganda has no place in matters
of general and complete disarmament, we should pass
ags quickly as possible from words to deeds. No one
could possibly dispute that it is indeed high fime to

turn from words to deeds. But the form we want the

deeds to take is general and complete disarmament,
and everything points to the fact that,althougha reso=
Iution was adopted on the questicn last year, it is still
necessary to make it clear thatthis resolutionis quite
unambiguous and requires no interpretation what=
soever, It is strange and, to my mind, discreditable
to hear statements against propaganda for general and
complete disarmament from statesmen who venture
from this rostrum to put forward the notion that the
West German militarists and revanchisis have now
become gentle lambg. Rex ently, some representatives
of Western States have tried, in discussing disarmam
ment, to depict propaganda da as something harmful and
bad, There is harmful propaganda; it includes the
propaganda in favour of Hitler's successors we have
just mentioned, and the propaganda against the Peom=
ple's Republic of China carried on here by those who
occupy Chinese territory. As to propaganda for dis
armament, for a world without armaments, for lagting
world peace and co-operation among all peoples, ire=
respective of the colour of their skin, irrespective
of their beliefs or their social system~=this is useful
prepaganda, and it can, like all sound ideas, become
a2 material force capable of presenting a serious ob=
stacle to those with a predilection for militaryadven=
tures. Genuine advocates of peace need have no fear
of such propaganda. In the present instance, indeed,
the General Assembly has not only a duty but an ef-
fective opportunity to bring about practical progress
in disarmament and to end the current deadlock in
the matter.

73. Of course, the General Asgsembly will not go into
the details of the implementation of general and coms
plete disarmament. But it can and must pronounce
on the main lines of a future freaty on general and
complete disarmament. It must give directives to any
future working organ which might ke called upon to
draft such a treaty. We cannot but agree with what the
'Prime Minister of Cuba said [872nd wmoeting] quite
rightly when he pointed cut in the Asseiibly that the
Government of the Soviet Union has proposed a draft
treaty on general and complete disarmament and that
no other Government and no other delegation in the

United Nations hag so far proposed a better cne. The
basic provisions of the Soviet draft treaty should be
debated in plenary meetings of the General Assembly
so that a start could then be made on working out the
details of the treaty itself, But this is the very thing

‘the Western States, headed by the United States of

America, do not want, Those who do not want dis=
armament do not want to discuss it seriously either.

74. Consideration of the problem of general and com=
plete disarmament in plenary meeting is particular-
ly essential in view of the need to analyse here the
reasons why last year's resolution on general and
complete disarmament has hung fire, We cannot agree
that the only action we can take on questions of dis-
armament and peace at sessions of the General As-
sembly is to express pious hopes. At this session it
has become clearer than ever thatnotall Governments
will accept general and complete disarmament of
their own free will., Evidently, some of them will be
forced to agree -to it by reason of the moral and ma~
terial superiority of the peace~loving forces in the
world, How can we pretend, for example, not to be
aware of the vast difference between the stand on
general and complete disarmament taken by the USSR
and the other socialist countries, on the onehand, and
that taken by the United States of America and its
principal allies, on the other? How can we shut our
eyes to the fact that one side proposes disarmament
under effective control, while the other, maintaining
complete silence on last year's resolution, insists on
the so=called inspection of armaments? Even a pri-
mary schooichild could teil you that such inspection
could continue for one year, two years, ten years,
twenty years, or more, and that during this period
the armaments being inspected could quietly be piling
up and increasing. Is it not easy to see.threough the
Western leaders' "agreement" to disarm in the field
of space vehicles, that is, to give up something in
which they lag hopelessly behind? Is this what last
year's General Assembly resolution on general and
complete disarmament had in mind?

75. Those really responsible for the present failure
of the disarmament negotiations=-the United States
of America and its allies—are now trying to sell
throughout the world, and at the current session of
the General Assembly, some disarmament "plan® of
theirs, which the socialist countries have ailegedly
declined to examine. We need only look, however, at
what is envisaged, for instance, for the first stage of
the "plan® these gentlemen have devised, to see that

“it not only does not aim at general and complete dis-

armament but actually makes no provision for dis-
armament at all. Most important of all, it does not
fix a time for the beginning of disarmament; nothing
can have an end thatdoes nothave a beginning. Neither
does the "plan™ of the Western States fix a time=limit
for the completion of the first stage, after which the
next stage can be started and the end-general and
complete disarmament--can finally be reached. The
most prominent leaders of the West have confirmed
this fact in their statements during this session of
the Asaembly, Mankind needs disarmament, however,
not in 500 years' time, not in fifty years' time, but
now, within a clear-cut and short period of time, so
that the outbreak of a third world conflict can be
averted,

76, We hold that diplomatic manoeuvring cannot be
tolerated in the matter of achieving general and com=.
plete disarmament. We must point out that those who
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confine themselves here to talk of arms inspection
without genuine disarmament are precisely those who
oppose the restoration of the rights of People's China
in the United Nations, though it is well known that in
the last analysis the disarmament problem cannot be
solved without that country; that it is these same gen=
tlemen who oppose the final abolition of colonialism
on the false ground that colonialism has already died
a natural death, and that it is these same statesmen
who think that the United States Government is en=
titled to carry on a policy of provocation and open
aggression against the socialist countries and, after
thousands of years of international relations, to es=
tablish its own new brand of "international law"., We
cannot but draw attention to the fact that it is these
same representatives who also oppose discussion of
the question of general and complete disarmament in
plenary meeting.

77. The Government of the People's Republic of
Bulgaria could not agree to the meetings of the Ten=
Nation Committee at Geneva being devoted to inter~
minable and aimless discussion over and around
disarmament, thereby deceiving the peoples of the
world and giving them the false impression that some=
thing is being done to promote disarmament, whereas
in fact arms are now continuing to pile vp and accu~
mulate, while the pogsibility of an armed conflagration,
and even of one set off "by accident®, is increasing.
For these same reasons, the delegaticn of the People's
Republic of Bulgaria cannot agree that, atthe fifteenth
session of the United Nations, the question of general
and complete disarmament should be downgraded and
be submerged in talk, thus involving further deception
of the peoples.

78. The Bulgarian delegation consequently presses
for the adoption of the USSR draft resolution calling
for the allocation of the disarmament question to
plenary meetings of the General Assembly, and will
vote for it. ~ :

79. In conclusion, we wish once again to state from
this high rostrum that the peoples of the whole world
rejoice to find in the mighty Soviet Union and in the
tireless fighter for peace, Mr. Khrushchev, a solid
bulwark in their struggle for peace. The latest evi-
“dence of this fact is provided by the Soviet Union's
statement calling for the convocation of a special
session of the General Asgsembly to discuss disarmaw=
ment questions, should no headway be made in the
matter at the current session. Everything must be
done-~and the Government of the People's Republic
of Bulgaria, together with other socialist States and
all who oppose war, is prepared to do everything-
to achieve lasting peace on earth,

80. Mr, SHTYLLA (Albania) (translated from French):
The delegation of the People's Republic of Albania
supports the proposal made by the USSR delegation
that the question of disarmament and the fulfilment
of the General Assembly's resolution of 20 November
1959 [1378 (XIV)] should be examined directly in plew
nary session by the General Assembly.

81. We consider that proposal tobe entirely justified,
A number of representatives who spoke early in the
general debate rightly pointed out that disarmar.2nt
is the most important and urgent problem before the
present session of the General Assembly. The future
of peace and that of our Orgamnization itself depend
largely on its solution. Many Member States have
sent the Heads of their Governments ¢o this session

and they have done so chiefly because of the great
Importance they attach tothe problem of disarmament,

82. The peoples of the world are looking tothe United
Nations. They are awailing its decisions, especially
on the subject of disarmament. The peoples are tired
of interminable and sterile discussions in various
committees and commissions, since they havenot only
led to no result buthavebeenugsedby the United States
of America and its partners in NATO to accelerate
the arms race under cover of hypocritical declarations
in favour of peace and disarmament. ‘

83. We believe that the problem of disarmament is

- fundamentally a political problem to which a political

solution must be found, and as soon as possible if we
want to halt the arms race, maintain and strengthen
international co~operation and save and consolidate
peace. The General Asgembly is the mostappropriate
and the best qualified organ of the United Nations to
adopt real and effective disarmament measures.

84, To allocate the problem of disarmament to the
First Committee, as recommended by the General
Committee, would be tantamount to placing it on the
same level as the ordinary problems included in our
agenda, to hide it in a maze, to prevent the public
from following the deliberations and todelay the adop~-
ilon of positive steps, The problem has been under
examination by the First Committee for many y~~:s
during which the General Assembly has been called
upon only to confirm the Committee's conclusions.
Why should the question not be examined by the
Assembly itself? Why, in the eyes of the delegations
of the United States of America and its allies, are
non-existent questions, mere proyocative manceuvres,
like the "question" of Tibet oxr Hungary, important
and worthy of being discussed by the General Assem=
bly while the same delegations oppose the examination
by thé General Assembly of the most important prob-
lem of our day: .the problem of disarmament? The
attitude taken by the Western Powers reveals not only
their purpose, which is to foster the spirit of the "cold
war® in the Assembly, but also their lack of enthu=
slasm for a serious examination of the problem of
disarmament and the conclusion of an agreement on
the subject. An additional proof is furnished by their
negative and unreasonable attitude towards the prcb=
lem of the restoration of the legitimate rights of the
People's Republic of China in the United Nations,

85, In that connexion I would emphasize once again
that the problem of disarmament cannot be solved
without the participation of the People's Republic of
China, Those Governments which oppose the presence
of the People's Government of China in the United
Nations are in fact opposing agreement on disarma=-
ment and are thus assuming a heavy responsibility
towards the peoples, If the General Assembly wishes
to make it possible to achieve a real decision con=
cerning disarmament and to enable the United Nations
effectively to carry out its task of guaranteeing inter-
national peace and security, it must take stepsto give
the People's Republic of China its rightful placein the
United Nations and expel the puppet Government of
Chiang Kai-ghek from the Organization.

86, In our view it is for the General Assembly itself
and not the Committee to consider the implementation
of the resolution of 20 November 1959 and the fact
that, in the course of the year,because of the negative
attitude and aggressive actions of the United States,

 l
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the disarmament negotiations have failed to make any
progress and that indeed thie international situation
has deteriorated and the arms race has been inten=
sified, :

87. The proposals for general and complete disarma=
ment made last year by the Soviet Union have been
warmly supported by all the peoples, but they have
not been put into effect, The Ten=-Nation Committee
on Disarmament, set up in accordance with the reso-
lution of 20 November 1959, has not done what it was
intended to do. The representatives of the Western
Powers have neglected no means of preventing the
Committee from achieving any results. They have
refused to glve serious consideration to the Soviet
proposals, They have used the Committee tohoodwink
public opinion and have transformed it into a weapon

of the "cold war® and the armaments race, The repre=

gentatives of the Socialist countries refused to take
any part in these deceptive manceuvres, which were
sabotaging the problem of disarmament and peace, and
withdrew from the Committee,

88. The Soviet Government has rightly requested that
the General Assembly at its fifteenth session should
consider the question of disarmament in connexion
with the fulfilment of the resolution of 20 November
1959, so that the Assembly itself may recommend
effective measures for the achievement of general
and compleie disarmazent.

