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SPEECH AT THE UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE
IN SAN FRANCISCO

April 26, 1945

. Mr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen. On behalf of the
Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics I
would like in the first utterance of the Soviet delegation at
this historic conference to express deep gratitude to the Gov-
ernment of the United States of America and to Secretary
of Sfate Mr. Stettinius personally for the tremendous prepar-
atory work carried out prior to this conference and for the
exemplary organization of the United Nations Conference.
At the same time I take this opportunity to convey the So-
viet delegation’s most sincere gratitude to the Mayor of San
Francisco, Mr. Roger Lapham, for the cordial hospitality
extended to the delegation in this city.

The Soviet Government attaches great importance to the
International Conference in San Francisco. The end of the
war has drawn near—at least in Europe. The rout of Hitler
Germany, the principal aggressor in this war, has become a
fact. The time has come to take care of the postwar period
—of the future,

This conference is called upon to consider the problem
of setting up an organization to protect the general peace
and security of nalions after the war. Hence the responsibil-
ity resting upon this conference is very great indeed.
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Today as on many other occasions we must recall once
again the great name of President Franklin Roosevelt, His
services in the struggle for the achievement of lasting peace
and in the preparation of this historic conference have
been widely acknowledged among all peace-loving na-
tions, -
The second world war by far surpassed the first world
war in the scope of military operations and in the size of
the armies involved, in the number of casualties, in the im-
measurable destruction, and in the unprecedentedly severe
consequences for the life of many peoples. Hitler Germany
which unleashed this war shrank from no crimes in the at-
tempt to impose her domination on Europe and to pave the
way for the world supremacy of German imperialism. The
mass murders of children, women and old men; the exter-
mination of entire nationalities; the wholesale destruction
of peaceful civilians who were not to the liking of the fas-
cists; the barbaric destruction of culture and of unsubmis-
sive cultural leaders; the destruction of many thousands of
towns and villages; the collapse of the economic life of
entire nations, and other incalculable losses—all these are
things that must not be forgotten...,

German fascism not-only openly prepared its armies and
armaments for piratical attack on peaceful countries; Hit-
lerism cynically geared the mentality of many millions of
people in its country to the aim of establishing domination
over foreign nations. This too was the purpose of the illiter-
ate misanthropic theory of “the German master race,”
which other nations supposedly had to serve,

Long before it directly attacked its neighbours Hitlerism
had openly prepared for a criminal war, which it unloosed
at a moment of its own choice. We know that Hitlerism
found unscrupulous abettors and sanguinary accomplices.
We also know that when German fascism, which until then
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had freely promenaded through Europe, invaded the Soviet
Union it encountered an unflinching adversary, The Soviet
country, which in bloody battles against German fascism
saved European civilization, has now every reason to re-
mind the governments of their responsibility for the future
of the peace-loving nations after the termination of this war.
This is all the more necessary because before this war the
warning voice of the Soviet Republic was not heeded with
due attention.

This is not the time to go at length into the reasons for
this. It cannot be proved that there was no desire to pre-
vent war. But it has been fully proved that the governments
which once claimed a leading part in Europe manifested
their inability, if not their reluctance, to prevent this war,
whose consequences it will be not so easy to undo,

This conference is called upon to found the organization
of the future security of nations. This is a great problem,
which it has hitherto been impossible to solve successfully.
Everybody knows that the League of Nations did not cope
with this problem in the least. It betrayed the hopes of those
who belicved in it. Obviously, no one now wishes to restore
a League of Nations which had no rights or power, which
did not hinder any aggressor in hatching war against peace-
loving nations, and which sometimes even positively lulled
the vigilance of lhe peoples with regard to impending ag-

gression, The prestige of the League of Nations was especially
" undermined when unceremonious attempts were made to
turn it into a tool of reactionary forces and privileged Pow-
ers. If the sad lessons of the League of Nations have to be
rcealled here, it is only so that the errors of the past may
be avoided in future; these errors must not be allowed to be
committed again, even under the mask of new florid prom-
ises, But one should net count indefinitely on the patience of
the peoples, if the governments again belray an inability to
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set up an international organization to safeguard the peace-
ful life of people, their lands and their younger ‘generations
against the horrors and calamities of new piratical imperial-
ist wars. ‘

The Soviet Government is a sincere and firm advocate
of the establishment of a strong international security organ-
ization. Whatever may depend upon it and its efforts in

~the common cause of creating such a postwar organi-
zation for protecting the peace and security of nations, the
Soviet Government will readily do. We will fully cooperate
in the solution of this great problem with all other govern-
ments which are genuinely devoted to this noble cause. We
are confident that, in spite of all the obstacles, this historic
goal will be achieved by the joint effort of the peace-loving
nations. .

A big contribution to this cause was the work done at
Dumbarton Oaks last year, with which we are all familiar.
There the representatives of the United States of America,
Great Britain, China and the Soviet Union worked out prin-
ciples for an international security organization that consti-

. tute an important basis for an international organization of
a new type. Quite recently at the suggestion of the great
American President, Franklin Roosevelt, the Crimea con-
ference adopted important supplements to this draft. As a
result, this conference has a sound basis for successful
work,

Quite naturally, the new international security organi-
zation will be built on the foundation laid by the United
Nations in this war,

We know that in the strenuous struggle against the com-
mon enemy a great coalition of democratic Powers came
into being in" Europe. The formation of the Anglo-Soviet-
American coalition ensured the demolition of German fas-
cism and its abettors. The other nations of Europe fought
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or are fighting for their liberation led by this coalition. The
coalition of great Powers, with their inflexible will to defend
their national rights, as well as to promote the liberation
of all other nations which fell victim to sanguinary aggres-
sion, is consummating the defeat of the enemy—the foe of
all the United Nations. It has been able to do this both be-
cause it was conscious of its historical responsibility and
because it possessed immense manpower and material re-
sources, which were unswervingly employed in the way
demanded by the struggle against the common enemy. But
we must always bear in mind that the prestige won may
be easily squandered, if certain elementary things are for-
gotten, such as the lessons of the League of Nations, or the
lessons of this war, in which the democratic nations united
against an imperialist Power which fancied itself the mas-
ler of Europe and which wanted to impose its will well-nigh
on the whole world, '

This coalition was forged in the fire of struggle, and has
already rendered great service to the cause of the United
Nations. It must be admitted that the presence in this coali-
tion of such a country as the Soviet Union, where the prob-
lem of relations between big peoples and small has been
consistently solved on a basis of equality and true democ-
racy, is of extreme and fundamental importance, Nor is it
possible to overrate the active part played in this coalition
by the United States of America, which formerly remained
aloof from the problems of an international organization,
but which is now contributing to this cause its initiative
and its enormous international prestige. This coalition would
have been simply impossible without Great Britain, which
holds a prominent place in the international association of
democratic countries, China in Asia and France in Europe
are the great countries which strengthen this coalilion as a
powerful factor in the postwar world too.
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If the leading democratic countries demonsirate their
ability to act in harmony in the postwar period as well, this
will mean that the peace and security of nations have at last
found their most effective bulwark and defence. But this is
not enough. Are other peace-loving nations ready to rally
around these leading Powers and create an effective inter-
nalional security organization?—this is the question which
must be settled at this conference in the interest of the fu-
ture peace and security of nations.

The question is one of creating an international organi.
zalion endowed with definite powers to safeguard the gener-
al peace. This organization must alse have certain means
necessary for the military protection of the security of na-
tions.

Only if such conditions are created as will guarantee
lhat no violation of the peace, or threat of such violation,
will go unpunished, and that the necessary punitive meas-
ures are not too belated, will the seourity organization be
able to shoulder responsibility for the cause of peace. Thus
the question is to create an effective organization to safe-
guard the general peace and security of nations, for which
all sincere partisans of the peaceful development of nations
have long been yearning, but which has always had many
irreconcilable enemies in the camp of the more aggressive
imperialists. :

After the countless sacrifices of this war, after the suf-
ferings and hardships of these past vears the longing of the
peoples for such an organization has become particularly
poignant. But the opponents of such an international organ-
ization have not laid down their arms. They are carrying
on their subversive activities even now, though in most
cases in veiled and camouflaged form. For this purpose they
frequently use ostensibly the most democratic watchwords
and arguments, even going so far as to verbally uphold the
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interests of small nations or the principles of justice and
equality of nations. But, when all is said and done, it is not
what reasons or pretexts will have been used to sabotage the
establishment of an effective security organization of nations
that matters. If this time, too, no such effeclive organization
is created to protect the postwar peace, this will be one
more indication of inability to cope with this great problem
with the given forces. But it will be no proof that the need
for such an organization is not ripe, or that such an organi-
zation will not be set up ultimately,

We must not minimize the difficulties of creating an in-
ternational security organization. We shall not find the right
road with our eyes closed. We must give warning of -these
difficulties in order to overcome them and, avoiding illu-
sions, to find at last a reliable road for our march towards
this noble objective, '

As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, I should like to
assure this conference that the entire people of our country
are brought up in a spirit of faith in, and devotion to, the
cause of creating a firm organization of international se-
curity. I should also like to assure this conference that the
Soviet people will lend a responsive ear to the voices, wishes
and suggestions of all sincere friends of this great cause
among the nations of the world,

You know that in the Soviet Union there are millions of
people capable of defending their country arms in hand to
the last. At the same time, let it be marked, the people of
our Soviet country are devoted heart and soul to the cause
of lasting general peace and are ready to support with all
their strength the efforts of other nations to create a reliable
organization for the peace and security of nations. You
should definitely know that in the matter of safeguarding
the peace and security of nations, the Soviet Union can be
relied upon. This great cause is resolutely backed by our
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peace-loving people, by the Soviet Government and the Red
Army, ‘and by our great Marshal Stalin. To voice these
sentiments and thoughts of the Soviet people is one of
the cardinal tasks of the delegation of the Soviet Govern-
ment. N

I shall conclude my statement by expressing the fer-
vent wish that our joint work at this conference may be
crowned with success,
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RADIO BROADCAST FROM SAN FRANCISCO
ON THE OCCASION OF THE UNCONDITIONAL
SURRENDER OF GERMANY

May 9, 1945

Today the -act of unconditional surrender of Genmany
was made public in Moscow. We have reached the long-
awaited day of victory over Hitler Germany. On this day all
our thoughts go out to those who by their heroism and with
their arms ensured the victory over our enemy, the mortal
enemy of the United Nations.

The memory of the fallen warriors and the countless vic-
tims of German fascism will remain sacred to us forever.

We shall honestly fulfil our great obligations to the dis-
al:led soldiers and the orphaned families.

On the day Germany launched her piratical atlack on
the Soviet Union, the Soviet Government declared: “Ours is
a just cause. The enemy will be defeated. Victory will be
ours.”

This we have now achieved, in a long and stern fight.
The Soviet people bent all their energies to expel the in-
vader from their country and to uphold their liberty and in-
dependence, as the immortal Lenin taught us,

Together with our democratic Allies we have brought the
war of liheration in Europe to a viclorious conclusion. The
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victory over German fascism is of supreme historic impor-
tance.

Under the leadership of the great Stalin, we have won
this glorious victory and shall go forward to the building of
enduring peace.

We must consolidate our victory for the sake of the free-
dom of nations, for the welfare, cultural development and
progress of mankind.



SPEECH ON THE OCCASION OF THE SIGNING
OF THE TREATY BETWEEN THE SOVIET UNION
AND THE CZECHOSLOVAK REPUBLIC ON
THE TRANSCARPATHIAN UKRAINE

June 29, 1945

Mr. Prime Minister, Gentlemen.

The Treaty just signed between the Czechoslovak Repub-
lic and the Soviet Union on the Transcarpathian Ukraine is
of great political significance.

For a thousand years the people of the Tr anscarpathlan
Ukraine were severed from their mother country, the
Ukraine. As far back as at the close of the ninth century
they fell under the sway of the Hungarians, The Hungarian
landowners and capitalists, and later the Germans, imposed
upon them a regime of tyranny, oppression and colonial ex-
ploitation. They penalized the Ukrainian language and pro-
hibited the opening of Ukrainian schools, and did every-
thing in their power fo shatter and destroy the national cul-
ture of the Carpatho-Ukrainians. Many inhabilants of the
Transcarpathian Ukraine were compelled to quit their home-
land for other countries.

However, despite everything, the people of the Transcar-
pathian Ukraine, in ethnographical features, language, mode
of life and historical destiny, were and remain a part of
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the Ukrainian people. It is generally known how great their
desire has always been to reunite with their blood-brothers,
the Ukrainians. This was the age-old dream of a much suf-
fering people.

After the first world war, the Transcarpathian Ukraine
became part of Czechoslovakia. The position of the Carpatho-
Ukrainians improved, but they remained severed from their
people, from the Ukraine.

Fulfilling its great liberating mission, the Red Army
ejected the German and Hungarian invaders from the Trans-
carpathian Ukraine, delivering the Carpatho-Ukrainians from
fascist bondage, thus beginning the liberation of the entire
territory of the Czechoslovak Republic. The people of the
Transcarpathian Ukraine received the opportunity to decide
their own destiny.

On November 26, 1944, the First Congress of People’s
Committees of the Transcarpathian Ukraine was held in the
town of Mukafevo and unanimously adopted a Manifesto
announcing the desire of the people of the Transcarpathian
Ukraine to reunite with the Soviet Ukraine,

The President and the Government of the Czechoslovak
Republic met the unanimous desire of the people of the
Transcarpathian Ukraine, Voicing the opinion of the entire
Soviet people, and, in the first place, the opinion and sen-
timents of the people of the Ukraine, the Soviet Government
notes with gratitude this friendly act of the Czechoslovak
Republic, in which we have an example of a fraternal settle-
ment of a problem affecting the interests of two neighbour-
ing Slav nations.

The signing of this Treaty realizes the age-old dream of
the people of the Transcarpathian Ukraine. They are being
reunited with their mother country, the Ukraine. For the
first time in its history the entire Ukrainian nation is united
within a single state of its own.
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This Treaty is a vivid demonstration of sincere friendship
between Slav peoples and of fraternal cooperation between
the Soviet Union and Czechoslovakia..

Permit me to voice the certainty that all freedom-loving
nations will welcome the present Treaty as signifying a
strengthening of the policy of peace and of friendly rela-
lions among nations. |

The Soviet Government warmly greets the people of the
Transcarpathian Ukraine, who are now reuniting with their
mother country, the Ukraine, and joining the fraternal fam-
ily of -the peoples of the Soviet Union.

May friendshjp and cooperation develop and strengthen
between the Soviet Union and Czechoslovakia, to the welfare
of our nations and in the interest of world peace.
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SPEECH AT A MEETING OF VOTERS OF
THE MOLOTOV ELECTORAL AREA, MOSCOW

February 6, 1946

Comrades,

You and the voters you represent have nominated me
as a candidate tothe Supreme Soviet, and the Election Com-
mission of the Molotov Electoral Area of Moscow has regis-
tered my candidacy. Permit me to express my deep grati-
tude for the confidence you have thereby accorded to the
Communist Party, for the confidence and honour you have
accorded me personally as a representative of the Party.
(Loud applause. All rise.) 1 thank you for the kind words
you have said here about me and my work. (Applause.)

On my part I wish to assure you and all the voters that
I remember well what Comrade Stalin said about a deputy’s
prime duty: to have the great image of the great Lenin al-
ways before him and to emulate Lenin in everything. (Pro-
longed applause.) To emulate Lenin means at the same time
to emulate the great Stalin, the continuer of Lenin’s cause.
(Prolonged applause.) There can be no nobler task for a
deputy than to emulate Lenin and Stalin and to be really
worthy of this, Rest assured, comrades, that I have always
striven with all my heart for this. (4pplause.)

‘We are on the eve of new general elections. The entire
adult population of the country is taking part in these elec-
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tions. The attitude of all the many millions in the Soviet
Union towards the leadership of the Communist Party and
towards the policy of the Soviet Government is now being
tested. Well, we have reason to look confidently ahead. One
confirmation of this is the fact that the communist and non-
party bloc has become still stronger and is working in great
harmony. There may be people abroad who still dream that
it would be a good thing if some party other than the Com-
munist Party were fo assume the leadership of our country.
To these people one might reply in the simple words of the
proverb: “If ifs and ands were pots and pans....” (Laughter
and applause.) There is no need to say much about such
people, people, so to speak, “from the other world.”
(Laughter and applause) As for our people, they have
their own opinion on the subject. What's to be done,
when the Soviet people have formed bonds of close kinship
and have identified themselves with their Communist Party?
(Loud and prolonged applause) And if there are people
abroad who still do not like this, we can console them with
the thought that nowadays in other countries, too, it is no
rare thing to find the Communists, as leaders, enjoying the
confidence of the broad mass of the people. (4dpplause.)
This only goes to show that the lessons of life are not wast-
ed. In short, the earth is not only revolving, but, one might
say, is not revolving in vain (laughter, applause), and is pur-
suing a forward course towards a better future. (Applause.)

The four-year war with Germany, and then with Japan,
was a supreme test for the young Soviet State. This war,
which strained all the spiritual and material forces of the
people, was an exceptionally severe test of the policy of the
Dolshevik Party. More, it was a test of the stability of the
very political system of the Soviet Republic. Now no one
can deny that the Soviet State las passed this test' with flying
colours,
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Compare Russia as she was before the October Revolu-
tion with what she has become today, We know that the
Russo-Japanese War of 1904-05 caused upheaval in tsarist
Russia. Everyone knows about the first Russian revolution,
when the first thunderstorm burst over the tsarist regime.
The war with Germany of 1914-17 shapped tsarism at its
roots and ended with the abolition of the bourgeois-landlord
system in Russia. At the time of the war with Japan, the
tsarist government admitted its defeat and hastened to end
the war. But tsarist Russia was unable to survive the war
with Germany, thus demonstrating how utterly rotten and
moribund the old regime had become.

Compare this with the present state of our country, after
a most gruelling war with Germany and then the war with
Japan. Both aggressors, together with their satellites, have
been smashed, thanks chiefly to our Red Army. (4Applause.)
The Soviet Union achieved victory in the West and then in
the East, which, as you see, is quite unlike the old pre-So-
viet times. Having stood these supreme tests, the Soviet
Union has advanced still further to the fore as a major fac-
tor in international life. The U.S.S.R. ranks today among the
most authoritative of the world powers. (Applause.) Impor-
tant problems of international relations cannot nowadays
be ‘settled without the participation of the Soviet Union or
without heeding the voice of our country. The participation
of Comrade Stalin is regarded as the best guarantee of a
successful solution of complicated international problems.
(Prolonged applause.) Without indulging in self-complacen-
cy, and always remembering how tenacious of life the
reactionary forces in the capitalist countries still are, we
must, nevertheless, recognize that the new position the So-
viet Union now occupies in international affairs is not the
result of fortuitous circumstances, that it corresponds with
the interests of all peace-loving nations as well as with the
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interests of all countries that are following the road of dem-
ocratic development and assertion of their national inde-
pendence, :

The credit for all this belongs primarily to the heroic
Red Army. (Applause) Our Red Army men and Red Navy
men, officers and commanders of all arms, have served de-
voledly, to the glory of our counfry., Our generals and mar-
shals, with Generalissimo Stalin at their head, have brought
fame and renown to the Soviet Union, The enemy was halt-
ed at the gates of Moscow, and this marked the turn of the
lide on the Soviet-German front. The enemy swrrounded
Leningrad, but proved powerless to carry out his plan of
capturing the city. The enemy was beaten at Stalingrad, and
that marked the beginning of the utter rout of the German
army on our front. These tasks were accomplished accord-
ing to the strategic plan, and under the direct leadership, of
our great captain, Comrade Stalin. (Loud and prolonged
applause.)

The defeat of the enemy came as a result of the efforts
of the entire Soviet people, who ensured the victory, We
had to lengthen the working day. Millions of women re
placed men on collective farms and at mills and factories.
Young people self-sacrificingly did the work of adults, We
had to reconcile ourselves to serious restrictions of the most
vilal necessities, to a grave housing shortage, to evacuation
to distant parts, and to other wartime hardships. And in
spite of this our national economy coped with its main tasks.
The needs of the front were satisfied unfailingly and unin-
terruptedly, The urgent needs of the rear were also met, al-
though with great restrictions. Comrade Stalin’s call, “Every-
thing for the front!” was responded to with unanimity by the
entire Soviet people, and this ensured victory. (Applause.)

Overcoming all difficulties at the front and in the rear,
we achieved victory. We were able to do so because not

. 29



-only during the war, but in the years preceding the war, we

. pursued a correct course. We swept the internal enemies out
of our way, all those saboteurs and subversive elements who
in the end turned into a gang of spies and wreckers in the
employ of foreign masters. We also know that the Soviet
people had long dampened all ardour for direct foreign in-
terference in our internal affairs. In spite of all who tried
to put spokes in our wheel, our people transformed their
country and created a mighty Socialist State. (Applause.)
The foundations of our victory were laid by the creation of
the Red Army, the industrialization of the country, the re-
construction of agriculture on the basis of collective farm-
ing, the intensive work to raise the cultural level of the
people, and the persistent training of engineering and other
skilled personnel. And now we are able to review the glo-
rious results: we have smashed a most dangerous enemy,
scored a glorious victory, welded the family of Soviet na-
tions still closeruto«gether, and raised the international pres-
lige of the Soviet Union to unprecedented heights. Is any
better test required of the correctness of the policy of the
Bolshevik Party? (Applause) After this, it is not difficult to
understand why confidence in our Party has grown so im-
mensely, why confidence in Comrade Stalin’s leadership is
so unshakable. (Prolonged applause.)

The termination of the war confronted us with new tasks,
and this also lays new obligations upon us.

The time has come to take up the work interrupted by
the war. We shall need some time to raise socialist industry
to the level it had reached before the war. But a couple of
years will pass and we shall have accomplished it, which
is more than any capitalist country could do. (Applause.)
This task will be an integral part of the new five-year plan,
which we are launching this year and which in many re-
spects will enable us to surpass the prewar level of our na-
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tional economy, (Applause) We are again developing the
branches of industry which will provide agriculture with the
necessary quantity of tractors, farm machinery and fertilizer,
and also those which will furnish locomotives, rolling stock
and everything else needed by the railways and other im-
portant branches of transportation—sea, river and automo-
bile. Another task on the order of the day js an all-round im-
provement in the supply of consumer goods to the popula-
tion of town and country. For that a number of our indus-
tries will have to be expanded. The housing problem to be
coped with has become particularly acute in view of the
aftermath of destruction left by the war with the German
invader. The construction of schools and hospitals, colleges
and laboratories, cinemas and theatres and many other cul-
tural and social institutions must be duly expanded, bearing
in mind the shortcomings of the past and the need to draw
more extensively on the experience of other countries, The
people of Moscow will again address themselves to plans for
the reconstruction of the capital, and we shall all actively
participate in this work of major state importance. (Ap-
Plause.)

You will remember that shortly before the war the Party
and the Government had recognized that the time had come
to practically tackle and accomplish the cardinal economic
task of the U.S.S.R. This cardinal task was formulated as fol-
lows: to overtake and outstrip economically the most highly
developed capitalist European countries and the United
States of America, and definitely to accomplish this task in
the nearest future, Our country was to produce no less ir-
dustrial goods per head of population than the most de-
veloped capitalist country—that was the task. (Applause.)

We made a good start in this work, But Germany’s attack
interrupted the great effort. Now we shall tackle the job
again, and with a deeper realization of its importance, and
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we shall try 10 make the pace of our work commensuraté
with the grandeur of the task, The crises, the industrial
slumps, characteristic of the capitalist countries are unknown,
and will be unknown, to us. We do not know and shall not
know unemployment, for we have long discarded the fetters
of capitalism and the rule of private property. It is conscious
endeavour and socialist emulation in our mills and factories,
on collective and state farms, on railways and in offices
that are the mainsprings of our economic progress. (Ap-
plause.) ‘ o

We must especially strive to make the labour of all
more productive, for that is not only in the personal interest
of every working man and woman, but in the common in-
terest of the state, The time has passed when work was done
to the strains of “Dubinushka.” “Dubinushka,” of course,
is a good song; so is the Volga Boatmen’s song, But there
is a time for everything. In our age, the age of machinery
and high technique—and especially when we are out to
“overtake and outstrip”—new machinery must be introduced
more extensively and effectively in all branches of our econ-
omy, so that the latest achievements of technology and
science may play an ever greater part in the development of
our industry and of our national economy generally. Then
we shall accomplish our task—the task of overtaking and
outstripping economically the most developed capitalist
countries with that success which is required by the interests
of our couniry and the interests of Communism. (Applause.)

Naturally, in order definitely-to accomplish this colossal
task, we need a lengthy period of peace and security for our
country. The peaceable policy of the Soviet Union is not
something transient; it springs from the fundamental interests
and vital needs of our people, from their desire to raise their
living standards as speedily as possible, from the tremendous
urge felt by Soviet men and women to fashion their own
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way of life—the new cultured socialist way of life—and
from our people’s profound conviction that the Soviet Union:
will \successfully accomplish all these tasks, provided the
hounds of aggression are kept on the leash. That is why the
Soviet people are so vigilant with regard to possible seats of -
disturbance of peace and international security or to any in-

trigues along these lines.

Our people spring to the alert today, too, when circum-'
stances require it. Qan we, for example, close our eyes to
such facts as, say, the preservation in one form or another
of hundreds of thousands of German troops of Hitler’s de-
feated army in an area administered by our ally? It cannot
but be regarded as a good sign that our ally has admitted
‘that this state of affairs must be ended.

Or take another fact, To this day tens of thousands of
troops of the Polish fascist General Anders, who is notorious
for his enmity to the Soviet Union and who is ready for any
adventurous gamble against the new democratic Poland, are
being maintained in Italy at the expense of the Allies. Facts
like these certainly cannot be explained by concern for the
peace and security of nations. Or take this instance. There
still exists on Austrian territory, outside the Soviet zone, Colo-
nel Rogozhin’s Russian Whiteguard infantry corps, which
during the war was in Hitler’s pay and service. We have nat-
urally demanded that this gang of degenerates be disband-
ed, again in the interest of peace and friendly relations
among the Allies,

The Soviet Union has done nolittle to promote the build-
ing of a new and more effective organization to safeguard
the peace and security of nations. The United Nations or-
ganization has already begun fo function, and we wish it
success in its important tasks. Our participation in this or-
ganization is aimed at making it effective in preventing fresh
wars and in curbing all and every imperialist aggressor and
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violator of the will of other nations. The Soviet Union is al-
ways prepared in the interest of general peace o work in
concord and harmony with peace-loving countries, big and
small. There are no bellicose adventurist groups in the So-
viet Union, as there are among the ruling classes of certain
other countries where rather dangerous talk is already beiny
encouraged by insatiable imperialists about a “third world
war.” True friends of the peace and security of nations will
continue to find the Soviet Union a faithful ally and a relia-
ble bulwark. (Prolonged applause.) 4

This does not mean that we are not concerned for the
might of the Red Army and our Navy. No, concern for our
armed forces is unrelaxing. Our army has accumulated fight-
ing experience, has grown strong and steeled as never before.
In the course of the war it underwent a great reorganization
and geared itself to the demands of modern warfare. The
fighting spirit and Soviet patriotism of our troops are well
known. The government and the leadership of the Red Ar-
my are doing everything to ensure that as regards the very
latest types of armaments, too, our army may be in no way
inferjor to the army of any other country. It is enough to
say that all these years the armed forces of the Soviet Union
have been headed by the great soldier and farsighted leader
of our country, Generalissimo Stalin. (Stormy cheers.)

All this determines our new, postwar tasks,

These include both major problems, domestic and for-
eign, decisive for the future of our country and of our cause,
and current tasks that demand urgent solution. The Bol-
shevik Party teaches us the art of combihing these tasks. Un-
less we concentrale the necessary forces and means on the
fundamental tasks of the state, we cannot look ahead with
confidence, not to mention the fact that the war has borne
out with tremendous cogency the correctness of this Bolshe-
vik policy, which throughout the past has been pursued in
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the building of our state. (4pplause.) One of the major
achievements of our Pariy is the indisputable fact that our
people have long grasped the profound import of this gene-
ral line of Bolshevik policy. (Applause.) But the Party has
always demanded that the available opportunities, and we
have no few of them, should be used more widely and pef‘-
sistently to salisfy urgent needs connected with raising the
standard of living of our population. The Party has always
fought ruthlessly against bureaucratic disdain for what are
called “minor” problems and has urged not only Bolshevik
self-criticism, but active public criticism of the work of inef-
ficient executives. And now that the war has left a whole crop
of these “minor” problems, this is. a fitting time to remind
the executives of our organizations and institutions of this.

Much depends, of course, on ability to work, and still
more on a genuine desire to learn how to work. It is never
too late to learn, as you know. This applies both to local and
to central executive officials. Comrade Stalin has fold us
more than once how useful it is for people in authority to
take daily stock of their work, to study more frequently and
more deeply the results of their activity. After all, nowadays,
a good deal depends in every sphere of activity on the execu-
tives. The same factory, the same collective farm, the same
organization or institution yields certain results under one
manager, and much better results under another, more ef-
ficient manager. The factory worker, as you know, takes
stock of his or her work every day. Factory workers want
to know, and do know, how much they have produced in
the course of the day, what they have to show for their
work. The same thing may be said of the men and women of
the countryside. The results of their work find expression in
the number of collective-farm workday units; and we know
what good eare our collective farmers take to have as many
of these units to their credit as they can, and how deeply
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rooted this now is in the life of the collective farms. Execu-
‘tives, 190, must develop the habit of taking stock of their
work every day, and must learn to be properly self-critical
of the resulls of their activity, Then there will be fewer short-
comings in the work of many of our respected comrades,
and we shall achieve the modern Bolshevik tempo we need
in the solution of all urgent problems. :
The Party, in its policy, gives us the correct line to work

on. And we in authority in local and central organizations
musi prove by our deeds that we know how to ‘work. We
must prove our Bolshevik desire to work-better, more pro-
ductively, with maximum benefit for the people. You will
probably agree that this is the thing which all our voters
want. . c

. We have every ground {o expect that at the elections to
the Supreme Soviet our people will again demonstrate their
confidence in the Bolshevik Party and will unanimously
support the candidates of the Stalin communist and non-
party bloc of workers, peasants and ‘intellectuals. This only
enhances the responsibility devolving on the deputies; they
must prove themselves worthy of the confidence of our great
people and must justify the confidence of their electors.
{Applause.) So let the new elections serve to weld our people
together still more strongly, and to promote our further ad-
vance under the tried leadership of the Bolshevik Party and
of our great and beloved Stalin. (Stormy and prolonged
cheers. All rise. Cries of: “Long live our great Stalin!” “Long
live Stalin’s faithiul coileague, Comrade Molotov!™)



'STATEMENT TO REPRESENTATIVES OF
THE SOVIET PRESS ON THE RESULTS
OF THE PARIS MEETING OF THE COUNCIL
OF FOREIGN MINISTERS*

In connection with questions put by correspondents of the
Izvestia and Pravda regarding the results of the meeting of
the Council of Foreign Ministers in Paris, and in view of the
-construction yvhich, has lately been put on these results in
other countries, V. M. Molotov, Minister of Foreign Affairs
of the U.S.S.R., made the following statement:

The meeting of the Foreign Ministers’ Council in Paris
was held in accordance with the decision of the Moscow con-
ference of the three Ministers last December, As is known,
the Moscow conference, guided by the directives of the Ber-
lin tripartite conference, adopled a definite decision regard-
ing the preparation of the peace treaties with Italy, Ru-
mania, Bulgaria, Hungary and Finland. The Soviet delega-
tion at the Paris meeting was guided by the principle that it
was obligatory to adhere strictly to the decision of the Mos-
cow cdnference, which provided for the convening of a
conference to discuss the said peace treaties after the
preparation of the corresponding drafts had been complet- -
ed. The Moscow conference decision provided that agree-
ment shall necessarily be reached among the Governments

* Publisned in the Moscow newspapers, May 27, 1946,
37



of the Soviet Union, Great Britain and the United States, and,
wilh respect to Italy, France too, in framing the said peace
treaties. This means that hefore the peace conference of rep-
resentatives of the 21 states is convened, these governments
must draw up agreed peace-treaty drafts. Any other interpre-
tation might lead to a situation where, say, instead of one
draft, two drafts of a peace treaty with Italy might be submit-
ted to the conference. In that case one group of participants
in the conference would be signing one peace treaty, and
another group of participants, another peace treaty, which
would in fact mean the collapse of the idea of a single peace
conference. If we followed such a line, we should not have
one peace conference, but two peace conferences, and the
aspiration of the peoples for lasting peace would thereby be
frustrated. The inadmissibility of such a situation is perfect-
ly obvious. The Soviet delegation accordingly could not agree
tc the proposal made by the delegation of the United States
of America to set the date for the conference irrespective of
whether preliminary agreement is reached in preparing the
peace treaties. It is also perfectly obvious that this proposal
of the American delegation, which was supported by the
British delegation, ran counter to the decisions of the Berlin
conference and the Moscow conference, and in general was
liable to lead to most undesirable consequences from the
point of view of the further development of friendly relations
among the nations seeking to establish enduring peace.
Accordingly, the efforts of the Soviet delegation at the
Paris meeting were aimed precisely at achieving agreed de-
cisions on the main questions of the draft peace treaties with
Italy, Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary and Finland. It should be
recognized that certain positive results have heen attained in
this respect, although they cannot be regarded as sufficient.
As a result of the labours of the Paris meeting, the prep-
aration of peace treaties for Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary
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and Finland, with the exception of the economic clauses
which have not yet been considered, may be regarded as in
the main completed. The governments charged with prepar-
ing these treaties have agreed on all the basic questions—
territorial, military restrictions, reparations and others. This
was facilitated by the fact that, on the Soviet Government's
suggestion, the basis taken for the said peace freaties was the
armistice terms, in which only the chief obligations of the
satellite states had been included, fully safeguarding the legi-
timate interests of the Allies, without, however, leading to
outside interference in the infernal affairs of these states, The
questions on which agreement has not heen reached in re-
gard to the peace treaties with Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary
and Finland chiefly relate to the economic section of the
treaties, which thus far has not been considered by the Coun-
cil of Ministers, but was discussed in special commissions,
in which differences came to light. Incidentally, the question
of Danubian commerce and navigation, which involves vital
interests of the Danube countries, has already been discussed
by the Council of Foreign Ministers more than once. The
Soviet delegation maintains that this question cannot be con-
sidered and resolved without the participation of the Danube
states, presuming that there is a desire to develop friendly
relations with these countries. The question of the navigation
regime on the Danube is primarily the affair of the Danube
states themselves, and it cannot be settled in peace treaties
with individual Danube states. It cannot be deemed proper
that certain non-Danube states should arrogate the right to
dictate their will to the Danube states and prescribe such a
regime on the Danube as would not reckon with the in-
terests of the Danube states, particularly of the Danube
Allied states (Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia).

As regards the peace treaty with Italy, the situation is
considerably more complicated. Here differences have been
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revealed on a number of basic issues, as, for instance, repa-
rations, the future of the former Ttalian colonies, the Italo-

Yugoslav frontier and the fate of Trieste, and certain other
questions.

Let us take the question of reparations,. In 1941-42, sev-
eral hundred thousand fascist Italian troops invaded the ter-
ritory of the U.S.S.R. Together with the Hitlerites, they dev-
astated Minsk, the capital of Soviet Byelorussia, Kharkov
and many other cities and villages of the Ukraine, went as
far as the Don River and wrought tremendous damage to our
‘countkry. By their invasion -of Yugoslavia, Greece and Alba-
nia, the Italian fascist forces inflicted immense calamities on
these countries as well. Nevertheless, making allowance for
the fact that fascism in Italy has been overthrown, and ac-
knowledging the importance of democratic Italy’s participa-
tion on the Allied side in the closing years of the war, the
Soviet Union restricted its -reparations claims to the very
modest sum of 100 million dollars, to be paid over a period
of six years, " which is to serve at least as a reminder that ag-
gression and invasion of foreign territory cannot be commit-
ted with impunity. At the same time the Soviet Union holds
that the claim to reparations in the amount of 200 million
dollars for Yugoslavia, Greece and Albania is just, These fig-
ures show that our reparations claims on Italy can compen-
sate for only a small part of the damage she inflicted in the

" war years. The reparations claims of the Soviet Union on
Italy were supported at the Paris meeting only by the French
delegation. The American delegation, and with it the British
delegation, did not fully support even these fair claims of
the Soviet Union. It will suffice to say that the United States
delegation proposed that the amount of reparations payable
to the U.S.S.R. shall include the value of the warships which
are designated for the Soviet Union out of the Italian booty, -
although even at the Berlin conference, when the German
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problem was considered, the American, British and Soviet
Governments acknowledged it as quite fair to regard the
enemy’s navy as war booty, not to be included in repara-
tions. :

This is not the first time, when considering the question
of reparahons we find representatives of countries whose
territories were not invaded by the enemy approaching this
question in a different way from the Soviet Union. After all,
one cannot just express sympathy for the nations which suf-
fered foreign invasion and at the same time appeal to them
to “forget about reparations.” This would only be another
proof of the Russian proverb that “the well-fed do not un-
derstand the hungry.” Yet, it is known from official state-
ments in the Italian press what enormous occupation ex-’
penses Italy is bearing in favour of Britain and the Umted
Stales. Even a slight reduction of these occupation expenses,
which run into several billion dollars, would suffice to enable
Italy to meet the reparations claims of the Soviet Union. On
the other hand, we are well aware that Italian industry is
in need of orders. Meeting of the reparalions demands of
the Soviet Union would provide Italian industry with sub-
stantial orders for a number of years, without imposing any
great burden on the Italian budget. But, for some reason, the
principal objections of the American and British side are
precisely fo Italy’s meeting the reparations by deliveries of
1goods to the Soviet Union. The assertion that such deliveries
by Italian industry would be made at the cost of the financ-
ing of Italy by the United States and Great Britain is totally
unfounded. On the other hand, it cannot be considered prop-
er that Italian industry should be regarded ‘as subservient
to the interests of American and British industrial circles.
Italy’s national industry has a big past, and new and exten-
sive prospects for development should now open before it.
If we are not interfered with, the Soviet Union and Italy will
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reach agreement on reparations avithout any particular dif-
ficulty,

The question of the former Italian colonies received much
attention both at the London and the Paris meetings of the
Ministers. We did not insist on the Soviet Union, alone, or
al least jointly with Italy, being given the trusteeship over
Tripolitania for several years, although this would have been
of great importance to Soviet merchant shipping on the Med-
iterranean sea lanes, and would have fully ensured the es-
tablishment of Tripolitania’s national independence within
a short time. The Soviet Union, as well as France, consid-
ered it desirable that the former Italian colonies should be
placed under the trusteeship of Italy herself, which, having
now become a democratic state, could under the guidance of
the United Nations organization, accomplish the task of pre-
paring these countries for national independence, This pro-
posal at first met with the support of the American delega-
tion also, which, however, soon after ahandoned this posi-
tion, citing the objections of the British delegation. In view
of this, the question of the future of the Italian colonies re-
mained unsettled, and the concessions made by the Soviet
Union on this question did not meet with dué‘appreciation
or fair recognition. '

In the question of the former Italian colonies it was very
obvious that the American and British delegations usually
acted by previous private agreement, although this ran coun-
ter to the lawful interests of other countries. At the Paris
meeting a British draft was submitted according to which
nearly all the Italian colonies were virtually to come under
Britain’s control. It was proposed to proclaim the “independ-
ence of Libya,” including Tripolitania and Cyrenaica, but
without the British troops being withdrawn from this terri-
tory. It was also proposed to form a “Greater Somaliland,”
by incorporating into it Ttalian Somaliland and two territo-
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ries to be taken from Ethiopia (Ogaden and the “reserve -
territories”), and to place this “Greater Somaliland” under
Great Britain’s trusteeship. Thus Great Britain’s colonial em-
pire would obtain a new extension of rights in North and
Northeast Africa. As we see, it was proposed to do this not
only at the expense of vanquished Italy, but also of Ethiopia,
which, as everyone knows, is a member of the United Nations
organization. The realization of such plans would lead to- the
further consolidation of Great Britain’s practically monopo-
listic position in the entire enormous area of the Mediterra-
nean and the Red Sea. These British plans encountered no
criticism from the American delegation. On the contrary,
any proposal' which seemed undesirable to Great Britain
from the point of view of the preservation and further con-
solidation of her monopoly position in the Mediterranean
met with determined resistance from the Americans as well
as the British. The question of the Italian colonies remained
unsettled, and British troops continue to be the masters
in these territories, and in certain territories of Ethiopia
too. - : '
" The question of the Italo-Yugoslav frontier and Trieste
must also be classed among the basic problems of the Paris
meeling. Only the Soviet delegation supported Yugoslavia on
this issue. The justice of Yugoslavia’s claim to the Julian
March was not disputed by anyone. No one defended the de-
cision taken after the first world war to transfer the Julian
March to.Italy. It was clear to all that this is part of Yugo-
slavia’s national territory, that Slovenes and Croats predomi-
nate in this area. Nevertheless, the American, British and
French experts proposed that the Julian March be split into
two parts: eastern and western, And together with the west-
ern part, which in the French proposal forms only a small
part of the Julian March, Trieste, too, which is the head of
the entire Julian March, was to be severed from Yugoslavia.
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* But the city of Trieste, although it is inhabited predommantly
by Italians, cannot be separated from the Julian March with-
out infringing upon important national interests of Yugo-
slavia and without grave economic prejudice to Trieste itself.
The problem qf the Italo-Yugoslav frontier remained unset-
tled. Yet it is perfeclly clear that it demands immediate set-
tlement in a manner answering to the national interests of

Yugoslavia, our common ally.
The 1mportance of the economic problems of the treaty
. with Italy cannot be underestimated either, the more so that
_*analogous questions of an economic nature arise in other
peace treaties too. In the process of preparing the peace trea-
ties, a tendency dangerous to countries weakened by the war
was revealed, inasmuch as Anglo-American capital is seeking
to bring the economy of big and small states under its influ-
ence and to make so-called economic aid to these countries an
instrument to this end. We encountered a desire to include in
the treaties numerous economic, financial and other clauses
which might be used by strong states to impose their will
upon economically weak states which, moreover, have not
yet recovered from the war. In support of such proposals,
the desirability is usually argued of abolishing trade and
other restrictions, of allowing free play to foreign capital, and
so forth. The Soviet delegation, however, could not disregard
the national interests of former satellite states which have now
embarked on the road of democratic development and eco-
nomic regeneration; for the Soviet Union cannot support the
efforts of any state economically to enslave other countries,
even such as were on the enemy side in the earlier years of
the war. After all, Italy or any similar state cannot be re-
garded as a sort of colony, where the occupying Powers can
do as they please without regard for the national interests of

_ these states.

Much attention was given to the question of setting up a

44



“Treaty Commission” in Italy, composed of representatives
of the United States, Britain, the U.S.S.R. and France. Accord-
ing to the American proposal the “Treaty Commission”-
was for a period of eighteen months after the conclusion of
peace to discharge such functions as would be prescribed for
it by the peace treaty in regard to various military questions,
reparations, restitutions, war criminals, and so on. It was
furthermore proposed that the commission should be invested
with both executive and judicial competence, that is to
say, should have extremely wide powers in the territory of

a foreign democratic state, Its extremely wide powers would”
run counter o the sovereignty of the Italian State, to which,

after the conclusion .of ‘the peace treaty, the way is to be

opened to membership in the United Nations. The Soviet dele-

gation considered that the establishment of a commission

with both executive and judicial powers would resemble

something in the nature of a capitulation regime for Italy,

which is in no way compatible with the principle of Italian

state sovereignty. We also pointed out that the establishment

of such a commission would conflict with the proposal to

mitigate the armistice terms signed in Paris. On this question,

too, agreement could not be reached. It is to be presumed,

however, that further meditation will convince the authors of
this proposal of the inexpediency of insisting on the establish-
ment of a “Treaty Commission.”

As we know, the question of Germany was also discussed
at the meeting on the initiative of the French delegation.
France again insisted on the Ruhr, the Rhineland and the
Saar being severed from Germany; however, the discussion
of this question was not developed at the Paris meeting. On
the other hand, the American delegation suggested discussing
the draft of a 25-year treaty between the United States, Great
Britain, the U.S.S.R. and France on the disarmament and de-
mililarization of Germany, in the spirit of the generally
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known proposals of Senator Vandenberg. In this connection
- Mr. Byrnes remarked that last December, when he was in
Moscow, he had asked Stalin what he thought of the possi-
bility of concluding a treaty of this nature, and that Stalin
had given his consent to it in principle. It should, however,
be noted that Mr. Byrnes is not quite accurate, for in De-
cember Mr. Byrnes did not yet have the draft of such a trea-
ty, and accordingly Stalin could not have given his “con-
sent” to0 a non-existent treaty; the matter was at that time
limited solely to a brief interchange of opinion on the idea
of a treaty of mutual assistance in the event of a renewal of
German or Japanese aggression. Yet, the draft of the treaty
later submitted by Mr. Byrnes does not include the question
of mutual assistance against German and Japanese aggres-
sion, deals only with disarmament, and for some reason or
other ignores the highly important decisions regarding Ger-
many adopted by the Allies in Teheran, Yalta and Berlin,
and may lead to a relaxation of inter-Allied control aimed
at preventing a resurgence of German aggression, the relax-
ation of which control is, of course, absolutely inadmissible.
The Soviet delegation suggested that the draft treaty should
be preliminarily studied by the governments concerned and
that a decision on this treaty should not be taken in a hurry,
the more so since Mr. Byrnes explained that this treaty could
come into force only after the peace treaty with Germany
was signed. But in Germany, as we know, there does not
yet exist even the embryo of a government with which a
peace treaty could be concluded. The Soviet delegation ac-
cordingly made a different proposal, It pointed out that be-
fore talking about a new treaty concerning the disarmament
and demilitarization of Germany, it was necessary to verify
how previous decisions of the Allies regarding Germany’s
- disarmament had been carried out. This proposal was, in
* the end, adopted. And now the Control Council in Germany

[y
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is considering practical steps to form a commission that will -
check up in all the dccupation zones of Germany just how
the disarmament of the German armed forces has been car-
ried out in practice in the year since Germany’s surrender. It
is to be expected that this check-up will contribute to pre-
cise observance of the terms of Germany’s surrender and to
the elaboration of further measures for safeguardmg se-
curity in Europe. :

Literally on the eve of the termination of the Paris meet-
ing, Mr. Byrnes submitted one more proposal—this time it
was a proposal to call a conference of the Allies next No-
vember to consider a peace treaty with Germany. This pro-
posal was all the more unexpected as hitherto neither Mr.
Byrnes nor anyone else had made any proposals concerning
such a peace freaty, quite apart from the fact that there
does not as yet exist any German government with which a
peace treaty could be concluded. In this connection it may
be recalled that as far back as last July the head of the
Soviet Government, J. V. Stalin, made a proposal at the Ber-
lin conference that some sort of central all-German adminis-
tration be set up. The other participants in the Berlin con-
ference were at that time against discussing this question, No
one had raised this question since. That being so, Mr.
Byrnes’ proposal for a conference to consider a peace treaty
with Germany naturally could not be accepted at the Paris
meeting. Naturally this question either cannot be decided
in a hurry, ‘

What do the results of the Paris meetmg show?

The results of the meeting show that in the discussion
of the drafts of the first five peace treaties certain differ-
ences were revealed among the governments responsible for
the preparation of these treaties. It was revealed -that in
regard to the draft peace treaties with Rumania, Bulgaria,
Hungary and Finland, where the chief responsibility nat-
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urally rests with the Soviet Union, only a few differences
remain, which should not be exaggerated. On the other
hand, as regards the peace treaty with Italy, where the
chief responsibility rests with Great Britain and the United
States of America, a number of issues of major importance
remain unsettled. In this case too the Soviet Union made
several steps for the achievement of general agreement. Per-
haps in the end this will facilitate agreement on this draft
too. ' ' ‘

The Paris meeting has also shown that there are cer-
tain absolutely undesirable tendencies in the preparation of
the peace treaties. It transpired that the so-called “peace
-offensive” proclaimed in certain American circles boils down
in some cases simply tfo a desire to impose the will of two
governments upon the government of a third state. Such
was the case, for instance, with the question of the future
of the former Italian colonies, when the Soviet Union waived
its claims completely and yet the American and British del-
egations leagued together and made it impossible to reach
an agreed decision. In the question of Italian reparations,
we again encountered an Anglo-American bloc, which in
this matter too did not conduct a “peace offensive,” but an
offensive against the Soviet Union. Having leagued together
in their desire to impose.their will upon the Soviet Union,
the American and British delegations refused to reckon with
the perfectly legitimate wishes of the Soviet Union and frus-
trated the possibility of an agreed decision on reparations as
well. v

The Paris meeting showed at the same time that the
attempts of certain states to impose their will upon another
state are meeting with natural resistance. Certainly no self-
respecting allied state will allow another state to impose its
will upon it. The Soviet Union is precisely such a state, a
state, on the other hand, which has sufficiently demon-
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strated its desire for concerted action with other countries,
both in war—for the sake of -allied victory—and after the
war, for the sake of ensuring the lasting pcace and security
of nations.

It is sometimes said that it is dlfﬁcult to draw a line be-
tween the desire for security and the desire for expansion.
.And, indeed, it is at times difficult. For-instance, what se-
curity interests of the United States dictate the demand for
military bases in Iceland? Evidently the point here is not
the United States’ security at all, but aspirations of quite a
different sort. The world press is full of reports that certain
circles in the United States, leagued with their friends in
Great Britain, are seeking to establish naval and air bases in
all parts of the globe—on Pacific and Atlantic islands and
on the territories of states in the Western and Eastern Hem-
" ispheres. It is not for nothing that in certain countries
advocates of a new imperialist domination of the world by
one of the strong states have now acquired great weight,
and, unrestrained by their official positions as senators or
representatives, are trumpeting their plans of expansion,
and instigating new aggressive wars, irresponsibly dlsregard~
ing the lessons of the inglorious collapse of imperialist Ger-
many and her schemes of world supremacy. The future is
now not with these gentlemen but with those nations,
which, like the Soviet Union, desire lasting peace and link
their security interests with the security interests of other
* peace-loving nations. Efforls by strong states to impose their
will upon other nations will occur in the future too, but in
regard lo the Soviet Union they are doomed to failure in the
future as they have been in the past. Only a desire for friendly
cooperation, in which there is no room for the imposition of
the will of one state or two stales on another, can serve as
a reliable foundation for the development of relations be-
iween the Soviet State and other countries. There need be
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no doubt that these principles of international cooperation
will receive ever-increasing recognition in other democratic
countries too. i

It is known, that a definite procedure was evolved by
the Allies during the war of arriving at agreed decisions.
At the conferences at Teheran, Yalta and Berlin, as well as
at the Moscow conference in 1943, unanimously agreed
decisions were taken on very important questions. These
- decisions were not adopted by way of the imposition of the
'will of some governments on other governments, but by
friendly accord and mutual understanding. This method of
cooperation yielded positive results. Certain circles are now
seeking to upset this method. Attempts are constantly being
made to act contrary to this proved method of work. At the
Paris meeting the proposal was made not to wait until
peace-treaty drafts had been worked out by agreement
among the governments which undertook to prepare these
drafts. It was proposed to ‘submit unagreed drafts directly
to a peace conference consisting of representatives of 21
states, and to allow disputes and conflicts to develop there.
- The Soviet .delegation would mnot countenance these at-
tempts, which depart from the established principles of joint
action by the Allies. Since the Paris meeting, Mr. Byrnes
has advanced a new plan, which goes still further. It is pro-
posed to refer any peace-ireaty drafts on which agreement
is not reached to the United Nations organization, although,
as is commonly known, peace-treaty questions are no con-
cern of this organization. This is one more attempt to destroy
the method of concerted action established in these past
years and to resort to methods of pressure, threats and in-
timidation. The ineffectiveness of using such intimidation
against the Soviet Union is obvious, and has been proved
time and again. However, such attempts indicate a strong
desire on the part of certain foreign circles to depart from
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the principle of joint action with the Soviet Union and
other democratic states evolved in recent years, and to try to
.employ in relations with the U.S.S.R. and other countries
methods alien to normal relations among states. That at-
templs are being made to drag the United Nalions organiza-
tion into such affairs is already generally known. Such
things may be done if one does not consider the risk of
undermining the prestige of the United Nations organization
and resorts to ever new combinations of votes in the inter-
national organization. We have instances of this already,
ahd there is no denying that the prestige of ‘the Security
Council has been subjected to severe trials. .

Al this goes to show that the preparation of the first
peace treaties has already encountered no few difficulties.
These difficullies are not fortuitous. There is a desire in
certain foreign circles to oust the Soviet Union from the
place of honour which it by right occupies in international
affairs and to impair the international prestige of  the
U.S.S.R. But only nearsighted reactionary circles can act in
such a way, and they are doomed to failure. They cannot
understand that the Soviet State, which hore the brunt of
- the struggle to save mankind from the tyranny of fascism,
now rightfully holds a position in international relations
which answers to the interests of equality of countries, big
and small, in their efforts for peace and security. Upholding
the legitimate interests of the Soviet Union and the principle
of friendly cooperation with other democratic countries,
and repelling imperialistic reactionary efforts, no matter
from what quarter they come, the Soviet Union is fully
convinced of the correctness of.its policy, which works to
. protect the cause of peace and the progress of humanity.
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STATEMENT ON THE AMERICAN DRAFT
TREATY ON THE DISARMAMENT AND
DEMILITARIZATION OF GERMANY

"Made at the Sitting of the
Council of Foreign Ministers
July 9, 1946

The Soviet Government has studied with due attention
the draft treaty of the four Powers on the disarmament and
demilitarization of Germany submitted by Mr. Byrnes.

The Soviet Government reaffirms that the disarmament
and long-term demilitarization of Germany are absolutely
essential. The Soviet Government holds that Germany
should be kept disarmed and demilifarized not for twenty-
five years, as suggested in the draft, but for at least forty
years. Experience has shown that the short period during
which restrictions on Germany’s armaments wete enforced
after the first world war proved to be absolutely insufficient to
prevent Germany’s renascence as an aggressive force en-
dangering the peoples of Europe and the world. Only twenty
years had passed since the end of the first world war when
Germany unleashed a second world war. It is obvious that
it is to the interest of the peace-loving nations to keep Ger-
many disarmed as long as possible. ‘

The interests of world peace and security are given as
the motives for the .suggested draft treaty. The preamble
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refers to the desire to make it possible for the peoples of
Europe and the whole world to devote themselves single-
mindedly to peaceful pursuits. Study of the draft, however,
shows the complete inadequacy of the proposed measures to
safeguard security and prevent aggression by Germany in
the future. The aforesaid document is confined to an enu-
meration of certain military and military-economic meas-
ures, but even those measures are set out in a less compre-
hensive form than was done in the decision of the Berlin
- conference of the leaders of the three Powers, which, in ad-
dition, indicated other no less essential conditions for safe-
guarding security and lasting peace.

