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The CHJllilillaN {Burma): I declare open the fifty-second plenary meeting of 

the Eighteen Nation Committee on.Disarmament. 

l1lr. DE.i>N (United States of .America): Ever since the second.plena~ 

meeting of this Conference the seventeen delegations sitting.round this table have 

dev,~ted countless hours of effort to the d-iscussion of the. problems involved in 

arriving at ~1 agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests. Even QOre energy 

has been expended by the delegations ,..,f the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the 

United States, not only in their attempts to draft an acceptable and workable nuclear 

test ban treaty but also in the deliberations of the Sub-Committee which the 

Eighteen Nation Committee has established to deal solely with this very urgent 

question. 

it is unfortunate, indeed tragic, that, in spite of all this, we do not appear 

to be at all closer to the conclusion of a mutually acceptable treaty than we were en 

14 March last. ·vie are no closer to the conclusion of an agreement, despite the offer 

of the United Kingdom and the United States to sign their draft treaty of 18 April 

1961, with the numerous amendments which they pro~osed in an effort to meet the 

requirements of the Soviet Union, and despite the submission to this Conference cf 

the most useful joint memorandum by the eight new members. There is not one 

Government among those represented at this Conference which has not spoken out 

strongly in favour of the cessation of all nuclear weapon tests in all environments. 

Both ~ince this Conference began and for many years preceding it, statesmen the world 

over and religious· leaders have been recounting the irrefutable arguments in favllfur 

of ending nuclear testing in all envirnnments. 

They have decried the impetus which testing gives to the arms race in general. 

They have noticed the increase in world tensions caused thereby. They have spoken 

of the urgent need to take a first concrete step on the road to co-~peration between 

the East and West on disarmaiment issues. .Nevertheless, despite these enormous 

efforts and the enormous goodwill involved, to this very day no agreement has been 

reacLed on a nuclear test ban treaty. That is the problem we confront. 

Our Soviet colleagues, 1v:r. Zorin and Mr. ·Tsarapkin, have a very simple, indeed 

a pat, explanation for the absence of agreement. In their view of world affairs, 

the origin of all the trouble is the terrible capitalists in the United States who, 

allegedly, are striving to kee~ the arms race and world tension at fever pitch lest 

their wealth and world power be destroyed by agreements ~n a test ban and general 

and complete disarmament. 
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Nothing could be further from the truth. 

(11' .vrr. De.m, United States) 

This is a line undoubtedly calculated 

to impress those without access to free news media, but I submit that it is hardly 

likely to influence the informed public, to say nothing of our many colleagues here. 

I would call it pure fantasy, but it has nevertheless been raised to the level of 

State policy in the Soviet Union. It must seem ludicrous to anyone who knows the 

facts of international life, and especially to those of us here who have followed 

the steps taken by the Governments of the United Kingdom and the United States to 

facilitate a sound nuclear test ban agreement, ·and who on the other side have not 

forgotten the decision taken by the Soviet Union during the last days of August 1961. 

Indeed, that decision was taken while we were negotiating on a nuclear test ban 

agreement in this very Palais, on the very afternoon when we had proposed that the 

treaty include all tests, thinking that we had thereby met all the requirements 

which the Soviet Union itself had described as essential for the achievement of a 

ftuclear test ban treaty. Nevertheless, on that very night, the Soviet Union 

announced that it was resuming nuclear tests -- tests which, as far as we know, had 

not been carried out for some thirty-four months. 

Merely to reject the simplistic explanations offered by the Soviet Union is not, 

as 1 am quite well aware, to provide a fruitful answer to the why1 s and wherefore's of 

the absence of a test ban treaty, and I believe we owe it to ourselves to seek to 

understand why we do not at present have the nuclear test ban agreement that we all 

want. 

If I had to suggest the key factor as to· why we do not have an agreement, I would 

use•two short words-- national security. Each nuclear side has, I suppose, carefully 

considered the political factors involved in a nuclear test ban treaty -- certainly 

my Government never forgets them -- but each side has nevertheless come to believe 

that one or another aspect of its national or military security prevents the conclusion 

of a te~t ban treaty on terms acceptable to the other side because it has an 

importance which over-rides the political motivations toward a nuclear test ban 
treaty. 

Yle in the 'i{est are determined to get a nuclear test ban treaty but we quite 

frankly acknowledge this factor of national security. iie admit that the problem of 

national security is a very potent factor. I do not think our work will be advanced 

if we tend to paper it over or try to forget it. We frankly believe that neither a 
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nuclear test ban treaty nor any other measure of general and complete disarmament will 

be possible until the concerns of each of us on this score is satisfied in a 

reasonable way. I think all of us would agree that it would not do us a great deal 

of good to work out, and indeed to sign, a nuclear test ban treaty unless each of us 

was honestly satisfied in his heart that that treaty made adequate and effective 

arrangements for control over the fulfilment of the obligations of all parties to 

the treaty. 

One of the essential elements in the drafting and carrying out of any nuclear 

test ban treaty is for the parties to believe that its provisions will work, for them 

to have reasonable confidence that if they themselves do not test other people will 

not test, or else that the machinery of the treaty will pick up clandestine tests 

and subject the erring party to the provisions of the treaty. 

Let me be very clear. uif Government and the United Kingdom Government have 

already submitted a draft of a nuclear test ban treaty which we are prepared to sign. 

We also have an ppen mind about the provisions of that treaty. But the United 

States Government is also firmly convinced that the national security of not only the 

United States but also of the free world would be gravely endangered if it entered 

into any nuclear test ban treaty without satisfactory, workable and adequate 

assurances that if the Soviet Union -- that is, the other side -- attempted to conduct 

a secret nuclear test it would run a serious risk of being discovered as a violator 

of the treaty. 

An enormous number of statements have been made about the advances in detection 

and identification capabilities, but the fact is -- and this is unfortunate -- that 

those who are familiar with this problem and who are working constantly in this 

field ~tate that very little advance in scientific knowledge in this area has been 

made, despite the fact that my own Government has been spending enormous sums of 

money in an effort to advance this scientific knowledge. 

In the present state of scientific knowledge, it is only through the 

application of appropriate and effective international controls that a party which 

signed the treaty and did not itself test could have the necessary assurances that 

any violations by the other side would immediately come to light. 
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(:Mr. Dean, United States) 

For its part the Soviet Union professes not to be worried by this side of the 

problem, and it is quite possible that Soviet equanimity on this score is genuine. 