89, During the present session the Soviet delegation
has submitted fresh proposals which are not only im=
portant but clear and precise., These proposals are
submitted in the form of basic provisions for a treaty
on general and complete disarmament [A/4505). They
are a further development of the proposals of 18 Sep-
tember 1959 [A/4219] and 2 June 1960 [A/4374/Rev.1].
Their essence and their purpose are the same: to
abolish every kind of armaments, armed forces and
the various military establishments within a short
time, by stages agreedupon by tke countries concerned
and under rigorous international supervision. The new
Soviet proposals take into account a large number of
proposals put forward by the Western Powers them=
selves. They provide for aprecise and detailed system
of international supervision under the aegis of the
United Nations and with the participation of all Mem«

ber States, Each stage would consist of definite steps.

to be taken simultaneously by all States, under ap-
propriate international control. When general and
complete disarmament has been effected, international
::introl will also be general and complete in all coun=
es. '

90. The delegation of the People's Republic of Alba=
nia, like a large number of other delegations, hus
stated its full support for these propesals, whick in
its view are very important and provide a solid basis
for agreement,

91, « In our opinion no further shilly~shallying or evaw
sion can bhe tolerated in connexion with the problem
of disarmament, Member States must make their
positions clear and show by their deeds that they de=
sire to make progress towards a disarmamentagree=
ment. The peoples cannot agree to the aggressive
policy of the cold war, the policy of "brinkmanship"
and the arms race,

52, During the Second World War fifty~seven million
died, twenty~nine million were wounded and twelve
million children were orphaned. The peoples are well

aware that with the use of nuclear weapons and wea=
pons of mass destruction a further war would be even
more terrible. It is for that reason that they protest
against the policy of war and demand that the United
Nations should take effective sieps to stay the hand
of the aggrassors and to guarantes peace. They regard
disarmament as a powerful instrument of peace.

93, We consider that the serious situation which has
now been created and the bitter experience we have
had of previous discussions in committees and com~
missions oblige us to abandon the usual practice and
to adopt new and effective methods. We believe that
the time has come for the General Assembly to take
the problem in hand, to consider it carefully and to
lay down clear instructions and a programme of work
for the committee to be set up to draft a treaty on
general and complete disarmament,

94, For those reasons we oppose the recommendation
of the General Committee and will vote in favour of
the Soviet draft resolution under which the question
of disarmament would be examined by the General
Assembly direct without reference to the First Com=
mittee,

Mr, Tchobanov {Bulgaria), Vic~>~President, took the
Chair. ‘

95, Mr., ORMSBY~GORE (United Kingdom): At the
beginning of his statement this afternoon, the Chair-
man of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union
paid that disarmament is the question of questions.
I am sure that nobody here denies the importance of
the disarmament question--certainly not the United
Kingdom. But it does not necessarily follow that the
best procedure for making progress in the field of
disarmament is to have a discussion in plenary meet-
ing at Heads=-of-Government level. It is the United
Kingdom!s belief that the Assembly can make auseful
contribution tc progress in the disarmament field.
What we are considering here this afternoonisnot the
question of substance-~the advantages or disadvantages
of certain disarmament plans=-but whether disarma-
ment should be discussed in plenary or whether it
should be discussed in Committee in accordance with
the well established procedures of the Assembly,

96. Lot me deal with some of the arguments which
have been put forward in support of a change in our
procedure. .

97. First of all, it was argued that plenary meetings
are required to enable Heads of Governmentand Heads
of State to take part in the debates. This, of courge, is
totally inconsistent with the statements made by the
representatives of Bulgaria and Romania in the Gene
eral Committee [130th meeting], where they said that
there was no difficulty about distinguished representa=
tives of any.country taking part in the discussions in
the First Committee, It is also a fact, referred to by
previous speakers this afternoon, that, whatever the
situation was earlier in this sesgsion, most of the dig=
tinguished visitors have now left New York, and even
Chairman Khrushchey, in his television appearance
on Sunday night, indicated that his stay here was not
what one might term an open=-ended one. In fact, he
made it very clear thathe was leavingus on Thursday.
I therefore submit that the first argument is not a
valid one, :

98, The second argument that has been put forward
is that to allocate the subject at this time to the First
Committee is to downgrade its importance, and the
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term, the "relegating™ of the subject of disarmament
to the Committee, has been frequently used., This, to
me, is quite a new conception: that important subjects
are not taken up in the First Committee.I believe that
this is a conception alien to the Assembly. It is not
supported by any precedent, and the United Kingdom,
for one, entirely rejects it. We do not accept that
disarmament was an unimportanrt subject last year,
when it was discussed in the First Committes. We
believe it was an important subject last year; we be=
lieve it is a very important subject this year also.
Indeed, last year's discussion in the First Committee
gave rise to a useful debate and a unanimous resolu=

tion. The only unfortunate feature was that, building

on the basis of last year's resolution, we were not
able to make greater progress. in the Ten=~Nation
Committee, owing to the fact that the Soviet Union
and its allies walked out of the negotiations as soon
as they heard that the Western side was going to in-
troduce counter-proposals. And I am bound tosay that
I thought that the passage in Chairman Khrushchev's
speech earlier on in our session [869thmeeting], when
he tried to make out that the Soviet Union's devotion
to disarmament was clearly displayed by its refusal
to continue negotiations, was an extremelyunconvince=
ing argument, I therefore maintain that the allocation
of this very important subject to the First Committee
in no way indicates that it is being downgraded.

99. Finally, there appears to be a suggestion that
the allocation to the First Committee is tantamount
to saying that the subject will not be discussed in
plenary. Of course, anybody who knows about the pro-
cedure of the Organization knows that that is totally
inaccurate. It will come to plenary, but after discus=-
sion in Commitiee, in accordance with the orderly
and long established procedures of this Assembly.

100. For all these reasons, we are convinced that
this important and complicated subject should be fully
discussed in the First Committee, and the results of
the deliberations there will come before a plenary
meeting of this Assembly. It is certainly our hope
the the worldwide publicity which is given to these
discussions will provide the impetus to new disar-
mament negotiations, and it is certainly the United
Kingdom's hope that we can start our discussions in
the First Committee at the earliest possible moment.

101. Mr. QUAISON=-SACKEY (Ghana): I have been
constrained to come to this rostrum to speak on be=
half of millions of people everywhere who are hoping
against hope thai the General Assembly will pave the
way to the immediate resumption of talks on general
and complete disarmament. But what are we witness~-
ing today? The very forum where the question of dis~
armament should be discussed has already assumed
a cold-war atmosphere. Already we are losing sight
of our main objective~immediate disarmament. Why
this farcical demonstration on the part of those who
should be well aware that the fate of mankind hangs
precariously on this great question?

102, To my delegation, it does not really matter
where this important question is discussed. What is
important is that there should be & willingness on the
part of ail of us, and especially on the part of those
who will be charged with the actual detailed negotia~
tion that should take place, If the matter should be
discussed in plenary, then my delegation would sup~
port a resolution, for example, by whichthis Assembly
would request an immediate resumption of talks by

the Ten~-Power Committee, which may be enlarged to
include five more States, representing the uncommitted
nativas of the Organization. We would also support
a similar resolution if it were adopted by the First
Commiitee., In other words, the result of our discus-
sion on disarmament i8 the most important factor,
and not the forum in which it is discussed.

103, But then the debate on the ailocation of the item
of disarmament has become bedeviled by external
considerations., In the circumstances, my delegation
will abstain when the draft resolution is put to the
vote, but by making our position clear, I still cherish
the hope that it will be possible for representatives
from either side to go out of this forum and agree on
the forum where the question of disarmament should
be discussed.

104, Mr, PALAMARCHUK (UkrainianSoviet Socialist
Republics) (translated from Russian): The draft reso~
lution submitted by the delegation of the Soviet Union
proposes that disarmament shouid be discussedbythe
General Assembly in plenary meeting, :

105, Why, in fact, is that necessary? In our view,

the reasons for the proposal are completely and ab~-
solutely clear. In the first place, consideration must
be given to the Importance of the disarmament prob=
blem,; whose significance transcends that of any
others, In view of the importance and complexity of
the problem, it is essential that it shouldbe discussed
by the most authoritative body of representatives of
States Members of the United Nations, That is pre-
cisely what a plenary meeting of the General Assembly
is,

106. It may now be regarded as an incontrovertible
fact that the initiative taken by the Soviet Government
in suggesting that the delegations to the General
Assembly at its fifteenth session should be headed by
the most responsible statesmen has had a favourable
effect on the whole course of the work of this session,
Very promising conditions have also been created for
seeking sound and constructive solutions to a problem
of such major importance as general and complete
disarmament. We should remember that it was pre=
cisely the importance of the digarmament problem
which prompted the proposal thai the present session
of the General Assembly should be held at so higha
level. Consequently, we should take advantage of the
exceptional opportunity offered by the fact that the
responsible statesmen of the strongestnuclear Powers
could participate in the general digrussion of dis=
armament,

107. These important and fundamental considerations
esca . those who oppose the discussion of disarma=
ment in plenary meeting, Even though the arguments
they give in support of their objections are ostensibly
procedural, it is quite obvious that these arguments
are a matter not of form but of substance, in other
words, that they stem from the stubbornunwillingness
of the Western Powers to end the srms race once and
for all under conditions of complete and general dig=
armament.,

108, In the General Committee [130th meeting] the
Canadian representative took the line that what mat=
ters most at the present stageis todetermine whether
negotiations on disarmament will take place and, if
8o, when. The Canadian representative has upheld
that point of view in his statement today,
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109, It is, however, clear to everyone that the
deadlock on the question of translating the idea of
disarmament into reality is due to the existence of
diametrically oppogite standpeints and attitudes:on
the whole approach to a solution of this problem. The
difficulty is that one side is advocating general dis-
armament to be carried out under the most effective
international control, while the other is calling for
control without disarmament or even "control over
armaments®. I would remind the Assembly that
Mr, Eaton, the United States representative at the
Geneva talks, said outright that the words 7"general
and complete disarmament" are totally empty a.nd
devoid of all meaning,

116. Thus, the representative of one of the great
Powers, the United States; some six months after the
lagt session of the General Assembly at which that
country voted in favous of a resolution calling for
general and complete disarmament, actually asserts
that general and complete disarmament is nothing but
an empty and meaningless catch phrase. Incredible
though it is, such an assertion has in fact been made.
If this is what the United States andits partners think,
it may well be asked what they really mean when they
say that the main thing now is to resume discussions
in the Ten~-Nation Committee, What would the subject
of such talks be and on what basis would it be dis=
cussed? What are the Western Powers aiming at:
genuine negotiations on a concrete basis or empty
talk devoid of concrete substance?

