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The CHAIRMAN (Romania): I declare open the one hundred and thirty-first
plenary meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament.
Before we proceed with our work, I should like to ﬁolcome to our presence
Dr. Svimovic“, Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs of Czechoslovakia, .who is now the
leader of the delegatiozi of the ‘Czechoslovak Socialist Republic. I think that the

Committee will join with me in wishing our new colleague success in our work,

Mr, GODBER (United Kingdom): Mr. Chairman, perhaps 1 could begin by
echolng your words of welcome to our new Cazech colleague. May I tell him that we
shall be very happy to work with him and shall look forwerd e his participation in
solving soms of the problems that still exist between us., We will not invoke him too
- early im any problems between ourselwes and our Soviet colleagues, as the last thing
we would wish to do would be to embarrass him, but we look forward with keen interest
to his partigipation, . o

'On the last occasion when we were dua to discuss micleap tests -- last Monday -
we discussed ancther matter of very considerable importance, I was the next on the
list to speak on puclear tests, and I deferred ymtil today the speech I had prepared
on that subject, I was wery glad t0 do so in view of the gircumstances, but I should
like now to revert to the matters I wished to put before the Committes at that meeting.

My intention was to deal with and comment on some of the points arising from the
previous meeting devoted solely to muclear tests, namely, the meeting of t‘uo"weeks_ -
ago today, for in.reading the verbatim record (ENDC/PV.126) I had been struck by a
number of remarks made by our Soviet colleague on that occasion which seemed to me
to be yet one further indication of his determination -- I put 1t as strongly as
that -~- “l':o'mi_srep;',esent the Westernm posltion., 1 shall want to go into one or two
of those remarks s because I think it is unfortunate when one of our colleagues seeks
to do that, In my view, it really does. not help our work forward at all,

Firstly, 1n this comboxt , I should like to deal with a statement by Mr. Tsa.rapkin.
which dealt partieularly with the attitude of the United Kingdom -- and indeed he
did me the honour of referring to me personally. Mr. Tsarapkin is rocorded as saying
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(Mr, Godber, United Kingdom)

"We believe that its j%ha United State§7 British allies, who are devoting

a good deal of intelligence, energy and resourcefulness.,..".
I was quite happy with it so far, and if he had stopped at that I should have had no
criticism; but then he went on:

"to preventing an agreement, as Mr. Godber is constantly doing, would hardly

venture for long to resist and prevent an agreement if the United States

were willing to come to terms." (ENDC/PV.126, pp. 26,27) .
Later, in his reply to my collsague Sir Paul Mason, lir., Tsarapkin suggested (ibid., p.33)
that Sir Paul's gtatement on that occasion had been striking because it emphasized
once again the role played by the United Kingdom in these negotiations. 1 think that
no one could have been left in any doubt that Mr, Tsarapkln implied on that occasion

that that role was an obstructive one.

1 do not think for a moment that our Soviet colleague's argument in that sense
will have carried much influence with the rest of the Committee, but I fee® it “is
necessary to put such charges into their proper perspective and to put the record
straight, because of course, as all our colleagues here know perfectly well, the
United Kingdom has never at any stage obstructed negotiations on a nuclear test ban.
Indeed, the very opposite is the case, and we have done everything in our power to move
negotiations forward and to induce the Soviet Union to get down to serious discussion
with us. |

I think that if we have embarrassed our Soviet colleague at all it has possibly
been because of our willingness to meet him to discuss these various matters'which
he finds so difficult to agree upon, or even to discuss with us. I am quite prepared
to go into detail and to cite a very large number of occasions -on which the United
Kingdom delegation has tried to get things moving and, to that end, has said quite
unequivocally that it is prepared to be completely flexible in its approach. Had
Mr. Tsarapkin taken a similar attitude of flexibility -- had he done so just once --
1 believe we might even have had a treaty by now.