I say this because the uncensored and free United States press, radio and television 

and the unfettered movement of United States citizens are powerful independent forces 

which monitor the activities of the United States Government and which would 

therefore be quite likely to find out about and to publish the news of any illegal 

tests, or indeed illeBal preparations, that the United States might be trying to 

ourry out. 

Therefore, I submit, the Soviet preoccupation is of quite a different order. We 

have tried to meet tLat ~reoccupation in the Qroposal for progressive zonal 

inspection that we have included in the outline treaty on general and complete 

disarmament that we have submitted to this Committee. we have apparently been 

unsuccessful so far, because the Soviet Union believes that &>y international control 

arrangements, as distinct from national control arrangements, would open the door to 

Western espionage and would thereby endager the maintenance of the vt:ry high degree 

of secrecy on all military matters wr~ch the Soviet Government seems to regard as a 

great national asset. 

It so happens that I do not agree entirely either with the Soviet evaluation 

of the possibilities of espionage in the international control system which we have 

proposed -- for we have done everything possible to ensure that there could be no 

espionage -- or with the apparent Soviet concept of just how much secrecy the Soviet 

Union does enjoy in this modern world. I imagine that neither of our countries is 

keeping very much secret from the rest of the world. Nevertheless I do recognise 

that this question of espionage does appear to worry the Soviet Union a great deal, 

and that it has proved to be a tremendous stumbling block in our negotiations. No 

matter how far we go or how creative we try to be on this subject of control, we 

are always brought back by our Soviet colleagues to this question; no matter what 

we propose they seem to believe that we are proposing it for purposes of espionage. 

This is not the only manner in which the Soviet Governmentt s concept of its 

own national security has jeopardised a nuclear test ban treaty. ~ff.hen we resumed 

negotiations in the test ban Conference here on 14 March 1961 we made an honest and 

sincere effort to meet all of the points which tL.e Soviet Union had said were 

necessary for a nuclear test ban treaty. During the negotiations, we made still 

other advances to meet the Soviet position -- in particular, to make the treaty 
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apply to tests in all environments and to remove the so-called threshold on 

-,.lliderground tests. However, during the course of our nego-tiations in the spring and 

summer of 1961 it became evident that at some point during 1961 the Soviet Union had 

become dissatisfied with its own nuclear arsenal -- at least, in relation to the 

Western nuclear arsenal -- and had decided that it had to conduct further nuclear 

development tests, no matter what the cost and despite the real advance that we had 

made by that time towards an effective nuclear test ban treaty. 

as I said, while we were negotiating in this very building -- indeed, in the 

evening of the very day when we had made several further major advances to meet the 

Soviet ideas -- we learned, after we had left the Palais des Nations that the Soviet 

Union had decided to test. Then we experienced the whole series of tests conducted 

by the Soviet Union last autumn. 

It seems apparent from statements made by N.ir. Krushchev and Mr. Grofilyko that 

that round of tests, from September through H ovember last year, hu~e as it was, was 

not sufficient to satisfy Soviet security l:"e']_uirementc;, as the Soviet Government sees 

these requirements. Of course, this may be speculation on my part. lfuether or not 

the Soviet Union plans to have an additional round of tests, as its spokesmen have 

clearly stated they intend to do, I do not pretend to know. But we are still 

confronted by this Soviet fear of espionage, which may be very real and is 

undoubtedly a major factor which~ must recognize, with which we must contend and 

which we must undoubtedly overcome in any nuclear test ban treaty and general and 

complete disarmament treaty that we expect the Soviet Union to accept. 

I am not arguing whether this fear of espionage should exist or not; I am 

simply statin~ that it does exist and that we raust take it into consideration in 

our negotiations. 

It also seems to me axiomatic that no agreement will be possible that does not 

take into account the other reasonable worries and concerns of each nuclear side, in 

addition to this fear of espiona5e. The United States recognises this and in its 

various drafts has done its best to meet the Soviet views on this point. But we must 

all recognize that these Soviet preoccupations with secrecy and espionage, and the 

fear of foreigners setting fo,ot on the soil of Eother Russia, were not born in 1961 

but are in some ways as old as tt.e Soviet State; of course they have been dominant 

elements in Soviet motivation for the last fifteen years. Thus, although we believe 
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that an effective nuclear test ban treaty must contain scientifically adequate 

arrangements for effective control over both nuclear tests and disarmament measures, 

we have an open mind. As our Soviet Union colleagues know we have been quite willing 

to sit dovm with them and explore these problems, and to try to solve them by working 

together on a mutually satisfactory basis. 

I have gone over all this because I do not tl1.ink we should forget that these 

national security problems and worries of the United States and the Soviet Union were 

very much in existence in 1958 when, after correspondence between Marshal Bulganin 

and President Eisenhower; serious negotiations on a nuclear test ban treaty began in 

Geneva in October of th{t year. The verbatim records of those negotiations show that 

those problems were never far from the thoughts of the Eastern and rlestern scientists 

who assembled. in Geneva in July 1958 to sE<ek agreement on a technical framework 

within which satisfactory political negotiations on a nuclear test ban treaty could 

be carried on. 

Everyone here is well aware of the experts 1 report of 20 August 1958, bu~ I 

suppose there are very few sitting at this table other than our United Kingdom and 

Soviet colleagues -- who have actually read all the verbatim records of the expertsr 

meetings. However, they are all available and a perusal of them will show that the 

experts' report itself was a compromise document on many matters, such as, for 

example, on the number of control posts which would be requiredin the global network; 

on the threshold levels of effective detection and identification of seismic events; 

on the arrangements for aircraft sampling flights; on the standardization of 

equipment in the control posts, and so forth. 