1:1. Before sitting down at the conference table, it
is necessary to malke it quite clear whether the nego-
tiations will be concerned with the elaboration of a
treaty on general and complete disarmament under
effective international control, or with control which
is not intended to lead to genuine disarmament, We,
for our part, are convinced that endless argument
about such matters as control and technical research
represents an unsound course, the effect of which is
to postpone the solution of the disarmament problem
indefinitely or, to be more precise, until every coun-
try faces the imminent danger of war with all its
horrors and suffering, and war can no lenger be pre-
vented by negotiation.

112, Mr, Khrushchev, the Head of Government of
the USSR, has emphasized that before we sit down at
a table and start negotiating, we must reach firm
agreement on the need to solve the disarmament prob=
lem, and on the need to induce the world's statesmen
to accept general and complet= disarmament without
reservation,

113, The Ukrainian delegatlon believes that a decl=
sion on how the solution of the disarmament p-oblem
should be approached and on the direction future taixs
should take can be reached most satisfactorily and
successfully in plenary meetings and that this will
in no way impair the First Committee's prerogatives.
That procedure would, first, re~emphasize the prime
importance which the United Nations attaches to dis-
armament and, secondly, make the best use of the
opportunity to reach agreement in the highest and
most authoritative forum in the United Nations, name~-
ly, the General Assembly in plenary meeting, on our
general course of action. It would, furthermore, be in
line with the view expressed by the Diﬂarmament
Commission, which, in the resolution it adopted in
August 1960 reafﬂrmed "the continuing and ultimate
reSponsibility of the United Nations in :he field of
disarmament" [see A/4463].

114, The need to discuss disarmament in the highest
organ of the United Nations arises from the fact that
the year which has elapsed since the General Assemm
bly adopted its resolution of 20 November 1959 has
been wasted so far as disarmament is concerned, In
the meantime, recent events and, particularly, the
acts of aggression by the United States Air Force
against the Soviet Union, have confirmed that peaceful
coexistence cannoi be sufficiently stable, or peace be
deemed fully secure, so long as the arms race con=
tinues and until we have made a start on translating
the idea of general and complete disarmament into
reality.

115, In supporting the proposal that disarmament
should be dealt with in plenary meeting, we base ourw
selves on the fact that a very complex international
situation is now developing, a situation which makes
it incumhent upon the United Nations to give priority
to the consideration of questions of paramount im-
portance that are decisive for the fate of the world,

116. The arguments of those opposed to discussing
disarmament in plenary meeting are often of a very
questionable character. Indeed, the United States
representative, who has put forward various argu=-
ments against a highest=level discussion of a vital
problem disturbing all mankind, has shown excessive
disrespect for the General Assembly's authority in
stating that a disarmament debate in plenary meeting
might be regarded as a propaganda spectacle, We take
a different view of the role and the prestige of the
General Assembly, which is intended to be the highest
internaiional forum,

117. And yet it is precisely in plenary meeting that
we are being asked to consider items such as the so=
called question of Tibet and the so=called question of
Hungary, although every sane individual must realize
that those issues are dead and are being raised for
the provocative purpose of interference in the domes-
tic affairs of other States.

118. How can this attitude be explained to the peo=
ples? Are we not inevitably led to the conclusion that
certain parties intend to utilize the United Nations
for all kinds of purposes except the constructive
settlement of the most pressing and urgent world
problems ?

119. In view of these considerations, the delegation
of the Ukrainian SSR gtates that it fully supports and
will vote in favour of the Soviet Union draft reso-
lution [A/L.311] which recommends thatdisarmament
and the situation with regard to the fulfilment of Gen=
eral Assembly resolution 1378 (XIV) of 20 November
1959 should be allocated to plenary meeting, If, not-
withstanding 2ll the arguments put forward and the
very heavy responsibility borne by the States repre=
sented in the United Nations, the General Assembly
decides not to allocate disarmament to plenary meet=
ing, it wili probably prove necessary to convene a
special session of the General Asgsembly.

120. Mr. SIK (Hungzry): The Hungarian delegation
is of the opinicn that the question of general and com=
plete disarmament should be discussed in plenary
session. There is not the slightest doubt that this is
the most important problem of mankind in our day.
Hundreds of millions cast their eyes with great ex=
pectation in the direction of New York and this build=
ing in it wondering whether or not the representatives
of nearly one hundred nations gathered here will at
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last take a decisive step towards the solution of this
urgent problem of humanity. The man in the street
will neither understand nor forgive us if we cannot
achieve at '2ast some positive resulis in this matter,

121. The leaders of dozens of States camehere, first
and foremost, for that purpose. They did not come to
discuss technical details in a committee. They came
with the fervent wish to achieve agreement on prin=

ciples. The decision which the world expects from us

is one on which the future of mankind, the fate of our
civilization, depends.

122, This is really a historic session of our Organi=
zation, Its historic significance lies in the fact that
it has the task and the opportunity to solve the great=
est question in world history--whether humanity, after
thousands of years of work on creating a wonderful
civilization, will survive in peace and happiness and
march forward to ever greater perfection, or willend
its earthly existence as a madman committing suicide.

123, The discussion of this question demands the
biggest possible publicity, because the thousands of
millions of the human race want to know, and are en-
titled to know, the position of each of our delegations
cn this important issue in every detail, This can be
achieved only by discussing it in plenary session, It

is well known that the deliberations in a committee

used to be published only to a very slight extent, It is
difficult to understand how and why anybody can be
against the propesal to discuss the question of com=
plete disarmament in plenary session. There can be
only one explanation. Those who oppose it are doing
so because they have something to hide, because they
do not sincerely want to disarm and do not want the
masses to know this. They do not want the masses
to find out the truth that the large majority of nations
and Governments not only desire but most fervenily
demand general and complete disarmament, and that
there are only a few Governmenis--as a matter of
fact, only the leading Powers of the NATObloc==which
‘are against it,

124, That is why they first stood for discussion of
this question by only the narrow circle of the big
Powers, and later, under the pressure of public
opinion and only with great reluctance, agreed to set
up a committee of ten. Now, after the Disarmament
Commission, in August of this year, unanimously re=
quested that the Assembly discuss this question, those
Powers are trying to evade a really public Assembly
discussion by allocating the item to a committee.

125, We have heard many eloquent speeches in the
general debate during the last three weeks. All the
speakers without exception declared in their speeches
that they considered the question of general and come=
plete disarmament to be the mostimportant and urgent
question of our day. Does it not follow logically from
that that this question should receive priority over
all cother questions and be discussed first and in full
by this same plenary session? What shall we discuss
here if not disarmament? The General Committee
recommends - for deliberation in plenary segsion, be=
sides the different routine matters, three questions.
One of them, the question of the Congo, is really an
important question which must be discussed here,
although even it cannot be compared with the question
of disarmament from. the point of view of its general
significance. And what else? Ch, yes, the question of
Tibet and the guestion of Hungary. Irrespective of
what one's opinion may be with regard to the essence

of those two so~called questions, is it not absurd and

'is 1t not a mockery to maintain that they are of such

overriding importance for the world that they require
discussion in plenary session, while the question of
general and complete disarmame\nt does not?

126, The Hungarian delegation helieves that by re=
jecting the proposal to discuss the question of general
and complete disarmament in plenary session the
‘United Nations would deal a severe blow at its own
prestige before world public opinion. Those hundreds
of millions watching our deliberations could not but
regard such a decision ag shameful and ridiculous,
The Hungarian delegation will vote in favour of the
USSR draft resolution [A/L.311] which calls for the
discussion of the question of general and complete
disarmament in plenary session, -

127, Mr. RAPACKI (Poland) (translated from French):
I think it' would be useful to realize what caun and shouid
be done for the cause of disarmament at this session
of the General Asgembly. That, indeed, is the basis
on which the procedure to he adopted for the con=-
sideration of this questlon by the General Assembly
must be decided.

128, The root cause of the stalemate in disarmament
negotiations lies in the substantive difference hstween
the points of departure of the iwo parties. That dif=
ference may be summed up as follows: controlled
armaments or controlled disarmament,

129, The first and fundamental task of the Assembly
is therefore to establish a common point of departure
for continuation of the work on disarmament, The
positions of tie two sides are clear and there is no
need to clarify them further in the Committees, The
plans of the Western Powevs continue to be based on
the concept of arms control. That is, in fact, also
the meaning of the active control referred to in the
Western plan of 27 June 1960, and in the new plan,
which in fact contains nothing new. It provides for
maximum control from the outset, regardless of the

- scope of the disarmament measures carried out.

130. As to the socialist States, we also desire--and
this is also in our own interests--the most effective
control, but control over disarmament, We desire
the control apprepriate to each stage of disarmament
and, ultimately, general and complete control over
general and complete disarmament,

131, We have heard the clear and precise sté.tement
made here by Mr, Khrushchev [882nd meeting] that,
if the disarmament plan presented by the sécialist
States were accepted, the Soviet Union would He pre~
pared, for its part, to accept all the methods éf cOop=

-~ trol suggested by the West.

132, Nevertheless, in his statement today, the JUnited'
States representative seemed to continue to lay em~
phasis on the view that the First Committee shouli
devote itself to a detailed discussion of inspection and
control. It follows from thig fact alone that the work
of that Committee mighi encounter, and be halted by,
the same difficulties, the sole difficnlties, which have
thus far made any agreement impossible, Without 2
clear and precise decision by the General Assembly
as to the relationship between control and disarma=
ment, there can be no agsurance that the Committee's
work will have any positive outcome, The arguments
of the two sides are alsoknown.Sofar as the gocialist
States are concerned, I may take the liberty of re=
calling that they consider that control without dis-
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‘armament, control of armaments, cin lead only to
an aggravation of the danger of a nuclear and rocket
133, Such control would make clear the preponderance
of one side or another in one or another field, and the
triple effect of this would be, first, the weaker party
would be encouraged to redouble its efforts in order
to reach parity with the stronger party, and to en=
courage the stronger party to redouble its efforts in
order to maintain its lead, in short, fo create addi~-
‘tional incentives to the acceleration of the arms race;

gecondly, the stronger party would be encouraged to

wish to exploit its superiority, and therefore to start
a preventive war; thirdly, in the light oi modern mili=
tary techniques based on muclear weapons and rockets,
knowledge of the adversary's defensive sysiem, acw
quired through arms control, might encourage the
desire to ensure preponderancey a surprise attack.