For this reason the Soviet Government has come to the
conclusion that if the treaty of the four Powers is confined -
only to what the draft says regarding Germany's disarma-
ment it cannot be a reliable gnarantee of security in Europe
and the world as a whole. On the contrary, the inadequacy
of the measures it sets forth might result in Germany’s re-
surgence as an aggressor Power. '

"The question arises, what kind of treaty of the four
Powers is needed so as to prevent a renewal of German
aggression and thus really serve to safeguard durable peace
and the security of the nations. To reply to this question
one must turn to the joint decisions of the Allied Powers
which were adopted while the war with Germany was still
in progress.

Everybody knows that the joint decisions adopted by
the Governments of the U.S.A., the Soviet Union and Great
Britain at the Crimea conference and subsequently elaho-
rated at the Berlin conference, and with which France, too,
associated herself, outlined the main objectives in the
matter df safeguarding Europe and the world against the
danger of a renewal of German aggression. There is
no reason for us to renounce these decisions. They must
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form the basis for our further steps for the maintenance of
peace. '

First of all, it should be said that these decisions speak
of the necessity to effect “the complete disarmament and
demililarization of Germany and the elimination or control
of all German industry that could be used for military pro-
duction.” (Berlin conference.) '

Thus, the decision completely to disarm ‘and demilitarize
Germany was taken by our countries long before the ap-
pearance of the draft treaty under discussion. At that time,
too, it was considered necessary to carry out the industrial
disarmament of Germany; indeed, the Allies have always
regarded the elimination of Gerinany’s military-economic
potential and the establishment of proper Allied control over
German. industries as their primary objective in safeguard-
ing the security of the nations in the future.

The proposed draft, however, formulates these ohjec-
tives in a curtailed and utterly inadequate form. If one ex-
amines the present position in this respect, the situation will
prove to be entirely unsatisfactory. The Soviet Government
has already proposed that a verification be undertaken in
all the zones in Germany to see how the disarmament of
German forces and disbandment of all other military and
para-military organizations and establishments have heen
carried out in actual fact. To this day, this has not been
done. But we confinue to press for such a verification in
order {o avoid all possible misunderstandings in this sphere.

As regards the elimination of Germany’s military-eco-
nomic potential, the position is entirely unsatisfactory. Here
there is as yet nothing even to verify, because up to now no
plan for the elimination of Germany’s war potential has
heen adopted and, apart from certain measures taken in-
dependently of a general plan, nothing has bheen accom-
plished in this respect.
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The Soviet Government, therefore, considers that there
should be no further delay in drawing up a plan and in
establishing a procedure of measures for eliminating those
branches of German industry which, producing enormous
quantities of armaments for the German army, formed the
military-economic base of aggressive Germany. Only a dis-
armament program that includes both the disbandment of
the German armed forces and of all military and para-mili-
tary organizalions and the elimination of those German
industries which supplied Germany’s armaments—only
such disarmament and demilitarization of Germany will cor-
respond to the interests of lasting peace and the security of
nations. ,

A four-Power freaty which is intended to safeguard
peace and security must, above all, provide for the accom-
plishment of these tasks. The suggested draft, however, does
not satisfactorily meet any of these questions.

At the same time we must bear in mind that the safeguard-
ing of security and the prevention of fresh aggressien by Ger-
many does not depend only on military and military-eco-
nomic measures. Of no less importance aré the measures en-
visaged by the decisions of the Crimea and Berlin conferences
which deal with political objectives in respect of Germany,
the achievement of which has always been considered by
the "Allied Powers as absolutely essential for safeguarding
future peace and the security of the nations.

The decisions of the Crimea conference referred to the
necessity to “wipe out the Nazi party, Nazi laws, organiza-
{ions and institutions, remove all Nazi and militarist in-
fluences from public office and from the cultural and eco-
" nomic life of the German people.” All this is set out in
greater detail in the decisions of the Berlin conference,
which stress the necessity “to prepare for the eventual recon-
struction of German political life on a democratic basis.”
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The suggested draft evades the question of eliminating the
vestiges of German fascism and of reconstructing German
political life on democratic lines, an omission to which one
cannot agree.

Only yesterday we all admiited that our primary objec-
tive was not only to “wipe out the Nazi party” but also o
remove the effects of the domination of Hitlerism in all
spheres of public life in Germany. We regarded the accom-
plishment of these tasks as an essential condition for the re-
construction of the German state on democratic lines, in
crder that Germany might cease to exist as an aggressive
force and become a democratic and peace-loving state which
would then be able to cooperate peacefully in international
affairs. ‘ :

We all realized that this reconstruction would not be
easy, that it would take some time, and would require us to
give active support to those democratic forces among the
German people which would undertake this task. It must be
recognized that appreciable democratic forces have sprung
up in Germany, and that they are already working with a
certain amount of success for her democratic renascence.
But, after all, this democratic reconstruction has only just
begun; only a beginning has been made; the forces of fas-
cism in Germany are as yet far from eradicated. It is well
known that agrarian reform, involving the elimination of the
big landowners who formed a reliable buttress of Hitlerism,
has been carried out only in the Soviet zone, and has not
even begun in the Western zones. Monopolistic associations
of German industrialists, all those cartels, trusts, syndicates
and the rest on which German fascism rclied in preparing
for aggression and in waging war, still exercise their in-
fluence, particularly in the Western zones. Consequently,
if we want to have really reliable guarantees of security for
the future, we have no reason to relax attention to the prob-
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lem of elim.inating the last vestiges of Nazism, and trans-
- forming Germany into a democratic country.

. In view of this, how is one to interpret the fact that the
draft does not say a single word about these important ob-
jectives for the maintenance of peace and the security of
nations? It must be clear to us that all advocates of lasting
peace are interested in the unreserved implementation of
‘the afore-mentioned decisions of the Crimea and Berlin con-
ferences. We must remember our joint decisions, which say
that “German militarism and Nazism will be extirpated and
the Allies will take in agreement together, now and in the
future, the other measures necessary to assure that Ger-
many never again will threaten her neighbours or the peace
of the world.” (Berlin conference.) ’

The proposed treaty does not conform to these objec-
tives. It avoids and disregards the extremely important pre-
requisites for ensuring lasting peace and the security of
nations. Thus, from the point of view of the interests of
security, the suggested draft treaty does not conform fo its
purpose, not to mention the fact that it conflicts with the
earlier joint decisions of the Allies. :

‘Despite the complete inadequacy of the measures pro-
posed to prevent new aggression by Germany, the draft en-
visages the possibility of terminating the Allied occupation
of German territory. It thus ignores the aims which guided
the Allies when they established the occupation of Germany.
It must not be forgotten that the presence of Allied and So-
viet forces in Germany has three, aims: first, to secure and
complete the military and economic disarmament of Ger-
many; secondly, to secure the democratization of the re-
gime in Germany; and thirdly, to assure reparation deliveries.
As long as these objectives have not been achieved, we hold
that the presence of occupation forces in Germany and the
maintenance of zones of occupation are absolutely essential.
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it has already been indicated how unsatisfactory the
draft is as a means of ensuring the complete military and
economic disarmament of Germany, and also that it com-
pletely disregards the problem of securing the democrati-
zation of the regime in Germany. To this it remains to be
added that Mr. Byrnes’ draft totally ignores the necessity of
eénsuring reparation deliveries, an omission to which the So-
viet Government is quite unable to agree.

It is necessary to dwell upon the question of reparations
from Germany. It particularly affects the interests of those
countries which were invaded by German armies and ex-
perienced exceptionally great suffering as a result of Ger-
man occupation. Clearly, the Soviet Union cannot forget
about reparations, as has been done in the submitted
draft, :

Wilh respect to the total amount of reparations from
Germany for the U.S.S.R., the Governments of the Soviet
Union and the United States already at the Crimea confer-
- ence felt it possible to take the amount of 10,000 million dol-
“lars ‘as a basis. At the Berlin conference the Soviet Gov-
ernment again insisted on fixing reparations from Ger-
many in favour of the Soviet Union in the amount of 10,000
million dollars. At that time it was decided, on the sugges-
tion of the United States, that the Soviet Union might
draw its reparations mainly from its occupation zome of
Germany and partly from the Western zones, and this was
written into the decisions of the Berlin conference.

Naturally, these reparations must include not only
. equipment, but also commodities out of Germany’s current
production. But, as we know, the fulfilment of reparation de-
liveries is meeting ever new obstacles. Notwithstanding the
obligations assumed by the United States of America and
Great DBritain, and subsequently undertaken also by
France, the Berlin decisions concerning reparation deliveries
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are not being carried out in the Western zones of occupa-
tion of Germany. New pretexts are constantly being found
to postpone and frustrate the implementation of those de-
cisions. The American General Clay recently issued an un-
lawful statement announcing a refusal to carry out repara-
tion deliveries to the Soviet Union and other countries, even
in pursuance of the initial and utterly inadequate decisions
which were already agreed upon by the four governments ~
in the Allied Control Council.

The Soviet Government can in no circumstances agree
to such an attitude towards the joint decisions of our gov-
ernments on the subject of reparations. All the more are we
unable to agree to the proposal contained in Mr. Byrnes’
draft which envisages the termination of the Allied occupa-
tion of German territory irrespective of the fulfilment of
reparation deliveries. The Soviet Government insists that rep-
arations.from Germany to the amount of 10,000 million dol-
lars be exacted unreservedly, because this amount covers only
a small portion of the enormous damage suifered by the
Soviet Union as a result of German occupation. It is pos-
sible that the U.S.A. and Great Britain, which did not ex-
perience the calamities of occupation, somewhat underrate
the significance of reparations to the U.S.S.R. But the peo-
ple of the Soviet Union who suffered German occupation
cannot accept such an attitude towards their legitimate
claims.

All that I have said makes clear the attitude of the Sovi-
et Union towards the draft treaty submitted by Mr. Byrnes
on the disarmament and demilitarization of Germany. It is
obvious to us that the draft treaty in the form in which it
has been submitted to us does not correspond to the interests
of peace and the security of the nations. The draft needs
radical revision. The observations I have made indicate the
lines along which, in our opinion, revision is necessary.



)‘V N - . (

THE FUTURE OF GERMANY AND THE PEACE
TREATY WITH GERMANY

Statement Made at the Sitting
of the Council of Foreign Ministers

July 10, 1946

The time has come for us to discuss the future of Ger-
many and the peace treaty with that country,

The Soviet Government has always held that the spirit
of revenge is a poor counsellor in such affairs. Nor would
it be correct to identify Hitler Germany with the German
people, although the German people cannot divest them-
selves of responsibility for Germany's aggression and for its
dire consequences. ‘

The Soviet people experienced the unparalleled suffer-
ing of enemy occupation, as a result of the invasion of the
Soviet Union by the German armies. Our losses are great
and inestimable. Other peoples of Europe, and not of Europe
alone, will long feel the heavy losses and hardships caused
by the war which Germany imposed.

It is, therefore, understandable that the problem of Ger-
many’s future should be agitating the minds not only of the
German people—which is only natural—but also of other
peoples, who are anxious to safeguard themselves for the
future and prevent a renewal of German aggression. One
should also bear in mind that, thanks to her indu;trial
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might, Germany is an important link in the whole system of
world economy. Nor can one, on the other hand, forget
that more than once this industrial might has served as the
base for the arming of aggressive Germany.

Such are the premises from which we must draw our
conclusions.

I proceed from the conmderahon that, in the interests
of world economy and tranquility in Europe, it would be
incorrect to adopt the line of annihilating Germany as a
staie or of agrarianizing her, with the destruction of her
main industrial centres. '

Such a line would undermine the economy of Europe,
dislocate world economy and lead to a chronic political
crisis in Germany, which would spell a threat to peace and
tranquility.

I think that, even if we were to adopt such a line, histor-
ical development would impel us subsequently to renounce it
as abortive and .groundless.

I think, therefore, that our purpose is not to destroy
Germany, but to transform her into a democratic and peace-
loving state which, alongside of agriculture, would have its
own industry and foreign trade, but which would be deprived
of the economic and military pofentiality to rise again
as an aggressive force.

While still engaged in the war the Alhes declared that
they had no intention of destroying the German nation.
Even at the time when Hitler with overweening presump-
tion openly proclaimed that he wanted to destroy Russia,
the head of the Soviet Government, J. V. Stalin, ridiculing
this boastful stupidity, said: “It is impossible to destroy
Germany, just as it is impossible to destroy Russia. But we
can and must destroy the Hitler state.”

Germany has long held an important position in the
world economic system. Remaining a united state, Germany
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will continue 1o be an important factor in world trade-—
which- corresponds to the interests of other nations as well.
On the other hand, a policy of annihilating Germany as a
stale, or of agrarianizing her and wiping out her principal
industrial centres, would turn her into a breeding ground
of dangerous sentiments of revenge, and would play into
the hands of the German reactionaries and deprive Europe
of tranquility and stable peace.

One should look forward, not backward, and thmk what
must be done so that Germany may become a democralic
and peace-loving state, with a developed agriculture, indus-
try and foreign trade, but deprived of the possibility of re-
emerging as an aggressive force. The victory over Germany
has placed in our hands powerful means for the achieve-
ment of this purpose. It is our duty to utilize them to the
full.

It has of late become fashionable to talk about dis-
membering Germany into several “autonomous” states, fed-
eraiizing her, and separating the Ruhr from her. All such
proposals stem from this same line of destroying and agrar-
ianizing Germany, for it is easy to understand that without
the Ruhr Germany cannot exist as an independent and viable
state. But I have already said that the destruction of Ger-
many should not be our objective, if we cherish the inter-
ests of peace and tranquility. '

Of course, if the German people, in a plebiscite taken
throughout Germany, pronounce in favour of transforming
Germany into a federal slale, or, if as a result of a plebis-
cite in one or other former German slale, the desire is man-
ifested to secede from Germany, it goes wilhout saying that
we cannot object,

The idea of a federal structure for Germany is now not
infrequently supported by the Allied authorities in the
Western zones of occupation of Germany. But the attitude
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of the Allied authorities is one thing, the real desire of the
German people, or, at least of the population of one or
other part of Germany, is another. We Soviet people hold
it incorrect to impose any particular solution of this ques-
tion on the German people. Such imposition would lead to
no good anyhow, if only because it would be precarious.

While we must not stand in the way of the German
people’s legitimate desire to see their state resurrected on
democratic lines, it is, on the other hand, our bounden duty
to prevent Germany’s restoration as an aggressive force. It
would be a crime to forget this sacred duty of ours to the
peoples of the world.

If the world is to be made safe against possible German
aggression, Germany must be completely disarmed, militar-
ily and economically; and as to the Ruhr, it must be placed
under inter-Allied control exercised by our four countries,
with the object of preventing the revival of war industries
in Germany. A

The program of complete military and economic disar-
mament of Germany is not something new. The decisions
of the Berlin conference deal with it in detail. And it is
natural that the Ruhr, as the main base of Germany’s war
- industry, should be kept under the vigilant control of the
principal Allied Powers. The aim of completely disarming
Germany militarily and economically should also be served
by the reparations plan. The fact that until now no such
plan has been drawn up, in spite of the repeated demands
of the Soviet Government that the relevant decision of the
Berlin conference should be carried out, and the fact that
the Ruhr has not been placed under inter-Allied control,
on which the Soviet Government insisted a vear ago, is a
dangerous thing from the point of view of safeguarding
future peace and the security of nations. We hold that it
is impossible to put off the accomplishment of these tasks
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without running the risk of frustrating Lhe decision lo effect
ihe complele mililary and economic disarmament of Ger-
many.

Such is the opinion of the Soviet Government regard-
ing the war industry and war potential of Germany. These
considerations cannot hamper the development of Ger-
many’s civilian industries.

In order that the development of Germanys civilian
industries may benefit other nations that need German coal,
metal and manufactured products, Germany should be
granted the right to export and import and, if this right to
engage in foreign trade is realized, we should not hinder
Germany from increasing her output of steel, coal and man-
ufactured products for peaceful needs, naturally within
certain bounds, and with the indispensable proviso that
inter-Allied control is established over German industry,
and over the Ruhr industries in particular.

As we know, the Control Council in Germany recently
fixed the level which German industry should attain in the
next few years. Germany is still a long way from this level.
Nevertheless, it should be recognized now that her civilian
industries must be given the opportunity to develop more
widely, provided only that this industrial development is
really used to satisfy the peaceful needs of the German peo-
ple and for the promotion of trade with other countries.
All this calls for the establishment of proper inter-Allied
control over German industry and over the Ruhr industries
in particular, responsibility for which cannot rest upon any
one Allied country alone.

The adoption of an appropriate program for the de-
velopment of Germany’s peace industries, which will also
provide for the development of her foreign trade, as well as
the establishment of inter-Allied control over the whole of
German industry, is essential for the implementalion of
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those decisions ol the Berlin conference which provide for
treating Germany as an economic whole.

It remains for me to dwell on the queslion of Lhe peace
treaty with Germany.

Of course, we are in principle in favour of the conclu-
sion of a peace treaty with Germany. But before conclud-
ing such a treaty a single German government must be set
up, sufficiently democratic to be able to extirpate all vestiges
of fascism -in Germany, and sufficiently responsible - to
be able to fulfil all its obligations towards the Allies, includ-
ing more particularly those in respect of reparations deliv-
eries to the Allies. It goes without saying that we raise no
objection to the setling up of a central German adminislra-
tion as a transitional step towards the establishment of a
future German government.

It follows from this that, before talking of a peace treaty

with Germany, it is necessary, to settle the question of set-
ting up an all-German government. So far, however, not
even a central German administration of any kind has been
created, although the Soviet Government already urged this
a year ago at the Berlin conference. But if at that time
consideration of this question was postponed, it is now be-
coming particularly urgent as the first step towards the estab-
lishment of a future German government. But even when
‘a German government has been set up, it will require a
number of years before it can be verified what this new
German government represents, and whether it can be
trusted. ‘
The future German government must be a democratic
government which will be capable of extirpating the last
vestiges of fascism in Germany, and at the same time ca-
pable of fulfilling Germany’s obligations towards the Allies.
And above all, it must ensure the delivery of reparations to
the Allies,
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Only when we are satisfied that the new German gov-
ernment is able to cope with these tasks, and is really hon-
estly fulfilling them in practice—only then will it be pos-
sible seriously to speak of “concluding a peace treaty with
Germany. Failing this, Germany cannot claim a peace trea-
ty, and the Allied Powers cannot say they have performed
their duty towards the mnations who are demanding that
durable peace and security be assured.

Such is the view of the Soviet Union on the fundamental
problems of Germany and on the question of the peace
treaty with Germany. '
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SPEECH AT THE FIRST PLENARY kMEETI-NG'
OF THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE

July 31, 1946

Mr. President and Delegates. Permit me to greet the
Pcace Conference on behalf of the Soviet Union, and to
wish the Conference delegates success in their great and
responsible work. The Soviet delegation expresses especial
appreciation of the hospitable French Government and the
friendly people of France.

The present Conference is to play an important part in
the work of establishing peace and security in Europe. It
will have to express its opinion and to offer its recom-
mendations on the drafls of peace treaties for Italy, Ruma-
nia, Bulgaria, Hungary and Finland. One might say that the
Paris Conference has to accomplish the tasks of five peace
conferences, which emphasizes the importance and complex-
ity of its work. We are dealing with five countries which
entered the war as Germany’s allies, as Hitler's satellites,
but which in the course of the war broke with Germany,
overthrew their fascist rulers and, as a rule, came out active-
ly on the side of the democratic countries in the war for
victory over Hitlerite Germany.

All of us will remember the course of evenis as they
developed before our eyes during the last war in Europe,
and this will help us to give a correct answer o the ques-
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tion of securing a just, stable and lasting peace for the
future,

Justice requires, in the first place, that we should
genuinely take account of the interests of the countries
which were subjected to attack and suffered as a result of
aggression. The Soviet Union, which itself became the object
of attack from various directions and bore the exceptionally
heavy burden of invasion by the fascist hordes of Germany,
as well as of Italy, Rumania, Hungary and Finland, deeply
sympathizes with all nations which suffered from aggres-
sion, .

From this platform the Soviet Union again greets the
peoples of the Allied countries who waged a self-sacrificing
struggle against our common enemies, and expresses its un-
shakable desire to render them support in their just de-
mands for the punishment of war criminals, for compensa-
tion for damage inflicted on them, for the establishment of a
just peace. The Soviet Union cannot regard its obligations to
its Allies in any other way.

It should be clear to us that the attacking countries
which fought in alliance with Germany should bear re-
sponsibility for the crimes of their ruling circles. Aggression
and invasion of foreign countries must not go unpunished,
if we really desire to prevent new aggressions and inva-
sions. In such cases impunity, and refusal to protect the le-
gitimate rights of the states which suffered from aggression,
have nothing in common with the interests of a just and
lasting peace, but can only play into the hands of those who
are preparing new aggression in their predatory imperial-
istic interests.

The Soviet Union is one of those countries which work
consistently to establish enduring peace and security for the
nations. This determines the attitude of the Soviet Govern-
ment in questions relating to the peace treaties with Ger-
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many’s former satellites. At the same time, the U.S.S.R.
reckons fully with the fact that in the last period of the war,
as a result of democratic transformations, the countries
which had been allied to Hitler Germany took a mew path,
and in some cases rendered the Allied states no inconsider-
able assistance in the struggle for the complete elimination of
the German aggressor. For this reason the Soviet Union
recognizes that these states should compensate the damage
they caused not in full, but only in part, to a definite and
limited extent. '

On the other hand, the Soviet Union discountenances all
attempts to impose upon Germany’s former satellites any
form of outside interference in their economic life, and bars
such demands on these countries and such pressure on these
nations as would be incompatible with their state sovereignty
and national dignity. This will be easily seen from a perusal
of the texts of the armistice agreements with Rumania,
Bulgaria, Hungary and Finland, which were published in
full directly they were signed. During the past period, on
the initiative of the Soviet Government, the terms of the
armistice agreements were mitigated in a number of ways,
which is explained by a desire to make it easier for these
countries to set foot on the path of postwar economic and
general national revival, The peace treaties with these coun-
tries should also be based on this principle.

It was not accidental that Germany's former satellites
were countries of a fascist or semi-fascist type. The Italy of
Mussolini, as we know, was part of the Hitler Axis. Rumania
and Bulgaria, Hungary and Finland came under the conlrol
of Hitler agents, who drew these states into war against the
democratic countries.

The second world war was unleashed by fascism, and
came to an end only when fascism had been broken and de-
feated. Now we know that in our times fascism and aggres-
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sion have become inseparable, In view of this it is logical
that all the peace treaties submitted to the Conference lay
special stress on the necessity of preventing a revival of
fascism and of consolidating the foundations of democracy
in states which were German satellites. In this respect the
peace treaties of our times differ substantially from the
peace treaties which followed the first world war—which is
quite understandable.

It was also understandable that the Declaration on Liber-
ated Europe adopted at the Crimea conference of the
leaders of the three Allied Powers—Great Britain, the United
States of America and the Soviet Union—should specially
emphasize the necessity “to destroy the last vestiges of Na-
zism and fascism” and to afford the liberated nations the
opportunity to create democratic institufions of their own
choice. Enduring peace and security cannot be assured un-
less the last vestiges of fascism, which kindled the second
world war, are destroyed. If, however, we still have to deal
with the problem of the fascist regime in Spain, the time
should not be far off when the democralic countries will be
able to help the Spanish people, now groaning under the
Franco regime, to put an end to this survival, the creation
of Hiiler and Mussolini, which endangers the cause of peace.
In any case, the interests of all peace-loving nations demand
that we carry to a conclusion the struggle against - fascism,
which is the most dangerous aggressor in our times.

Drafts of five peace treaties have been submitted to this
Conference. These drafts were prepared by the Council of
Foreign Ministers in conformity with the special decision on
this subject. As we know, the Council of Foreign Ministers
was set up at the Berlin conference last year. This decision
was taken on the initiative of the United States of America.
The Soviet Government, for its part, favoured this proposal
from the very outset. Moreover, the Soviet Government
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always recognized that the undeviating and precise imple-
mentation of 1his decision should be regarded not mercly as
a formal duty of “the governimments concerned, but as an
essential prerequisite of the success of the work of this
Council. , , T

It is righily said that big states should not impose their
will on small countries, but this equally applies when pow-
erful states attempt to impose their will on some other
big state. Germany’s example shows what menace is con-
lained in the unrestrained imperialist striving to commit acts
of violence against other nations, and to establish world
supremacy, On the other hand, the democratic countries
know of methods of cooperation which yielded positive
resulls during the war, as well as after the war. The Council
of Foreign Ministers was created for the very purpose of
solving problems not by way of some states imposing their
will upon other states, but by working out joint decisions and
measures. -

The drafting of the peace treaties is an illustration of the
fact that the Council of Foreign Ministers has achieved defi-
nile posilive results. We can state this, although we are
not at all inclined to think that these drafts reflect fully
enough the just aspirations of the Allied peoples. At the
same {ime, however, one cannot ignore the fact that nowa-
days the decisions of the Council of Foreign Ministers are
not infrequently assailed by all kinds of reactionary elements,
who are siuffed with absurd anti-Soviet prejudices and who
build their calculations on the disruption of great-Power
cooperation. The drafls of the peace treaties submitted o the
Conference deal a fresh blow to the exerlions of these
genilemen, It is enough to read the proposals contained in the
drafts 1o realize that the democratic countries which pre-
pared them have performed a work which in the main meets
the inlerests of the bhig and small couniries that are anxious
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for the promotion of general peace and the security of the
nations. ,

The Conference will have the opportunity for broad
discussicn of all problems of the peace treaties. The delega-
tions present at our Conference, representing 21 states, have
equal rights. Every one of us here has the opportunity
freely to state his opinion and express his agreement or dis-
agreement with any part of any peace treaty. It has been
ensured that every such opinion will be listened to with
due respect; it may be of considerable assistance during the
final examination of the draft treaties.

The opinions of the states which were Germany's satel-
lites will also be heard here. The Soviet delegation does not
doubt that all of us will listen to the voice of these slates,
too, with due attention. As a Soviet delegate I have all the
more reason to say this, because the Soviet Union has
established friendly relations with these countries since the
time they broke with the enemy camp, came out against
Hitlerism and took the path of democratic transformation
and social reform in the interest of the masses.

All this gives us ground to hope for the real success of
the work of the Conference in the interests of all peace-
loving nations. (Applause.)



STATEMENT IN THE COMMITTEE ON
PROCEDURE

August 5, 1946

The Soviet delegation thought it necessary to listen to
many of the delegates béfore making its own observations.
The representative of the Union of South Africa, who was
the first to speak, began his speech with the statement that
we are now discussing a question of exceptional importance.
This put the Soviet delegation on the alert, in order the
more clearly to understand the motives behind such state-
ments,

We are discussing the question of how we should vote
at the Conference—by simple majority or by a qualified
majority of two-thirds of the votes. We are thus discussing
the question as {0 who should have the right to speak on
behalf of our Conference and to adopt recommendations.

We are naturally interested in what weight these recom-
mendations will have. If the recommendations of the Confer-
ence are adopted by a majority of two-thirds rather than
a simple majority, it is clear to everyone that its recommen-
dations will carry great weight, It is clear that when the
Council of Foreign Ministers takes final decisions as envis-
aged by the Moscow conference, recommendations adopted
by a two-thirds vote will be of greater significance than
those adopted by a simple majority. Is it not obvious that
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recommendations adopled by eleven votes lo ten carry less
weight than those adopted by fourteen volcs lo seven?

Again, let us turn to international practice. We may take
the example of the Charter of the United Nations organiza-
tion. There all decisions except those on procedure have to
be passed by a two-thirds majority. This was not an acciden-
tal decision. It was passed with the consent of 51 nations.
We know the experience of the San Francisco confereuce,
which is the nearest example for us. At this conference de-
cisions were passed by a majority of two-thirds and not by
a simple majority. The San Francisco conference also decid-
ed that committees discussing amendments to the draft
submitted by the four Powers could accept these amend-
nients only by a two-thirds vote and not by a simple major-
ity. Such is the example of the San Francisco conference
of 51 nations. Why should we not adhere to this voting
procedure which has yielded good results?

The Dutch delegation here moved an amendment suggest-
ing the rejection of the Council of Ministers’ proposal for
the adoption of recommendations by two-thirds of the votes
of the Conference delegates. I have already spoken against
this amendment. However, in the course of the work of our
Committee a new amendment was proposed by the British
delegation. :

It does not require long argument to prove that this
amendment upsets the decision passed by the four Ministers’
Council. Nor is it difficult to see that in essence the British
amendment does not differ from the Dutch amendment,
which is likewise aimed at upsetting and «estroying 1he
proposal of the four Ministers’ Council. See what the Brit-
ish delegation’s amendment would lead to.

Three weeks ago, in the four Ministers’ Council, the
British, American, French and Soviet delegates found it
necessary to advise the Conference to adopt its recommenda-
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tions by a two-thirds majority. Today, however, the British
representative proposes that the Conference should adopt
recommendations both by a two-thirds majority and by a
simple majority. But this is exactly the amendment of the
Netherlands delegation, which seeks to upset the decision of
the four Ministers’ Council. . :

The Soviet delegation regards the Bntxsh delegahon s
amendment. as. inacceptable because if would destroy the
decision for which we voted in the four Ministers’ Council,
for which the British delegate voted a'ong with the three
others. If he deems it possible to speak in the four Ministers’
Council in favour of voting by a two-thirds majority at the
Conference, while at the Conference ilself he comes out with
a proposal to vote by simple majority, that is his_right. We
cannot restrict or criticize his powers. But we can note here
that his one stand contradicts the other, that the one de-
stroys the other, that the second does not tally with the first.

"Mr. Byrnes came out today with the view that on
maiters of procedure the American delegation is not
bound by the voting in which it took part in the four Minis-
ters’ Council. But if today one or another deleuatxon is. not
‘bound by its former voting on matters of procedure, why
cannot this serve tomorrow as a precedent for some other
delegation—and this time not on matlers of procedure?
After all, it is open to anyone to hold one opinion today
and arrive at a different opinion tomorrow, This is the right
of every delegation. We cannot, however, pass by the fact that
one contradicts the other and one destroys the other. Here,
too, we have a contradiction between the stand taken in the
four Ministers’ Council and the stand taken at the Confer-
ence. Such are the facts.

It has been rightly pointed out today that the drafl peace
treaties contain a whole list of questions on which agreement
has not been reached. Every one of the four Ministers retained
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his own opinion on these questions. Every one of them
will vote on these questions in the way he finds necessary.
Clearly, when we discuss a new question, which was not dis-
cussed in the Council of Ministers and is raised here by some
delegate who did not take part in that Council, the four Minis-
ters have their hands free, I believe, however, that as regards
questions on which a certain opinion was agreed upon in the
four Ministers’ Council, the parties to the agreed proposal
have a moral responsibility.

In any case, here is what the Soviet delegation thinks on
this point: if in the four Ministers’ Council the Soviet delegate
voted for some proposal agreed with the three other Minis-
ters, then the Soviet delegate will also cast his vote for this
proposal at the Conference. This is how we understand being
consistent. A different viewpoint may have any other quality,
but it certainly cannot be called consistent.

Mr, Byrnes stated today that he supported the proposal
moved by the Canadian delegate at the Conference concern-
ing the desirability of convening the four Ministers’ Council
during the work of the Conference. This is good. I must say
that as far back as July 30, the Soviet delegation proposed to
the American delegation that agreement be reached fo con-
vene the Council of the four Ministers. Our proposal was re-
jected. We were told that in the opinion of the American del-
egation the four Ministers’ Council should not meet after
the Peace Conference had begun, One cannot, however, help
being surprised by the fact that when this proposal was ad-
vanced by the Soviet delegation it was found unacceptable,
but when the same proposal was moved by the Canadian del-
egation, Mr. Byrnes found it acceptable.

What then is the actual significance of the question we
are now discussing?

I would remind you of the statement of the South African
delegate, who said that we are discussing a matier of excep-
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tional importance. I am prepared to agree with this opinion.
This is why we should remember that world public opinion
is closely watching our discussion of this problem, our ap-
proach to its examination, the proposals we make and our
‘aims in discussing this problem.

How does public opinion understand the discussion on
voling procedure at our Conference? I will recall the state-
ment of the French Socialist newspaper Populaire, which
wrote:

“As is known, the four Foreign Ministers proposed that
decisions on procedure be passed by a simple majority and
on main problems by a two-thirds majority. The latter con-
dition naturally places the Anglo-Saxons at a disadvantage, as
together with their client states they form a bloc possessing
twelve or thirteen votes. Were all decisions to be taken by a
simple majority vote, defeat of the Soviet Union would be

‘assured on almost every occasion.”

This is how public opinion understands our present dis-
cussion, when we are debating whether we should accept the
principle of simple majority or the principle of two-thirds
majority in the Conference voting. I will not argue that the
newspaper counted the votes at the Conference with perfect
accuracy, yet I will not close my eyes to the fact that there is
a fraction of truth in its statement. And it is not accidental
that if you read the French press, or the American, British
and Soviet press, or the press of other countries, you will
find quite a number of utterances similar to those of Po-
pulaire.

Indeed if, as Populaire says, the Anglo-Saxon bloc has
twelve or thirteen reliable votes at this Conference, then ac-
ceptance of the principle of a simple majority of eleven votes
is very convenient for this particular group. This group need
not then work very hard to persuade anyone of the correct-
ness of its views. It just has to do a bit of mobilizing, and a
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minimum of twelve votes will accomplish what they are re-
~quired to do. Thus, this group is guaranteed the adéption of
" any proposal at the Conference, even though it is absolutely
unacceptable to nearly half the delegates. Of course, if one
has even twelve votes and not thirteen, when only eleven
votes are needed for a simple majority, then why exert one-
self to persuade anybody, why attempt to prove the correct-
ness of one’s proposal, that the proposal is really well-
founded? ,

It so happened, however, that when the Council of. For-
eign Ministers proposed that the recommendations of the
Conference be passed by a two-thirds majority and not by a
simple majority, there arose a complication. To have a rec-
ommendation accepted by a two-thirds vote, fourteen votes
are needed. But how be sure of fourteen votes when one has
only twelve or thirteen, when one or two votes are lacking?
This one or maybe two missing votes is evidently the cause
of so many objections being raised against the two-thirds ma-
jority recommendation of the four Ministers’ Council.

The South African delegate said the question under dis-
cussion was one of exceptional importance. Public opinion,
however, gets the impression that the whole thing centres
around the one vote lacked by the group which the Popu-

.laire calls the Anglo-Saxon bloc—it appears to have twelve
or thirteen votes, and one vote is lacking to secure a two-
thirds majorily. How, then, can one agree to a two-thirds
majority when one vole is lacking for this?

This is the situation one gets if one pursues a group
policy instead of striving to make our decisions as far as
possible unanimous. This is what the “voting game” leads
to. This is evidently how public opinion interprets the sit-
uation which was frankly described-by Populaire, and not
by that newspaper alone. For the overwhelming majority
of the people who make up democratic public opinion it
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will be incomprehensible and wholly unacceptable if we fol-
low thxs.path. :

Instead of playing the “voting game,” which is imper-
missible in a democratic world, let us face the facts.

There are nine countries that suffered most from attack
by Italy, Rumania, Hungary, Bulgaria and Finland, nine
countries which were invaded by enemy troops of these
states, I will enumerate them: the three Soviet states repre-
sented here, then France, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Yugo-
slavia, Greece and Ethiopia. These are the nine states whose
territories were invaded by troops of one or another of the
states for which we are now drafting peace treaties. You
understand what may happen if recommendations are adopt-
ed here by a simple. majority, It may happen that these
nine countries, although they suffered most of all, although
they bore the heaviest burden, although they have the right
to be listened to with special attention at this Conference,
may find themselves in a minority. If decisions are taken
by a simple majority, these countries may be simply iso-
lated. Tf we are to vote twelve states against nine, all these
states, which are most interested in the given peace treaties,
may find themselves in a minority and still the recommen-
dations will be adopted. What, then, will be the value of
such recommandations in the eyes of world opinion? Where-
as if a two-thirds majority is accepted, this cannot happen.

We must agree that even if we accept the proposal for
a simple majority vote we may get such a “voting game,”
as, far from enhancing the prestige of the Conference, may
lead to very objectionable political results, That is why,
when it is said here that the question we are discussing is
of extreme significance, we should not merely think of how
we shall cast our vote—in one combination of votes or in
a different combination. We should reckon with the political
consequences of this voting.
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The Peace Conference should serve the interests of peace,
and not some other purpose. What we should strive for is
that the interests of peace, resting upon the maximum pro-
motion of unity possible in our time among allies, at least
among those who were allies during the war and who hon-
estly wish to be in one democratic camp during peace—that
precisely the interests of peace should dictate the decisions
on important questions, in particular on the principle of
voting at the Conference.

There is no point in concealing that differences do exist
among us. The American delegate was right in pointing
out that of unagreed questions alone, twenty-six still remain
in the peace treaties. Hence we shall have a rather big
job discussing merely the unagreed questions. There will
also be not a few new questions which we shall have to
examine, :

But look what happens. Even decisions which were agreed
in the four Ministers’ Council, as, for instance, those deal-
ing with the question of procedure, are being upset by cer-
tain members of the Council. Even questions upon which we
were agreed, and on which agreed opinions were reached
after long discussion-—even as regards these questions
things are not quite smooth, and even these decisions do
not stand firmly on their feet.

It however seems to some of the delegates that if recom-
mendations at the Conference are adopted by a majority
of two-thirds and not by a simple majority, then there will
not crop up all sorts of differences at the Conference, and
the Conference will have few points of divergence with the
Council of Foreign Ministers. But the one conclusion to be
drawn from this is: look for a rift among the four Ministers,
iry to creep into it and widen it. And that is what the “vot-
ing game” leads to. But is that what we want? Let us hope
that no one is interested in this nor desires it.
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We should remember that when it is a question, after the
hardest of wars, of contributing to the cause of peace, not by
professions but by our work, then we should be as unani-
mous as possible in this matter. If we wish to take into
account the nations on whose behalf we are speaking, we
must think not of playing a “voting game” at the cost of the
interests of peace, but of the real interests of peace.

Of course, there are today people who speculate on a new
war. There are adventurers who proclaim it their aim to
bring about a third world war. Yes, there exist such wretched
and despicable people. They are the scum of their nations. In
any event, they are people isolated from their nations, not
to speak of the fact that their adventurist aspirations and
their talk about a third world war contradict the aspirations
of all the peace-loving peoples. That is why, discussing here
the best ways of organizing the work of the Peace Con-
ference, we should be concerned in the first place for the ‘n-
terests of peace, be concerned that our decisions and the en-
tire procedure of our work shall contribute to the interests
of peace and to the consolidation of our unity. All those who
speculate on a new world war should be put in their proper
place, in the pillory, and be completely isolated in the eyes
of the whole world.

With these high aims before it, and concerned to secure
a firm and lasting peace on the basis of enhanced unanimity
among the democratic states, the Soviet delegation is in
favour of our deciding upon such a voting procedure at this
Conference as will correspond with this aim, the aim of en
hancing unanimity at our Conference. It should be remem-
bered that playing the “voting game” may lead to playing
with the inferests of peace, which we should not permit.

The Soviet delegation has listened attenlively to the ob-
servations made here and believes that the considerations
voiced should be taken into account.
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" In view of this, the Soviet delegation proposes an addition
to the decision passed by the Council of Ministers, Here
is this addition:— '

“If the recommendation proposed fails to receive two-
thirds of the votes, the states which voted for this pro-
posal may refer it to the Council of Ministers, in which the
said proposal will be examined.”

This means that recommendations put forward in the
name of the Conference should be adopted by two-thirds of
the votes, but that the views which receive less than two-
thirds of the votes should also be heard in the Council of
Foreign Ministers as the views of the states concerned.

It would be highly desirable if this proposal were to
unite us, This would meet the interests of our Conference
and of the consolidation of peace. '



w

REPLY TO THE SPEECH OF
'MR. BYRNES ON THE RULES OF. PROCEDURE
AT THE PEACE CONFERENCE

Made in the Comumittee on Procedure
August 6, 1946

1. THE CONFERENCE AND THE COUNCIL
OF FOUR MINISTERS

Mr. Byrnes’ speech was militant and somewhat angry. 1
believe that the best way of replymg to a speech of this
kind w1ll be to refer to facts. Then we shall be able to study
the situation and to jud"e it calmly and obJectwely

Mr. Byrnes said that, beginning with Pot_sdam the Soviet
Government has always sought to reslrict in one way or
another the participation of other countries in the examina-
tion of international problems. I shall reply by citing the facts.

I would remind you that the proposal to form the Council
of Foreign Mmlsters, which is an important organ of interna-
tional activity, was made at Potsdam by the American del-
egation. The composition of the Council of Foreign Min-
isters was accepted exactly as was proposed by Mr. Byrnes,
and during all this time no one has proposed any enlargement
of"this Fody, which to my mind is quite understandable.

It is said, however, that the Soviet Union advocated a
too stringent limitation of the number of participants in the
Peace Conference. Indeed, a proposal was made on this sub-
jeet which defined more precisely the composition of the
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Conference. We quite easily reached agreement that 21 states
should be represented at the present Conference. World pub-
lic opinion also approved of this decision, What, then, is
Mr. Byrnes after when he reproaches the Soviet delegation
on the ground that the composition of the Peace Conference is

. too restricted?

True, a broader composition of the Peace Conference was
proposed: it was to comprise representatives of practically all
the states which declared war. Then it would have been nec-
essary to supplement the list of 21 states by states which
had at some time proclaimed a state of war with Ifaly, such
as Haiti, Guatemala, Costa Rica, Cuba, Nicaragua, Hon-
duras, the Dominican Republic, Panama, Salvador, the Phi-
lippines. I have enumerated ten countries. There are some
more countries in this group.

Of course there would have heen more participants at
the Conference if the representatives of even these ten states
had been added. Then, perhaps, in adopting the voting pro-
cedure, two-thirds, and even three-quarters, would have been
agreed fo. I must admit, however, that the Soviet delegation
has never considered proposals of this kind for the expansion
of the present Conference as ideal. Incidentally, no one at this
Conference has expressed regret in connection with the num-
ber of its participants.

There is another question—that of convening meetings
of the Council of Foreign Ministers during the Conference.
What are the facts? The Soviet delegation proposed that the
Council of Foreign Ministers should meet, among other
things, for an exchange of views on the election of the chair-
man of our Committee. Is there anything in this that would
have hindered the work of the Conference or that of our
Committee?

- It is said that in the four Ministers’ Council the Soviet
delegation insisted on a preliminary discussion of the main
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questions of procedure. This was indeed so, and the other
three Ministers agreed to it. Some rules of procedure were
elaborated, and they have been submitted for your considera-
tion. Yet even on the rules of procedure which were
elaborated we have been talking and talking for more than a
week and we still cannot get down to the main questions of
the Conference. And if these rules had not been elaborated?
Far more time would then have gone on the discussion of
the rules of procedure,

Is it right to say that the rules of procedure proposed
by the Council of four Ministers are a kind of dictate, as was
asserted here? Certainly not. This is a2 normal method of
work and of international cooperation. When we proposed
that the four Ministers’ Council should be convened during
the Conference, we regarded, and still regard, this proposal
as justified and useful both for the Conference and for the
Ministers who prepared it. If our proposal to discuss cer-
tain questions concerning the Conference was unacceptable to
the American or any other delegation, they could have pro-
posed that the four Ministers’ Council should be convened to
discuss other questions concerning the Conference—but this
was not done.

It required Mr. King's speech at the Conference to remind
us that a Council of Foreign Ministers does exist, that it is
not deprived of the right of meeting or of the right to ex-
change views on matters concerning the Conference. I repeat
thal in my opinion it is useful for the Council of Ministers
to meet during the Conference.

2. THE QUESTION OF PROCEDURE AND THE FACTS

Mr. Byrnes further said that the rules of procedure were
adopted in the four Ministers’ Council with certain reserva-
tions on the part of individual Ministers. Nevertheless, Messrs.
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Delegates, you received the draft rules of procedure before
the Conference began. What you had therefore were definite
proposals of the Council of four Ministers.

I wish to point out that the unanimity of the four. Mmls-
ters on questions of procedure continued until the opening
of the Conference. But as soon as the discussion started in the
Conference Committee, various reservations which were
made during the prehmmary stage of discussion were
recalled

"But the fact remains: the proposal on procedure was
submitted by the four Ministers as a unanimous proposal,
yet at the Conference we have one pulling one way and the
other pulling another. Only the Soviet and French delega-
tions continued to defend the agreed proposal on procedure.
As to the American and British delegates, they recalled reser-
vations they had made before the procedure was adopted. A
somewhat ambiguous situation arises: they agreed with the
proposal on procedure, and nevertheless they believe them-
selves entitled to speak against this procedure. 1 decline to
say whether this is consistent or not. Judge for yourselves
on the basis of the facts. :

It is said that the Soviet delegation itself proposed an
amendment to the rules of procedure on the subject of vot-
mg. Indeed, after the British and American delegations had
proposed their amendments to the voting rules, and only
after that, we did make a proposal—but it is of a kind that
is self-understood and does not upset agreed decisions. But
if there are objections to it, we do not want to force it
upon anyone and are prepared to consider it and to agree
how matters can best be arranged.

At any rate, it is by no means the purpose of our proposal
to upset decisions taken jointly. The purpose of the Soviet
delegation is not to allow the annulment of decisions jointly
taken. Therefore we propose no amendments on the subject
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of the recommendations, that is, on the question on which
there exists an agreed opinion of the four Ministers. But
when we are told that at the Conference new problems arise,.
or amendments which have not been discussed previously
and in regard to which the four Ministers are therefore not
bound by a preliminary decision, we agree that it is necessary
lo discuss them in the ordinary way,

Mr. Byrnes stated at the four Ministers’ Council that he
intended to propose that representatives of the press should
have wide access to the Conference and to its Committees.
The Council of four Ministers did not record its opinion on
_ this problem, mainly because the question was clear. When
Mr. Byrnes made this proposal here, we all supported him,
and the question was settled very simply. In this, as well as
in other questions on which no proposals previously agreed
upon by the four Ministers have been submitted to the Con-
ference, the Ministers are not bound by any restrictions.

The Soviet delegation listens most attentively to the opin-
ions of all delegates at the Conference. Everything that may
prove useful in improving the work of the Conference, and
that does not contradict agreed decisions, the Soviet delega-
tion is prepared to consider attentively, providing it conforms
to the aims of the Conference and to the interests of peace.

When Dr, Evatt says, as he did, that it must be candid-
ly stated that if the two-thirds majority rule were adopted
the Conference would not be able to pass any decision with
which the Soviet Union disagreed, we can only thank Dr.
Evatt for his frankness. True, his statement seems to me
unfounded. But if anybody wants to push through decisions
against the Soviet Union and is looking for ways of facilitat-
ing this, certainly we cannot be his abettors in it. We believe
no good will come of it, It would be more correct to put one’s
questions openly, to try to prove the correctness of one’s
proposals and as far as possible to convince all delegates, and
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not some kindred group or other. This is the method we have
adhered to heretofore and will adhere to in future,

I shall not dwell on all the details of Mr. Byrnes’ speech,
but I must say that this is not the first time the Soviet delega--
tion finds itself in this sort of a position: a decision is adopt-
ed one day in agreement with other governments, and the
next we have to defend it practically alone, We have had
quite a few instances of this kind, ,

We do not conceal from anybody that we are seeking to
secure that governments should work in concord on agreed
decisions they have adopted. This is by no means in our in-
terest alone, in the interest only of the U.S.S.R. We believe
that it is in the interest also of other governments which
shared in the agreed decisions. More, we believe that the rep-
resentatives of all the 21 states present here, as well as
other states which desire stable and lasting peace, are in-
terested in concord among the great Powers. Only then shall
we be able to draw the appropriate lessons from the war
which we have just passed through, as well as useful lessons
from the policies of governments of the period which pre-
ceded the war and which led to the second world war. These
lessons should not be lost on us.

. One should not strive to gain some advantage from a
combination of votes at some or other meeting at the given
‘moment, but should regard it as one’s duty to support agreed
decisions not only in words but in deeds, and to learn to
work _togethef, in order to contribute to the success of the
Peace Conference and to the consolidation of peace. We
hope that no one will object to this; and we, for our part,
if it is necessary, do not decline the honour of defending this
:policy more firmly, consistently and constanily.

If sometimes we observe vacillation and attempts to de-
part from agreed decisions—and this is now a not infrequent
occurrence—we still believe that in the process of work we
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shall learn to collaborate in the manner expected by those
whom we represent, in the manner expected by public
opinion in the democratic countries,

3. WHAT THE AMERICAN AND BRITISH
PRESS LACKS

One final remark. Mr. Byrnes suggested, in a tone
amounting almost to a challenge, that his speech be published
in the Soviet press. In doing so he sfated that Molotov’s
speech of yesterday had already been published in the Amer-
ican press. But here before me is today’s issue of the Amer-
ican newspaper New York Herald Tribune. It does not con-
tain my speech. The facts do not bear out the statement that
the American press has published this speech. Yet this news-
paper has already extensively criticized that speech and, as
we see, has done so before publishing the speech itself.

Does Mr. Byrnes suggest that the Soviet newspapers act
on the basis of reciprocity in publishing his speech? If we
are to act on the basis of reciprocity, we must advise the So-
viet press to publish criticism of Mr. Byrnes’ speech withont
publishing the speech itself,

Of course this would be wrong. The Soviet delegation
holds a different view. We accept Mr. Byrnes' suggestion.
We shall publish his speech, and let the Soviet people read
this speech just as we have heard it here. But when it is
proclaimed here by some that their press is free, if you please,
and that everything about it is splendid, some perfectly legit-
imate questions are likely to arise.

Not a little material is available for a correct charac-
terization of the leading American press. We might refer,
for instance, to the book of the American, George Seldes,
“The Facts Are,” and to a number of other books in which
one can find quite a lot that is useful on this subject.
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However, there also arise questions like the following:
Are there not very rich newspaper frusts in America which
have important American press organs in their grip? Have
not many of us heard that in the United States, alongside of
objective organs of the press, there are powerful monopolies
which control the most widely circulated press organs, which
set the tone and so heavily standardize the political informa-
tion published in American newspapers? Have we not heard
of these powerful trusts, of these powerful monopollsts, of
the two ‘or three virtual bosses of the Amerlcan press we
know so well?

Turnmg to the British pi‘ess, which in some respects
not infrequently resembles the American press, 1 .shall refer
to the recently published statement of one vei‘y'promihé;it
British public figure and 1o what he has to say of the sit-
uation in this field. I have in mind the report made by Reuters
a few days ago of a statement by the British Attorney-Gen-
eral, Sir Hartley Shawcross, who recently returned from
Nuremberg and stated on July 30 that every newspaper in
Britain ought to publish on its front page the statement
“This paper is owned by Lord So-and-So. Its obJect is to
make commercial profit and to express the personal opihions
which his lordship is pleased to hold from time to time.
No guarantee is given that the facts reported in it are the
truth or the whole truth. They may be anythmv but the
truth.”

Shawcross added: “I fear that suggestion will not com-
~mend itself.” He further said: *“What I condemn ... is what
is in fact now occurring in a notorious section of the Tory
press—the selection or misrepresentation of facts to suit
opinions, the expression of opinions disguised as facts. I think
these things do seriously impede our democratic machinery
of ‘government. The important thing in modern democracy
is that it should be based on informed opinion: And the ex-
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istence of informed opinion depends largely not only on a’
free press but on an objective, honest press.”

As you see, Sir Hartley Shawcross is longing for an ob-
jective and honest press in England, and one cannot help
sympathizing with him. Evidently the British Attorney-Gen-
eral had serious grounds, if he was forced to make a public
statement of this kind,

Indeed, there exists a Labour newspaper, the Daily Her-
ald. It has been in existence for about 40 years, that is, it
was founded long before a Labour Government in England
came into being. But this newspaper stands alone, It is the
only Labour, daily newspaper in Great Britain. The bulk of
the British press belongs to the Conservative Party. The
Labour Government has only one Labour daily behind it, al-
though a year ago the Labour Party received two-thirds of
the votes of the British electorate. This is one of the impor-
lant faclors explaining why Sir Hartley Shawcross longs for
an objective and honest press. The significance of such facts
is clear to every one of us.

Therefore the Soviet delegation is in full sympathy with
the idea that we should treat the press and its personnel with
the utmost attention and consideration, and that we should
endeavour to help it be objective and honest, since this is
necessary in the interest of general peace. And everything in
this respect that lies within the power of the Soviet side, it is
prepared to do.
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SPEECH ON PROCEDURE AT THE PLENARY
MEETING

August 8, 1946

Mr. President and Delegates. The Soviet delegation agrees
with the draft rules of procedure submitted by the Commit-
tee, with the exception of one point: the Soviet delegation
does not agree with the Committee’s decision that the Confer-
ence should adopt its recommendations by a simple majority
and not by a two-thirds majority, as was proposed by the
Council of Foreign Ministers.

The Soviet delegation cannot consent to recommendations
being adopted at the Conference by a majority of one vote—
to eleven delegations imposing their proposals upon the ten
other delegations. The Soviet delegation believes this decision
to be erroneous and insists on a revision of this erroneous
decision of the Committee.

1. VIOLATION OF INTERNATIONAL RULES

Voting procedure at an international conference is a
highly important matter. The Conference will be called upon
to state its view on many serious questions, It is impermis-
~sible that these questions be decided by a majority of one
vote. One must be either very naive or very inexperienced in
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international affairs to advocate such a voting procedure at
the Peace Conference. , ‘

The Soviet delegation feels compelled to recall certain
clementary things. Everyone knows that at  international
conferences and consultations it is regarded as a guiding prin-
ciple to strive to achieve unanimity among all participants.
Nor could it be otherwise when it is a matter of having sev-
eral or many sovereign states arrive at a common opinion, Of
course, it is not such a simple matter to achieve mutual un-
derstanding and to coordinate the opinions of the 21 states
represented at this Peace Conference. But seeing that we
have gathered together at the Peace Conference, we should
aim at unanimity, at the achievement of mutual understand-
ing and at reasonable concessions to each other’s point of
view; and we must realize that no good results in the solu-
tion of international problems can be reached otherwise.

Both big and small states are represented here. In order
to prepare recommendations agreed among them, due regard
must be shown to the opinion of every one of them, big or
small. The small states are especially interested in this, since
not infrequently great Powers impose their will upon them
to the point of maintaining troops in their territory in order
to exert pressure on negotiations and to dictate their will to
the small countries.

But, of course, this method is not applicable at the Paris
Conference. Consequently we should seek normal ways of
achieving unanimity at our Conference and not indulge in a
policy of pressure or in the method of overriding one part of
the delegations with the help of the majority vote of another.