As I have said, the experts who met in Geneva in 1958 l~ew all about the 

announcements which each nuclear siQe had been making for some years about tests 

conducted by the other side, and they were well aware of the capabilities of 

existing detection networks. As I said earlier this morning, I have for several 

years been spending a great deal of time with eA~erts in this field, going over all 

the data, talking to them about these questions, trying to get their advice on these 

matters, asking them to make further exploratiGns and to get in touch with scientists 

all over the world. It has been part of my job to try to keep myself informed of 

scientific advances in this field -- and, as I said earlier, there is apparently a 

great deal of misinformation about these matters. 
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Unless important new, and as yet undisclosed, scientific advances in this field 

have been made since 1958 there is absolutely no basis for thinking that the tecrillical 

aspects of control are now any less difficult to handle than they appeared to be to 

the experts in 1958. If any representative wishes me to support that statement with 

data I shall be most harpy to do so. 

horeover, it is a fact that the United Kingdom, Soviet and United States 

Governments all approved the conclusions of the e2q>erts on these questions in 1958; 

and, what is even more im¥ortant, they also a?proved the recommendations -- that is, 

the compromise recommendations of the experts -- for an international control system. 

So it was that we· obtained a basis for negotiation on a nuclear test ban and were on 

· our way to working out a treaty. 

The 1958 experts' report was not easily arrived at. It was probably not a 

perfect document. Like all compromises it was not entirely satisfactory to both sides. 

But it was a foundation for what we hoped would be sound and effective political 

discussions and it did represent an enormou~ amount of detailed work, thought and 

compromise. I do not wish to labour this point, but a tremendous amotmt of thought, 

work, compromise, and scientific endeavour went into the dTsfting of this experts' 

report. Therefore, I do not believe it is possible, at least for the United Kingdom 

and the United States Governments, to take a'detached historical view, as though we 

were men from some other century, of the true si6nificance of the Soviet Government's 

action on 28 November 1961 in ripping to shreds ~nd officially repudiating this 

arduously negotiated basis for test ban nego·tiations, in the course of which our two 

·~overnments had made honest and sincere attempts to meet the so-called "check list", 

or "veto list 11 of the Soviet Government. ·'ife have made some fifteen or sixteen advances 

in very important fields in an effort to meet the Soviet point of view; · It bas .. oeen 

said·here that we were negotiating from extreme positions, but I submit that that is 

not correct; The United Kingdom and United States Governments made many, many 

advances, on the basis of the statements of the Soviet Government itself that if we 

did so it would accept the treaty. 

So one side made these advances and then the other side would not accept them. 

I submit that this shows that we were not negotiating from extreme positions. I do 

not believe we can overlook that fact. I do not believe that to say that we were 
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negotiating from extreme positions will help us in our work of draftin5 a nuclear 

test ban treaty. I for one --perhaps I am terribly naive -- still think we are 

going to get a nuclear test ban treaty, and I am 15oing to continue to work for such 

a treaty. 

I do not believe that we can content ourselves with saying that the action taken 

by the Soviet Government on 28 November 1961 has become a fait accompli and that we 

had better forget about it, and about our work of three years; and that we have to 

accept the fact that there is a new situation in the world and must go on from there, 

pick up the pieces and try again. As I have said, we are going to go on, we are not 

5oing to give up in our attempts to get a nuclear test ~an treaty. I want it to be 

clear that my Government has an open mind and is open to conviction on this subject. 

But I would be less than frank if I did not say that there are some limits to the 

possibility of compromise. There is a point wtere going further in accommodation 

'does not really advance one, because one will only get an agreement which one knows 

in advance will not work and from which there cannot spring that degree of national 

confidence which is the basis of all successful agreements. 

I think our United Kingdom colleague, at one of our early meetini;s, asked the 

other representatives here to translate this Soviet step on 28 November 19611 when it 

repudiated our nuclear test ban treaty, into terms more familiar to our ovm 

Conference on general and comrlete disarmament. Ee asked: what would we think if 

either the United States or the Soviet Union suddenly announced that it repudiated 

the Joint Statement of .b.f.reed Principles of 20 September 1961, which vre.s later 

unanimously approved by the General 11.ssembly? What would be the reaction -- indeed, 

what would be the outcry -- from our Conferencehere? Would we say that this was a 

fait accompli which we had to recognize? I do not think so. I think we would say 

that general and complete disarmament remained a vital and a fundamental objective 

and that we had to keep on trying. That, I think, would be fair enough. But what 

would be the state of confidence among the participating States and what would be the 

prospects of early success? 

I must say in all frankness that it was not easy to persuade a good many of the 

people concerned with the draftinii; of this treaty in our country to permit us to go 

forward with these sixteen or so advances that we made. It took an enormous amount 

of work and effort. i'{e had to tell these people that if we had this authority we 

thought we could get a treaty. Vllien this rejection by the Soviet Union came on 

28 November 1961, it was not easy to restore the situation that had existed when the 

authority to make all these advances had been given. 
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I go into these matters because I think it is essential that we appreciate now 

the situation which prevailed at the end of 1961 and which, unfortunately, had not 

chanesed when tL.is Conference began here in r,~arch. The ex_;Jerts' report, with all its 

built-in compromises, has been re:;_mdiated by tl:-_e Soviet Uaion, and the seventeen 

articles and the two annexes of the nuclear test ban treaty on which both sides had 

reached agreement in these ne15otiations have been t.hrown overboard by the Soviet 

Union. All the United Kingdom and United States comprordses, reached at great 

effort in 1961, have been spurned by the Sovi_et Union. All cf the painstaking 

efforts which the Hestern Powers had made to develop detailed treaty language to 

ensure that the control arrangements could never be misused for espionage in the Soviet 

Union -- and I urge members to read in our 1¥hite Paper the numerous steps that we 

took to try to make it clear that the control system could not be used for espionage 

purposes -- were abruptly dismissed by Soviet spokesmen, who suddenly began, despite 

our patient negotiations, to make sweeping and unsupported charges about the da:J.ger 

of espionage. Then, to top it all, while we were negotiating here and when each of 

us had agreed that we would not test while the negotiations were e,oing on, the 

Soviet Union carried out its own series of tests. 