134, The question of arms conirol or control over
disarmament therefore reduces itself, in its simplest
form, to the following alternatives: e1ther an acceler=
ated arms race and the growing danger of war,or
controlled disarmament, That is why the position of

the Western Powers with regard to control is unac~

ceptable if the purpose of the negotiations is really
to be disarmament. If, on the othér hand, we are to
talk interminably of disarmament in order to mske
possible the simultaneous continuation and intensifi-
ecation of the arms race, the development of the net~

work of bases in foreign territory, the arming of an

inereasing number of States with ballistic andnuclear
weapons and the rearming of the West German Bundes=
wehr to come closer and closer to the critical point,
then such alleged disarmament negotiations can only
gerve as a smokescreen for armaments and increase
the danger of war,

135, The failure of the Geneva talks is the natural
and inevitable consequence of the stalemate intowhich
the attitude of the Western Powers with regard to
- control has ied us. And now we hear the failure of the
‘Genevs, falis referred to from this rostrum but only
in order to prolong the existing stalemate, The fun=
damental difference of view on the question of control
must be decided by the highest organ of the United
Nations, the organ which has the greatest authority,
that is to say, by the General Assembly in plenary
meeting,

136, Another problem on which a decision must be
taken in order to make possible effective progress
in the disarmament negofiations is that of the com=
position of the body which is to work out a plan of
general and complete disarmament.

137. This fifteenth session has further confirmed the
very important part played in the contemperary world
by the Asian and African States and the other States
which have arisen out of the ruins of colonialism, No
one can deny that those countries are acting as a con=
structive force for peace. Moreover, they are parti=
cularly interested in the possibility of using for their
economic development at least a part of the enormous
sums now wasted in the arms race in the more de=
veloped ‘countries. They should therefore be repre=
sented in the new disarmamentbody, Does the question
of representation and of recognition of the righis of
the neutral States really require detailed deliberation
in the General Assembly’s Committees?

138, The third question is that of undertaking the*
application of the measures urgently needed to slow

.

- the trend towards a deterioration of the international

situation, This is a very real and veryserious threat.
It mugt be discussed, and discussed openly before the
world, That is why my delegation has suggested the
establishment, under United Nations auspices, of a
committee whose tagk would be to examine the dangers
of 2 war in the contemporaryworld and to take a stand
on that problem. And, above all, everything possible
must be done to slow the arms race. And here the
Polish delegation has submitted specific suggestions.
We have also suggested that a referendum should be
held to obtain the opinions of all countries on the ques=
tion of foreign military bases, which are sadangerous
to the security and sovereignty of nations,

139. The General Assembly in plenary meetingis the
body which can, with the greatest authority, warn the
nations of ‘the danger of the arms race and call on
Governments to halt that race,

140, The fourteeuth session of the United Nations -
General Assembly took a great step-forwardby adopi=
ing unanimously the principle of general and complete
disarmament, It indicated the only objective which

‘rightly meets the needs of our time., The fifteenth

session can and should take the next step: to establish
the common point of departure, to determine the most
appropriate way to conduct the coming disarmament
negotiations, to overcome the stalemate in the dis~
armament negotiations, a stalemate which in itself
constitutes an additional factor accelerating the arms
race, and to ensure the best possible atmosphere for
specific decisions leading to general and complete
disarmament.’ These are substantive, indeed I would
say elementary and urgent decisions. We musi not
waste time and prolong the discussion at every pro-
cedural level=but it will be impossible to avoid doing

‘80 if these problems are referred to the Committee,

141, It is for all these reasons that the Polish dele~=
gation considers that the disarmament question should
be discussed in plenary meetings. It may be that, for
one reason or another, the General Assembly cannot,
at the fifteenth segsion, resolve all the .basic prob-
lems of disarmament. The Chairman of the Council of
Ministers of the Soviet Union today suggested that.a
special session of the General Assembly should be
held a few months hence, devoted solely to the ques=
Hion of disarmament, and with the participation of
Heads of State. The Polish delegation considers that

. this idea merits consideration and adoption.

142, The United States representative saw fit to

speak of propaganda. Obviously he considers that a
discussion at plenary meetings of the General Assem
bly is useful only for propaganda purposes. We are
already accustomed to the fact that whenever anyone
lays one of the key problems of our time before the
General Assembly in plenary session he is accused of
wishing to make propaganda. It may be that dealing
with the key questions of our time isnot an eagy matw=
ter for those who do not wish or do not know how to
solve them, but we are all here to contribute to such
sclutions and it is in that spirit, I think, that the Gen=
eral Assembly approved [resolution 362 (IV)] the
recommendations and suggestions made by the Special
Committee on Methods and Procedures of the General
Agsembly. Paragraph 23 of those recommendations
[rules of procedure, annex I}, which is entitled "Con=-
slderation of agenda items in plenary meetings, with=
out prior reference to a Main Committee®, states,
inter alia, that this procedure would have the great
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advantage of reducivie to a notable extent repetition
of debate, and, a litile further: *consideration of ques~
tions in plenary meetings would have the benefit of
the attendance of leaders of delegations and of greater
solemnity and publicity”, :

143. I find it difficult nottomake one further remark.
For one or another reason, a majority of delegations
have thought it advisable toinclude the so=called ques~-
tion of Hungary and the so=called question of Tibet
in the agenda, and, more precisely, in the agenda of
the plenary meetings of the General Assembly. Yet

these are unreal problems, artificial problems which
are in practice non-existent and outside the compe-
tence of the United Nations. On the other hand, when
it is a matter of the disarmament problem, of the
final abolition of colonialism or of the direct threat
to peace created by the aggressive raids of United
States aircraft over the territory of other States, that
is, when the most vital problems are in question, they
are referred to the Committees, With regard to the
question of the participation of the People's Republic
of China in the work of the United Nations, a question
of prime importance for our work, and above all for
effective action by the United Nations on disarmament,
it was decided that the question should not be con=
sidered at all during the present session, a minority
of the States represented here having opposed that
decision. World opinion will neither understand nor
accept such a policy on the part of the United Nations,
and with good reason,

144, Those who, whenever just criticism is directed -

against our Organization, or suggestions are put for-
ward with a view to strengthening it, take it upon them~
selves to champion the authority of the United Nations,
should ponder well before deciding to deal a new blow
to the authority of our Organization, and, in any case,
the General Assembly should not allow it, What is
involved here is not only the authority of the United
Nations; what is at stake here is the most impertant
question of our time, the question of disarmameniand
the maintenance of peace,

Mr, Boland (Ireland) resumed the Chair.

]

145, Mr, MAZUROV (Byelorussian Scviet Socialist
Republic} (translated from Russian): The delegation of
the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic supporis
the Soviet Union's proposal that the question of gen=
eral and complste disarmament and the situation with
regard to the fulfilment of General Assembly resolu=
tion 1378 (XIV) of 20 Novembher 1959 on the question
of disarmament should be discussed at the plepary
meetings of the current session,

146. I should like first of all to draw attention to the

fact that questions of disarmament are within the

jurisdiction of the General Asgembly meeting in ple=
nary sessgion. I should like to-quote from Article 11
oi the United Nations Charter, which says: "The
General Assembly may consider ...the principles
governing disarmament and the regulation of arma~
ments, and may make recommendations with regard
to such principles to the Members...". The right of
the General Assembly to consider this question in
plenary meeting is also envisaged in rule 67 of the
rules of procedure and in the recommendations and
suggestions of the Special Committee on Methods and
Procedures, which were confirmed by the General
Assembly.

147. The attitude of the United States and other coun=
tries that have opposed discussing the question of

disarmament in plenary meetings iz astonishing and
cannot but put us on our guard. The United Nations
is the organization which.bears the chief responsibility
for the maintenance of peace, and the plenary meeting
is the most authoritative forum of that Organization,
Seitling the question of disarmament means maintai=
ing peace and fulfilling the basic task of the United
Nations. The alisolute majority of the representa-
tives who have already spoken in the general debate
acknowledge that the question of disarmament is the
central problem of this session of the General Assem~
bly. Concern has been expressed here about the turn
of events in the world and the danger of a continuing
armaments race, In these circumstances, energetic
and rapid acticn by the mosthighly authoritative organ
of the United Nations is essential, :

145, The delegation of the Byelorussian SSR con=
siders that, as the question of disarmament is the most
vital question of international life today, it should be
dealt with at the highest level of the United Nations,
namely, in plenary session. The General Assembly
in plenary session is in a position to give the most
authoritative directives to whatever United Nations
bodies may be set up for the specific consideration
of disarmament problems,

149, Surely the plan for gzeneral and complete dis-
armament under effective international control which
has already been suggested at this session by the
Soviet Union does not prevent the Western Powers
from approaching the disarmament problem ina simi=
larly specific and businesslike manner. We have be-
fore us clear and precise Soviet proposgals; let us
discuss them seriously.

150. Everyone agrees that the questionunder conside

~ eration is of vital importance. The rules of procedure

envisage the possibility of such questions being con~
sidered at plenary meetings., Then why notdoso? Why
are the Westerr Powers opposed to this? Are they
afraid that a thorough discussion in plenary session
might unmask those who have so far been zttempting
to prevent any agreement being reached on the dis=
armament problem? '

151, Mr, Wadsworth, the United States representa~
tive, has stated from this rostrum that in seeking to
have a problem on which the maintenance of peace
depends discussed in plenary session, the Soviet Union

was pursuing purely propagandistic objectives, Tuat -

is strange logic. If that represents the United States
attitude towards the plenary meetings,then the obvious
conclusion is that the United Statssg has a very low
opinion of the main organ of the United Nations and
that it regards any discussion in plenary session as
a more waste of time, -

152, The United States representative insinuated that
there was no time in the plenarymeetings to deal with
the question of disarmament. The Western Powers,

on the other hand, have found the timeto discuss such.
provocative issues as the "question of Hungary" and

the "question of Tibet" in plenary session even though,
ihe discussion of such questions is patently designed
to intensify the ®cold war?. We say of those who ac=
cuse others of all kinds of things that it is "the pot
calling the kettle black", This is what the delegations
of the Western Powers are doing when they opposeé
placing the question of disarmament on the agenda

the plenary meeting, We are proud that the Socialist
States not only are constantly advocating the need for
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disarmament as the main requisite of the struggle for
peace but have also put forward a clear and specific
proposal on that important question. We are willing
to hear the propaganda of the Western Powers on'the
disarmament question in the plenary meetings of the
Assembly. The debates in plenary session will enable
the peoples of the world to realize who 8 really for
disarmament and who is merely being hypocritical
about it, -

153, The disarmament question has been discussed
for many years in commigsions, committees and sub-
committees, but there have not yet been any results.
The First Committee discussed the questionlastyear,
and adopted a satisfactory resolution on it. When,
however, there was a question of practical steps at
Geneva, the representatives of the United States, the
United Kingdom, France and the other Wegtern States
adopted an attitude which was at variance with what
they had said at the previous session, We believe,
lastly, that the question of disarmament must be dis=
cussed in plenary meeting because there is already a
resolution which was adopted at the fourteenth session
of the General Assembly. To refer the implementa=
tion of that resolution »f the fourteenth session of the
General Assembly for discussionina committee would
detract from the importance of the 'whole problem.

