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) hg EA (Canada) I declare open the one hundred and twenty-third plenary
meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament,

Mr, MACOVESCU (Romania): During recent meetings of thie'Committee -~ I have
in mind particularly those of 10 April (ENDC/PV,120) -a-nd 17 April (BNDC/FV,121) — some
pessimistic assessments of the results of our work at this Conference were voiced,'and
an unwanted wind of anniety passed amongst us.

There are, of course, sound reasons for such phencmena, We have been working so
long already, and we still have not secured the results expected the world over. Since
the resumption of our proceedings on 12 February we have not moved matters perceptibly
further; e have not reached even one specific partial agreement 1in any area,

At first 51rht, that is the state of affairs, and it might naturally cause pessimism
and anxiety. But 1f we 1odk intd ‘the depth of the matters, if we go into the inner
process which their ‘essence has undergone, we find other aspects too which, on the one
hand, lead us to noté that our efforts have not been altogether in vain and, on the
other hand, desegve our>utmest attention having in mind the future development of the
situation. h

In order.to 1llustrate this view of the Romanian delegation, may I refer to the
negotiations-on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests -- an area where we are fdaced with
exceptionally‘serione and complex obstacles,

We all remember that there was a time when the Western delegations, in discussing
underground tests, stated categorically that the basic element\offa*control system must
be internatlonal stations and lnspections, without any store_beiné.eet h&'the'national
stations, Experience has shown that that point of view not onlf.doee not heln in
reaching a common stand but has not even been -borne out by reality.

During our negotiations, during the cross-fire of theses.and arguments, science
and technique have made such progress that now the unanimous conclusion has been reached
that the contrary point of view is the right one: in other words, that the basic element

of the verification system must be the national stations.
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That is what renowned Western scientists say; it is what Senators in the
United States Congress are saying; and, finally it is what has been said in our
Committee by the leader of the United States delegation. Mr, Stéilé stated on
22 February 1963: S

"The Soviet represehtative télkéa about three things, in the main.
First, he talked about reliance on national systems., Now it is clear
that there is no issue between us on é system which puts its basic reliance
on nationally-manned detectién systems. de of the West have moved on
this, We called for a network of ihternational systems, internationally -
manned and staffed, Later we moved from that to willingness to agree to
a system of nationally—mahned statioﬁs‘under international supervision,
Most recently we have agreed to plébe our reliance on national systems
checked by various kinds df}inStruﬁenfation, and without international

supervision,” “So there is’ ho issue on thls, voo " (AADC/HV, 101, p,42)

In fact, there is no issue on 1t,' so let us consider it as an attained asset, a common
asset, an asset of all of us, obtalned as a result of long and difficult negotiations.

That is not all. - Tle remémber that there was a time when the Western delegations
claimed that underground nucleéf'ekplosions below a certain magnitude could not be
detected and identified by national means,  fxperience has shown that that point of
view was not supported by reality and that the claim could not be upheld ad infinitum.
fiven the United States Secretary of State, Mr, Dean Rusk, had to acknowledge openly
that: ' L _ v

."The increase in our technical.ability to detect ééisnic events -

at long distances" -- here i, Rus& is refcrrlng to thp ~ability of

the United States -- "permlts us to rely upon seismic stations outside

the Soviet Union to detect undervround nuclear explos1ons inside the

Soviet Union", (Hearing before the Committee on Foreign Relations —-

United States Senate, 33th Congress, li.Mafch, 1963, p.7).

In the United States -- as, by the way, in other countries too -- substantial
progress has been made in the detection of underground explosions, For instance,

today it 1s thought that the possibility of detecting nuclear explosions from a great
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dlstance 1s better than the possibility of detecting the same explosions from a shorter
distahCé;"'That.view has been ¢learly expressed in a .document drawn up by the United
States Aﬁhs Contfoltana Disafmament Agency. I have in mind the "Critique of the.
scientific assertlons of Representative Craig Hosmer in his letter of March 18 to
President John F. Kennedy", which has been reproduced in the Congressional Recprd of

21 March 1963, P. 4503, In that document we read: , _

"The fact is that detection at distances greater than 620 miles is
frequently better than that at 620 miles. Indeed, a 1961 study made by
two sclentists from AZC's Livermore Laboratory and ons from the Rand
Corporation shows that the signal from a l-kiloton shot in soft rock (tuff)

;at about 1,200 miles is over twice as high as the signal is at 620 miles, . ..
At either distance, the signal was strong enough for detection, A graph
showing conclusions from this study has been given to the Joint Committee a

on Atomice Energy. .

"Another graph submitted to the Joint Committee by Defense Department
Scientist Jack P. Ruina shows that while detection capability decreases from-
about 1,000 to 2,000 miles, 1t increases again from 2,000 to 3,000 miles,
;Throughbut the range from about 600 to 6,000 miles, modern multielement:
detectlon stations would have a high probability of detecting nuclear
explosions down to 1 or 2 kilotons in soft rock (tuff), As a matter of

£1°" fact, two relatively simple selsmic stations.located 2,000 and 2,500 miles .
from our Nevada test slte detected most of the shots equivalent to about
1 kiloton in soft rock.  Improved equipment at these two statidns would .
have permitted detection of even smaller explosions",

' S0 thére is no issue on that either,  We have always said that, thanks to
technological progress, underground nuclear explosions could be detected at great
distances by national means. That is now acknowledged also by political leaders and
scientists in the United States. Consequently that, too, is an acquired.asset —--
secured, equally, a8 a result of long and difficult negotiations. o
' And that is not all, = We remember that there was a time when the Western delegations
contested the thesis that fro the parties to a test ban treaty to be . safeguarded.against
the risk implied by the possibility of clandestine underground nuclear tests it would not
be necessary that every underground explosion below a certain level should be detected and
identified, but that it would be sufficient if there were firm assurance of_the”detection
‘of any series of underground ruclear explosions. - Now, a series of nuclear explpsiohs
carcot -escape modern capabilities of detection, and detecting a seriles means:idehtifying
it &8 such, - |
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As time went on the United States Government, confronted by incontestable
evidence had to alter its views and to admit that to avoid the danger of underground
nuclear explosions being contimued by one of the parties the detection of a series
of nuclear explosions and not of every separate event would suffice, That point.bf |
view, uhich_wasAexpressed in this Committes by the sociglist delegations wany
monthsAago, was acknowledged by the President of the United States in his Press
conference of 6 March 1963, Mr. Kennedy said:

"] believe we will insist upon a test-ban treaty which gives us assurance
that if any country conducted a series of clandestinevunderground tests that
geries would be detected,"

On what grounds did Mr. Kennedy meke that statement, asking for assurance of the
detection of a series and not of every single event? The answer is given by the
Director of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency : 7

"There is always the possibility of a threshold under which detection
would be difficult, certainly on any isolated single test, One must always
have in mind thet it is unlikely that any single test wili mske any substantial
difference in the strategic balancs. | | '

"It is also unlikely that any series of tests will fail of detection with
modern methods which we believe are dependable", _

That is quoted from the report of hearings before the Preparedness Investigating
Subcommittee of the Committee on Armed Services -- United States Senate, 87th Congress,
17, 18 and 19 September 1962, page 51. | ' | | o

Consequently, there is no issue on that point either. Authorities of High
responsibility in the United States have acknowledged that, in order to cdntrol whether
a party signatory to the treaty continued to carry out vnderground nuclear weapon tests,
it would be necessary to detect not every single explosion but 6nly a series of
explosions, That is one more asset secured as a reéult of negotiations. :

Again that is not all., We remember that for a long time the Western delegations
have tried to argue that the verification system camnot be efficient unless it includes
on-site inspections. The socialist delegations have argued the contrary point of view
and they remain convinced tinat it is posslble to set up a very efficient verification
gystem without on-site inspections. Notwithstanding that and in order to remove the
last obstacle from the path leading to the conclusion of a taqt ban treaty, the
Government of the Soviet Union has accepted two to three on-site inspections
(ENDC/73, p.5). On the one hand, that decision is of a strictly politiéal nature and,
on the other hand; it gives additional assurance of control to a system which was -

already sufficient to ensure the implementation of the treaty provisions.



ENDC/PV .123
9

(Mr. Macovescu, Romania)

The Western delegations have clalmed, and keep claimlng, that two to three
1nspections per annum are not sufficient, and they ask for seven. (ENDC/78, p.l) .
There is no 301ent1fic basis for sucn a requlrement That has been.made,abundantly
clear in this Commlttee. But now nins United States sclentists, whose authorlty
in merito is beyond contest, come and confirm that three 1nspectlons are sufficient as
an additional assurance.
A In a recent statement.published on 9 April 1963 in The Washington Post,
"Dr._Pefnard Feld, Dr., David Inglis, Dr. Janes Watson, Dr. Bruno Rossi, Dr. Donald Glaser,
Dr.”Hans Bethe, Dr, Freeman Dyson, Dr. Francis Low and Dr. K.T. Bainbridge say, inter alis
"We have additional assurances in the fact that the Soviet Union has agreed to

_thxee”on-site inspections should suspicious indications of underground testing
be discovered by the detection system of the United States and the United Kingdom,
and is willing to permit a number of automatic seismic stations on Soviet
territory." (ENDC/85, p.3)

That being 80, those nlne United States scientists stress the addltlonal character

of on-81te inspections and expressly acknowledge that the three 1nspect10ns accepted
by the Soviet Union constitute an additional assurance. S

", .. surely these eminent, reputable and well known American sc1entists, each w1th

competence in his field, ares worthy of belief"¥,

Those are not my word3° they are the words of Senator Clark, who, at the sltting
of the United States Senate on 9 April 1963, asked that the paper drawn up by the nine
scientlsts be put on the record

Also at that eitting, Senator Humphrey, referring to the same document stated:

"It represents a well-thought-out, constructive, and sensible statement by

a group of eminent scientists in support of a miclear test ban treaty. Signed by

nine leading physicists and experts in other branches of science, the statement

takes on added significance, because these are men of no partisan persuasion in
particular, but are rather men of competence, excellence and scholarship in the
field of science, particularly as physicists., In little more than two columns of

~ newsprint it.provides us with a superb analysis of the advantages of a test ban

- agreement betWeen,the United States, Britain, and the Soviet Unlon.+ The authors
have approached the question from the only point of view that has any lastlng
relevance to the Senate., They have argued almost exclusively from the point of
view of United States national security and national interest. It is a very

convincing argument indeed",
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Later Senator Humphrey stated:

"Mr., President, I consider this statement in thié morning's press to be
very timely, significant and meaningful in terms of our national security and
the national interest. I hope that it will be studied meticulously and
thoughtfully by every person in the United States, and indeed throughout the
WOrld, who is interested in world peace", '

1 should like to add that, also on 9 April 1963, in the United States House of
Representativés, Mr, Robert W, Kastenmeier, representative for the State of Wisconsin,
and Mr. William Fiitts Ryan, representative for the State of New York, asked that the
statement of the nine United States scientists be put on the record.

I think it could help members of our Committee if the United States delegation
were to ask the Secretariat to circulate that statement of the nine United States
scientists as a Conference document . Y The complete text has been published in the
Congressional Record of 9 April 1963, page 5669.

I would mention that, according to a report published in the Swiss newspaper
Tribune de Lausanne of 16 April 1963, one of the nine scientists, Dr. David Inglis,
chief physicist of the National Laboratories in Argonne, Illinois, who once contributed

to the perfecting of the first atomic bomb, stated in addition at a Press conference
in Chicago:

(continued in French)

n, .. that the Soviet proposals for the cessation of nuclear tests were perfectly
acceptable and that the mumber of three annual inspections on Soviet territory
appeared to him to be sufficient. All nuclear explosions of any importance, he
said, can be detected by stations located outside the borders of the countries
where they occur. As for small explosions, they are of no military significance,
because there is nothing they could teach countries trying'to'improve their
nuclear armaments." |

(continued in English)

Those words of Dr, David Inglis are extremely clear and constitute a precise
indication that among United States scientists who have a sense of civic responsibility
the idea has been penetrating ever more deeply that it is possible to conclude the
treaty on the hasis of the well-known conditions; without endangering any of the parties.