The normal rules of international conferences are well
known. It is customary at such conferences to strive to
achieve unanimity, even if this should require no small effort
to convince each other and to reach an agreed opinion ac-
ceptable to the members of the conference.
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It is well known that not infrequently the principle of
unanimity in adopting all decisions has been and is applied
in international organizations. We aiso know that the United
Nations Charter says that a two-thirds majority is needed
for the adoption of important decisions in the Assembly,
while in the Security Council, in addition, the unanimity of
the five great Powers is needed.

At all the conferences of the great Powers which were
held during the war and the world-wide significance of
which is known, quite a number. if decisions were adopted,
and all these decisions were adopted only by mutual agree-
ment. In the Council of Foreign Ministers, which was set
up at the Berlin conference and whose mission it is to work
for the establishment of enduring peace, the entire work
is likewise carried out on the basis of complete unanimity.
Only very shortsighted people can think that it is possible to
achieve useful results in international affairs without heeding
the aim of achieving unanimity among the countries con-
cerned.

The Soviet delegation is compelled to recall these elemen-
tary things. Nor will it in future renounce the honour of
upholding the necessity of achieving unanimity in the settle-
ment of international problems, and it considers it imper-
missible to deviate from this principle. This is how we under-
stand the interests of democratic countries, the interests of
big and small states, the interests of those millions of com-
mon people, as they are called, who by their heroism and at
the price of their blood brought us victory, and who are now
patiently waiting to see whether we are capable of fighting
for the establishment of enduring peace.
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2. ERRORS OF THE COMMITTEE ON PROCEDURE

The Council of Foreign Ministers submitted to the Peace
Conference its proposal regarding voting procedure at the
plenary meetings of the Conference and in the Committees.
With regard to the voting at the plenary meetings of the Con-
ference, the proposal was as follows:

“Decisions of the Conference on questions of procedure
shall be adopted by a majority of votes. Decisions on all
other questions and recommendations shall be adopted by a
majority of two-thirds of the votes.”

It took quite some time at the Council of Foreign Mmls-
ters to reach this agreed opinion, upon which, I will not
conceal, the Soviet delegation especially insisted. From the
text just quoted you will see that the Council of Foreign Min-
isters proposed that the Conference should observe the two--
thirds majority principle in the voting on all essential ques-
tions and recommendations at the plenary meetings of the
Conference. _

" In spite of this, the British delegalion moved a new pro-
posal in the Procedure Committee on the question of voting
at the plenary meetings of the Conference. This proposal, to
which objections were raised by a number of the delegations,
has been adopted by the Committee, Here is the text of the
decision adopted by the Committee:—

“Recommendations of the Plenary Conference w111 .be of
two kinds: .

(1) recommendations adopted by a two-thirds majority

(2) those which received more than one-half but less than
two-thirds of the votes of the members of the Conference.
Both types of recommendation are to be referred to the con-
sideration of the Council of Foregn Ministers.” ,

Thus the Committee’s proposal is that decisions which
were adopted, not by two-thirds of the votes but only by a
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simple majority, should also be regarded as recommenda-
tions of the Conference. This would annul the proposal of
the Council of Foreign Ministers that the Conference should
adopt its recommendations by a two-thirds majority. It would
be enough for 11 delegations out of the 21 to vote for this
or that proposal and it would become a recommendation of
the Conference, although 10 other delegations objected to it.
Thus one delegation out of the 21 present here can invest
proposals with the character of recommendations of the
entire Conference. As if recommendations of such a kind
could carry serious weight at the Conference itself or with
public oninion in the democratic countries! The Soviet del-
egation believes that those who view matters in such a light
will be greatly disillusioned.

We all know that the recommendations of the Confer-
ence are not obligatory for the Council of Foreign Ministers.
On the other hand, we all recognize the usefulness of having
the Conference make such recommendations and thus help
the final preparation of the peace treaties. Everyone realizes
that recommendations unanimously adopted by the Confer-
ence will carry great weight with each one of us and with
international public opinion.

In insisting on having recommendations adopted by at
least two-thirds of the votes, the Soviet delegation was con-
cerned, not so much with the number of votes cast, as with
the desire to see that the method of voting itself should
contribute to the working out of unanimous Conference
recommendations. In this lies the political meaning of
the proposal of the Council of four Ministers, which
recommended the adoption of the rule that essential ques-
tions and recommendations shall require a two-thlrds ma-
jority. o

Thg decision adopted by the Procedure Committee up-
sets this proposal. It ignores the necessity of striving for
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unanimous decisions. It helps those who are not anxious lo
achieve unanimous and, consequently, authoritative decisions.
The Procedure Committee made a crude error in pronounc-
ing in favour of the proposal that the Conference should
adopt a recommendation even by a majority of one vote.
Such recommendations cannot have any authority and can
.only muddle the entire work of the Conference. If the Con-
ference approves this erroneous proposal of the Procedure
Committee it will undermine the authority of the recommen-
dations it adopts. Those who value the authority of the Con-
ference and its recommendations cannot vote for this pro-
posal of the Procedure Committee.

Why did the Procedure Committee make this error?
How was it that such an obviously erroneous proposal was
adopted by the Procedure Committee, in spite of all the
warnings of a number of delegations?

The responsibility for this situation rests with the Brit-
ish delegation, which moved this propoesal and with the
American delegation, which so actively supported this de-
cision in the Procedure Committee. The British and American
delegations united to get this decision carried through in the
Procedure Committce, They evidently hoped to ensure that
the Conference would adopt the recommendations they de-
sired, but they permiited themselves to be carried too far by
such considerations. They even ignored the fact that in the
Council of Foreign Ministers they had given their consent to
the adoption of recommendations by a two-thirds majority.
They refer to all sorts of reservations they had made when
this decision was adopted by the Council of Foreign Ministers.
But what significance can any reservations have, when the
voting procedure submitted to the Conference was agreed
to by the four Foreign Ministers? Reservations could refer
only to those questions which had not been agreed or had
nof heen discussed if the Council of the four Ministers. Other-
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. wise, it amounts to the right hand not knowing what the
left ‘hand does.

The British and American delegations could have refrained
in the Council of the four Ministers from giving their
consent to such or such proposals on the voting procedure
of the Conference. Nor did they, in fact, give their consent
right away. But after a prolonged discussion an agreed deci-
sion was adopted in the Council of the four Ministers; nev-
ertheless at the Peace Conference both these delegations have -
repudiated this agreed decision and reverted to their origin-
al proposal that recommendations of the Conference should
be adopted by a simple majority.

3. THE ERROR MUST BE RECTIFIED -

Bat what matters in the final analysis is not that the Brit-
ish or American delegation is in an ambiguous position.
Things are even worse now; the mistake of the British and
American delegations has resulted in an erroneous decision
being taken by the Procedure Committee, and the latter is
recommending the Conference to approve its erroneous deci-
sion. The point is now to protect the Conference from mak-
ing the same mistake as was made in the Procedure Com-
-mittee, . '
~How could this mistake have occurred? Does the Brit-
ish or the American delegation really prefer to vote as part
ofa sifnple majority rather than as part of two-thirds of the
delegations at the Conference? I do not think so.
~ The-Soviet delegation believes: that all would like to
adopt decisions not only by a two-thirds majority but unan-
imousty—would like our decisions to be adopted as the thor-
oughly considered opinion agreed upon by all of us, and that
fhis opinion should carry due weight, But Dr, Evatt, the Aus-
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tralian representative, takes a different view of the matter.
He explained why he had supported the British and Amer-
ican delegations in upsetting the decision of the Council of
the four Ministers that recommendations should be adopted
by a two-thirds majority. Speaking in the Procedure Commit-
tee, he said:

“Let us assume there is a draft amendment proposed by
one country. The Soviet Union disagrees with this amend-
- ment. It will be quite impossible to get a two-thirds majority
for that draft amendment. That is quite clear.”

Dr. Evatt did not disclose the basis of his calculations. He
only hinted at it, refusing to show his cards. For him the
most important thing is to ensure the most convenient way
of carrying through at the Conference recommendations to
which the Soviet Union does not agree. He does not hope
that two-thirds of the votes can be obtained in favour of
recommendations directed against the interests of the Soviet
Union. This is why he is so active at the Conference in his
efforts to have it adopt recommendations by a simple ma-
jority. ' ' '

Certain public circles understood Dr. Evatt perfectly well.
On the day following the decision of the Procedure Commit-
tee certain Paris newspapers supported Dr. Evatt with great
gusto. Yesterday the newspaper Cité Soir said: “The West-
ern Powers gained the upper hand over the U.S.S.R.” The
newspaper Etoile du Soir and some others write in a similar
vein,

That is the way the decision of the Procedure Committee
on the voting question is understood, and the Conference
delegates cannot ignore this. '

Yet, the Soviet delegation does not believe that the pur-
pose of the Peace Conference is that a particular Power or a
particular bloc of Powers might gain the upper hand over the
U.S.S.R. or any other state. More, at the Peace Conference
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all the great Powers taken together must not gain the upper
hand over any one, not only big but even small, state.
If anyone should nevertheless try to adopt such a course,
he will certainly fail in the attempt and cause political harm
to his own state in the first place, as well as to the authority
of the Peace Conference,

You know that when it was necessary to ﬁght our com-

mon enemies, the U.S.S.R. was not in the last ranks among
the Allies. The Soviet Union is proud of the fact that it saved
European civilization from the fascist barbarians. The Soviet
Union is proud of the fact that it liberated no small number
of European states from the fascists’ clutches and helped
states in whose capitals only yesterday Hitler's lackeys were
still installed to adopt the path of democratic development,
helped to raise the banner of liberty and national resurgence
throughout Europe. The Soviet Union made untold sacrifices
in this struggle. Seven million lives—such are the losses of my
country., The Red Army’s services, and the incalculable losses
suffered by the Soviet Union entitle us to recall here that
the voice of the Soviet Union, as well as the voices of
other democratic countries urging the greatest possible una-
nimity in international problems, deserves to be heark-
ened to. :
Now, when we have won the victory, and when it is our
bounden duty to work for the establishment of enduring
peace, attempts to set a majority of the Conference against
a minority can lead to no good. They will not find a favour-
able response on the part of democratic public opinion, but
will only undermine the authority of the Conference, which
all of us should treasure.

The Soviet delegation takes this opportunity to mmst
that the error made by the Procedure Committee should be
rectified. A mistake can he corrected if there is still time. But
a mistake can also be aggravated, by persisting in the wrong
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‘course. The Procedure Committee made a gross mistake
which may injure the prestige of the Conference. The Soviet
delegation proposes that this mistake be corrected and that
the international authority of the Paris Conference be thus
upheld. ‘

The Soviet delegation moves that the recommendation of
the Procedure Committee on the voting question be rejected
and that the proposal of the Council of Foreign Ministers on
this question be approved.



m '
ITALY AND THE ESTABLISHMENT OF PEACE

Speech at the Plenary Meeting
August 13, 1946

We have heard Signor De Gasperi’s speech concerning the
draft peace treaty with Italy. If this speech correctly reflects
the policy of the new Italy, then it deserves attention, both for
what it said and for what it avoided saying. In any case,
this speech, which was directed against the draft peace treaty
and which may occasion considerable perplexity, cannot be
left unanswered.

I
OUR ATTITUDE TO ITALY

The Soviet Union’s view on Italy can bhe set forth very
briefly. I hope that this view will coincide with the views
of many of the delegates here,

Everyone is aware of Italy’s historic services. Italy has
held an outstanding place both in the history of the remote
past and in modern history. Her culture and national libera-
tion movement, and the high creative abilities of the Italian
people have always been universally recognized. We Soviet
people are confident of Italy’s future as a great country. We
do not doubt that the great Italian people will extricate itself
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from the present difficulties, and will really take the broad
road of national rebirth and progress worthy of a great and
free Italy. :

Here at this Peace Conference we are above all inter-
ested in Italy’s status among the nations of Europe. Of
especial importance is the extent to which she will be able to
play the role of a substantial factor in the establishment of
friendship with other nations and in safeguarding peace in
‘Europe. We know that after the first world war Italy took
a different path. The Italy of Mussolini proclaimed a pro-
gram of imperialist expansion and gave herself over to the
seizure of foreign territories, feeding her appetites at the
expense of small nations—Albania, Ethiopia. Fascist Italy
became a bulwark of the Hitlerite Axis in Europe and then,
together with Germany and Japan and under the false flag of
the anti-Comintern Pact, joined in the adventurist plans of
the German and Japanese imperialists, who were striving for
world supremacy, On fascist Italy lies the grave guilt for the
war of conquest in alliance with Hitler Germany, for the
predatory aggression against Albania and Ethiopia, as
well as for the bloody assault on Yugoslavia and Greece
and for the inglorious invasion of France and the Soviet
Union.

It was only after the defeat of the Germans at Stalin-
grad and the successful offensive of the Anglo-American
troops in North Africa and Southern Italy that the fascist
regime collapsed and Italy began to readjust herself on demo-
cratic lines. From that moment it became possible for Italy
to transform herself from a hotbed of aggression into an
important factor for stable peace in Europe.

As a result of the defeat of Germany and her fascist allies,
great changes have come about in Europe. The Allied states
now have the opportunily of directing the development of
Germany along democratic lines, and of preventing her re-
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vival as a new aggressive force, Still more does this apply to
Italy. :

This does not mean that the Italian Republic must become
a weak, second-rate European state, Nor does it mean that
Italy must lose her significance as an important political
factor in the Mediterranean. There is at present a tendency-
on the part of some great Powers to gain a monopoly -posi-.
tion in the Mediterranean and to push not only Italy, but
also France—both major Mediterranean Powers—into the
background. Such a situation cannot conduce to the develop-
ment of friendly relations among the European states, nor
can it further enduring peace in Europe. Not only France
but Italy, too, must have assurance of her status as a Medi-
terranean state,

Fascist Italy, which based her well-being on expansion
and the annexation of small states, discredited herself in
the eyes of the peoples, and collapsed. The new Italy, if she
strives to achieve national progress by means of the all-round
development of her internal forces, and to establish friendly
relations with her neighbours and all peace-loving countries,
ought to have the active support of all democratic states. And
can one doubt that the Italian Republic will then grow to
be a strong and powerful factor for peace and progress
in Europe? o

It is not easy for the new Italy to rise firmly to her feet
immediately after the overthrow of fascism. For this she
must radically transform her whole political life, in order
to become a progressive democratic republic; she must over-
come the existing economic sabotage of the forces hostile to
a democratic Italy; she must reorganize educational work
among the broad mass of the people, among whom reaction-
ary forces, in alliance with the remnants of fascism, are stub-
bornly clinging to their positions, changing their colours and
adapting themselves to the new situation, Italy cannot be-
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come a democratic republic unless she extirpates every last

vestige of fascism and fascist ideology. This task has not yet
been accomplished by far; one must remember that for over

two decades fascism poisoned the minds of the Italian people,

employing every means of material and spiritual influence for

the purpose.

I

DE GASPERI'S DECLARATION AND OLD
‘ ANNEXATIONIST CLAIMS

Signor De Gasperi's speech does not in any way supply an
adequate answer to questions which arise in connection with
the peace treaty for Italy. This speech constitutes an attempt
to evade the fundamental problem of the revival of Italy
as a democratic state, and does not reflect any desire whatever
to repudiate and condemn the aggressive policy of fascist
imperialism. ‘

The head of the Italian delegation had no words of con-
demnation for fascism, which brought Italy into her present
grave plight. One might think that Italy had already elim-
inated every vestige of fascism and may forget the anti-
democratic legacy left behind by fascism. Nor did his speech
confain a single word of condemnation of the adventurist-
foreign policy of Mussolini’s government, which caused
tremendous calamities to Italy’s neighbours and other nations
and laid a heavy burden of guilt upon Italy.

There is no need to dwell here in detail on the speech of
the head of the Italian delegation. Yet we cannot pass over
the fact that his speech was to a large extent aimed at de-
fending the annexationist claims of the old Italy, rather than
at upholding the true national interests and vital needs of
his people.
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You have heard Signor De Gasperi concentrate on defend-
ing Italy’s claim to the western part of the Julian March,
together with Trieste city. Inflaming passions around this
question, he has demonstrated how remote the foreign policy
aspirations of the present leaders of Italy still are from a
truly democratic foreign policy. Fascist Italy clung by her
teeth to the Slav territory of the Julian March which she
had seized, and sought to push her expansion farther east;
yet the head of the Italian delegation at this Conference could
not but understand that these annexationist tendencies
consort ill with the actual possibilities of the present mo-
ment. This may explain why he did not claim the whole of
the Julian March but only its western part, including the
entire wéstern coast of Istria, where the main cities and ports
of the Istrian Peninsula are located.

Speaking in the name of the new Italy, the head of the
delegation once again championed the claims of the old, im-
perialist Italy, and so proved that it is not easy for the
Italian Government in practice to adopt a really new, a really
democratic foreign policy.

Down to the end of the first world war the Istrian
Peninsula and the city of Trieste never belonged to Italy.
In the division of booty after the collapse of the Austro-Hun-
garian Empire, Italy received the Peninsula of Istria, despite
the fact that Slovenes and Croats had always formed the
bulk of the population. Thus a grave mistake was committed
in regard to Yugoslavia, from whom territories with an an-
cient Slav population were separated and, without any justi-
fication whatever, transferred to Italy. Whereas before the
first world war Istria, with her Slovene and Croatian popula-
tion, was under the yoke of the Austro-Hungarian Empire,
after the first world war Slav Istria fell under the yoke of
fascist Italy.

Furthermore, the Italian authorities did everything they
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“could to enlarge the ltalian part of the population of Trieste,

in order to make use of the capital city of Istria, as well
as of other towns, as a means of establishing their dominion
over the entire Istrian Peninsula, with its Slav population.
This policy did not differ essenliaily from the German
Drang nach Osten policy, from the German policy of seiz-
ing Slav territories. We know from history that Germany
strove to expand eastwards, seizing Slav lands and Ger-
manizing Slav populations. The same policy of seizing Slav
lands was pursued by the Austro-Hungarian Empire.
Nor was fascist Italy willing to ]ag behind them in this
‘respect.

We are also aware of the consequences of this. Havmv
seized Istria, fascist Italy, in conjunction with Germany,
made use of this territory for the attack on Yugoslavia
during the last war. Such are the facts of the case,

The head of the Italian delegation found nothing better
than to come forward at this Conference with a claim, if
not to the whole, at least to the most important part of’
Istria—the entire western coast. His references to the ethnical
factor, and to the circumstance that Italians form the ma-
jority of the population of some of the coastal towns of
Istria, certainly provide no warrant whatever for cutting
off part of Slav Istria from Yugoslavia and giving it to
Italy, '

The head of the Italian delegation made his claims to
western Istria and Trieste the focal point of his speech.
But we cannot recognize these claims as the voice of a
new, democratic Italy, No, quite the contrary. This is a
mere repetition of Italy’s old annexationist claims to for-
eign lands, to lands that have been Slav from time imme-
morial.

To repeat old claims, to champion imperialist traditions,
is not fo march in step with the new times. The days are
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gone when Slav lands were spoils to-be divided among
European Powers, when Slav peoples groaned under the
yoke of western and eastern conquerors, Today, we know,
the Slav nations have found their place in the ranks of the
.Allied states, and state life in all the Slav countries is being
built on: progressive democratic principles.

. Among the Slav and non-Slav IStates, Yugoslavia holds a
glorious place as a heroic fighter in the ranks of the anti-
Hitler coalition. That Yugoslavia suffered the extremely
heavy weight of German and Italian occupation and bore
enormous sacrifices in the struggle against our common ene-
mies everyone is aware, In these circumstances, it cannot be
doubted that. Yugoslavia’s claim to Istria, with its Slovene
and Croatian population, is as well-founded as Italy’s claim
to Istria, or to part of it, is ill-founded. If certain Ital-
ian politicians have not realized this until now, it only
proves how tenacious .the old annexationist traditions
are in quarters where we would like to see a really
‘new, really democratic foreign policy of the Italian
Republic.

It is likewise clear that were the new Italy also to take
this path, the path of forcible annexation of Slav or other
foreign lands, we would not be able to expect the establish-
ment of enduring friendly relations between Italy and all
other democratic countries. Yet, it is in the interest of Italy
herself, as of all other peace-loving countries of Europe,
that the Italian Republic at last put an end to its old policy
of expansion, and that Ifaly establish normal friendly rela-
tions with other countries, and primarily with her neigh-
bours. Only then will Italy really become an important
factor in the consolidation of peace in Europe, which all of
us so much desire.

We greet the striving of the new Italy for national resur-
gence, But we positively cannot admit that any attempt on
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ltaly's part to seize foreign territories is in accord with her
true national interests. It is known that attempts of this
kind against other nations testify to the annexationist tend-
encies of cerfain narrow circles, but by no means reflect
the true national interests of the people, which above all
else demand economic recovery based on the development
of the internal forces of the country, and the establishment
of good and friendly relations with other peoples. ‘

I

THE TREATY AND ITALY’S NATIONAL
INTERESTS

‘Signor De Gasperi hardly touched on the economic clauses
.of the peace treaty, although it is precisely these clauses
that may affect the position of every worker, every peasant,
every citizen of the Italian Republic and influence the en-
tire future existence of the Italian State. As one understood
him, he classes the economic clauses of the treaty as a
secondary matter, to be considered in committee, and not
at the Conference itself,

Yet war-weakened Italy is perhaps more behindhand in
her economic rehabilitation than any other country of
Europe. Suffice it to mention that, because of the difficulties
involved in restoring industry, two million Italian workers
are still without jobs. The occupation expenditures of Iialy
have reached enormous dimensions, and will have very
grave consequences if they are prolonged. Even a small
reduction of these expenditures would suffice fully to meet
the reparations which Italy must assume in compensation
of at least part of the damage caused to the Soviet Union
and other Allied countries. '
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The head of the Italian delegation evidently attaches no
significance to those parts of the peace treaty which may
affect the entire economic life of the Italian people aud the
entire course of Italy’s further development as a state. In

the end, of course, the people will realize their position, even
if some Italian leaders excessively abandon themselves to
foreign policy schemes and claims to foreign territories,
and forget that it is their duty to secure every Italian his
daily bread and to take care of his other vital needs.
But one should not close one’s eyes to the consequences
of this.

The Soviet Union treats with extreme caution such de-
mands as, for instance, that citizens of any foreign state
belonging to the United Nations should be granted equal
rights with Italians in all matters relating to trade, industry,
shipping and other commercial activities in Italy.

As you know, the Soviet Union has moved a proposal to
restrict these excessive claims of foreign Powers and for-
eigners generally in Italy, We call attention to the danger
that strong foreign states possessing large capital and wield-
ing powerful means of pressure may use these practically
unrestricted rights to the detriment of the national interests
of the Italian Republic, citing in justification the “equal
rights” of the United Nations and the impermissibility of
“discrimination,” so-called.

We cannot endorse such excessive claims on the part of
foreign capital with regard to democratic Italy, which may
lead to the economic enslavement of Italy by foreign trusts
and cartels—as frequently happens to temporarily weakened
countries and to small states, but which is disregarded by
certain politicians who pose as chartered defenders of small
nations.

We bhelieve that Italy can live very well without western
Istria, as this does not affect the genuine interests of. the
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alian people. But if llaly’s industry or trade or shipping
are sirangled by the competition of strong foreign states,
which have grown still richer during the war, then the entire
Italian nation will feel it heavily, We should foresee this
danger now, in order to obviate it in time.

The protection of Italian industry and agriculture, as
well as of Italian trade and shipping, against the pressure
of strong foreigfl Powers exerted under the guisc of equal
which may result in Italy’s economic enslavement—is un-
questionably a most, important national interest of Italy, as
it is of any other state weakened by the war, not to speak
of small countries on which it is desired to impose similar
enslaving economic terms.

The Soviet Union develops its economic relations with
other countries on term's favouring their economic regenera-
tion, on terms which promote the progress of their industries,
their agriculture and their entire national economy. The
Soviet Union would like to hope that other countries, too,
will express their readiness to assist the Italian Republic to
revive ils economic life on similar terms, which preclude
a policy of economic enslavement or outside pressure on in-
dependent, free Ilaly.

Some even go so far as to demand that Italy grant so-
called “equal opportunity” to all foreign states in the devel-
opment of civil aviation on Ifalian territory. This means
that if Italy grants any favourable conditions for developing
civil aviation on Italian ferritory to some state which has
established friendly relations with her, she shall be obliged
to grant similar favourable conditions for developing civil
aviation on her terrifory to every other foreign state
that desires to lay such a claim, even if this state has
not established real friendly relations with the Italian
Republic.
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The so-called principle of “equal opportunity” in such
questions would mean that even in matters closely hound up
with her national defence, Italy would be confronted with
claims which are incompatible with her national interest
and state sovereignty and are, consequently, entirely con-
trary to international justice. One may conclude from this
what may result from the abuse of so-called “equal oppor-
tunity,” in other words from abuse of the principle of
“equality,” when it is forced upon the weak in order actually
to place him at the mercy of the strong.

The head of the Italian delegation passed by these prob-
lems of the peace treaty, evidently because he did not con-
sider them important, or he evaded them for other reasons.
To us, however, it is clear that these problems very seriously
concern the fundamental interests of Ttaly's national life.

v

ESTABLISHMENT OF PEACE AND NOT
PROLONGATION OF THE ARMISTICE

“Lastly, the head of the Italian delegation advanced the
unexpected thesis that at present we should confine our-
selves only to the conclusion of a provisional peace, that is,
actually to prolong the armistice, and that the final peace
settlement should be postponed for some time. It is to be
understood from what he says that he plans to take advan-
tage of this, among other things, in order to hold on until a
more favourable opportunity comes along, to realize his
claim to western Istria and Trieste. He even argued that a
final settlement in Europe cannot be achieved hefore the
conclusion of peace with Germany, although the question
of Germany quite obviously has nothing to do with the prol.
lem of Tstria and Trieste.

118



. Evidently there is the hope in some quarters that, if not
now then some time later, it will become possible to disrupt
the compromise achieved in the Council of Foreign Ministers
on the subject of Trieste. From this one can conclude that
some people, observing that there are differences of opinion
at the Paris Conference, are planning to bid for time and
to exploit these differences for their own selfish aims.

It is interesting how far the head of the Italian delegation
has gone in this 'direction. His proposal that we should
confine ourselves at this juncture to the conclusion of a
provisional peace means that he is even willing considerably
to prolong the foreign occupation of his country, only that
he may get a new opportunity to exploit certain differences
among the Allies and gamble on setting some Allied Powers
against others.

It is not difficult to discern that this policy has nothing
in common with Italy’s national interests, On the contrary,
in the present circumstances the protraction of the occupa-
tion for a long time would place Italy in ever-growing de-
pendence on foreign states. If, nevertheless some Italian
leaders are prepared to take this course, this is but an-
other manifestation of the temacious habits of the old
ruling circles which should be alien to democratic Italy and
which in our time cannot have even external favourable
prospects.

The proposal for a provisional peace cannot meet with
support at this Peace Conference. We have not gathered at
this Conference in order to postpone the establishment of
peace in Europe. Our task is to assist the establishment of
enduring peace and to secure the successful accomplishmeunt
of this noble task by our common effort. We need not doubt
that this understanding of the tasks of the present Conference

also corresponds to the properly interpreted interests of the
new Ttaly,
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The speech of the leader of the Italian delegation has
demonstrated that the old tendencies alien to the policy of
democratic states which are striving for the establishment
of lasting peace, have not yet been outlived in the new Italy.
Let us, nevertheless, hope that the consolidation of the dem-
ocralic foundations of the new Italy will help her to fake
the path other democratic countries are following. The peace
treaty for Italy which our Conference is proceeding to pre-
pare should also further this lofty aim. (Applause.)



P ———————————————————————————————

SPEECH AT THE PLENARY MEETING
OF THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE

August 15, 1946

Mr. President and Delegates. We are now concluding
our discussion of the questions raised by the representatives
of former enemy states. Some delegates said they did not
wish to speak here, as they preferred to do so in comumittee,
But why not speak if there is something to say, seeing that the
proposals worked out by our common efforts in the Council
of the four Ministers are meeting with unfounded objections,
and hence require explanation? Why evade it? The Soviet
delegation is of a different opinion. It believes it necessary to
defend the proposals which were adopted with its participation
and were submitted for the consideration of the Conference.

There have been other utterances too. For instance, state-
ments have been ascribed to the Soviet delegation which it
did not make. This was evidently done in order to object to
them the more conveniently. But the delegates know what the
Soviet delegation said, since everything has been published.

1. THE PEACE TREATY WITH FINLAND

Now I come to the peace treaty with Finland.
The Finnish delegation has made observations and pro-
posals aimed at altering the armistice terms. Certainly, it
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had a formal - right to do so. 1 shall merely remark that
during the many months that we discussed the peace treaty
in the Council of Foreign Ministers, no observations or
amendments were submitted by Finland. We have learned
that there are such wishes only today. The Soviet delegation
believes that the armistice terms, signed not only by the
Soviet Union and Great Britain, but by Finland herself,
form a good basis for the peace treaty with Finland. And
these terms were in fact taken as the basis for the draft
treaty submitted to the Conference.

Now a few words as to the substance of the peace treaty
with Finland. The Finnish delegation has suggested the
possibility of territorial changes as compared with the ar-
mistice terms. The Soviet delegation sees no reason for
this. The Soviet Union has done no little to give Finland the
opportunity of living in the way she wishes—which she
sought in vain to secure from the ~tsarist government of
Russia. It was from the Soviet State that Finland received
her independence, sovereignty and freedom.

~ However, in the period 1918-22, when the Soviet State
was still weak and unstrengthened, its border with Finland
not infrequently proved to be exposed, because invasions of
ouif territory by White Finns never ceased. Of _course,. the
aggressive elements of Finland in this instance were usually
mere tools in the hands of outside forces, of big imperialist
Powers hostile to’ the Soviet State, which were trying to
weaken'the Soviet Union by every available means, and
stopped at nothing in their endeavours.

Then began the war forced upon Europe and the world
by Hitler Germany. Peace on the frontiers of the Soviet
Union, particularly in the Leningrad area, and the security
of those frontiers against enemy incursion were of especial
importance to the Soviet Government in that period. For
this ‘reason, as is known. prolonged negotiations were con-
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ducted during 1939 by the Soviet Government with the
Finnish Government with a view to somewhat changing the
frontier in the Leningrad area, where the Finnish border
was only 30 Kkilometres away from Leningrad—that is|
within artillery range. The Soviet Union proposed that the
Finnish border be moved back, if only a score and a half
or so kilometres, and offered Finland in compensation a
piece of territory in' Eastern Karelia twice the size of the
territory she would yield near Leningrad. We failed to
achieve this by negotiation. The war forced upon us by Fin-
land in the winter of 1939-40 was a trying one, both for the
Soviet Union and for Finland, but matters did not end there.

-In 1941 Finland, -along with Germany and Germany's
other satellites, attacked the Soviet Union.

As aresult, Leningrad experienced the horrors of a block-
ade lasting many months, the like of which was not expe-
rienced by any other big city during the war. For two and
a half vears Leningrad, with its three million and more
inhabitants, was besieged by the Germans, who 'were assisted
by the Finnish troops. For nearly two and a half years
glorious Leningrad, the heroic city, the pride of our country,
was shelled by heavy guns day in and dav out, and suffered
exceptional hardships and enormous sacrifices. This blockade
of Leningrad was possible because Finland had sided with
the Germans, - : ' .

* That is why now, when the question of the frontier in
the Leningrad area is raised, nobody in the Soviet Union
will understand a situation which would leave Finland's
border within 30 kilometres of Leningrad. No one"in the
Soviet Union would agree to risk Leningrad again. = * -

That is how matters stand as regards the main territorial
question in the armistice terms and in the draft peace
treaty with- Finland. I shall not dwell on other' territorial
questions,
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The Finnish delegation also raises the question of reduc-
ing reparations. I must say that in the matter of reparations
the Soviet Union has met Finland's wishes to the utmost.
Everything has been done to implement the decision on
reparations in such a way as to promote the restoration and
further progress of Finnish industry, and so that the time
limits and nature of the economic terms should be as accept-
able as possible to Finland. And we achieved corresponding
agreement. ‘

Moreover, one should not forget that of all the five
former allies of Germany, Finland was the only country
which was not subjected to occupation by foreign troops.
Of course, the Soviet Union had enough forces to occupy
Finland after the defeat of her fascist regime. It could have
brought its troops into Finland and acted in the manner
natural to a victor. But though we had all the material pre-
requisites for this, military and otherwise, as well as every
political and moral justification, Finland was spared occupa-
tion by foreign troops. Thereby she was also spared the
big costs inevitable under a regime of occupation. '

It is clear from this that the Soviet Government took
full consideration of the position of this small country, in
spite of the grave crimes she had committed during the war.
Since Finland has expelled Hitler’s flunkeys from her gov-
ernment and taken a democratic path, the Soviet ‘Union
hays tried in every way to lighten her obligations. The Soviet
Union refrained from occupying Finland and spared this
small country heavy occupation expenses, which consider-
ably lightened the burden of reparations which were
- established for Finland and which she has been honestly
fulfilling.

Guided by the desire to pursue a policy of goodwill to-
wards a democratic Finland, and realizing that old tsarist
Russia had committed many a sin against little Finland, the
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“Soviet Government restricled itself to laying the minimum
reparations upon her, which compensate for only a small
part of the enormous damage she caused. ‘

The Soviet Union has conducted, and will continue to
conduct, this good-neighbour policy towards Finland in so
far as Finland herself pursues a similar policy towards the
Soviet Union, and does not again become a weapon in the
hands of whomsoever it may be against the Soviet Union.

- There may bhe people who would like to speculate on
differences among the great Powers on various points. We
would not advise our neighbour Finland to be tempted by

such schemes, or-to yield to pressure of this kind. Finland's .
experience as a tool of strong Powers has been very deplor-
able for her. This should not be forgotten. ~

In view of all this the Soviet delegation has come to the
conclusion that the armistice terms signed by the Soviet
Union and Great Britain, and which bear the signature of
Finland herself, terms which have proved fully justified—
that these terms should bhe reflected in the peace ftreaty.

2. REGARDING CERTAIN QUESTIONS RAISED
IN THE DEBATE .

I now want to touch upon speeches made here on other
subjects.

The principle of so-called “equal opportunity” has again
been raised here. This time the American delegate objected
fo remarks I made on this subject on August 13. I must,
nevertheless, say that the Soviet delegation still considers
the remarks I made on that occasion absolutely correct,
while the objections on this score have proved utterly base-
less—they gave the impression one usually gets when people
try too hard to prove their point.
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For, indeed, they tried to prove lo us that when it is a
. question of economic equality between strong Powers on the
one hand, and small or war-weakened states on the other,
the principle of “equal opportunity” is the most suitable
one. It is even claimed that no better principle can be found
for such cases. ‘

Permit us then to ask: why do you propose lo apply this
wonderful principle only for eighteen months after the con-
clusion of the peace treaty? If it is such a good principle,
then perhaps it ought to be introduced for an indefinite
period?

But no, this is not proposed, and we understand why
not. It is because the states concerned, the small and war-
weakened states whom they want to compel to apply this
principle, do not agree.

If it is a good principle, surely it should be applied not

by imposition on other states, but with their voluntary
consent. Then we should ask the states in question what
their opinion is of this principle. Why is it the United
States of America, and not Iceland, that is insisting on
the application of this principle of “equal opportu-
nity”? : ,
This, of course, is not fortuitous. We are invited to
accept this principle for the vanquished countries, and very
insistently at that, by the United States of America, as
well as by Great Britain—although the latter will hardly
approve the full application of the principle of “equal oppor-
tunity,” let us say, in India.

But nobody can say that the unlimited application of
the principle of “equal opportunity” is equally convenient
for strong and weak states, for big and small Powers. No
one can prove that this is so. That is why Italy and Ruma-
nia, and Bulgaria, and Hungary, and Finland all object (o
it. And if vou don’t think so, then ask them whether they
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will agree to the unlimited application of lhe principle of
“equal opportunity.”

Clearly, the unlimited application of this principle is con-
venient for those who are strong and rich, for those who
by means of their capital seek to subjugate those who are
weaker. If, however, one desires to reckon with the interests

-of the peoples of these countries, one should behave more
modestly in such maiters, and not impose by force something
which may strangle the economy of weaker states. It would
be a more democratic approach to the question if we afford-
ed the small states the opportunity to express their opin-
ion on this subject, without imposing on them obligations

~which are excessively burdensome and unacceptable to
them,

It was incorrectly slated at this Conference that the
Soviet delegation, whilst insisting on reparations, objects to
compensation being paid for the property of Allied states
damaged on the territory of a former enemy state. This is
incorrect, We do consider that Allied property-owners should
be compensated for damage caused to them on the territory
of a former enemy country; but we are for partial compen-

-sation, as in the case o1 reparations, in regard to which the
principle of partial compensation is applied still more strin-
gently. In this way justice will be observed, and, moreover,
the real capacities of the vanquished states will have consid-
eration, ‘

But the United States delegate who spoke here was on
the one hand extremely zealous in upholding compensation.
for owners who suffered damage on the territory of former
enemy states, while on the other he was opposed to repa-
rations, insistently emphasizing that they were a burden on
the vanquished states, Yet the signature of the United States
of America appears under the reparations clauses in the
draft peace treaties for Rumania, Hungary, Bulgaria and
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Italy. This is a contradiction, and a quite obvious one. The
Soviet delegation cannot agree with such a position.

The question of Greece has more than once been raised
here. Much has been said about her great services.in de-
fence of our common cause. And that is perfectly right.
The Greek people did fight heroically in our common cause
against our common enemies. Why, at this hour, should we
not recall the people, the heroes, who took part in the na-
tional liberation movement in Greece, the EAM men, who
were the heroes of this glorious struggle in Greece? (Ap-
plause.) One cannot acknowledge the services of Greece in
our common liberation struggle against Germany and her
satellites, and at the same time forget these true heroes who
made the greatest sacrifices, and earned glory for Greece in
the struggle against fascism. These important and irrefutable
facts must not be fotgotten.

On the other hand, when the representative of Greece
comes forward with his annexationist plans—cut him off
some territory from Bulgaria, cut him off some territory
from Albania—and practically suggests a partition of Alba-

~nia, why should we not criticize these utterances of the
Greek representative? What is wrong in delegates criticizing
such plans of annexation?

But to praise Greece, and to pass over in silence these
annexationist speeches of the present official representatives
of Greece—is this not tantamount to encouraging such
speeches? That is why we should remember the heroic ser-
vices of the Greek people, but when official Greek represent-
alives draw wrong, anti-democratic conclusions, we should

-criticize them, in order to give adventurers a timely warning
against their dangerous adventurist policy. (Applause.)

And, lastly, about the Peace Conference. The Soviet dele-
gation cannot but react to the fact that there have been
reports in the press lately about plans to adjourn the Peace
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- CGonference, to suspend ils work, and so on. The Soviet del-

egation cannot pass this over in silence, all the more since
these false reporls are represented in some quarters as the
opinion of the Soviet delegation,

The Soviet delegation is of the opinion that at this Peace
Conference we should strive to work concertedly and at the
same time perseveringly for the earliest possible consumma-
tion of the work we have undertaken, We are of the opinion
that it is better to adjourn something else, rather than the
Peace Conference. We are also in favour of our not con-
fining ourselves to a provisional peace, as has been proposed
by one of the speakers at our Conference. We want our
work to make a real contribution to the establishment of
stable and lasting peace—the peace which all peoples, big
and small, are expecting, for which all the peace-loving na-
tions are striving. (Applause.) - '
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ON REPARATIONS

Speech in the Economic Commission for
the Balkans and Finland

August 26, 1946

- Mr. Chairman and Members of the Commission. The So-
viet delegation is ‘grateful to the Australian delegation for
expounding in such detail the motives which guided it in
moving its amendment to the article of the peéace treaty on
Rumanian reparations. The Soviet delegation believed it

highly important to hear these motives, in order to know
" what reasons prompted the delegation to submit its propos-
als, which completely go back on the terms of the armistice
with Rumania concluded two years ago by the Soviet Union,
Great Britain and the United States on behalf of the United
Nations. We now know what they are, and also know that
these proposals are supported by the Greek delegation.

I

CONSEQUENCES OF AGGRESSION IN
THE U.S.S.R.

Australia is at least 17,000 kilometres distant from Ru-
mania. To get from Australia to Rumania one must cross
two oceans. It would seem that there must be serious rea-
sons why Australia deems it necessary to interfere so active-
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ly in the question of reparations from Rumania to the
Soviet Union and to insist here on the virtual cancellation
of these reparations, It is interesting that it was precisely
Australia that took this task upon herself, and displayed
especial concern in this matter,

The position of the Soviet Union in this matter is differ-
ent from that of Australia, Rumania did not attack Austra-
lia; she couldn’t if she wanted to. Australia, although she
formally declared war upon Rumania, did not expend a
single round of ammunition against Antonescu’s fascist
troops. Not so was the case with the Soviet Union. When
Germany treacherously attacked the Soviet Union on June
22, 1941, Rumania, which was then headed by one of Hitler’s
lackeys, Antonescu, joined with Hitler’s band and also at-
tacked the Soviet Union, Thus the Rumania of Antonescu was
in collusion with the German aggressor, when she invadad
the Soviet Union and took the field against the other United
Nations,

Living 17,000 kilometres away from Rumania, one may
possibly forget all this; but we Soviet people cannot forget
it. We cannot forget that in the summer of 1941 Rumanian
troops, under the command of the fascist Antonescu, invaded
the Soviet Union, marched all through the entire Southern
Ukraine, devastating everything on their way, just as the
Hitlerites did, destroyed towns and villages, occupied the
southwestern part of the Ukraine together with our beauti-
ful southern city of Odessa, where they played riot for two
and a half years, occupied and devastated our wonderful
Crimea, and went as far as the Volga, where together with
the Germans they besieged our glorious Stalingrad.

Possibly the Australian delegation has forgotten all this,
or simply does not want to know about these things. Never-
theless, I would like to call the attention of the Australian
delegation to these important facts, and to the opportunity
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it had to see for itself what the invasion of Antonescu’s
fascist troops meant to the Soviet Union. _

I shall not cite a great number of facts to show what the
invasion of the Soviet Union by Germany and her satellites
meant. Suffice it to refer to the document published for gen-
eral information on September 13, 1945, by the Extraordi-
nary_State Commission of the U.S.S.R. for the Establishment
and Investigation of the Crimes of the German Invaders and
their Allies in the Territory of the Soviet Union, This Ex-
[raordinary State Commission, composed of outstanding pub-
lic men, was set up by the highest organ of the U.S.S.R,
the Supreme Soviet.

Here is what the document published by thls Commission
says about the results of the brigand attack by Germany and
her satellites on the Soviet Union:

Germany and her former satellites “completely or par-
tially destroyed or burned down 1,710 towns and over 70,000
villages; burned down or demolished over 6,000,000 build-
ings and deprived about 25,000,000 people of shelter. Among
the demolished or most heavily damaged towns are some of
the largest industrial and cultural centres, such as Stalin-
grad, Sevastopol, Leningrad, Kiev, Minsk, Odessa, Smolensk,
Novgorod, Pskov, Orel, Kharkov, Voronezh, Rostov-on-Don
and many others.”

Germany and her former satellites “destroyed 31,850
industrial enterprises, which employed about 4,000,000 work-
ers; they destroyed or carried away 239,000 electric motors
and 175,000 metal-cutting lathes. They destroyed 65,000 kil-
ometres of railway track, 4,100 railway stations, 36,000 post
and telegraph offices, telephone exchanges and other com-
munications establishments.

“They destroyed or wrecked 40,000 hospitals and other
medical institutions, 84,000 schools, colleges, higher educa-
tional establishments and research institutes, and 43,000
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public libraries. They destroyed and sacked 98,000 collec-
tive farms, 1,876 state farms and 2,890 machine and tractor
stations; slaughtered, confiscated or drove off to Germany
7,000,000 horses, 17,000,000 head of cattle, 20,000,000
pigs, 27,000, 000 sheep and goats, 110,000,000 head of
poultry.”

On the basis of numercus affidavits and documents, the
‘Extraordinary State Commission established that the grand
total of direct damage inflicted on the national economy of
the U.S.S.R. and on individual rural and urban remdenls
amounts to 679,000 million rubles. N

Such were the calamities brought on the Soviet Union
by the brlgand attack ‘of Germany and her former sa-
tellites.

Rumania bears no small share of the responsibility for
‘these calamities, for this unparalleled devastation done to
our country. Does the Australian delegation suggest that
Soviet people should forget about all this, when even now,
especially in the south of the U.S.S.R., you may everywhere
meet with the grave aftermath of war, the destruction left
hehind by war, and with ruined Soviet families? But I do not
doubt that honest people throughout the world know and
remember these facts, whxch speak for themselves.

I
(:OMPENSATION FOR DAMAGE

" After all I have said about the ruii and calamity in-
flicted on the Soviet Union and its citizens by the aggressors
in the years 1941, 1942, 1943 and 1944, after all this, let
us turn to the armistice ¢onditions which were signed on the
termination of the war with Rumania. One can, of course,
assume a pose of impartiality and now assert that the
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armistice terms were signed in haste and that it therefore
-cannot ‘be held that they were well considered and that they
-may be left in force.

But, gentlemen, I would call your attention to the follow-
ing: These armistice terms were signed, not only by the
Soviet Union but by Great Britain and the United States of
America, and before being signed were discussed in detail
‘by the Governments of the Soviet Union, Great Britain and
the United States. I would also recall that the terms of the
armistice concluded by the Soviet Union and the two other
Allied Powers with Rumania, Hungary and Bulgaria, as
well as with Finland—that the armistice terms were at the
time discussed in detail joinfly with the representatives of
these defeated states and were then pubhshed in full and
immediately. '

What were the terms regarding reparatxons from Ruma-
nia? :

They were precisely deﬁ_ned in the armistice. The amount
of reparations was exactly fixed. and it was specified that
Rumania should indemnify the Soviet Union only partially
for the damage inflicted, s‘nce it was taken into account
‘that Rumania had not simplv dropped out of the war, but
had joined the war against Germany and put in the field
more than ten divisions to assist the Allied troops defeat
Germany and her satellites.

The draft peace treatv presented to the Conference by
the Council of Foreign Ministers fully reproduces what was
said about reparations in the armistice terms. I shall read
-you Article 22, which dea's with reparations, and to which
the Australian delegation has submitted its amendments.
Here is the text of this article:— -

“Losses caused to the Soviet Union by military operations
and by the occupation by Rumania of Soviet territory will
be made good by Rumania to the Soviet Union, but taking
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into consideration that Rumania has not enly withdrawn
from the war against the United Nations, but has declared
and, in fact, waged war against Germany it is agreed that
compensation for the above losses will be made by Rumania
not in full but only in part, namely, to the amount of 300
million United States dollars payable over eight years from
September 12, 1944, in commodities (oil products, grain,
timber, seagoing and river craft, sundry machinery, ete.)”
When this question was discussed by the Counril of
Foreign Ministers this article of the draft peace treaty with
Rumania raised no doubts in the mind of the representative
of Great Britain, or the representative of the United States,
or the representative of France who attended all the meet-
ings where this question was discussed. But it seems that this
article now calls forth objections from the Australian delega-
tion, which, however, has not presented any concrete propos- |
als or any data in support of its view that radical amend-
ment of this article is necessary. o

It remains for me o note that, as compared with the
armistice terms, one amendment has been made in this
article: on the initiative of the Soviet Government the pe-
riod of payment of reparations has been fixed in the draft
peace treaty at eight years instead of six. This was done
by the Soviet Government in order to make it easier for
the democratic government of Rumania to pay the repara-
tions. The Soviet Government has also granted other allevia-
tions to Rumania in the payment of reparations, for which
purpose appropriate Soviet-Rumanian agreements were con-
cluded. ‘ : -
On the other hand, everybody knows that at-the time of
the signing of the armistice terms, the democratic govern-
ment of Rumania fully agreed to them; in particular, it fully
agreed to the reparations sum of 300 millionr dollars and
with the procedure of payment fixed in the armistice terms.
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Moreover, the Rumanian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr.
Tatdrescu, speaking at this Conference on August 13, made
the following statement:—

“On the problem of reparations to be paid to the Allied
and Associated Powers I cannot refrain from' pointing out
that the Soviet Union, which more than any other Power
is entitled to claim full reparation from Rumania, has, never-
theless, agreed to limit her demands to only one-fifth of the
losses sustained through Rumanian action.”

Hence Mr. Titidrescu, speaking on behalf of the Ruma-
nian Government, admits that these reparations represent a
well-founded demand of the Soviet Union, and that they
constitute only one-fifth of the damage inflicted by Ruma-
nian troops on the Soviet Union. He has no objections on
this score.

The fairness of this demand of the Soviet Union cannot
be denied by anyone. And it may be said that there are nu-
merous statements by public leaders in the democratic coun-
tries confirming that this demand is just and well-founded.

i

ERRONEOUS PROPOSALS
OF THE AUSTRALIAN DELEGATION

~ But the Australian delegation, you see, is of a different
opinion, It wants to make out that it is more concerned for
Rumania’s interests than the Rumanian Government itself.
- The Australian delegation would have us believe that in this
matter it understands the situation better than the Soviet
Union, Great Britain and the United States understood
“it, which twice discussed this decision in detail and ap-
proved it.-
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The Australian delegation tells us that in principle it
agrees that Rumania should pay reparations to the Soviet
Union. The Australian delegation has made repeated declara-
tions today about its good intentions, But it is not the number
of declarations of good intentions that matters. “The road to
hell is paved with good intentions,” they say, We are inter-
ested not in talk about good intentions, but in the actual sig-

“nificance of the proposals made by the Australian delegation.
" And what does the Australian delegation propose?

The Australian delegation proposes that the amount of
reparations be not fixed at this Conference and that the dis-
cussion of this question be postponed for six months; it pro-
poses that a commission of representatives of seven countries
be set up for this purpose, and that meanwhile payment of
reparations to the Soviet Union be stopped Such is the first
proposal of this delegation.

But, pardon me, the amount of reparations has already
been fixed. Rumania has already paid the Soviet Union 86

“million out of the 300 million dollars of reparations. Is this

not so? Moreover, Rumania has recognized and still recog-
nizes the justness of the reparations imposed upon her. Yet
the Australian delegation proposes that the Conference sirike
out one of the most important of the armistice terms, start
a’'six-months’ discussion on reparations in some ‘commission
which no one needs, and disrupt the payment of reparations,
which the Rumanian Government has been consmentlofusly
paying for already two years.

It comes down to this: the Australian delegatmn declares
in favour of reparations, but its proposal would in reality
niean the stoppage of reparations.

The second proposal of the Australian delegation is that
reparations should be paid either in dollars or in pounds
sterling, and not in Rumanian goods, as established by the
armistice ferms.
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But what does this proposal of the Australian delegation
mean? It means that Rumania is to be compelled to sell her
goods abroad at cut prices in order to obtain American dol-
lars and English pounds—which would be absolutely dis-
advantageous to Rumania, though it might meet with the
approval of certain circles in the United States and Great
Britain. . f oo

The Australian delegation for some reason believes this
to be fair. And, indeed, seen from the. viewpoint of certain
circles in the United States and Great Britain it mav seem
correct, But for Rumania, it would cause great difficulties
and might prove to be a noose around her neck.

"~ The Australian delegation insistentlv offers its services to

those who have plenty of dollars and sterling, although
it is not being asked {o do so by Rumania, for whom this
would be extremely burdensome, and although the USSR,
which is interested in reparations, does not ask it to do so
either, - L ' '
. And all this is supposed to arise from concern on the
part of the Australian delegation for Rumania’s interests. No,
this is not so. It mav possibly arise from a concern for the
dollar, or a concern for the pound sterling or for something
else, but where do Rumania’s interests come in?

If this is the wav we are going to defend Rumania’s in-
terests, such “concern” will go pretty hard with her. It would
place Rumania in thrall to the dollar and the pound sterling,
which cannot be permitted. No, this is not the way lo help
Rumania, She must be helped to restore and develop her
industry and agriculture and to strengthen her currency, so
that she may be able to fulfil her obligations by developing
her own industry and increasing her home production. It
the Australian delegation intended by its proposal to help Ru-
mania, then it has gone the wrong way about it. In any case,
no one asked the Australian delegation to do so.
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What, then, do we find? Professedly, the Australian del-
egation is solicitous for Rumania’s interests and for the
payment of reparations; actually, its proposal is detrimen-
tal to Rumania and would stop the payment of reparations
to the Soviet Union.

v

THE AUSTRALIAN PROPOSALS MUST
' BE REJECTED

Does the Australian delegation realize what it is doing?
The Australian delegation proposes that the Conference
should not fix the amount of reparations, although it was
fixed long ago, and although the reparations are already be-
ing paid, and without anv objection on the part of the Ru—
manian Government itself. - ‘

The Australian delegation’s proposal to leave the ques-
tion of the amount of reparations open for six months would
in fact mean the stoppage of reparations to the Soviet Union.
If this were done, it would be a heavy blow to the rehabilita-
tion of those areas of the Ukraine, the Crimea and other
Soviet regions which were devastated by the German, Ru-
manian and other invaders. It would greatly prejudice the
rehabilitation of the industry and agriculture of these areas
and the rebuilding of schools and hospitals, and would do
grave wrong primarily to the population of these areas of
the Soviet Union. Who wants such a blow to be dealt to the
rehabilitation of the districts of the Soviet Union which
suffered from aggression? Why stop the reparations payable
by Rumania? Why prejudice the rehabilitation of the ruined
areas of the Ukraine, the Crimea and the other Soviet ter-
ritories which suffered piratical occupation by the enemy?

The Australian delegation insists on a modification of the
system of reparations payments which has been in operation
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for two years. It suggests that the reparations be henceforth
paid in dollars and sterling, which it would be -difficult for
Rumania to obtain, and, moreover, when the U.S.S.R., too,
does not think this expedient, and both countries, the Soviet
Union and Rumania, are satisfied with the existing system
of reparation payments in kind. Yet the Australian delega.
tion would, by its uninvited interference, spoil the relations
which have been established between Rumania and the So-
viet Union. It suggests upsetting and throwing overboard the
Soviet-Rumanijan agreement which already exists. This can
only be to the advantage of those who wish to spoil rela-
tions between the Soviet Union and Rumania.

But, gentlemen of the Australian delegation, you should’
-know that both the Soviet people and the people of Ruma-
nia, as represented hy her broad democratic circles, are de-
sirous not only not {o spoil their existing friendly relations,
.but to develop them further to the benefit of both coun-
tries. And is this not in the interest of all democratic coun-
tries? But your proposals would result only in undermining
the friendship between Rumania and the Soviet Union, in
spoiling the friendly relations which have been establishéd |
between Rumania and the Soviet Union. I do not think that
Australia or the Australian people are interested in that. 1
do not think that the Australian delegation, when it realizes
where its proposals would lead, will uphold these proposals,
which are wrong and harmful.