I have brought with me just a few references to some of the United Kingdom speeches
on this subject during the past fourteen months. I have made extracts from twenty of
the verbatim records and am perfectly willing to read out in extenso the definite
proposals made in order to try to get things moving, and to bring another twenty on
another occasion if Mr. Tsarapkin is still unsatisfied and still feels that we are
ceeking to prevent agreement. On this occasion they range from an initial speech by
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(Mr, Godber, United Kingdom)

Lord Hume (ENDC/PV.5, pp. 5 et seg.) through a whole variety of speeches by me -~

if the Committee would like me to stop and quote from any of them I should be very

happy to do so -- on 3 April (ENDG/PV.14, p.23 et _seq.), 12 April (ENDC/PV.19, p.33 et s
16 april (ENDC/PV.21, pp. 18, 19, 22, 23), 19 April (ENDC/PV.24, pp. 11 et seq.), and
25 April 1962 (ENDC/PV.27, pp. 42 et seg,), all of them containing proposals designed

to get things moving, and speeches by my former colleégue Sir Michael Wright on 7 May
(ENDC/PV.32, pp. 5 et seg,) and 9 May 1962 (ENDC/PV.34, pp. 39 et _seq.), and then by

me again on 18 May (ENDC/PV.39, pp. 39 et seg.). And so it contimues through the

summer months of June, July and August, It makes very interesting reading for anyone
wanting to refresh his mind on the United Kingdom attitude to all these matters, and

1t goes on to the beginning of March of this year. Those are just a few of the

positive proposals we have put forward directly related to getting matters moving on

the subject of a nuclear test ban.,

As 1 say, if our Soviet colleague is willing to show sufficient flexibility to
enter into serlous discussion on any of these proposals, or on a similar batch which
I shall be happy to bring forward another day, then I think we pight make progress;
but 1 have done what I have merely in order to point to the absurdity -- and the
absurdity our Soviet colleagues knows it to be -- of the charges he-made on the las’
occasion when we discussed this subject,

I hope that that will dispose: of his_viewé on the attitude of the United Kingdoms
but if he wants to test us on this let him offer to discuss with us in detail any
aspects of the nuclear test ban in an effort tﬁ find mutual agreement -- not agreement
on the terms dictated by the Soviet Union, but mutual agreemenmt, Muatual agreement
means, I should have thought, a willingness to see the other man's view and to seek
to find some point of accommodation between the two sides, That is the United ﬁihgdom
attitude on the subject; and I hope that that deals sufficiently with those
particular charges.

So much for the role of the United Kingdom in these discussions. Now I turn to
another matter raised by our SoViet-coileague a fortnight ago, on 29 April. I refen
to Mr, Tsarapkin's suggestion then (ENDC/PV.126, p.25) -~ and on that occasion he
gave the honours to our United States colleague ~- that the West, and especially the
United States, had been trying for a long time.to conceal the progress made in the
technique of the detection of seismic events; to conceal it from the world at large
and from the people of the United States in particular, That sort of charge 1is not
only completely without foundation but thoroughly harmful to any serious discussion
and negotiation here.
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(Mr. Godber, United Kiggdom)

Mr. Tsarapkin knows perfectly well that when information has been published in
the last year or two about the science and the technique of the detecfion of seismic
events, it has been published solely by the VWest and has been based on the results of
research carried out in the West in which on many occasilons the Soviet Unlon has been
invited to participate. I myself have invited our Soviet colleague more than once
to join us in these research projects, but the Soviet Union has consistently refused
to participate. The Soviet Union has ‘furthermore claimed to have information on the
techniques of detectilon’derived from its own sources; but it has refused to publish
that information. Hence I would say that the Soviet Union is in a singularlf bad
position to accuse others of withholding information, because if anyone is concealing
information in this respect it 1s not the West. I think we should therefore have an
end to charges such as the one 1 have just cited, .

May I turn now to the statement of our Soviet colleague in the same speech on
the whole question of the capacity of existing detection sysfems for detecting and
identifying all seismic events of whatever size? 1 thipk this lies at the root of the
major difficulty between us on the question of the need or léck of need for on-site
inspection. It occurs time and again in this speech. ‘Fdr example, on 29 April
Mr. Tsarapkin said: .

"The point is that, having rocognizod the effectiveness of national systems

of control in regard to underground nuclear explosions, the United States

ought to have abandoned completely all claims in respact of on-site inspection,"

(ibid., p, 26) w» _

Again, a little later he suggested that the United States,

"... having recognized the effectiveness of national detection systems

for control over underground nuclear explosions, ... has not drawn the

appropriate conclusion in regard to-inspection, as it should have done."