154, Although the question which we are nowdiscusg=
ing is of a procedural nature, we must not lose sight
of the fact that a very great deal depends on the set=
tlement of this question, that is to say, on the speedy
achievement of an agreement on disarmament as on
the principal question of the day. We cannot tolers‘2
& decision which would be in the interesis, not of the
majority of mankind, but of a small aggressive group.
People are weary of the armaments race, and this
desire on their part must govern all our actions.

165. The disarmament problem requires a highly
serious approach. In present circumstances, a dis~
cussion of this probiem in plenary meeting would
constitute such a serious. and responsible approach,
Those who are striving for disarmament, nctin words
but in deeds, cannot but agree with this. |

156, We support the proposal made by the Head of
the Soviet Government, Mr. Khrushchev, that, if for
some reason the disarma.ment problem cannot be
thoroughly discussed at this sesaion (although we
feel that it can and should be done at this session), a
special gession of the United Nations General Assembly
should be heid at the level of Heads of Government
and Heads of State to dizcuss the one question of
disarmament. That would be an emergency special
- sesgion on this very important quesiion., '

157, In conclusion, the delegation of the Byelorussian
SSR calls upon the delegations of other States to sup=
port the proposal that the question of disarmament
should be discussed in plenary meeting,

158, Mr, MEZINCESCU (Romania) (translated from

French) At the request of the Government of the-

Soviet Union, and on the recommendation of the Genw
eral Committee, the General Assembly.of the United
Nations placed on the agenda of its fifteenth regular
Session an item entitled "Disarmament and the situa=
tion with regard to the fulfilment of General Assembly
regolution 1378 (XIV) of 20 November 1959 on the
question of disarmament",

169, This is nnquestionably the most important item
which the General Assembly is to discuss atthis ses=

sion, because our ability fo solve the disarmament
problem and, in particular, to reach an agreement on

- general and complete disarmament--that is, an agree-

ment on the elimination of the physical means by which

‘States make war on one another--will inthe end decide

whether mankind is to live in peace or to be plunged
into a catastrophic auclear war.

160, In this situation, as many speakers have pointed
out this afternoon and on certair occasions, it seems
wholly reasonable that the Assembly should pay the

‘greatest attention to the problem of disarmament,and

that it should consider how far the resolution on gen=
eral and complete disarmament adopted by the four-
teenth session has been carried out,

161. Since the problem of general and complete

~disarmament is the most important on our agenda,

it  should be discussed by the organ of the United
Nations which has the highest authority, in an effort
to find ways and means of reaching anagreement, Yet
we have seen an attempt in the General Committee,
and again today in the plenary meeting, to relegate
the discussion of the disarmament problem to the
First Committee, ag if nothirg had happened, and as
if this were only a recurrent routine question on the
agenda, We know that certain groups and Governments
see things in that light.

162, The question of general and complete disarma=
ment affects all international relations, As many
speakers have said, both today and in the general
debate, aithough it is indisputable that specific dis=
armament measures directly and mainly concern the

Powers which possegs the greatest military strength,
the fact remains that a nuclear war would bring down

incalculable disasters on all mankind, and that general
and complete disarmament, the elimmatmn of all mam
terial means of making war,is a problem which cloge~
ly concerns all peoples of the world, without exception,

163. At this giage in my speech, Ishould like to com=
ment on the views expressed by a number of earlier
speakers. The Chairman of the Canadian delegation
tried to persuade the Assembly today that the key to
the sifuation is negotiating. I entirely agree. But, if
negotiations are the key to the situation, is the level
at which the negotiations take place a matter of no
importance? Does it make no difference whether the
negotiations are held at the level of permanent repre=
sentatives, of ambassadors or ministers plenipoten=
tiary, or at the level of Heads of Governments? It
seems to me that the Canadian representative's
argument points to the opposite conclusion.

164. It is not too late to hold discussions on the
disarmament problem at a level which will ensure

_their progress and, iu this connexion, I would refer

to the statement made by the Chairman of the Council
of Ministers of the Soviet Union at the beginning of
this meeting, As he said, even if many of the Heads
of State, Heads of Government and most responsible
political leaders have already left, modern means
of transport could bring them back if the General
Assembly gives the question the mportance it dee
serves,

165. I should like to take this opportunityto comment
on what the United Kingdom representative said. In
the speech he made today, be said that the repre-
sentative of Bulgaria and I had argued in the General
Committee that the problem of general and complete
disarmarnent should be discussed in plenary meeting
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because mauy delegations to the fifieenth session were
led by Heads of State, Heads of Government and po-
litical leaders. He added that since these leaders had
already left, there was no longer any reason to dis=-
cuss the question in plenary meeiing.Iwishto correct
the United Kingdom representative's summary of what
I said in the General Committee, I said that certain
groups and Governments represanted in the General
Committee and in the Assembly seemed to be doing

their best=if one can use the word=to prevent the:

United Nations from taking full ‘advantage of the
‘presence of eminent political leaders at the fifteenth
session, because certain groups and Governments
represented here do not want any progress tobe imade
towards the solution c¢f the fundamental problems of
international !ife and relations between States, of
which the most important is disarmament. I still
maintain whay « said in the General Committee, I also
think that developmenis since that meeting of the
General Committee and the present positions of the
United States and United Kingdoin representatives
confirm the view which I put to the Committee,

166. I should also like to comment onwhatthe United
States representative has just said. Mr., Wadsworth
told us that dizssrmament is a complex subject re~
quiring serious considexaiion, and not a subject to he
exploiiad for propaganda purposes inplensry meeting.
I would be hard to disagree with this statement of
the problem. But, although the Government which
- Mr, Wadsworth represents puis the problem in this
way in order fo give the impregsion that it is conw=
cerned about the seriousness of the problem and wants
to ensure proper conditions for its discussion andso-
lution, that Government's acts belie the fine speeches
which its representatives make from time %o time in
the Assembly. If the problem is so serivus, let us
devote the pienary meetings to discussingit. Ientirely
agree that plenary meetings should not be pretexts
for propaganda demonstrations; but how then can the
same Government {nsist on having its way and force
the General Assembly to discuss the so-called probe-
lems of T#%et and Hungary?

167. What did the Unite1 States repregentative mean
by his statement? Does he think the rostrum of a
plenary meeting is a forum for "cold war® propagan-
da, and is t” at why his Government forced the General
Assembly to discuss the so=called problems of Tibet
and Hungary?_These are only pretexis for cold war
campaigns and for repeated attempts to turn the ros=
trum of the General Assembly into a platform for
"cold war! propaganda.

168, The United States and United Kingdom repre-
sentatives referred today to the breaking off of the
Ten-Power Committee's weck at Geneva., Mr, Wads=
worth said that the socialist countries walked out
®when they had to face concrete proposalsf==meaning
disarmament proposals. It seems to me that certain
groups and Governments tried to use the Geneva nego=
tiations to hoodwink world public opinion in order to
camouflage the continuation of the arms race, and
that they are still trying to do so here,

169. That is why, as one of those who took part in
the Geneva negotiations, I should like first to make
cae point clear. When the United States delegation
at Geneva submitted its so~called disarmament pro=
posals, the Committee had already been talking for
about a month without making any progress, because
the representatives of the NATO Powers on the Com=

171,

mittes refused to take a pogition with regard to the
proposals submitted by the USSR and supported by all
socialist ccuntries on the Committee. The socialist
States then decided not to lend themselves toa propa=
ganda trick designed to mislead public opinion, which
the Western Governments were using.at the Geneva
negotiations, and this led the United States to put
to the Committee its proposal which, at the time
27 June 1960==had not yet been discussed and adopted
by the United States® allies in NATO, Even now, I do
not think that the proposal to which the United States
representative has just referred has been accepted by
all the United States' allies in NATO.

170. The third remark I should like to make is that,
in any case, the United States has submitted no dig=
armament proposal, either at the fifteenth segsion or
at the meeting of the Disarmament Commission of the
United Nations which was called, at theixr insistence,
a few days before the regular session. In the Dis-
‘armement Commisgion, it was suggested that about
thirty tons of ﬂssisnable materials should be taken
frem stocks and converted to peaceful uses, and that
the manufacture of fissionable materials for military
parposes should be stopped, but neither suggestion
c¢an be seriously considered as a disarmament pro=
posal, I am not an expert, but I assume that existing
stocks of fissionable materials are so large that the
great military Powers could easily divert thirty tons
of fissionable materials for non-military purposes
without reducing their military power; and the sug-
_gestion that the preduction of fissionable materials.
‘should be stopped is not a disarmament proposal,
because it would not affect the arms race or nuclear
striking power of nations which already have the
means to destroy the world,

The key to the situation ig, I think, that the
United States and the Governments whichareitsallies
in NATO have no disarmament proposals to submit
to the fifteenth session, because they want tomaintain
their -old view that there should be no disarmament,
but arms control, no reduction of the arms race, but
in increase in tension through the setting up of an
indefensible system of spying. Since the Government
of the United States and its allies hold this view, which
is against the interests of peace, their representatives
here advocate referring the discussion of disarma=
ment to the First Committee,and cppose its discussion
in plenary meecting.

172. My delegation supports the draft resolution sub-
mitied by the Soviet Union [A/L.311]. In conclusion,
I should like fo draw the General Assembly’s attention
to the way in which the reputation of this fifteenth
sesgion will suffer if it relegates the consideration
of a question as important as disarmament to a Com=
mittee, while it forces the plenary meeting to discuss
so~called questions which are merely cold war issues.
Several distinguished speakers-Heads of State,Heads
of Government and eminent political leaders of many
countries==have said that the fifteenth session, by the
importance of its agenda and the eminence of those
taking part in it, may go down in history as a session
which led to progress in the solution of important
international problems, especially the problem of
general and complete disarmament, Members of this
Assembly should therefore think of their responsibili=
ties and should be aware of the danger that, because
of the way in which certain groups and Governments
have tried and are trying to divert our discussions,




909th meeting -~ 11 October 1960

645

the fifteenth session may go down in history as the
Assembly of missed opportuntties.

173. The PRESIDENT: I call on the Chairman of the
Council of Miniciers of the Soviet Union in exercise
of the right of reply.

174. Mr. KHRUSHCHEV, Chairman of the Council of
Ministers of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
(translated from Russian): I have listened carefully
to those who have spoken herc, The representatives
of the Western countries have objected primarily to
our propogal that the question of disarmament should
be discussed by the General Assembly in plenary
session. These gentlemen are well versed in debate,
They say that the Soviet Union wants the question of
disarmament to be discussed by the Assembly in
plenary session for propaganda purposes, But they
themselves are the propagandists, and they have be=
come past masters in propagandizing their views.