1/ subsequently issued as document ENDC/85.
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There is still another area in which it seems that we agree. In this Committee
the socialist delegations have repeatedly stressed that between the risk of a treaty
violafion escaping detection, and the certitude of the nefarious consequences for
mankihd as a whole -- and for every separate nation, including the United States and
1ts allles -- of the continuation of the tests, we can choose only the first, which
is of a purely hypothetical nature.

- Our point of view is shared too by the other party. Here, for instance, is what
Mr. Humphrey said in the United States Senate on 7 March 1963:
"As to the danger of secret undetected testing, it is the consensus of
expert opinion that the risk -- while it is there -- is small, and that in

any case 1t is extremely unlikely that the results of cheating could have

an important effect on the military balance of power. The controlling

consideration must be an obiective weighing of the risks of a treaty against

those of unrestricted testing. On the basis of available evidence, the balance

is heavily in favour of a treaty ..." (ENDC/82%, p.5)

To the same effect, Mr, Foster, the leader of the United States delegation,
told us on 17 September 1962: .

"Even though any test ban would entail some risk of cheating by the

Soviet Union, we believe that risk is outweighed by the dangers to our security

resulting from a continuation of unlimited testing."

I think I need not point out that if there is any danger of cheating it does not
come from the Soviet Union.

~ But above any epprehension, real or imaginary, let us bear in mind permanemtly
the ‘real danger so accurately pictured in the following words of United States
Senator Church, spoken on 11 March 1963:
"We are like passengers on a train that is headed toward a terrible
- precipice, and we know the bridge is out, and yet, we are arguing with one.

- another as to what the dangers are in jumping off the train without taking -
into account what the inevitable end result will be if we continue on the
tracks." , -

I have brought several facts before the Committee in an effort to substantiate
the idea put forward at the beginning of my statement today, namely that our
negotistions have yielded certain results, inasmuch as the correct theses set forth
here had to be acknowledged also by those who had contested them,
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Here I feel it i8 necessary to say”that*ﬁhaﬁ‘doeé“nét;ﬁedn that'the.Wéétérn .
~side has made any Coficessions, or has met the Fastern side halfway. We are confronted
with an.ackhowledgement of realities and truth, and not with concessions. ’Oﬁé”éahhot
make concessions to truth-and reality., ' o ' B

I have brought these facts forward for another purpose, too: I wanted to~
draw the attention of this Committee to a paradoxical situation. Our negotiations
have clarified the general principles upon which the test ban treaty is to be built,
The authorized representatives of the executive and legislative power in the
United States and the aulhoritative representaiives of the scientific world and of
public opinion of -the United States -- as well as of other Western countries =~ have
acknowledged the accuracy of these principles, have removed numerous differences by
their recent statements, and have opened vp possibilities of removing the differences
which .remain. Notwithstanding that. and in spite of the statements by the most
authoritative political and scientific persons in the United States, the United States
delegation to this Conference keeps stinking tn-its 0ld nnsition. ~ rigid position,

a position which is not borne out by any reality. ' '

What conclusions are we to draw from that paradoxical state of affairs? Are e
to conclude. that the left hand does nct know what the right hand is doing? Are we
‘to conclude that words are one thing, and the facts here quite another? Are we to
conclude that, both by words and by deeds, some try to ‘gain time while speeding up
their military preparations to the utmost; to gain time in order to carry into
effect the proposals made by Generald Curtis LeMay, Chief of -Staff of the United States
Air Force, and by General David Shoup, Commander of the United States Marine Corps,
who have recantly asked ‘that the United States should'préducé‘dﬂloo-meéatoh-ﬁuclear
bob ? | | MR

Those are questions which every logical mind asks itself. They are questions
which the United States delegation must answer. We chould like the answers of the
representative of the. United States tc be such as to permit us to ask immediately
another question: On what day of April or May will this Committee be in a position
to discuss, article by article, a test ban treaty drawn up on the basis of the
reelistic viewpoints row acknowledged not ornly by the leading political bodies of

the United States, but also by prominent United States scientists?
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In the speech to which I have already referred, Senator Church drew attention
to the fact that the train is heading towards a tremendous precipice. With this
I agrea, I do not agree with Senator Church when he proposes the alternative of
Jumping off the train, We are in a situation when there is no need to choose such
an alternative. Nobody is asking us to risk a jump off the train. -We must unite
our forces and, with a steady hand, hold up the train which is madly heading for
the abyss. We are not mere passengers, scared, impotent and bewildered. We must
give proof of calm, force and resolve, _

I should like my statement today to be regarded as an additional effort by the
Romanian delegation to smoothe the way towards understandings an expression of our.
unflinching desire to see the end of the muclear weapon race at the earliest possible
date; and an embodiment of our resolve to insist unceasingly, in accordance with
instructions from the Government of the Romanian People's Republic, on the
1mpleméntation of general and complete disarmament, and -- as an important step
towards that goal -- on the banning of nuclear weapon tests in all environments and
for all time,

Mr, STELIE (United States of America): This morning my delegation wishes
to deal with the question of what progress we have made in this Conference towards
a test ban treaty and, most importantly, what remains to be done.

Since March 1962 both sides have modified their positions in what have clearly .
been attempts to meet in some degree the position of the other side. The Soviet
Union reaccepted the principle of obligatory on-site inspection, which it had
abandoned on 28 November 1961 (ENDC/1l; GEN/DNT/122). It also accepted again
(ENDC/PV.119, p.22) the figures for the number of on-site inspections which it had
proposed on 26 July 1960 (GEN/DNT/PV.234, p.15). We have welcomed both of those moves
as moves which have helped us in our progress towards a test ban treaty, in spite of
the fact that they do not represent real forward movement over what the Soviet Union
proposed three and four years ago.

In a similar effort to reach agrecment the United Kingdom and the United States,
as the represemtative of Romania has reminded us this morning, have accepted: the use
of national systems for the detection of seismic events. In addition, on the lssue
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of oh-gite inspection, the United States and the United Klngdom have revealed “the
results of the extensive research programme which they have undertaken - results .
which show certain important improvements in detection and identification. On the
basis of those results the United States and the United Kingdom:have'fedﬁced their
requirements for the number of on-site inspections from twelve to ﬁwenty inspections
annually to from eight to ten inspections annually.

In the session of the Conference, beginning in February 1963, we have
additionally proposed to reduce our requirement on the inspection quota to seven
inspections annuglly. We have made clear as well our position on the arrangements
which should- govern the conduct of on-site inspections. Those arrangements were o
-set out in the memorandum (ENDC/78) submitted to the Conference by the United States
and the United Kingdom on 1 April 1963, '

Finally, the:United States and the United Kingdom have made it clear that they
are willing to negotiatec on major issues. They have not presented demands about how
we -should proceed or upon what specific substantive nositions mist be accepted in
total if we are to reach an agreement,

Where do we now stand in the Conference as a result of the efforts which have
been made over the past year and a few months,>and-which'l havé-juﬁﬂ:described?
Speaking with the utmost franknéss, I must say that it is clear that we have reached
an impasse —- that we are clearly not in agreement now about how we must proceed with
the settlement of a number of problems.

“The basic igsue has involVed'the'question of inspection. There is, apparently,
agreement that the question of 1nspect10n is the most important to be settled, '
although the Soviet representative has insisted on calling inspection merely "an
additional guarantee" (ENDC/PV.119, p- 22) to national detection systems to ensure the
observance of a test ‘ban treaty.

Here I should like to refer paremthetically to the statement which was just
made by the representative of Romania, because he seemed to support the'Seviet'e
position that on-site inspoctions were merely an additional guarantee. He quoted -
‘(supra, p. 9 ) a statement from a letter dated 9 April 1963 and ‘signed by a mmber
of United States scientists, in which they did use the phrase Ngdditional assurances"
with regard to on- -site inspection. The quotation comes in a section of the

scientists! letter beginning:
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"What assurances do we have that in the event of a test ban treaty

the Soviet Union would not conduct underground testa?t (EEQCZBQ! p. 3)
The scientists go on to say that, even though a small test might be concealed they
believe a significant series of tests might be almost impossible to conceal from
detectlion. They state that they belleve that the Soviet Unlon would not accept the
risk of detection of such tests for'what they call "the marginal gain" which it
might derive from explosions small enough to escape detection. They then state, as
the representative of Romania has quoted ' ' '

"We have additional assurances" -- that the Soviet Union would not

undertake small nnderground nuclear weapon tests -- "in the fact that the

'Sov1et Union has agreed to three on-site inspections should suspicious ‘

indications of underground testing be discovered by the detection’ system d

of the United States and the United Kingdom, and is willing to permit a

number of automatic seismic stations on Soviet territory. (LQLQL)
I think it is clear from that quotation, and from the context, that those 501entists
still believe that inspections are an integral element of a test ban treaty. _They
describe them as assurances additional to other logical reasons which they believe.
lead them to the conclusion that the Soviet Union would not try to cheat. Their
statement means, ‘of course, that no State which had accepted the idea of on-site
inspections could expect to agree to a treaty and then hope to cheat with complete
immnity. I do not believe that the United States scientists are, as the Romanian_
representative contends, endorsing the Soviet position on the mumber of on-gite
inspections. Rather, they take the Soviet.act:of'accepting on-gite inspections
" as that of a State which would not try to cheat by conducting clandestine underground
nuclear tests., | | o

In the interests of making clear the full meaning of the scientists' letter,'
my delegation will be quite happy to submit a copy to the Conference and ask the
Secretariat to circulate it as a Conference document, as the Romanian representative
has suggested. '

In eny'case, it is clear that the Soviet delegation, as well as the Western
delegations; are convinced that on-site inspection is the major outstanding issue,
However, in spite of the apparent sgreement on tackling the question of on-site
ingpection first, we find ourselves in disagreement about how we should proceed.
We have been told by the Soviet representative that we must accept the Soviet
delegation's procedural proposals on what aspect of inspection we are to discuss next.



ENDC/PV .123
16

(Mr, Stelle, United States)

The position of the Soviet representative, as I have made clear, and as he has made
clear on numerous occasions, is that we must talk about numbers of 1nspectlons, and
numbers alone, before we can proceed to discuss any other important issues of
inspection in the Conference.

The United States and United Kingdom, on the other hand, began this session of
the Conference by stating their interest in dlscuss1ng the arrangements which will
determine whether any number of inspections would be really effective. We belleved
and we still believe, that in the absence of a discussion of these arrangements any
Judgement on the number of inspections would not be really meaningful Unless
certain of the broad issues were resolved, numbers of 1nspectlons would be merely
abstract f;gures. We still believe that the best way of proceeding would be the
way we proposeelb ‘

Nevertheless, we expressed the view in the Conference that perhaps there might
be parallel discussions of these subjects -- arrangements and numbers -- either in
the plenary Conference or in the test ban Sub—Coﬁmitteeu That'view vag apparently
supported by a large number of delegations here. It is a view which we believe
represents a fair and reasonable compromise between the two positions. It is a view
which”we'have urged the Soviet representative to accept. Therefore, while there is
now anzimpasse on how to proceed with the negotiation of a nuclear test ban treaty,

a realistic compromise proposal has been suggested and supported, and it remains only
for the Soviet Unlon to agree so that we can get on w1th the task.

Where do we stand on the problems of substance?

Leaving aside for a moment the fact that therc are a number of important questions
to be settled concerning the numbers of automatic seismic stations and the organization
and operation of a detection system, which would have to be discussed at some point
in the future, we wlsh to concentrate for today on the inspection 1ssu.c° |

The Sov1et Unlon has said that we must agree to one substantlve pos1tlon,
and one alone, before we can make progress in the Conference. That position
involves the mumber of on-site inspections. Specifically we are told that we

mst agree to three such inspections if we arc to reach agreement on a treaty.
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On the other hand, the United States and the United Kingdom have shown a
continuing willingness for serious negotiation on this question within the framework
of agreed inspection arrengemeuts. We huve mede our position on the problem of
numbers of on-site inspections completely cleaw. Wo have said that under certain
conditions we can éccept o wmber ¢f or site inspecticns as low as seven. We have
seid also that that nusber -~ and indesd any other mmber —-- would be meaningless
if we did not know something about the arrarngemernis for the conduct of such
inspections.