(ibid,, p.27) |
And he went on to say: _

"The Soviet Union considers that for control over an agreement on the

cessation of all nuclear weapon tests,.including underground tests, no

' inspectlion is necessary or required. This position of the Soviet Union
is meeting with ever new confirmation day after day in the achievements

of science and technology. . '

"However, despite those facts, the United States i1s stubbornly trying
to secure inspection." (ibid.) - .
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(Mr. Godber, United Kingdom)

The Soviet Union representative apparently claims that the information
available on the techniques of detection of seismic events should have persuaded the
Western Powers that all events can be detected and identified, That simply is not
so. We have explained, and we have explained many times, in this Committee that the
information available to us does not lead us to think that all doubtful events can be
identified. On the other hand we have said that, if the Soviet Union can produce
evidence and would be willing to discuss it with us, in order to show that the
present techniques are adequate to identify satisfactorily all seismic events, then
we are prepared to consider thai evidence and to consider modifying our position on
inspection. Surely that is a reasonable attitude to adept — to say that we in fact
- have not this information, but that we are perfectly willing to study any evidence
which others may bring forward that it does exdst.

That is the Western position; it has been the Western position consistently;
and of course 'we come back once again to a point which I have made many times in our
discussions, which is that ever since the Soviet Union repudiated the experts' report
(EXP/NUC/28) of 1958 we have had no agreed basis on which to proceed. The Soviet
Union alone 'repu:liat,ed that reports The Soviet Unlion has consistently refused to
perticipate in clearing up what the exact factual position is today. The Soviet
Union relies on ex parte statements which it repeats here ad nauseam on this subject;
but it will not produce evidence, and it does not attempt to accept our invitation
to meet together to clear this matter up. That, I suggest, is not the attitude which
is going to help us forward to agreement. If we could get agreement on these simple
facts — or perhaps it is wrong to call them simple facts: complicated facts —
between our scientists on the best information that is available in the world on both
detection and identification, then I believe that it would help us materially in
solving our present dispute. . ' ‘

Our present dispute centres largely round the basis of knowledge on which the
two respective positions rest, and we still stand ready to have meetings to clarify
this pa.fticular matter. While our Soviet Union colleagues have never é;ccept;ed our
invitations to have meetings of experts, at the same time there have been metiﬁgs
of scientists — and I am glad there hhave been — in different forﬁms on different

occasions, where some of these matters have been gone into. That is particularly



TNDC/PV.131
10

ilsasdisdtas (Mr. Godber, United Kingdom)

so in the case of meetings of scientists under the Pugwash arrangements. Last autumn
there was a meeting of scientists, including scientists from the United States, the
Soviet Union and my own ecountry, at one of those Pugwash conferences in England, and
afterwards a certain document was produced by three Soviet scientists and three
American seientists which clearly indicated a continuing need for on-site inspection,
When the matter was raised a long time ago by the Soviet Union representative, I took
the liberty of tabling that report-as a Conference document in order to clarify the:
position, In view of the constant reaffirmations by the Soviet Union representative
it is as well to remind ourselves of its last -paragraph, which reads:

e think a system developed along these lines" — S ; =
that is, the lines of the 'possibility of using "black boxes" which had been discussed —
. "may provide a large enough mass of objective seismic data so that the

" International Control Commission will need to request very few on-site
inspections, If this is true, it may provide a new basis for negotiation

in the Geneva discussions and ease the problem of resolving the on-site

inspection issue." (ENDC/66; p.2) ,

That was a document signed by three Soviet and three American scientists, and the
point of the paragraph which I have just quoted is that they are saying that, if we
accept the idea of wimanned seismic stations, within Soviet territory as well as
within our own, and have the advantage of the data provided, then, with that additional
data from inside the Soviet Union which will.be available to-the International Control
Commission, it will be necessary to request wvery few on-site inspections. = The
implication is that without that data a very considerable number of on-site inspections
-would still be necessary, but that even with the additional data there still remains
a need for obligatory on-site inspection. That report was signed by Academician
Artedimovich, Professor Riznichenko and Academician Tamm of the Soviet Union, as well
as by the. three American gcientists. E “