175. They are now %throwing out" for discussion
by delegations the question of which Uniisd Nations
_organ=--the Assembly, meeting in plenary session, or
the First Committee-=is the better suited for discuss=
ing disarmament. That is an idle argument. As far as
we are concerned, there is no argument about this
question; we wish to discuss it in'the place where a
real solution of this burning question can most quickly
be found in the interests of the pecple.
Y

176. That being the case, you might ask me why we
insist on having this problem discussedby the General

Assembly in plenary session rather than agreeing to

deal with it at the committee level, The explanation

is very simple, We have already been 2 the Commit~

tee, We are already familiar with that stable, if you

will pardon the crude comparison; we know how it

1?hmells , and we have been unable to obtain any result
ere. '

177, You know that we were in the Commiitee of
Five, comprising the United Kingdom, the United
States, Canada, France and the Soviet Union. We were
in that Committee for many years, and at first we
even agreed that its discussions should not be made
known to the Press, should not be publicize’ outside
the Committee itself, We thought and honestly believed
that the persons taking part in the work of that Com=
mittee, the representatives of the countries which
I mentioned, were genuinely concerned that the dis-
armament discussions should not aggravate matters;
we believed that they wanted to create better condi=
tions in which agreement could be reached as quickly
as possible,

178, Yet what was the result;? The United States had
its best representative on the Commitiee of Five,
namely, Mr, Stagsen, But in the end he left {i:c% Com=
mittee, or rather he was induced to leave it, because
he would not accept the position imposed upon him of
upholding the views of the late Mr. Dulles, the ersi=
while United States Secretary of State.

179, We saw that the only thing that was taken se~
riously in that Committee was the tea=break, or the
coffee=break for those who preferred it. They sat
there and sat there, and one would speak and another
would listen, and a third would call for an adjournment
until another day. And that went on endlessly. I do not
know exactly how many years they went on holding
those meetings, but we could not stand it any longer.
To speak without mincing words, we said "Let the

Committee go to the devil, and let us get out of it®.
That was what we did, for the Committee was not a
body in which the disarmament question could be
settled, but rather a smoke~gscreen with which to de=
ceive public opinion, to deceive the people, the working
clags, the toiling peasants, the intelligentsia and those
who really want disarmament. We did not wish to be

- a party to that deception. I see Mr. Moch sitting here.

He is regarded as a Socialist; he has had plenty of
experience in the Committee of Ten, and what good
has it done? None at all,

"'180, After my meeting with President de Gaulle of

the French Republic, it was apparent that we had a
similar understanding of certain problems, If there
was to be agreement on disarmament, the first step
in giving effect to that agreement must be to destroy
the means of delivering nuclear weapons. I still sup-
port these views expressed by President de Gaulle.

181, Subsequently Mr. Moch spoke at a press con=
ference or on some other occagion=~idonot remember
exactly, he himself knows better--and repeated what
President de Gaulle had said, We were delighted that
France, through its President and later through its
representative on the Ten~Nation Commiitee, should
have made such statements for all tohear, We thought
it meant that there was one among the members of
the Atlantic military bloc whose views coincided with
ours, but we were mistaken in that hope. When Moch
appeared in the Committee he began takingan entirely
different line, He was a different Jules Moch, not the
one who had spoken out for the public to hear, but the
one who had sat for years in the Committee and done
everything he could to frustrate the disarmament
negotiations,

182. We gstill have a bit of patience left, and cur last
hope is that the General Assembly in its plenary meet~
ings will perhaps be able ¢ reach an agreement on
disarmament and save mankind from war after all.
I repeat, if war breaks out, it will break out all over
the globe. There are many who do not realize what
war in the future will be like. I myself have a very
clear idea of what it will be like. The Soviet Union
is not afraid of war. If war isimposed on us, we shall
fight for our counfry and we shall be victorious, no
matter what sacrifices it may cost us.

183. It must not, however, be forgotien that in such
a war the casualties will be innumerable, and you who
are sitting here will also have to answer for them.
True, not much can be expected of some of those
sitting here, but history will not forgive them, Let
me emphasize that we consider it imperative for the
question of disarmament to be discussed by the Gen~
eral Assembly in plenary session.

184, Statements have been made here by Mr, Green,
the representative of Canada, and by the representas=
tive of the United States-—his name is very difficult
to pronounce, so I shall not twist my tongue trying to
say it. I do not think anyone will be mistaken; I think
it is clear whom I have in mind. In any case, they
said that Khrushchev is also getting ready to leave.
Yes, I. am getting ready to leave for Moscow on Thurs-
day, 13 October, at midnight, but if you really want
disarmament I shail not only postpone my departure
for Moscow but shall sit here until an agreement on
disarmament is reached, The situation in our country
is fine. I, the Chairman of the Council of Ministers,
have already been gone for a month, Yet things are
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going along splendidly at home, and I can therefore
stay on here as long as may be necessary to reach
an agreement on disarmament, Things in our country
are improving year by year, day by day.

185. You consider that the struggle for disarmament
is propaganda. But are you, as Comrade Rapacki, the
Polish Minister for Foreign Affairs, so aptly asked,
sowing the seeds of peace and mutual understanding
by raising the questions of Hungary and Tibet? No,
you are seizing upon questions with which you hope to
set one country against another., Well, go ahead=-we
are rot afraid of such questions, We arenot bulls that
can be teased with red rags and made to charge the
person who teases them, We are Communists; we have
strong nerves; we are schooled in fighting. We fought
against the White Guards for four years; we overthrew
and crushed the enemies of the working class. Yet
you want to frighten us with arguments, The fact iS=e
if I may be pardoned the expression=that you do not
have the stomach for it,

186. Why do you bring up the question of Tibet? Yet
I repeat, bring it up if you must. I go about in New
York, and I see Americans rhythmically chewing gum,
as is their custom. Now you want to give the repre=
sentatives in the Assembly a piece of cotton wool
instead of gum so that they can sit and chew on it. If
anyone is interested and wants to take his exercise
in that way, let him, but we have no intentio. of doing
so,

187, Those who are sitting here dozing must he
awakened; those who are absent must be awakened.
The people have sent them to the meetings of the
General Assembly and think that they are discussing
the question of disarmament, but they are wandering
around New York or wherever it may be=God lmows
where, but they are spending the people's money.

188, I say that the time will come when you will
understand the need for disarmament. The people
will throw out those who are putting obstacles in the
way of peace and mutual understanding instead of
creating conditions in which agreement on disarma=
ment can be reached.

189, We, the peoples of the Socialist world, will not
be frightened by you. Our economy is flourishing, our
technology is developing, our people are united, Do
you want to force us to compete with you in an arma=-
ments race? We do not want to, but we are not afraid
to. We shall defeat you. In our country rockets are
now being mags=produced. Recently I was in a factory,
and I saw rockets coming out like sausages from a
sausage-machine, Rocket after rocket is coming off
our assembly lines,

190. Is there anybndy that wants to put us to the test,
to see how we stand? You tested us once and we bezt
you. I am thinking of the time webeat those who waged
war on us in the first years after the October Revo=
lution: the imperialists of the United States, France,
the United Kingdom, Germany and Japan. We defeated
their forces and swept them like trash from our
sacred soil. And if the imperialists now repeat that
aggression, we skall repeat ouv victory over the ag=
gressors but on a much broader scale.

191, There are people who will now begin to say that
Khrushchev is threatening someone. No, Khrushchev
is not threatening anyone; he is a),ffering a realigiic
prediction of the future. ¥ ysiz do not rsalize what
.the true situation is, if you do not create conditions

for an agreement on disarmament, things will get even
worse, for if there is no disarmmnent there will be
an armaments race, and any armaments race will
eventually end in war. If war breaks cut, many of us
who are sitting here will no longer be around to tell
the tale. Wake up; pinch yourselves where it hurts
if you are having a hard iime staying awake. Many
people here are accustomed to hearing unctuous
words. I do not want to indulge and soothe them when
the world is on the brink of a catastrophe, If anyone
finds my words unpleasant, it will mean that I have
attained my object~-that is what I wanted.

192, What is there to add? Ag yet not all the peoples
of Asia and Africa, whohave only recently freed them=
selves from the colonialist yoke, have realized their
strength; they are still following the lead of the hang=
men who were yesterday their colonial masters, While
that may be true today, it will not be true tomorrow,
It will not be true because the people will rise; they
will straighten their backs and want to be the real
masters of the situation, Yon will see; that will happen
in the not distant future,

193. You have the right to vote in favour of discuss«
ing this question in the First Committee. We have
nothing against the First Commitiee, nothing at all,
In fact, I do not know which is better and which is
worse, the First Committee or the Assembly. We are
simply saying that the First Committee has already
been tried. Nothing came out of it, 'That is why, for
the sake of the happiness of the people,we should like
to have the question discussed again, this time in
plenary meeting. If you drive us once again into the
First Committee, we shall insist on the right to de=
cide whether we shall participate in the work of that
Committee or not., If we see that the Committee is
being used as a smoke~screen for the purpose of de=
ceiving people, that the talk about disarmament is
nothing but talk and that in reality nothing is being
accomplished, just as nothing has been accomplished
so far, then we shall leave the Commiitee, We shall
not serve as a smoke=screen; we shall not deceive
the working people of the whole world,

194, The Canadian, United States and United Kingdom
representatives have spoken here. They made a great
show of righteousness. These are the colonizers who
are rich because the colonies are poor, because the
colonizers plundered those colonies. And here they
represent themselves as so many zealots. But honest
people can see the true faces of those representatives.

195. Yes, we left the Commitiee of Five, Why did
we leave? Because you, gentlemen, turned that Com~ -
mittee into a stable. You created such a stench there
that an honest man could not even breathe, and so we
got out. We had to getoutintothe open air, like honest
men and true sons of our toiling people, We left, and
we are not going back,

196, If the discussion of the question of disarmament
takes place in the First Committee, we ghall parti=
cipate in it at the beginning., We shall see how the
discussion there is conducted. Perhaps it will be
necessary to decide to expand the Ten-Nation Com=
mittee., We have proposed, incidentally, that the mem=
bership of that Committee should be expanded to
include the representatives of fifieen States. We are
willing to participate in the work of that Committee
on the condition that the representatives of neutral
countries are included, as we have proposed. That
Cominittes will be able to work successfully if the
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General Assembly resolves that all countries should
assume the obligation to disarm, to destroy their
weapons, the process to be carried out under inter-
national control.

197. What kind of international control is required?
I repeat, if a resolution on general and complete dis=
armament, on the destruction of weapons, is adopted,
we will then agree to any kind of control. Take the
most rabid haters of communism and socialism, we
shall even believe theme=let them work out proposals
for control, The wider and more thorough international
control over disarmament is, the better it will protect
the hopes of the peoples that no country can secretly
manufacture weapons and threaten to launch a new
. war against any of its neighbours. We are not afraid
of controls, but they must be ¢ontrols over disarma=
ment, controls put into effect when a resolution on
disarmament has beenadopted. Accordingly, disarmas
ment must be carried out under controls.