In addition to having made clear our position on the numbers of on-site
_inépections, we have proposed certain essential principles to govern the conduct
of an inspection. We have stated our views on how events might be designated for
ihSpection, and what ecriteria should govern such designation. We have indicated
a method by which we believe events should be selected for inspection. We haﬁe
made preposals on the composition of on-site inSpection teams. We have stated
in some defail our views on how inspection should proceed and on what measures should
be taken by each side for enshring'the security of its own country in the course “
_ef;an inspection of its territorj. The Soviet Union has not, within the last year
‘aﬁd'oneéhalf, made clear its views on any of those baslc issues., That is aneiher
important impasse which we now face. A delegation which does not make its views
known, particularly on the basic questions which it has admitted must be agreed on
before a ﬁreaty can be reached, is not, we submit, giving evidence of a serious
approach to the'question of negotiating a nuclear test ban.

we'believe that our proposals on the subject are fair and equitable. Nevertheless,
we are wiiling to listen to anything which the Soviet representative might reasonably
propose to change or to modify what we have put forward in a way which would help
us to reach agreement.

Where do we go from here? Ve must, first:ef all, settle the questioﬁ of
procedure. The answer to that question, like the answer to most of the past
questions in this Conference, must be a solution reached on the basis ofeflexibility
shown on both sides. The United States and the United Kingdom have made it clear
that they would prefer to dlSCHSS the problem of what a meaningful 1nspect10n
really is before even tentative agreement on the mumber of 1nspections in -the -
quota. We'think thaﬁ that is e reasonable position. Nevertheless, we have
shown ourselves flexible by indicating our willingness to enéage in parallel
discussion of these two issues. We earnestly urge the Soviet representative to
match this note of flexibility.
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Next, on the substsntlve positlons of the two s1des, it is clear that we shall
have to “cach egreement on both the problem of arrangements for on- 51te 1p5pect10n
and the problem of the rumbers of 1nspect10ns in the armal quota. On the numhers
of inspections, we are not far apart; but it seems senseless to ny delegation to
pull numbers of inspections out of thin air and agree tc them if we do not know
et the sane time what an inspection s, and what it will accomplish. _

On the problem of arrangements, the gap between the two sides maylbe larger
or smaller, depending to a large extent vpon uhe ‘position the Scviet Unlon eventually
chooses to take and make known. Let us pe clear "bCLt it now however. The Soviet
Union cannot expect to agree to an effective test ban treaty without dlscu331ng these
questions at some point. It has given no conv1nclnn reasons why it.should not
discuss them now. We, for our part, have made it clear that the Sov1et answers
to many of our questions about on-site inspection alrangements could be merely
"Yes" or "No", with no extensive debate or dlscuq31on. .

For exemple, we know what the Soviet position was before 28 November 1961 on the
question of the criteria which should be written into the treaty for the identification
of earthquaz{ese It was identical to the p051t1on which we are prop081ng now .

That issue could, therefore, be quickly settled w1th but one or two short words from
the SOV1et representavlve, , Indeed, if the Sov1et representatlve had only deprlved
himself of ths luxury of one of the countless paragraphs he has dellvered to the
Conference in recent months about the West wishing to engage the Committee in a
morass of technlcal detail, and had taiked for justi a moment about that partlcular
issue; we might well have found that we could record irmmediate agreement on it.

| There are other issues on which the Soviet delegation, and other Soviet bloc’
delegations, have assured us it will not be difficult to reach agreement. Iet them
come forward then with their positions on'those subjects so that we may have a
clearer idea of where we stand, and we can then get on with the job of reaching _
agreement. L | | l_i

Cn 17 April the representatlve of India made a proposal which might aid in
the solution of our problem of how to proceed with the nesgotiation of a nuclear_
test ban treaty. Admittedly, he made the proposal in different context, but we

believe what he said is significant. . He told us:
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"We should like'to say %o-our colleagues that we mast all try to look at
- the questions that are raised by any delegation. It is quite possible that -
.the fepresentative of the Soviet Union does not consider  that the questions
raised by the United Kingdom representative are extremely important. Let

us concede that. He does not consider them important. On the other hand,
the United Kingdom does consider them important. Therefore, we should hope
that; in a certain spirif 6f éiée and take, .it would be possible for
delegations, even when they do not themselves regard a particular issue as

of gréat sign%ficance, to deal with it if other delegations do regard it as

an issue of importance. 1In that way we can clear obstacles from our path."

~ (ENDC/PV.121, p.28)

My delegation believes that that was reasonable advice. We have tried to
follow it in our work in the Conference. Delegations will recall that on
18 February (ENDC/PV.99, pp.9 et_seq.) the representative of the United Arab Republic
ralsed a mumber of interesting questions, to which my delegation gave replies
(ENDC/PV.IOQ, pp. 6 et _sed.). We shall be interested to hear the replies of other
delegdtibns. ’ :

We ourselves have raised a number of questions .-which we consider important and.
to‘which, unfortunately, the Soviet Union representative has never given a reply.’
Perhaps the procedure of question and answer would help us break out of the impasse
1n which we now find ourselves. Certainly it would be preferable to dredging up
old arguménts and quotations out of context in order to try to prove things about
the position of the other side which are patently not in accord with its stated . -
position.

We have much work to do if we are to reach agreement on a muclear test ban
treéty. | A number of proposals have been made and a rumber of questions have .been
asked on'vafioﬁs aspects of the position of the negotiating States.. We urge the
Soviet representative to consider seriously the ways we have -proposed to move our
Conference forward again in its work on a test ban treaty. = To begin real
negotiations again would‘requiré no more than a statement of the position of the
Soviet Govermment on the issues before us: We earnestly hope that such a statement
will be forthcoming. | We might then be able to answer immediately a question raised
this morning by the representative of Romania, who asked,

"On what day of April or May will this Committee be in a position to

discuss, artiele by article, a test ban treaty...?" (supra, p, 12).
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And we say that we could begin immediately discussing, article by article, a test

ban treaty 1f the Sov1et Union would make clear its position on the important issues

in such a treaty.

Mr. CAVALLETTT (Ttaly) (translation from French): First I should like
to say how very interested}l‘was this morning to hear Mr. Macovescu state "that our
efforts have not been altogether in vain." (supra, p. 5) 1 am very happy to agree
with him, and I note w1th satisfaction that the feelings of confidence and reasonable
hope which I ventured to express before the Committee at recent meetings are. shared
by other delegations, including some of the delegations from the socialist countries.
It is also a pleasure for me to quote Mr. BlusztaJn s reference to my statement of

l9 April. 1 He sa1d~

o | f "I fully share hlS /rhe Italian representative §7 feeling that we
should not be discouraged by the dilatory pace of our work; and I also _
hope with him that we shall soon be making progress." "(ENDC/PV 1221 D 15)

Unfortunately, I found no such encouraging touches in the statement made by the
Soviet Unlon representative at our meeting of 8 April on the prohibition of tests.
I have re-read it very carefully and it calls, I think, for some comment from my
delegation.yu , _

The Sov1et Union representative 8 main endeavour at our meeting on 8 April was
to show that an sgreement on theprohibitionof tests 1s impossible because. the
United States and United Kingdom Govermments would be firmly opposed to it. .

Mr. Tsarapkin said-
"The absence of agreement on the prohibition of muclear weapon tests is not,
of course, the result of any differences on, questions »f control. ... Everyone
_ realizes perfectly well that the negotiations for. an agreement have been
blocked over a period of many years and are still in a state of deadlock
today solely for political reasons. We have spoken a good deal about
those reasons. I am referring to the policy of the Western Powers aimed

at continuing the armaments race and 1nten31fy1ng military operations"
(ENDG/PV.119, p.23).
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Thus,“égédfaihg'tb'thé‘ébviet delegation, the proposals on muclear tests
submitted to the Conference by the delegations of the Western mucleer countries are
in substance merely tricks or pretexts to mask the true Western gamef that is to
say, opposition tc any agreement. .

' Incidentally, one "proof" of this Western attitude recently put forward by the

delegations of the socialist countries is a speech (ENDC/82%) made in Washington on
7 Msrch by ani eminent and influential United States Senator. = Well, I am happy
that the Committee has had an opportunity to read the speech in full, because it
was really-a'vigOrdustand important plea for an agreement on the prohibition of
nuclear tests.  And I personally find it surprising that the delegations of the.
socialist countries, in their efforts to falsify the true and profound significance
Of this speech, should have chosen to présent it to us as confirming the bad faith -
of the United States and proving the soundness of the Soviet argument. et

Furthermore, the Soviet argument, as it clearly emerges from Mr. Tsarapkin's
statement at our meeting-on 8 April, is that the United States and its allies intend
to continue and even to intensify the armaments racé because of their aggressive
" intentions towards peaéefﬁl'peoples. The United States in. particular is taking
"foverish measures" -~ these are the words used by Mr. Tsarapkin (ENDC/PV.119, p.24) ==
to proliferate nuclear weapons, which they want to give to Federal Germany to back
its plané'for revenge. :

I have summarized Mr. Tsarapkin's statement, which is very long; but I think
I have -~ unfortunately -- correctly interpreted his views. The Soviet representative's
conclusion was that in the circumstances, it would be senseless to think that the
United States and the United Kingdom want to conclude an agreement on the prohibition
of muclear tests. R ' : »

This is the classical type of reasoning by false syllogism. The method is
well known. You first make e-false premise and then you reach a conclusion perfectly
compatible'with the premisé, which is epparently true but in fact completely false.
The false Syllogism here is immediately obvious: the United States and its allies
are preparing aggression; therefore they are opposed to an agreement on the

prohibition of muclear tests.
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This is not, I think, the sort of reasoning to forward negotiatiens for a
treaty. The sole aim of such reasoning seems to be to try to discredit the
Western countries, to make them appear as warmongers and to draw down upon them
general condemnation and hatred. 1In other words, it seems designed to serve evil
and dangerous propagande purposes. : |

Needless to say, if that was really the Soviet delegation's aim, its efforts
are quite in vain. World public opinion is too responsible and too alert to let
itself be easily deceived., It will not be eesy to convinee it that four more
inspections pef year would endanger the military secrets of the Soviet Union,

But T do not want to press that point at present. Rather should I like to
emphasize how different is the Western attitude in this discussion. The statement
which Mr. Stelle made this morning is a further proof.

The West avoids indulging in offensive or slandereus'polemics'which might
Aivert the discussion and cloud the issue. We merely regret and condemn the
Soviet deiegation's inflexibility on both the substance of thelquestion and methods
and procedures. My delegation ~-=- like the other Western delegations, I‘believe ——
has ne#er maintained that the Soviet Union is opposed in principle to an agreement;
I have personally repeated several times my h~pe that the contrary is true. -

| We are, of course, bound to stress that the Soviet Union seems to envisege an
agreement only on its own conditions -~ conditions tabled as an ultimatum. =~ We are
bound to emphasire that the Soviet delegation refuses to discuss its own proposals
or any other suggestion in a.concrete msnner.‘ In fact, the Italian delegation has
often asked tne Soviet delegation what dangers it sees in inspectiens basedien the
nroeedures proposed by the United States delegation.A The Ttalian delegation has
even suggested that the first step should be to study the safeguards that might
ellmlnate ‘the danger of espionage feared by the Soviet delegation.

| On the Western 51de, the delegations of the nuclear countrles have, with

patience and goodw1ll made every effort to explain their reasons for prop051ng a
certain number of 1nSpect10ns. They hdve diligently trled to convince the Soviet

delegation of the soundness of their request.
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The Soviet delegation has so far not seen fit to take this trouble with regard
to its own proposals. It has carried the argument into our camp and tried to confute
our assertions by using false interpretations of articles in the Western Press or
tendentiously presented statements by Western personalities. The Soviet delegation
has always refused to explain why it wishes to limit inspections to three, except by
repeating its argument about a supposed misunderstanding, which really no longer
holds water. Instead of giving us the explanations needed, the Soviet delegation
has opposed the convening of the nuclear sub-Committee and has preferrsd at plenary
meetings to indulge in protracted and barren polemics based on general policy,
neglecting no device to arrive at the conclusion that the West was resolved in any
event to refuse to conclude any agreement, so that any effort at conciliation was
useless.