In the face of that, how can the Soviet representative keep claiming, as he did
in-the quotations which I gave a few moments ago, that as far as the Soviet Union 1s
concerned there is no need for on-site inspeqtion? I have asked the repreaentativé of
the Soviet Union before if he is in fact repudiating his own écientista in this matter,
He has always been very careful not to do sc, and T am glad that he does not, but I
should have thought it quite senseless for him to continue with claims that no on-site

inspection is necessary when his own scientists do not bear him out,
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There have, of course, been further meetings c;f scientists since that date, As far
as 1 know there have "'been---ﬁd ‘published ‘documents from those further meetings; it would
be wrong, therefore, for me to comment on them. I have Seqn -certain reports, but I should
not have called the attention of the Committee once more to the ;i.c;.cmnfo_ which I have -'
quoted if T had thought that since then anything had emerged, or any discussion had
taken place, which in any way invalidated it. - _ = u _

Therefore, I do say to the representative of the Soviet Union that we really must
ask him to accept, if not Western protestatiéns , then at least the protestations of his
own scientists. I think that that is not an unreasonable attitude for the West to take,
and I do bring him back to this point because it is really a key point in the whole of
our discussions, and I hope that we shall have a more realistic approach to it.

Now I come to just one other point in connexion with the Soviet representativé.’s
speech on that occasion. I hope that he does not mind my referring on so many occasions
to his comments; at least it shows him that I study what he has to say, This particular
point disturbs me because he has repeated it not only in relation to nuclear tests but
also in relation to other aspects of our.Conference when he has referred to our discussions __
here as becoming a waste of time (ENDG/PV.126, p.24). I think that is a very dangerous
sort of idea to propagate in this Conference. I want to. tell the Conference, and especiall
our Soviet colleague, quite categorically that the United Kingdom does not regard our |
discussions here as a waste of time, '

But if thef are a waste of time, or are becoming a waste of time, why is that? Why
does it seem so to some people? Is it, I wonder, because one country, and one country
alone, refuses to enter into detailed negotiations in the field of nuclear teéts?_ Is it
because one country alone, the Soviet Union, refuses to.discuss any points relating to a
nuclear test ban treaty? Is it because one country alone, the Soviet Union, refuses to
disclose information which it claims to have and which it claims could render ‘on-site
inspection wnnecessary? Is it becausé the Soviet Uzﬂ.on refuses to have jomt'me'et:ings
of scientists here to agree' c;n new scientific data governing detection and identification?
Is it because the ng;l_g}’- ‘_Union,, and _the Soviet Union alone, refuses to ban nuclear tests
in the other three envi-x:of;;lé.ﬁts.while we cont:.nue to work on agreement in relation to
underground tests? All those things the Soviet “Union réli‘uses.‘ We and..our United States
colleagues have all along shown our willingness tc; enﬁer into serious discussion on all
those matters. ‘ |

I would suggest to our Soviet colleague that hé is in danger of forgetting the
meaning of the word 'megotiate"., To "negotiate", in my understanding of it, does not
mean to state onels cwn position flatly and then abuse 6ne"s negotiating partners
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because they do not accept it in toto. That is not negotiation as I understand it, but
that seems to be the position that our Soviet colleague adopts., Really, there must be
serious negotiation, there'must be a willingness to be flexible, if we are to reach
agreement, So I'do say to Mr, Tsarapkin very seriously that I believe that those speeches 3
with their constant reiteration of accusations of bad faith against the West, those
speeches which indicate complete immobility and complete refusal to enter into the details
of negotiation — refusal ewven to agree with us the facts which ere the basis on which
the negotiations. should proceed — cannot help forward our work,

However; in spite of that I say to him that our work here is not, and should not be,
a waste of time, I say to him thot we have a great duty here to find ways of minimizing
our differences, to find ways of meeting one another; and I believe we must do that,
that world opinion is pressing us very hard -~ and very rightly so — to do that; because
in the field of nuclear tests, and even more, I would suggest, in the field of general
and complete disarmament, a heavy burden rests upon us. |

We in the United Kingdom delegation are very ready, as we have shown on many occasions
both in this field and in others, to enter into serious negotlatlons, and to do so with a
flexibility which will enable agreements to be 2 arrived at. But it does not help us when
we hear continued charges such as those our Soviet colleague has rather indulged in in
recent weeks. So I do 'say to him —.and I try to say it in the friendliest-spirit -
that we are still ready to negotiate with him, but we are waiting for him to adopt an
attitude which would enable us to be successful in these discussions,

I have dwelt at some 1ength on this subject because T am defln:.t.ely worried about
the whole emotional at.mosphere which our Soviet colleague has been bu.:l.ldmg up in recent
weeks. I am urging him to get away i‘rcm that‘ T am tell:mg him that we want to make
progress, arxi Iam :Im_m.t:mg him to go forward, with us in that task. .