You are aware that the Australian delegation proposes thal
the Conference should not itself decide what amount of rep-
. arations is 'to be fixed for Rumania, but that it should re-
fer this question to a commission of representatives of sev-
eral states, which is to argue and discuss this question for
six months. It is perfectly clear, however, that if such a pro-

posal were accepted it would deal a severe blow fo the
“cause of peace in Europe.
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For, indeed, will the eslablishment of enduring peace in
Europe be promoted by postponing for a further term the
decision of important problems of the peace ireaties? Is ii
in the interest of the democratic states that questions which
have already been settled between the Allied countries and
Germgny’s former satellites should now he left open,
and that decisions previously. adopted be annulled? Can
anyone who wants lasting peace in Europe support such
proposals? :

. No. Such proposals can have the support only of those
who do not desire enduring peace in Europe. He who has
the interests of peace at heart, he who really wanis stable
peace in Europe, cannot make such proposals once he real-
izes what they will lead fo.

It has already been proposed at ihe Conference to post-
pone the consideration of certain important matters for one
vear, This is exactly the course the Australian delegation is
taking, What would it mean if the Peace Conference were
to leave question after question open, and entrust it to com-
missions of one sort or another to settle them some time or
other after the Conference? Would the decision of some
chance commission be more authoritative than the opinion of
the Conference, or the decision of the Council of Foreign
Ministers? No one can agree with that,

In practice, the acceptance of such a proposal would only
result in undermining the authority of the Peace Conference
and in prejudicing the cause of peace in Europe. If we fol-
low the Australian delegation, which has proposed that the
question of reparations in all the peace treaties be referred to
some unhappy commission for six months, and, consequent-
ly, be left open, we shall be farthering a mullitude uf un-
solved questions—and then this whole Peace Conference will
have no serious meaning. Under no conditions can the So-
viet delegalion agree with such an aititude,
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. From all that has been said, the futilily and harmful-
ness of the Ausfralian. amendmenis to the draft peace trea-
ties with Rumania and the other former satellites of Germany
should be perfectly evident. Such amendments cannot
help us, and can only complicate the wonk of the Con-
ference.

But may it be that the proposals of the Austrahan del-
egation are dictated in some degree or other by Australia’s
national interests? No, it will easily be seen that these pro-
posals bear no relation whatever to Australia’s national in-
terests. The Australian people can, of course, have no de-
sire to postpone the important question of peace to some
indefinite tuture time, that the Conterence break up without
examining major questions, and, moreover, that the Confer-
ence violate and nullify decisions already accepted in the
armistice terms. ‘ _

~ Such errors may be committed by individual Australians,
as well as by certain non-Australian reactionaries who have
no interest in the establishment of lasting peace, and who
like to fish in troupled walers. But what has the Australian
people to do with this? The Australian people, like all other
peace-loving peoples, desire the establishment of lasting
peace in Europe and throughout the world, and this Con-
ference will meet their desire.

Our Conference represents democratic states It would
not wish to help reactionary forces whose imperialist plans
might be furthered by postponing the decision of important
questions of the peace treaties, The Peace Conference must
do everything in its power to ensure that the peoples who
were the victims of aggression are not deprived of just in-
demnification of the damage inflicted by the aggressors, and
to set the right course for the prompt solution of the ques-
tions raised in the peace treaties, since this is in the in-
terest of stable and durable peace.
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Who can be gratified by the Australian delegulion’s
amendments? If the Australian delegation were to think over
its amendments once more, it would probably realize that
they can benelit only those who would like to delay and
complicate to the utmost the settlement of the basic ques-
tions of the peace treaties, If the former aggressors had their
advocate at our Conference he would insist on the adoption
of such proposals and amendments. But who wants advocates
of the aggressor at this Conference? The Australian delega-
tion will of course agree that the Peace Conference is no
place for pleading in behalf of the aggressors, But if that is
so, the appropriaté conclusions should be drawn, and the
mistaken amendments moved by the Australian delegatmn
should not be persisted in.

Lastly, we should also remember public opinion in the
democratic countries; it should not be ignored. The work
of the Peace Conlerence is constantly in the public eye. This
being so, ask yourselves whether democratically-minded peo-
ple can be persuaded that the proposals of the Australian del-
egalion comply with the interests of justice and of enduring
peace in Europe, The Australian delegation’s proposals can-
not win the approval of the democratic public. These pro-
posals, which would nullify previous agreements, would
gravely prejudice the interests of those countries which
sulfered severely from aggression, such as the Soviet Union.
These proposals would be profitable to countries rich in
dollars and sterling accumulated during the war years, but
they would lead to the economic oppression of countries
weakened by the war. These proposals, aiming at the post-
ponement of such important questions of the peace treaties
as the question of reparations, would be a severe blow to
the attempts o establish enduring peace.

It is now clear how fallacious and harmful are the
Australian delegation’s proposals; it is equally clear that they
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will encounter only the disapproval of public opinion in the
democralic countries. '

That is why we should like to hope that the Ausiraliun
delegation will withdraw its harmful amendments, and that
in any case they will not have the support of the Conference.

The Soviet delegation recommends that the proposals of
" the Australian delegation on the question of reparations be
rejected as fallacious and harmful.

At the same time, the Soviet delegation proposes that the
Conference approve the proposal of the Council of Foreign
Ministers on reparations, a proposal which was thoroughly
weighed and which complies with the just interests of coun-
tries that were the victims of aggression and with the in-
terests of stahle and lasting peace.



e s ——————— e

ONCE MORE ON REPARATIONS

Speech in the Commission
on Economic Questions of the Draft -
Treaty with Italy

August 27, 1946

When questions of procedure were under discussion, the
Australian delegation displayed exceptional interest. It is now
evident how this delegation is trying to take advantage of
the rights provided by the Conference’s rules of procedure.
It is especially active in the matter of reparations, We observe
that this is not the first commission in which the Australian
delegation has advanced proposals on the reparations ques-
tion which would upset previous decisions.

I

TENDENTIOUS CHARACTER OF THE AUSTRALIAN
AMENDMENTS

What is the striking thing about these proposals of the
Australian delegation? In the first place, all of them follow
one and the same pattern. With regard to all the countries
for which we are now considering peace treaties the Austral-
ian delegation makes one and the same standard proposals.
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Their stereotyped character is not altered by certain. differ-
ences of detail.

It proposes that no total amount of reparations be fizxed
either for Rumania or Italy or Hungary or Finland or Bul-
garia. Though these states completely differ, the Australian
delegation has one standard approach to all of them in the
matter of reparations.

Another question. In all cases it proposes that reparations
be paid, not in kind, not in commodities produced by
the reparations-paying countries, but in foreign currency,
in dollars or sterling, or other foreign currency. Here,
too, one and the same yardstick is proposed for all five
countries. .

It further proposes that the question of reparations should
not be decided in substance at this Conference, but should be
relegated to a commission consisting of seven members. It
even proposes that reparations questions affecting Germany
and Austria be also referred to this commission, although
these questions do not concern this Conference at all. The
very fact that we are invited to adopt standard decisions on_
reparations for five, or even seven, countries indicates that
the proposals of the Australian delegation are not construc-
tive proposals.

These proposals, however, bear a definite character: they
are unacceptable to the states which suffered aggression, but
in the countries responsible for aggression they will meet
with sympathy from those who want to evade reparations.

But the fallaciousness of a simplified, standardized ap-
proach to different countries is perfectly obvious. It surely
cannot be believed that the question of reparations due from
Germany on the one hand and, say, from Bulgaria on the
other, can be approached with one and the same yardstick,
with one and the same standard. In such cases a standard-
ized approach can do much harm.
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But even in the standard pattern adopted by the Austral-
ian delegation it is not difficult to perceive a definite tend-
ency where the U.S.S.R. is concerned.

Only one year has elapsed since the end of the war,
but already there are people, even in Allied states, who have
forgotten, or are beginning to forget, the role the Soviet
Union played in defeating the common enemy and in winning
the Allied victory; and they far too easily forget the sacrifices
the Scviet Union made for its liberty and independence and
for the sake of the common Allied cause.

Look what is going on before our eyes, The Soviet Union,
together with other Allied states, fixed the reparations to be
paid by Rumania, Hungary and Finland. These states are
already paying reparations for over a year, and to this day
there has been no misunderstanding between the - Soviet
Union and these states. In spite of this, the Australian del-
egation proposes that Rumania, Hungary and Finland cease
paying reparations to the Soviet Union, and that the entire
reparations question be referred to a commission of its own
conceiving, thus disrupting operating agreements.

The Council of Foreign Ministers has fixed the sum total
of reparations due from Italy to the Soviet Union at only
100 million dollars, payablein seven years. This decision was
adopted after a great deal of discussion, after a very care-
ful consideration of the question, Nevertheless, the Austral-
ian delegation now comes forward and proposes that this
decision too be cancelled. At the same time we are told very
politely: “We don’t say you shouldn’t receive reparations, but
nor do we say you should receive them.” Perhaps you ex-
pect us to be grateful for such an attitude to the Soviet
Union? But on what grounds?

And no reasons are offered, no facts, nothing worthyof
any attention. The Australian delegalion simply decided that
it must display special energy in matters which concern the
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Soviet Union, and set to work to propose standardized
amendments to all the draft peace treaties directed against
the interests of the Soviet Union. The Australian delegation
has wriften so many amendments at this Conference that
people are beginning to wonder where it gets all the paper
from. The tendentiousness of these amendments, in relation
to the U.S.S.R,, is self-evident.

As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, the Austrahan
delegation bas adopted a .definite line, a line opposed fo the
interests of the Soviet Union. All its proposals on reparalions
are incompatible with the interests of the Soviet Union.
Among all the decisions on reparations now in operalion,
there is not a single one with whlch the Australian delega-
tion agrees—not one! :

But the draft peace treaty for Italy contains not only
Article 64, on reparations, but also Article 69. Here is the
text of this article:

“Each of the Allied and Associated Powers shall have

the right to seize, retain, liquidate or take any other action
with respect to all property, rights and interests within its
territory which on the date of coming into force of the
present Treaty belong to Italy or to Italian nationals, and
to apply such property or the proceeds thereof to such
_purposes as it may desire, within the limits of its claims and
+ those of its nationals against Italy or its nationals, including
" debts, other than claims fully satisfied under other Articles
of the present Treaty. All Italian property, or the proceeds
_thereof, in excess of the amount of such claims, shall be re-
turned.”

The Soviet Government considers this article a harsh
one for Italy, but on the insistence of the U.S.A., Great Britain
and France, with whom we cooperate on many questions,
‘it had to vote for it. But when it is proposed that we should
extend this article to all the small countries which Lear a
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share of responsibility for aggression, we say that 1t is im-
permissible—there can be no standardized decisions. Italy,
a big country, is one thing, and a small country, Hungary,
say, is another. One cannot allow each of the Allied and
Associated Powers to take from Hungary all her foreign
‘assets and all Hungarian property which happens to be in
its territory—even though Hungary caused no damage to the
country in question. We consider this impermissible.

In this case, however, we do not hear the voice of the
Australian delegation raised in defence of small nations. Here
it does not object, does not make any amendments, in order
o moderate appetites, if only a little, It does not even try to
find out what foreign assets these are, how large they are,
and to whom they belong—in this matter the Australian
delegation does not propose that anyone should be restrict-
ed. Here is another tendency displaved by this delegation,
a tendency which not everyone will receive sympatheti-
callv,

. This is what we get. The Australian delegation objects
to proposals which in even the smallest degree firmly protect
the interests of the Soviet Union in the matter of reparations.
But where the interests of other big countries are concerned,
the Australian delegation does not propose that any restric-
tions be put even on such demands and such appetites as
might unjustly infringe on the rights of the small states
among Germany's former satellites. Is this an objective
policy? Is this not tendentiousness? The Australian delega-
tion has different measures: one for the Soviet Union and
another for states which are more to its liking, After what
has been said, I think this will be quite clear. A Russian prov-
erhb says “You can’t hide an awl in a sack.” One has to

agree,
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II
AMOUNT OF REPARATIONS

I shall now deal with individual issues.

In September last, at the London session of the Council
of Foreign Ministers, the Soviet delegation proposed that the
total sum of reparations to be paid by Italy be fixed at 300
million dollars. Of this sum, 100 million dollars were ear-
marked for the Soviet Union, and 200 million dollars for
Yugoslavia, Greece and Albania. As we know, the question of
reparations for France is also now before us, and finally
there is the question of reparations for Ethiopia, which we
likewise think should be discussed. '

One cannot, however, pass over the fact that although
the afore-mentioned Soviet proposal on reparations from
Italy was published and was never changed, certain news-
papers which specialize in misinformation alleged that the
U.S.S.R. was demanding reparations from Italy totalling 750
million pounds sterling, or 3,000 million dollars. It was nec-
essary to issue a special denial of this printed lie about
the U.S.S.R.—as we know, every reactionary is ready to
stoop to any filthy slander and any lie in his desire to
injure the Soviet State. But the truth will triumph nev-
ertheless. The Soviet proposal on reparations from Italy
is now widely known, and no one will succeed in distort-
ing it. ’

What does it say? Is it not clear that when we say that
Italy must pay the Soviet Union only 100 million dollars in
reparations, we are demanding compensation for not more
than one-twentieth -or even one-twenty-fifth of the direct
damage wiich Italy’s fascist troops inflicted on the Soviet
Union, and that as regards Germany, for instance, which
bears the chief responsibility, we cannot confine ourselves
to such insignificant compensation?
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But we know that in the last years of the war Italy joined
sides with the Allies and helped us to attain victory over
Germany, and therefore we believe it necessary to show con-
sideration for Italy and confine ourselves to the smallest, the
most moderate reparations, But even with this the Austral-
ian delegation does not agree.

We believe that the sum of 200 million dollars of repara-
tions for Greece, Albania and Yugoslavia is extremely inade-
quate, It does not at all satisfy either Yugoslavia or Alba-
nia, or possibly Greece, although in another commission
the Greek delegate insistently urged that heavy reparations
should not be imposed upon Germany’s former satellites, At
all events, no one can deny that the Soviet Union proposes
to display the utmost magnanimity towards Italy.

Nevertheless, the Australian delegation insists not only
that the Conference should not adopt these proposals, but
that it should not adopt any decisions on reparations from
Ilaly at all, and that this question should be put in cold
storage and left to be debated for six months in some com-
mission that is of no wse to anyone. In practice this would
mean burying reparations and leaving uncompensated the
colossal damage inflicted by the aggressor on some of ihe
Allied countries, Clearly, nothing will be furthered by this
proposal.

II1
FULFILMENT OF REPARATIONS

The Australian delegation is again trying to have all the
countries pay reparations, not in kind, not in goods of the
given country, but in dollars or sterling. Today the Austral-
ian delegate has graciously explained that reparations may
be paid not only in dollars or sterling, although he did not
mention any other foreign currency. Evidently he respects
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“only 'the dollar and the pound sterling—and that, of course,
is his right and his own bunsiness -

But when he wants' to make Italy, Rumania, Bulgaria,
Hungary and’ Finland pay -reparations in dollars and ster-
‘ling, and not'in their own goods which each produces with
its own currency, he is rendering these countries a bad ser-
vice. The point precisely is whether these countries are to
be made to pay reparations in foreign currency, of which
they have’ very little, or whether they are to be-allowed to
pay reparations in their own goods, which they produce -at
home with their domestic currency.' In order -to- pay for-
éign currency one has to sell goods in foreign markets.

Incidentally, ‘the South African delegation has come to
the assistance of the Australians with a scandalous amend-
‘ment concerning so-called “fair prices.” If we adopt this
‘amendment, a vanquished state will not have the right to
sell its goods abroad in ‘the way-all others do, but will
have to sell them at prices which suit foreign export mer-
chants, and these merchants will be entitled to demand by
special arbitration procedure the fixing of such prxces as they
find convenient.

Thus they want to place Italy and the other vanqulshed
countries in a position in which they will not only have to
pay reparations, but will have to pay them in foreign cur-
rency; and since for this they must willy-nilly sell their
goods in foreign markets, then they are to be tied hand
and foot as regards the prices for these goods. And these
forcibly imposed prices are to be called nothing more nor
less than “fair.,” If this is called fairness, then the Soviet
delegation must say that it- has qulte a dxﬂ'erent idea of
fairress. :

. The Australian delegation submitted its proposal for the
payment of reparations in dollars or pounds sterling with-
out even taking the trouble to find out from the representa-
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tives of Italy, Rumania, Finland, Bulgaria and Hungary
whether this would be acceptable to them or not. Withou
asking any of them, the Australian delegation wants to com
pel them all to pay in dollars or sterling, in other words
to compel these countries to sell their goods cheap abroac
for dollars or sterling—in the United States, Great Britain
and their dominions and dependencies. And this is offerec
as a fair solution of the reparations question!

In reality, it means that the merchants for whom it is
desired to guarantee in the peace treaties such favourable
terms of purchase of Italian, Rumanian, Bulgarian; Hun-
garian and Finnish goods, would be in a position to buy
these goods al rock-bottom prices and rake in enormous
profit on the transactions. It is these merchants who under
such a system of reparations payments would in fact be
the chief recipients of reparations.

This is what the Australian proposal would lead to. And
this is being offered to us as a fair solution of the repara-
tions question. There is nothing fair here—either for the
states which suffered aggression, or for the states which
must bear the responsibility for aggression. In practice, such
a decision would benefit the merchants, and precisely those
merchants who have plenty of dollars or pounds sterling,
and who, if we adopted the Australian proposal, would derive
enormous profits and increase their fortunes on reparations.
We are naturally opposed to such a decision,

And, lastly, one more question.

We are being insistently pressed to set up a commis-
sion which after the Conference, if you please, is to super-
vise reparations in each country for which they are estab-
lished. Who needs such a commission? The Soviet Union,
for inslance, is highly interested in reparations, but it ob-
jects to such a commission, since it would interfere in the
internal affairs of these countries, and by its interference
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infringe on the national dignity and sovereignty of these
states, i

The Soviet Union has established friendly relations with
all these states, and hopes they will further develop favour-
ably., The Soviet Union does not force its friendship on any-
one, but willingly éstablishes good relations with states which
really desire friendly relations with the Soviet Union,

Insistence on such commissions means seeking opportu-
nity for continuous interference in the internal affairs of
Italy, for continuous interference in the affairs of Rumania
and other states. The Soviet Union resolutely objects to this,
since it does not want to interfere in the internal affairs of
other states, or to make such interference easier for others.
The Soviet Union refuses to participate in such commissions,
A decision to set up such commissions would only discredit
the Conference.

In view of this, we say that the proposals of the Austral-
ian delegation are unacceptable to the Peace Conference. Out
of respect for the Conference we express the conviction that
it will reject these fallacious and unjust proposals.



REPARATIONS AND THE SOVIET UNION

Speech at the Economic Commission
for the Balkans and Finland

August 28, 1946

Mr. Chairman, the Soviet delegation expresses its thanks
to all delegations which, like the Yugoslav and others, fully
supported the proposal of the Council of Foreign Ministers
respecting reparations, Today we are summing up the de-
bate on the question.

I
IMPORTANCE OF THE QUESTION

The Soviet delegation attaches great importance to the
question of reparations. Our country suffered the invasion
of several million soldiers of the fascist armies of Germany
and her satellites. The invaders inflicted immense calamities
on our country, To this day you may see at every step the
destruction they wrought in all the western and southern re-
gions of the U.S.S.R.

The whole Soviet people have rolled up their sleeves and
are now engaged in eliminating the consequences of this
enemy incursion. Just as in the years of the Patriotic War
the peoples of the U.S.S.R. rallied around the great Stalin
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‘and waged a victorious struggle against the invaders, so now
for already over a year the Soviet people, under the guidance
of their great leader, have been devotedly carrying out the
plan for the country’s rehabilitation. Enormous tasks con-
front us in the restoration of industry. agriculture and trans-
port, in the rebuilding of demolished towns and villages, and
all the Soviet people are now absorbed ‘in this labour of res-
toration, in this heroic and titanic task of restoring their
mills and factories, power stations and railways, and the
wrecked and demolished homes of millions of families. Tens
of millions of people are conscientious'y working on the new
Stalin Plan for their country’s ‘economic revival and recon-
struction. _

In these conditions reparations are of no little economic

importance, as well as of enormous political significance, in
that they offer a certain moral satisfaction to our people,
who cannot acquiesce in a situation where countries whose
armies for many long months tyrannized and wrought
destruction on the territory of the U.S.S.R. should go un-
punished and not assume at least some share of material re-
sponsibility for the miseries they inflicted on the Soviet
Union., :
The Soviet people have no misgivings regarding the feasi-
bility of these new and enormous tasks that confront them
in the economic rehabilitation and technical reconstruction
of their country. The very Soviet State is so constructed, and
enjoys such support among the working people, and is
headed by so great a leader as Stalin, that we, Soviet peo-
ple, are confident that the rebuilding of our country is in
reliable hands and on the right road. We shall strive to carry
out the five-year plan sooner than the time indicated. And
we are certain that our country will soon be able to tackle
new and still more majestic economic tasks than ‘those it
tackled before the war.
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Naturally, we are anxious to remove all obstructions and
complications from this path. If the reparations problem
were to take such a turn at the Peace Conference that even
the satisfaction of the modest Soviet claims to reparations
already provided for in the draft peace treaties met with ob-
struction, this would cause inadmissible damage to the So-
viet people. It would be absurd to think that the Soviet
delegation will not try to uphold these legitimate and just
interests of cur country. We shall continue to do so.in the
future, even though it may somelimes not be to the liking
~of people who are incapable of understanding the mosl
elemeniary things where the interests of other nations are
concerned. '

II

REPLY TO THE DEFE;\'DERS OF THE AUSTRALIAN
DELEGATION

The represenlative of the Greek delegation spoke twice
in the Commission on the subject of the Australian amend-
ment, and attempted to explain his view, He emphatically
stressed that reparations must not be made burdensome for
the states responsible for aggression.

Yet this same Greek delegate, as we know, is demanding
reparations from litlle Bulgaria to the tune of no more nor
less than, 1,000 million dollars—or to be more precise, 985
million dollars, Quile obviously, this figure is utterly un-
founded, and is only indicative of an unrestrained craving
for other people’s property, This also shows that the Greek
delegation has fallen into a grave contradiction, when it
says, on the one hand, that we ought to be more careful
about reparations, and, on the other, makes absolutely frivo-
lous claims upon its neighbours. It should be added that the
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Greek delegation, did not object to the proposals of the Austral-
ian delegation, which is very characteristic of its position.

The Canadian delegation stated that before the Confer-
ence it considered the decisions of the Council of Foreign
Ministers to be correct, but that here, having learned of a
certain minor remark of the Polish delegation, it arrived at
the concliision that it was necessary to support the Australian
amendment to set up a reparations commission. You also
know that no sconer had the Canadian delegation rendered
such prompt support to thé Polish delegation than the latter
itself withdrew its proposal. We do not know what the Cana-
dian delegation will do now, but its attitude in certain re-
spects is characteristic—characteristic of instability, unsteadi-
ness, readiness to retreat and swing from one course to
another, Two years ago when the armistice terms were
signed, and even yesterday, before the Poles introduced a
minor amendment on a disputable issue, Canada regarded
the amount and procedure of payment of reparations estab-
lished for Rumania as correct. It transpires, however, that
one cannot rely upon this. The Canadian delegation, whose
unsteady attitude on the reparations problem we have all
observed, must now extiricate itself as best it can from the
situation in which it has landed.

A number of remarks have been made here in connectlon
with my first statement, and T shall have to deal with them,

The representative of the U.S.A. defended the Australian
delegation, and especially defended its right to move amend-
ments, creating the impression that the Soviet delegation
had disputed this right, But the Soviet delegation did not
even dream of disputing the right of the Australian or any
other delegation to move proposals and amendments. Every
delegation may move correct and even incorrect proposals
for that matter. That is its full right. But, on the other hand,
who can dispute our right to criticize such proposals? If a
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proposal is moved, it is evidently in order that it may be
freely discussed, and the remarks which may be made
concerning it considered. One may like or dislike these
remarks, but certainly the right of criticism is no less a
legitimate right of the Conference delegales.

The observations of our delegation concerning the Austral-
ian proposal, and the substance of the proposal itself, have
been published in the Soviet press. Why should the Austral-
ian delegation in its turn not publish the statements it made
here in support of its proposals, and the substance of the
reply of the Soviet delegation? Let people judge what is right
and what is wrong in the proposals of the Australian and
Soviet delegations.

You know that before the openmv of the Conference cer-
tain foreign newspapers started a rumour that the Soviet
delegation was opposed to pressmen attending the meetings
of the Conference and its committees. As soon as this ques-
tion was raised at the Conference the Soviet delegation de-
clared that this was a lying rumour, that somebody had
started it although it absolutely did not correspond to fact.
We welcome the presence of press representatives at our
commission. We shall be gratified if the views of both the
Australian delegation and the Soviet delegation on this sub-
ject are published in detail in the press. _

If the representatives of the press help to present this or
that viewpoint objectively to democratic opinion, it will be
very useful. One should not be afraid of the press, not be
afraid if the press discusses the important problems under
consideration at the Conference and truthfully tells what
proposals there are on important problems and what ob-
jections are raised to these proposals. This can only be use-
ful in clarifying the situation, and in averting fabrications
and false rumours which prevent people from learning the
real situation.
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Some have said here thal we should not discuss the
motives behind the various proposals. One might agree
that, after all, it does nol matter to us what motives guided
this or that delegation in making its proposal, But on the
other hand, it is certainly not the wording of proposals that
interests us, but their actual substance,.

The Australian delegation says that in principle it is
for reparations. But recall the substance of its proposals,
and it will be obvious that in practice they amount to abolish-
ing reparations, - This is as if somebody kindly offered a
chair to his neighbour, and then, by way of a joke, say,
pulled it away from under him as he was about to sit down.-
In such cases it is dangerous to rely on words, and it is
better to look round so as not to become the victim of a
bad joke, even though it be on the part of a friend. That
is why we think that one cannot judge the substance of a
proposal by its wording, but should analyze its real meaning
and draw the appropriate conclusions, even if some people
may not like it. ,

It was also said here that one should not express doubt
as to whether 'a given delegation is expressing the opinion
of its people. But it is impossible to agree to the utterances
of delegates being restricted in this way. In democralic
countries there are ways of verifying whether a representa-
tive is really expressing the will of the people. Why should
not this question be sometimes raised, if there are weighty
grounds for it? In democratic countries there are also fully
elaborated and practically tested methods of remedying the

situation when a given representative expresses the opinion
" not of the broad mass of the people, but of some particular
group. ‘ , '
As you know, last year, at the Berlin (Potsdam) con-
ference, which lasted only two weeks, at the beginning of
the conference we saw one set of representatives of Great
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Britain, and at the end of the conference a dilferent set of
representalives, because the people had made a very sub-
stantial correction both in the composition of parliament and
in the composition of the government, and then in the
composition of the delegation. By the way, this had a fa-
vourable effect on the work of the Berlin conference,

In democratic countries it is not so difficult sometimes
to ascertain the real -opinion of the people, and then. ways
may be found of correcting irregularities and mistakes
committed. Representatives of democratic countries have no
cause to object to this. And one thing that follows from this
is that one should not deny the right of occasionally
expressing doubt as to whether a given representative is
really voicing the will of his people.

III
REPARATIONS AND ECONOMIC RECOVERY

There were also remarks to the effect that we are giving
too much time and attention to the reparations problem.
The Soviet delegation cannot agree with this.

I can undersiand the representatives of Great Britain
and the United States being more interested, not in Article
22, say, of the draft peace treaty with Rumania, dealing
with reparations, but in, let us say, Article 26, which speaks
of the right of Allied and Associated Powers “to seize,
retain, liquidate or take any other action with respect to
all property, rights and interests” of Rumania and Ruma-
nian citizens in the territories of those states. For them this
may be a more important question, But in that case, who
can prevent us from wupholding that which concerns the
legitimate and just rights of our state and our people.

Let us turn to the facts.

As you know from the documents I have cited, during
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the war the foreign invaders destroyed 31,850 industrial
enterprises in the Soviet Union, including a large number
of big mills and factories. Before the war these enterprises
employed about four million workers. This was a severe
shock to our industry. The Urited States luckily was not
invaded by the. enemy. Quite a number of new plants
were built in the United States in these years, The industry
of thé United States in these years considerably expanded
and attained a capacity hitherto unknown even in America.
New plants were built there not only for peace production,
but also new powerful war indastry plants—evidently
with an eye to the future, for any contingency. This is
universally known.

The Soviet delegation hopes that our desire as quickly
as possible to repair the destruction inflicted on us by the
war will be properly understood, as well as our desire to
make use of all available possibilities for this purpose, in-
cluding the relatively small reparations payments envisaged
by the armistice terms, And of course we certainly can-
not agree with any proposals which might hamper the

. economic recovery of the Soviet Union, which might hin-
der the restoration of economic life in the districts of the
U.S.S.R. which were occupied by the enemy. We were
gratified that our right to receive reparations was recognized
in all the armistice terms both by the U.S.A. and by Great
Brifain. We understood each other and found a common
language.

But the Australian delegation has adopted a dlﬂ‘erent
language. It put forward proposals here aimed at abolishing
this agreement. The Australian delegation put forward pro-
posals which not only contradict the view of the Soviet
Union, but which are at variance with the view of the
United States and Great Britain on these questions, and with
the armistice terms and the draft peace treaties.
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We had_found a common language with the U.S.A.
and Great Britain on tais and many other questions. But
ihe Australian delegation has begun to speak-in another
language, a language which has an entirely different
meaning, '

This other language, unacceptable to the U.S.S.R., can
only be used by those who are beginning to forget how the
war went and what part was played by this or 4hat country
in ensuring the common victory of the Allies, by those who
are also beginning to forget the sacrifices which the war
against fascism demanded of us. But that being the case,
we shall state our opinion and give our estimate of such a
situation. The language of the Australian delegation’s amend-
ments is not the language we spoke as Allies during the war.
It is a language which cannot unite, but can only disunite
the Allies, disunite the United Nations.

As to eliminating the consequences of the war, I must
state that under all circumstances we are relying primarily
on our own forces, and not on reparations. Of course, repa-
rations will be of some help in the rehabilitation of our
country. But the chief thing we rely upon is our own Soviet
people, our Stalin five-year plans, and the fact that the
enlire work of restoration and further development of our
national economy in the postwar period, as in the stormy
period of the war, is directed by our great leader, our Stalin.
He ensured previously and ensures now the unbreakable
unity of our people in labour, in the postwar restoration of
our national economy, and in promoling the economic,
cultural and political prosperity of our state.

We hope that this at the same time corresponds with the
interests of all other peoples who are ready io work to-
gether in defence of peace and security, and in establishing
relations among peoples which answer to the hest aspira-
tions of all peace-loving nations.
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THE GREEK GOVERNMENT’S CLAIMS
OF AGGRANDIZEMENT AT THE EXPENSE
OF ALBANIA

Speech at the Plenary
Meeting of the Paris Peace Conference

August 30, 1946

Mr. President and Delegates. The Greek delegation is
displaying very great activity at this Conference with regard
to its foreign policy affairs. Again we are confronted with
the claims of the Greek Government on its neighbour, Alba-
nia. The Greek Government is in this instance making claims
not on a former enemy state, which would have been com-
prehensible; no, the Greek delegation is taking advantage
of the Peace Conference to present claims of aggrandizement
at the expense of its peace-loving neighbour, democratic,
pro-Ally Albania.

The Greek delegation refuses to desist, which is very
dangerous, as this again creates an uneasy situation in the
Balkans, creates uneasiness in an area of Europe where
peace and good-neighbourly relations between the peoples
have only just been established, and where an opportunity
is opening to solve various differences between the nations
in a friendly manner. The Greek Government refuses to
wait a little, until the time when Greece can put its demands
before neighbouring or other countries by the usual proce-
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dure—through diplomatic channels or by negotiations—and
settle outstanding questions in the way évery decent demo-
cratic government should.

The Peace Conference has not galhered in order to afford
an opportunity to any aggressive, undemocratic government
which does not want to observe the universally accepted
rules of relations with other democratic states—it has not
gathered in order to provide such a goverument with the
opportunity io involve us in ifs affairs, which happen to be
in an unsatisfactory state, ,

The Greek delegation wants the Conference to involve the
Council of Foreign Ministers as well in this matter. It wants
the Conference to commission the Council of Foreign Minis-
ters to examine the claims of aggrandizement of the Greek
Government against its neighbour, But we know that it is
not the business of the Conference to give commissions to
the Council of Foreign Ministers, We also know that the
Conference has given no commissions to the Council of
Foreign Ministers so far, because it has assembled not for
this purpose, but to discuss the peace treaties for Germany'’s
former satellites.

1t follows from this that the Conference should not place
its services at the disposal of any restless and aggressive
government which does not understand what the Peace
Conference is for, and which wants to use this rostrum to
divert the attention of its own people and of other peoples
from the unsatisfactory state of its domestic affairs,

It is not fortuitous that the Greek delegation has raised
the question of ifs claims on Albania just on the eve of the
plebiscite, on the eve of September 1 when by the most
unlawful measures every preparation has been made to bring
back the King to Greece, and when in Greece itself, gripped
in a vice of terror and police violence against the democratic
parties, against the democratic circles of society, there is
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still no certainty that at the plebiscite all the artificial prep-
arations for the restoration of the monarchy will not suffer
fiasco. Evidently "the Greek Government has no faith that
even the aid and support of the foreign troops which have
- settled for long in Greece and which bear responsibility for
the very abnormal situation in that country—that even the
support of these foreign troops is a sufficient guarantee that
the outcome of the plebiscite will be the one desired by the
Greek Government, i.e., in favour of the King, whom the
Greek people have to this day not allowed back into their
country.

We know that the Government of the Soviet Ukraine
has placed the question of the situation in Greece before the
Security Council, in view of the fact that the policy of the
Greek Government is a threat to peace. Possibly this ques-
tion will be discussed this very day in the Security Council-
It is legitimate that the attention of the leading internation-
al body charged with the maintenance of peace and security,
the Security Council of the United Nations, should be drawn
to this question. But the Greek dele-gatioh is unwilling to
muster even a little patience and see how this question is
dealt with in the Security Council. It hastens to use this
rostrum to exert outsnde pressure upon the forthcomm pleb-
iscite,
 On the eve of the plebiscite, engineered with the assistance
of certain outside forces for the restoration of an unpop-
ular monarchy, it is proposed that this international Con-
ference should help this “plebiscite.” But it would be better
to turn our attention to the fact that Greece remains the
sole unquiet point in the Balkans, where democratic elements
are denied the right to breathe, where editors of democratic
newspapers are seized in the streets and murdered, where
such extreme terrorist measures are practised as evoke in-
dignation among democrats in all countries.
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Evidently the present Greek authorities so badly need-to
pull through the design they have planned for Septembey 1,
in spite of the resistance of the people, that they must leave
their internal affairs in the shadows and, for this purpose,
divert attention to external affairs.

The present Greek Government, as is known, leans for
support upon foreign troops. And these troops do not want
to leave this foreign country. Of course, foreign bayonels
can play their role, but, gentlemen, such assistance is un-
reliable, because it evokes the opposition of the people. It
creates the impression that the present Greek rulers enjoy
no authority with their people, that they need the support
of foreign troops. It appears, too, that the Greek authorities
need the International Conference to assist them in their
foreign political manoeuvres. This is asking too much!

The Soviet delegation believes that the Peace Conference
will refuse to facilitate these foreign political manoeuvres,
which the Greek delegation needs -before the plebiscite of
September 1. The Soviet delegation moves the rejection of
the proposal of the Greek delegation, which is striving to
dismember Albania and to involve the Peace Conference in
this affair. There are other ways of considering disputes
between neighbours, After the signing of the peace treaty
with Italy, the Greek Government can, if this should be
necessary, avail itself of the usual rules of diplomatic pro-
cedure to adjust its relations with its neighbours. (4pplause.)



M

ONCE MORE ON THE QUESTION OF
ALBANIA _ |

Speech at the Plenary
Meeting of the Puris Peace Conference

August 30, 1946

Mr. President and Delegates. We have gathered today to
discuss two definite questions, but we are discussing some-
thing else—a third question. We approved an agenda con-
sisting of questions relating to Iran and Iraq, but we are
discussing the question of Greece. The matter raised by the
Greek delegation was not placed in the normal way on the
agenda of the Conference, but we have been unexpectedly
compelled to consider this question.

- Now it will be necessary to dwell on the explanation
which was given today by the American delegate concerning
the order of examination of questions in the Council of
Foreign Ministers and at the Conference. Naturally, none
of us disputes the right of the Council of Foreign Ministers
to consider the questions envisaged in the Potsdam (Berlin)
agreement. The statements which have been mdde here on
this score in connection with my speech were misdirected.

What order was established for the work of the.Council
of Foreign Ministers? Attention has been quite correctly
drawn here to Point 3 (i) of the decision of the Potsdam
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conference to establish a Council of Foreign Ministers. This
decision says the following about the Council’s tasks: it is
authorized to draw up treaties of peace for Italy, Rumania,
Bulgaria, Hungary and Finland, and “to propose seitlements
of terriforial questions outstanding on the termination of the
war in Europe.” Consequenily, the Council of Foreign Min-
isters is indeed authorized to consider any questions relat-
ing to this category.

But the point at issue now is not what the Council of
Foreign Ministers should deal with. It is not the Council of
Foreign Ministers that is sitting in this hall, but a confer-
ence of 21 states. The point is what the Peace Conference
should deal with. This is defined not in the Potsdam reso-

lution, but in another document, which has also been men-

tioned here. This document is called “Decisions of the Mos-
cow Conference of Foreign Ministers of the Soviet Union,
the United States of America and the United Kingdom.” The
.section of this document dealing with the preparation of
peace treaties with Italy, Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary and
Finland (Point 2) says that “when the preparation of all
these drafts has been completed, the Council of Foreign
Ministers will convoke a conference for the purpose of con-
sidering treaties of peace with Italy, Rumania, Bulgaria,
Hungary and Finland.” Thus what the Peace Conference
should deal with is here clearly defined. It should deal with
the treaties of peace with these five states.

You see that the competence of the Council of Foreign
Ministers is one thing and the competence of the Peace Con-
-ference another. The two must not be mixed. One cannol
fail to see that the competence of the Council of Foreign
Ministers and that of the Peace Conference are differenl.
If we want to abide by what we signed, upon that which
we agreed concerning the tasks and rights of the Peace
Conference, we must abide by what has been recorded in
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the afore-mentioned decision of the Moscow conference
Perusal of its text shows that according to this decision, the
Conference may deal only with the treaties of peace with
five of Germany's former satellites. Nothing else was envis-
aged for consideration at the Peace Conference,’

I understand the French representative, who spoke before .
me and correctly pointed out that the tasks of the Peace
Conference did not include examination of questions relating
to Albania and Greece. Albania is not a former satellite of
Germany, it is not one of the former enemy states. No
matter how much the Greek delegation may talk here about
Greece still being in a state of war with Albania, this will
remain an unfounded and irresponsible statement, invented
in order to threaten little Albania and justify the plans of
aggrandizement of Greece’s rulers. In spite of this declara-
tion we, by unanimous decision of the Conference, invited
Albania to our Conference not as an enemy state, but as
one of the states which helped the Allies during the war
against Germany. And we greeted here the representative of
the new democratic Albania, which fought together with us
against Germany and fascist Italy and helped us to vanquish
fascism. The Soviet delegation considers that such a friendiy
attitude fowards present democratic Albania is the only
correct attitude. If, hbowever, we take the line of supporting
the annexationist claims of the present Greek rulers, the
Conference will slide into a wrong course, the course into
which they are trving to push us.

It follows from all this that the Conference should pot,
and has no right to, consider any other questions than those"
outlined for it when it was convoked.

But perhaps one or another of the delegations present
here has been authorized lo consider any question it pleases
at this Conference? Hardly so. In any case, the Soviet dele-
gation has no such authority. Nor have we hitherlo been
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told that other delegations have been authorized to consider
any questions which this or that delegation might take it
into its head to raise at the Conference. As to the references
to the desire to display liberality, they are out of place, as
“liberality” of such kind does not promise the Conference
anything good, and will only lead to confusion.

- We should refuse to broaden the powers of the Confer-
ence and to lead it away from the path it has adhered to
so far. We must consider the five draft peace treaties, and
not get ourselves involved in a discussion of question which
do not come within the competence of the Conference.

We know that certain foreign Powers support the present
Greek rulers both officially and unofficially. Only yesterday
it was said that official observers from Great Britain and
the United States of America would watch the plebiscite in
Greece. Today it is said that there will be no official observ-
ers, but that there will be unofficial observers. In other
words, even now certain states continue to interfere in the
internal affairs of Greece, and consequently bear responsi-
bility for this, Only the French Government has given up
this affair. The Governments of DBritain and the United
States are again committed in the matter of Greece’s inter-
nal affairs, and are trying to induce others to interfere. This
is to a certain extent understandable. British troops are
still in Greece, and this makes fhem answerable for the
situation in that country, It has been widely reported that
American warships are on their way to Greece, Evidently
the Greek Government needs such support too. But these
means of exerting pressure upon the internal affairs of
Greece are not only alien to democracy, they are dangerous.

Is it not time to call a halt, is it not time fo end this
interference in the internal affairs of Greece, which is mak-
ing it so hard for the Greek people? Is it not time 1o cease
this outside interference, and give the Greek people the
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opportunity themselves, freely and in a normal democratic
way, to elect their own parliament, to decide the question
of the monarchy without pressure from outside, to elect
. their own lawful democratic government, one really worthy
of the heroic Greek people, who are friendly to us? Now,
if the representatives of certain foreign states were to display
a certain amount of liberality in this respect—liberality in
the good sense of the word—I think that the public opinion
of all democratic countries would only applaud such a step.
* However, there are people who are bent on supporting
the Greek delegation, whose voice is not regarded as suffi-
ciently authoritative for a direct appeal to the Council of
Foreign Ministers. As to that, it should be said that those
who wish this might do it some other way. The Greek dele-
gation might collect the signatures of such delegations in
the lobbies of the Conference, without dragging the entire
Conference into the business. '
At any rate, it is the request of the Soviet delegation that
the Peace Conference be not dragged into it. (Applause.)



THE STATUTE OF TRIESTE AND MAJOR
QUESTIONS OF INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION

Speech in the Political
and Territorial Commission for Italy

September 14, 1946

Mr. Chairman and Delegates. The question of the state
structure of the “Free Territory of Trieste” is of important
significance in principle and in practice.

You know that we already have abasis on which to elab-
orate the statute of Trieste. It is provided in the decision of
the four Ministers of July 3. This decision maps the frontiers
of the “Free Territory of Trieste”; it recognizes that the in-
legrity and independence of the territory should be guaran-
teed by the Security Council; it also lays down the general
principles on which the organs of authority should be built.

Nevertheless, the committee elected by the Council of
Foreign Ministers to work out the statute of Trieste did not
arrive at a unanimous opinion. On the one hand we have
before us three more or less similar drafts of the British,
American and French delegations. On the other hand there
are two other drafts, presented by the Soviet and Yugoslav
delegations, in which there are also many kindred points.
It is up to the Conference to analyze these drafts and pro-
nounce ils opinion in regard to the statute of Trieste,

There are various ways of approaching the question of
the state structure of Trieste. One should remember, howev-
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er, that we contemplate placing this entire territory under
the protection of the United Nations. Consequently, the prin-
ciples on which the state authority is organized in Trieste
must conform to the basic aims of the United Nations.

The “Free Territory of Trieste” must not be regarded as
a sort of mandated territory. Still less must it be regarded
as a kind of colony of the Security Council. The aim we
must strive for is clear: that aim must be the welfare of the
population of Trieste, and the establishment of good rela-
tions with neighbours and other peoples.

If it be incorrect to regard the Free Territory as a sort
of colony or semi-colony, neither must we regard it as a
military base for one or another Power or Powers, or even
for the Security Council itself. Trieste must not be convert-
ed into a new base in the Balkans for someone’s armed
forces. This would not accord with the interests either of the
population of Trieste, or of the United Nations, It is recog-

“nized by all that Trieste is a major international commercial
port, and it must fulfil its important part in the develop-
ment of international trade.

The proposal of the Soviet delegation proceeds from the
decisions adopted by the four Ministers. My task is to ex-
plain the Soviet delegation’s point of view on this question,
particularly with regard to the drafts presented by other del-
egalions.

I

ORGANIZATION OF AUTHORITY AND
DEMOCRACY

The principles on which authority in Trieste is to he
organized is the first important question. In whose hands
should authority in Trieste rest—in the hands of the people,
or in the hands of the Governor? It is on this question that
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the chief divergences between the drafls. presenied to the
Conference are revealed. The decision of the Council of
Foreign Ministers says that “legislative and executive author-
ity shall be established on democratic lines including uni-
versal suffrage.” This clearly specifies in whom legislative
and executive authority in Trieste is to be vested. It follows
from the decision that this authority must be in the hands
of the people of Trieste, and that it must be organized on
democratic lines. -

This decision also lays down the position lo be occupied
by the Governor of Trieste. It states that “the Governor
shall be appointed by the Security Council after consultation
with Yugoslavia and Italy.” And further that “annual reports
shall be submitted by the Governor to the Security Council.”
Thus the position of the Governor is also defined with per-
fect precision.

Yet, in the draft of the British delegation, the entire au-
thority is vested in the Governor. Such, too, is the tenor of
the American draft, and to a considerable extent of the
French draft. To justify this, all sorts of arguments are ad-
duced concerning the tense political situation in Trieste. It
is declared that democratic -self-government should not he
introduced there as yet, that the establishment of demo-
cratic principles in this territory should be postponed to the
future. Contrary to the decision of the Council of Foreign
Ministers, the British, American and French drafts demand
that the master in Trieste shall be the Governor. 'I'hat is one
political line.

The question ariscs, what exactly would be the Govern-
or's powers in Trieste from this point of view?

The British draft dwells in detail on these powers. It
slates that the Government Council shall consist of the
Governor, as Chairman, the Deputy Governor, the Director
of the Free Port Administration, and three persons appoini-
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ed by the Assembly of the Free Territory, but again with
the consent of the Governor. It also lays down that the
Governor, the Deputy Governor and the Director of the Port
shall not be citizens of Trieste, or citizens of Yugoslavia
or Italy, but citizens of other states. It is thus proposed
that half the Government of Trieste should consist of for-
© eigners.

The British draft further provides that the Governor
shall be responsible for external relations and for the main-
tenance of public order and security, and that he shall have
the right to dismiss members of the Government Council and
to recommend the Assembly to appoint others. In-addition,
it provides that all administrative officers shall be appointed
and dismissed by order of the Governor, that he may dismiss
members of judicial bodies, that he shall have the right to
suspend the operation of any law, to annul any administra-
tive order and to issue ordinances which shall have force
of law. He is also to be empowered to conclude agreements
with other states, to enter into international multilateral
arrangements, and so on. As you see, according to the
British draft, authority is entirely delegated to the Governor.
Approximately the same thing is said in the American and
in the French drafts. .

The question arises: what served as the model for drafts
of this kind?

" In this connnection the situation one finds in the British
colonies is of undoubted interest. Here the governors are
vested with similar powers.

In India, for example, the governor-general, that is, the
Viceroy, presides at the meetings of the Council of Ministers
whenever he wishes, and the Ministers themselves are ap-
pointed by the same governor-general. It is within the
governor-general’s discretion to agree or not agree with this
or that bill, and the governor-general can issue any ordinance
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which in his opinion is necessitated by circumstances.
The police and security organs are in the hands of the
governor-general of India. It should be added that similar
rights are vested in the governors of the individual provinces
of India.

Take another example, In West Africa there is a British
colony called the Gold Coast. The Governor of the Gold
Coast has the right to opprove or not approve the decisions
of the local legislative council. He exercises supreme direc-
tion of the administration of the colony. He can discharge
officials, provided they have not been appointed by the King.
The Executive Council of the Gold Coast, which performs
the role of the local government, is presided over by the
Governor—and, by the way, also consists of six people,
just as has been suggested for the Government Council in
Trieste,

It will be apparent from all this that the position of the
Governor of Trieste is to resemble that of the governor-
general of India, or the Governor of the Gold Coast colony
in Africa. Now the question arises, is this posilion suitable
for the “Free Territory of Trieste”? What will happen if
we accord such rights to the Governor of Trieste? Shall we
not have, instead of a free territory, something like a guber-
natorial territory—instead of a free Trieste, a gubernatorial
Trieste? It seems to me that this danger exists. Naturally, the
Soviet delegation objects to the experience of adminjstration
in British colonies being transplanted to Trieste.

It would be incorrect if we applied to Trieste the policy
of Lord Curzon with regard to India. We cannot sympathize
with such a policy. Also alien to us are the ideas of Cecil
Rhodes, the organizer of the Union of South Africa, who
said: “The native must be treated like a child, and should
not be allowed either the suffrage or alcohol. We must
maintain a system of despotism, similar to that which has
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yielded such good results in India.” Such a slave-owner
ideology cannot be carried into Trieste. The Soviet delega-
tion would like this to be clear to all.

Al] this indicates that the proposal of the British delega-
lion does not accord with the elementary principles of de-
mocracy. The British delegate who spoke here said that he
did not underestimate the ideological attractiveness of the
Soviet draft, but that it was not applicable to Trieste reali-
ties. But he did not prove it, and I think he could not have
proved it. On the other hand, the Soviet delegation cannot
agree that the principles which are applied by the British
Empire in India and the Gold Coast would be suitable for
Trieste. ‘ B

We by no means propose that the principles of Soviet
democracy be applied in Trieste, although, as is known from
the experience of our country, these principles have yielded
no mean results, one may say, remarkable results. In the
opinion of the Soviet delegation the realization of these
principles is possible only at a certain level of political
development, when it becomes a really vital need of the
people. But we do believe that the generally known princi-
ples of democracy which have now attained such strong de-
velopment in the countries of Europe could be usefully
applied also in Trieste. Such is our view.

Naturally, we must distinguish between the positions
that arise in various countries,

Take, for instance, two neighbouring countries—Greece
and Bulgaria—where the destiny of the monarchy has been
decided in these very past few days by means of a plebiscite.
We know how it was done. In the one case, in Greece, when
the question of restoring the monarchy was being decided,
every means of pressure was brought to bear by the domes-
tic authorities and outside forces, and a situation was creat-
ed in the country in which nothing but falsification of the
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plebiscite could result, A free expression of the will of the
people under such conditions was impossible,

It was a different matter in Bulgaria, Everyone recog-
nizes that a free plebiscite was held there under normal
conditions, and it turned into a mnation-wide celebration.
The entire population participa'ted in this plebiscite, and
unanimously voted for the abolition of the monarchy and
for the establishment of a republic in Bulgaria.

Comparing the two countries, we see that a republic was
established in Bulgaria in a way which fully conforms to the
generally recognized principles of democracy, and, on the
other hand, that in Greece the monarchy is being restored
by means that have nothing in common with an honest
attitude towards the principles of democracy. Certainly, bad
examples should not be copied. But is it not clear that we
now have sufficient instances of the application of the prin-
ciples of democracy which indicate the way to achieve
democracy under the actual political conditions obtaining in
Trieste? '

Trieste is intimately connected with the modern political
life of Europe. It has some 300,000 inhabitants, who are
accustomed to active political life and are capable of appre-
ciating the role of political, trade union, cultural and other
organizations of a democratic type. One cannot propose for
Trieste a statute which ignores democratic principles of
state structure. An anti-democratic statute will not bring
about the tranquility we desire, but will lead to opposite
results. We are already well into the 20th century, and it
should be recognized that democracy has become a vital
requirement of the peoples.

True, certain people find the democracy of the 19th
century more to their liking, and they do not want to recog-
nize the progressive significance of the new, already es-
tablished, and very important ways in which democracy is
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developing in our time. We all know that 19th century de-

~mocracy represented a great progress, and its positive role
in the struggle against despotism, as well as against fascism
in our day, is well known. In the 19th century, democracy
of the parliamentary type developed in a number of coun-
tries, and that was a great step forward in the evolution of
state life. But outside the election campaigns, and outside
the walls of parliament, that democracy did not attain broad
development. The participation of the people in the affairs
of state still remained very restricted.

In our time, in the age of radio, newspapers and cinema,
when there are, moreover, mass political parties and trade
unions, and when not infrequently even the Church takes a
very broad part in political campaigns, democracy has
acquired a quite different aspect. The entire people, the
‘millions, the masses, are now being drawn into political life.
Not only during election campaigns, but from day to day
the broad masses are now participating in the political life
of their country and are aclively reacting to international
developments. '

Together with the great advances of radio, the daily
press and many other forms of mass enlightenment, democ-
racy, too, and the forms of its embodiment, are making
rapid headway in these times. Trieste is situated at one of
the important political points of Europe, and all that has
been said is fully applicable to it. We shall not be compre-
hended if we arrive at the opinion that we must refrain from
applying the principles of democracy in Trieste. From this
we must draw the conclusion that the state structure of
Trieste must be built on democratic principles.

Trieste cannot remain outside the general stream of
development of democracy in the countries of Europe. If we
carefully study what there is acceptable to all of us in the
modern democratic forms in Europe, we shall certainly find
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not a little that is suitable and applicable to the Free Ter-
ritory. And then we shall refrain from transplanting there
the principles of colonial gubernatorial rule, and will take
what is useful and what is practically applicable under
the given conditions for the democratic development of
Trieste. '

" That is why we are against the British delegation’s draft,
which to some extent resembles a colonial regime, and
consider it natural that the Free Territory should be
organized on the principles of democracy without delay. The
people of Trieste must have the opportunity really to breathe
in freedom, and to enjoy all the rights enjoyed in other
democratic states—and only then will the decision adopted
by us to create a Free Territory be comprehended by all.

Also of importance in the statute on Trieste is the
question of citizenship, The Soviet delegation regards as
correct the Yugoslav proposal, aimed in this respect against
former active supporters of the fascist regime in Trieste.
Not so long ago we all recognized that it was necessary to
do away with the remnants of fascism. If this is so, then
active fascist supporters and their paid agents must not he
granted the right of citizenship in Trieste.

o

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS AND
' THE VETO POWER

The proposals which we have undertaken to prepare
must provide a new place for Trieste in international re-
lations,

Back in September of last year the Council of Foreign
Ministers recognized that Trieste should be a free interna-
tional port. Trieste should play an important part in interna-
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tional trade, and we must see to it that the proposal.s we
elaborate facilitate this. It goes without saying that this
must be done, not at the expense of the interests of the
population of Trieste itself but, ‘on the contrary, with due
consideration for their interests,

In this connection it is necessary to dwell on the relations
between Trieste and its neighbours—Yugoslavia and Italy.
- We believe it necessary that there should be special free
zones in the port of Trieste for both neighbour states. And
it is obvious that Trieste is particularly interested in devel-
oping relations with Yugoslavia, which is its main hinterland,
its economic rear. In view of this the Soviet delegation
regards as correct the proposal for a customs union between
Trieste and Yugoslavia, and also for the establishment of a
joint administration, together with Yugoslavia, of the Trieste
railways. This will create more favourable conditions for
Trieste’s economic progress and for international trade in
general.