We are quite pre:pared to do our best to continue these :::mclear test ban 

negotiations. We are quite prepared to do everything that we reasonably ca.."'l do to 

work with our Soviet colleagues and to 5et them to change their minds. But I submit 

that one cannot have all the "give" on the Western side and a demand on the Soviet 

side that the West should accommodate itself completely to the national security 

preoccupations of the Soviet Union, when they are not 'rilling to grant even the 

slightest consideration to the national security concerns which the United Kingdom 

and the United States feel must be met by essential control measures -- not political 

control measures but measures approved by scientists. ?Te have not lost in any 

respect our desire for a nuclear test ban treaty, or our belief that its 

accomplishment is overwhelmingly important. We are anxious to negotiate and sign 

such a treaty. We were ready last year and still are ready to hold back any further 

nuclear tests of our own once an effective nuclear test ban treaty had been 

entered into and come into force. 
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.t.:t our Conference hare on 16 LJ;Jril the eight delec5ations which this year join2d 

the disarmament deliberations sub~itted their joint meoorandum with suggestions for 

overcoming the apparent impasse in negotiations on a tes-t ban treaty. We welcomed 

this memorandum, and we still do. 'i'hs Soviet Fnion, for its part, purported to 

accept this document as the basis for further negotiations. The Western :Powers 

announced that. they were willing to accept it as one of the bases for future 

ne:gotiations, a..'ld indeed. we have used it a ,::;rea-t deal. 1-Te have endeavoured to 

ex.Qlore what possibilities for sound and reasonable agreemeJJ.t might lie within the 

idee~s _put forth by the eight co-sponsors. At many meetine:;s we have done our best to 

use this memorandum as a basis for going forYrard. Ne would be prepared to use not 

only this memorandum but a:1y other reasonable proposal as a future basis for 

!legotiations, always within the general outlines of what. I have just said about 

this problem of national security. 

I do not 1rish to delay the Committee this morning by going again into all the 

matters that have been examined in the nuclear Sub-Committee. The verbatim records 

are available, and I lmow that all members have read them. however, I would like 

Vt;ry briefly to summarize some of the conclusions which the United Xingdom and the 

United States delegations have reached on the Soviet attitude towards this very 

useful eight-Power memorru1duw. 

We have taken the join-(, memo:rQ.J.."1.dum in the spirit in which we believed it was 

offered, that is, as a suggestion for a further compromise between the \'!estern 

compromise positions cf 1958, 1959, 1960 and 1961 and the new~ extreme Soviet 

position of 28 November last. 'vie have recognized, therefore, that the joint 

memorandum involves something different from prior i"Testern proposals. The verbatim 

records of the Sub-Committee will show that we have spelled out these differences, 

which concern the use of national detection systemsJ reduced responsibilities for 

the international contr.ol organ, and restricted arrane;ements for obligatory on-site 

inspections under certain circums~ances. On the other hru1d, the Soviet delegation, 

while paying some lip-service to the compromise nature of the joint memorandum, 

has in fact unilatera~ly interpreted that memorandum to the point where it has made 

it almost a carbon copy of the Soviet position of 28 November 1961 in all essential 

substantive respects. 
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For example, in the Soviet view it will somehow still be a compromise if only 

existing national det8ction stations are used and if these are not in any way tied 

together, standardized and co-ordinated by the internation~l scientific commission. 

It seems to us that it will also be a somewhat meaningless compromise if the country 

where a suspicious event has been recorded always has the complete option of deciding 

whether or not to invite an on-site inspection to take place on its territory. Not 

very much confidence can be engendered if the right to inspect is 100 per cent on 

the basis of invitation. As far as control purposes are concerned, such an 

arrangement by invitation would amount, to no inspection at all in those instances 

where inspection could really be vital, namely, in those cases where a State might 

actually be trying to conceal a clandestine nuclear detonation conducted in 

violation of a treaty. It is no wonder, therefore, that the joint memorandum, by 

the terms of paragraphs 4 and 5, did not leave matters on any such basis of 

invitation but, indeed, introduced elements of obligations. 

I shall not press my views on these matters further at this point. But it seems 

to us that the Soviet Union is apparently still so preoccuJ?ied with its concern 

for secrecy and with its fear of espionage that it has allowed this factor to colour 

its every action concerning the eight-nation plan. Their whole method of 

negotiation -- if one could call it "negotiation" -- in the Sub-Committee is to say 

that they have their own interpretation of the eight-nation memorandum and that until 

we adopt their interpretation there can be no further progress. In other w·ords, 

the Soviet Government would now like to be rewarded for its resumption of testing 

last September and for its repudiation last November of all past agreements. It is 

asking that the Western :Powers com:pletely surrender every principle concerning a test 

ban treaty and international control arrangements for such a treaty which are 

reasonable, sensible and justified. 

I have said that we are quite prepared to negotiate in a reasonable manner 

and on the basis of the eight-Power memorandum, but we are not prepared to have 

every sound principle repudiated, and then to have to go forward on that basis with 

the negotiations. 

In the light of this record, it is hardly surprising that the Soviet 

delegation is anxious to divert attention as much as possible from its own record 

in these test ban negotiations by dragging in extraneous matters. It co~pletely 



ENDC/PV. 52 
16 

(l!lr. Dean, United States) 

ignores the fact that it violated the moratorium and started tests last September. 

It completely overlooks the fact that it i~nored the resolution adopted by the 

Gene~al Assembly, which was proposed by the Swedish delegation, about detonating 

the 50-megaton bomb, and that it actually carried out tests in all four environments; 

in fact, some of these tests were carried out at very high altitudes. 

Naturally I recognize that, as we are one of the parties that has been trying to 

negotiate this test ban treaty for some three years, our reaction is probably different 

from that of other delegations. Each and every member of this Committee that is not 

a nuclear Power or is not involved in the nee;otia tions has every right to feel a deep 

concern about the lack of a test bru< treaty and about the continuation of nuclear 

testing in the world. 'lle share these anxieties. I have put this record before the 

Conference in order to indicate how we feel about these negotiations. -ilith respect 

to our own tests, we have examined the factors involved in every test with the 

greatest care and scientific objectivity and we are confident that we have done 

everything possible to reduce the danger to mankind. But, as I say, vre should much 

prefer to have a treaty and to sto~ these tests. Getting such a treaty is the only 

sound answer to nuclear testing. however, !.believe that in order to get on with this 

question v.-e have to give proper recof5nition to the problems that confront us in 

these negotiations. 