CMe, TSARAPKIN (Un:u.on of Sov:l.et Socialist Republ:.cs)(tr slation from Russian)

I w:i.sh to exerclse my r:Lght. of reply in order not to leave unanswered the remarks made

by the representat.lve of t.he Unlted ngdom. The purpose of my brlef comment is to
dispel the false mpress:.on which Mr._ Godber has been try:.ng to create here. In order

to g:.ve a proper assessmen'b of the 31tn.at10n in the Commlttee with regard to the cessation
of nuclear weapon tests, I could refer to what I sald on that subject two wecks ago, on
29 April. I then adduced o whole series of data confirming and testifying to the faet
that the United States had f:i.z_)a.lly _reco@imd_ the effectiveness of national control
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systems, nﬁi ohiy in regard to the detection of nuclear explosions in the atmosphere,
in outer space and under water, but also in regard to the detection of underground
nuclear explosions., What I said was the fp;ibwing: | -
- "However, having admitted the éffectivehess'of national means
of control in regard to underground nuclear explosions, the United
States lapsed into an obvious inqonsistqncy"in its position; an
inconsistency which has in fact led our negotiations on this
question once again into an impasse. The point is that, having
recognized the effectiveness of natioqai systéms“of control in regard
to underground nuclear explosions, the United States ought to have
abandoned completely all claims in respect of dn-sité'iﬁspection;
At the present time the demand for on-site inspection is untenable
and unnecessary from the standpoint of control. Thié.wns in‘féct
admitted by the United States scientists, who in the aféramcntioned
letter of 9 April stated that they regarded on-site inspection only
- as an additional guarantee. But the offiéial.positicn of the Uhited
States in our negotiations here in Geneva has no£ undergone any
essential or radical changes in regard to inspection., . The present _i
position of the United States is inconsistent andwgpe?_ngt Stan& §p ﬁé
criticism. - | | .‘hu, o
Well, then, the situation:at present is clearlenough. The
négotiatians have again reached an impasse because of . the position of
the United States. The responsibility for this lies entirely with the
United States." (ENDC/PV.126, p.26) , | R
It seems to us that the assessment of the situation with regard to the ces;qtian
of nuclear weapon tests which we made two weecks ago is just as valid and corfcqt:ﬁpdayh
and, in our view, completely answers all the remarks made here by the United. Kingdom, ‘
representative, Mr. Godber.

 Mr. STELIE (United States of America): First, my delegation would like to
welcome to the Confercnce the new leader of the Czechoslovak delegation, Mr, éimoviE,
the Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs; and may I take this opportunity to welcome

also the return to our deliberations of Mr. Zemla, whom we have not scan for some time?
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The reply of the Soviet representative to the very convineing statement of the
United Kingdom representative (supra, pp.5 et seq.) seemed to me singularly
unconvineing. The Soviet representative merely repeated a claim which he had made
before and for which there is no foundation: that the United States has recognized
the adequacy of control without inspections in the underground environment., He has
not favoured us by telling us why he believes that he can make that.statement; he
has merely repeated it, and it is, of course, not accurate.

Furthermore, as our United Kingdom colleague pointed out this morning, the
requirement of on-site inspections in the underground environment, when we ecannot
tell by instrumentation alonewhat all events are, is one which has been recognized
by Soviet scientists themselves, specifically in the document emanating from the . -
Pugwash meetings (ENDC/66) to whioh the United Kingdom representative recalled our
attention this morning, _ . }

I should like to associate my delegation with what the United Kingdom representative
said in his statement this morning, I think it must be clear to all of us here that,
if we are to make progress in these negotiations, the Soviet delegation wil; have to
come forward and make its position clesr on a number of the major issues before us,
and partiocularly on the arrangémants for on-site inspection. It seems cleaf that
until that happens thers will be little hepe of our moving forward.