One of the delegates who spoke here expressed the
apprehension that this might prepare the ground for the
inclusion of the Free Territory in Yugoslavia, No facts were
however adduced to justify this apprehension. In any case,
when setting up the Free Territory we cannot forget its
geographical situation and its need for intimate economic
ties, particularly with such a neighbour as Yugoslavia. Con-
cern for the interests of the Free Territory demands such
a solution, and this is the course we must-take.

I now pass to the question of Trieste’s political place in
international affairs.

All the drafts submitted by the representatives of the
four Ministers contain a proposal to demilitarize Trieste.
But only the Soviet draft says that the Free Territory must
also be neutral. Recognition of neutrality means that there
will he no armed forces—either domestic or foreign—on
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this territory. The Soviet delegation believes that the Con-
ference should declare in favour of this proposal.

In this connection it is first of all necessary that a deci-
sion be adopted providing for the withdrawal of foreign
troops from Trieste within a specified time. Nothing, how-
ever, is said about this in the drafts submitted. But the Soviet
delegation does not deem it possible to evade so important
& question. i

It is noteworthy that the memorandum of the United
States of America emphasizes that the Security Council must
have the necessary means to ensure the integrity and inde-
pendence of the Free Territory. But it is delicately silent
as to what kind of “necessary means” is meant. Neither was
any salisfactory answer given fo the questions which I put
to the representative of the United States here. Yet it is not
difficult to guess that “necessary means” in this case might
also be taken to signify armed forces, If this is so, then the
Soviet delegation carmot consent fo the proposal of the
United States, It must be clear to us that the presence of
armed forces would convert the Free Territorv into a mili-
{ary base. This would be so even if these armed forces were
formally subordinated to the Security Council. Tt was decid-
ed by the Council of Foreign Ministers that Trieste should
become a free international port. But no one has yet believed
it possible 1o say that Trieste should become a base for
anyone’s armed forces. The Soviet delegation holds that
neither any individual Power, nor even the Security Council,
should convert the Free Territory into a military base, since
this would Jend an entirely new and moreover undesirable
aspect to the entire Trieste question,

As is known, the United Nations Charter provides that
members of this Organization should in definite cases furnish
the Security Council with the armed forces necessary to
maintain peace. In the meaning of the Charter, what is
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envisaged here are actions connected with preventing ag-
gression or suppressing the action of an aggressive Power.
And it is provided that in such cases special agreements
should be signed between the Security Council and members
of the Organization. All this, however, gives no warrant
whatever for introducing into the Free Territory the armed
forces of any Power or of the Security Council, and for
actually turning this territory into a military base. Attempts
of that sort should not have our support.

The question of the relations between the Free Temtory
and the Security Council merits special aitention. According
fo the submitted draft, the Security Council is to safeguard
the integrity and independence of the Free Territory, appoint
the Governor, and receive annual reports from the Governor.

Yesterday the Australian delegation opposed these de-
cisions. It argued that the Security Council could not cope
with such tasks. The Australian delegation. was unable to
make any other proposals meriting attention, but it declared
that the Security Council, with the veto power accorded
to its permanent members, was not a workahble body, and
that therefore it should not be vesled with the aforesaid
powers. ' )

The Australian delegation has thus found one more op-
portunity to impugn, disparage and spit at the veto power
accorded to certain members of the Security Council. One
might simply reply to this with the proverb: “Don’t spit in
the well-—you may need its water for a drink.” But we can-
not confine ourselves to such a reply in the matter of the
veto power, All the more since of late wild and extravagant
altacks on the veto are being made quite frequently, and

~-are not meeting with due rebuff even from the members of

the Organization who were the authors of the Charter. If
this continues, respect for the United Nations organization
will be undermined at its very foundahons

184



What does the Australian delegation really want when
it attacks the veto in the Security Council, and does it
understand where this may lead?

At the San Francisco conference, for the first time, an
international organization was founded with the serious
duty of safeguarding the peace and security of nations, This
organization rests on the unity of all peace-loving Powers
in defence of universal peace. The chief and principal ele-
ment of this organization is precisely the veto power, grant-
ed to the five great Powers in the Security Council.

According to the United Nations Charter, the veto means
that in all major questions affecting the interests of peace,
the United States of America, Great Britain, the Soviet Union,
France and China must act in accord, and that the Security
Council cannot adopt any decision on such questions even
if only one of these Powers is in disagreement with it. That
means that the velo prevents two, or three, or even four
Powers entering into compact and acting against one or other
of the five principal states. The veto is a stimulus to the
great Powers to work together, hindering intringues of some
against others, which is undoubtedly in the interest of all
the United Nations and in the interest of universal peace.
It goes without saying that this does not eliminate existing
differences and disputes; but, free and open discussion of
questions at issue, given the veto power, in the long run
provides the best way towards mutual understanding and
concessions, towards cooperation and agreements. Hence the
purpose of the veto is o ensure that the actions of the
great Powers shall benefit all the peace-loving states, large
and small,

In the League of Nations the great Powers did not have
the veto power. The League was formally built on the prin-
ciple of equality of big and small states. Those who now
advocate the abolition of the veto would drag us back from
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the United Nations organization to something resembling the
League of Nations. But that, then, reveals the underlying
political purpose of these proposals.

Again one has to recall events of the prewar years.

The League of Nations was founded after the world war
of 1914-18. It was the first experiment in creating an inter-
national organization, but an experiment that cannot be
regarded as having been a success. In fact, the League of
Nations plaved no material role in safeguarding peace, The
Teazue of Nations failed to become an effective organization
for the protection of the security of nations. It even failed
to safeguard the security of the countries of the Anglo-
French group, which enjoved the dominating influence in
that first international organization. Ilow it ended, we
know. '

The imnotence of the League of Nations in defending
the cause of peace was graphically demonstrated when a
new war storm began to loom. Decision of the matter was
then transferred from Geneva to Munich, as the aggressor
demanded. The shame of Munich lies in the fact that there
the Powers that plaved a leading role in the League of
Nations signed a certificate of their own inability to defend
the cause of peace, and compounded with the aggressor—
doing so behind the backs of other peace-loving countries
and at the expense of their interests, which onlv enconraged
the aggressor in his reckless plans of war. Munich led us
to a new world war, thus convincingly proving that without
a united front of all peace-loving Powers, due opposition to
aggression cannot be ensured, and the cause of peace cannot
be upheld.

In the course of the last war there came into being a
bloc of great Powers which took the lead of the democralic
countries and demolished the aggressor in the West and
the Fast. As a result of this the necessity was recognized to
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set up a new international organization to defend the peace
and security of nations. The United Nations organization
appeared, and along with it the Security Council and the
vefo. This was an attempt to create at last an effective or-
ganization for the safeguarding of universal security. And
it is precisely the veto that plays the leading role here. The
veto principle demands that all the great Powers give at-
tention to their common interests and the interests of uni-
versal peace, thus making it difficult to create narrow blocs
and groups of some Powers against other Powers, and still
more difficult for anyone to make a deal with an aggressor
behind the backs and contrary to the interests of peace-
loving countries.

What may renunciation of the veto power in the United
Nations organization imply? It is not difficulf to guess that
it may untie the hands of some for definite actions. Renun-
ciation of the veto would, of course, facilitate the creation
of narrow groups and blocs among the great Powers, and
at any rate would untie the hands of those who are opposed
to a united front of the United Nations in defence of peace.
But we have already tried that road. That road led us o the
second world war., What it holds out for the United Nations
organization is nothing but ignominious failure.

Such plans only meet the desires of reactionary circles,
they only help the camp of unbridled imperialists. They do
not conceal that cooperation with the Soviet State irks them.
There are plenty of people in these circles, of course, who
are invelerately inclined to hatch anti-Soviet projects. But
we have the unforgettable experience of the League of
Nations before us. It tried to uphold peace without the Soviet
Union, and even directly at the expense of the interests of
the Soviet Union. No good came of it.

To ignore the Soviet Union, to forget the importance of
its support in matters affecting peace is dangerous nowadays.
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This course can only be taken by those who, instead of
cooperation with the Soviet Union, prefer to build their
calculations on bargains and agreements with a future ag-
gressor, which, of course, has nothing in common with the
interest of peace and international security, Such calculations
have been defeated before. And they will be defeated again,
for which purpose it is very important promptly to expose
their ferocious imperialist nature and their incompatibility
with the interests of the peace and security of nations.

‘After the second world war a new organization for the
defence of peace arose. On the Security Council has now
been laid the task of ensuring the cooperation of all the
great Powers, and at the same time of displaying incessant
care for the maintenance of universal peace. No such organ-
ization existed either in the 19th century, or before the first
world war, or before the second world war. An internation-
al organization has been created which is built on a prin-
ciple that does not permit either the Soviet Union or other
peace-loving states to be ignored. This is exactly what the
veto. power is for.

Of course, the veto is no panacea. There are blocs and
groups even now; nevertheless the veto principle furnishes
a certain basis for the development of cooperation among
the Powers in safeguarding the security of nations, no mat-
ter how big the difficullies. If we really stand for peace and
security, we should {reasure thls weapon deswned to serve
such important aims.

- Of course, there are no few differences among the Powers
‘on one question or another—and disputes are inevitable. Yet
we have already time and again found ways of setfling
differences. These ways are not barred to us in the future,
especially if we all realize that attempts of one Power or
a- group of Powers to dictate its will to other Powers are
out of place and futile, We must look ahead, and not permit
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ourselves to be dragged back to that discredited ruin—the
League of Nations. In the international organization created
after the war, we must strive to form a united front of
peace-loving states which will not permit the ignoring of any
Power, and which will be aimed against any attempt to
resurrect the aggressor. '

The Australian delegation’s sallies agamst the veto have
nothing in common with the interests of universal peace,
with the promotion of cooperation among nations. Impofent
abuse of the Security Council and the veto may help only
those whom we fought, and will win the gratitude only of
a future aggressor. We would like to hope that these efforts
will suffer fiasco, meeting with rebuff from all true cham-
pions of the peace and security of nations.

111
CONCLUSIONS AND PROPOSALS

I now pass to the conclusions.

The Soviet delegation deems it necessary that authority
in Trieste should be organized on democratic lines, as pro-
posed in the submitted draft. Trieste must really be a Free
Territory, and not a sort of gubernatorial territory. That
is our first conclusion.

The Soviet delegation also maintains that the principle
proposed in the draft, defining the relations between Trieste
and the Security Council, should be preserved. We believe
that in our proposals concerning Trieste, concerning its
relations with neighbours and other countries, an adequate
basis is provided for the decisions of the Confercnce. Such
is our second conclusion.

Consideration of the statute of Trieste confronts us with
a number of important political questions. With the new
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status of Trieste, a proper settlement of questions concerning
reciprocal relations between the chief nationalities in that
territory, as well as of relations with neighbouring peoples,
acquires particular importance.

In this respect the Soviet Union’s experience in solv-
ing the national problem might be very useful. Ia the
Soviet Union, which embraces sixteen constituent republics,
and a large number of autonomous republics and national
regions, important successes have been achieved on the basis
of the Lenin-Stalin national policy in establishing friend-
ship among peoples standing at various stages of political
development and with big differences in customs and
languages. We are fully convinced that the proper use of
these achievements may bring no small benefit to Trieste
as well.

Of course, the Australian delegation, too, should share
its experience in such matters. But, as far as we know, that
experience is not great. Australia has only such mandated
territories as New Guinea and Nauru Island, with its two
thousand native inhabitants. Yet the Soviet delegation believes
that we must all assist with our experience when the
United Nations organization is engaged in solving some
important problem. However, inasmuch as the complex
nature of the national-political problems in Trieste has been
emphasized here, the Soviet delegation deems it necessary
to declare that the multiform experience of settling relations
among nationalities in the Soviet Union will at any rate be
of substaniial benefit here as well.

In accordance with the considerations I have stated, the
~ Soviet delegation presents for the Commission’s examina-
tion and for further detailed study in the sub-committee the
following proposals:—

In elaboration of the decisions adopted by the Council of
Foreign Ministers on July 3rd, 1946, the following provisions
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siould be included in the statute of the Free Territory of
Trieste. .

(1) The Free Territory of Trieste shall be neutral and
shall be demilitarized.

(2) All foreign troops stationed, in the Free Territory
of Trieste shall be withdrawn within thirty days of the date
of entry into force of the peace treaty with lialy.

{3) The international regime in the port of Trieste should
provide that the port and transit facilities of Trieste be
available to all international trade on conditions of parity,
but that the neighbouring slates, Yugoslavia and Italy,
should have free zones allocated to them.

(4) In order to ensure favourable conditions for the
economic development of the Free Territory of Trieste,
there should be established between the Free Territory and
Yugoslavia such economic cooperation as customs union,
joint administration of railways of the Free Territory of
Trieste, ete. B

(5) The duty of the Governor shall be to ensure the ob-
servance of the statute of the Free Territory.

(6) Legislative authority shall be exercised by a Popular
Assembly elected by means of universal, equal, direct and
secret suffrage. :

(7) Executive authority shall be vested in the government
of the Free Territory, which shall be formed by the Popular
Assembly and shall be responsible to it. The government
shall administer the Free Territory. All administrative au-
thorities, including the police, the frontier and coast guards,
shall be subordinated to it.

(8) Citizenship of the Free Territory of Trieste shall be
granied to former Italian citizens who were resident there
on June 10th, 1940, and who are still residing there on the
date of entry into force of the peace treaty with Italy.
However, the right to acquire Triestian citizenship shall not
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be granted to active supporters of the fascist regime in Italy,
active members of the fascist party, war criminals, persons
who served in the Italian police and government officials
who arrived from Italy after 1922.

(9) An inter-Allied Commission shall be set up of rep-
resenfatives of Great Dritain, the U.S.A., the U.S.S.R. and
France, which, after the date of entry into force of the
peace freaty, shall form a Provisional Government of the
Free Territory of Trieste, for which purpose the inter-Allied
Commission shall consult with the local democratic parties
and organizations.

(10y It shall be the special duty of the Provisional Gov-
ernment to set within a period of three months the date of
elections to the Popular Assembly.

The Soviet delegation expresses the conviction that the
right and proper solution of the question of the Trieste
statute will be found by this Conference.



w(
THE STRUGGLE FOR A DEMOCRATIC PEACE

Speech at the Plenary
Meeting of the Paris Peace Conference
October 9, 1946

Mr. President and Delegates, The present Conference is
{he first Peace Conference since the termination of the
second world war, In this war the democratic couniries
were ranged on one side, the fascist states on the other. The
war ended in the defeat of our enemies and in the demoli-
tion of fascism in the former enemy countries. We secured
victory at the cost of tremendous sacrifices. Naturally, the
peoples of our countrics want to know what will he the
fruits of this victory. It is therefore mnderstandable that on
the Paris Peace Conference is focused the attention of many
millions of people, who suffered the bitter hardships of the
war, have come to hate war and aggressors, and desire the
establishment of prolonged peace and security.

Our Conference has laboured no little on the draft peace
treaties for Italy, Rumania, Hungary, Bulgaria and Finland.
It has done considerable work in examining many of the
clauses of these trealies, and is now approaching the end
of its labours. We know that this is not the first time
democratic countries are elaborating peace treaties. But one
cannot say that the peace treaties which were concluded, for
instance, after the first world war conformed to the as-
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pirations of the peoples for lasting peace. We must bear
this fact in mind and must seek to reach other, more pro-
pitious results. This applies both to the peace treaty with
Italy which we are considering today, and to the other
peace treaties,

1
THE MAIN TASKS OF THE CONFERENCE

What is our main task?

It is to ensure that the peace treaty we are considering
really conforms to the interests of the peoples, who desire
lasting and stable peace. It must be a democratic peace,
which cannot allow the aggressor to go unpunished, nor fail
to take account of the sacrifices sustained in the great libera-
tion struggle, the struggle for our common victory. At the
same time a democratic peace must create better auspices
for the development of friendly relations among all nations
which desire security and are prepared to give a concerted
rebuff to all altempts at new aggression.

It is precisely for this reason that a democratic peace
must be directed against fascism. It must facilitate the
extirpation of the vestiges of fascism and of all its new
varieties, and it must give every encouragement to the es-
tablishment of democratic principles in the former enemy
states. The conditions of such a peace must contain nothing
humiliating to the sovereignty of the given country, Italy,
say, and nothing that might lead to its economic enthralment
by other, stronger Powers. Such a peace must conform to
the liberation aims for which the Allies fought, and at the
same time must conform to the interests of the peoples of
the former enemy states who have thrown off the yoke of
fascism and taken the path of democratic development.
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It is precisely from this standpoint that the Soviet dele-
gation approaches the peace treaty with Italy, as well as the
other peace treaties. We know very well that nowadays
fascism and aggression are intimately connected. This par-
ticularly applies to Italy, which was the birthplace of fascism
and which, for several years prior to the second world war,
“glorified” itself by acts of aggression in Ethiopia and in
Spain, and by its military and political alliance with Hitler
Germany, which precipitated the last world war,

As we know, the peace treaties were prepared by the
Council of Foreign Ministers of four states. The Soviet Union
took a most active part in the preparation of these ireaties.
The discussion at the Conference of the draft peace treaty
with Italy has shown that all the clauses of the {reaty which
were agreed upon between the representatives of the Soviet
Union, Great Britain, the United States and France—that all
these clauses met with the support of this Conference, where
21 states are represented, It cannot be said that these agreed
clauses were not subjected to criticism here, and sometimes
to even excessively captlious criticism. Nevertheless it is now
clear that cooperation among the four governments in the
Council of Foreign Ministers has, in general, yielded
propitious results and has met with approval at this Con-
ference,

Both amendments and addenda to the draft have been
submitted at the Conference, but—with certain exceptions,
of which I'shall speak later—they have not materially altered
the agreed clauses of the draft submilted.

But there were also unagreed clauses in the draft peace
treaty with Italy. And it must be admitted that in this
respect the work of the Conference committees has not
yielded substantial results, and has done practically nothing
to facilitate the elaboration of agreed decisions. This only
emphasizes the importance of the principle of cooperation
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of the four great Powers. We therefore cannot agree with
those who underestimate this and, worse still, regard this
principle as a constraint on the developrment of international
cooperation, 4

Unlike earlier peace conferences, the entire work of the
Paris Conference has proceeded openly and publicly. This
conforms to democratic principles. The Soviet delegation
welcomed a situation which made it possible for all nations
of the world to follow the work of the Conference, especial-
ly when the press has reported our proceedings with due
objectivity and with a consciousness of its responsibility for
truthfulness of information. And now, too, we should re-
member that our work is under constant international public
scrutiny. This should promote a correct settlement of the
questions of the peace ireaties, including those which still
remain unsettled. .

I shall now pass to certain questions relating to the
Italian peace treaty.

11

ECONOMIC QUESTIONS OF THE TREATY
WITH ITALY

Of all economic questions of the Italian treaty, only the
one of reparations directly concerns the interests of the
U.S.S.R. I would recall in this connection that the Soviet
delegation made its proposals concerning reparations from
Italy in favour of the U.S.S.R., Yugoslavia, Greece, Albania
and Ethiopia as far back as September, 1945, in London.
Inasmuch as the Council of Foreign Ministers did not
examine this proposal as a whole, but only considered the
question of reparations for the Soviet Union, T would like
to dwell on this question.
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It will be recalled that the Soviet delegation proposed
from the very beginning that the reparations from Ifaly in
favour of the Soviet Union be fixed in the amount of 100
million dollars in kind, including deliveries out of current
industrial production, This amount of reparations covers
only a very small part of the direct damage caused by the
Italian fascist troops, which invaded the Soviet Union joint-
ly with Hitler’s hordes. The U.S.S.R. thereby once more
demonstrated its generosity towards the Italian people, who
overthrew fascism and sided with the Allies. Even the Italian
Government has never objected to this more than moderate
demand of the U.S.S.R., which in fact bears only a symbolic
character, a token that the Soviet people deems it imper-
missible for aggression to go unpunished.

The question of reparations for the U.S.S.R. was de-
baled at six meetings of the Conference’s Economic Com-
mission. Sixteen hours had to be spent in discussion, because
the Australian and certain other delegations stubborn-
ly objected to this elementary demand of the, Soviel
Union. _

But the question of reparations from Italy had been dis-
cussed still more lengthily before the Conference. It was
debated at numerous sittings of the Council of Foreign Min-
isters and at meetings of the Deputy Ministers, as well as
in a special commiltee on reparations. Before the Confer-
ence, 32 meetings were held on this subJect, and 86 hours
were spent on these meetings. :

Thus the question of reparations to the Soviet Union
from Italy was debated at 38 meelings, and 102 hours in
all were spent on it.

This discussion ended in the unanimous decision of a
commillee composed of representatives of 20 states, which
agreed with the correciness of the U.S.S.R.'s proposal to fix
the reparations at 100 million dollars in kind, including
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deliveries from current industrial production. After all these
meetings, and the expenditure of over one hundred hours
of time in all sorts of committees and conferences, the same
proposal was arrived at which the Soviet Government had
made as far back as September of last year, The changes in
this draft have proved insignificant. ,

As you see, the Soviet delegation had to expend no small
effort in order to drive home the most elementary things.

What do the facts I have cited testify? They testify pri-
marily 1o that line which certain countries adopt whenever
the issue concerns the direct interests of the Soviet Union.
Even the most obvious things the Soviet delegation does not
find it easy to prove, when the decision depends on the
policy of other countries towards the U.S.S.R. But the Soviet
delegation does not go into despair over this, believing that
the truth will prevail anyhow, and that no effort must he
spared in elaborating the conditions of a peace which will
be worthy of the name of a democratic peace.

III
ONCE MORE ON THE TRIESTE STATUTE

Now as regards Trieste. '

Trieste, we know, is claimed by Yugoslavia, as the chief
town and port of the Julian March, which according to the
treaty is to be included in the Yugoslav State. It is also
known that the Soviet Union has recognized the historical
justice of these national claims of Yugoslavia. The time will
come when this will win universal recognition, including
the unqualified consent of Italian democrats. Nevertheless,
after lengthy discussion, the Council of Foreign Ministers
decided, by way of a compromise, that the territory of
Trieste should belong neither to Italy nor to Yugoslavia, but
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should constitute an international territory under the pro-
tection of the United Nations Security Council.

In virtue of this decision, the question of the statute of
Trieste, the question of the structure of the administration
of the Free Territory of Trieste, has acquired great impor-
{ance.

We know that several proposals were submitted on this
question to the Political Commission for Italy. The British
and American, as well as the French, drafts of the Trieste
statute give expression to a tendency which can cerlainly
not he qualified as democratic. On the other hand, the drafts
submitted by the Soviet and Yugoslav delegations express
another tendency, based on the recognition of democratic.
principles for the statute of Trieste.

The point is whether the Free Territory of Trieste should
really be organized on democratic principles, or whether in
this case we, representatives of democratic countries, should
depart from this. The Soviet delegation repeatedly pointed
out in the Italian Commission that the Anglo-Amer-
ican proposals respecting the statute of Trieste would ac-
tually amount to the establishment of something resembling
a colonial regime in Trieste, under which the population
would be deprived of elementary rights and the full pleni-
tude of power would be vested in a governor imposed from
above.

After lengthy discussion in the Commission, the French
proposal was accepted in amended form. Yet, essentially
speaking, this proposal is mothing but a rehash of the
Anglo-American draft and, although in milder guise,
would present the population of Trieste with this same
semi-colonial regime, under which they would be devoid
of rights, '

Furthermore, the decision on the principles of the stal-
ute of Trieste adopled by the Commission runs counter o
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the decision of the Council of Foreign Ministers on this ques-
tion. ‘

The Commission’s decisions approve the Council of For-
eign Ministers’ proposal that the legislalive and executive
authorities in Trieste should be established on democratic
principles. Actually, however, such restrictions are intro-
duced in the Commission’s decisions as regards both the legis-
lalive and executive authorities elected by the population,
and such broad powers in establishing public order and se-
curity in Trieste are vested in the Governor appointed by
the Security Council, that hardly anything would remain of
democratic principles in the administration of Trieste.

The Governor is entrusted with the maintenance of public
order and security, the conduct of external affairs, the ap-
pointment and dismissal of judiciary officials, as well as
the right to take what are called ‘“necessary measures,”
which in fact means that the Governor will be all-powerful
and the population without any rights.

Add to this that foreign occupation troops are to remain
in Trieste, which of course is appropriate only if Trieste is
regarded, not as an international free territory, as envisaged
in the draft treaty, but as a semi-enemy territory which is
under surveillance and subordinated to Amnglo-American
troops. , :

All this certainly does not tally with the Council of For-
eign Ministers’ decision on the statute of Trieste, nor in
general with the democratic peace for which we must strive.
That 'is why the Soviet delegation will again insist that its
proposals of September 14 be accepted, and that, above all,
decisions be adopted to the effect that the executive anthor-
ity in Trieste shall be vested in a government chosen by the
Popular Assembly, while the duty cof the Governor, as an
agent of the Security Council, shall be to ensure the observ-
ance of the Trieste statute.
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The Soviet delegation also deems it necessary that the
Conference should fix a precise date for the withdrawal of
all foreign troops from Trieste, and that the withdrawal of
foreign troops from Trieste should not be postponed to an
indefinite future, as is suggested in the so-called French pro-
posal.

Essentlally speaking, it would be enough for us to agree
on one simple decision: namely, that Trieste should be organ-
ized approximately on the same lines as Danzig. All the
rest would not be difficult to settle. It is not correct to say
that there is no analogy between Trieste and Danzig. An
analogy undoubtedly exists, and the experience of the ad-
ministration of Danzig must be utilized in Trieste. If it was
possible in Danzig to manage with only a High Commission-
er and leave it to the Danzig population itself to establish
the legislative and executive authority, why should it be im-
possible in Trieste to establish similar relations between the
Governor, on the one hand, and the legislative and execu-
tive bodies, on the other? Why should we go backward as
compared with Danzig in the matter of the democratic or-
ganization of Trieste?

If it is not desired here to make a forward step in this
malter—which should be perfectly natural in our days—then
in any case we should not make a single step backward
compared with the democratic principles and democratic
order which the League of Nations established for Danzig
twenty-five years ago. The Soviet delegation cannot consent
to 1the proposal of the Commission on this question,

The Soviet delegation urges the Conference to approach
lhe statute of Trieste and the wishes which have been ex-
pressed by the Yugoslav delegation in this malter with the
utmost attention. The Soviet delegation regards the attempts
to impose upon Trieste an anli-democratic gubernatorial re-
gime resembling a colonial system as unwarranted. Nor can
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the reference to the situation of unrest in Trieste be recog-
nized as well-founded. The chief responsibility for this situa-
tion rests with the occupation authorities, who have failed
to find a common language with the local population. All
the more legitimate is the demand that a date be fixed for
the withdrawal of foreign troops from Trieste, and that a
democratic order be established in Trieste.

If Danzig was granted a democratic sfatute, although
this created a menace to it on the part of such a country
as Germany, there is no reason whatever lo deny Trieste
the statute of (Danzig, which was recognized by the League
of Nations. This minimum of democracy is essential in
Trieste.

1v
OUR TASK: THE EXTIRPATION OF FASCISM

I should like further to touch on a proposal which was
rejected in the Political Commission for Italy. This was a
proposal of the Polish and Ukrainian delegations to bind
Italy not to permit the existence and activity of fascist or
other organizations aiming at depriving the people of their
democratic rights or conducting propaganda hostile to any
of the United Nations. There are clauses to this effect in the
treaties with Rumania, Hungary, Bulgaria and Finland. One
would think that a clause banning fascist organizations
should be particularly appropriate in the treaty for Italy.
Nevertheless, by a majority of nine votes to eight, with three
abstentions, the proposal of the Polish and Ukrainian dele-
gations was rejected by the Commission. With this one can-
not possibly agree.

During the war the Allies declared again and again that
their aim was to extirpate fascism. In the Italian surrender
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lerms it was specifically stated that it is the obligation of
the Italian Government to eliminate fascist organizations,
lo abolish all fascist institutions, etc. Of course, no little has
already been done in Italy in this respect. But the measures
taken cannot be regarded as sufficient.

On the other hand, one cannot help noticing that attempts
to resurrect fascism in Italy are coniinuing. Even such a
Right-wing Italiap political leader as Sforza warns, in his
recently published book, against the danger in Italy of neo-
fascism, which has come to succeed the old outspoken. crim-
inal fascism. Pacciardi, one of the leaders of the Italian
Republican Party, recently sounded the warning in the press
that “royalist and fascist groups are openly working to de-
stroy the Republic,” and that “key positions in the adminis-
tralion are held by enemies of the republican system, who
are sabotaging the efforts of the Ministers.” Italian courts
time and again acquit prominent fascist leaders who be-
longed to Mussolini's intimate clique. Every now and
again underground fascist organizations are discovered
in various parts of Italy. There are recurrent open sorties
of fascists, in the shape of dissemination of literature,
sporadic seizures of radio stations for fascist propaganda,
and so on,

That, under these cirowmstances, the proposal of the
Polish and Ukrainian delegations, designed to prevent a re-
vival of fascist organizations in Italy, is well-founded, should
be perfectly obvious. If we really want a democratic peace,
we must accept this proposal, To reject it would only mean
encouraging the fascists who are lying low. But if we accept
it, it will be a stimulus to the consolidation of the democratic
front in Italy, to the benefit of the common cause of the
democratic countries.

203



\'/
COOPERATION FOR A DEMOCRATIC PEACE

Lastly, it has been said here that there are groupings at
the Conference.

It has been said, for instance, that there is a Slav group
and a Western group. It has also been said, of course, that
there ought not to be any groups and that an effort should
be made to remove the differences between the West and
the East, and so on. The Soviet delegation is desirous no less
than any other to help promote cooperation among all dem-
ocralic countries. It appeals to the other delegations to do
likewise, considering such cooperation to be an essential
condition for a democratic peace.

But, first of all, to divide the Conference into a Slav
group as conirasted to a Western group, and vice versa,
must surely be regarded as artificial. There should be no
room for such a contrast. It sounds like an anachronism—it
smacks of the time when the East was politically backward,
which certainly cannot be said today, when we compare the
young Slav democracies with the typical old democracies of
the West. ’

It goes without saying that the young Slav democracies
need one another, especially when their legitimate national
interests. are ignored by other Powers, as has so often been
experienced by the Slav states in the past, and as still not
infrequently recurs even today. But the young Slav Repub-
lics are seeking to establish friendly relations, not only
among themselves, but with all other democratic countries,
provided these relations evolve on a basis of equality and
reciprocity. And one should remember that besides the three
Slav states, the Soviet Union also comprises thirteen non-
Slav Soviet Republics.
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On the other hand, attempts are being made by certain
cireles in the so-called “old democracies” to isolate the young
Slav democracies, because the latter insist on upholding
their national independence and their new ways of national
development, and do not want submissively to obey orders
from outside. This is something particularly familiar to the
Soviet Union, which has already traversed a fairly long
road of independent, free development. And the Soviet Union
has been convinced by its own experience of the correct-
ness of the wise words of Lenin, the genius of the great
Russian Socialist Revolution, who said that a people that has
faken the destinies of its counfry into its own hands is in-
vincible.

These attempts are now not infrequently dressed in the
garb of a “Western” group, although in the Western group
it is sought to include China, India, and even Ethiopia, pro-
vided only that they increase the number of votes of a cer-
tain grouping. This being so, division into a Western and a
Slav group, just as division into West and East, obviously
leads to absurdity. The point of the matter is not that there
is a Slav or Eastern group, on the one hand, and an anti-
Slav or Western group, on the other. These labels only con-
fuse things. o

At this Conference a struggle is proceeding for the es-
tablishment of a democratic peace, which should be the goal
of all democratic countries, but which is not yet equally ap-
preciated by all the countries represented at the Conference.
The Soviet delegation calls upon the delegations of other
countries to collaborate in establishing a democratic peace.
This requires reaching compromises on certain questions on
which agreement has thus far not been achieved, such as we
have already succeeded in securing with regard to the major-
ity of the questions of the peace treaties. Such agreement
can be achieved, provided we all recognize that we are striv-
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ing for a democratic peace, and do not pursue a policy of
imposing the will of certain Powers upon other states. Oth-
erwise we shall get nowhere,

Enough has already been: said here about the adopted
procedure for the work of the Conference, which absolutely
does not satisfy a considerable section of the delegations.
However, if it is our common desire to achieve the demo-
cratic peace possible under present conditions, we will find a
solution for disputed qu‘estions, and ‘it need not be doubted
that this solution will meet the aspirations of all peace-
loving nations. ‘



THE DANUBE AND ECONOMIC PROBLEMS

Speech at the Plenary Meeting
of the Paris Peace Conference

October 10, 1946

Mr. President and Delegates. The question we are now
discussing—the peace treaty with Rumania—is one of great
importance to the entire problem of restoring peace in Eu-
rope, and especially in the southeastern part of Europe.
The destiny of Rumania, if we take the past few years, is
very typical of that changed situation in Europe of which
we are all aware, since we remember the events—the collapse
of the fascist regimes in the enemy countries and the estab-
lishment of democratic regimes, which signified a radical
reconstruction and the adoption by these states of new,
modern ways of life.

We know that Rumania was precisely a state which, by
resolute action, freed itself from Antonescu’s fascist regime,
joined the Allies, and thus discarded the disgraceful role
of servant of Hitler Germany and blazed a new trail for
itself in the ranks of the Allies. After this, together with
us, together with the Allied troops, the mew democratic
Rumania fought for the defeat of Hitler and made no little
sacrifice in this struggle. The services rendered by the
Rumanian people in this cause are recognized by us all.
Suffice it to say that we all find it necessary and just, in
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the peace treaty, to settle the question of Northern Transyl-
vania in a way which accords with the basic national inter-
ests and aspirations of the Rumanian people.

I
THE DANUBE PROBLEM IN THE PAST

Discussion of the peace treaty with Rumania has also
raised more general problems. It was Senator Vandenberg
chiefly who contributed to this, by centring his speech on
the Danube problem as a whole and on so-called “equal
economic opportunity.”

Naturally, I too shall have to deal with this question.

I must say that th: speech of the Yugoslay representative,
Mr. Kardelj, was a splendid answer to the speeches on the
Danube problem, and it also helped to clarify the principle
of “equal opportunity,” which certain representatives of the
United States and Great Britain elevate almost to one of the
major principles of contemporary times. My task has thus
been considerably facilitated. )

To begin with, it should be pointed out that there is a
desire on the part of some to have the Danube problem
settled in the peace treaties with Germany’s former satellites,
to have the problem of navigation on the Danube settled by
the method of prescribing to the vanquished states. In fact,
what they desire is to take advantage of this opportunity to
restore on the Danube the privileged position of certain
great Powers, which evidently are mnot concerned about
the sovereignty or the national interests of the Danube
states, but wish to dictate and prescribe their will every-
where.

The intention is to do this in such a way that whatever
is put into the peace treaty, prescribing definite terms to the
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vanquished state, should also apply to other Danube states
(Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia) who are our Allies, who fought
together with us against the common enemy and to whom
we have no right to prescribe, and with whom we should
maintain friendly relations and develop friendly cooperation..
Vanquished states and Allied states are lumped together,
solely in order to clear the way for economic influence in
the Danube area. Is this right? Can this lead to a democratic
peace?

This is not the first time the Danube question has been
raised since the end of the war. The American Government
raised the question of the Danube regime at the Potsdam
(Berlin) conference, and presented a project for a regime
on “international inland waterways.” This project dealt not
only with navigation on the Danube, but also on the Rhine
and the Oder and in the Kiel Canal and, in the bargain, so
to speak, it also raised the question of navigation in the
Black Sea Straits. Projects of this kind merely emphasize
how unilaterally this question is again being raised. This
unilateral approach is maintained also in the way the
Danube problem is being treated now. -

It is urged that an international regime for the Danube
was inslituted as far back as the Paris Conference of 1856—
that this regime, which created a privileged position in the
Danube Basin for Britain, France, Prussia and some other
non-Danube states, has already existed for ninety years. We
are told that this is an ideal regime for the Danube in our
time. But I would remind Senator Vandenberg that ninety
years ago, when the Paris Conference of 1856 took place,
times were entirely different. Suffice it to say that at that time
Negro slavery still existed in the United Stales of America
—slavery in America was not yet abolished. As to the states
of which we now speak as the Danubian democratic states,
at that time nobody hardly paid a thought to their sov-
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ereignty, independence and suchlike things. Most of them
were simply in the position of subject nations.

Mr. Bevin has said more than once that Britain has now
renounced 19th century imperialism. But, if we do not shut
our eyes, if we are not afraid of the truth and do not call
unpleasant truths dishonesty, we will certainly be perfectly
justified in regarding the times of 1856 as the heyday of 19th
century imperialism. It was precisely in that period, so typ-
ical of 19th century imperialist policy, that the so-called
international regime on the Danube was established. And if
we really do renounce 19th century imperialism—the im-
perialism of the last century at leastl-—why, then, should we
cling to these remnants of the imperialism of a period now
past? In the middle of the last century, when the so-called
international regime on the Danube was set up, not only
was the very existence of democratic states in the Danube
Basin never mentioned, but, as we know, even the very
concept “democratic state” did not exist. At that time an
“international regime” was introduced on the Danube, set
up by means of frank imperialist pressure. And now it is
proposed to restore this order of things under the formula
of “equal opportunity,” under the pretext of upholding the
principle of the equality of states. Of course, this cannot be
agreed to. No one will take such proposals seriously.

I1

“EQUAL OPPORTUNITY” AND “DOLLAR
DEMOCRACY”

The principle of so-called “equal opportunity” has
become a favourite topic of late. What, it is argued, could be
better than this principle, which would establish equal
opportunity for all states without discrimination? The
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advocates of this view come forward now as modern cham-
pions of the principle of equality in relations between states.
But in that case, gentlemen, let us discuss the principle of
equality seriously and honestly.

The Danube is not the only waterway of international
importance. There are other waterways of still greater
international imporiance. It is ndt only certain riverways
that are of international importance; as we know, sea routes,
and, still more, routes linking up oceans, are of far greater
international importance than any river system. If we really
wish to maintain the principle of “equal opportunity” in the
malter of waterways, then let us adhere to this principle
consistently, as befits real champions of the principle of
equality in-relations among states.

Why then do we not advocale the principle of *“equal
opportunity” in regard to waterways where the interests of
many states are especially great—the Suez Canal, say, or
the Panama Canal? Many staies are interested in both these
waterways. If we are to become ardent patriots of the prin-
ciple of so-called “equal opportunity,” let us then discuss its
application in this case too. Are the advocates of the prin-
ciple of “equal opportunity” willing to apply it to the Suez
Canal? Are the advocates of the principle of “equal oppor-
tunily” willing to apply it to the Panama Canal as well?
These queslions should not be evaded, They will come up
sooner or later anyway. ,

As o the Danube, apart from everything else, we are
now faced with a specific situation with which we have to
reckon. There are countries in the Danube Basin which
suffered very grievously in this war. On the other hand. it
is in this area that important political changes have faken
place, and the young democracies which have been formed
here have not vet had time to solve even the most pressing
problems of their postwar recovery. The Danube Basin
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includes Rumania, Bulgaria and Hungary, as well as Yugo-
slavia, Czechoslovakia and some other states, Thesc¢ countries
went through hard times during the second world war. They
sullered badly in the war, they have been greatly weakened,
and in any case they cerlainly cannot be classed among
those that grew rich on the war—Ileave aside the Soviet
Union, whose human and material losses were exceptionally
great. The Soviet Government has published the concrete
figures and facts of these losses for everyone to read. The
losses caused by the destruction of war and the rapine of
the invaders alone are estimated at 679,000 million rubles.
And if we take the Soviet Union’s total expenditures on the
war, they will exceed these losses, colossal as the figure is,
severalfold. Such is the postwar situation of the states in
the Danube area.

There are, however, other states which were with us in
the Allied camp, but which fortunately suffered less than
the states T have just mentioned. And lastly, there are coun-
tries which, although they bore the heavy burden of
the struggle against our common enemy, have at the
same time succeeded in these past years in increasing
their wealth. Take for example, the United Slates of
America. '

Here in Paris everyone of you can find a copy of the
“World Almanac, 1946.” In this book you may read the fol-
lowing figures: the nationa] income of the U.S.A. in 1941
was estimated at 96,000 million dollars, in 1942 at 122,000
million dollars, in 1943 at 149,000 million dollars, and in
1944 at 160,000 million dollars. Thus, in four years of the
war the national income of the U.S.A, rose by 64,000 million
dollars. The same book says that in 1938 the total national
income of the United States was 64,000 million dollars.
Hence the mere increase in the national income of the U.S.A.
during the war years was equal to its total national income
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in 1938. These are facts which one cannot refrain from
- mentioning.

Yesterday the United States representative declared here
that his government could substantiate a claim for 20,000
million dollars of reparations, were the United States to
start calculating its losses during the war. But such state-
ments hardly carry conviction with people who are aware
of the facts. '

We know that the United States made a very great effort
in this war, in defence of its own interests and of our com-
nron aims, for which we are all very grateful to the United
States. But for all that, it cannot be said that the United
States is one of those states which suffered grave material
damage in the second world war, which were ruined and
weakened in this war. We are glad that this did not happen
to our ally, although we ourselves have had to go through
trying times, the consequences of which will take us long
years to heal.

Now that you know the facts, place side by side Ru-
mania, enfeebled by the war, or Yugoslavia, ruined by the
German and Italian fascists, and the United States of Amer-
ica, whose wealth has grown immensely during the war,
and you will clearly see what the implementation of the
principle of “equal oppertunity” would mean in practice.
Imagine, under these circumstances, that in this same Ru-
mania or Yugoslavia, or in some other war-weakened stale,
you have this so-called “equal opportunity” for, let us say,
American capital—that is, the opportunity for it to penetrate
unhindered into Rumanian industry, or Yugoslav industry
and so forth: what, then, will remain of Rumania’s national
industry, or of Yugoslav's national industry?

It is surely not so difficult to understand that if American
capital were given a free hand in the small states ruined and
enfeebled by the war, as the advocates of the principle of
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“equal opportunity” desire, American capital would buy up
the local industries, appropriate the more attractive Ru-
manian, Yugoslav and all other enterprises, and would
become the master in these small gtates. Given such a situa-
tion, we would probably live to see the day when in your
own country, on switching on the radio, you would be
hearing not so much your own language as one American
gramophone record after another or some piece or other
of British propaganda. The time might come when in your
own country, on going to the cinema, you would be
seeing American films sold for foreign consumption—
and not those of the better quality, but those manufactured
in greater quantity, and circulated and imposed
abroad by the agents of powerful firms and cinema com-
panies which have grown particularly rich during the
war.

Can anyone really fail to see that if, as a result of the
application of the principle of so-called “equal opportunity”
in small states, unrestricted competition begins between the
home products and the products poured out by the factories
of the United States or Great Britain, nothing will remain
of the sovereignty and independence of these states, espe-
cially considering the postwar conditions? Is it not clear that
such unrestricted application of the principle of “equal oppor-
{unity” in the given conditions would in practice mean the
veritable economic enslavement of the small states and
their subjugation to the rule and arbitrary will of strong
and enriched foreign firms, banks and industrial com-
panies? Is it not clear that if such “principles of equality”
are applied in international economic life, the smaller states
will be governed by the orders, injunctions, instructions of
strong foreign trusts and monopolies? Was this what we
fought for when we hattled the fascist invaders, the Hitlerite
and Japanese imperialists?
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If you still have any doubts on this score, read what
Senator Thomas writes in the latest issue of the American
Magazine. He writes in this widely circulated periodical
that it is not accidental that American dollars are frequent-
ly the instrument of U.S. foreign policy. And further, that
the American policy of dollar democracy renders assistance
- to U.S. foreign policy. Senator Thomas dwells at length on a
number of specific questions to explain his idea. He further
explains why the last American loan was granted to England,
and why America could not have refused this loan. He also
explains the reasons for granting the last loan to France,
and the plans for granting a big loan to China, he speaks
of the conditions on which a loan might be granted to
Poland, and so on.

The candid Senator is highly pleased with this “dollar
democracy,” and believes that its success will be unbounded.
He too, of course, is a proponent of the principle of “equal
opportunity,” especially at the moment when America is
going through a period of prosperity, and many other
countries through a period of postwar economic weakness.
The advocates of “dollar democracy” have visions of seizing
one economic position after another in all parts of the
globe. There are now quite a number of American capitalists
who dream of becoming masters of whole states, of insti-
luting conditions in those states to suit themselves, by taking
the utmost advantage of the temporary postwar conditions,
which are particularly favourable for “dollar democracy.” But
no government of a democratic state can allow itself to be
tempied into such schemes of aggrandizement if it cherishes
its prestige, and if it realizes what the consequences may be.

During the war the Allies regarded it ‘as one of their
chief aims to see to it that there shall be no fascist states
in Europe or any other part of the world, and that the road
shall be cleared for the democratic states and for their
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prosperity. This does not mean that after the war we should
sympathize with those who would like to make use of their
wealth and the fortunes amassed during the war to exploit
the postwar difficulties experienced by small and war-
weakened states, even though this be done under the cry
of the “equal opportunity” principle, or the “policy of
dollar democracy,” or, generally, under the auspices of any
avaricious schemes, by whatever fine words they are em-
hellished,

I
TWO METHODS IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

As to the Danube problem, it cannot be settled in a
hurry. This question should be treated earnestly, and when
considering it we should not confine ourselves to fine-
sounding formulas like “equal opportunity,” which would
work to the grave detriment of many and many a nation,
if such principles were permitted to be practiced without
restriction, trusting solely to the moderation of the appetites
of the groups and states concerned.

But, gentlemen, if we admit this view to be correct,
“then a different method is needed of solving such important
problems as navigation on the Danube—and, the chief thing,
a different method is needed of treating small states, in-
cluding the small vanquished states. Decency must be ob-
served towards the small vanquished stales too, and still
" more so, surely, toward our small friends—Allied states.

But what do we find in reality, what manner of attitude
to this question do we encounter at the present time?

The other day an official United States representative
spoke in the United Nations Economic and Social Council
on the subject of the river vessels seized by the American
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occupation authorities in the upper reaches of the Danube,
He stated that the Danube fleet—comprising 800 ships be-
longing to Allied and former enemy countries, and seized by
the American authorities on the Danube—would continue
to be retained by the American authorities. Among these
vessels are 168 Yugoslav, 48 Czechoslovak and over 300
Hungarian ships. These ships could just now he of great
use if they were restored to their lawful owners. But the
United States refuses to restore these ships even to ihe
Allied countries—Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia—and
frankly declares that this is done in order to force the
Danube states to comply with certain American demands.
Not only has the United States to this day failed to restore
to Hungary the vessels seized by the American authorities
on the Danube; it has not even restored the equipment of
a number of important Hungarian factories, rolling-stock,
cattle and other Hungarian preperty which were removed
from Hungary by Szalasi’s men and the Germans, and which
found their way into the American occupation zone. One
cannot agree with such methods of treating small states.

What do we get?

The Danube states do not want to have non-Danubian
slates lording it on the Danube, in their countries. That,
one would think, is quite natural. In retaliation, strong
Powers which have no connection with the Danube, resort
{o every means of pressure to compel the Danube states to
surrender their lawful rights. Are such methods of pressure,
coercion and intimidation worthy of democratic states? Are
they in keeping with the aim of esfablishing a democratic
peace? '

 We are told here that in the Economic Committee of the
Conference a decision was taken by eight votes to five to
convoke a Danube conference. But all the eight votes be-
longed to countries which are located far away from the
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Danube, while the five other votes were the votes of Danube
states. One would think that the convocation of a Danube
conference should be the affair of the Danube states them-
selves, and there is absolutely no reason to fear that thig
would prejudice the interests of the Allies, or of any other
state in general. But no regard is paid to this, just as no
regard is paid {o the fact that the ground for the convocation
of such a conference is still absolutely unprepared. Never-
theless, it is desired to force through the convocation of a
_ Danube conference of a definite ~omposition, taking advan-
tage of the bloc vote that has been cemented here against
the votes of all the Danube states. Is this correct? Does this
method accord with democratic principles, does it accord
with the interest of eslablishing a democratic peace? Not in
any way. We certainly cannot agree with such methods.

The facts I have cited are illustrative of the incorrect
attitude and impermissible methods which are being em-
ployed at this Conference against small states. Yet we hear
no voices of protest raised against this on the part of the
chartered champions of small states, when the interests of
the small democracies on the Danube are involved. For in-
stance, the Australian and certain other delegations have
time and again come forward at the Conference, claiming
lo defend the rights of small states. But when the United
States and Great Britain went so far as to exert pressure
on the small Danube states, neither the Awstralian nor
certain other delegations seemed to notice what was happen-
ing. Perhaps they like such treatment of small states, but
the Soviet Union cannot acquiesce in it.

The Soviet Union regards such methods of exerting in-
fluence on small states as impermissible, The Soviet Union
will insist on small states being treated humanly. It can-
not be allowed that strong Powers, which happen today to
have plenty of dollars or pounds sterling in their pockets,
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shall have the opportunity to dictate their will to other
states without let or hindrance, to prescribe whatever they
like right and left. Such a policy will be productive of no
good, and will encounter legitimate resistance from other
states, big and small. Such a policy is doomed to failure,
not to mention the fact that it is already sustaining one
grave moral and political defeat after another. In any case,
the Soviet Union, as well as many olher countries, will
never agree with such proclivities, with such methods of
building internafional relations. Let those who have plenty
of dollars use them for good purposes—where necessary,
say, for the elimination of unemployment or for other
requirements of their own countries, or for developing
normal trade relations with other countries. But one cannot
concur when a strong Power fries to exploit its temporary
advantages at a time when many countries have not yet
‘healed their war wounds, and when they still face such
serious difficulties of the postwar transitional period. And
it is particularly impermissible for strong Powers to behave
aggressively towards small countries, or to resort to meth-
ods of pressure and unscrupulous imposition of their will
on other states,

There are two diametrically opposite methods in in-
lernational life. One of them, well known to all from time
of 0ld, is the method of coercion and domination, for which
all means of pressure are good. The other—one, it is true,
which is not sufficiently widespread as yet—is the method
of democratic cooperation, based on recognition of the
principle of equality and the legitimate interests of all states,
big and small. We do not doubt that, despite all obstacles,
the method of democratic cooperation among countries will
Iriumph in the end.

Now that we have achieved victory over Hitler Germany
and imperialist Japan, and over their allies, all the countries
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which were drawn into the maelstrom of war have many
important affairs to attend to, and many problems slill to
solve. Yet the nations are not inactive. Some states have
. more or less recovered or are recovering from the war;
others have not yet recovered and are only just beginning
rezlly to tackle the task. But, gentlemen, there should he
no doubt in our minds that the democratic countries, even
the youngest of them, have enough living examples before
them to help them find the right way to repair their losses,
increase their economic resources and ensure stable prosper-
ily for their people. Only we must not allow any outside
forces to hinder this, or the rights of the peoples, won in
stern and sometimes truly self-sacrificing struggle, to be
violated, Then: all the democratic countries will unfold their
energies fo the full, will prove their worth in the great deeds
of their peoples, and we shall all rejoice in their achieve-
ments. (Applause.)



et ————

INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION AND -
SMALL COUNTRIES

Speech at the Plenary Meeting
of the Paris Peace Conference

October 14, 1946

Mr. President and Delegates. With the examination of
the draft peace treaty with Finland, the Conference is con-
cluding its work. It is now possible to see the general resulls
of the Paris Conference.

1
RESULTS OF THE WORK OF THE CONFERENCE

This Conference was the first experiment in broad co-
operation of the nations in settling the peace after the second
world war. Representatives of big states and small have
come fogether here to examine the peace treaties for Italy,
Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary and Finland. These peace
treaties should contribute to establishing durable peace in
Europe. To do that, they should conform to the interests
of the peoples that desire stable and lasting peace, and help
to repel every attempt at new aggression. This means that
they must accord with the aims of a democratic peace, which
proceeds from a recognition of the aggressor’s responsibilily
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for his crimes, but not from a feeling of revenge against the
vanquished, and which should to the greatest possible extent
lelp to establish the security of nations and to unite them
against the forces of possible new aggression. :

The Conference was preceded by the fairly prolonged
work of the Council of Foreign Ministers of the four great
Powers. During this preparatory period, the main issues of
the peace treaties were considered; alterations of the fron-
tiers of states were determined where disputed issues were
involved; reparations claims were examined, although this
work was not completed; military restrictions were laid-
down for the vanquished states, and so forth. On all these
questions agreed decisions were adopted by the four govern-
ments, However, there remained certain problems which
were not settled in the preparatory stage and were referred
to the Peace Conference for consideration.

The Conference was to express its opinion both on
questions on which agreement had been reached and
on all others, What, then, are the results of the Confer-
ence? :

It transpires that questions on which agreement had been
reached by the four great Powers received the approval of
~ the Conference of 21 states as well. The changes made by
the Conference in these cases did not contravene the prelim-
inary understanding, if we leave out of account the statute
of Trieste, The discussion at the Conference only confirmed
that these sections of the treaties fully meet the purposes of
a democratic peace, taking into consideration the necessary
compromises which are inevitable in questions of this kind.
We were thus able to convince ourselves that when the
Powers which bore the brunt of the war against our com-
mon enemy act together and adopt agreed decisions, they,
as a rule, express the will of the overwhelming majority of
democratic countries and further the purposes of a demo-
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cratic peace. This is the positive result of the Conference's
work.

The situation is different in regard to those articles of
lhe treaties on which preliminary, accord had not been
reached. This applies to a group of economic articles, the
question of the statute of Trieste, the navigation regime on
the Danube and certain other problems. The results of the
work of the Conference in this latter respect do not resemble
the resulis of the discussion of those problems on which the
four Powers reached agreement.

One might have expected that it would be in regard to
problems on which accord had not heen preliminarily
reached that the work of the Conference would be miost
useful, Actually, this was not so, These problems proved to
have been inadequately prepared by the Council of the
four Ministers., The Conference, on the other hand, failed
to find ways to eliminate the divergences which had arisen
~earlier. Indeed, as experience has shown, the group which
dominated the Conference, beginning with the United States
and Great Britain, did not even desire to ‘do so. They relied
on the fact that they had an ensured majority of the dele-
gations on their side and sought to make use of this situa-
tion to have their view prevail.

These calculations, however, were not justified, Nor
could they have been justified, since at international confer-
- ences, when the equality of all participants is observed,
nothing can be obtained hy building up a mechanical ma-
Jority and disregarding the legitimate interests of other
_countries which do not belong to the majority. The dominat-
ing group demonstrated once more that it does not want to
seek agreement acceptable to all the participants of the Con-

ference, The outcome is known. _
The results of the Conference’s work cannot be regarded
as satisfactory, Trealy articles which had not been agreed
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upon before the Conference in most cases remained un-
agreed. Yet it would be well to remember that international
conferences do not gather in order to demonstrate diver-
gencies, but in order to find ways and means of harmoniz-
ing the opinions of the various parties and to work out
joint decisions. On the other hand, the minority exerted
every effort to explain its views and to appeal for normal
cooperation, and this, as we hope, should not remain fruit-
less of effect.