198, Yet what was it that Mxr. Macmillan propused
from this rostrum? Also, in a conversation with me,
he said: "Mr. Khrushchev, you are in too much of a
hurry; such matters cannot be decided quickly. This
is the way we should do. it: Let us get together, let
us set up a political committee, let us set up a scien=
tific committee.” And that scientific committee will
determine how best to kill a flea=whether to tear
off its legs or cut off its head. That, of course, is a
*scientific nroblem® but cne which is of interest only
to those who do not want disarmament. Therefore
I said to Mr. Macmillan, "You want to drag us into a
labyrinth without light or air, inhabited only by bats
who are afraid of the light. There you would have us
participate in working out scientific problems, such
as the problem of achieving disarmament.” And that,
they say, will take five or ten years.

199, If we wait five or ten years, then we shall as=
suredly be able to say that we are not going to reach
agreement on disarmament. While at present, when
only three States actually have atomic weapons, al=
though a fourth has already begun atomic tests, I am
certain that in five or ten years there will be several
dozen such States. And then reaching agreement will
be even more difficult.

200. Rockets and missiles can already be delivered
to any point on earth, and, what is more, we can land
our space ships wherever we please. What then, will
it be like in five or ten years? You should really try
to picture it to yourselves, Therefore, if you truly

want peace=not everybody here wants it, but the ma=

jority presumably does, and I am addressing myself
to that majority—then raise your voices on behalf of
disarmament, and mankind will thank you for it. If
you follow the lead of imperialistic, monopolistic
capital, whose representatives have spoken here, if

you follow the lead of the North Atlantic war bloc,

then people will curse you. They wili curse you be=
cause they will have entrusted to you that which is

most sacred to them, peace, and you will have be="

trayed the hopes of the people. You will have failed
to reach agreement on disarmament, and you will
have plunged mankind into war.

201, This is the dﬂemma which confronts us., You
must solve it.

202, The PRESIDENT: I call on the representatxve
of France on the Disarmament Cominission in exer=
cise of the right of reply.

203. Mr. MOCH (France) (translated from French):
I shall be very brief, but as my country has been ac-
cused of changing its position, and as I 'myself have
been attacked by the Chairmsn of the Council of Minis-
ters of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, no one
can object to my taking his place on this rostrum in
order to deny his statement completely.

204, France has not changed its position, I know
Mr. Khrushchev likes proverbs, and a Frenchproverb
says that there are some balloons which must be
pricked. France has not changed its position on vehi-
cles for the delivery of nuclear weapons, On 22 Octo=-
ber last year I stated France's views in the First
Committee [1030th meeting]; then in the Ten-Nation
Committee at Geneva, I mentioned the successive
statements of the President of the French Republic.
It will be found France has consistently called for
the progressive elimination of such vehicles, begin-
ning with their neutralization, in the first stage, with
a view to precluding the risk of war by accident. The
next step would be the destruction of such vehicles,
with the exception of vehicles needed for scientific
research and aircraft or vessels for the use of those
forces which would provisionally be maintained; final-
ly, in the third stage, production would be prohibited
and places of manufacture would be controlled.

205. This has always been France's position. Simply
to repeat that the French position has changed, as the
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics has done in three letters
to the President of the French Republic, does not
make the statement true. The texts are there; they
are stronger than any statements.

206. Lastly, I would add that we in this hall are not
at a street meeting, although it seemed to me a mo=-
ment ago that we were; I was rather ashamed of a
spectacle which was completely inconsistent with the
sober, methodical and workmanlike study of such a
problem as disarmament. In my view this is an ad=
ditional reason why the Assembly should reject the
Soviet proposal that the question of. disarmament
should be directly considered in the Assembly. I re=
peat, with the President of the French Republic, that
France is ready at all times to resume serious dis~
cussions but not to abandon itself to improvised pro=-
cedures and propaganda, offering a kind of spectacle
I would rather not describe,

207. The PRESIDENT: I call on the representative
of the United States in exercise of his right of reply.

208, Mr. WADSWORTH (United States of America):
I know that the hour grows late and I do not wish to
keep the Members over long, but I would say this:
that if the intervention which we have just heard from
the representative of the Soviet Union is typical of
what he would say in the disarmament debate, that is
all the more reason why it should not be held in this
chamber, Disarmament is a complex subject, it needs
a quiet, sober and workmanlike approach, This has
not been displayed so far by the representative of the
Soviet Union,

209, Let me repeat what I said earlier today, that
we are ready to negotiate soberly and sincerely in
any forum which seems appropriate. Let me also
repeat that it was not the United States that walked
out of the various forums that have been held on the
subject of disarmament, Let me repeat again pare
ticularly that it was not Mr. Stassen who walked out
in 1957, it was Mr, Zorin, ‘
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210, I think that what we have to think about here
is the much larger picture. We are ready and have
been ready--apparently the Soviet Union has not,
Mr. Khrushchev, whose name I hope I can pronounce,
stood here before you just a few moments ago and
said: "Agree with us on disarmament and we will take
any kind of control you want."™ Now I happen to claim
some experience in this sort of business because on
31 October 1958, I sat in aconference room in Geneva
and there I heardthe Soviet representative say: "Agree
to banning tests and we will have no trouble whatever
with control," Six or seven weeks later we decided
we could not get an agenda, so we decided to talk
business and we talked business, and the first four
articles of a treaty which we hoped would have been
completed long since went right down the line with
what both of the sides wanted: a complete ban on nu-
clear tests everywhere and the obligation that all the
parties would not only refrain from holding nuclear
" tests but would refrain from participatingin, engaging
in, or in stimulating or encouraging tests anywhere
in the world., Then we were supposed to find out that
control was going to be easy, All I have to do is to
remind my friends here in this room that for over
twenty~two months the thres dclegations have saf
there worrying about control. I say: Be warned by
experience when the representative of the Soviet Union
tells you that if you will accept his principles of dis=-
armament, he in turn will give you any kind of control
that you want. I can tell you that it is not true.

211, But, as I am sure everybody here has realized
for some time, this particular discussion seems to
have got away from the point, which is, are we going
to discuss disarmament in this hall, in plenary ses-
sion, or are we going to discuss it in the First Com=
mittee? And I hope that before too long we can have
a vote on that,

212. I feel quite sure that all of you who have been
here before will realize that if any want publicity they
can get it in the First Committee too. They can have
their speeches repeated and reported; they can have
their pictures taken for the television and the news=
reels; they will not have any trouble about:that, So if
that is what Mr. Khrushchev wants he canbe perfectly
happy to go to the First Committee also.

213. One final word, and my apologies to you all for
taking up your time. This is not the kind of subject
that really lends itself to levity. It is not the kind of
subject that really lends itself io the waving of the
arms, It is not the kind of subject that lends itself to
shouting,

214. The PRESIDENT: I call upon the representative
of Afghanistan for an explanation of vote.

215. - Mr. PAZHWAK (Afghanistan): The General
Assembly has hefore it the recommendation of the
General Committee and also a draft resolution sub=
mitted by the Soviet Union delegation concerning the
question of the allocation of the item ondisarmament,
We expect that in a few minutes the President will
call upon us to vote on the two proposals. Before vot=
ing, my delegation finds it necessary to explain the
vote that it will cast on this procedural issue,

216, I must say that from the discussion of the pro=
cedure at this stage it is quite obvious to all of us
how much can be practicably expectedtobe done about
the question of disarmament, To small countries such
as mine a situation such as this is a very painful one,

and I am quite sure that allthe small countries sitfing.

here with the hope which they have always had for an
agreement and a better atmosphere on this very im-
portant question=-as a matter of fact, one of the most
amportant problems of this world—share the feelings
held by my country and my delegation,

217, However, none of those questions is under dis-
cussion here, and as' a small country we cannot do
anything to bring about a change. But before casting
a vote on this issue we have to state that, whatever
the causes of confusion may be or whatever the causes
of argument, we are not a party to them because we
are not a party to those considerations which do not
help to bring about complete and comprehensive dis=-
armament, and have absolutely no interest in such
considerations, The vote which we will cast in this
matter will be based only on certain principles, and
these are the principles which we would consider
relevant at this stage.

218, The first principle is that disarmament is one
of the most, if not the most impoxtant of the problems
facing the world today. In the light »f its importance
the discussion of this question on the highest level is
more desirable, because of its importance oniy. Ifthe
level means the level of representatives, we would
prefer the highest level. If it means the level of one
meeting as compared with another, that is to say the
General Assembly or the First Committee, we would
prefer the higher level because of the impoitance,

219, The second principle is the concernof the Mem=
bers of the United Nations—all of them, not only the
big Powers but the big Powers andthe small Powers—
represented in this Organization. If the Assembly is
going to express concern about this question the way
to ensure a deeper expression will be to take up the
discussion of the question at the highest level possible,

220, *The third principle is that it has been done in
the past. Also, even the General Committee itself has
this year decided upon the discussion of certain items
in plenary meeting, Therefore, we do not see any
reason at all why disarmament, which is the most
important item and the concern of all countries alike~
whereas the other items might be less important in
themselves and be the concern of fewer Members of
this Organization=-should not be discussed on the
plenary level,

221, Those are the three main principles, and we
have based our decision with regard to voting on the
draft resolution and on the recommendation of the
General Committee on those principles—and purely
on principles, As I have said we are not party at all
to any of the disagreements which exist between the
two blocs or the two Powers. We have here only our
own duty, and that is our duty as one of the Members
of this Assembly independently to judge a case on
its merits and, limiting itself to what is before the
Assembly at this stage, to cast a vote on the matter.

222, All that we shall be asked is whether we prefer
the discussion on disarmament totake place inplerary
gession or in the First Committee. Weé shall say that
we prefer the discussion of this guestion totake place
in the plenary Assembly. Thus, if the draft resolution
submitted by the Soviet Union is put to the vote first
my delegation will vote in favour of it. If that draft
resolution is defeated, my delegation will then sup-
port the recommendation of the General Committee
to take up the matter in the First Committee because,
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after all, what is important to us is the discussion
of this question, :

223, Therefore, the last word I would say in ex-
planation of my vote is that it is in fact a matter of
preference, and as a matter of preference we would
like this question to he discussed in plenary., But if
it is not'discussed in plenary, we shall not object to
its being discussed in the First Committee.

224, The PRESIDENT: There being no more speakers,
perhaps the Assembly will now proceed to take a de=
cision, The Assembly has before it on the one hand
the recommendation of the General Committee con-
tained in its first report [A/4520], that item 67 of the
agenda should be dealt with in the First Committee.
The Assembly also has before it the Soviet draft reso-
lution [A/L.311] proposing that this item should be
taken up in plenary.

225, The Assembly will now vote onthe recommenda=
tion of the General Committee. A roll-call vote has
been requested. Those who favourthe recommendation
of the General Committee that the matter should be
dealt with in the First Committee will vote in favour;
those who oppose that propesal and support the draft
resolution of the Soviet Union will vofe against; and
those who wish to abstain will say so.