I should like to point out that if the Soviet Union were really convinced that
these are the intentions of the West, Soviet diplomacy, which is very skilful,
wouid make a very easy game of them. The Soviet Union would in fact have a very
effective mesans of exposing to the whole world the premeditated ill-will of the
Western Powers. It would only have to accept the proposals we have put forwardj
the Machiavellien game of the Western Powers would be unmasked immediately. If it
were true that the West is opposed in principle to any treaty on the prohibition
of tests and is aiming at the proliferation of nuclear weapons, we should be
greatly embarrassed by Soviet acceptance of the proposals we have put forward.

At that point the criminal designs of the West would be obvious to everyone. The
Soviet delegation would have fully achieved what seems to be its present objective,
namely, to denounce the NATO countries' dangerous and aggressive intrigues to the
world. I said, lir. Chairman, "seems to be its present objective"; but I very
gincerely hope that it is not, even though the Soviet delegation sometimes gets

carried away by its love of polemics and its desire to make propaganda.
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I hope that no one hers has set himself the primary or sole aim of making
baseless charges against the other partners in these negotiations. We are not hers
to revive the baleful atmosphere of the "cold war", which has for so long infested
the world and from some of whose effects we ars still suffering. The purpose of our
presence here is quite the opposite. In fact, ir. Chairman, our function is to
negotiate unceasingly on anything that may improve ths prospects for world peacs.

We are here to sesk points of contact; in all sectors., but particularly as regards
nuclear tests, on which agreement is more urgent than ever. The Yest 1g always

ready and anxious to negouviate seriously, in good faith, with patisnce and
understanding. We ask the Soviet delegation to do the same and to refrain from
poisoning the atmosphere of the Conference with offensive and unrsalistic comments
bagsed on misinterpretation of Westarn policy. we ask it to participate with us, and
with the delegations of the non-aligned countries; in genuine and serious negotiations
on the prohibition of nuclear tests. ' ‘

I am heartened by the words Just spoken by our colleague from Romania at the end
of his statement. I am sure that they are sincere; and I hope that the sincerity of
his desire to reaci an agreement -- which is certainly our desire -- is shared by all

the delegations of the socialist countries.

- Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socizalist Republics) (translation from

Russian): The Soviet delegation shares with profound sympathy the concern shown by
most members of our Committese at the state of the negotiations on the cessation of

nuclear tests. The negotiations on this question are in fact in an impasse; at a
standstill.

Nevertheless, many arguments havs been advanced which show that, from the point
of view of strengthening peacs; there is no doubt about the expsdiency, necessity
and urgency of concluding an agreament on the cessation of nuclear tests. Nor is
there any doubt about the possibility of effective ceontrol over the observance of

sucli a treaty from the scientific and technical standpoint.
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It is generally known that the Soviet Union deems it necessary to conclude an
agreement on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests as soon as possible. In the
United States, in a certain gection of responsible political circles, there appears
to be a trend in favour of concluding an agreement on the cessation of nuclear
weapon tests. We hope that it is in this sense, apparently, that we should interpret
the statement made by the President of the United States, Mr. Kennedy, at a press
conference on 22 March when he pointed out ths consequences which might ensue as a
result of the lack of an agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests.
President Kennedy said: "By 1970, unless we are successful, there may be ten nuclsar
Powers instead of four, and by 1975, fifteen or twenty".

The President went on to emphasize:

"I see the possibility in the 1970's of the Pregident of thse

United States having to face a world in which fifteen or twenty

or twenty-five nations may have these weapons. I regard that

as the greatest possible danger and hazard."

As to the possibility of observation to make sure that a treaty on the cessation
of tests is being strictly carried out; it is well known that the national means of
detection.possessed by States are fully adequate for control over the observance of
a treaty. At present this is not only the standpoint of the Soviet Union, but in
the United States of America and in the United Kingdom a good many responsible
political leaders are in agreement with it. In the United States of America, even
in official government circles the conclusion has already been reached that national
means of detection, national systems, would be adequate for detecting and identifying
nuclear explosions, in other words, for exercising control to make sure that there
is no violation of an agresment. Thus, the United States Secretary of Statse,

Mr. Rusk, stated on 1l March before the Senate Foreign Affairs Committee:

"The increase in our technical ability to detect seismic events

at long distances permits us to rely upon seismic stations outside

the Soviet Union to detect underground nuclear explosions inside

thae Soviet Union."

Mr. Rusk also admitted that the United States ability to detect violations of a

nuclear test ban was, as he put it "better than can be revealed".
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These words of Mr. Rusk show that the United States relies entirsly on its own
system to detect suspicious seismic events in the territory of the Soviet Union.
This means that from the scientific and technical standpoint there is nothing to
prevent the United States from agreeing to a treaty on the cessation of nuclear
weapon tests.

One could adduce other statements by United States political leaders or recall
the information given by Senator Humphrey in the United States Congress on 7 March
concerning the great capabilities and phenomenal success of the United States
detection system (ENDC/82,p.24).

In the light of thess statemenis by responsible statesmen in the United States,
the attempts of Mr. Stelle at the mesting on 8 iApril (ENDC/PV.119,pp.14 et seq.) to
distort both the spirit and the sense of Senator Humphrey's statements on 7 March
looked rather odd. Only cne conclusion can be drawn from these statements, namely,
that the number of inspections agreed to by the Soviet Union fully snsures on-site
verification of highly suspicious seismic events in the territory of the Soviet Union.
But it is not only Senator Humphrasy's statements that matter. If, in regard to the
possibllity of detecting and identifying suspicious events, ons were to adopt the
obsolete position which Mr. Stelle is still advocating,; one would have to repudiate
other authoritative statements on this. question.

After all, what Senator Humphrey stated was not his own personal conclusion but
that of prominent United States scientists. The representative of Romania,

Mr. Macovescu, has already referred this morning (supra, p.9 ) to a statement by a
group of leading United States scientists published quite recently simultaneously in

the Washington Post and the Congressional Record, on 9 April. This statsment shows

that there is at present every possibility for control over the cessation of nuclsear
tests. In their letter, the scientists confirm the fact that national systems of
detecting nuclear explosions now constitute the basic means of control over nuclear
explosions., Here is what the scientists have to say:

"It is now possible to detect many of the explosions within a given

country by stations outside that country, and the number of on-site

inspections required for checking the identification of sarthquakes

varsus explosions has bean greatly rsduced. HResearch has also shown

that there are many fewer sarthguakes in the Scviet Unionr: than was

formerly thought, thus making a reduction in the possibility of their

being confused with nuclear tests." (ENDC/35, p.2)
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Obviously these scientists do not regard on-site inspections and the
ectablishment of automatic seismic stations as being the basic means of detection
and regard them as additional assurances. In contrast with that we were told today
by the United Statéé repreéehtétive; Mr. Stelle, this group of nine prominent United
States scientists specially note in their letter the significance of the additional
asstrances offered by the Soviet Union when it agreed to two or three inspections and
to thres automatic seismic stations (ENDC/?B,pp.3,5). This part of the United States
scientists' letter is so important that I shall quots it. This is what the scientists
say on this subject: _ |

"We have additional assurances in the fact that the Soviet Union has

agreed to three on-site inspections, should suspicious indications

of underground testing be discovered by the detection system of the

United States and the United Kingdom; and is willing to permit a

number of automatic seismic stations on Soviet territory." (ibid.l p.i)
I draw your attention to the highly important fact that these United States scientists
regard inspection and automatic seismic stations as additional assurances., This
coincides with our point of view, but does not fit in at all with what Mr. Stel..: has
been saying here today. I draw your attention to the fact that in their statement
the United States scientists do not question the adequacy, for the purposses of control,
of the two to three inspections a yezr proposed by the Soviet Union. But Mr. Stelle,
brushing aside what ths sclentists have written, continues, by meking references to
science, to dispute this figure and.to.insist on an incroased numbsr of inspections.
We know that Mr,_Stelle is not a scientist. In that cass, if he refers to. sciencs;
he ought to bear in mind the opinion of scientists, to take their opinion. into account
and not.to ignore it; otherwise Mr. Stelle should stop making references to science
and freely admit that; on the question of inspections, the United States takes a
pursly arbitrary position based not on scientific data but on the requirements of the
United States intelligence agencies anrd of those who have no desire whatever for an
agreenent on the prohibition of nuclear weapon testr. '“

The guestion of inspection will not be properly elucidated unless we pay
attention to the fact that the. technique of detecting and identifying nuclear
explosions is constantly being improved, so that also United States scientists hsavse
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been brought very close to recognizing that there is no nged at all for on-site
inspection. In this connexion I should like to draw your attention to a United Press

International Agency report published in the New York Herald Tribung on 13 April.

This report states:
"University of Michigan scientists through a "lucky coincidence!
may havs stumbled on to a way of telling the difference between
earthquakes and underground nuclear tssts."

This report says that ldichigan University was using a mobile field station in

California just at the moment when an earthquake and a nuclear explosion -- an
Amgrican one, of course -- took place. The sarthquake was a moderats one -- 4.0 on
the Richter scale of magnitude -- and the nuclsar blast was conducted underground

at the Nevads test site.

A spokesman from Michigan University, David E. Willis, said that this lucky
coincidence offered an unusual opportunity to compars the seismic waves of the two
events. Thers was a rather striking difference. The nuclear explosion started with
a large shockwave, followed by lssssr shocks. But the earthguake was just the
reverse =-- smaller shocks leading up to a large ons.

This statement by the svokesman of Michigan University once more confirms the
complete feasibility of effesctively 1ldentifying underground seisiiic events and of
distinguishing natural earthquakes from nuclear explosions.

In the same zsrticle the New York Herald Tribune states that: "This could mean

that the United States could detect underground tests by other nations without the
need of on-site inspection.” Note the words "without the need of on-site inspections'.
What does this mean? It means that people in the United States are at last beginning
to come to the conclusion that there is no nesd for on-site inspection for control
over an agrssment on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests.

However, progress in the negotiations on thg cessation of tests has for a long
time been hsld up over the question of on-site inspection. So far the main obstacle
to agreement has been the demand by the United States side for international control
and inspectior in respect of the cessation of underground nuclear tests. The United

States and United Kingdoin representatives have besn urging the Soviet Union to agree
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to the principle of on—éite inspection and to accept a small number of annual
inspections.oh its territory. They named such figures as those which the Soviet
Union has now accepted. _

The Soviet Government agreed to certain international measures of control over
the cessation of nuclear tests and it agreed to the carrying out of two to three
inspections a year on the territory of each of the nuclear Powers.