For my part, I should like today to examine briefly what our Soviet colleague
has been telling us over fhe past few weeks, In this exﬂminhtian I think'it might be
useful to make clear to the delegations here where the lines of argument ﬁbed by -the
Soviet representative are apparently tntehded to lead us. " , _

Az our last meeting at which the nuclear test ban problem was discusaed on
29 April the Soviet reprasentatlve s statement contained in microcoam the whole
point of vieW'which he has tried to preaent to us over the past Tew months. In the _
first place, he said that we had already pasaed the stage in our negotiations of the
search for "a mutually-aeceptable compromise solution™. He went on to say that he
ecnsidered what was going on in the Ezghteen—Nation Committee on Disarmamant as " a
shesr waste of time“ He stated also that our efforts in the field of general and

complete diearmamant and on eollateral measures yielded very much the same negative
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results (ENDC/PV.126, p.24). Of course, what the Soviet representative is saying,
'i{n a form slightly different from that used by him in the past, is that we must

' “agree entirely wiﬁh the deiet position or, as far as he is concernmed, the Conference
is a waste of time. | _

Our United Kingdam colleague has rightly taken our Soviet colleague to task for
the dangers inherent in sucﬁ a statement; and I believe all of us in the West would
strongly disagree with the Soviet representative. We cannot really believe that a
Soviet ultimatum on the issues of a nuclear test ban treaty can continue indefinitely
to remain a bar to agraement particularly when the charaoter of the ultimatum is
ag transparent as is the present position of the Soviet Government.

Let us take a look at the argument whieh the Soviet representative has propounded
about the present Soviet pesition being_a compromise position. If that assertion of
the Sovist representative had any foundation, it woul& mean that the Soviet position
at preaent would lie somewhere ahead of the most advanced past position of the Soviet
Union” and nearor the most advenced United Kingdom United States positicn.  But is that
really the case? _ R

In the first place, the Soviet'rapresentative héa tdld ué that his .position is
really a compromise because it represents acceptance of offers allegedly made by
United'States and United Kingdom:representativas. We have a}readx-mada the record
clear on those allegations?liln every case where there was a verbatim record of the
statements in-quostion it is eléar the United States aﬁd_United Kingdom representatives
had asked the Soviet Union tb_return to the priqpiple of on-site inspection which it
had?accsptad until 28 Nﬁvambe} 1961 but had abandoned after that date. 1In no case
were Western repreaentatives asking the Soviet Government to agree to any . specific
number of inspections.' In additicn, where private conversations were held, the
United States repreaentatives have made clear our record of such conversations: ‘In
no case were offers made of the numbers of inspections now being offsred by the
Soviet Unicn. | B |

Tinally, in a letter (ENDG/74) from the President of the United States on
28 December 1962 the United States position on the question of thenurbersof on-site
inspections was clearly stated, and therefore there should be no question about
alleged offers of a different number.
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The present Soviet position on the numbers of on-gite ‘inspéctions represents no
more than a return b6 an old position held by the Soviet Union before 268 November 1961.
- To pretend that a re-acceptance of a former positioh —- a position rejected by the
other side for the full period of time during which that positidh was in effect —
is really something new seems to us to be a stance which soméhow ignores all sense
" of reality. But that is exactly what the Soviet Union 1is doiﬁg.
Even more unfortunate is the fact that the Soviet representative seems to be
- laying the foundation for another grand retreat along the lines of the laai grand
retreat of the Soviet Union® from the principle of on-site inspection on 28 Novamber 1961,
Obviously it would be 'most unfortunate if the Soviet Unien were once again to move
us eaway from agreément in the way it did in 1961. '

"‘Certainly Soviet-accéptance <- ‘or, rather, re-éééeﬁﬁancéj-Q'of fhe'pripcibléror
on-site inspection has done mueh to’bring the possibility of ‘agreement closer. We
have welcomed it warmly, and have stated our belief that such a ﬁdve; *hatever'iﬁs
- Tationele, -has Beén a contribution o our work if, in fact, this position is one to
which the Soviet Union really intends to adhere. § = S