226, I call on the representative of Afghanistan on a
point ‘of order,

227, Mr, PAZHWAK (Afghanistan): I apologize to
the President for having had to ask for this point of
-order. '

228, In the explanation of my vote I said that there
were two proposals before the Assembly: the recom=
mendation of the General Committee and a different
proposal submitted by the representative of the Soviet
Union, '

229, The recommendation of the General Committee
has not only been objected to here, but a diiferent
proposal has been submitted tc the Assembly by the
Soviet Union. I said that my delegation, andI am quite
sure many other delegations, will find it verydifficult
if you tell us that those who vote for the recommenda=-
tion of the General Committee should vote against
the proposal of the Soviet Union. We do not think that
this will be an easy or a right thing to do,

230. Therefore, I would like to request the President
to deal with these two proposals separately sothat we
have a chance to express ourselves on both of them.,

231, I hope that I have explained my point, and I hope
that you will agree with me and put to the vote first
the proposal of the Soviet Union and then the recom=-
mendation of the General Cemmittee, My delegation
thinks that is the right thing to do, and that is what
I would like to propose.

232, The PRESIDENT: The Chair was merely {rying
to enable the Assembly to vote on what seemed a per-
fectly clear issue. The Chair had understood this as
- not a matter of shades of difference or preference.
There are only two alternatives: either the question
goes to the plenary or it goes tothe First Committee.
The Chair had proposed voting in a form that would
enable the Assembly to say quite definitely which of
those two it preferred, I am sure that on reflection
the representative of Afghanistan will agree that that
is the case. If one is voted upon and is carried, the
other automatically fails,

233, If the Assembly is agreeable then, perhaps it
would vote in the way I suggested which gives every-
body an opportunity of saying definitely which of the
two mutually exclusive alternatives it prefers: dis=-
cussion in plenary or the First Commitiee.

234, I call on the representative of Pakistan on a
point of order,

235, Mr, BHUTTO (Pakistan): According to rule 93
of the rules of procedure, which I would like to read
out, it is stated:

"If two or more proposals relate to the same
question, the General Assembly shall, unless it
decides otherwise, vote on the proposals inthe order
in which they have been submitted, The General
Assembly may, after each vote onaproposal, decide
whether to vote on the next proposal.”

236, Now, both questions relate to the same issue,
and unless the Assembly decides otherwise, it will
have to be according to the priority in which the pro-
posals have been submitted.

237, The PRESIDENT: Of course, if there is objec=
tion to the proposal of the Chair, then we must go
back to the rule,

238, I call on the Foreign Minister of the Soviet
Union,

239. Mr. GROMYKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-=
lics) (translated from Russian): It seems to me that
we must direct our attention to a procedure in con-
formity with the rules of procedure that will facilitate
the position of the delegations and will enable them
to make known their attitude in the course of and by.
means of the voting.

240. We have all heard the statement which was made

by the representative of Afghanistan and from which’
it follows that if the procedure recommended by the

President is adepted, the delegation of Afghanistan

will be unable to express the stand referred to by the

chairman of the Afghan delegation, and we may never

reach a vote on thr; second proposal.

241, I believe that in the present case, and I hope
that also in all other cases, the President will rise
-above narrow considerations and will not insist on
his original proposal. If we adopt the proposal of the
representative of Afghanistan, that will not be detri=-
mental to any delegation which does not share our
attitude,. the attitude of the Soviet Union; nor, on the
other hand, will it complicate the position of those
delegations which support the Soviet proposal. Ithere-

.fore believe that in the interests of basic objectivity

the Soviet proposal should be put to the vote first.
I say this because, besides the considerations I have
put forward, that proposal, as I think you will all
agree, is in its essence an amendment to the General
Committee's report. I think that, in the light of all
these considerations, the President will agree with
this conclusion and will adopt the order of voting
to which I have referred in accordance with the.
Afghanistan proposal.

242, The PRESIDENT: I call upon the representative
of Afghanistan on a point of order.

243. Mr. PAZHWAK (Afghanistan): I should like first .
of all to recall that in his last statement the President
said that unless any member objected to hisproposal,
he would proceed to a vote, I should like to make it
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quite clear that I shall not object to whatever ruling
he may make. That is not my delegation's intention,
I had only one intention inthe interventionI just made,
and that was to explain my vote and to explain the
principles which I hold as representative of my coun-
try, and to bring those principles to the attention of
the Members of the General Assembly so that they
might understand the manner in which I shall vote.
That purpose has already been fulfilled.

244, What I had in mind to say, without objecting to
the ruling, whatever it might be, is that there is a
recommendation of the General Committee before the
Assembly, and there is also a draft resolution sub-
mitted by a Member State on the issue. If we vote only
on the recommendation of the General Committee,
and if the Soviet draft is not put to the vote, it is not
the draft resolution that does not have the chance to
be voted upon, it could be the representative who has
‘no chance to express himself. He would be deprived
of the right to express himself on a document pre=-
sented officially to the Assembly,

245, It is my right as a representative to express
my point of view on a document which has been pre=
sented to us. I shall agree with any manner in which
the President may satisfy that right, but I should be
given an opportunity to be able to see in the records
the record of my vote on this proposal and on the
other proposal. That is whythis draft resolution, which
came after the recommendation of the General Com~
mittee, should:-be put to the vote first. In case you
did not want to put to the vote the recommendation
of the General Committee, somebody might object to
it and somebody might not, but I would like that pro=
posal to be voted upon even if the recommendation is
carried. I will not insist upon that, but I would like a
chance, as one representative, to express myself on
both proposals,

246, The other point I would like to make is this:
If the President considers the whole issue the subject
matter of only one proposal, then this proposal should
be considered as an amendment, Otherwise there
would be no need for any representative to make
another proposal after a recommendation’ had been
submitted by the General Committee, and it is ob-
viously the right of any delegation to make any
proposal in the General Assembly, whatever the
recommendation of the General Committee might be.
Therefore, I must make it verycleartothe President,
because of the respect I have for his person and for
the Chair he is occupying, that I am not objecting to
or challenging his ruling at any time, but I shall sub-
mit the matter wholly to him to satisfy the right of a
representative who wants to express himself on the
proposals in any manner the President considers
proper and the right way to do it,

247, The PRESIDENT: I am sure that the General
Assembly does not wish to embark upon a procedural
debate at this late hour, and I will do everything to
help it to avoid doing so. I made a suggestion which
was based on the idea that the issue involved was
really a single issue, Objection has been taken to that
on the ground that there are in fact two proposals
before the Assembly and that the Assembly should
vote on them separately. The two proposals are the
recommendation of the General Committee that this
item should go to the Firat Committee and the Soviet
draft resolution proposing that the item should go to
the plenary.

248. Rule 93 has been invoked in regard to these two
proposals, but, as regards the order in which the
proposals were submitted, the first proposal was, of
course, the recommendation of the General Commit=
tee that this item should go to the First Committee,
Therefore, if rule 93 is invoked=-and it was invoked
from the floor—then the As3embly should first vote
on the recommendation of the General Committee,
After that would come the Soviet draft resclution.I am
prepared to submit the two proposals to the Assembly
separately if that is the general view. If that is so,
we will proceed first to vote on the recommendation
of the General Committee that this item should be
assigned to the ‘First Coramittee,

A vote was taken by roll-call.

Turkey, having been drawn by lot by the President,
was called upon to vote first.

In favour: Turkey, Union of South Africa, United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northernireland, United
States of America, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Argentina,
Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma,
Cameroun, Canada, Central African Republic, Ceylon,
Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo (Brazzaville),
Costa Rica, Cyprus, Dahomey, Denmark, Ecuador,
El Salvador, Federation of Malaya, France, Gabon,
Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Iran,
Ireland, Isracl, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Laos,
Luxembourg, Madagascar, Mexico, Nepal, Nether-
lands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Norway, Pakis-
tan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal,
Spain, Sudan, Sweden, Thailand.

Against: Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics, Albania, Bulgaria,
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cuba, Czecho=
slovakia, Guinea, Hungary, Mali, Poland, Romania,

Abstaining: United Arab Republic, Venezuela, Yemen,
Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, Cambodia, Dominican Repub=
lic, Ethiopia, Finland, Ghana, India, Indonesia, Iraq,
Jordan, Lehanon, Liberia, Libya, Morocco, Nigeria,
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, Togo, Tunisia.

The recommendation of the General Committee was
adopted by 62 votes to 12, with 24 abstentions.

249, The PRESIDENT: The General Assembly will
now vote onthe Soviet Union draft resolution [A/L,311].
A roll-call vote has been requested.

A vote was taken by roli-call.

Argentina, having been drawn by lot by the Presi-
dent, was called upon to vote first,

In favour: Bulgaria, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist
Republic, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Guinea, Hungary,
Mali, Poland, Romania, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist "
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics Afgha-
nistan, Albania,

Against: Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia,
Brazil, Canada, Central African Republic, Ceyilon,
Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo (Brazzaville),
Costa Rica, Cyprus, Dahomey, Denmark, Ecuador,
El Salvador, Federation of Malaya, France, Gabon,
Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Ireland,
Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Luxembourg, Mada=
gascar, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger,
Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philip~
pines, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Thailand, Turkey,
Union of South Africa, United Kingdom of Great Britain
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and Northern Ireland, United States of América, Upper
Volta, Uruguay.

Abstaining: Austria, Burma, Cambodia, Cameroun
Dominican Republic, Ethiopia, Finland, Ghana, India,
Indonesia, Iran, Irag, Jordan, Laos, Lebanon, Liberia,
1ibya, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Nigeria, Saudi Arabia,
Senegal, Somalia, Sudan, Togo, Tunisia, United Arab
Republic, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia,

The draft resolution was rejected by 54 votes to 13,
with 31 abstentions.

250, The PRESIDENT: I now call on the representa=-
tive of Yugoslavia in explanation of his vote,

251, Mr, VIDIC (Yugoslavia): My delegation considers
that the item entitled "Disarmament and the situation
with regard to the fulfilment of General Assembly
resolution 1378 (XIV) of 20 November 1959 on the
question of disarmament” might usefully be discussed
in plenary meetings of the Assembly, At the same
time, 1 wish to point out that we have never felt that

the question of procedure~that is, the question whether
such an item should be discussed in plenary or in the
First Committee=is of decisive importance. We of
course strongly maintain the view that it is essential
that the disarmament question should be constantly
in the forefront of the attention and activities of the
United Nations so that an early solution of this all-
important problem may be arrived at,

252, The course of our deliberations here—and par~
ticularly some new elements that have been introduced
and certain suggestions and views which have been
put forward and which we have not been able to study—~—
has strengthened our belief that the procedure to be
followed here is not of overriding importance, We
therefore abstained from the vote on the question of
the allocation of this item, For the same reason we
abstained from the vote onthe General Committee's
recommendation on the question,

The meeting rose at 7,35 p.m.

Litho in UN,
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