The United States persistently tried to persuade us to.agree to three inspections
a year. This persuasion went on through official and unofficial channels.
Unofficially, during private meetings we were asked about this by Mr. Arthur Dean
at a time when he was still official United States representative at the negotiations
on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests and on disarmament. We were also asked
the same thing by Prof. Wiesner, Adviser to the President of the United States;
during his two unofficial conversations with Acedemician Fedorov. Officially, we
heard this persuasion of ths Soviet Union to agree to three inspections a year in a
statement by the United States representative to the United Nations,

Mr. Adlai Stevenson; when he spoke officially in the First Committee of the
seventeenth session of the United.Nations General Assambly (A/C.l/PV}l246, p.38-40).
We Qéré asked about the same thing in the official statements mat'e in the Eighteen-
Nation Committee by the United Kingdom representative, lir. Godber, who is present
here today, and by Sir Michael Wright, who 1s no longer with us. We have no doubt
whatever that at the time when the Soviet Union was firmly opposed altogether to
inspection, the United States was ready to agree to three inspections. This is not
a groundless assumption but a fact. I should like to remind the members of ths
Committee that the figure of three inspections a year also appeared in the United
States draft treaty prebared before the Soviet Union agreed to two or three
inspections a year. L oo

N Perhaps not everyone knows that the Arms Control.and Disarmament-Agéncy headed
by Mr.‘Fostar prepared and submitted to the United States'thgress'and the United x
States President a'repdrt on its activities during 1962. - This report included a
United States draft treaty on the prohibition of nuclear wsapon tests. Paragraph 8
of article VIII of this draft was worded as follows: o
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"The maxdimum number of inspections which can be carried out on

the territory under the jurisdiction or the control of a permanent member

of the Commission" — this is a reference tc the International Scientifib

Commission, of course — !is three per year." |
I draw your attention to the phrase "three per year", The same wording of this
same paragraph of afticle VIIT appeared also in an illustrated pamphlet printed
by the United States Publications Office in February last. Later, of course,
officicls of the State Department and the Agency bethought themselves and they
changed paragraph 8 of article VIII leaving a blank space in place of the figure 3,
but it was obvious to anyone who had read the document at the time that, until the
Soviet Union agreed to three-inspections o year and even for some time afterwards,
the figure of three inspections a year cppeared in the United States draft treaty
on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. However, no sooner did the Soviet Union,
in the interests of achieving agreement, accept two to three inspections a year than
the United States, considering that three inspections a year was already for them a
captured position, started to reject the quota of three inspections and put.forward
ffésh'demdnds regording the number of inspections. The United States representatives
in the Committee are now trying to repudiate everyone and everything. They repudiate
Arthur Dean, they repudiate Professor Wiesner, they repudiate Adlai Stevenson, they
repudiate the Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union, Mr. Kuznetsov,
they even repudiate the fact that the figure of three inspections was laid down in
the previous version of their draft treaty on the prohibition of tests., MNow they
say that it was a misprint, that threc lines had been omitted. But who will beliéve
that?

The British, not daring to let themselves get out of step with the United States
representatiVes, were compelled to deny their own statements. That is what Mr, Godver
did regarding his own statement in November last yéar (ENDC/SC.I/PV.4L, p.1l), and
at the same time he also denied what was stated by Sir Michael ¥Wright on this subject
at the beginning of December last year (ENDC/PV.87, p.8).

Of course, these were not bona fide denials but simply 2 withdrawal of their
own words which, of course, have not ceased to exist, Mr, Godber, because they appear

in the verbatim records of the relevant meetings of the Committee.
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A1l this in fact leads not only'to a senseless delay in solv1ng the questlon
of the cesgation of tests, but it even threatens the negotiations with a breakdown
and is an attempt on the part of the Unlted States to evade altogether the solution
of the question of prohibiting nuclear WJapon tests. The followlng facts are
particularly eloquent confirmation of these intentions onthe_part of the United States:

'1. - The resuption by the United States of underground nuclear tests

“after 1 January 1963 in spite of the appeal of the United Nations
General Assembly (A/RES/1762(XVII) ~ENDC/63).
2. The continued testing of nuclear weapons by France, and L
3, ~The feverish —— I am not afraid of repeating this word Mr Cavallettl —
the feverish measures of the Western Powers for the purpose of
‘forming a NATO nuclear striking force in preparatlon for aggre551on.

Tt cannot be doubted that these actions on the part of the western Powers mean
an even greater intensification of their mllltary preparatlons. ‘These actions of
the Western Powers only lead to a further 1ntenslflcatlon of the nuclear arms race
with all its disastrous consequences, | |

We have already spoken of the negative influence exerted'upon.the negotiations
for. the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests by people from the Pentagon and the
Atomic Energy Commission and by the gentlemen of the so—called Unlted States N ,
fmilitary-industrial complex", those merchants of death whose 1nterests requlre that
nuclear tests should go on, that the nuclear arms race should grow in scale. For
the mighty United States military concerns'it holds out the promise of.further h
colossal'profits, further <nrichment. The worse the 7'elatn.ons among States, the T.
greater the danger of a world thermonuclear conflict, the more secure,rthe more
stable, becomes their source of 1mmense profit., Therefore the oppcnents . of the
cessation of tests in Unlted States OfflClal bodles, connected by visible and invisible
links with the merchants of death, are using every means to ralse obstacles to the
solution of the problem of nuclear weapon tests, not excludlng deliberate misinformation
of the public concerning the possibility of conurol over the observance of‘an agreement
on the cessation of tests. In this connexior I should like to draw the attentlon

of the members of the Committee to a 1etter publlshed in the New York Tlmes of.

11 April by the former United States epresenuatlve at the negotlatlons on disarmament
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and the éessaﬁibﬁiéf nuclear weapon tests, Mr. James Wadsworth, who 1is well known
to us all. In this letter he described very well the methods used in: preparing
reports on the question of the cessation of tests for presentation to the public.
The aim of these re?orts was to prove that there was no machinery for detecting
nuclear exploéions in the terriﬁory of the Soviet Union. This statement by

Mr. Wadsworth ties ﬁp with and coincides with what Senator Humphrey said on this
subject in the Senate on 7 March (ENDC/82). Describing the reports prepared by the
group of Hepublican members of the House of Representctives headed by Mr. Hosmer,
Mr. Wadsworth states that the first of these reports was based ont he opinions of
"experts whose anti-test ban views were already well known.," Mr. Wadsworth went on
to sdy: |

"Anyone seriously interested in the facts could hardly be in a position

to judge the detectioﬁ machinery without hearing from the men most

closely associated with making it work."

As an example of the actions of Congressman Hosmer we might refer to the fact
that at the meetiﬁg of the United States Joint Atomic Energy Commission on 5 March
he insisted that the statement by the seismologist Dr. Ruina, the director of
research into dete¢tion of undergrounc. nuclear tests, be deleted from the record.
It should be néted that Dr. Ruina cdid not say anything of a seditious nature. He.
merely ventured to express the opinion that cven if someone wished to -cheat and to -
carry out clandestine nuclear explosions, it would be very difficult for him to
persuade'himself tc do so, knowing that the treaty provided for on-site inspection,
Dr. Ruina stated that a violator of the treaty would inevitably be found out,
particularly if he tried to carry out a series of explosions.

In his letter, lMr. wﬁddworth calls the activities of the Hosmer Group "one of
the most unfoftunate domestic developments" since he was in Geneva as the leader of
the United States delegation. Mr, Wadsworth's letter shows that the forccs opposing
the cessation of tests do not stop at any methods to prevent the achievement of.an
agreement, _‘

The example given by Mr, wadswérth of distortions in the drafting of various
docﬁméhfs“relating.to the question'qf cépability to detect nuclear explosions is

not the only one of its kind.  Particularly striking in this regard is the
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ant1-301ent1flc one—s1dedness and even the spe01al garbling of the data selected by
the United States military authorities for publications on nuclear test ban questions.
All this can no longer be concealed from the public. It has finally -received..
1nternatlopa1 publicity. As an authorltatlve opinion expressed on this subject-in
the Uhited'States,_I will refer to a statement made by Senator Clark in the Senate
on 7 March., This is what he said: _
uNot too many months ago President Dw1ght D, Eisenhower warned this
country about the_power of the military-industrial complex in our
economy and in our polltlcal l_¢e. I think that warning was well
Justlfled. I share the concern of my friend" — he was speaking of
”Senator Humphrey — 'that the 1ndustr1al—m111tary complex in this country
_is such an effectlve agenv for promotlng expenditures in the defence
system, in the interest, *eally, of keeping the arms race going, that jthey
blanket the press with éropaganda that they want to give to-the American
public, in the interest of why we are for tests. The other position is -
not éiven to the American public, and we are led to believe, by columist
after columnist, by scientists, even by Senatorsy, that those who seek a
test ban treaty, seck something that is dangerous to our security; and that

no patriotic American would dare to stand up for an agreement," (ENDC/82,p.25)

United States s01entlsts themcelves tell us of these .distortions of facts,
partlcularly the group. ol United States scientists to whose statement we have referred,
Here is what these distinguished United States scientists have to say about those
who oppose a treaty on the cessation of tests —- I quote fram a letter written by
the scientists: .

| timong the most flagrant violations of fact which they have publicized
in these matters are the reccnt statements by Dr. Edwerd Teller that

a test ban.egreement 'would be virtually unpoliced!.™ (ENDC/85, p:2)

This statement by United States scientists is indeed remarkable and speaks for itself.
The United States atoudic scientists have also pointed out how the facts have
been distorted by Senator Dodd vho is one of the most fanatical opponents of the

prohibition of nuclear weapon tests.
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e should like somehow to summarize end get the full meaning of the facts we
have adduced, by looking at them as a whole rather thon piecemeél. As the only
reason, with which the United Stdtes.cOvcrs up its refusal to come to an agreément
on the prohibitidn of nuclear tests; ‘it points to the alleged Aifficulty of |
diétinguishing between underground huclear explosions and natural earthquakes.

But these difficulties are imaginary, hypotheticsl or even intentionally
fabricated in the United States itself. Therc are o whole numbcr of guestions, the
answers to which reveal the real reesons why the United States is avoiding an
agrcement, I shall take the liberty of putting these questiins.

Who has the undoubted monopoly-in.carrying out underground nuclear tests? I
reply: the United States. After all, almost 100 per cent of the underground nuclear
explosions are carried out by the United.Sfates. Therefore, if anyone should fear
that someone would start carrying out seccret nuclear explosions after the conclusion
of an agreement, it is certainly not the United States.

Where are statements made that the physicists working on armaments are on the
threshold of new and decisive discoveries in the field of nuclear weapons, and that
the prohibition of tests would hinder the making of these discoveries? These
statements are made in the United States of America, |

Where are statements made that for the sake of the idea of military'balaﬁce it
is necessary to set about developing a hundred-megaton nuclear bomb, and that an
agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests would prevent the implementation
of this programme? These statements are made in the United States of America,

Where are statements made that there is already in existence a programme for
carrying out nuclear test explosions not only in 1963 but also in 1964 and for many
years ahead? This programme has been worked out and is being implemented in'the
United States of America. '

Where are statements made that the continuance of nuclear weapon tests is
necessary for the creation of a neutron bomb and other types of nuclear weapons, or
in order to make a cheaper nuclear explosive? These statements are made also in

the United States of America.
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Where is it that opponents of the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests have
attempted to hamper the dewelopment of more effective methods and means of detecting
nuclear explosions? I reply: in the United States. This is shown by many facts in
the life of the United States over the past five years. However, I shall only refer
to one of the most recent pieces of evidence. In the report of the Atomic Energy
Commssion for 1962 the following statement is made: "... So far no nuclear test has
been authorized exclusively for the Vela Uniform Research Programme"., This was the
programme (ENDC/L45) which according to official statements of the United States
Goyernment was intended to improve methods and means of detecting nuclear explosions.

. Major General Betts, who heads the sub-section of the Atomic Energy Commission
concerned with the military use of atomic energy, declared to the Commission on
7 March 1963: .-

"When underground nuclear weapons tests were resumed, it was necessary to

re-organize our resources and efforts towards a full support of the
_ weapon tests programme." :

Fram this statement of General Betts it became known that the tests in the Vela
Uniform series were reduced to those tests which could be carried out "in conjuncuion
with underground nuclear weapon tests', U

One would think that since the United States has the largest number of those
who doubt the effectiveness of existing methods and means of control over nuclear
explosions, it should be interested in improving these methods and means. But as
can be seen from the report of the Atomic Energy Commission for 1962 and from
Major General Betts' statement, the United States shows no interest in this problem.
And no wonder, since the whole business of detecting nuclear tests has been farmed
out to the manufacturers of nuclear weapons themselves, or to their customers. I
should like to go on putting questions.