I submit that the ~rimary requisite for success in these nuclear test ban 

negotiations is to obtain the co-operation of the Soviet Union. We can only hope 

that there will awaken in the Soviet Union a sense of responsibility in these 

matters which will permit us to bring our labours to some fruitful conclusion. I 

personally think that the obtaining of an adequate and effective nuclear test ban 

treaty falls within the field of disarmament; there have b0en many statements that 

it does not and I do not want to dwell on that question now-. But it seems to me that 

the conclusion of a test ban treaty would be of great significance to the 

negotiations on general and complete disarmament, and I think it would give the world 

great cause for joy. So we very much hope for a ch~~ge of attitude on the ~art of 

the Soviet Union on this question. For our part, we are prepared to continue to 

negotiate and to continue to explore this matter in every reasonable way that we 

know of, because it is still the desire of both the United :~ngdom and the United 

States to obtain a nuclear test ban treaty which would effectively stop all tests 

in all environments for all time. 
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·;re have just listened to a one-hour statement by the United Sta-'lies representative. 

I must frankly confess that it made a gloomy impression on us. Llthough he said at 

its end that the United States is prepared to continue negotiations and even to 

conclude an agreement, it showed as a whole quite clearly that the United States 

merely wishes to talk and does not want any kind of agreement. This was quite 

apparent from everything the United Stetes representative saiG. today. He touched 

in fact upon many questions. He referred to the course of negotiations since 1958, 

the many concessions made by the Unh,ed. States, the general problems of national 

security, espionage, his thoughts and S)eculations; but curiously enough he said 

practically nothing about t~e eight power memorandum - though he called it very 

useful. In his statement he ~ointed out that the United States hed used this 

memorandum in the negotiations. He ~lso said that the United 3tates and the United 

:=ingdom had used it as c basis for goin& forward; out strange as it may seem he did 

not speak of it as a basis put forwarQ ~or overcoming the impasse in the negotiations, 

which is by no means merely apparent, ~s he stated, but real. It was only a side 

issue in the background of the Unite<i States representative's statement. A.nd that 

wr,.s no acciden-t. Precisely because the United S-~ates and the ·J.c"ited Kingdom do not 

Ymnt an agreement~ they reject that sole existing basis for an agreement, the bc..sis 

put forward by the eight non-aligned States. 

The whole of the United States re:Jresentative 1s speech cleerly showed that the 

United States adheres to t~1e old positions and insists that en egreement shall be 

concluded on its own terms. hlid when the United States representative said todey 

that the Soviet Union wishes to deflect attention from its sins, I immediately 

realized the point of his statement. I believe thet its basic political motive 

is precisely to distract the attention of the Committee from the really urgent 

problems facing us today 1 which are connected wi ti1 the new nuclear arms race which 

-~he United .States h11s now started and already extended into ou-~er space. 

On what basis can egreement really be reacheC, and why has the eight-nation 

memorandum not become the real basis of the negotiations? One who does not desire 

to conclude an agreement will of course e-void ansvTe:ring this question. But the 

United States says that it wants to conclude an a6re0ment. ·.rhy then does it evade 

the question which is fundamental to the present conditions? -re last discussed 

C:.iscontinuance of nuclear weapon tests on 9 I~.ay - a month ago. i:.ay I remind you 

what I said at the very end of our discussion? 
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l' 
"B.ll.t an agreement cannot be achieve'd without settl~ng the main 

questions of principle. That is quite' clear. There can he no 

agreement that excludes the main questions. Such a treaty is 

impossible. Therefore, it is necessary at the outset to reach 

agreement on the main questions, and there are three. In regard to 
,, 

these three questions there is a clear answer in the memorandum~ Be 

so good, Western J?owers, as to give us a clear and precise cnswer: 

Are you prepared to accept what is formulated and expressed in the 

eight-Power memorandum in regard to these throe main questions, or 

do you want to inter-,?rot all this in your own way?" (ENDC/?V. 34, P• 51) 

At the conclusion of ~y speech I said: 

"I want to be frank, so that there may be no illusions, and from 

what I have said it is pe:rfectly clear that tb.e Soviet Union takes its 

stand on the memorcndum. It acce~ts'the principles of tho memorandum as 

they are stated, an<'t we want the ·:restern Powers also to ta:.:e their stand 

on the memorandum end accept the ?rinciples contained in this memorandum 

in regarG to the main questions, cs they are stated. If the ·;r estern 

Powers agree to this, we are 2re?cred to carry on negotir~·tions with them 

on the draft treaty itself. If you still try to lead us in a different 

direction, if you still try to give your own interpretations and demand 

that.we agree with these interpretations, if you insist on your old positions, 

then we tell you that such negotiations will be useless. -~'T e shall not 

agree to this, and there can:~e no agreement on this basis. 

AS a result of today t s dis~ussion we should have a clecr idea of the 

pro.spects for our future negotiations. ;rhe ·:icstern fowers must adopt, in 

regard to the main questions, tho J?Osition set forth in the memorandum as 

it stands, and then on this basis we can speedily reach agreement on all 

the specific matters of detail which arise out of the solution of these main 

questions. This is our position." (ibid., ?~·51, 52) 

I said this on 9 11iay. Since then a month has 2assed. 1~yone reading the 

verbatim records carefully will see that in fact tho 'Jestern ?owers continue to pull 

in their own direction. 
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This has just been confirmed in -0~1e statems·:o.-riJ of the UniteC:. States representative. 

This was the whole: point of his statement. There uill be agreement if you accept 

our positions which we stated on 13 .~c~::;;ril 1961; without this t~1e:re will be no 

agreement, and. we will go on exploding nuclear wer_;)ons in the atmos:9here ~ underground 

under water and in outer S)ace. fhet is the meaning of the ?~esent United States 

position. 

The United Kingdom re2resentative at the last r:1eeting of -~~10 Sub-Committee on 

6 June tried to make out -~htdi between the atti tuC..Js of the Soviet Union and of the 

-;!estern Powers to the eight-power rne1.1orendum there w;;.s only an a::?:?arent difference. 