All this places a big responsibility on the Councxl of
Foreign Ministers for the ultimate decisions on which the
signing of the treaties will depend.

I

REASONS FOR UNSATISFACTORY RESULTS
i

From what has been said it will be clear what is the
main reason for the unsatisfactory results of the Confer-
ence’s work in regard to a considerable number of questions.
From first to last, we observed a striving on the part of a
definite group of delegations to secure a dominant position
and to dictate their decisions, without any regard for the
opinion of a large section of the delegations. This was done
in various ways, and at times this method created a rather
difficult situation for the delegations of small countries. One
might have expected that agreement at this Conference
would be facilitated by the initiative of the small states. But
was this actually the case? Actually, the delegations of the
small states were not infrequently compelled simply to fol-
low the dominant trend, the majority.

Take the question of the Danube, or, in other words,
whether or not a decision should be written into the peace
treaties with the Balkan countries to convoke a conference
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of a definite composition to consider the problem of Danube
navigation—to which all the Danube states objected at this
juncture. No recommendation was adopted on this point at
the meeting of the Economic Commiftee, since no proposal
obtained two-thirds of the votes, as is required by the Com-
mittee’s rules of procedure, ‘

The voling at the plenary meeting showed a majority
of fourteen votes against seven in favour of convocation of
a conference, such states as India and Ethiopia being among
the fourteen. One would have thought that, in a matter like
the Danube, these states could have adopted a more objec-
tive, more sober and reasonable attitude towards the Danube
states. But this was not so. Why, one wonders, did India
have to insist on this question being settled in the peace
treaty, say, with Rumania? What interests of India, what
interests of the Indians, are involved in the convocation of
a Danube conference, on which Britain and the United
. Stales so slrongly insist? The leader of the Indian delega-
tion, Sir Samuel Runganadhan, could, of course, get up here
and for some reason of his own declare that the Indian
delegation had a deep interest in this matter—that it was, as
it were, under moral compulsion to insist upon a decision in
the matter of the Danube with which not a single Danubian
state at this Conference agrees. But every one of us under-
stands that if we had had the voice of an independent India,
if we had had the voice of a representative of the real India
—which all honest democrats throughout the world demand
—we could have expected more objective voting on the
part of India, whereas now we have been again confronted
with the intolerable situation that the Indian delegalion
simply performed ils colonial duty of voting at the will
of another couniry—of Great Britain. But the time is
not far off when other and happier days will come for
Indial
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Or take another matter. By an overwhelming majorily
ol voles, including those of Britain, the United States and
the Soviet Union, the Political Committee for Bulgaria
approved the proposal of the Council of Foreign Ministers
lo preserve the present Bulgaro-Greek frontier, which accords
with the interests of stable peace in Europe. But at the
plenary meeting of the Conference, the British delegate,
notwithstanding the way he voted in the Committee, and
still earlier in the Council of Foreign Ministers, headed a
majority group of delegations, commanding twelve votes,
which abstained when the proposal to leave the present
Bulgaro-Greek frontier unchanged was put to the vote. As
a result, the Conference did not take any decision on this -
subject. The effect is that Britain, with the help of the votes
mainly of small states, achieved a decision at the plenary
nieeting which by no means accords with the interests of
enduring peace, and which may only serve as an impetus
to adventures and aggression. One asks, does such a vote
conform with the national interests of Ethiopia, Belginm,
Brazil, India, Holland, Austrialia, Canada, New Zealand, the
Union of South Africa, China or, lastly, even Greece herself
—the countries which, together with Britain, abstained from
voting on this question? Is not this combination of dele-
gations a kind of voting game, which no honest democrat
and no unbiased person generally can regard as otherwise
than a gross political blunder, prejudicial to the cause of
enduring peace, and advantageous only to the dissemination
of unrest and fresh aggression?

This voling combination has cast a shade on the whole
practice of voting at this Conference. I{owever, there can he
no doubt that the Council of Foreign Ministers will reaffirm
its previous decision on the stability of the Bulgaro-Greel
frontier, which will be a condemnation of the artificial
combination of the twelve abstaining votes at the plenary

296



meeling of the Conference. The political voting game in the
matter of the Dulgaro-Greek frontier will certainly net be
approved by public opinion in lhe democralic countries. The
miscalculation made in this political game is obvious. That
is why we confidently say to our friends, the Bulgarians:
“Bulgarians, rest assured, your frontier will remain invio-
late.” (Applause.)

To elucidate the reason for the unsatisfactory course of
the Conference, il is necessary to recall the way many of
the subjects were discussed here. We who formed the mi-
nority felt it our duty to explain our views on all important
questions. We made many amn appeal, endeavouring to evoke
a sense of objectivity, of the need for cooperation.

We believe that a study of these pronouncements will
be of walue, for, after all, one has fo have in mind not only
the delegates at the Conference, but also the millions of
people who are attentively watching everything that goes
on in the Palais de Luxembourg. Yet at the Conference even
the most weighty arguments proved of liltle effect. The
melhod of persuasion enjoyed neither success nor popular-
ity whenever an opinion did not have the agreement of the
American or British delegation. Regardless of whether a
proposal was right or wrong, if it suited a definite group, it
secured the support of the guaranteed majority of the Angio-
American bloc. For some reason, things at the Conference
were so arranged that, conirary to alphabetical order, the
delegate of the United States was the first to vote, and his
“no” from the start set the keynote in regard to all pro-
posals submiited by the minority. This, of course, facililated
the position of a definile group, but it did not creale the
requisites necessary to lend weight and authority to the
Conference decisions,

If you verify it, you will see that throughout the Con-
ference the Soviet delegation did not go back on a single
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opinion which it had expressed before the Conference and
which was reflected in the agreed decisions of the Council
of Foreign Ministers. But I cannot refrain from pointing
out that the other three members of the Council twice went
back on their opinions, as reflected in the agreed decisions
of the Council of Foreign Ministers.

We know that on the question of procedure, the British,
American and French delegations went back here on the
position they had taken in the Council of Foreign Ministers.
It seemed to them more convenient to rely on the backing
not only of a majority of two-thirds of the votes, as is cus-
fomary at international conferences, but also on a simple
majority—evidently in order that in each and every vote
the dominating group at the Conference might be sure of
every convenience and, in fact, of a dead certainty, We also
know that on the subject of the statute of Trieste these
three delegations again went back on their opinion, as agreed
upon by the four Foreign Ministers in the Council, and pre-
vailed on the Conference to adopt decisions which contra-
vene the democratic principles of the statute of Triesle
“recognized by the Council. These examples likewise show
that no particular concern was displayed for the authority
and prestige of the Conference.

This, gentlemen, is how matters stand in regard to the
results of the Conference. As a consequence, the value of
many of the recommendations passed by the Conference has
been impaired. The entire manner of work of the Confer-
ence, and the incorrect voting procedure it adopted, have had
the effect of diminishing the weight and authority of ils
recommendations. *
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II1
ATTITUDE TO SMALL COUNTRIES

All this behooves us to pay serious attention to the
principles of cooperation hetween big and small states in
lhese postwar times, in order to avert possible undesirable
consequences due to the violation of universally recognized
democratic principles in this field. Besides the good things
accomplished by the Conference, which I mentioned at the
beginning, it has furnished no few examples of how co-
operation between big and small states should not be prac-
tised if we are really imhued with the spirit of democratic
cooperation among nations,

In this connection I want to dwell on the problem of
Finland, and on the policy of the great Powers towards
small countries. L

The policy of the Soviet Union towards Finland is clear.
Il is determined by the democratic principles on which the
attitude of the U.S.S.R. towards small countries in based.
The Soviet Union has always sought to establish friendly
relations with its small neighbour, Finland. This proved
impossible to achieve before the war, because Finland was
ruled by a clique of reactionaries, including reactionary
Socialists of the type of Tanner, who has now been convict-
ed by a Finnish court togethey with other war criminals.
This clique involved Finland in an alliance with Hitler
Germany and in war against the U.S.S.R., in which Finland
‘played a disgraceful part in the siege of glorious Soviet
Leningrad. .

Yet, despite this, when the Soviet Army routed the
German and Finnish troops which besieged Leningrad, and

victoriously advanced northward from Leningrad, the Soviet
Union agreed to magnanimous armistice terms, and on ils
own initiative refrained from sending Soviet treops inlo
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Finland's terrilory. This made the armistice lerms consider-
ably easier for Finland, which, unlike all the other satel-
lites of Germany, was spared great expenditure for the main-
tenance of occupation troops.

After the end of the war, Finland freely chose her demo-
cratic path of development, and since then has been {reading
her own road, ohserving a policy of good-neighbourly rela-
tions with the U.S.S.R. In this, as in other cases, the Soviet
Union, has never interfered in, nor exerted any pressure on,
Finland's domestic affairs; and whenever Finland applied
lo the U.S.S.R., it rendered her the necessary practical assist-
ance and all possible ameliorations in carrying out the
armistice terms. On her part, Finland has honestly dis-
charged her reparation and other obligations to the U.S.S.R.

The draft peace treaty with Finland envisages only those
absolutely indispensable obligations which had already been
laid down earlier in the armistice terms, and the magnanim-
ity of which no impartial person can deny. Naturally,
no departure from these minimum conditions can be al-
lowed.

As to the policy of the other great Powers towards Fin-
land, the situation is somewhat different. Senator Vanden-
berd's speech today confirms this and leaves a very un-
favourable impression as to the consistency and sincerily
of the views he expressed. The American delegate assumed
the pose of Finland’s well-wisher, and made a statement
which implies nothing more nor less than the annulment of
the armistice terms signed by Finland, on the one hand, and
by the Soviet Union and Great Britain, on the other. These
armistice terms were signed two years ago, and not once in
all this time has the United States declared that it disagrees
with those terms. Only today did Senator Vandenberg dis-
play a peculiar kind of courage and come forward in the
name of the U.S.A, against the basic terms of the armi-
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stice with Finland. The American delegale launched inlo a
policy of openly coquetting with a small country, pretend-
ing that this coquetry was a solicitude for Finland's in-
terests. But such methods in regard to small countries are
well known of old and cannot be a novelty to any ove
of us.

It is interesting that, somewhat earlier, the British dele-
galion similarly displayed a specific kind of interest in Fin-
land. It was only in regard fo Finland that Great Britain
agreed to the Soviet Union’s proposal not to confiscate or
liquidate the country’s foreign assets, although both Great
Brilain and the United States demand the confiscation and
liquidation of the foreign assets of Hungary, Bulgaria and
Rumania, despite all the objections and requests on the part
of the Soviet delegation that such excessive demands in
respect to small countries be abandoned.

The United States and Great Britain have thus adopted
one line in regard to some of the small states, and a dif-
ferent line in regard to Finland. And these efforis to dis-
play a peculiar kind of goodwill towards Finland are made
in such a way as to tend to set Finland against her neigh-
bour, the Soviet Union. We have had occasion to observe
such methods in the foreign policy of cerlain states in the
past. Before the war we witnessed many facts of this kind,
especially with respect to small countries which are neigh-
bours of the Soviet Union.

We know what was the outcome of the coquetting by
great Powers with Finland's reactionary circles: The Finnish
reactionaries imagined that everything would be permitted
them. The end of it was that Finland concluded an alliance
with Hiller and plunged into a war gamble against the
Soviet Union. Having become a plaything in the hands of
German fascism, Finland hore iremendous sacrifices in the
last two wars against the U.S.S.R.
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Ceriain reactionaries like this political playing with small
countries, particularly if it satisfies their desire to damage
the Soviet Union in one way or another. We believe, how-
ever, that the Finns have drunk the bitter cup to its dregs,
and have now learned to distinguish true friends from bad
advisers who are pursuing their own selfish aims.

One thing is clear: true cooperation between big and
small countries can rest only on an honest democratic foun-
dation. Playing at friendship should now cut no ice with
the nations which have been through such heavy trials. But,
on the other hand, there can be no doubt that true friend-
ship between nations is one of the great factors of our times.

v
FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLES OF COOPERATION

The underlying principles of cooperation among states,
big and small, embodied in the Charter of the United Nations
have become the target of a regular offensive. It is being
waged under the guise of an attack on the so-called power
of veto of the great Powers in the Security Council. But,
in reality, this is an expression of the pressure of the reac-
tionary circles of certain great Powers who imagine them-
selves masters of the world and seek to impose their will on
all nations, and who, desirous of removing all obstacles to
this,  want to abolish the principles of cooperation of nations
established by UNO.

‘How they wish to achieve this is now becoming increas-
ingly clear, = -

A’ little while ago Ausftralia and Cuba placed on the
agenda of the UNO General Assembly proposals which are
calculated to destroy the foundation on which the United
Nations organization rests. They are very much concerned,
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if you please, that the principle of unanimity of the five
great Powers in deciding basic questions of the peace and
security of nations, as required by the UNO Charter, should
be abolished. But, obviously, it is not Australia and Cuba
that are involved here, for in such matters they are unable
to accomplish anything independently.

An attack on the principle of unity of action of the gr eat
* Powers has now also been launched by M. Spaak, who has
forgotten that this is a peculiarly inappropriate role for the
President of the General Assembly, who ought to uphold
the United Nations Charter instead of destroying it. We know
that some politicians do not find it so very difficult to adapt
themselves to reactionary circles. But if one bears in mind
that the future does not belong to these forces, there need
be no doubt that the principles of democratic cooperation
of nations, uniting big and small countries in furtherance
of general peace and security—that these principles will
triumph over each and every machination of the reactwn-
aries.

The Soviet Union remains true to its program of strw
ing for durable peace and security, and upholds the prin-
ciples of honest cooperation among nations. You heard,
lately, the calm and firm voice of the great Stalin, resound-
ing through the world. The head of the Soviet Government,
J. V. Stalin, said that he unreservedly believes in the pos-
sibility of friendly and enduring cooperation between the
Soviet Union and the Western democracies, despite the
existence of ideological differences, and that he also believes
in “friendly competition” hetween the two systems.

Such is the general line of foreign policy of the Soviet
Uniom,

This policy is not new. As early as November 6, 1944,
when the Allies were engaged in the strenuous struggle
against Hitler Germany and imperialist Japan, the great
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leader of the Land of Soviets, J. V. Stalin, said in reference
to the creation of the United Nations organization:

“Can we count on the activities of this international
organization being sufficiently effective? They will be ef-
fective if the great Powers who have borne the main burden
of the war against Hitler Germany continue to act in a
spirit of unanimity and harmony. They will not be eflec-
tive if this essential condition is violated.”

At that time these statements seemed to all of us ab-
solutely indisputable. In not a single democratic country
was any objection raised to this statement of the head of the
Soviet Government. But the war ended. The Soviet Army
had performed its epoch-making feat. New sentiments ap-
peared. And now altempts are being made to turn things
in a different direction, It is sometimes sought to use even
the Peace Conference in the interests of a definite dominant
group, and evidently even to adapt UNO 1o these ends. But
we shall lend no hand to these efforts. The Soviet Union
will resist everv attempt to deflect UNO from ils main task,,
the task of promoting cooperation among the peace-loving
countries in furtherance of the general security of nations.

The Soviet Union stands for cooperation among all na-
tions, cooperation among Powers big and small, based on
the principle of equality and recognition of the legitimate
interests of big and small states. Such are the principles of
democratic cooperation among nations, principles which we
shall faithfully uphold to the end. And we know that this
is the only correct policy. (Applause.)



SPEECH AT THE CLOSING MEETING OF
THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE

October 15, 1946

Mr. Chairman and Delegates. The Soviet delegation
supports with great pleasure the resolutions which have
just been read expressing gratitude to M. Bidault and the
Government of France for their exceptional hospitality,
ond thanking the Secretary-General and all members of the
staff of this Conference for the immense assistance they
rendered us during the intensive work here. (Applause.)
The Soviet delegation would only like this deep and sincere
gratitude to be expressed as eloquently and convincingly
as possible.

We have leard a speech devoted to the imporlance of
the work of this Conference. Each one of us cannot help
thinking of this at the present moment. And not only are
those present here pondering today over the results of the
labours of this Conference, but also those who are outside
these walls and who are far, far more numerous than we
sitting in this hall. They do so because they recall the dire
yvears of war, the crimes of fascism, the trials and tribula-
lions of the struggle in these last years, when the yearning
of the peoples for the establishment of genuinely lasting
and enduring peace and infernational security after the
second world war became so strong.
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The Soviet delegation represents here a country which
has made its contribution to the cause of our common vic-
tory. We know that this contribution of the U.S.S.R. has
met with the widest recognition among all the Allied and
associated nations as a great factor in bringing about the
defeat of the enemy and the liberation of the nations from
fascism, which sprang up after the first world war.

Now, when the Allies are engaged in the work of estab-
lishing the peace and security of nations, the Soviet Union,
which we here represent, deems it its duty to continue the
struggle for those aims for which we fought in the war, We
are convinced that the struggle we are waging for a demo-
cratic peace accords with the most important interests of the
peoples of big and small countries, accords with the vital
interests of all peace-loving nations. (Applause.)

We are waging this struggle—although at times it is not
to the liking of some—for the sake of a democratic peace,
for the sake of guaranteeing the security of the nations in
fact and not only in word. We, Soviet people, are dedicated
{o this great cause, and we shall wage this struggle with all
the persistence and vigour of which we are capable, guided
by a sense of duty towards our people. (Applause.)



)'V N - . (

STATEMENT MADE TO A’ CORRESPONDENT OF
THE POLISH PRESS AGENCY CONCERNING
POLAND'S WESTERN FRONTIERS

V. M. Molotov, Minister of Foreign Afflairs of the U.S.S.R,,
was asked by Mr. Bibrowski, representative of the Poﬂxsh
Press Agency in Paris, to state the view of the Soviet Gov-
ernment on the speech made by the United States Secretary
of State, Mr, Byrnes, in Stuttgart, in which he declarel
{hat the question of Poland’s western frontiers had not been
finally settled. ‘

In response to the request of the represonlahve of the
Polish Press Agency, V. M. Molotov made the following state-
ment:

In his Stuttgart speech on September 6, Mr. Bym'nes said -
that the heads of the Governments of the United States,
Great Britain and the Soviet Union had agreed at.the Berlin
(Potsdam) conference to place Silesia and other formereast-
ern areas of Germany under the administration of the
Polish State, but that they had not decided to support at the
peace settlement the transfer to Poland of any specific ter-
ritory, and the extent of the territory to be iransferred to
Poland was to be determined when the final setilement was
made. It must be admitted that a statement of this kind is
liable to create doubt regarding the stability of the present
western frontiers of Poland, and hence cannot be left unan-
swered,

* Published in the Moscow newspapers, September 17, 1946.
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It is necessary in lhis conneclion to mention certain facls.

In the first place, it would be well to recall what precisely
was decided at the Berlin conference. As we know, at this
conference the heads of the three governments agreed that
the former German territories east of Swinemiinde, the Oder
and the Western Neisse should be under the administration
of the Polish State, and that the final delimitation of Po-
land’s western frontiers should be postponed until the Peace
Conference. This decision was merely a fulfilment of the
decision of the Crimea conference of the three Powers, which
some six months earlier had recognized that Poland should
receive substantial accretions to her territory in the north
and the west. Thus, the Berlin conference merely carried
out what, with the participation of Roosevelt, had been en-
visaged at the Crimea conference, and its decision can on
no account be considered something accidental or adoptesl
under the influence of temporary circumstances. On the con-
trary, the decision to move Poland’s western frontier to the
Oder and the Western Neisse was adopted after prolonged
discussion, in which representatives of the Polish Govern-
ment also took part, It should be added that the French
Government likewise concurred with this decision.

How great was the significance the Berlin conference
attached to its decision respecting Poland's new western
frontier is evident from the following. At this conference
another decision was taken, namely, regarding the transfer
lo Germany of the German population of the territory hand-
ed over to Poland. Inasmuch as all this was published, there
is no need to dwell on the details.

The decisions of the Berlin conference did not remain
a dead letter. Immediately after the Berlin conference thay
began to be put into effect. For more than a year now Po-
land’s western frontier has run along the Swinemiinde-Oder-
Western Neisse line, The administration of the entire ter-
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rifory east of this line has for over a year been in the hands
of the Polish Government. On November 20, 1945, the Con-
lrol Council in Germany drew up a plan for the transfer of
the German population from Poland. In pursuance of this
plan, the resettlement of three and a half million Germans
from Poland to the Soviet and British zones of occupation
in Germany was begun. This resettlement has since con-
tinued without interruption down to the present day. More
than two million Germans have already been transferred
from Poland to German territory, more than half of whom
have been settled in the British zone. Poles from other dis-
tricts of Poland aré settling in the areas vacated by the Ger-
mans, Millions of Poles have already settled in the western
Polish territories. All this is well known to the representa-
tives of the United States of America, as well as to the repre-
sentatives of other countries. From the facts cited it will be
seen how serious was the significance attached by the Gov-
ernments of the United States, Great Britain and the Soviet
Union to the decision to shift Poland’s western frontiers,
and that they certainly did not contemplate any revision
of this decision in the future,

The statement that the Berlin conference considered it
necessary to postpone the final delimitation of Poland's
western frontier until the Peace Conference is, of course,
correct. From the formal aspect, this is so. Actually, how-
ever, the three governments pronounced their opinion con-
cerning the future western frontier by placing Silesia and
the afore-mentioned ferritories under the administration of
“the Polish Government and, in addition, by accepling the
plan {o remove the Germans from these territories. Who
would ever conceive the idea that the removal of the Ger-
mans was undertaken only as a temporary experiment?
Those who adopted the decision to remove the Germans
from these terrilories in order that Poles from other areas
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of Poland might at once settle there- cannot propose some
lime after to.reverse these measures. The very thought of
such experiments with millions of people is incredible, not
to speak of its cruelty both to the Poles and to the Germans
themselves.

All this shows that the decision of the Berlin conference
signed by Truman, Attlee and Stalin has already determined
Poland’s western frontiers and is only awaiting formal enact-
ment at the. future international conference on the peace
treaty with Germany. The signatures of the heads of the
governments are so deeply respected by the nations precise-
ly because everyone knows the unswerving force and mor-
al prestige of the decisions to which these signatures are
appended.

True, there were passages in Mr, Byrnes’ speech regard-
ing Poland’s western frontiers which might give rise to
doubt as to the stability of the position of certain American
circles on this question. But, on the olher hand, it is per-
fectly clear that questions of this kind -cannot be the sub-
ject of transient political calculations.

The historic decision of the Berlin Conference regarding
Poland’s western frontiers cannot be shaken by anyone. And
the facts moreover show that to do so now is simply impos-
sible. -

- Such is the view of the Soviet Government.

It only remains for me to wish our Polish friends suc-
cess in their vast work of rehabilitating the western terri-
tories, and to express confidence in the growing friendship
and fraternal cooperation between democralic Poland and
the Soviet Union.
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THE SOVIET UNION
AND INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION

Speech at the Plenary Meeting
of the General Assembly

October 29, 1946

Mr. President and Delegates. The general discussion on
Lhe report of the Secretary-General affords us an opportunity
lo express our views not only on the individual questions
that interest one or another country, but also on the general
questions of international cooperation. Such an exchange of
opinion should be conducive to the establishment of mutual
understanding among the United Nations. It is essential, also,
in order that we may improve the work of the Organizalion
and of such of its important bodies as the Security Council,
the Economic and Social Coundil, and so on. The United
Nations organization is only at the very starting point of its
activities. There are bound to have been important short-
comings in its work, if only for the reason that it is just
beginning to apply its new principles, and in conditions
very different from those of the preceding period. Precisely
for that reason, however, it is to the interest of the United

“Nalions not to hush up existing shortcomings, but to lay
open these shortcomings from the very outset, and see to it
that they are not permitted in future.

This, naturally, applies first and foremost to the Security
Council, inasmuch as that body is daily occupied with the
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imporiani problems involved in safeguarding the interests of
universal peace, problems in which the interests and views
ol individual states not infrequently come into conflict.

I
SHORT»COMINGS OF THE INITIAL PERIOD

Take the question of Spain, and the Iranian question.
The Security Council and, still earlier, the General Assembly
have been unable to resolve on anything more than general
declarations against Franco. As the Secretary-General has
rightly pointed out here, that, of course, is altogether insuffi-
cient. On the other hand, the proposal that relations with
Franco be broken off was not accepted. In this way, certain
of the great Powers, who created this attitude, have assumed
the moral responsibility for inactivity with regard to a
dangerous seat of fascism in Europe. As to the Iranian ques-
tion, it came up in connection with the date of withdrawal
from Iran of a certain number of Soviet troops stationed
there under treaty. And even after these troops had left Ira-
nian territory to a man, and both governments—Soviet and
Iranian—had requested that this question be removed from
the agenda, the Security Council refused to do so, taking an
altogether unjustified stand, openly unfriendly towards the
US.S.R.

By acting in this way the Security Council committed a
gross error, which cannot but undermine its prestige.

Again, take the World Federation of Trade Unions, It
seems to me that it would be quite natural for the United
Nations to establish friendly contact with the international
organization of trade unions that has come into being in
the last few years, which embraces tens of millions of
workers in many countries. This is particularly essential
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for the Economic and Social Council, which cannot pur-
sue its work successfully without the support of - such
mass democratic organizations as the World Federation
of Trade Unions. Actually, however, the situation is quite
different. To this day, the World Federation of Trade
Unions has not been invited to participate in the daily la-
bours of the Economic and Social Council. But that is not all.
Can we consider it proper for this organization to be limited
to the same conditions of representation on the Economic
and Social Council as the International Automobile Associa-
tion, or the National Organization of Dried Fruits Retailers,
and the like? Is it not time we corrected this situation,
which is out of all keeping with the elementary principles
of democracy? Or look at the situation with regard to the
establishment of the international trusteeship system. One
might think somebody was deliberately obstructing the
establishment of the Trusteeship Council. But is not the
prestige of our Organization undermined by its continued
inability, in this the second year of its existence, to sel
up a Trusteeship Council that would concern itself with
improving conditions of life for the peoples dwelling on
territories held under mandate by Great Britain, France,
Belgium, Australia, New Zealand, and the Union of South
Africa, and that would promote their development towards
self-government and independence? What is the actual
situation? Not a single step has yet been made in this
direction by the countries which maintain a tenacious grip
on ihe mandates to Palestine and Tanganyika, Togo and
New Guinea, etc. As yet, they have confined themselves to
drawing up unsafisfactory drafts and making declarations
that do not touch upon essentials. In fact, the Government
of the Union of South Africa has gone even further. Instead
of undertaking measures to prepare Southwest Africa for self-
government or independence, it simply demands sanction
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for the annexation of that territory, which, as anyone can
see, entirely contradicts the United Nations Charter,

In this connection, I might mention India as well.
Though India is a Member of the United Nations, and con-
sequently, under the Charter, should be in relations of sover-
eign equality with Britain, have you not heard here, at the
General Assembly, India’s plea for support and assistance?
We cannot turn deaf ears to all this. It is time we recognized
India’s just demands.

Take another example. In the same manner, Holland
should recognize the just demands of the peoples of Indo-
nesia. I shall not speak of Greece just now. But it is impos-
sible to look on indifferently at the excesses committed by
the Greek fascists under the protection of the British occu-
pation forces.

Two months ago the Soviet representative made the fol-

lowing proposal in the Security Council: “States Members
of the United Nations shall be required to submit the fol-
lowing information to the Security Council within two
weeks: ‘
“1) At'what points in the territory of Members of the
United Nations or other States, with the exception of former
enemy territories, and in what number are armed forces of
other Members of the United Nations?

“2) At what points in the above-mentioned terrilories are
air and naval bases, and what is the size of their garrisons
belonging to the armed forces of States Members of the
United Nations?

“3) The information to he provided under paragraphs 1
and 2 should refer to the situation as it existed on
August 1, 1946.”

The necessity of such information to the Security Council
would seem clear enough, not to speak of the fact that the
presence of armed forces of United Nations outside the bor-
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ders of their own countries, and not on enemy territories for
which an’occupation regime has been specifically established,
is now causing grave uneasiness among the peoples and
among public opinion throughout the world.

Turn your attention to tlie situation that has arisen in
this respect.

In accordance with the corresponding chapter of the
Charler, the Military Staff Committee has already begun o
study the question of the armed forces which the Members
of the United Nations organization are to make available
to the Security Council for the maintenance of international
peace and security, as provided in Article 43. In this con-.
nection, naturally, the Security Council should he acquainted
with the facts of the situation, namely, what armed forces
of United Nations are at present stationed outside the bor-
ders of their own states, and where. The submission of this
information should, of course, be obligatory upon all the
United Nations. The Soviet Union, for its part, is prepared
{0 submit this information to the Security Council, and sees
no grounds for any other Member of the United Nations
organization refusing to do so.

After all, what reasons can there be for refusing to
submit this information to the Security Council? Why should
any one of us conceal from the United Nations the actual
state of afTairs in this regard? \What have the governments
of the United Nations to fear when the Security Council
calls upon them to supply information that is essential for
implementing the decisions recorded in our Charter? The
Government of the Soviet Union, for its part, sees no
grounds whatever for concealing the actual situation in this
regard from the other United Nations, and thus hindering
the Security Council in the fulfilment of its duties.

Unfortunately, the Soviet Union's proposal was not
accepled in the Security Council, as objections were raised
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against it by the representatives of Great Britain and the
United States, who were joined also by the representatives
of certain other states. This important question has been
held up in the Security Council. Still, the Soviet Government
is confident that we shall succeed in reaching agreement
on this question, and put an end to the deadlock. It is essen-
tial that the General Assembly express its weighty opinion
on this question.

The facts I have cited in connection with the Spanish
guestion, relationships with the World Federation of Trade
Unions, trusteeship, and other questions that have been
discussed up to this time, indicate the existence of grave
shortcomings in the work of the United Nations organization
and of its different bodies. The list of examples might be
considerably extended. This is particularly true of the Secu-
rity Council. There is a mistaken tendency to attribute the
shortcomings in the work of the Security Council to the
application of what is called the “veto.” The hubbub that
has been raised over this question is evidently designed to
turn our attention from the most important shortcomings
in the activities of the United Nations organization, and in
this manner to shift the bhlame from the guilty {o the in-
nocent. But we shall hope that this design will not succeed.

1T

THE STRUGGLE OF TWO
LINES IN INTERNATIONAL POLICY

~ In any case, the General Assembly has not come togeth-
er with the purpose of ignoring the main trend of devel-
opment of international relations in our day.
We should be interested, first and foremost. in the
question: in what direction is international cooperation
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developing at the present time? Does the new Organization
promote that international cooperation, in the name
of peace and security for the peoples, for which it was creal-
ed? Are we on the right path? That is the main ques-
tion.

The creation of the United Nations organization began
while the second world war was still raging. It was carried
out by that same anti-Hitler coalition which was headed by
the United States of America, Great Britain, and the Soviet
Union—countries which had borne the chief burden in the
struggle against our common enemy, and which desired to
set up an effective international organization to safeguard
posiwar peace and security. They recognized the necessity
of taking into account the grave lessons of the past, and,
first and foremost, the commonly known facl of the im-
polence and collapse of the League of Nations, in order not
lo repeat that organization’s weaknesses and errors, but to
set up an organization which would Dhe free of its chiel
defects,

The fundamental principle of the League of Nations was’
the unanimity of all members in the adoption of decisions.
This made the League of Nations ineffective, as it allowed
interested members to delay, or actually block, any decisions
the League might have in view. The League showed itself
impotent to take measures against aggressive Powers, which
could always find abettors among its membership.

The Charter of the United Nations has introduced a new
system for the adoption of decisions. It has now bheen
determined that the General Assembly adopt important
decisions by a two-thirds majorily. As to the Sccurity Coun-
cil, which hears primary responsibility for safeguarding
peace and undertaking measures' against aggression, the
decision of such questions in this body requires not only a
majority of at least seven of the eleven members of the
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Security Council, but also, indispensably, the unanimous
agreement of the five great Powers: the United States of
America, Great Britain, the Soviet Union, France, and
China, whose unanimity serves, so to speak, as a guarantee
for the interests of the United Nations as a whole.

The principle of unanimity of the great Powers was not
a chance development, but the result of protracted and
thorough discussion. The recognition of this principle ex-
pressed the desire of the United Nations t{o secure harmony

- and unity of action among the great Powers in counteract-
ing any new aggression.

Such a desire for unity of action in defence of peace and
security was lacking among the great Powers before the
second world war, and that was a very great misfortune
for all mankind. The United States of America stood aside
from the main road, if I may so express it.

In regard to the Soviet Unjon, the principal Powers in
the League conducted a nearsighted and altogether reac-
tionary policy. The grievous trials of the war brought the
governments of the great Western Powers to the conviction
that there must be concerted action against the common
enemy during the war, and to the recognition that such an
international organization: must be set up to solve the prob-
lems of the postwar period as would maintain the pro-
foundly progressive principle, forged in the war, of unity
among the great countries, with all the democratic states
rallied around them. From this it follows that the principle
of unanimity of the great Powers on questions of safeguard-
ing peace and security has deep roots; that its recognition by
the United Nations resulted from the desire for more reliable
protection of the mterests of all peace-loving states, bhoth
great and small.

Of late, an extensive campaign has been launched against
the recognition of this principle. Everything conceivable is
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being done to distort and discredit this principle. The prob-
lem of the unity essential among the great Powers is assid-
uously consigned to the background, and persistenily re-
placed by a question of detail: how the so-called “veto” is to
be applied in the decision of questions in the Security Council.
What is the real meaning of the campaign against the “veto,”
that is, against the right of any of the five great Powers to
prevent the adoption by the Security Council of a decision
which that Power considers undesirable from the point of
view of safeguérding peace and international security?
What may result from rejection of the principle of unanim-
ity of the great Powers?

The results of such a rejection are easy enough to fore-
cast. Nobody, today, will suggest a return to the bankrupt
League of Nations, with its unanimity of all members in the
adoption of decisions. Consequently, by the rejection of this
principle, it is desired to impose a system under which
decisions would be adopted by a simple majority. Such
proposals have already been made here, at {he General As-
sembly. There are even people who describe this manner of
adopting decisions in an international organization as the

. most democratic. They pretend that the-best type of democ-
racy, worthy of universal recognition, consists in equalizing
the vote of Honduras in the international ‘organization and
the vote of the United States, or the vote of Haiti and the
vote of the Soviet Union, which represents a union of six-
teen Republics,

I think it is clear enough that there is no need of wasting
words on a discussion of such *democracy.”

But that does not mean we can disregard the campaign
that is in progress in the form of a fight against the “veto.”
It would be very nearsighted to consider this campaign a
minor or fortuifous affair. And it would be naive to ignore
the fact thal this campaign has assumed a character definite-
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ly hostile to the Soviet Union. None of us are so purblind
as not to see that out-and-out reactionaries are already
using it to their own advantage.

The debate on the “veto,” and the whole of the present
discussion, make it necessary to speak openly of the contra-
dictions and the chief political tendencies existing in inter-
national life in our day. Two main tendencies are struggling
within the United Nations organization to influence the
fundamental trend of its work. One of these finds its back-
ing in the basic conceptions of the United Nations organi-
zalion, in respect for the principles upon which the Organi-
zation stands. The other, on the contrary, desires to under-
mine the foundation of the United Nations organization
and to clear the way for representatives of a different line.
These latter are already attacking in many ways, not
only by direct assault, but also by means of flanking opera-
tions. '

We still remember vividly the rise of the United Nations
organization. It was imbued from the very outset with the
spirit of democratic cooperation. We all know the important
part that was played in this by the United States of
America. ‘ ' '

The United Nations organization was set up in order to
secure such international cooperation among big and small
countries as would in the greatest possible measure corres-
pond to the interests of all peace-loving states. It was clear
trom the very outset that this required, first and foremost,
the assurance of agreed action on the part of the great
Powers. And it was understood then, no less than now, that
this must be a type of international cooperation which would
unite in the interests of peace and security the efforts of
slates having dissimilar social and political systems.

The war showed with particular clarity that states with
very dissimilar social structures may have very important
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common inleresis, which they can uphold only by common
effort and on condition of noninterference in one another’s
domestic affairs. This was recognized by the United States,
by Great Britain, by the Soviet Union. And, as we know,
the coordinalion of the military effort of these countries and
their Allies, and the extensive mutual aid practised among
them, led to great results, securing to the Allies the
victorious conclusion of the war.

The Soviet Union remains true, as before, to the prin-
ciples of such international cooperation; it is prepared to
spare no effort for success in this direction. Therefore, the
U.S.S.R. firmly maintains the stand of respect for the United
Nations organization, and considers it essential that the
Charter be honestly and consistently observed. Such inter-
national cooperation can be really successful, of course,
only if the other Powers also evince in action their readiness
lo follow the same course,

Recognition of the principles of such inlernational co-
operation is profoundly significant. It expresses the firm
delerminalion to secure universal peace, expresses prepared-
ness for peaceful competition among states and social svs-
lems in social and economic affairs.

As to the Soviet Union, our people have no hesitations
and no doubts: they know that peace among the peoples
and peaceful competition among them, which implies also
the possibility of developing ever broader and more amicable
cooperation and mutual aid among big and small states, is
fully in harmony with our country’s interests,

We have no doubt that such a standpoint, calling for
the development of international cooperation, is likewise to
the interests of all peace-loving countries. It may conflict
with the plans only of such a government as has no faith
in its country’s internal forces, such a government as is
infected with disbelief in peaceful international cooperation
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and competition, preferring ambitious plans of conquest,
domination, and exploitation of other peoples. _

The lessons of history, as we know, are nol always
received as the real interesls of a state demand. We cannol
be sure that the crash of imperialist Germany and the col-
lapse of imperialist Japan will be sufficiently convincing
proof, to excessively greedy imperialists, of the fatal, adven-
turist nature of their plans to fight for world supremacy—
which, as we know, is the true essence of imperialism. Even
in the new, postwar conditions, to judge by a number of
open statements that have been made, we must reckon wiih
the possibility that such aggressive imperialist circles, liable
to resolve on reckless aggression and the most hazardous
military adventures for the sake of world supremacy, may
gain increasing influence in certain countries, These imperi-
alists have their prophet in Churchill, who claims followers
not only in Britain, but in the United States.

Ciearly, the normal principles of international ~coop-
eration have no place in the plans of such imperialist circles,
which, in the final account, believe only in the extreme meth-
ods of pressure and violence. They have a different stand-
point, in its essence irreclaimably reactionary. We mus!t
recognize that the standpoint of these circles, aimed al
world supremacy, is diametrically opposed to the standpoint
of international cooperation and peaceful competition among
social systems, We must also take into account the fact that

-the adherents- of this imperialist, altogether reactionary
standpoint regard the Soviet Union as the chief obstacle 1o
the execution of their expansionist plans, and would be glad,
in their umpotent malice, to unleash the whole pack of
hounds against it.

Thus, we have to reckon with two opposite tendencies
in the development of international relations. And it is not
hard to see that whereas the principle of unanimity of the
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great Powers eslablished in the United Nations organizalion
is entirely in harmony with the standpoint of consolidating
normal international cooperation, of developing in every way
the forms of such cooperation and competition, the retention
of this principle in its integrity cannot accord with the
slandpoint of seeking world supremacy, a standpoint ac-
companied by aspirations to expansion and aggression. The
collision and conflict of these two standpoints are now, we
may say, in their initial stage; yet they are already bringing
dissidence info the United Nations organization.

Imagine for a moment that the campaign for the aboli-
lion of the so-called “veto” is successful. What would be
the political consequences? ,

It is perfectly obvious that the rejection of the principle
of unanimity of the great Powers—and that, essentially, is
what lies behind the proposal to abolish the “veto”—would
actually mean the liquidation of the United Nations organi-
zation; for this principle is the foundation of the Organi-
zation, It may be that not all the participants in this noisy
campaign entirely realize what it may lead to. However,
inasmuch as the principle of unanimity of the great Powers
forms the cornerstone of the United Nations organization,
the abolition of this principle must lead to the collapse of
the entire edifice of the Organization.

But that is not all. The success of this campaign would
signify a victory of the political line directed at the dom-
ination of one group of states, headed by the strongest Power,
over the remaining Powers,” which would then remain in
the minority. Instead of the line of international cooperation
in the spirit of the democratic principles of the United
Nations organization, we would have the triumph of the
line pursued by the new claimants to world supremacy, in
the form of a corresponding bloc, or, if you will, concern
of Powers which already feel cramped by the retention of
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the principle of unanimity of the great Powers. The debate
and struggle centring around the so-called “‘veto” clearly
indicate that we now face an accentuation of the contradic-
lions hetween two basic political lines, of which one consists
in defence of the principles we have all recognized, of inter-
national cooperation among big and small Powers, and the
other—in the aspiration of certain influential groupings fo
free their hands for an unrestrained struggle for world
supremacy. Neutrality in such a question is ambiguous and
unbecoming. The Allies fought imperialist Germany and
imperialist Japan in order to free the peoples from the fas-
cist claimants to world supremacy. We did not wage this
fight with the idea that any other country or countries
should take their place. Our peoples did not sacrifice their
priceless blood in flowing streams in order to clear the way
for new claimants to world supremacy. That is what we
* should recall to mind just now. If the great Powers which
headed the fight against the fascist aggressors keep togeth-
er and, with the support of the remaining peoples, banish
all dissidence from their ranks, they can do much to coun-
teract the inflammation of insatiable appetites. If they do
not, the new claimants to world supremacy will have their
hands free for adventures of every type, until they hreak
their necks.

As we know, there are no few methods by which the
stronger Powers can exert pressure on ,other states. We
know that squadrons of naval vessels and of friendly planes
sometimes appear in seas and regions where they have
not been seen before, when this is considered necessary to
promote the success of diplomatic negotiations. We know,
too, that dollars and pounds do not always stay at home,
especially if there is any need for launching “dollar diplo-
macy,” be it only, say, to secure the proper respect for
“dollar democracy.” Nowadays, too, as we know, there is
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already talk of “atomic diplomacy.” It is no secret to any-
one that these and other methods, in various combinations,
are not infrequently applied in order to influence other coun-
tries, particularly small ones. But there are people, there are
influential groupings, to whom all this seems insufficient.
And the moment all the barriers are removed, the moment,
among other barriers, the principle of unanimity of the
great Powers in the United Nations organization is abolished,
the road will be entirely clear for such persons and
such groupings, who will not rest content with less than
the obedience of all nations to their dictates, to their money
bag.

It is a most imporlant task of the United Nations organ-
ization to oppose such insatiable appetites and aspirations
for world supremacy. Only when they have demonstrated
their ability to act in this direction can the United Nations
reply as they should to the question: are we on the right
road? ‘

IIT

THE ATOMIC BOMB
AND INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION

In this connection we must dwell on the question of the
alomic bomb, which today plays such an important part in
the political calculations of some circles.

Only recently J. V. Stalin, the head of the Soviet Gov-
ernment, cogently expounded the views of the Soviet Union
on this question. He laid particular stress on the fact that
atomic bombs “cannot decidé the issue of a war, inasmuch
as atomic bombs are altogether insufficient for that™ Fur-
ther, he said that, if we are to speak of menaces to peace,
“of course, the monopoly possession of the secret of the
atomic bomb creates a menace,” against which “there exist
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at least two cures: a) the monopoly possession of the atomic
bomb cannot last long; b) the use of the atomic bomb
will be forbidden.” These authoritative statements, which
echoed around the world, meeting sympathetic response
in the hearts of many millions, should be properly ap-
preciated. ,

As we know, there are two distinct plans with regard
to the use of atomic energy. I refer to the plan of the United
States of America, on the one hand, and the plan of the
Soviet Union, on the other.

The American plan, known as the “Baruch plan,” unfor-
lunately suffers from a certain degree of egoism. It is based
on the desire to guarantee the United States monopoly pos-
session of the atomic bomb. At the same time, it demands
the immediate establishment of control over the production
of atomic energy in all countries—a control so shaped as,
on the surface, to appear international, while in reality il
is designed to secure a veiled monopoly for the United States
~ in this field. Projects of this lype are obviously unaccepla-
ble, for they are dictated enlirely by the narrowly conceived
interests of one country, by an impermissible nega-
tion of the equality of states and of their legitimate in-
terests,

Moreover, this plan suffers from a number of illusions.
Even in the sphere of atomic energy, no single country can
count on retaining a complete monopoly. Science and its ex-
ponents cannot be shut upin abox and kept under lock and
key. It is about time illusions on that score were discarded.
Another illusion is the hope that the atomic bomb will have &
decisive effect in war. We all know that the atomic bombh
was used against such cities as Nagasaki and Hiroshima.
The population of these Japanese cities experienced the
brutality of the atomic bomb. Against troops, the atomic
homb has nowhere yet been applied. And that is no accident.
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1f, however, it'is planned .to use atomic bombs against the
civilian population in the towns, and to use it extensively,
as the chatter goes in certain newspapers, no illusions should
be entertained as to the international effect that would be
produced by the realization of such savage plans. Just indig-
nation might ‘grip the hearts of honest men and women in
all countries; and excessive enthusiasm over the atomic
bomb as a decisive factor in future war may lead to politi-
cal consequences that will bring tremendous disappoint-
ment, first and foremost, to the authors of such plans. And
finally, it must not be forgotten that atomic bombs on one
side may draw a reply in atomic hombs, and perhaps some-
thing else to boot, from the other side; and then the utler
failure of all the present calculations of certain self-sgtisfied,
but limited people will be more than obvious. Illusions are
always dangerous in serious matters, as both Baruch and his
partners will probably have to admit,

All this goes to-show that right is not on the side of the
American plan, even if we leave out of account the fact that
lhe realization of this plan would conflict with unanimously
adopted decisions of the United Nations. Suffice it {o say
that the adoption of this plan would require the destruction
of the Charter of the United Nations organization, by rejec-
tion of the principle of unanimity of the great Powers in
the Security Council, where the question of the atomic bomb
is 1o be decided. Is it not in order to free the hands of the
admirers of the atomic bomb, that certain people are raising
such a to-do about the “veto™?

All this goes to show that the Baruch plan is not in keep-
ing with the interests of the United Nations, either in sub-
stance or in form.

There is also” another plan regarding the atomic bomb,
a plan proposed by the Soviet Union. This plan is based
on an entirely different standpoint.
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We Soviet people do not connect our plans for the future
with the use of the atomic bomb. You should remember,
loo, that the General Assembly has already expressed itself
for the elimination of atomic weapons from national ar-
maments. Hence, there are no grounds for postponing the
adoption of the international convention the Soviet Union
has proposed, prohibiting the production and use of atomic
weapons. Only by adopting such a decision can we create
conditions that will conduce to the free and effective dis-
cussion of the questions involved in the establishment of
control over atomic energy in all countries.

Back in the years that followed the first world war, the
peoples reached agreement to prohibit the military use of
asphyxiating gases, bacteriological means, and other inhu-
man meang of warfare. All the more necessary is it today to
prohibit the military use of atomic bombs, and of all other
means of mass destruction of human beings, which in the
present instance implies the mass destruction of city resi-
dents and of peaceful citizens generally, the ruthless blow
falling chiefly on children and women, on the sick and the
aged. Those who fought the aggressors yesterday, and those
who are genuinely opposed to new aggression, must feel it
their sacred duty to outlaw the use of atomic bombs and to
direct the newly-discovered atomic energy exclusively to
peaceful uses. Only such application of atomic energy can be
recognized by humanity as just. The honour andthe con-
science of the freedom-loving peoples demand that the atomic
bomb be outlawed; for the United Nations can never un-
dertake responsibility for any plans to use atomic energy
for mass destruction of human beings, or, in general, for
any application of atomic energy to the detriment of man-
kind. ’

I suppose that the debate among us on this question was
inevitable, in view of the novelty of the problem; but in
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this, oo, we must avoid splitting into two camps: bellicose
atomists, on the one hand, and those who advocate exclusive-
ly peaceful application of atomic energy, on the other. It
should therefore be hoped that in the end the exchange of
opinions that has begun on this question will lead to a unani-
mous opinion among the United Nations, including the
United States. _

What would people think, otherwise, and what could we
reply to their perplexed questions?

You may have read in the New York papers, the
other day, a speech of Mr. Baruch’s in which he rather
candidly expressed his views on the questions of war and
peace. On October 12, at City College, he declared:
“Peace seems beautiful during the savagery of war, but
it becomes almost hateful when war is over.” In his
further discourse, Baruch spared no words to express his
love of “liberty.” But his ideas of liberty are very far
removed, as we can easily see, from the actual desires of
the ordinary people for liberty, well-being and enduring
peace. He would like lo see everybody satisfied with a
liberty under which only a few fortunates can enjoy the
good things of life, not only in times of prosperity and
peace, but also during the storms of war. His ideas are
very far from those of the people who must bend their
backs in heavy daily labour, or who with their own hands
and their own blood defend their country’s liberty and
future. Otherwise, even men of his class would. have to
agree thal the chief concern of the “ordinary people,” so
called, in our day is to have governments and political
leaders recognize it as their prime fask to safeguard peace
and security for the peoples; for, after all the trials of
the second world war, the prospect of security and lasting
peace is the most cherished hope of the ordinary people,
men and women, throughout the world.
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It may well be that the far-reaching plans built up
around the atomic bomb arise from that very philosophy
which is expressed in the words: “Peace ... becomes almost
hateful when war is over.” If we are to adopt this dismal
philosophy, then, of course, we must draw the correspond-
ing political conclusions: swell our military budgets,
increase the size of our armies, and do our best to out-
strfp others in the race for armaments, including atomic
bombs. There can be only one continuation of this belliger-
ent philosophy: in preparations for new aggression, which
has been so unanimously condemned among the United
Nations. But it is not difficult to perceive the error of talk
about “almost hateful peace.” In this philosophy we detect,
first and foremost, a profound lack of faith in the road of
peaceful progress for one’s country, and a pessimistic
uncertainty as to one’s strength when faced by the pros-
pect of peaceful competition among states and social sys-
tems. On the other hand, ‘this philosophy is rank with the
unrestrained desire for expansion and for undivided world
supremacy.

We cannot believe that the Americans, in their major-
ity, adhere to this sort of philosophy. We assume that the
Americans, like all other peace-loving nations, after
their successes in the second world war, desire above all
¢lse that the peace be as stable as possible, that the secu-
rity of the peoples become the chief concern of the gov-
ernments of the United Nations. These sentiments of the
ordinary people of the Soviet Union and of the United
States unite these peoples with one another and with all
the other United Nations.

The Soviet Union emerged from the recent war as a
country which had experienced hateful enemy occupation
on a considerable part of its territory. For long years to
come, our people will be unable to forget their tremendous

262



sacrifices, to forget their ruined towns and villages, for the
restoration of which they are now straining every effort.
This is one of the great tasks included in our mew Stalin
Five-Year Plan, which we have begun to carry out this
vear. And we are confident that the time is not distant
when our industry and agriculture, our transport
system and cultural institutions, our towns and villages
will completely recover from the consequences of war
and once more begin to thrive, thus demonstrating to other
peoples, too, the power and the tremendous possibilities of a
liberated people and of the working people’s state they
have created. Among our people there is no disbelief in
the peaceful road of progress, no such uncertainty as
arises in countries where the economic and political situ-
ation is unstable; for we firmly maintain the positions won
by the Soviet Unjon, and we have the most profound faith
in the growing strength of the Soviet people, There is a
great desire among our people to parlicipate in a peaceful
competition among states and social systems, in which in-
dividual peoples may not only display their inherent possibi-
" lities, but establish closer and more all-embracing mutual co-
operalion.

Our people aspire to stable peace; they believe that
only peace can guarantce economic wellare and real pros-
perity for long years to come, and, together with this, a
free life for the ordinary people and for all mankind. The
Soviet Union is a stranger to the aspirations of those
sirong Powers and of those influential groupings in other
counlries which are infecled with imperialist dreams of
world supremacy. .The Soviet Union sees its Dbest friends
in those states which truly desire peace. We regard it
as our most important task to consolidate international co-
operation in the name of peace and progress. The newspa-
pers here today publish J. V. Stalin's replies on cardinal
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questions of international relations. In these replies you
will sense a far-seeing wisdom, will sense the unbending
will of the Soviet Union to consolidate friendship among
the peoples on a democratic basis of cooperation.

v

PROPOSAL ON THE REDUCTION OF
ARMAMENTS

. It remains for me to draw certain conclusions and
offer concrete proposals. The creation of the United Na-
tions organization was a great and historic accomplishment.
It is a task of even greater importance to secure the proper
direction of its work. And that requires that the peoples be
inspired with respect for the principles of this Organiza-
tion, It requires also that attacks and assaults against these
principles encounter the proper resistance. When that is
so, the present shortcomings in its work will be overcoine.
When that is so, the United Nations organization will suc-
cessfully carry out its fundamental tasks, safeguarding
peace and security for the peoples and developing interna-
tional cooperation on a just and democratic basis.

Our fight against the common enemy ended in brilliant
viclory. Those who yesterday claimed world supremacy
have heen downthrown, and the fate of these countries
should serve as a grave warning to all who may again be
carried away by unbridled aspirations for expansion and
world supremacy. The Allies have disarmed Germany and
Japan, and are able to keep them disarmed for a suf-
ficiently long period.

We know how deep are the wounds that have been
dealt our peoples, and how heavy the burden many of
them carry as a result of the second world war. The gov-
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ernments would not be fulfilling their prime duties if they
-did not undertake all possible measures to ease this bur-
den and to fake account of the legitimate wishes of the
peoples. Particularly important in this connection is the
fact that we now have every possibility for limiting arma-
ments and cutling down military expenditures; yet these,
in some cases, still continue to grow, without any suf-
ficient reason. _

The Charter of the United Nations organization empow-
ers the General Assembly to consider the general prin-
ciples of cooperation in the maintenance of international
peace and security, including the principles governing
disarmament and the regulation of armaments (Article 11
of the Charter). In defining the functions and powers of
the Security Council, the Charter makes it responsible for
formulating plans for the regulation of armaments, in
order to promote the establishment and maintenance of
inlernational peace and security with the least diversion
for armaments of the world’s human and economic
resources (Article 26 of the Charter). Further, Article 47 of
the Charter, which . provides for the establishment of the
Military Staff Committee and defines its functions and tasks,
points out that the Security Council is to have in mind the
regulation of armaments, and possible disarmament.

It must be recognized that the time is ripe for definite
decisions in the way of accomplishing these tasks. Now
that the chief aggressive countries have been disarmed, and
measures have been taken for the stringent limitation of
armaments in the remaining ex-enemy states, the time has
come to adopt measures for the general reduction of arma-
ments. The execution of such measures, moreover, will
increase confidence in the genuine desire of the United
Nations to achieve stable peace, Finally, the reduction of
armaments will strike a well-deserved blow at the expan-
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sionist aspirations of groupings which have not yet suffi-
ciently mastered the lessons taught by the ignominious rout
of the aggressors in the last war. On the other hand, it
must not be forgotten that the peoples will have every right
to doubt the sincerity of declarations of peaceful policy,
if one state or another, while making such declarations,
not only fails to reduce dts armaments, but, on the
contrary, increases them, both quantitatively and qualita-
tively.