Where is it that the efforts of a certain group of scientists working for the
Defense Department have been concentrated on working out the theory and practice of-
éoncealing-nuclear explosions, that is muffling, decoupling, and so on? I .reply:

in the United States.
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IWhere‘are statements made that progress in the "technigue of deception! has
outstripned nrogress in the "technique of detecting!" nuclear explosions, and that
it 18 therefore 1mp0551b1e to establlsh effective control over the cessation of .
“tests,_ w1thout which, it is allegeo, there can be no agreement on the prohibition
of tests? In the United States

'Where is it that onlylspec1ally preparcd data are scelected for publication,
which mention fabricated, imaginary, far-fetched and hypcthetical difficulties of
control_over nuclear.explosions and hide from the public the M"phenomenal' progress

in:the‘sphere of detecting underground nuclear explosions? In the United States.

‘ _Eterything likely to help towards achieving agreement on disarmament, or at
least on‘the_prohibition of nuclear weapon tests, is labelled "secret" in the United
States, and iies gasping for fresh air in the strong boxes of the United States
Defense Department. And whenever anything happens nevertheless to find its way into
the light, then the action taken is very simple — the official.representatives of
the Western countries either deny such data or, before the eyes of the whole world,
repudiate their own words without so much as a blush,

If we collate all these facts, and reflect on this whole complex of negative
'efforts, faisifications, misinformation and so forth, no one will be left in the
slightest doubt.with regard to the true causes of the impasse and the lack of an
agreement on the. prohlbltlon of nuclear weapon tests,

How, then, 1n the 11 ht of the statements and facts we have adduced, are we to
understand Slr Paul Mason's appeal to stimulate a frecr exchange of opinions on the
problems connected with the cessation of nuclear tests? Can it really be:that free
exchange of oplnlons means freedom to distort the facts, to misinform public
opinion, and to help towards intensifying the preparations for nuclear war? In our
opinion this‘is faise freedom. We are opposed to such "freedom of opinion", for which
the United Kingdom'representative appcals, which leads to a complete divorce from
reality,and_bringsfthe world nearer to a nuclear conflict., The whole Western Press,
and'in particular the United States Press, recently laid great stress on the fact.
that the question of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests has become, so to speak,.
an issue in the inter-Party pre—electoral struggle in the United States, Of course,
the inter-Party pre-electoral struggle in the United States is a purely internal

matter for that country, and we do not intend to deal with it. But we cannot be
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indifferent to the way in which this fact is exerting such a negative influence on-
the position of the United States delegation in the Eighteen-Nation Committee and,
a8 a consequence, on the results of the work of the Committee as a whole.  We have

to npte,mith.regret that, as a result of all this, it is the interests of the peoples
of the whole world that suffer, the interests of those who are anxiously awaiting

an agreement on the total prohibition of nuclear tests.

In general, there has come about in the Committee, as a result of the position
adopted. by the Western Powers, a situation which. may be characterized as an impasse;
and, as you see, it is by no means a matter of technical or administrative details
which the United States delegation so insistently wishes to discuss. The controversy
which the United States delegation is carrying on in'regard to these questions is
merely. a pretence; it is a means to cover mp the reluctance of the United States to-
agree to a nuclear test ban. The situation in regard to our negotiations on. the
cessation of nuclear weapon tests is very little different from -the' situation which
existed,. for example, a.year ago: just as it did then, the United States is also
now stubbornly insisting on the question of inspection and thus blocking the achievement
of an agreement, - - S s

In thig conpexion we. cannot help recalling the words of the United States
columist, Lippman, who said that the: opponents of a test ban treaty in the United
States "do not want nuclear tests to come to an end". It is in this that we must -
seek the key to understanding the United States position in the Eighteen-Nation
Committee. The obstacle to the achievement of an agreement does not ah all lie in
technology, as the United States representatives mechanically try to make out, but-
only in the. political position of the United States which does not desire such'an
agreement, -It is on the United States alone that a solution to the problem of the
cessation of nuclear tests depends. B R

‘Concern has been expressed here about the difficulties of trying to- find a

.. compromise solution, But-at present it is not at-all a question of trying to find

some new compromise, A compromise: proposal already exists. It .has been put forward |
by the Soviet:Union. The gist of the compromise proposal is as follows: national .
detection systems as the basis of an agreement, two or three inspections a year, and

three automatic seismic stations on the territory of each of the nuclear Powers.
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The'Sbviet[Uhion;insisﬁé on solving without delay the question of the inspection
quota and.phe.questiqn or the number.of suvimiatic seismic sbaticis. these being the
basic questio;s standing”in the way of an agreement. There is po justifieation fonr
the United Spates continuing to avoid a scluiion t~ these guestionu. . The representative
of the United States, Mr. Stelle, hzs again todey tried tc involve the Ccrmittee iun
technical diseus;iqns,cu “he question of iaspecvion without agreement on the quota of
inspéctions prorosed vy tho Soviet Union. This statemspt oo his cheows that the United
States.-1s continuing 1t3 policy of preparing for war, anc that the obstrugtion on the
part of the liestern Powers in the question of the eessation off nuclear weapoa’ tests
is only one of the points which eloguently confirm what I have been saying.

Now_that the ijeotive iacts‘relating,to_the cessation of nuclear weapon tests:
have come to light and received wide publicity in the United States, the United States
delegation nollonger.has any arguments, and even less any moral or politiecal grounds,
which could in the,glighﬁest degree justify or cover with a veil of plausibility the
position which it is taking todey, which is unreslistic and has long been at variance
with the_situation existing today. Now everthing has. been completely exposed: no-:
subterfuges willvhelp; they will not deluvde anycne. We must reach agreement on the
‘mutually acceptable realistic basis which has Tinally taken shape. I repzat it:
control to,be.based on national detecticn systems plus, as an additional guarantee,
twe to three inspecticns a year and three automatic seismic stations on the territory

of each of the nuclear Powers.

The CHATRLLN (Canada): I still have on my list of speakers the names of the

representatives of the United Kingdom and.the United Arab Republic, but I have also
receivedia requéét from the United States delegation for an immediate right of reply.

I think theApraétice in the Committee has been for representatives to be called upon

to sPeak.in the order in which they have signified their desirc to do so. However,

if the Cormittee had mno objectiop_I should be prepared to accord the right of reply to
the rspreséﬁtative.of the United States.. I therefore ask the Committees, and particularly
thevdéiegaﬁions“whose nameskhave already‘been inscribed, whether there would be any

cbjectlon to the right o2 rgply»being given to the United States immediately.
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... Mr, GODBER (United Kingdrm): As the next speaker on the list I would say
that, on the assumption that the United States intervention would be a very shert one,

I should have no objection.

The CHATRMAN (Caneda): As there are no objections I call upon the.

representative of the Urited States.

Mr. STELLE {(United States of fmerica): I wish to thank the speakers whose
names were on the list for allowing me tha opportunity to reply immediately.

-~ The statement which the Soviet representative has just made was replete with
inaccuracies, but in order not to trosposs on the courtesy of the delegations which
are Ingcribed I shell deal with only one. WMr. Tsarapkin has frequently tried to make
the case that the United States, officially or unofficially, had given the Soviet
Unicn indications that the number of thres on-site inspectlons .a year would be
acceptable to the United States. Those statements of the Soviet Union have been
refuted, on the record, and I need not refute them again .now,

Today, however, the Soviet representative went to-extravagant lengths -~ or rather,
perhaps, sank to .absurd depths -- in trying to say that in the official text of the
draft treaty which was presented by the United States and the United Kingdom the United
States has speeifled the number of three on-site inspections a yeaf, and that it oaly
later changed that to a blank when tde Sov’'st Union re-accepted on-site inspections
and put’ forward a suzgested qucta of three a vear, The facts are knownto the Soviet
represcntative. but, since he has ettempted to mislead the Committee, 1ét me present
them. _ _ L v e

On 27 August 1962 the Uaited Kingdom cnd the United States of America Introduced
into this Committes & draft treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in all environments.
That draft treaty ie before the Committee as document ENDC/58. Paragraph 8 of
articlé VIII of the Ehglish'text of that draft treaty reads as follows:_

"The meximum number of inspecticas'whish'may be requested in territery

under the jurisdicticn or comtrol of a permanent member of the Commission

shall be _____ in each amnual period. The meximum number of inspecticns

which may be directed in térritory under the jurisdiction or ccmtrol of a

Party not a permanent member of the Commizsion shall be three in each

“anntaljpefiod, or -8uch higher number as the Commission, after consultation

with the Party, may determine by a two-thirde majority of those present’

and voting." (ENDC/58, page 9).
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The draft, which is available to all representatives as a Confefence.document, left
blank the number of cn-site inspections which might be requested in territory under
the jurisdiction or control of a permanent member of the commission. That was
dated 27 Augusi 1962, On 28 Jenuary 1963 lir., Foster reperted to the President of the
United Stotes and submitted a second annual report concerning the activities of the
United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. That report was printed and was
submitted to Congress oa 4 February 1965 by President Kennedy in a document, to whiech
Mr. Tsarapkin referred this morning. In that report there was a typographical error.
On page 91 of‘that report, which was printed in February i963, article VIII reads, as
lir, Tsarapkin quoted it this morning (supra, p.30 ): |
| "The maximum number of inspections whichvmey be requested in territory

under the jurisdiction or control of a pefmament member of the Commission

shall be ,,." -~
thea, through the typbgraphical error two lines were omitted, so that it read -~

"shall be three iun each annual period ...".
The documents are avallable to the members of the Committee, I Would not take the
time of the Committe to lay the facts before it, but it seems to me that the Soviet
represenpaflve. in using this as a serlous argument and in trying to use as proof a
thographJcal eryor printed some months after a formal document had been;resented here,
is indulging in a kind of balderdash which wastes the time of the Commlttee° Further,
it seems to me that this type of argument reflects on the general merit of the‘

argumentaticn uvsed to establish a case which is untenable.

ME;_QQPEER (United Kingdom): In view of the hour, I shall be very brief.
I wish to make just one or two poinvs,

Having listened te the speech by the Soviet representative this morning, I would
say that he has core very near to treating this Committee with contempt, I have never
heard a speech the was more completely unconstructive, so full of 1naccurauies and et
times -- by its repetition of matterS'wnlch kad previously been argued out and whose
relevance had beea aaequabely weighed by the representatives around this table -- so
unnecessary, 1 am very sorry'indeed that he took three quarters of an houf of the
Cormittee's time for such an unconstructive and unnecessary speech. Indeed, af*ur listening

to the speech of the represeﬁtative of Italy this morning I could not help wondering
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wevcswm vwvemge = — -—-- -—18 Was.not so -- there had been some collusion.between

Italy and the Soviet Union in regard to their statements, so accurately did the Itallen
representative surmise the speech that was likely to fqllow. When listening to the
Italian representative I thought he was giving a very stern reminder to the representgp;r

-

of the Soviet Union of the need for serious negotiation. How well merited that reminder
was, for the speech we have just heard from the Soviet representative helps us in no
possible degree and hinders us a great deal. I am sorry to have to say that, but 1t

is absolutely true and it is necessary to say it.