Ee even asserted that in the discussions since 16 .t-:;ril the eic;~1t-nation memorandum 

had been the only basis of the negotic.tions (ElJDC/88.1/?V.2u, _:;.4). Mr. Dean 

just now state<i somethin;;; of the same :-::ind. As evicience tho):, -0he "VIest adopted the 

eight-power memorandum, :Lr. Godber s:::;,i::_ thLt the -,'Testern reJ?resentc,tives had spoken 

on each of ·t.he three ques·si::ms in tho memorandum - the system of control posts, the 

international commission, and inspection. 

i~ccording to u.r. Godber, the Jestcrn represorr;;.n:t.ives had tried to fill the gaps 

in the memorandum. The first gap to oe filled by the ~\estern G.elegations related to 

control posts. How G.i~ they do this? 

lvlr. Godber referred -0o what he cc.,llcd the fully-argut::d stc"·::,ement of the United 

States representative at -t,~1.e sixteenth ueeting on 22 L:,ay. He a<iued modestly that 

I.~. Dean had submitted an o:,?inion on the ideas co;.1tcined in -::.::J Elemorandum with 

regard to the detection system. ;[hc.t opinion diC:. J.·.r. Dean advance? He stated 

categorically that the sys-:;em of control posts must oe intern:::-tional, though paragraph 

3 of the memorandum spee~cs of existing nc..tional netvrorks of a0servation posts • 

.ht the sixteenth me.:d:,ing, to whici1 the Uni teG. =~intsdom representative referred, 

l:.l'. Dean said: 

"Nothing could be clcc..l·er than thc.t this syster:a is to co~1.sist of some 

inter-relation of many national aetworks. In other woras, ''E: are to 

have a mul ti-nationLl system, by :::J,sreement :::J;-ao;.1.g several .12:0ions, and 

that inevitably me~ms an internc.-i:.ionc.l systeu. 11 

He went on to say: 

(ENDC/3C.I/PV.l6, p.ll) 

" :Then the eight-::c.tion pl~:n S"Jecks of :::.n a,zreed sys·~ea1 of national 

networks of existinG observation ::?osts, it is addressing itsGlf to an 

internctioncl syst8,: u 
• 0 • • ( ioiC!.., p.l2) 
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This is the way the ga:;:;s in the mer.aorandum arc filled, as :.:r. Godber puts it. 

I..n international network a::~2ears in ?lace of n. n8/0ional net~or~.:; the one is 

substituted for the other; n.nd this is called ?roof of the ~esire to conduct 

nogotin.tions on the basis of the memorandum. 

How is the gap filled. with regard to the commission of scion·C,ists? At the 

twentic th cect:i:rc.g 1 at which what might be called a balance sheet of all the Sub­

Committee1s work was drrnvn up, Nrr. Godber referreQ (EliDC/SC.l/2V.20, p.5) to ~J. Dean 1
G 

statement at the twelfth meeting. Let us look 2.-t i·.r. Dean's statement. 

First of all he concluded (ibid., "}. 7) that ti.1c memorand.ura vrc,s somewhat 

indefinite. He then added that apparently its SJO>.csors wished to leave the three 

nuclear Powers to devise the structure of the commission of scientists, which he then 

:proceeded to do. "iihut we:,s the structure he devised? It was a complex structure of 

a comm~~sion with wide administrative functions, recruiting p~rsonnel for cpntrol 

~osts, with a large staff and a single administrctor taking decisions on ~bligatory 

inspection. He stressOLl that the launching of an on-site ins:._Joction, if decided by 

Jvhe CollllC~ission, " ••• must b(._ obligatory on the :pc.rties in certc.ii.1. circmnstances ••• " 

(E:rJ:DG /SC .1/Fv .12, p. 9) 

He re:peated this today when he poin·(,ed out t:1.at there is no compromise if a coun+.:rv 

always has the right to decide whether or not to invite an on-si-~e inspection ( supr~, 

p. 15). But this means thct the United States deiegation, and also the United 

Xingdom delegation, reject the proposal in the memorandum on any inspection by 

invitation. But thi3 is an exact COj!Y of what wn.s proposed in the draft of 18 1-.pril 

1961 (ENDC/9). 

J..t the twelfth meeting of the Sub-Committee., l . .r. Dean concluded that this 

C"""fr';_.,.f";. "T' f'.nd all i-ts functions resemble what wes discussed c::::,rlicr, as he put it, 

and so it really is. 

meeting: 

I venture tc quote from the stc.tement he mu.de at the twelfth 

" The internationc.l commission would certainly have mn.jor duties in the 

co--ordinat,ion of world-wide recording faciliJt~ies in differcn.t countries and 

in estn.blishing stan~erds and ~rocedures for reporting una recording 

operations on a glob::::,l basis • 

.hll this would entail the usc of a fairly sizeable s·&n.fl. a.nd would make 

necessn.ry the adoption of a forme~ organizn.tio~el scheme fur the allocation 

of staff members to Q]?roprin.te sections and cQvisions. Undoubtedly it 
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would also be necessnry to appoint one official to represent the 

commission in managing the steff end in makinc sure that tile staff 

capably performed its assigned functions. 

It may seem to my colleagues that the description vrhicl.< I have 

given of the institutions that would have to oe established under the 

eight-nction plan resembles in certain respects the cent=cl ilead-

quarters which was Qiscussed during most of -(;he.: meetings of the 

Conference on the Disc~ntinuancv of Nuclear ~Tvc}on Tests. ~· o a certc.in 

extent tl<is is true. 11 (ENDC/SC.I/?V.l2, p.lO) 

This was l.::Z.. Dean's conclusion in his statement ct the twelft:h meeting. In 

other words, the Commissi.::>!1 1 s whole scher,le, work end functions ::;,re the very scheme 

:?roposed by tho United St<:,-::.es and the ·Jnited Kingdom on 18 i>.y:ril 1961: an 

c.dministrator, a. large sJ.:;cff, appointment of for0i::.;:< staff t:> control posts, obligator, 

decision on inspection, no decisions oy agreement, end so forth. Of the commission 

of scientists proposed in -(;he eight-i:'ower memoranCiuo practicc.lly nothing is left. 

In its place C:Jpears the old international commission from tho T0stern plan of 18 

1.pril 1961. J.nd this is what i:,.r. GoC.ber calls negotiations on the basis of the 

eight-Power oemoro.ndwn. J_ctually it is n substitu0iun of the old one-sided lvestern 

:;:>osition for the compromise )OSition of the eight :r·owers. 

Let us see how the inspection gc? has been filled. ~s ~ sJecimen of this work, 

hir. Godber cdvc.nced illir. Decn 1 s statemen-i:, mHde at the eleventh oceting on 26 i..pril, 

and his own made at the fifteenth meeting on 18 1.-..ay. How die i,:.r. Lean tackle 

these ga_l)s? On 26 hpril he was very eloquent. Inspections :)y invitation he 

termed 'meaningless arrangementsr (2liDC/SC.I/PV.ll, ~.6). L.ncl later he sto.rted to 

interpret the memorandum. J.ccording to hir. Dean, certain fcc-~s can be obtained 

solely through an on-site inspection, u.nd parties "hc.vc an obligation to permit the 

inspection". (ibid., :p.lO) 

The verbctim record s-i;a.tes: 

"In these circumstances, the pnrty would have an obligatio::: to permit the 

inspection by the commission to be carried o;.ri:,. 