“The failure of ‘the Soviet ‘Union to spell out the arrangements under which it
would accept such ‘inspection seems to my delagatian to raiae real douhts about .
whether the Soviet Union really has re-accepted the principle 6f on—sita 1nspact10n.
To retreat from a réal acceptance of the principle of on-site 1nspection now,
however, would only serve further to disrupt our efforts to reach agreement and
would be a grave reflectich on the seriousness of the intention of the Soviet Union
to reach a nuclear test ban treaty. ' E A o

~Unfortunately, in this connexion, the Soviet representative has dredged up all
of the old Soviet interpretations by which the Soviet delegation has aought 1n the'
past to. construe the eight-natioh memorandum (ENDC/28) of 16 April 1962 as mnaning
something different from what it’actually means. It is the sharp contrast of thg
eight-nation memorandum's endorsement of the neeessgity for some on~site”iﬁé§ectioﬁs
to identify unidentified events with the Soviet”repfééentativeia unauppofté& statements
that inspections are only "sn additionsl guarantee™ (:NDC/TV. 119, p.28T ‘that Bhould
put these efforts of the Soviet Union into real perspective. : '
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At our maéting on 29 April the Soviet representative stated, as he has
frequently stated before:

"... the facts end data relating to the progress of science and

teohnology still rurther corroborated the poaition of the SOViet

Government that no 1nspaction 1s required for eontrol over an

RN

_ agreement on the cesaation of nuclear weapon tests.™ (ZNDC PV.ll 8?'28)
The Soviet repreaantative then said that that view was supported by the many quntationa
which_hq_hgs taken out of context from United Kingdom and United States acientitic
gdurqoﬂ. He rqpo@tedlthat'todéy (supra,pp.12-13) . But his statement is wholly
unsupporﬁod bf ﬁny facfé or data -- Soviet, American or British --\which are available
to or have been placed beforé this Conference. If the Soviet Union. seriously
believes those allegations about the capabilitiea of national systems, it should be
able to provide raots and data to*suppomt thia bglief el beliat -hieh, by the way,
the arguments uaed by the Soviet reprtsentativn himsolf show ig an»much a.scientifin
queatian as it ia a politioal question. . E e

Once asain NB ask the Soviet rapresantative, if he has these tacts or data to
present tham to us. If he fails to do so, ‘as he has failed in the paat we ask him
respeotfully to rarfain rram such unfounded allegations. Making such allegatione
raally earvea to uaate our time and to detract from our, eftorts ha:e to reach
agreement. " Let our Soviet colleagua rather use our time to good efrect by coming
forth with at least some of the major portions of the Soviet Uniqn_a position on a
test ban, particularly on ﬁhe-éﬁéﬁtion of .inspections -~ a position which up to now
it has shrouded in mystery.

. Unfortunately, the Soviet representative seems now intent on diverting our
attention from our main effor%, which should be to discuss and agree upon the main
porticas of a treaty which would ensure the effective cessation of puclear weapan
testing. He has used arguments which add up to an ultimatum, and then attempted tc
place the burden for lack of progress on the West, He has claimed that his positions
are purely political, but he has tried to distort the statement of eminent Western
scientists in order somehow technically to prove his case. In each of those instances
he has, of course, tried to divert the attention of the Conference from the weakest
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part of the Soviet posiﬁiop!twhich is the absolute iack of flexibility shown here
by the Soviet Uaion and the complete failure of the Soviet Uniom to put forward a
concrete position on most of the outstanding 1asu;s of a nuclear test ban treaty.

| We call ﬁgain on the Soviet Unien to re-examine the completely negative position
it,is attempting to-maintain in the Conference.\ We can begin to make real progress
only when the Soviet Union abandans ita negativa position. It is the hope of my
.delegatidn that we shall soon. see a change in the Soviet Union's position whieh will
move our work along towards an effecti?e test ban treaty.

The c . ce decided to 1ssue the followin communique: , :

 “The Conference of the EighteensNation Committee on Disarmament today

held its one hundred and thirty-first plenary meeting at the Palais des

Nations, Geneva, under the chairmanship of lr. Macovescu, Deputy iiinister

ror Foreign Affairs and representative of Romania. -
"Statements were made by the representatives of the Uhitad Elngdum,

the Soviet Union and the United States,

_ "Tha next meeting of the Conference will be held on Wednesday, 15 May 1963,

at 10,30 a,m."

The meeting rose at 11.30 a.m,