In accordance with Article 11 of the Charler of the
United Nations organization, the Soviet delegation sub-
mits to the consideration of the General Assembly the fol-
lowing proposal:

“1. In the interests of consolidating international peace
and security and in conformity with the purposes and
principles of the United Nations Organization the Gener-
al Assembly considers a general reduction of armaments
necessary,

“2. The. implementation of the decision on the reduc-
tion of armaments should include as a primary objective the
banning of the manufacture and use of atomic energy for
military purposes.

“3. The General Assembly recomunends to the Security
Council to provide for the practical achievement of the
objectives set forth in the above-mentioned paragraphs 1
and 2,

“4, The General Assembly calls upon governments of
all states to render every possible assistance to the Security
Council in this responsible undertaking the accomplishment
of which conforms to the establishment of stable peace and
infernational security and also serves the inlerests of the -
peoples by lightening their heavy economic burden caused
by excessive expenditures for armaments which do not cor-
respond to peaceful postwar conditions.”
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The adoption of a decision providing for a general
reduction of armaments and prohibiting the use of atomic
energy for military purposes will indeed accord with the
peaceful aspirations of our peoples, and will promote the
development of international cooperation.

In conclusion, allow me to express my confidence that
the present proposal of the Soviet delegation will receive
the support of all the United Nations. (Applause.)



STATEMENT AT A BANQUET HELD IN NEW
YORK IN HONOUR OF THE UNITED NATIONS

Nove_zmber 11, 1946

Mr, Chairman, allow me, first of all, to thank you and
the Foreign Press Association for your invitation to this
banquet in honour of the United Nations organization. The
Soviet delegation accepted this invitation with pleasure. It
regards the present assemblage as one of many manifesta-
tions of respect for the international organization which
pursues the lofiy aims of the United Nations. )

The war has ended in our victory. The hopes of the
peoples are centred on freely enjoying the blessings of uni-
versa] peace. The “ordinary people,” who constitute the
vast majority of the population in every country, have
only one desire: that their enjoyment of the blessings of
universal peace may be as prolonged, as lasting as possibie.
That is their legitimate right, especially after the sublime
heroism and the sacrifices rendered during the war. We
must not forget or underestimate the rights of those who
by their daily labour create all the values, bring into being
all the achievements of civilization, that all of us enjoy,
We will hardly be mistaken in saying: they will appraise
their leaders, their statesmen and public men, by the degree
to which these leaders prove themselves capable of securing
to the peoples a life of peace, the advancement of material
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well-being, and the enjoyment of the blessings of culture
and freedom. '

Such, too, are the peoples’ demands upon the new
international organization, which now unites fifty-four
slates. -

We, the members of this international organization,
must remember our responsibility to the peoples. We should
not fear to-be reminded of our duties by a free press which
would subject shortcomings to unhampered criticism.

Of course, the press is not homogeneous. I am far
from the thought of treating the press indiscriminately.
Indeed, I am sure that the section of the press which
maintains a belligerent tone even in time of peace, taking
such high notes, in its zeal, as to risk falling flat, cannot
enjoy any really lasting sympathy among really broad
sections of the population. At the same time, there can
be no doubt that the press has practically inexhaustible
strength and possibilities when it is inspired by genuine
concern for peace among the peoples, for the peoples’ well-
being, national independence, and freedom.

I shall not conceal the fact that, in speaking of the press
just now, I have in mind certain definite purposes. There
is a problem to which I should like to call the attention
of the press. Its urgency can hardly be disputed. More,
there is every ground for thinking that this important
problem of international cooperation may now be set on
the right road to solution by the joint efforts of the United
Nations.

You know that the Soviet delegation has submitled
a proposal concerning the general reduction of armaments.
You know also that the delegation of the United States
of America hag supporled this proposal at the General
Assembly, at the same time submitting additional consid-
erations on the subject, We have still to discuss these
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questions in the United Nations organization, and it would
not be in place to anticipate that discussion here. How-
ever, the American delegation has already taken steps to
meet the proposal of the Soviet Union, and I declare that
the Soviet delegation, in its turn, is also prepared to take
steps to mect the United States'delegation. We may already
affirm that agreement is possible between the proposals of
the Soviet and the American delegations. 1t is up to us all
to exert ourselves earnestly for the solution of this impor-
tant problem.

Not a single delegation at the General Assembly has
objected to discussing the general reduction of armaments.
On the contrary, as you know, several delegations have
expressed their complete approval of this proposal, and
others, their readiness to discuss the problem. I hope that
we shall now be able to get down to this question seriously,
and begin the solution of the problem of general reduction
of armaments here in New York, at the preseni session of
the General Assembly.

~ With such premises, the press can coniribute greatly
to this work. The press will not err in taking this impor-
lant and urgent problem close to heart. The. general re-
duction of armaments, including the prohibition of the
production and. use of atomic energy for military pur-
poses, is undeniably to the interests of all peace loving peo-
ples. Inasmuch as the reduction of armaments and the prohi-
bition of atomic bombs will be universal, no country will
be able to evade the demand for such measures, and no
country will be in a privileged position.

Now that our common enemies have been routed, and
disarmed for long years to ccme, we are in a position to
sel about the reduction of armaments in our own coun-
tries. That will put an end to the armament race which
has begun, We must carry out the general reduction of
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armaments in accordance with a single, uniform plan, and
under the direct guidance of the United Nations.

The reduction of armaments should considerably re-
duce the personnel of armies, navies, and air forces. These
measures will lead to a big reduction in military budgets,
and an alleviation of the tax burden on the population.
That, in its turn, should improve material conditions for
the working people. General reduction of armaments will
promote the consolidation of international peace and se-
curity, so ardently desired l)y the peoples of all countries,
lig and small.

By according the necessary support o the solution of
lhis problem, the press will be carrying out one of the
great purposes for which it exists, The achievements of
the press in this noble cause will be of historic impor-
tance. They will accord with the peoples’ most profound,
most heartfelt hopes and aspirations for durable peace and
progress.



m" Gomm— _ [

THE PRESENCE OF ARMED FORCES OF
"UNITED NATIONS ON THE TERRITORIES
OF NON-ENEMY STATES

Speech at the Meeting of the First
Committee of the General Assembly

November 20; 1946

Mr. Chairman, Gentlemen. The question of the pres-
ence of armed forces of United Nations on the territories
of non-enemy states is one of great political importance.
It has already been the subject of no little discussion in
the United Nations organization. Still more has been said
about it in the press. -

While the war was in progress, Allied troops were of
niecessity compelled to enter the territory of other friendly
states. This was particularly tru¢ of the troops of such
countries as the United States of America, Great Britain,
and the Soviet Union, As we know, the Allied troops ac-
complished a great liberating mission in regard to those
peoples which in the course of the war had come under
the heel of Hitlerism and its allies, Who has forgotten the
enthusiasm with which the American and British troops
were greeted in, say, France and Belgium at that time, or
the Soviet troops in, say, Poland, Yugoslavia, and Czechoslo-
vakia? In some cases, Allied troops were compelled

272



to enfer the territories of United Nationg even beforé
enemy invasion, in order to forestall it. There can be no
denying the services of the great democratic Powers and
the other Allied countries in this struggle, and, in particu-
lar, in the restoration of freedom and independence to those
‘friendly countries whose own forces were insufficient fo
crush the invading fascist troops.

But the war ended long ago. The aims pursued by the
armed forces of the United Nations have been completely
realized, It might have been expected that, in view of this,
the Allied troops would be called home. In any case, the
grounds that justified their entry into the territory of
other countries have ceased to exist. Yet in a number of
cases the troops of Allied states remain to this day in
other counlries, serving as an instrument of foreign inter-
ference in the domestic affairs of these countries and
exerling pressure on relations among stales. Moreover,
certain Powers have established an extensive network of
air and naval ‘bases fap beyond their borders.

I need hardly say that the presence of Allied troops on
foreign territories many months after the close of the war
is bound to arouse a very natural uneasiness among the
friendly peoples of the countries where foreign troops still
remain. Nor can we disregard the fact that world public
opinion, which desires the establishment of stable peace
and universal security, is displaying perceptible anxiety
over 1he situation that has arisen. This, of course, does not
apply to the territories of former enemy states, inasmuch
as there are weighty reasons for the presence of Allied
troops on such territories. We all know that there are Al-
lied armed forces on the territories of the former enemy
states, in some cases in quite considerable numbers. Nev-
ertheless, it does not occur to anyone to question the
presence of the armed forces of the Allied Powers in
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Germany, for example, or in Japan. The presence of
Allied troops on these territories, which were strongly
infected with fascism and militarism, is essential to the
accomplishment of the important tasks the Allies have set
themselves, the tasks of demilitarization and democratiza-
tion im these countries, in the interests of universal peace
and security. It is also natural that Allied troops remain
on the territories of the other former enemy states, inas-
much as armistice conditions are still in force; but only
until the pea(;e treaties are concluded.

‘All this cannot apply to states that belong to the Allied
camp. In relation to these states, the presence of foreign
troops cannot now be justified, except for such special
cases as the necessity of maintaining lines of communi-
cation with former enemy states, and that only for the
term of occupation of the enemy states.

Such are the views of the Soviet Government. Accord-
ingly, the Soviet Government has already taken the prac-
tical steps which these views infer., )

In the course of the war, Soviet troops entered the
lerritory of, say, Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, and Nor-
way. But immediately after the conclusion of the war
measures were taken for the withdrawal of the Soviet
troops from these territories. As early as last autumn these
treops were recalled, and communiqués to that effect were
published, ‘ .

Again, towards the end of the war against Germany,
Soviet troops were obliged to land on the island of Born-
holm, which belongs to Denmark. In April of this year
the evacuation of Soviet troops from this island, too, was
completed,

Last autumn, as we all remember, the Soviet troops
fought against Japan, and routed the Japanese troops in
Manchuria. You know from published communiqués that
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the withdrawal of Soviet troops from China was begun at
the end of last year, and was.completed by May 3.

After Germany’s attack on the U.S.S.R., Soviet troops,
on the one hand, and British troops, on the other, were
coinpelled to enter the territory of Iram, in order to safe-
guard Allied communications of wartime importance. Quite
a to-do was raised, early this year, in connection withthe
Soviet troops that still remained on Iranian territory. As
you know, the evacuation of Soviet troops from Iran, too,
was entirely completed by the beginning of May.

A certain number of Soviet troops are maintained on
Polish territory at present, guarding our lines of com-
munication with Germany. This situation has not caused -
any misunderstanding in the relations between the Soviet
Union and Poland, and has' naturally been completely
understood by our other Allies.

Finally, there are Soviet troops in Northern Korea.
Their presence there is provided for by precise agreement
between the US.S.R. and the Allied Powers. Consequently,
this case also affords no ground for misunderstandings.

A different situation has arisen with regard to Amer-
ican and British troops on the territories of certain of the
United Nations. We know that there are armed forces
belonging to the United States of America and to Great
Britain on the territory of a number of statés of the United
Nations, They came during the war, but in some cases
remain even today, long after the conclusion of the war,
We may point not only to European countries, but to the
countries of South America, not only to Africa, but to
Asia, Suffice it to say that armed forces, including air and
naval bases, belonging to the United States of America and
to Great Britain are disposed even foday in every part of
ihe globe, including various territonies . of the Pacilic,
Allantic, and Indian oceans. Moreover, there has been no
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little talk of late about the interest whlch the leaders of the
armed forces of certain states are evmcm" in such distant
eolons as the Arctic,

Only the representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica and Great Britain themselves, of course, can give us
a complete picture, by which we could judge of the state
of affairs.

There is no need for me to dwell in detail just now
on the- political aspect of the question under discussion.
I think I may hope that this question, in the main, is
already sufficiently clear to the representatives of the states
here present.

After all that has been said, let me remind you that
as early as last August the Soviet Government submitted
a proposal to the effect that the States Members of the
United Nations organization submit to the Security Coun-
cil definite- information regarding their armed forces sta-
tioned on the territories of other United Nations. It pro-
posed that the governments submit the following infor-
mation:

Firstly, information as to where on the territories of
United Nations and other friendly states, and in whal
number, there are armed forces of other United Nations.

Secondly, information as to where on the aforesaid
territories there are air and naval bases, and what is the
size of their garrisons belonging to the armed forces of
other States Members of the United Nations organization.

Aside from political considerations, such information
is essentia]l to the Security Council and to the Military
Staff Committee, which is now studying the question of
the armed forces which the United Nations are to make
available to the Security Council in order to safeguard
universal peace; in accordance with Article 43 of the
Charter. The Soviet Government, for its part, has expressed
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its readiness fo submit such information to the Security
Council.

You know also that Mr. Austin, at the General Assem-
bly, has expressed the point of view of the United States
of America on this question. Mr. Austin did not object
to the proposal of the Soviet Union, but he extended the
question. He proposed that information be submitted
regarding all mobilized armed forces, whether stationed
abroad or at home. In this way, he indicated the necessily
of submitting information regarding Allied troops on the
territories of former enemy states as well.

The Soviet Government is prepared to meet these pro-
posals. It hopes to reach agreement on this question both
with the Government of the United States and with the
other governments.

First of all, the Soviet Government expresses its agree-
ment that all states submit complete information re-
garding their armed forces abroad, as proposed by the
American Government. Thus, both the Soviet and the
American Government agree to the submission of infor
mation not only regarding armed forces stationed on the
territories of friendly states, but also regarding armed
forces stationed on the territories of former enemy states.
By includicg this last addition, we could obtain a joinl
Soviet-American proposal covering the whole problem of
armed forces abroad. ;

On receiving such information, the Security Council
would have a complete picture of the armed forces of
he difTerent states which are stationed outside their bor-
ders. This will be of great importance to the Security
Council and to the Military Staff Committee, which is now
studying the question of the armed forces required by the
United Nations organization to safeguard international
peace and securily.
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As to the armed forces of (United Nations stationed
within each country, that question, oo, must be settled.
True, it has no direct bearing on the proposal now under
discussion. But we have all recognized the necessity of
discussing the question of a general reduction of arma-
ments. In other words, having taken such a decision, we
shall have to busy ourselves with the question of armed
forces as a whole.

An examination of the problem of general reduction
of armaments, of course, implies the necessity of full in-
formation, not only regarding armed forces stationed
abroad, but also regarding armed forces stationed at home.
General disarmament must embrace all countries, and musi
apply to all types of armed forces, wherever they may be
located. Thus, when we take up the problem of the general re-
duction of armaments, wemay reach agreed decision on this
question too—i.e., the question of troops stationed at home.

But we must not underestimate the impprtance of the
question set before us today. The question of armed forces
of United Nations which remain abroad long months
after the conclusion of the war should not be submerged
in other, more general problems, which are to be exam-
ined separately. '

In conformity with these remarks, the Soviet draft has
been revised to include the afore-mentioned addition from
the proposals made by Mr. Austin. I now present to you
for your consideration and for subsequent submission to
the General Assembly this revised draft, which reads as
follows:

“The General Assembly recommends to the Security
Council to take a decision to the effect that States Members
of the United Nations should submit the following infor-
mation to the Secretary-General and to the Security Coun-
cil within a month:
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“1. At what points-in the territory of Members of the
United Nations or other States, with the exception of
former enemy territories, and in what pumber are armed
forces of other Members of the United Nations?

“2. At what points in the former enemy States, and
in what number are armed forces of the Allied Powers
and other Members of the United Nations?

“3. At what points in the above-mentioned territories
are air and naval bases, and what is the size of their gar-
risons belonging to the armed forces of States Members of
the United Nations?

' “4,-The information to be provided under paragraphs
1, 2, and 3 should refer to the situation as it existed on
1 November, 1946.” '

All of us will have to submit this information to the
Security Council. We have no-grounds for refusing to do so,
or for concealing from the United Nations organization the
actual facts concerning our armed forces abroad. No
couniry should evade this duty; for its fulfilment is essential
in order that the Security Council may be able to carry out
the tasks assigned to it by the Charter.

The Soviet Union is prepared to do what is called for
by the present draft. We hope that the other governments
will also agree to this. ' '

There can be no doubt that an affirmative decision in
this question will be to the interests of peace and interna-
lional security.



THE QUESTION OF ARMED FORCES OF UNITED
NATIONS ON FOREIGN TERRITORIES

Speech at the Meeting of the First
Committee of the General Assembly

November 21, 1946

Mr. Chairman, There is no need for me to touch upon
the substance of the question just now, as the majority
of the delegates who have spoken here expressed no obh-
jection in principle to the proposal of the Soviet dele-
gation. In the event that objections should be raised against
this proposal, however, I naturally reserve the right to
speak on the substance of the question as well.

A question has been put here by the DBritish delegate,
Sir Alexander Cadogan. He requested that I explain the
purpose pursued in setting before the General Assembly
the queslion now under discussion. I am prepared to explain
once more. But I should like to call your attention to the
fact that I have already twice explained the purposes of the
Soviet proposal. I spoke on this question at the General
Assembly. Yesterday, I' made a statement in the present Com-
mittee. In both cases I tried to explain the reasons which had
prompted the Soviet delegation to bring up this question.

Perhaps Sir Alexander Cadogan’s question yesterday may
be explained by the fact that I spoke in Russian. The process
of translation evidently inconvenienced matters, But the
text -of my speech was distributed to the delegates in
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" English and in French on the same day. Therefore, I do
not think there is any necessity of dwelling in detail on
what was said in yesterday’s statement. '

To be brief, the purposes of the Soviet proposal are
the following. I am repeating in order to remove all mis-
understanding, any thought that there is something unclear
about the question. We all know very well that our Char-
ter, contains a chapter, the seventh, entitled: “Action with
Respect to Threats to the Peace, Breaches of the Peace,
and Acts of Aggression,” In this chapter there is an
article, Article 43, which reads:

“1. All Members of the United Na»hons, in order to
coniribute fo the maintenance of international peace aud
security, undertake to make available to the Security Coun-
cil, on ils call and in accordance with a special agreement
or agreements, armed forces, assistance, and facilities, in-
cluding rights of passage, necessary for the purpose of
mainfaining international peace and security.

“2. Such agreement or agreements shall govern the
numbers and types of forces, their degree of readiness and
general location, and the nature of the facilities and as-
sislance to be provided.

“3. The agreement or agreements shall be negotiated as
soon as possible on the initiative of the Security Coun-
cil. They shall be concluded between the Security Council
and Members or between the Security Council and groups
of Members and shall be subject to ratification by the
signatory, slates in accordance ~with their respective con-
stifutional processes.”

The Military Staff Committee of the Security Council is
at present studying the question of how to ensure the ful-
{ilment of Article 43 of the Charter. It seems to me that if
information is received from all states concerning the armed
forces they maintain outside their borders, this should
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fucilitate the preparation of the agreements mentioned in
Article 43. Without such information, the Military Stafl
Committee would find it difficult to accomplish its task; and it
might even be impossible to draw up a plan for the organ-
ization of the armed forces to he made available to the
United Nations organization which would fit in with the
actual state of affairs and constitule a real guarantee for
the accomplishment of the tasks set by the Charter of our
Organization.
It is not, of course, merely a question of submitting
one or another type of information, nor even merely of the
tasl: that has to be done by the Military Staff Commitlee.

It seems to me perfectly obvious that the submission of
this information to the Security Council will also be of
great political importance, In any case, we will then have
a cemplete idea as to which countries have armed forces
outside their borders, where, and in what number. And
when we have all, without exception, submitted this in-
formation to the Security Council and the Secretary-General
of our Organization, when the situation is entirely clear
to all us, many other things will also be much clearer
to us than at present. In any case, such information will
enable us to judge whether or mot this question, the ques-
tion of the presence of armed forces of United Nations on
foreign territories, is one of major political significance. A
precise idea of the actual state of affairs in this respect is
very important to all of us, and, it seems to me, will work
in the interests of universal. peace, of securing the freedom
and independence of all countries, and particularly of the
small nations, and will assist in the accomplishment of
those peaceful aims which are the chief task of the United
.Nalions organization.

That is what I wished to say in axddmon to my earlier
statements on this question.



THE QUESTION OF ALLIED TROOPS ABROAD

Speech at the Meeting of the First
Committee of the General Assembly

November 22, 1946

Mr. Chairman and Delegates. We are discussing an
important question. That has been recognized by most of
the representatives who have spoken here.

It is clearly our duty to discuss questions that concern
any counlry, in so far as they affect vital interests of se-
curity or national independence. All the more, then, are
we obliged to discuss questions which, like the present
one, affect the problem of universal peace and the
development of friendly relations among all states. The
present case involves both the interests of the great states
and those of the small countries.

The Soviet Government’s proposal that the Uniled
Nations submit information regarding their troops, in so
far as these troops are stationed outside the borders of -
their home countries, and particularly in so far as they
are stationed on the territory of one or another of the
United Nations, will affect the great Powers first and
foremost. The great Powers should regard the submission
of this information as the fulfilment of their duty towards
the cther states, and particularly the small countries. Nor
are the small countries unaffected. If we accept the propns-
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al of the Soviet Government, they will also be obliged to
submit information on this question. 4

When the countries, big and small, submit this infor-
mation, we will obtain a complete picture of the state of
aflairs as regards the troops of United Nations on foreign
territories, At the same time, this will ensure the accuracy
of the ipformation, and its reciprocal verification. This
information should be presented to the Secretary-General
of the United Nations organization and to the Security
Council. _

I have already spoken of the tremendous services and
sacrifices rendered by the great Powers in the liberation
of the territories of certain friendly states which had been
invaded by the fascist aggressors. These services are great
and indisputable. They will go down through the ages, to
the glory of the liberators.

While the war was raging, and the enemy threatened
the very existence of certain states, the Allied troops exerted
their efforls to end enemy invasion and restore freedom
and democratic rights to the peoples. But now the times
have changed. The war is over, yet in some cases Allied
froops still remain on the territories of other United Na-
tions. It is perfectly obvious that the previous reasons and
grounds for this no longer exist, in view of the transition
from war to peace. If today, after the conclusion of the
war, when more than a year has passed since the defeat
of the enemy, the troops of some United Nations still re-
main on the territories of friendly states, this can no longer
be explained as previously. There are evidently other rea-

sons behind it. Of these, however, we have no - precise
~ knowledge. But why should we not have this knowledge?
Why should the United Nations organization not be
informed on such a question, which affects most important
aspects of the relations among states?
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I
PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICE

In the first chapter of the Charter, which sets forth
the purposes and principles of the United Nations organiza-
tion, we read: “All Members shall refrain in their interna-
fional relations from the threat or use of force against the
territorial integrity or political independence of any state,
or in any other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of
the United Nations.”

We all adhere to these principles, and it must be our
concern to see that they do not remain on paper, but are
carried out in practice. Tollowing these principles, we
must not permit any action in relation to other countries
which will affect the “political independence of any state.”
Only in that way can we fulfil the obligations which
we assumed on entering the United Nations organiza-
lion, "

It is only natural that talk and rumours should arise
over such a question as the presence of one country’s
troops on another country’s territory at the present time,
when the war is over and there is no military necessity
for it. Such a situation cannot but arpuse dissatisfaction
among the peoples. World public opinion regards it with
anxiety, Nor can it be denied that such a state of aflairs
affects the prestige of the international Organization to
which we belong,

In some cases even too much significance has been at-
tached to the presence of Allied troops on the territory of
other United Nations.

~ For example, when part of the Soviet troops were de-
layed on Iranian territory for a few weeks, this became
an object of discussion at many meetings of the Security
Council. A tremendous hubbub was raised about it. How
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many speeches were made at that time concerning the un-
desirability, the impermissibility of delay in ‘withdrawing
the troops of one United Nation from the territory of
another United Nation! :

In this case, oo, there was no procrastination on the
part of the Soviet Union. The evacuation of the Soviet
units from Iranian ferritory was completed promptly in
the time specified by the Soviet Government. Yet half a
year has passed sincé that time, and still - the Security
Council has not ‘even gotten around to removing from its
agenda the question of Soviet troops being delayed on
Iranian territory. At the same time, can we be entirely
sure that other states have also withdrawn all their sol-
diers from Iranian territory? In any case, we do not have
sufficiently definite information on that score. It remains
only to add that things cannot be done in this manner,
applying one criterion in one case, and another criterion
in other cases. The same criterion should be applied in all .
cases, and fo all states. Only if it follows such procedure
can an international organization really consolidate its
prestige.

It must be recognized that in speaking of the presence
of troops of one United Nation on the territory of another
- United Nation, we are touching on an important question,
one that cannot be shrugged away. There must be full
clarity on such questions among the United Nations.

We all know that there are British . troops on Greek
territory, The British troops came to Greece at a time
when this was necessary in the fight against fascist Ger-
many. But that fight has long since ended. Nevertheless,
the British troops have not left. That is now attracting
universal attention, Why is it necessary for troops of the
mighty British Empire to remain on the territory of little
Greece so many months after the conclusion of the war?
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Nobody can deny that the presence of these foreign troops
exerts heavy pressure on the domestic situation in Greece.
As a result, Greece has become perhaps the most unquiet
country in Europe, Surely, we have no right to disregard
“this fact.

Here is another example. United States troops still
remain on Chinese territory. We are told that they are on
this territory by -agreement between the American and
Chinese Governments, to cooperate in the accomplishment
of certain definite obligations with respect to the disarming
and evacuation of Japanese soldiers and civilians. Such an
explanation, however, can hardly be found convincing. The
question arises: cannot the Chinese Government manage
without foreign troops, now that the enemy is defeated,
and the war long since concluded?

We are told that there is only a small number of Amer-
ican troops in China, But that only goes to show that
American troops are not really needed there. At the same
lime, the fact that American troops remain obviously com-
plicates China’s internal development, intensifying the divi-
sion within the country and creating a peculiar situation
for the Chinese Republic in international affairs. So long
as American troops are kept in China, this question cannot
but remain on the order of the day, acquiring ever increas-
ing international significance,

Another important circumstance is the fact that cer-
tain Powers have their mlhtary bases—air and naval—in
almost every part of the globe. The establishment of such
bases had its purpose during the war, But how can the
United Nations ignore a situation in which the number
of air and naval bases maintained by certain states remains
very considerable even after the war? The network of such
bases maintained by the United States of America and by
Great Britain embraces all the continents and all the
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oceans. And that despite the fact that the war is long since
over!

The Panama representative has spoken here. He spoke
of the military bases maintained by the United States of
America in Panama. He said that a part of the American
bases in Panama had been returned to Panama, and that
as regarded the remaining bases, his Government hoped to
reach agreement with the Government of the United
States. 1t is evident from what he said that there are still
American bases in Panama.

The Brazilian representative has also spoken here. He
reminded us of the existence of military bases on Brazil-
ian territory. We learned from his statement that the spe-
cialists who serviced these bases still remain in Brazil. It
appears that American specialists on military bases are still
needed in Brazil, That is a fact which attracts attention,
inasmuch as we are living in peacetime conditions.

Only recently, we all read the newspaper reports about
the dispute between the United States of America and Ice-
land, on this same question of military bases. The United
States has a population of approximately 140,000,000;
Iceland, approximately 130,000, in other words, about one
to a thousand. And in the course of several months we
read in the newspapers about the litigation between the
United States of America and Iceland over the retention
of American bases on Iceland’s territory. That mighty
state, America, wrangled with Iceland, the smallest of all
the states now Members of the United Nations, because it
wanted to retain its bases on Iceland’s territory even today,
when universal peace has been restored. And this dispute,
as you know, acquired international significance.

I have cited only a few examples to illustrate the im-
portance of the question that has been raised by the So-
viet Government. I could multiply the number of these
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cxamples many times over. The presence of the troops of
one United Nation on the territory of another - United
Nation, at a time when the war is- over and peace “has
been restored, is attracting universal attention. This situa-
lion gives rise to many exaggerated rumours, to all sorls
of perplexed questions and dissatisfaction among the peo-
ples. It cannot, however, be denied that the presence of
foreign troops on a country’s ferritory is an impermissible
means of pressure on the domestic alfairs of the state, In
some cases, too, the presence of foreign troops is designed
not only to exert foreign pressure on a country’s domestic
affairs, but also to create a menace from without for the
country’s neighbours.. We must put an end to such a
situation.

11

THE SOVIET PROPOSAL AND THE
AMERICAN ADDITIONS

In order to remove any grounds for rumour in this
connection, it is essential that all the '"United Nations sub-
mit complete information regarding their troops stationed
on the territories of other United Nations. That will clear
the atmosphere. It will bring into the relations among big
and small states the clarity essential to the establishment
of proper mutual confidence, There are no grounds for
refusing’ to inform the United Nations organization on all
these facts. On the contrary, if the 'United Nations organ-
ization receives such information, that will help to estab-
lish more wholesome international relations and to strength-
en mutual confidence among the peoples.

The Soviet delegation proposed at the General Assem-
bly that all the United Nations submit to the Secretary-
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General and to the Security Council information as to what
trocps they have on the territories of other United Nations.
In reply to this, as you know, came a statement on the
part of the Government of the United States. Mr. Austin,
speaking at the General Assembly, declared that the United
States of America would not object to discussing this ques-
tion at the General Assembly.

At the same time, he proposed that the question be
extended, and presented two new proposals.

Mr. Austin proposed, firstly, that information regarding
the troops of United Nations be submitted not only in
relation to the territories of other United Nations, but also
in relation to former enemy states. He proposed, secondly,
that information be submitted regarding the troops of Unit-
ed Nations which are stationed at home. The Soviet dele-
gation replied affirmatively on both these questions, although
its reply did not entirely coincide with the proposals of
the United States Government. ‘

Take the question of Allied troops on the territories of
former enemy states. That question is clear enough with-
out any new information, .-The presence of Allied troops
on the former enemy territories is provided for in the
armistice terms. Hence, the Soviet Government saw no
reason for raising this question on a par with the question
of the presence of Allied troops on the territories of other
United Nations. Inasmuch as the terms of armistice with
each of the defeated states were signed not by one, but
by several Allied states, and, furthermore, were made pub-
lic for general information, everybody knows on what
grounds Allied troops are maintained on the territories of
the former enemy states.

More, the Allies are now engaged in drawing up peace
treaties. And these peace treaties, in their turn, con'ain
the clear provision that after their comnclusion the Allied
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iroops are 40 be withdrawn from the territories of the
former enemy states, within a definite and precisely des-
ignated period,

Only in relation to Germany and Japan has the draft-
ing of peace treaties not yet been commenced, As you’
know, there is sufficient reason for that. But even here,
things are not at a standstill. As to the peace trealies for
Italy, Bulgaria, Rumania, Hungary, and Finland, each of
these treaties provides that the Allied troops are to be with--
drawn from these countries within 90 days after the treaty
comes into force, Thus, the question of Allied troops on
former encmy territories is perfectly clear. Still, the Soviet
Government raised no objection to Mr. Austin’s proposal,
considering that the submission of precise data on this
question may be of interest to the United Nalions.

At this point, ] must remark upon a certain misunder-
standing which has arisen in connection with Mr. Connally’s
statement about Austria., He declared, for some reason, that
the American troops in Austria were there with the consant
of the Austrian Government. Actually, the Allies did not
ask the consent of the Austrian Government, In fact, there
was no Austrian government at the time when the four
states—the 'United States, Great Britain, France, and the
Soviet Union—concluded their agreement to bring troops
into Austrian terrilory. When this agreement was conclud-
ed, definite zones were assigned for the troops of each of
the Allied states, and provision was made for inter-Allied

" conlrol over all Austrian territory, on which point there is
a special detailed agreement. Such are the facts of the
sifualion, :

Senator Connally made another statement concerning

" the slate of affairs in former enemy territories.
He said: if we are to consider that the presence of
Allied troops in friendly states leads to interference in the
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dornestic affairs of those states, then armies present in
ex-enemy states are also capable of influencing the internal
alfairs and policies of those states. Mr. Connally is perfectly
right in that. But the Allied troops on the territories of the
“former enemy states are there precisely for the purpose of
conirolling the domestic situation in these countries for
a definite period of time. We all know, for example, that
the Allies have adopted a special decision concerning the
democratization and demilitarization of Germany, and have
agreed on the necessity of a lengthy occupation of Germany
by Allied troops in order to carry out these decisions, In
relation to Japan, too, as one of the chief aggressive Powers,
grave measures are naturally required to control the domes-
tic development of this state over a definite period of time,
in order to ensure the accomplishment of demilitarization
and democratization in this state as well. '

Mr. Connally knows, of course, that the Allies agreed
to keep their troops on the territory of Germany and Ja-
pan, and likewise in the other former enemy states, in
order to safeguard important interests of the Allies and of
all the United Nations, But surely it is not right to apply
to states of the United Nations the criterions we consider
necessary in regard to former enemy states!

Finally, I must dwell on one more remark of Mr. Con-
nally’s. The Soviet delegation proposed that the United
Nations submit information regarding their troops on the
territories of other United Nations, but did not propose
that information be required regarding Allied troops on the
lerrilories of former enemy states, However, when the
American Government proposed that information be required
regarding Allied troops on the territories of former
enemy states as well, the Soviet delegation agreed to this.
Such information may be useful, if only for the sake of
greater precision. Inasmuch as other governments consider
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this desirable, the Soviet Government raised no objections
to this proposal.

But even after the Soviet delegation had agreed to this
proposal and had introduced a corresponding paragraph
into the text of its draft, which has been distributed to all
the delegates here present, Mr. Connally, for some reason,
continued to insist upon this proposal and to reproach
someone with unwillingness to submit this information. We
do not know why this should have been done, when all
grounds for such statements had been eliminated. But
perhaps Mr. Connally did not read the Soviet delegation’s
proposal until after he had spoken, and perhaps he was
not listening when I stated my agreement to the submis-
sion of such information. ‘

I
- THE PURPOSES OF THE SOVIET _PRQPOSAL

Now I should like to return once more to a question
that  has been touched upon here by quite 'a’ number of
delegates. They inquire of the Soviet delegation, what pur-
pose it pursues in making this proposal, Inasmuch as this
inquiry has been repeated, I shall dwell upon it once more.
I shall have {0 remind you again that, under the Charter,
the Security Council and its Military Staff Committee are
obliged to draft a proposal concerning the armed forces
that are to be made available to the Security Council for
the maintenance of international peace. That is provided
by Article 43 of the Charter. Never before has an interna-
lional organization occupied itself with such questions.
Today, this task has been put on the agenda. The Military
StaiT Committee has already begun to examine the question,
although, of course, we must not underestimale the diffi-’
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culties involved in problems of this nature. And we must
all help the Military Staff Committee to work out a plan .
for the organization of the armed forces that are to be
made available to the Security Council to safeguard univer-
sal peace. But is it not clear that for this purpose the
Military Staff Committee must have information concerning
such things as, for example, the armed forces of United
Nations which are stationed outside the borders of their
countries, and, consequently, designed entirely for wuse
abroad? If the Security Council and its Military Staff Com-
mittee are ignorant of the facts in regard to such troops,
how can they draw up the necessary plan for the armed
forces of the United Nations organization? Only complete
information on these armed forces will make it possible
to draw up a proper plan for the organization of the
armed forces subordinated to the Security Council, which
are to be used for the maintenance of international peace
and security.

Mr. Bevin said yesterday that the question under dis-
cussion did not come within the scope of Article 43. Bul
he did not take the trouble to offer proof of his state-
ment, ‘

The Soviet delegation does not share that opinion. Its
representatives participating in the work of the Military
Staff Committee consider the information in question ex-
tremely important for working out the plan for the organ-
ization of the armed forces of the United Nations. So far
as [ have been able to understand the discussion here, a
considerable section of the delegates who have spoken are
also in agreement with this,

As to the discussion that has been going on here, I .
should like to dwell on that particularly.

We have seen that different representatives took dif-
ferent attitudes towards the Soviet proposal. That should
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not surprise us, if only in view of the novelty of the prob-
lem.

In my statement at the beginning of the discussion on
this question, I presented, for the Soviet Government, a
detailed account of the armed forces of the Soviet Union
on the territories of other United Nations, and also on
the terrifories of former enemy states, as provided in the
respective armistice terms. Thus, the Soviet Government
has laid its cards on the table, as Mr. Connally here
proposed, and has shown how things stand in regard to
Soviet troops abroad. We have also heard the French rep-
resentative, who likewise dwelt on this question. He ex-
plained how things stand as to French armed forces on the
territories of other states, 'We have heard a statement by
the Chinese representative. He reminded us that during
the war there were Chinese troops on the territories of
Burma and Indo-China, and stated that after the conclu-
sion of the war all Chinese troops had left forewn territo-
ries and returned home,

Thus, of the five great Powers, the Soviet Union,
France, and China have here presented an official account
of the stale of affairs in regard to their armed forces out-
side their borders, 'Unfortunately, we have heard nothing
of this sort either from the representative of the United
Stales of America or from the British representative. They
have not given us this information, evidently considering
that there is no need fo speak of such matters before the
. represenlatives of the 'United Nations organization.

We cannot, of course, demand that information regard-
ing the troops of every state on the territories of other
United Nations be presented right here, at this Committee.
At the same time, we have no grounds for asserting that
the United States of America and Great Britain will refuse
to submit information regarding their armed forces on
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the territories of foreign' states, should the necessity for
submitting such information be recognized by the United
Nations organization,

v

REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS 1S
" A SEPARATE QUESTION

I shall go on to a question on which various points of
view have been expressed here, and on which we have not
yet reached unanimity. : R
. As you know, the Government of the United States has
proposed that, besides information regarding the armed
forces of United Nations on former enemy territories, in-
formation be submitted regarding troops stationed at
home. You know also that thé Soviet Government does not
object to this proposal. We consider, however, that this
question should be examined at the time when we turn to
the problem of the general reduction of armaments.

It remains for me to remind you that not only the
queslion of the presence of armed forces of United Na-
tions on foreign territories, but also the question of the
general reduction of armaments, was taken up at the Gen-
eral Assembly on the initiative of the Soviet Union. Again,
when we begin' to examine the problem of the general
reduction of armaments, we will naturally be faced with
the general question. of armed forces as a whole, including
the question of the armed forces each state maintains at
home, That is the view of the Soviet Government. v

Yesterday, we heard one more proposal, The British
delegate proposed that we combine the discussion of the
question of United Nations troops on foreign territories
and the question of the general reduction of armaments,
which includes also the question of troops stationed at
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home. It is easily demonstrated, however, that such a com-
bination would not be to the purpose, It is clear to all of
us that each of the two questions involved is very
important.

We have no doubt that the delegate who proposed
combining the discussion of these two questions also real-
izes the imporfance of each of the questions, and has no
desire to impair the consideration of either one of them.
At the same time, we already see clearly that the question
of Allied {roops on forcign territories is not a simple one,
and calls for serious discussion; ,ahd the problem of the
general reduction of armaments is still more complicated.
We cannot combine the discussion of these  questions
without impairing our consideration of both the one and
the other, By combining the discussion, we will fail to
devote sufficient attention to either question. Therefore,
sut,h combination is inexpedient.

" Nor is it hard to see that the questions are dlﬂ‘erent
in ftheir very nature.

When we say, give us information about your troops
on foreign territories,” we are speaking of a question of
the present day, of receiving factual material for the cur-
rent moment. But when we discuss a question that has to
do with the general reduction of armaments, we are bring-
ing up a problem of great scope, applying to a lengthy pe-
riod of time. While the first question is chiefly one of fact,
the second is primarily a question of principles, involving
the intricate elaboration of  problems such as the partici-
pants in international meetings and conferences have nev-
er heretofore been able to solve,

Nobody will deny that it will require quite some time
to work out the problem of the general reduction of arma-
ments. Without serious application, which will take many
'months, there can be no serious discussion of the prohlem
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of the general reduction of armaments. Are we to under-
stand that we are being called upon to postpone the sub-
mission of information regarding troops on foreign terri-
tories until such time as we finish discussing the question
of the general reduction of armaments? Are we to under-
stand the proposal for the joint discussion of these two
questions in the sense that information regarding troops
on foreign territories is not to be demanded from England,
the ‘United States, the Soviet Union, France, and other
states until the problem of the general reduction of ar-
maments has been worked out? If that is so, and if we
adopt such a decision, we will place ourselves in a very
embarrassing position. It will be understood that we do
not wish, as yet, to inform the United Nations organization
about our troops on foreign territories. We will thus give
cause to think that we wish to keep our forces on the ter-
ritories of other United Nations as long as possible. But
judge for yourselves—what will that lead to? How will
it be interpreted? Again, another consideration. If we
decide on the joint discussion of these two questions,
and postpone the submission of information regarding
troops on foreign tferritories until such time as we finish
our work on the problem of the general reduction of ar-
maments, we must ask ourselves another question: will
such a decision have a desirable effect from the point of
view of the prestige of the United Nations organization?

v
A CLEAR REPLY IS NECESSARY

It is clear to all of us that nobody will now dare open-
ly refuse {o submit this information to the United Nations
organization. Such a refusal would put any country into
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a position which it would be hard to explain to the peo-
ples. But we must also see to it that no one is allowed to
evade the question, to shirk a clear reply. We must an-
‘swer unequivocally: do we wish to submit information
about our armed forces on foreign territories, or do we
not? Any indeterminate reply, any attempt to evade the
question, will impair the prestige of the United Nations,
not to speak of the prestige of the state that takes this
course,

The representative from El Salvador spoke here, and
said that we should not occupy ourselves with the ques-
tion of submission of information regarding the armed
forces of United Nations on foreign territories, because the
Security Council had not as yet requested such informa-
tion, But the position of the representative from El Salva-
dor made rather a strange impression, It is convenient for
fhose who would like fo avoid a reply to the question.
But this position is not in keeping with the gravity of the
- question under discussion,

Indeed, we have been discussing this question for three
days now, although the Security Council never set it be-
fore us; and so far nobody has objected to that. Conse-
quently, we have all recognized the necessity of discuss-
ing this question. Why should not the representative from
El Salvador also express his opinion on the substance of
the question, and tell us frankly, without evasion, wheth-
er or not he thinks it proper to demand that such in-
formation be submitted to the United Nations organi-
zation? In any case, if there is anyone among us who
would like to avoid a definite reply to this question, it seems
to me that the majority among us will not agree to that.

After all the discussion that has taken place, we must
say clearly: do we consider this proposal expedient, or do
we consider it inexpedient? It would he best for us to learn
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to speak frankly in such cases. And so, let those who are
agoinst submitting information about their ‘troops-on for-
eign territories tell us openly about it and explain their
reasons. If there is anyone who maintains the necessity of
keeping troops on foreign territory, the United Nations
organi}'ation ought to know the reasomns. In any case, eva-
sion of a clear answer to the queshon will ‘not satisfy
many of us now.

The Soviet delegation hopes that we shall arrive at a
unanimous opinion on the question under discussion, In
so far as this concerns the great Powers, they should see
" this as their duty to the other nations. The prominence
and responsibility of the great Powers in the United Na-
tions organization should prompt them to an affirmative
reply to this proposal.

As to the small countries, they are even more interested
in such unanimity. The discussion of this question at the
General Assembly should strengtheén the confidence of the
small nations that due attention is devoted here to the
interests of their national independence and freedom.

The Soviet delegation hopes that we will atfain unity
in deciding this question, Our decision must consolidate
the prestige of the United Nations organization; it must
be in keeping with the interests of peace and universal
security., (Applause.)



M

THE SUBMISSION OF INFORMATION ON
THE ARMED FORCES OF UNITED NATIONS

Speech at the Meeting of the First
Committee of the General Assembly
November 26, 1946

Mr. Chairman, Gentlemen. Qur discussion is drawing
to its close. The question of Allied troops on foreign ter-
ritories has altracted considerable attention. With the ex-
ccplion of the representative from El Salvador, nobody
here has objected to the examination of this question. Yes,
objections have also been stated by the representative
from Argentina. On the other hand, I note with satisfac-
tion that the representatives of France, Poland, India,
Yugoslavia, and Czechoslovakia have declared definitely in
favour of adopting the Soviet proposal. Other delegates
have introduced amendments to this proposal, but they
loo attributed great importance to the question under discus-
sion, : :

There are several points on which we have, on the
whole, reached agreement. :

It may be stated as the general opinion that the infor-
mation in’ question, if submitted, will contribute to tae
implementation of Article 43 of the Charter. This will con-
siderably extend the possibilities of the Military Staff Com-
millee. '
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.. The Soviet delegation’s proposal that information be
submitted regarding the armed forces of United Nations
on the territories of other United Nations has encountered
no objections. I am not for the moment speaking of the
reservations conditioning this agreement.

The Soviet delegation, in its turn, has agreed to the
proposal of the 'United States of America that information
be likewise submitted regarding Allied troops stationed
in former enemy states. It may be considered that this
proposal, too, has unanimous support.

Nor have any objections been raised against the Soviet
delegation’s proposal calling for information on the loca-
tion and garrisons of air and naval bases belonging to the
armed forces of one or another of the United Nations on
the aforesaid territories. The receipt of this information
‘by the Security Council will be of great importance.

Sir Philip Noel-Baker has proposed that information
relate, not to November 1 of the present year, but to
January 1, 1947. The Soviet delegation does not object
to this British amendment.

Some delegates, -however, propose that, besides infor-
mation regarding the troops of United Nations abroad,
information he submitted regarding the troops stationed
al home. Mr. Connally, representative of the United States
of ‘America, has been particularly insistent upon this
proposal. He has been supported by Mr. Bevin and Sir
Philip Noel-Baker, for Great Britain, and also by certain
other delegates, :

This being so, I shall have to present the views of the
Soviet Government on this subject.

As I have already said, the Soviet Government considers
it essential that the United Nations organization receive
from the Member States a complete idea of all their
armaments. But the Soviet Government considers that this
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question should be examined when we turn to the ques-
tion of the general reduction of armaments, which, as it
happens, is the very next item on our agenda. In that case,
the question of. armed forces at home, far from being
forgotten, would on the contrary be discussed from every
aspect. Then the submission of the corresponding infor-
mation would help us to solve that most important polit-
ical and practical problem, the general reduction of
armaments.

We have heard here that the United Natnons oroam
zation and its Security Council must receive comprehen-
sive information regarding the armed forces of United
Nations. Senator Connally has spoken of this very elo-
quently, with the interesting gesticulation that we all
admire so much, The same idea has been warmly advo-
cated by Sir Philip Noel-Baker. A number of other dele-
gales have also expressed themselves in favour of this
proposal, which they find extremely tempting. .

Well, then, just what is it that is being proposed to us?

We are told that the question of submitting informa-
tion regarding the armed - forces of United Nations on
foreign territories is closely linked with the problem of
reducing armaments. In this connection it is declared, as
Sir Philip Noel-Baker declared yesterday, that the Soviet
delegation’s proposal is too marrow, that it should be
extended—extended in the sense that information should
he submitted not only regarding troops abroad, but also
regarding the troops stationed within each country.

Let us see what follows when the question is put in
that way,

If we are called upon to link the question under dis-
cussion foday with the problem of reducing armaments,
we shall have to speak not only of {roops, wherever sla-
tioned, but also of every type of armament, If we desire
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to link the question of troops on foreign territories with
the general problem of reducing armaments, we must
admit that information should .be required not only re-
garding the total number of uniformed personnel on. ac-
tive duty, including military-type organizations, but’ also
regarding every type of amnament existing in each coun-
iry. Consequently, we . shall then have to speak of jet-
propelled weapons, and atomic weapons, and all othér
types of armaments, in order to obtain a really compre-
hensive picture of the situation, such as some of the dele-
gates here insist upon. Is that what Mr. Connally and Sir
Philip Noel-Baker want?

They call upon us to extend the question of the sub-
mission of information regarding armed forces, and, im-
peratively, to require information regarding armed forces
stationed at home. But after all, war is not fought bare-
handed. As we know, the means of warfare, and their
quantity, in our day, are increasing rapidly. The question
of armaments, in any country, is decided not only by the
number of troops in service and the number of naval and
air forces, but also by the accumulation of definite tech-
nical means of warfare; and no enumeration of these can
_exclude the production of different types of armaments,
including the production of atomic weapons, flying bombs,
and the like. The question arises: do those who insist on
extending the question under discussion want us to adopt
a decision requiring every country to submit complete
information regarding all its armed forces and its arma-
ments as a whole?

The Soviet delegation does not object to such informa-
tion being required from all states, with no exception. But
-we can demand such information, obviously, at the time
when we take up the question of the general reduction of
armaments. At that time it will be essential, if the problem

304



of the general reduction of armaments is to he settled sahs-
factorily.

But the Soviet delegation does not 1hink that the ques-
lion now under discussion should be so far extended as
tobe submerged in another, broader problenm. We consider
the question of the armed forces of United Nations on
foreign territories an independent one. It is linked up
with the fulfilment of the tasks set by Article 43 of the
Charter.

.As to the ‘problem of the general reduction of arma-
ments, it has no connection whatever with Article 43 of
the Chartet. It is touched upon, as we know, in other parts
of the Charter. The problem of the regulation and re-
duction of armaments is mentioned in Articles 11, 26,. and
47 of the Charter. Clearly, it will also be correct for us
to commence the implementation of the directives con-
tained in these articles of the Charter But that is a task
of a special nature.

We must recognize that the submission of informa-
tion regarding armed forces on foreign territories is an
urgent matter; and we cannot hold up the decision of this
question pending our examination of other, more intricate”
problems, such as that of the general reduction of ar-
maments. Again, every one of us must. understand that

- the problem of the general reduction of armaments will
occupy a lengthy period of time and will necessitate a
tremendous amount of work. It would be wrong to put
off the submission of information regarding armed forces
on foreign territories until such time as we settle the
problem of the general reduction of armamenis. That
might be interpreted as evading decision in an urgent
problem, as reluctance to submit information which the
delegates have here expressed such unanimous readiness
to supply. And so the Soviet delegation proposes that the

20561 305



present discussion be concluded by the adopltion of a
decision calling for the submission by January 1, 1947,
of information regarding the armed forces of United Na-
tions stationed on the territories of other United Nations.
The Soviet delegation agrees to the amendment of the
American delegation, which has also been supported by
the British delegation, calling for information regarding
the armed forces stationed in former enemy stales, As to
the question of armed forces at home, that question should
be considered in connection with the question of the
general reduction of armaments, which we shall begin lo
discuss tomorrow. In connection with the examination of
that question, we shall have to submit not only complete
information regarding the entire personnel of our troops
and the entire composition of our armed forces, hut also
information regarding all the armaments at the disposal
of each of our states.

If we agree to this proposal, we shall avoid dragging
out decision on the question which cannot brook delay;
and in our further work we shall have to take up the
general problem of armed forces and armaments, with a
view to realizing the aim of a general reduction of arma-
ments. ‘

When we take up the problem of the reduction of ar-
maments, we shall also discuss the question of control .
over the reduction of armaments. The Soviet delegation.
will then present its point of view on control, as will also,
of course, the other delegations,

Gentlemen, you are familiar with the proposal of the
Soviet delegation, which you received on November 20, I
shall not repeat it.

In view of the discussion which has taken place here
in the last few days, the Soviet delegation offers the fol-
lowing supplementary proposal:
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" “The General Assembly -deems it necessary that all
States Members of the United Nations should submit in-
formation regarding armed forces ¥nd armaments in their
own territory, this information to he submitted when the
Security Council will consider the proposals for the general
reduction of armaments.”

If we accept both the first proposal of the Soviet dele-
galion and this second proposal, it seems to me that we -
shall be answering clearly to the questions that have been
touched upon in the course of the discussion.

It remains for me once more to express the hope that
these decisions wiil be adopted unanimously.
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CONCERNING THE GENERAL REDUCTION
"~ OF ARMAMENTS

Speech at the Meeting of the First
Committee of the General Assembly

November 28, 1946

I
THE PROBLEM OF REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS

Mr. Chairman and Delegates. We begin today to examine
the question of the general reduction of armaments. I need
not enlarge upon the importance of this question in our day.
The timeliness of its discussion is quite obvious.

The tremendous events of the second world war, when
tens of millions of people were mobilized into the armies
in the field, when the fronts stretched over thousands of
kilometres, when the enemy doomed whole countries to
waste and plunder, when the sacrifices of «war attained
enormous, unparalleled dimensions, are still fresh in every
memory. The second world war far exceeded the first world
war in scale. It truly gripped the entire world.

The lessons of the first world war proved insufficient
. to prevent the bloodshed of the years just past; but the
second world war should at last have brought conviction
that serious measures must be taken, and at once, to pre-
vent the recurrence of such wars. This is felt with partic-
ular force by the peoples of those countries which expe-
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rienced the incursion and brufalities of the fascist hordes,
the calamities of enemy occupation, the disruption of
their entire economic life—those countries which, for a
long time to come, must strain every effort to heal the
wounds of war and restore their wasted towns and vil-
lages, as the peoples of the Soviet Union are doing today.

The war ended in glorious victory for the Allies. Our
common enemies are vanquished and disarmed. It is en-
tirely within our power to keep the former aggressors un-
der control of the peace-loving states, to prevent them
from re-arming and threatening new a"ggression.

An international organization has been set up, designed
lo” safeguard peace and security for the peoples and to
prevent the rise of new aggression. We must all make it
our eflort to strengthen confidence and friendly relations
among the peoples, fo develop international cooperation for
the consolidation of universal peace, for the national
liberation of the dependent countries, and for the effective
advancement of the well-being of the peoples, of the toil-
ing masses. ‘ :

In these circumstances, the general reduction of arma-
ments will serve the cause of peace and international se-
curity, strengthening confidence among the peoples, bigand
small, The examination of this question in the United
Nations organization should put an end to the armament
race that has begun, a race which promises no good, but
already points to ihose who will bear the chief respon-
sibility for ils consequences. Again, general disarmament
is necessary in order lo reduce military budgets and cut
slate expenditures on the manufacture of armaments, Other-
wise, there can he no easing the lax hurden on the popu-
lation, which cannot Dbear this weight uncomplainingly
very long. Thus, reduction 'of armaments is essential and
urgent; it is to the vital interest of hig and small states,
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The general reduction of armaments must embrace all
countries, and must apply to every type of armament, Only
in that case will it attain its purpose.

The opinion was expressed at the General Assembly
that the initiative of the Soviet Union in the question of
reducing armaments was appropriate, because of its mighty
armies. Well, the Soviet Union did create a mighty army,
when this was necessary to defend its national honour
and liberty, and when it was required by the interests of
all the freedom-loving peoples which had fallen victim to
fascist aggression. But when the forces of aggression were
routed, and peace restored, the situation changed. That is
why the Soviet Government, devoted to the interests of peace
and friendship among the peoples, has taken the initia-
tive in raising the question of a general reduction of arma-
ments.

This involves, first of all, the reduction of armies, whose
size must be cut now that peace has set in. It involves
also the reduction of naval and air arms, whose dimen-
sions today?\re in some cases enlirely out of keeping with
peacetime conditions. It will be a good thing if the Powers
owning the greatest naval and air forces follow the same
course as the Soviet Union, and evince an active concern
for the reduction of armaments.