I am not going to weary the Committee with a further repetition of my own comments
on charges .that have been made against me and my former colleague, Sir Michael wright,
concerning things we have said both here and in the United Natiocns. I have already..
rejected absolutely the charge that we had misled the Committee and misled the Soviet
Union., I would refer to what I said on 15 February 1963 (ENDC/PV.98, pp.44, 45) when
I went into this matter in scme:.detail, referred to the quotations and showed the
completely unjustified nature of :the ocharges railsed; and again on 1 March 1963
(ENDC/PV.104, p.34) when I dealt with subsequent charges. I .hope we shall hear no.
more of them but, if we do, I shall certainly be forced to go into this in much greater
detail. It shows,of course, the :complete paucity 0f the Soviet Union's casgse that it
has to keep raking up these old charges in order to avoid the embarrassment of being
driwn into aerious negotiation, That:-is the mddest aspect of the speech to which we
listened a. short time ago. o

I thought it quite extraordinary how accurately our Itallan colleague said earlier
this morning {supra, p. 21 ) that so frequently the Soviet Union picks on a false
premise and from it draws a wholly inaccurate deduetion. How very accurate he was in
saying that, for only a few moments later our Soviet. colleague seid, in.regard to
detection capability, that 1t was known that national detection systems were completely
adsquate both to detect and to identify (sunra, p. 25). He went on almost immediately
to quote Mr, Rusk, the United States Secretary of State, speaking on the. effectiveness
~nf detection,:which he had said was better than could be revealed -- the effectiveness
of detection; but. not the sffectiveness of ldentification or of location. Our-Soviet
colleague knows perfectly well the difference between detectlon, location and
identification. Why, therefore; does he seek to mislead us on these matters? He knows
perfectly well that Mr. Rusk was talking about. detection at that time. Yet -he seeks
to muddle these things in our minds. T submit that that is not helpful in .any sense at
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We allEkHOW'the advances that have been made in detection. Ve all know that
¢ertain advances have been made in location and in identification. But we in the West
do not know, and’ cannot agree, that sufficlent advance has been made in identification
" to eliminate the need for on-site inspection. When Mr. Tsarapkin brings up case after
cage and quotation after quotation from Western spokesmen -- not official Spokesmen,
but unofficial spokesmen and columnists -- it really does not help at all. I would.
remind him, as I have reminded him before, that some of the Soviet Union's own
scientists, who normally have to be extremely careful about what they say on these
‘matters, did at the Pugwash conference last sutumn substantially agree that there was
in fact a ‘continuing need for on-site inspection because identification capabilities
were not complete, -

There have been further meetings of seientists since. I know of nothing emanating
from such meetings to indicate that Soviet scientists have changed their minds.. There
is still that gap, and it is no good pretending it does not exist, If the Soviet Union
is really interested in getting at the facts it has only to agree to an official
meeting of scientists here in Geneva, or elsewhere if it wishes, where these points
can be thrashed out and finalized.

I say, therefore, that the repetition of those misleading statements does.not
help us in the least. It is quite clear, of course, that we are in an impasse. That
is the nne thing on which we dre agreed. Our Soviet colleague used the word today
(supra, p. 24); our United States colleague used the word today (supra, p. 14); and we
. havé to find a way to break out of it,

On the question of ‘numbers it must be quite evident that our. Soviet colleague‘is
under instructions to avoid any serious negotiation, just as it must be quite clear
that- the” Western representatives came back here after Christmas trying to make progress.
- ‘We did advance our position,and if only we could get some response it might be possible
“for us to make progress, But if the Soviet Union is resolved to refuse to make progress
" in negotiation and discussion on this issue then why does it say that it is the only
“issue it will discuss? That is the nonsense of the present position. Our Soviet
colleagues say, "We can make no move from ocur position at all, We will discuss
nothing else but this particular position."

When the Soviet representative ended his speech just now by saying (ggggg)'p.BS)
that we must have a mutually acceptable solution, and that that mutually acceptable

‘'soluticn must be on the basis of three on~site inspections, he was really tresting us in
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a most absurd way. A mutually acceptable thing is a thing which is mutually agreed ~~
mutually negotiated —- and not dictated from one side. So, if our S&vist colleagues
cannot make any move at the present time on this‘qﬁestion of numbers, then I ask them
why they do not agree to discuss the other matters, on which they themselves have said
it should be possible to reach agreement. Is it that they are determined to frustrate
agreement? Otherwise, why will they not discuss these other modalities of inspection
with us in detail so that we may know where we stand and whether, in fact, the positious
on these issues are ¢e close as the Sbviet Union would have us believe? If we could
eliminate those items altogether it would help us, I believe, in finalizing our total
position.

So, instead of having these long polemical speeches, which serve only to exacerbate
and not to bring us together, I would say to our Soviet colleague: Do let ﬁé have
serious discussion and serious necotlation on matters on which there 1s an element of
doubt in relation to fhe Soviet position, while we still await anxiously some evidence
that the Soviet Union is willing to discuss numbers with us in a more realistic'att_;fitude°

There is just one further point I want to make, as another indication of our
difficulties in getting an aceurate assessment of the points that confront us. Our
Soviéf colleague told us a very few moments ago that the United States had a virtual
monopoly of underground testing. He said (supra, p. 34 ) that almost 100 per cent of
undergfound tests had taken place in the United States. How do we know that to be a
fact? How can we know 1t to be a fact? The Soviet Union admitted last Spring, after
the event, one underground test which took place on Soviet territory om lO'February"lQBB.
It did not admit it until some fimé_after it had happened. How do we know that it has
not carried out a number of further‘tests since then? What evidence have we to let us
know that? What right has the Soviet Union to tell us, without givihg us any evidenée
or allowing any opportunity for knowledge, that in fact there have_beénjhgné? We need
proof. And that is why we need facllities for on-site inspection; It‘is és simple as
that, Wwhat we need 1s proof, just as we need agreement on the degree of knowledge
about identification. We need agreement on the modalities of a test ban, and we need
also, finally, to get agreement on figurés.

A1l those things, I believe, are péssible if we have the right spirit, but ﬁhe
right spirit is not encouragéd by statements such as that which we heard from the

Soviet representative this morming.
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Ihu H.SS.N (United Arab Republlc) My delegrtlon tukes part in the debate
today w1th some dlffldence and after no small amount of hesitation, for we have come
to the conclu51on thet whetever we may say. will have no effect on the course of
events as lon as_some here do not intend to move chead. _ ..l_ :

The fact that today's meetlna hes failed to produce any new element and that all
the speakers have tended to repeat themselves, has perhaps c01v1nced us of the
necess1ty for this 1nterventlon. Ve speak today in deference to the response by the
two maln partles to ‘the concern voiced by some of the non—allgned delegatlons, and 1n
deference partlcularly to the appeals ~ for whlch we are thankful -- made by the ., |
representative of Italy and the representatlve of the Soviet Unlon at our one hundred
and twenty—second meotln o e : B

) It is in that splrlt thgt we once ag 1n voice. Qur conv1ct10n that acreement on. “
a test ban 1s 00551ble and practlcable even today, and even although 1t pay . be long
overdue. It 1s true tnqt test ban negotlatlons have extended over many lono years,
and have hud thelr ups and d0wns._ Snall wonder then that the number of sceptlcs, of
- those who see”onlyﬁthe dlfflcultles on the road to a testﬁban;enddof those Wh9;bave E
corie to heve secondfthouﬁhts ebout the basic sincerity of_purpOSe ofytheanegotiating.,,
partles, has conseouently increased, ‘ j | Loy

On the other hand, and desplte tne United States flve underground tests since..
the beglnnlna of 1963, whlch e have regretted and continue to regret, there are
-many 1nd;cet10ns which p01nt to the existence today of other 1nportant factors,

‘ technlcal, mllltary, economnic and even polltlcal,_unlcn should have welohed very
heavily in favour of the 1uclear Powers wantlnc to reach a settlement once they
decided that the time. for a2 test ban had cone. v :

I shall not tax the patience of the Cmmnlttee by rev:Lew:.nc tnose constructlve
fuCtOTS’ which are alreacy too well—known to the nuclear Powers themselves, for _
apparently facts today nay be sc1ent1flcally valuable and technlcally 1mp0rtant but
have no bearlng on the political realltles as the nuclear Powers see them._?””
Nevertheless, it remains true th@t technlcally, 1f not polltlcally, the DOSltlonS Qf
the nucleer Powers on the pOSalblllty of a sale, setlsfactory and adequately
-controlled test ban have never been closer than at present o _ .

It may be relevant and useful therefore, to renlnd the Commlttee of what my

delegatlon had to =y on the subject two months ago. On 18 February I sald'
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"It is an absolute necessity that both parties should close this small, final
gap., A mutually satisfactory accommodation would, and indeed should, be
reached if the partics started negotieting in earnest and if the& really felt
the need to agree on a test ban, which was the impression given by the letters
which were exchanged." (ENDC/PV.99, p.lk)

I said also:

"We are convinced that only the nuclear partners -— and possibly only at

the highest level — can find solutions ... which they will be ready and willing

to implement, We do not tend to underestimate the real difficulties which they

may still encounter. ... They have to do more with confidence — or the lack

of confidence ~ and with national prestige." (ibid., p.l6)
ind I went on to appeal to the nuclear Powers in these words:

"Rather than capitalize on what secem to be points of weakness in the position

of the other party, cach should try to understand and sympathize with the

difficulties of the other,” (ibid., p.17)

Finally, I said:

"My Government believes that no positive agreement between equally great Powers

can be based on anything but a position of equality in honour." (ibid.)

Unfortunately the last two months have proved only that those problems having to
do with confidence; faith and national prestige were too hard for the nuclear Powers
to solve by themselves. Therefore, the non-aligned delegations in this Committee
thought that they could not very well stand idly by and watch the foundering of the
ship of negotiations on the rocks of prestige and mutual fears.

In line with the charter which the non-aligned delcgations had set for themsclves
for their own mission at this Conference, the United Arab Republic delegation —— not
being wedded to any particular formula from Fest or West, and having no immediate
interest of its own other than the success of our negotiations — saw it to be its duvy
to exert its utmost efforts in order to seck both honourable and constructive compromisc
possibilities which might contribﬁte to s etting the ship of negotiations on its right
course and to starting its machinery running again.

On 20 March 1962 the rcpresentative of Sweden outlined before this Committec what
the Swedish Government envisaged to be the role of the conciliator between the two
great Powers at this Conference. Because of their grcat interest and timeliness I am

going to quote his relevant words. He said:
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".es bilateral negotiations are necessary between the great Powers ...
A stalemate could, however, occur in these negetistions. This may
increase tension and invite or compel the Coverrnments of the great
Powers to move in a direction inccnsistert with the hopes and
agspirations of a majority of mankind. Under such circumstances other
members of this Committee may feel chiiged “» put forward proposals
or compromises of their own in order to fulfil their obligations
according to the mandate."” (ENDC/PV.5, p-2C)

He went on to say:

"T do not imply that these other delegatiors shoald shoulder the
responsibility of submitting a complete drefh treaty of their own. But
perhaps it would be possible for a number of dslegetions to agree upon
certain specific recommendations, especially those that hold out hope of
serving as a basis for compromiss, civen though oiicy mey not have been

acceptable previously to either of the great Powers." {ibid., pp.20 and 21)

Because of the great esteem of my delegation for the representative of Sweden's
judgement and sincerity of purpose, and because of our full agreement with his outline
of policy, my delegation, on 18 February (HDG/FV.99, pp.D 2t seq.), thought it
consistent with its afore-mentioned obligations in fulfilment of its mission and mandate
to declare its opinion unhesitatingly and uwnswervingiy con what it believes to be right
and just, even though, to use the words of the represertative of Sweden, it Ymay not
have been acceptable previously to either ¢l the ~reav Zowers,!

Worthy of note also is the fact tha® cn 15 Febiuary 1963 (ENDC/PV.98, p.47) the
United Kingdom representative had ex:rescly invited the representatives of the
non—-aligned States to try their hand cnte zzain av & compromise solution.

Let me now briefly review the nature of my delegation’s first compromise attempt,
because of its continued appropriateness ard closs relationship with subsequent
attempts and with the present situation, We asked the minlear Powers:

",.. is not the acceptance of twu cv three inspictiors per year tantamount

to admitting that they can be made cornistert with a State!s national

security ...? Could it not prove possible ... to accept for example a

maximum of four to five visits undel tne 3me security arrangements? And,

conversely, does not the acceptance of the theory and principle of inspection

of only a fraction, let us say one-fifth, of unidentified events ,.. amount
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in fact to tacitly admitting that the acceptance of one-seventh or
one-eighth of unidentified events, let us suppose five or four visits,
.should not very much affect the general picture of a few surprise-deterrent
visits?" (ENDC/PV.99, p.13)

We asked.also:

"Does it not follow ... provided one party has the assurance that the

visits will not be used for illegitimate éctivities, and that the other

party is satisfied that the number of visits will truly have ... the

desired effective deterrent value, that the number of visits becomes just

a symbol devoid of any charm or magic?" (ibid., p.lh)

And we went on to ask whether there was anything especially significantvor.sacred,

politically or scientifically, about either figure suggested by East or West.