'rl1.e conclusion w~1ich my delogction hes tl'las reached from reading the 

eight-nc.tion memora:ndur.1 is th""t every party -to a test bc,:tl -~=eaty would, in 

the last, resort, be obliged to :JCrmi t the cc.rrying out of Ll'l on-site 

inspection on its terriJiiory •.• " (:;.!;NDC/SC.I/.?V.ll, pp. 10, ll) 
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T~i-~_),.13 -:t])e conclusion l.:.r. Dean sc,ys he has rccched on the 'jc,sis of the memorandum. 

'i'hus the gap has been filled by the re-entry on the scene of tho :;?revious United 

States demand for obligctory inspection. Thus v.:r. Dean calls 1.102-ningless the 

inspection by invitation with which t.J-w memorandum ueals, and insists on· obligatory 

inspection. l1.J. Godber confirned this on 29 uay, saying: 

"As fur li.lS the question of ins::;>ed;ion is concer:J.ed, we continue to think 

that the )arties to -~I1o treaty should be oblit:;od to acce~;rt on-site 

inspection if the in-i::.erne1tional cor:lillission is unable to determine the 

nature of a detected. event withou-t on-site ins:Jection: in other words 

a 1 sus:;_:>icious and sir,:nificant evca:0 1 , in. the vro:r_ds of ·the ncmorandum." 

(~C/SC.I/FV.l8, 1.16). 

Thus on all the basic questions, the substancG of the memorc.ndum, we see the 

seme tactics: formal acce:9tance es c. bc.sis, and even discussion; but in fact 

verbal gymnastics to emo.,sculate the mer.10randum, nmove from i-~ the proposed' compromise, 

and insert instead the .old one-sided .!estern demanus which in feet made agreement 

impossible. The conclusi:m drawn by the Soviet- delegation a·ii the last debate on 

tests at the thirty-fourt:•_ meeting of the Committee :i.'leld on 9 I.ic.y, ,-rhich I read out 

at the beginn_ing (supra, -.;. 18), remains completely valid. 'i'o mo.lw agreement possible 

the Western Powers must straightforwerc;.ly and honestly accept tne eight-Power memorandum 

end not turn it insid.e ou.-0 to suit thm~1selves. ':Lhe Soviet Union has really accepted 

the eig~t-Power memorandum as a basis for negotietions. 

compromise position. 

It hcs c.copted the new 

First, whereas in tho :2revious ·-)osition of tho 3oviet Union - I mean the proposal 

of 28 November, to which kr. Dean hcs ,frequently referred - the:c.:: was no question of 

creating any internatione.l body, we hc.vc :h.ow, by ccc'o:;?ting the ::_:>r,)::_)osal of the non­

cligned countries, agreed to the cre~tion of an international coL~ission consisting of 

e. limited number of hi&hl~r qualifiHC:. sciE:ntists, :_:Joscribly froi.l no:.t-aligned coUntries, 

together with the appro~riate staff. 

Secondly, whereas on 28 November 1961 the Soviet Union o~jocted to any kind of 

on-site inspections, now by eccepting i;he proposals of the non..:..cligned countries we 

agree that inspection is adnissible under the condi~ions and :?roccdure provided in the 

memorandum of the eight noutrelist countries: thct is to say, '.Jy invitation of the 

s-tates parties to the aereement. 
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Thirdly, the Soviet Jnion consiCiers, like tho non-aligneQ countries, that the 

basic m<:~ans of control over en agreement on the discontinuance of r..uclear weapon 

tests must be national detection systems. Inci<ien-~ally l-.r. :Joe.n, when he spoke 

today of the sins of the Soviet Union, for somG re2.son did not even mention the 

declarations of l"r. Kennedy and 1VIr. :t.:c,cmillan of 3 September 1961, in which both 

stctesmen publicly ste.ted to the whole world thtd:. t.llGy consico:;:-e<i the existing 

national detection systems c,dequate for nll nuclecr explosions in the atmosphere. 

For some rec,son the Unit-)c-: Stc,tes now :}csses this ovo.~.' in ut-~e:;:- silence. Experience 

of monitorinG nuclear ex?losions has shown that these systems, no matter in what 

onvironmeni:. -;;he explosions c,re carried out - undorsroun<i, undo:.: uc,ter, in the 

atmosphere or in outer S?CCO have been ~roved rolic,ole an~ 3:ffective. 

I will not repeat c"ccin the areu;:;onts supporting this conclusion. They have 

been expouwicd both at ~oGtings of this Cornrnit.-i;oo r.,n;':_ in the 3uo-Commi ttee. 

Eoreover, we h[~Ve state& t~1.c,t we havo no objectio;.1 to the est::,olislmwnt of new 

seismic stc,tions provid.:::·:~ -::.hat they fcrm pc.rt of c nctional deJ.:.oc-i;ion system. ,{ith 

reeard to Jfiechnical requir0ments, c:.bout which the United Stc,tes representative spoke 

at length today, I shoulci :::.ih:e to refer to tho auti1oritative s-0ct.omont by ?rofessor 

Leet of the United States, _?rofessor of c;eology o;0 ~-~::1rvard University n.nd one of the 

>'forld 1 s grec,test experts in seismolot;y, who clearl~/ stated in -::.::e ;•1e~.:kly "National 

Gucrdian11 of 9 .b.pril thaJc. -l:,he Goverrun,:mt ..:. that is to say, the Government of the 

United States - might merely be seekine a pretext -to demand i:a.s_,>ection in Russia, 

but was not entitled to justify itself by seismolo;:;y. This is vhc,t the leading 

U1iited States seismologis-i;, Frofessor Loet, said. So you ha~ better not refer to 

seismology and technology, i,.r. Dean. '.'he key is not there, ':Ju-0 in the policy of 

the United St~tes Government. 