The problem of armament reduction, of course, em-
Lraces also the question- of technical means of warfare.
That is why the (uestion is put as that of a general reduc-
tion of armaments, and not merely as that of a reduction
in the personnel of the armed forces. It should be clear 1o
all that the problem of reducing armaments is not confinad
to the personnel of armies and navies, but includes also
the question of war materials, the question of technical
means of warfare, some of which must be subjected to
limitation, and others to direct prohibition,
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- The Charter formulates the functions and powers of
the General Assembly with regard to problems of arma-
ment reduction. Article 11 of the Charter states that the
General Assembly may consider “the principles governing
disarmament and the regulation of armaments.” In ac-
cordance with this, the Soviet Government has proposed
that the General Assembly adopt a decision recognizing.
the necessity of a general reduction of armaments. '

We do not think that the General Assembly can at
once adopt a detailed decision on this queslion. In our
opinion, jt should recommend that the Security Council
work out the necessary concrete measures. But the recom-
mendations adopted by the General Assembly should make
a beginning in this work, which is of the greatest political
importance.

i
THE PROHIBITION OF ATOMIC WEAPONS

In the consideration of the problem of armament re-
duction, great importance attaches to the question of atomic
weapons. ~

The draft submitted by the Soviet Government conlains
lhe following proposition: ‘

“The implementation of the decision on the reduction
of armaments should include as a primary objective the
banning of the manufaciure and use of atomic energy for
military purposes.”

At its London session, early this year, (he General As-
sembly adopted a decision establishing a commission for
control of atomic energy. In the terms of reference of
this commission we read that it is to draw up proposals
“for the elimination from national armaments of atomic
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weapons and of all other major weapons adaptable to mass
destruction,”

- Thus, - the General Assembly has already recognized
that the question of prohibiting the use of atomic energy
for military purposes has to be taken up. We must draw
the conclusions that follow from this decision. It would
"be wrong to postpone decision on this question; for that
might give rise to misgivings as to the sincerity of the
afore-mentioned decision of the General Assembly.

In accordance with this decision of the General As-
sembly, A. Gromyko, the Soviet representative on the
Atomic Energy Commission, has submitled the following
two proposals: ‘

First. A draft for an international convention prohib-
iting atomic weapons. Second. A plan for the work of the
Atomic Energy Commission in the initial period.

The draft for an international convention prohibiting
the manufacture and use of atomic weapons presents the
views of the Soviet Government on this question. It rec-
ognizes the tremendous importance of the discovery of
atomic energy, in so far as this discovery will be used to
improve the life of the peoples the world over, to increasc
their well-being and promote the progress of human
culture. At the same time, it notes that the use of atomic
weapons endangers not so much armies as cities and civilian
populations. As we know, no few articles have appeared
of late holding out the threat of atomic bombs, though
nobody has proved, or can prove, that atomic bombs are
capable of deciding the course of war. But it is not to be
disputed that the use of atomic bombs may cause the most
grievous consequences for large cities, and, consequently,
for the civilian population.

Taking into account all this, and also the afore-men-
lioned decision of the General Assembly, the Soviet Govern-
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ment has submitted a draft for an international convention
prohibiting the manufacture and use of atomic weapons,
and has proposed that by this convention atomic weapons
be declared outlawed. The Soviet draft provides that the
governments undertake to refrain from the use of atomic
weapons under any circumstances, to prohibit their pro-
duction, and to destroy all stocks of atomic bombs.

Further, the Soviet Government has submitted to the
Alomic Energy Commission a plan for the work of. the
Commission in the initial period, which provides for the
claboration of this convention and, likewise, for the con-
sideration of measures towards the prohibition of (he
manufacture and use of atomic weapons and of all other
weapons adapiable to mass destruction. The plan also
proposes that measures be worked out io secure control
over the use of atomic energy and over the observance of
the conditions of the international convention ountlawing
alomic weapons, and that a system of sanctions be worked
out against the unlawful use of atomic energy.

These proposals of the Soviet Government have not as
vet found support in the Atomic Energy Commission. Yet
it is perfectly obvious that they accord with the interests
of all peace-loving peoples, that they will serve to strength-
en confidence among the peoples, not to speak of the fact
{hat they follow directly from decisions already adopted
by the General Assembly.

After all, it is two decades now since an international
agrecment was signed prohibiting the military use of
asphyxiating and poisonous gases and liquids, and also
hacteriological warfare. To this day, it has ncever occurred
o anvone o doubt the correctness of that step. We can
casily imagine how greally the calamities and sacrilices of
the last war would have been increased, had it not heen
for this prohibition of the use of poison gases and liquids,
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and of dangerous bacteriological means, for military
purposes. But if such prohibition is correct in regard to
gases and bacteriological means, it is even more correct
in. regard to the use of atomic energy for military
purposes. ’ -

Refusal to draw up an international convention prohib-
iling the use of atomic energy for military purposes runs
directly counter to the finest aspirations, to the conscience
of the peoples of all the world. Therefore, we are all
entitled to hope that agreement will finally be reached
among the governments on the question of an internation-
al convention prohibiting the use of atomic energy for
military purposes.

LI
THE NECESSITY OF CONTROL AND INSPECTION

The problem of the general reduction of armaments
confronts us with the need for instituting control over the
fulfilment of whatever decisions may be adopted in this
sphere. If we adopt a decision prohibiting the use of
atomic energy for military purposes, this decision too will
require serious control.

. When we speak of control over the reduction of ar-
maments and over the prohibition of atomic weapons, we
must keep always in mird the importance of this task.
Of course, the question 1nust be carefully worked out, and
debates may arise concerning one or another of its
elements. Nevertheless, it would be well for us to recog-
nize—inasmuch as we are considering the institution of
control in so grave a matter as atomic energy, we should
all agree with J. V. Stalin, the head of the Soviet Govern-
ment, who recentlv declared that “strict international
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control is needed” here. Having recognized in principle
the necessity of strict international control, we should also
be able to reach agreement on the concrete points involved
in control over the prohibition of the use of atomic energy
for military purposes and over the fulfilment of whatever
decision may be adopted concerning the general reduction
of armaments,

Accordingly, the S-viet delegation submits an addition
to the proposal on the general reduction of armaments
which T read in the General Assembly on Octoher 29.
Here is our additional proposal:

“To ensure the adoption of measures for the reduclion
of armaments and prohibition of the use of atomic energy
for military purposes, there shall be established within the
framework of the Security Council, which has the primary
responsibility for international peace and security, inter-
nalional control operating on the basis of a special provi-
sion which should provide for the establishment of spe-
cial organs of inspection, for which purpose there shall
be formed: _

“a) A Commission for the control of the execution of
the decision regarding the reduction of armaments;

“b) A Commission for the control of the execution of
the decision regarding the prohibition of the use of alom-
ic energy for military purposes.”

The Soviet delegation feels that this proposal supplies
a hasis for decision in the question of control and inspec-
tion. The adoption of such a decision will facilitate our
furthér work in this field.

In conclusion, I feel that we should recall the history
of the problem of disarmament.

You know that the League of Nations also occupied
ilself with the question of reducing armaments. More than
one special conference was called to consider this problem.
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The failure of these conferences is remembered by all, and
should serve us all as a lesson.

The problem of the general reduction of armaments is
now being taken up again, The peoples of the entire world
will be watohing with tremendous interest to see what the
United Nations organization does in this sphere. The pros-
pects of this problem depend upon us all.

We must set to work now to achieve a general reduction
of armaments, overcoming every obstacle in our way, The
Security Council, which bears the primary responsibility

“for safeguarding universal peace, must take up this question
as soon as possible. The Soviet Government, for its part,
will work actively for the speedy practical solution of the
problem of the general reduction of armaments.



THE REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS AND
THE DRAFT DECISION

Speech at the Meeting of the First
Committee of the General Assembly

December 4, 1946

I
THE AIMS OF THE SOVIET UNION

Mr. Chairman and Delegates. Quite a number of .delegates
have spoken here on the question of the reduction of ar-
maments, The Soviet delegation notes with satisfaction that
the majority of the speakers took a favourable stand on
this proposal. Hence, it may be considered the dominating
opinion among the United Nations that the reduction of
armaments must be begun.

As to the different individual statements, I must dwell,
first of all, on those of Sir Hartley Shawcross, the British
delegate. His position is somewhat contradictory. On the
one hand, Sir Hartley may be understood as speaking, like
olher delegates, in favour of our adopting a decision on the
general reduction of armaments; on the other hand, how-
ever, his speeches betray profound displeasure at the fact
that this question has been brought up before the Gen-
eral Assembly. That is the only possible explanation of
the torrent of doubts and suspicions that comes pouring
forth when he talks and warns us about the possibilities
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of deceit, ol snares and propaganda, to which he has de-
voted so much eloquence, We shall hope, however, that he,
too, will present a clear reply when the question has to
be decided: who is for and who is against the general re-
duction of armaments; who is for and who is against the
prohibition of atomic weapons?

Various questions come to mind when one hears such
speeches. Perhaps the Soviet Government did wrong in
bringing up the question of the general reduction of ar-
maments? But nobody here has said that openly. Still,
perhaps the wrong time was chosen for bringing this ques-
tion before the General Assembly? Nobody has made any
definite statement to that effect either.

It is sometimes hinted that we ought first to guarantee
collective security, and only then commence disarmament.
The error of such logic is easily perceived. Anyone can
understand that the general reduction of armainents under
the direction of the United Nations organization will unques-
tionably strengthen international security. Consequently,
those who are concerned for international peace and secur-
ity should certainly desire the accomplishment of a geueral
reduction of armaments. Otherwise, talk about the need to
consolidate universal security would be no more than cam-
ouflage for those who in reality do not recognize the neces-
sity of a general reduction of armaments.

What did the Soviet Government have in mind when
it submitted the question of the general reduction of ar-
maments for consideration at the General Assembly?

Our aim was very simple. It was, that the General
Assembly take the first step towards the solution of this
important problem. We considered, and still consider, that
it will be quite sufficient if the General Assernbly expresses
itself without delay on the following three questions.

In the first place, the General Assembly would be doing
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a great good ‘b‘y declaring firmly that the time has come
to commence the genera]l reduction of armaments,

In the second place, the General Assembly must express
itself on the question of prohibition of atomic weapons,
inasmuch as we all know that the menace of atomic weap-
ens is causing grave alarm among the peoples. ~

In the third place, the General Assembly should recog-
nize the necessity of establishing reliable international
control over the fulfilment of the decision on the general
reduction of armaments and on the prohibition of atomic
weapons, an inlernational conirol which would have at its
disposal an inspection system to keep check on the situa-
tion in every country.- '

The adoption of these three decisions by the General
Assembly would be an important forward stride towards
the general reduction of armaments. After such a decision
the Security Council would be obliged to set to work on
the preparation of concrele measures, That is the sub-
slance of the Soviet Government’s proposal.

If we all are agreed on the necessity of this, the Genera_]
Assembly will be able to adopt a decision on the reduction’
of armaments that will go down in history.

11
THE AMERICAN DRAFT AND OUR AMENDMENTS

Since the submission of the Soviet draft, we have also
siundied a number of other drafts on the question of the
reduction of armaments, Of these we should mention, first
and foremost, the proposals of the Australian and Cana-
dian delegations. Finally, within the last few days, we have

-been offered the draft of the United States of America,
concerning which Senator Connally made his statement on
December 2.
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All these drafls, in greater or lesser degree, swpport the
initiative of the Soviet Union.

The American draft seems to us deserving of partlcular
atlention in this respect, i

I shall not conceal the fact that we cannot be ‘satistied
with the American draft in the form presented here. We
consider it insufficiently clear, and somewhat one-sided. We
shall propose amendments to this draft, embodying our
suggestion,

In the interests of unanimous decision by the General
Assembly on the general reduction of armaments, we are
prepared not to insist on the draft we have submitted, and
express our readiness to adopt the American draft as the
basis for further discussion. We hope that this step of the
Soviet delegation will make it possible to attain unanimity,
50 that the General Assembly, at its New York session, may
take the first step in this important matter.

Further, I should like to dwell on the amendments
which the Soviet delegation would like to introduce into
the American draft. There areonly three such amendments.

I shall begin with an amendment relating to the first
paragraph. :

On the one hand, this paragraph speaks of the Security
Council, obligating it to formulate practical measures for
the reduction of armaments, On the other hand, this same
paragraph mentions international treaties and agreements
on the reduction of armaments, The question arises, in
what manner is the decision on the reduction of "arma-
ments to be adopted: is it to be done by way of concluding
international conventions, or as a Security Council decision?

If we adopt the point of view . that the reduction of
armaments is to be effected by way of international agree-
ments, that will supply no little opportunity for every kind
of procrastination and delay, The Soviet delegation is
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theretfore of the opinion that the decision to reduce ar-
maments should be adopted as a decision of the Security
Councxl It is very important that the General Assembly
express itself in favour of that point of view. In that case,
the reduction of armaments will be considerably acceler-
ated. The wording of the first paragraph should be revused
in this spirit,

As to the second paragraph of the Amencan draft, the
Soviet delegation would suggest that it be adopted in the
following form: “As an essential step towards the urgent
obhjeclive of eliminating from mnational armaments atomic
weapons and all other major weapons adaptable to mass
destruction, the General Assembly urges the expeditious
fulfilment by the Atomic Energy Commission of its terms
of reference as set forth in Section 5 of the General As-
sembly resolution of January 24, 1946. Accordingly, in
order to ensure that the general regulation and reduction
of armaments are directed towards the major weapons of
modern warfare and not merely towards the minor weap-
ons, the General Assembly recommends that the Security
Council expedite consideration of the report which the
Alomic Energy Commission will make to the Security
Council before December 31, 1946, and facilitate the prog-
ress of the work of that Commission, and also that the
Security Council expedite consideration of a draft con-
vention for the prohibition of atomic weapons.”

Permit me now to make a few remarks in connection
with this proposal.

On acquaintance with the text I have presented, you
will see that the first sentence of this draft, replacing the
corresponding sentence in the second paragraph of the
American draft, is taken bodily from the second paragraph
of the Australian draft. The value of this sentence lies in
the fact that it mentions the Genera]l Assembly resolution
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of January 24 this year establishing the Atomic Energy
Commission, and recalls that, in accordance with that res-
olution, the Commission should regard as its urgent objec-
tive the elimination from mnational armaments of atomic
weapons and all other major weapons adaptable to mass
destruction. It seems to us that such a proposal should
meet no objection here, '

In the second sentence of this paragraph of the Amer-
ican draft, besides a minor change in wording, we have
added at the end the following words: “and also that the
Securily Council expedite consideration of a draft con-
vention for the prohibition of atomic weapons.” This ad-
dition eliminates the one-sidedness to be observed in the
text of the second paragraph of the American draft, by
recalling the necessity of considering a draft convention
for the prohibition of atomic weapons,

I should state here that the Soviet delegation feels we
should make a more precise declaration on the prohibition
of atomic weapons. This is done in the second paragraph
of the Soviet draft. However, the Soviet delegation is pre-
pared not to insist upon its original proposal, if the second
paragraph of the American proposal is adopted with the
changes of which I have just spoken.

The text of the third paragraph of the American pro-
posal is acceptable to us. We think, however, that the end
of this paragraph should be supplemented by the provi-
sions made in the third paragraph of the Soviet draft,
which, as we know, deals with the establishment of two
control commissions: one for control over the fulfilment of
the decision on the reduction of armaments, and the other
for control over the fulfilment of the decision prohibiting the
use of atomic energy for military purposes. So far as we
have been able to judge from the discussion, such a propos-
al should meet no objection here.
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The fourth paragraph of the American draft is accept-
able, and does not require amendment. There is no need
to dwell now on other, less essential amendments,

I
CONTROL AND THE “VETO POWER"

I shall go on to the question of the “veto,” or, to be
~more precise, the question of the application of the prin-
ciple of unanimity of the great Powers. This is necessary,
in the present circumstances, in order to clear up an ob-
. vious misunderstanding which has arisen in the course of
the discussion.

As you already know, the Soviet Government takes the
stand that decision on the general reduction of armaments
and on the prohibition of atomic weapons should be adopt-
ed in the Security Council. The adoption of such a deci-
sion involves no slight difficulties, It is.possible that differ-
ing points of view will be expressed in the Security Council
on one or another aspect of this problem. Only the attain-
ment of unanimity in the Security Council, and above all
of unanimity among the five permanent members, can se-
cure the adoption of a decision on the reduction of arma-
ments. Beyond all shadow of doubt, the attainment of such
unanimity is to the interests, not of any one individual
Power, but of the Security Council as a whole, including
all five of its permanent members. Consequently, the “veto
power” may be applied by any of the great Powers during
the formulation of the decision on the reduction of arma-
ments in the Security Council, until unanimity is attained
among all the great Powers and the Security Council can
adopt its decision in the manner laid down by the Charter.

The principle of unanimity of the five great Powers
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will also have to be observed in adopting those decisions of
the Security Council  which will have to do. with the es-
tablishment of commissions for control over the.reduction
of armaments and over the prohibition of atomic weapons.
But once the decisions establishing the control commissions
have been adopted, and these commissions have begun
their work, they will naturally follow whatever rules are
laid down for them by the Security Council.

It should be perfectly clear that the principle of una-
pimity which we know in the Security Council has no
connection whatever with the work of the control commis-
sions. Cpnsequently, it is altogether wrong to represent
matters as though any state possessing the “veto power”
will be able to hinder the realization of control and in-
spection. The control commissions are not the Security
Council, and there are consequently no grounds for de-
claring that any Power will be able, by the “veto power,”
to hinder the accomplishment of control. Any aftempt to
hinder control or inspection instituted by decision of the
Security Council will be nothing short of violation of a
Security Council decision.

Talk of the “veto” in connection with control and in-
spection is thus entirely groundless, Such talk can be in-
terpreted only as expressing the desire to substitute one
question for another, as an attempt to evade direct reply
to the question of the general reduction of armaments.

And so, we are facing an important decision. The Gen-
eral Assembly must take the first step towards accomplish-
ing the general reduction of armaments, It is our task to
prepare this decision, permitting no further postponement.

The Soviet delegation hopes that the American draft
and the amendments proposed by the Soviet delegation will
provide a good foundation for decision by the General
Assembly.



: | (
TROOPS ON FOREIGN TERRITORIES

Speech at the Plenary Meeting
"of the General Assembly

December 8, 1946

I

THE SOVIET PROPOSAL AND THE AMERICAN
ADDITION T

Mr, President and Delegates. We are now examining
a question which was raised on the initiative of ‘the Soviet
Government. It was put as the question of the presence
of froops of United Nations on the territories of other
United Nations and non-enemy states. We proposed that
all states havirig representatives in the General Assembly
submit information regarding their troops stationed on the
territories of other United Nations. We proposed also that
information be submitted regarding military bases, including
naval and air bases, set up by any of the United Nations
outside their own borders. Thus, we proposed that all
our states render account to the United Nations organiza-
tion regarding the armed forces which for one reason or
another, despite the fact that the war has long since ended,
are stationed outside the borders of their countries.

The submission of this information will be very im-
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portant to the Security Council and its Military Staff
Committee, at a lime when they are working on a plan
for the organization of the armed forces that are to be
tnade available to the Security Council for the purpose
of maintaining universal peace,

The submission of this information will affect, above
all, such of the great Powers as the United States of Amer-
ica, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union, which during
the war were compelled to send troops beyond their
borders to fight our common enemy. Under the Soviet
Government’s proposal, all states, and first and foremost
the great Powers, would be obliged to render account of
the armed forces and military bases they still maintain
on the territories of other United Nations. If this infor-
mation were submitted it would, of course, be easier to
bring this abnormal situation to a speedy end. After all,
the war being over long since, what justification can there
be for the presence of troops on foreign territory, aside
from those individual exceptions which we all know and
understand.

The presence of foreign tr00p5 on the territory of one
or another United Nation may, as we know, be used by
another state to exert impermissible pressure on that
country’s domestic affairs. It may be used to exert pres-
sure not only on the domestic affairs of the country con-
cerned, but also on the relations between that country and
its newhbours This is obviously an impermissible sit-
uation.

As might have been expected, the Soviet Government’s
proposal met with great sympathy, particularly on the
part of the small countries; for they, indeed, are not
infrequently very aware of outside pressure, especially when
it is backed by the presence of armed forces on their
territories.
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Some of the small countries, as we know, are still
unable to rid themselves of foreign troops which invaded
their ferritory long ago, during the nineteenth-century
period of imperialist conquests, and which to this day
refuse to return home. In other cases, foreign troops ap-
peared on the territories of other states after the first
world war, and are still doing their best, by fair means or
by foul, to remain on these territories. Finally, there are
similar cases which arose after the second world war. The
troops of certain Powers found themselves in states which
are Members of the IUnited Nations, and still remain there.
It is the more impossible to ignore these last cases in that
all this is done right before our eyes, in contravention of
the normal relations that should exist among the United
Nations and in violation of the elementary rules which
all governments are obliged to observe,

In making its proposal, the Soviet Government declared
{hat it was prepared to submit full information regard-
ing its troops still on the ferritories of other United
Nations. The Soviet Union has no mneed to conceal
from anyone how things stand in this respect. It would
seem that none of us should have anything to fear in
submitting information about our troops on the territories
of other United Nations. That would help consider-
ably in the work of the Military Staff Committee. It
should also be helpful in prompting the troops of certain
states not to linger in foreign territories, inasmuch as the
war is over and the circumstances that necessitated the pres-
ence of Allied troops on these territories no ‘longer
exist, - : L
Not all the states, however, took a calm and objective
view of the Soviet Government’s proposal. The discussion
of the question revealed that such a demand annoys
the representatives of cerfain states. It seems that they
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would like to get out of submitting such informa-
tion. That is the only possible explanation of the fact
that the discussion of the simple question raised by
the Soviet  Government involved so many complica-
tions. ot

As you know, the United States Government submitted
two additions to the Soviet proposal.

The first of these was, that information be required
regarding 'troops not only on the territories of United
Nations, but also on the territories of former enemy states.
The Soviet delegation saw mo reason for such a demand.
After all, the Allied troops occupying the territories of
the former enemy states are there in precise accordance
with  terms that have been made public and are known
to-all. Moreover, their stay is limited, depending upon
the conclusion of the peace treaties; and the conclusion of
these treaties with the majority of the countries concerned
is assured in the near future.

"Nevertheless, the Soviet delegation raised mo objec-
tions to this American demand. We did our best to remove
obstacles to the settlement of the question of information
regarding troops on foreign territories.

I
AN ‘UNACCEPTABLE PROPOSAL

 Further, the United States Government, supported by
Great Britain,. proposed that information be submitted
regarding troops stationed at home. Paragraph 4 (1) of the
draft resolution is devoted to this.

- The Soviet delegation tried to show the American and
British representatives how out of place this proposal would
be in. the present resolution. It pointed out that this
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question would be settled in connection with the proposal
for a general reduction of armaments, now under discus-
sion, whereas in the present resolution such an addition
could only serve to complicate the ‘question—that of
troops on foreign territories, The Soviet delegation pro-
pesed that we should mot confuse two distinct questions:
one, that of troops abroad; the other, that of troops at
home. However, our view was not accepted.

- The General Assembly is offered a resolution, para-
graph 4 of which provides that all Members of the United
Nations submit information regarding ‘“‘the total number
of their uniformed personnel on the active list, wherever
stationed, at home as well as abroad, including mtlltarv-
type organizations.”

The Soviet delegation considers this paragraph unic-
ceplable, for the following reasons.

The proposal that information be submitted regarding
troops at home as well as troops abroad serves only to
divert attention from the question which has been placed
before the General Assembly. Is it to our interest to divert
attention from the question of troops stationed on foreign
territories? Why should attention be diverted from this
important question? Why should the question be compli-
cated by supplementary proposals that will hinder us from
obtaining a clear idea as to how things stand with
regard to troops on foreign territories? If ‘we want to know
the truth as to how things stand with regard to troops of
United Nations on foreign territories, we should not
impede the submission of such information, should
not raise obstacles to the clarification of this question,
by diverting attention to other  questions, no less
complicated.

For this reason, the Soviet dele"atmn proposes that
paragraph 4 (1) be deleted from the resolution. That will
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leave in the resolution only the demand for information
regarding troops stationed on foreign territories. It will
be a great achievement for the United Nations organi-
gation to have this information submitted without further
delay.

Paragraph 4 (1) of the resolution is unacceptable for
other reasons as well. ‘

This paragraph calls for information only on ‘uni-
formed personnel.” It makes no mention of information
regarding armaments. Yet we know that wars are not
fought barehanded. Consequently, if we are to form a
correct idea of any armed forces, we must require infor-
mation not only regarding uniformed personnel, but also
regarding armaments, including, of course, every type of
weapon.

The Soviet delegation objected to paragraph 4., But
when this paragraph was nevertheless accepted, we pro-
posed that it be applied not only to uniformed person-
nel, but also to armaments. Our proposal, however, was
rejecled, -on the insistence of Sir Hartley Shawcross, the
British delegate, and Senator Connally, the American
delegate. '

Paragraph 4 (1) was retained in a form calling only
for information on uniformed personnel, with no mention
of information on armaments. Thus, if we accept this
paragraph, the information submitted under the present
decision will give us a distorted idea of the countries’
forces, inasmuch as it will contain no data on armaments,
on atomic bombs, jet-propelled projectiles, and the like.
All that will be left unsaid. If such a decision is adopted,
many will understand this to mean that for some reason
or other we have decided mot to submit information on
the real state of the armed forces. We may be asked why
we conceal the information concerning armaments, why
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we evade submitting that information, once the ques-
tion of the armed forces within each of our countries has
come up.

No lucid explanation has been offered in reply fo these
legitimate questions, Our proposal that information be
submitted not only regarding uniformed personnel, but
also regarding the armaments at the disposal of this per-
sonnel, was not put to the vote in the First Committee.
The demand of the American and British delegales that
no vote be taken on this Soviet proposal received twenty-
four votes; eighteen voled against, and ten abstained, Thus,
the demand was carried by a number of votes which does
not even constitute half the membership of the 'United
Nations organization. But the rejection of the Soviet pro-
posal left paragraph 4 in this one-sided form. Under such
a paragraph we cannot receive an objective idea of the armed
forces. That is why the Soviet delegation objects to its.
adoption. -

We are discussing an important political question. The
correct solution of this question will be to the interests of
all peoples imbued with the desire for lasting peace and
for the development of friendly relations among all peace-
loving countries.

We are offered a resolution which in its greater part
is acceptable fo all of us. On the first three paragraphs of
this resolution, we have reached complete agreement.
Paragraph 4 (1) of this resolution diverts us to other mat-
ters. Moreover, the submission of information as provided
by this paragraph would result in a distorted picture of the
armed forces in our countries. Therefore, paragraph 4 (1}
should be deleted from the resolution. Only by deleting
this paragraph, and thus adopting a real resolution, can
the General Assembly avoid embarrassment in the eyes of
public opinion and promote so imporlant a work as the
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elucidation of the state of affairs with regard to troops of
United Nations on foreign territories. - :

In view of all these considerations, the Soviet dele-
gation proposes that paragraph 4 (1) be deleted from the
récommended resolution.

The attitude of the Soviet delegation to the British
delegation’s amendment on control follows from what I
have said concerning: paragraph 4 of the resolution.
(Applause.)



4 _ (
THE DECISION ON REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS

Speech at the Plenary Meeting
of the General Assembly
December 13, 1946

Mr. President and Delegates. I have already had oc:
casion from this platform to set forth the point of view
of the Soviet Government on the question of general disar-
mament. We have listened with great interest to the points
of view of other governments on this question, as set forth
in the Committee that discussed this question and in the
General Assembly _

The international situation confmntmg us at the pres-
ent time differs in many respects from the international
situation that took shape after the first world war. We
know that Germany, say, after the second world war is
not the same thing as Germany after the first world war.
Japan, too, after the second world war, is altogether a
different thing than Japan after the first world war, If
we remember that Germany and Japan—the two chief
aggressive Powers, one in the West, the other in the East
—set the tune for the aggressive forces before the second
world war, that it was these two countries which unleashed
the last war and dragged into it all countries, great and
small, we will understand that this radical change in the
condition of Germany and Japan has a very important
bearing on the international situation.
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It must also be assumed that in regard to the former
aggressive states we will consistently maintain such a
policy, such a stand as answer to the interests of univer-
sal peace. We must carry to completion the, demilitari-
zation of the former enemy states, their genuine disar-
mament, and must establish strict control to prevent them
from again becoming aggressive forces. We must carry to
completion the fight against fascism, the fight to democ-
ratize these states, as the Allies recognized while the war
was still in progress. Thus, so far as the forces of aggres-
sion are concerned, we now have favourable conditions
for setting to work to prevent new aggression.

Another important circumstance is the fact that
there are no countries today, after the second world war,
which hold themselves aloof from the international
organization newly established to build up peace and
security. ,

In this, too, the situation differs tremendously from
what we had after the first world war. Now all coun-
~ tries, great and small, deserving of the name of demo-
cratic states are Members of the United Nations organi-
zation. The exceptions to this rule are very inconsiderable.
And this provides a most important requisite for the so-
lution of the problem we are discussing today, the prob-
lem of general disarmament.

It must be recognized that much now depends on our-
selves, on our joint efforts, on our desire to cooperate
with one another in the interests of universal peace, with-
out setting up one country against another, without organ-
izing some states into blocs against other peace-loving
states, or giving rein to a policy dictated by the desire to
subject other states to the dominating influence of some
powerful country. Working in the spirit of the purposes
and aspirations which form the cornerstone of the United
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Nations organization, we can and must seek to ensure
universal peace and security for the peoples.

Permit me now to pass directly to the resolutlon that
nas been submitted for our consideration.

The Soviet draft on the general reduction of arma-
ments, as submitted to the General Assembly, was based on
two wunderlying ideas.

In the first place, we considered it important that the
United Nations organization declare itself firmly on the
necessity of general disarmament; in the second place,
we considered it essential that the United Nations organ-
ization declare the necessity of prohibiting the production
and use of atomic energy for military purposes. The draft
resolution presented contains both these ideas. I will not
deny that the Soviet delegation would have liked to see
the basic proposals it submitted to the General Assembly
expressed in more definite form. However, the resolution
now presented contains fundamental concepts which,
though differently put, reflect both the idea of the general
reduction of armaments and the idea of (prohibiting
the production of atomic energy for military purposes.
The Soviet delegation is therefore satisfied with the
results of the Commiftee’s work and with the resolution
that has been presented for adoption by the General
Assembly.

The speakers today have dwelt at particular length
on the use of atomic energy for military purposes, And
that is perfectly understandable, inasmuch as this. type
of armament merits particular attention at the present
time. It was precisely for that reason that the Soviet draft
pointed to the prohibition of the use of atomic energy
for military purposes as a primary objective. The draft
resolution justly points’ out the necessity of expediting
the work of the Atomic Energy Commission and the con-
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sideration of a convention to include prohibition of the
use of atomic energy for military purposes. This last is
especially important. Anyone can understand that the
atomic bomb is not a defensive weapon. Therefore, when
people speak of the necessity of defence, of protecting
their own countries, it should be clear to us that such tasks
are not to be carried out by means of the atomic bomb. The
atomic bomb, as we know, is designed for foreign terrltones,
and not for the defence of home ferritory.

The resolution submitted for our approval will, we
are confident, become a decision of -the General Assembly
and the first step towards the realization of general disar-
mament. After this decision has been taken by the Gen-
eral Assembly, other steps will be required, further meas-
ures, which will have to be worked out by the Security
Council, That is a highly important task of the Security
Council. And it remains for us to wish it success m
working out and implementing these further measures.
Today, the Soviet delegation expresses its satisfaction
with the first results of our work on the question of
the general reduction of armaments, and with the
cooperation we have achieved here in our work on this
question.

As we heard today, the question of the general re-
duction of armaments still arouses a certain aaxiety
amnong lhe representatives of some states, Some of the
speakers favour the reduction of armaments, but in some-
what uncertain tones. The question, of course, is so
important and so intricate that nobody can counsel haste
in such a matter. But in any case, we must express our-
selves confidently to the effect that this problem is now
a grave and urgent task, which we must all set about
without delay. We must not think that security and peace
will be best ensured, the more troops we have on the
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terrilories of other states, the more military, naval, and
air bases we establish on territories, some near, some far
removed from our state borders. ‘

Some information has already been offered here on
a question over which there has been no little talk of late
—that of troops on foreign territories. But at such a meet-
ing, of course, this information could not be presented in
full; it could not be exhaustive. The Soviet delegation
would like to express the desire that the proposal we
have discussed here separately, namely, the question of
troops on foreign territories, also be settled without fur-
ther postponement, that this question also receive deci-
sion. Then we will all know exactly what troops our
stales maintain outside their  borders, and where; what
military bases the different states maintain, and where.
Such information would be particularly useful right now,
when we are reaching decision on the general reduction
of armaments and the prohibition of the use of atomic
energy for military purposes.

The adoption of a decision on the general reduction
of armaments should have its effect on economic life as
well, including the budgets of the different states. Indeed,
it is no secret that the military budgets of certain states today
are greatly inflated. The populations will warmly ap-
prove the decision on the general reduction of armaments
and the reduction of military budgets, among other rea-.
sons, because this will make it possible really. to ease
their tax burden, and will counteract the forcing up of
commodity prices. All this seriously affects the most vital
malerial interests of every one of the ordinary people,
every one of the working people. We must therefore
hope that one of the earliest practical conclusions to be
drawn from the decision we adopt today will be a reduc-
tion of inflated military budgets to more normal size, and

22561 337



an easing of the burden imposed on the populations by
military budgets. This will meet with great approval in all
countries, .

I should like to remind you also that, in adopting our
decision on the general reduction of armaments, we
should not forget about the frantic propaganda in favour
of a new war which in some cases is to be observed even
today, only a year after the end of the second world
war, It should be clear to us that connivance with such
propaganda cannot promote the realization of a general
reduction of armaments. When we are referred, in this
connection, to freedom of the press and other fine things
of that sort, we want to say in return: why should free-
dom of the press be used primarily by the fomenters of
a mew war, and why cannot we, the opponents of such
pernicious propaganda, use freedom of the press for a
concerted rebuff to such makers of the press, such fabricators
of public opinion?

The present session of the General Assembly has al-
ready adopted, and is yet to adopt a number of decisions.
These decisions will have varying significance. Some will
be of greater importance, others of lesser, Nonme of us,
it seems to me, can doubt that the decision on the gen-
eral reduction of armaments will rank among the most
important decisions of the General Assembly.

It has been adopted unanimously in a Committee rep-
resenting all of our countiries. That is one more proof of
the timeliness of such a decision. So important and in-
tricate a question as the general reduction of armaments
could be decided unanimously only because we have all
recognized that it is timely and urgent. More, this deci-
sion is in keeping with the fundamental interests of all
peoples, great and small. We shall adopt it unanimously,
because we understand that this is to the interests of our
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peoples, whom we serve, and to the interests of univer-
sal peace.

That is why the Soviet delegation expresses its con-
fidence that the unity we attained in the preparatory
period, that this unity will also be evinced in the As-
sembly’s decision on the general reduction of armaments.
(Applause.)
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THE DEMILITARIZATION OF GERMANY

Statement Made at the Sitting
of the Council of Foreign Ministers

March 11, 1947

1. The Berlin conference decisions provide for the
complete disarmament and demilitarization of Germany
and the elimination of her war-industrial polential. The
productive capacities not required for the development of
the peac industries which she will be permitled to have
must be either removed in accordance with the repa-
rations plan, or else destroyed.

It is indisputable that the implementation of these
general decisions of the Allied Powers on Germany’s de-
militarization constitutes one of the foundations of Al-
lied policy aimed at safeguarding the world from possi-
ble aggression on Germany’s part, and at converting her
into a peaceable democratic state. This goal conforms to
the interests of all the peace-loving countries of the
world. .

2. Nearly two years have passed since Germany’s sur-
render. The German army downced arms and ceased to
exist as such. In view of this, the liquidation of Ger-
many's war-industrial potential now becomes of decisive
imporlance for her demilitarization, in order that
Germany, wlhilst remaining a democratic and peaceable
slate having, along with agriculture, its industry and for-
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¢ign trade, shall be deprived of the economic and military
possibility of emerging agair s an aggressive force.

It is generally known that the main base of Germany’s
war-industrial potential is located in the regions of
Western Germany, pre-eminently in the Ruhr industrial
area, in view of which the question of the war-industrial
disarmament of Western Germany is of decisive impor-
tance for Germany’s demilitarization. However, gigantic
plants, built specially for purposes of aggression, such as
the plants of Hermann Goering, Krupp, Robert Bosch,
I. G. Farbenindustrie, etc., which constituted the founda-
tion of the trusts, cartels and other industrial monopolies,
remain intact in Western Germany or are designated only
for partial removal, which creates the prerequisites for a
rapid restoration of their former military power and sig-
nificance. The merging of these plants into monopolistic
organizations facilitated the Nazi aggression, and the
preservation of these monopolies constitutes a threat also
for the future. It must be admitted that the elimination
of the war-industrial potential in Germany’sv Western zones
-has practically not yet been begun, with the exception of
individual isolated measures, which do not actually affect
the war-industrial potential of the Western zones. Ac-
cording to the official data contained in the report of the
British Command, by January 1, 1947, there were elimi-
nated only 7 per cent of the total number of tank, air-
crafl, ordnance and other war plants situated within the
British zone which had been built specially for armaments
production. References in the reports of the British,
American and French occupation authorities to what is
called “neutralization of war plants,” cannot justify the
utterly insignificant extent of liquidation of war plants,
which actually even now are being preserved as war
plants. It is quite obvious that this so-called “neutraliza-
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tion” can have no significance whatsoever in eliminating
of war-industrial potential, not to speak of the fact that the
Berlin conference decisions do not provide for any “neu-
tralization” as a neans of elimination of the war potential.

By January 1, 1947, the agencies of the Conire! Coun-
cil received for consideration lists of 1,554 plants in the
three Western zones, the capital and industrial equipment
of which is to be allocated for reparations, as having rela-
tion to war-industrial potential. But only at three plants
was complete removal of equipment finished by that time,
while at thirty-seven plants the removal of equipment has
not been complefed to this day.

In this connection it should be observed that in the
Soviet occupation zone 676 plants out of 733 belonging to
war industry and other forbidden industries have been
allocated for reparations and dismantled. '

In January, 1947, inter-Allied quadripartite commis-
sions, set up by the Control Council to check to what ex-
tent war plants had been liquidated, visited all the occu-
pation zones in Germany. Thirty war plants were sub-
jecled to selective inspection, nine of which were in the
Soviet zone and seven each in the American, British and
French zones. The commissions recorded very grave short-
comings in the organization and carrying out of work
for the elimination of war plants in the Western zones,
and confirmed instances of theft and dispersion of equip-
ment at various plants there.

3. At the Paris meeting of the Council of Foreign
Ministers in July, 1946, the Soviet delegation insisted
that a plan should be drawn up as speedily as possible
and procedure established for the elimination of those
German industries which had served as a military-econom-
ic base of German aggression, producing an enormous
quantity of armaments for the German army, On the
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initiative of the Soviet representatives, the Control Coun-
cil, on October 2, 1946, passed a decision providing for
the elaboration of such a-plan for the whole of Germany
within the next one or two months. Neverihieless, in view
of the fact that the occupation authorities of the Ameri-
can, British and French zones failed to submit the re-
quired lists of plants, no plan has been drawn up to this day.

4. Laws and directives adopted by the Control Coun-
cil regarding the disarmament and disbandment of the
personnel of Germany’s former armed forces have not
been fully impiemented. Article 1 of Law No. 34, adopted
by the Control Council on August 20, 1946, laid down
that: “All German land, naval and air forces, with all
their organizations, staffs and institutions, including the
General Staff, officer corps, reserve corps, military schools,
war veterans’ organizations, and other military and
para-military organizations, together with their head-
quarlers ang associations, destined to maintain Germany’s
wilitary traditions, are considered dissolved and completely
liquidated.” :

Nevertheless, there still remain at the disposal of the
commanders of the DBritish and American occupation
forces undisbanded German military units and services
which formerly belonged to Germany’s land forces, air
fleet and navy. These so-called “auxiliary units,” retain
their military organization and are commanded by Ger-
man officers who enjoy rights of disciplinary action,
which facilitates the preservation of German army cadres.
According to official reports of the Dritish and American
Commands, by January 1, 1947, the strength of German
units preserved as auxiliary units and services consti-
tuted: 81,358 men at the disposal of the British Com-
mand, and about 9,000 men at the disposal of the Ameri-
can Command.
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This situation contradicts the Control Council’s decisions.

5. Along with German military formations, there still
remain in the British and American occupation zones in
Germany undisbanded military units organized from non-
Germans, which under the law should be disbanded and
repalriated. Among them are Chetniks, Ustashis, Szalasy-
ites, men - of the so-called “Yugoslav Royal Army,” also
units of General Anders, Bandera terroristic organiza-
tions, etc. ” ‘

This situation contradicts the Control Council’s de-
cisions.

6. In view of all this, it is proposed that the Coun-
cil of Foreign Ministers instruct the Control Coumcil to
carry out the following measures:

(1) To work out by July 1, 1947, a plan for the elim-
ination of Germany’s war-industrial potential, fixing
the time limit for the completion of the work of elimin-
ating the war-industrial potential at not later than the
end of 1948, and paying special attention to the liquida-
tion of cartels and trusts controlling planis related to Ger-
many’s war potential.

{2) To expedite the work of destroying German war
materials and demolishing on Germany’s territory all mil-
itary installations which had been intended for war on
land, sea or in the air, so that this work may be fully
completed by the end of 1949.

(3) Fully to dishand and liquidate by June 1, 1947,
all still existing German military formations, including
auxiliary units,

(4) To dissolve and completely abolish all still exist-
ing or newly formed units, staffs, guard services and
other organizations, as well as training depots organized
from among non-Germans who by decision of the Control
Council are subject to be disbanded and repatriated.



DENAZIFICATION
AND DEMOCRATIZATION OF GERMANY

Statement Made at the Sitting
of the Council of Foreign Ministers

March 13, 1947

The Allied Powers have repeatedly emphasized in their
‘decisions that the eradication of the remnants of German
fascism (denazification) and the establishment of a demo-
cratic system in Germany form one of the most important
conditions for ensuring peace and security in Europe. The
materials contained in the Control Council’s report, as well
as the information at the disposal of our governments,
enable us to judge how far these decisions have been carried
out, what successes have been achieved in this field, and
what grave shortcomings still exist.

I. DENAZIFICATION

The Control Council’s report on denazification shows
that from the very outset of their activities the Allied con-
trol organs have carried out measures for the destruction
of the National Socialist Party and its affiliated and subsidi-
ary organizations, have dissolved fascist institutions created
under the Hitler regime, abolished certain laws and taken
steps to prevent fascist and militarist activities in Germany.
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Nevertheless, the present situation with regard to the
execution of the general program of denazification in Ger-
mapy, agreed upon at"the Berlin conference and aimed at
eradicaling the remnants of fascism and at preparing the
conditions for the reconstruction of German political life
on a democratic basis, cannot be regarded as satisfactory.
Many things still remain undone in this respect. This ap-
plies in the first place to the execution of the important
provision of the Berlin conference regarding the removal
of members of the Nazi party who had been more than
nominal participants in its activities, and other persons
hostile to the Allied purposes,from public and semi-public
offices and from positions of responsibility in important
private undertakings.

To this day many important economic and administra-
tive positions in big German industrial centres are held by
persons who actively assisted Hitler in coming to power
and who organized the preparation and carrying out of
German aggression. The facts show that in a number of
cases organizers of German fascism and aggressiom, who
under Hitler’s regime were leaders of German trusts,
concerns and other monopolies, remain in leading positions.
Thus the iron andsteel industry control in the British zone
is headed by Dinkelbach, who under Hitler was director of
the huge Vereinigte Stahlwerke. Dinkelbach not only
directs Lheiron and steel industry in the British zone, includ-
ing the Ruhr, but has even been entrusted with the prepa-
ralion of projects for the “socialization” of industry in the
British zone. The prominent fascist leader Ernst Poensgen,
who under Hitler’s regime was one of the thirteen members
of the Reich Armaments Council, is now President of the
German Metal Industry Association in the British zone.
Prominent leaders of German industrial monopolies, such
as Hugenberg, of the steel industry, Wilhelm Zangen, one
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of the leaders of the war industry of fascist Germany, as
well as Hermann Biicher, Rechberg and others, are still at
large and playing a prominent role in the British and
American zones.

Not infrequenily, former fascists who carried out the
punitive policy under Hitler's regime hold office as judges
and as procurators in the judiciary and procurator offices.
According to the materials contained in the report of the
Control Council, such persons constitute about 35 per cent
of all those employed in the procurator offices and judici-
ary in the American zone, and up to 43 per cent in the
British zone, while in the French zone one-half of all
judges are former active figures of the Hitler regime. The
president of the court in the city of Hannover is Eilts,
former Counsellor of the Nazi Military Tribunal, The
prison governor in Cologne is the fascist butcher Dock-
weiler, who during the war was governor of the Brokke
prison in Poland, notorious for its numerous executions
and brutal regime.

The German democratic press has repeatedly published
long lists of prominent Nazis who occupy leading positions
in the British and American zones. But the public demand
for the removal of these persons has in many instances
been ignored,

Denazification has been not infrequently replaced by
a formal census of practically the entire German adult pop-
ulation. Suffice it to say that by January 1, 1947,
11,600,000 persons in the American zone were required to
fill in denazification questionnaires. Over six million have
already received rehabilitation certificates, and the remain-
ing 5,600,000 have still to come before the denazification
commissions. But the decisions of the Berlin conference
demand the removal of former active Nazis from leading
positions and the punishment of fascist criminals, not the
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wholesale trial of all former members of the Nazi party
and of its affiliated organizations. On the other hand, this
system of wholesale “denazification” does not preclude the
possibility of some of the active Nazis being included in
the mass of rehabilifated persons.

According to the American press, it was stated in the
report presented to a special committee of the United States
Senate on the state of denazification in the American occu-
pation zone in November 1946, that many high officials
who were formerly active fascists had in practice entirely
escaped punishment. The Senate Committee received infor-
mation relative to a large number of persons who, accord-
ing to Control Council directives, should have been classed
among the most active Nazis, but were actually classed
only as Nazi “fellow travellers” and fined not more than
2,000 marks each, After paying this fine, these prominent
fascists can be considered cleared and can be appointed to
responsible positions in the administration and in industry.
The report to the Senate Committee noted that in Bavaria,
out of 575 prominent Nazis tried, some 400 were classed
by the denazification courts (Spruchkammer) as “fellow
iravellers.,” No wonder that the American Deputy Com-
mander-in-Chief, General Clay, stated in the Council of the
Lands at Stuttgart in November, 1946: “It appears more
and more that the denazification process is being used to
return as many people as possible to their former vocations
rather than to find and punish the guilty.”

The Commission of the World Federation of Trade
Unions which visited Germany also found the state of de-
nazification in the British, American and French occupa-
tion zones unsatisfactory.

As to the Soviet zone, here the mililary administration
in carrying ~ut denazification concentrated its main atten-
tion on removing active fascists and persons who held
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leading positions under Hitler’s regime from public and
semi-public, offices and replacing them by persons recom-
mended by democratic organizations. In the course of this
work enterprises sequestered by organs of the-Soviet mili-
tary administration, as well as the landed estates of Nazi
leaders and war criminals, were turned over to German
democratic administrative organs.

Mr. Marshall said here that he regarded the informa-
tion on denazification presented by the Soviet side as inade-
quate. I must, however, call Mr. Marshall’s attention to the
report of the Conirol Council on denazification, which
contains detailed information in regard to all zones, includ-
ing the Soviet zone. In particular, I would call attention
to the data published in the report regarding the number
of former Nazi officials dismissed and barred from re-
sponsible positions. It can be seen from these data that the
figure for the Soviet zone is 390,478 persons, which is
more than in any other zone. Perusal of the report of the
Control Council will show that the Soviet military admin-
istration has furnished full information concerning the
progress of denazification in the Soviet zone.

As to Mr. Marshall's statement that Nazis sometimes try
to join the Socialist Party in order to get rehabilitated, the
Soviet delegation is not aware of any facts corroborating
this statement. Nor did Mr. Marshall cite any facts lo
bear this out.

The unsatisfactory state of denazification is fraught
with danger to the democratic transformation of Germany.
In particular, the Conftrol Council’'s report shows that
a widely-ramified fascist underground organization, the
“Nursery,” created on the eve of Germany’s surrender, has
been discovered and liquidafed in the British and American
zones, This organization planned its criminal activities far
ahead, acting under the guise of business concerns. Refrain-
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ing from direct resistance to measures of the occupation.
authorities, this organization worked to place in, economic:
and administrative posts active fascists who would take
advantage of their official positions in order to develop
activities hostile to the purposes of the occupation of Ger-
many. A big underground fascist organization, which
worked under the direction of former generals and high
S.S. officers and had its branches all over Germany, has
also been recently uncovered in the British and American
zones. This organization had as its object the re-establish-
menkt of the fascist regime in Germany. Big secret stores
of arms were discovered in the process of its liquidation.
Several underground fascist groups and organizations have
also been liquidéted in the Soviet zone, including groups of
the ‘Edelweiss-Piraten” organization, which consisted
mainly of former agents of the Gestapo, S.5., S.D. and
other Nazi organizations. Underground organizations of the
so-called “Rhine Resistance Movement” were discovered in
all the occupation zones, which had set themselves the aim
of sabotage and wrecking in industry, in order to hinder
the restoration of Germany’s peace economy, as well as to
obstruct the discharge by Germany of her obligations to-
wards the Allied Powers.

In view of all this the execution of the gemeral pro-
gram of denazifitation adopted at the Berlin conference
cannot be regarded as satisfactory.

The Soviet Government deems it necessary to propose
that the Council of Foreign Ministers instruct the Control
Council to concentrate its attention in future on the fol-
lowing tasks:

1. To take measures without delay for the removal of
former active fascists from public and semi-public office.

2. To expedite the trial of Nazi criminals by courts and
tribunals, and to replace former officials of the Hitler
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regime in the judiciary and procurator offices by persons
whose political and moral qualities are conducive to the
furtnerance of democratic principles in Germany.

- 3. To ensure, in pursuance of the decisions of the
Berlin conference, the unconditional prosecution of lead-
ing supporters of the Hitler regime and war criminals,
without, however, permitting the wholesale prosecution of
former rank-and-file and non-active Nazis,

Today we have heard Mr. Marshall's proposals. The
Soviet delegation will closely study these proposals, but we
can say already that the Soviet delegation considers them
acceptable in principle.

II. DEMOCRATIZATION

~ The Berlin conference decided that local self-govern-
ment shall be restored throughout Germany on democratic
principles; that all democratic parties and free trade unions
shall be permitted and encouraged; that representative and
eleclive principles shall be introduced into the regional,
provincial and Land administration; that certain essentially
important central German departments shall be established;
and that freedom of speech, the press and religion shall be
permitted. The implementation of this program adopted at
the Berlin conference should prepare the way for the final
reconstruction of German political life on a democratic
basis, and the eventual peaceful cooperation of Germany
in international life,

Certain success has been achieved in this respect. Con-
siderable democratic forces have appeared and are devel-
oping their aclivities in Germany, The utter bankruptcy
of Hitler’s regime, of the German war economy and of
the fascist ideology have strongly undermined the former
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influence of fascism and militarism amongst the working
sections of the population. This creates a favourable basis
for the further democratization of political life in Ger-
many.

However, the extent of democratization is far from
equal in all the occupation zones, a fact which is in large
measure due to the zonal disunity of political life and the
absence of a politically united Germany. -

In the American and Soviet occupation zones elections
have already been held to the representative institutions
of the Lands (Landtags), which have formed governments
on the elective principle, Elections to local self-government
bodies have also been held in the British and French zones.
However, the elections were not held on the basis of a
democratic electoral system uniform for the whole of
Germany, which led to substantial shortcomings in the elec-
tions in various zones. '

For instance, the electoral syslem adopted in the British
zone led to the following results at the elections to the
local self-government bodies in September 1946: the German
Social-Democratic Party received 11,178,000 votes and
2,549 seats; the Christian Democratic Union, with 11,000,000
votes, won 8,583 seats; the Communist Party, with 2,000,000
votes, received only 139 seats,

As to the electoral system in the Amencan zone, in
some cases—in Bavaria, for instance—a party which failed
to gather 10 per cent of the votes does not receive a single
seat in the Landtag. By means of this undemocratic elec-
toral mechanisin undesired opposition in the Landtag is
eliminated.

In connection with the present situation, German demo-
cratic organizations in all zones express the wish for
the establishment of a single democratic system of propor--
tional representation for the whole of Germany.
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" Another important problem is that of the position of
democratic parlies and free trade unions in Germany. Not-
withstanding the positive results achieved in this respect,
one serious obstacle to the development of German demo-
cralic organizations is their zonal disunity. Up to now the
German democratic organizations have not been given the
opportunity to unite on an all-German scale. Ever since
October 1915, the Soviet representatives in the Control
Council have been vainly urging the adoption of a law
which would at last recognize the right of German demo-
cratic parties and trade unions o unite on an all-German
scale, to freely hold congresses and conferences and elect
their central bodies. :

Yet it is perfectly clear that restriction of the activities
of democralic German organizations within the limits of
the separate zones contradicts the principles laid down by
the Berlin conference and hinders the democratic develop-
ment of Germany. Unless the democratic parties and trade
unions are unified on a natienal scale, and unless they are
given the opportunity freely to decide their internal affairs,
there can be no serious talk of any all-round development
of democratic life in Germany, A

Of great importance for the democratic reformation of
Germany and for her future development as a state is
the problem of the Constitutions of the Lands, which are
now being adopted by the Landtags in certain zones.

.But in this respect, too, there are subtantial short-
' comings. '

The basic provisions of these Land Constitutions proceed
from diametrically opposite principles, and this cannot
but hinder the democratization of Germany. For example, -
the Constitution of Bavaria, in the American zone, adopted
in December 1946, is permeated with federalist proclivities.
On the other hand the new Constitution of Thuringia, in
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the Soviet zome, is based on recognition of the unity .of a
democratic German State, and proclaims Thuringia a com-
ponent part of a German democratic republic,

Of great importance for the democratization of Ger-
many is the Jland reform effected in the Soviet zone
in the autumn of 1945. This reform undermined the po-
litical and economic influence of the Junkers—the age-
old mainstay of German militarism and subsequently of
Nazism. i

In the other occupation zones, so far, only preparations
for land reform are in progress, and the Conirol Council
has acknowledged that “land reform has been practically
completed only in the Soviet zone—although distribution of
landed property according fo size-groups festifies to the pos-
sibility of land reform in every zone.”

It would be most advisable for the Council of Foreign
Ministers to confirm the following agreement reached in
the Control Cou