It would now appear that even as far back aé’lB‘Februaryvmy delegatiOn ventured
to draw attention not only to what seemed to be the right and just quota figﬁfe of
four or ‘five visits but also to a solution of the procedural dlfflculty, when we sald

#The different proposals about the quota number could be dlscussed

‘prior to and simultaneously “rith other pertinent components of a draft

test ban treaty." {ibid., p.l5) = -

It is a well-known secret in the Committee that other non—allgned delegatlons dld
subsequently envisage and favour what amounted actually to the same approach in their
appraisal of the possibilities of a concentrated or concerted non—allgned attempt ot
a compromise. On 18 Februery we expressed the opinion that: ,

"The non-aligned States should-hot find it beyond their resourcefulness £o°

come forward with various suggestions.™ (ibid.)

Underlying this thought was our belief, also expressed on 18 February, that possibly
", ., the detached and non-committed approach, by its very nature, is more
capable of seeking compromise solutions which might ultimately turn out to
be acceptable, even though they might look far-fetched or too ambitious at
the time," (ibid.) '

It was on that understanding that, during the cnsuing two months, the non-aligned
delegations tried their hand — and possibly went too far in revecaling their hand
prematurely — at a compromise, My delegation's conviction of the usefulness and

appropriateness of such a concerted endeavour stemmed from two considerations, namcly,

that the other delegations shared that conviction, and that it was largely consistent
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with the .beliefs and thoughts which my delegation had voiced on 18 February and which
had gained wide support from members of the Committece even outside the non-aligned
delegations,

Tt is worthy of mention that on 20 February 1963 (ENDC/PV. 100, pp. 6 et seq.)
the United States representative came very close to acceptlng our_l;ne of thinking.
about the quota figure compromise which we had indicatedﬂda‘l8 Fabruary. He also
accepted any of the alternative procedures suggested by my delegation on that day for
dealing with the quota figure in relation to the modalities of inspection,

The rest is common knowledge to the Committee. Despite the wide support which
those non-aligned thoughts and suggestions had gained in the Committee, and after the
non-aligned delegations had translated then into a common endeavour but before they
had had a chance to table them, certaln delegations expressed their dissatisfaction
with, and even opposition to, the same proposals and 1deas. But although some -
delegations may have changed their minds about that non-aligned endeavour, my
delegation, and I am sure many others, remain convinced of the basic wisdom and
sincerity of purpose of- the Swedish representative!s statement, to which I have
referred, that some other delegations may feel obliged to put forward proposals in
order to fulfil their obligations according to the mandate, even though they may not
have been acceptable previously to either of the great Powers.

As a non-aligned delegation to this Committee‘éa~£iﬁa'6ﬁrselvesnfaced with two
alternative possible ways and means of fulfilling our mandate as we see it.

The first alternative might entail the recognition that, as we said on
18 February last,

".es Only the nuclear partners — and possibly only at the hlghest level —

can find solutions to those problems, solutions which they will be ready and

willing to implement." (ENDC/PV 99, p.l16)

Recognition of that however, did not prevent my delegation from fulfilling its duty
as it saw it by reviewing and pointing to the possible areas of honourable compromise.
That was in our view a necessary step, even if it fell short of tabling and submitting
our thoughts officially to the Conference., In that connexion we said:
"We are not submitting any of these illustrations, howerar, because
we do not feel they could be uscful in the absence of the political will

of one and all to reach a quick settlement." (ibid.) .
As an 1n51ght it would appear that my delegation's fears about the absence of political
will unfortunately turned out to be true, and if my delegation has found it useful to
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remind the Committee today of its previous compromise suggestions because it believes
they are still timely and relevant, let me point out that we are not submitting them
officially today because we do nbf-beliéve that there exists enough readiness and
willingness to accept the non—éligned delegations! attempts at compromise, or the
political will to reach a quick settlement. All we can sy at this juncture is that,
as we see it, the elements of an honourable and cquitable settlement of the test ban
issue are all present, and that the nuclear Powers indeed know full well the wishes
and aspirations of the world as well as the broad lines of possible compromise
solutions and honourable face-saving formulas which the non-aligned delegations in
the Committee have already worked out during thé'last two months, but_have not presented
officially 1in  deference to the wishes of the nuclear Powers,

We can do one thing more, namely, wish them luck and god-speed in their bilateral
contacts and hope that they will be able to prove tﬁeirjsincerity of purpose to a
thoroﬁghly anxious and increasingly sceptical world. ..v‘ -

The second aitérnative begins to offer itself to the non-aligned delegaﬁions‘as
they become more convinced that their éilence and inébtivity; instead of helping the
cauée of hegotiation, may become more and more harmful and less and less consistent
with their mission at this Conference and with their United Nations mendate. That is
precisely the alternative which was envisaged by.the representative of Sweden in hisb
statement which I have already quoted. Faced with the grim prospect of watching the
foundering of the ship of our negotiation,:.as I pointed out eérlier, the non-aligned
delegations may be compelled to conclude that théir silence and inactivity might be
mistaken for coilﬁsion with or consent to the nuclear Powers moving, as the
representative of Sweden pat it, "in a direction inconsistent with the hopes and
aspirations of a‘majority of mankind." (ENDGC/FV.5, P.20) -

I should like to invoke in this connexion the very pertinent wads of the
representative of the Soviet Unibn, which are strongly reminiscent of the reasons
and the feeling behind the'sécond alternative course to which I have referred., On
19 April he said: ‘ _ '

"But silence is no argument for rejecting these prOpqéals.” (ENDC/PV.122, p.34)

He went on to insist that the other delegations should discuss the proposal made by
the Soviet Union., Then he said:

"We are ready to listen to and study eSteantively any possible'amendméhts or’
additions to these Soviet prorosals; but we strongly condemn attempts to pass
over these proposals of ours in silence." (ibid.)
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By the samectoken,jwould it not be understandable and fair if some of the
non—aliéned deiegations expressed at some future stage their dissatisfactidn with.and
protest against any aftempt to pass over their proposals in silence or, worse still,
to stand ihvthe.way of their presenting such proposals and honourable compromises in

fulfilment of their mandate and their mission as they see them?

The CHAIRMAN (Canada): I now call upon the representative of the Soviet

Union, who wishes to exercise the right of reply.

Mr, TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from:
Russian): I shall be very brief. First of all I should like to reply to the

representétive of the United States, The United States reprosentative, Mr, Stelle, in
fact refuted nothing; he only confirmed what I said. At first he tried to deny
flatly the facts I adduced, but when he appealed to the document, everyone saw that
Tsarapkin spoke the truth, and he himself admitted the correctness of what we quoted,
nanely, that the draft treaty included the figure of three inspections a year.

As another equally "convincing" argument the United States representeotive referred
to the August draft treaty (ENDC/58) prepared by the United States. But this reference
could not convince anyone either, Mr, Stelle himself began his statement today by
saying (supra, p..13) that moves and substantial changes have recently tcken place in
the positions of both countries, the United States and the Soviet Union. In this
connexion one might think that the appearance of the figure of three inspections a year
in subsequent versions of the draft treaty submitted to the President of the United
States was a confirmation of those substantial changes in the United States position,
which Mr, Stelle mentioned today. We, of coursc, were very disappointed to lcarn that
he himself does not regerd it in that way. Well, what else can be said about
Mr. Stelle'!s statement today? He used some rather harsh and unflattering epithets in
my‘reggrd._ I put this down to the extreme irritation of the United States
representative and in this connexion I can only recall the well-known saying of the

Romans: "Jupiter, you are angry -- therefore you are wrong",
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I now come to Mr, Godber, First, I should like tc say that Mr. Godber tried to
catch the Soviet réprésentative in inaccuracies or perhaps even distortions of certain
generally known scientific facts, What displeased Mr. Godber particularly was the fact
that I gave a quotation (gupra, p. 25) from a statement made by the Secrctary of State,
Mr. Rusk, himself, which shows quite clearly that the United States possesses ‘
instruments and methods for the detection of nuclear explosions which enable it to cope
eesily with the task of excrcising control over nuclear explosions carried out by the
other side, without having to rescrt to the orgenization of a system of international
control posts on the territory of the other side. Mr. Godber brought down his wrath
upon me and accused me of failing to distinguish two things; he said that "detection" is
not the same thing as "identification", But here I must tell you, Mr, Godber, that
when experts -- physiciéts and seismologists -- meet they use in their own terminology
two terms; ‘Mdetection" and "identification",  But when political leaders and diplomats
deal with this question, it has become the custon -- and you yourself, Mr, Godber, having
been doing so —- that in speaking of the detection of nuclear explosions we understand
detection and identification as being the same thing. As a matter of fact, what does 1t
mean to detect a nuclear explosion? When anyonc says that he has detected a nuclear
explosion, this already means that the event has been identified, It cannot be
understood otherwise, I should like to quote oncc again the words of Mr, Rusk:

"The increase in our technical ability to detect seismic cvents at long

distances permits us to rely upon seismic stations outside the Soviet Union

to detect underground nuclear explosions inside the Soviet Union",

What is meant by "to detect underground nuclear explosions"? To detect a nuclear
explosion means the same as to identify an event, otherwise you would not say that you
had detected en underground nuclear explosion, but you would say that you had detected
some kind of "seismic event!, the nature of which was unknown -- whether it was a nuclear
explosion or a natural earthquake, ~But when we say that an underground nuclear - -
cxplosion has been detected, this already includes the concept of identification. That

is the only way everybody understands this question, Mr. Godber.
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Now onc more questlon.ﬂv Mr Godbor said that we need serlous negotiction, I
apologize for the harshnoss, but to us this talk about sericus negotiation is nothing but
"emply words", hav1ng no real meanlng 1f we have no ogreement on the inspection quota or
on the number of automatic seismic stations. This is now the crux of the matter This
is preventing any further progress. Ls soon as the United Stotes removes thais obstacle,
we shall be able to plunge into those technical details which you want us to consider,
Therefore, when you say that we necd real negotiation and at the same time avoid
reaching agreement on the question of the number of inspections and the number of
autonatic scismic stations, it is perfectly éiear that your rcmarks werc nade nercly for
one simple purposo -- just to say something at lecost in reply to the Soviet representative,

But this cannot convince ényone_of anything,

The CHAIRMAN (Canada): 1 call on the United States representative, who wishes
to exercise the right of reply. '

iz, STELIE (United States of imerica): T shall be vory brief indsed. When it
was pointed out to the Soviet representutlve that, a2s I am surc he knew 21l along, it was
ridiculous-to waste tho tine of the Committec in claining, by using a typographical
error, that the original United States position was that there should be thrce on-site
inspections and that we changed it later to 2 blank number of §n~site inspcctions, and-
when it was pointed out to him aléo that the draft tfeaty tabled on 27 Lugust 1962
(ENDC/58) preceded the typographical error which was nade in 1963, he immediantely changed
his ground, He said that the 1963 hooklet appearcd 1a£er_and‘that there have therefore
been changes in the United States'position. That, of ccurse, is flatly contrary to his
original argument. ~But, just to deal with the second argumeht, I should point cut that
the purely typographical naturc of the crror is made clear by.tho fact that on page 84 of
the booklet the heading of the text in question is "Drdft Trecaty Banning Nuclear Weapon.
Tests in all Environments, 27 August 1962", v
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The Conference decided to issue the following conmunigue:

"The Conference of the Eightecen-Nation Committee on Disarmament today
held its one hundred and twenty-third meeting at the Palais des Nations, Geneva,
under the chairmanship of Mr. Burns, representative of Canada,

"Statements were made by the representetives of Romania, the United States,
Italy, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the United Arab Republic,

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Wednesday 24 fpril 1963
at 10.30 a.,n."

The nmeeting rose at 1.35 D.i.