Further, the Soviet Union agrees to the pro,_)osc.l of the ::10n-r:,lig11.ed countries 

for the estc,blishraent of L~n internetio21el commission to process c,nd analyze data 

received from nationel observation :;;>os-~s, the facts ::J.ecessary -~o oste.blish th<:~ nature 

of any susJ_)icious and sienificant event which may '!.2Le :;;>lace on tiw territory of 

~~rties to the agreement. The Soviet. 0nion has mv:::oover agre2d that all States 

should co-operr:,te with ti1is intornr:,-i:.io:lc,l COimnissioa, furnish i-~ ·;;i th dc,ta from their 

observation posts, re::;>ly to its enquiries, supply i-0 with u.clJi-0ional information, 

consult with it concernin£ further moc,sures of clu.rification to assess the naturd of 

any :;;>articulr:,r suspicious ovont, and so forth. 
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States .parties to the agreement could invite the Commission to visit their 

territory or the site of the event the nature of which was in doubt. .ill this is 

conteined in the joint memorandum of the e;i~ht non-ali£11ed countries, and ensures 

~erfectly adequate control over the implementation of the agreement on the discon-

tinuance of nuclear weal~n tests. But in the memorandum, ns everyone can see, nothing 

is scid about oblisatory inspection or the setting-u? of an extensive international 

control system headed by a control commission possessing wide administrative powers 

and the right to dis?atch its aeents to sites in order to control and inspect the 

O?eration of national detection systems, to dispatch on-site inspection teams at its 

discretion, and so forth. This is all a complete fabrication of the United States 

and the United Kincdom, which interpret this memorandum in their o'vn way. 

7his is the sum total of the discussions in the Sub-committee. The Western 

Powers 1 position is that they do not really accept the eieht-Power memorandum as a 

basis for negotiations and agreement. They are attem~tine to replece it with their 

old ?roposals of 18 £pril 1961. The Soviet Union has accepted the new compromise 

~osition of the memorandum of the eight non-aligned States as basis for neeotiations 

and agreement. 

~het is the ?Osition today. Yet the question still arises wby the WesternPowers 

only pretend to negotiate and do not start eenuine negotiations on the new compromise 

basis of the eight-power memorandum. tiir. Dean tried to answer this question today, 

but did not do so. He spoke of the technical requirements of control; but, as I 

have j~st shown from a statement by the most eminent seismologist of the United States, 

that is irrelevant. He denied the charce that the United States has political and 

military problems which prevent it from concludinc an aereement, yet de also declared 

tilet the essentiel obstacle to a treaty was "national securi ty 11 ancl the "political 

factors" which, as he put it, must safeguard that national security. 

This declaration is somewhat va&ue, yet it leads us to the crux of the matter. 

~his "national security" is the :pretext on which the UniteC:. States hc,s now, with the 

essistance of t~e United Kingdom, unleashed nuclear weai~n tests in the Pacific. 

~~1ile the representatives of the United States and the United Kinudom jockey for 2osition 

in the Sub-Committee and in our Committee, trying to evade the com]romise approach o~ 

the eight-Power memorandum, the rate and scope of nuclear tests are on the increase. 

lJuclear bombs are exploded below ground and under water; their ex:?lo sions rend .the air. 
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New tests are beint e::dencled even further - into outer S?ace. l"<:llly famous 

scientists throuehout the world hav-e been warning of the dC1Ilger of such tests. At 

the meeting on 9 i.:ay we drew e,ttention to the alarm of Bd tish scientists on this 

score, (ET'JDC!/PV.34- ;>afle 44.) but al:!.iance commitments are more important to the United 

Kinedom Government than the interests of science and of all mankind. It is supporting 

a dangerous United States venture, In the last few days m&<y S?eeches ha7e been 

delivered by public figures vgrying in kind and conse~uence. Many re?resentatives of 

science have s::;oken in various parts of the world. The Actine Secretary-General of 

the United Nations, U Thant, said at a press confe!'ence on 5 June, when asked what he 

thouc;ht of the United States nuclear tests at. high altitudes: 

u~Then these tests were announceds men.y prominent scientists from c.ll o·rer the 

world who have n0 personal or se:!.fish motives strongly objected to them, 

Furthermore, everyone knows that outer space is rJ.ot part of the terri tory of any 

country. It :i_s the common pro:;:>e:::-ty of all countries; and :•= ·c~:ial-t that these 

:;_Jrojected hic;h-altitude tests feed a hig-hly de.ngerous p.3ychods that is abroad 
ll \ 

today."' 1 

The Italie.n news:paper Giustizzia_, an im:;?ortant or[(an of the "}estern press, said: 

"The unsuccessful launchins of a rocket into outer space raises 2. nu.'Ilber of 

denGerous ?roblems. .• The 3Jlnouncements of the United States authorities have 

caused further alarm. The cntastror;Jlic fFtilure of this first attempt sheds 

further light on the i~nense d~~ger oi such tests. 

nevr world. war." (l) 

That roci~et miE,ht start a 

Zven the .rJTierican lJressJ whic!:l on -~J.w vrhole frequently SU?:;?orts the present policy 

of the Kennedy adl11inistrat~_on, iF now oblir;ed to sound the alarm by the United States 

Government 1 s new d.a...<cerous action. 

5 June reads: 

'I'he leading article of the )Sew York Times for 

"i'l11en it comes to tampering with the envi:::-on::ceat of outer space, the :;:>roblem 

assu.mes for tl1e first time a clobal as:;?ect tb.at raises the quesJ;;ion of the right 

of any nation to act unilate~ally in such matters. If it is true that such 

tests Pxc made necessary by the demands of our national securivy, the question 

still remains whether or not our national security would not be ~etter served 

by consultation with an international body of scientis·(;s in the free world, whose 

security it ~s vitally involved as is ours. Furthermore~ in anilaterally 

Carryin[;' OUJC SUCh tests, We a.:::e giving th8 USSf-.:_ N1 excuse for conC.uctinr:; similar 

tests on its ovm in outer space, thas opening a new P!Uldora• s Box of potential 

evils that o,ll humNli ty mc .. y have Cf1use to regret for ever after.'' 



ENDC/PV.52 
26 

(i:ilr. Zorin, U3SR) 

I think that these comments of a serious hmerican paper ought to warn the United States 

Government against these daneerous experiments. But none of these actions of the 

United States Government is accidental. They result from the policy recently adopted 

by that Government. 

~hese actions constitute an act of egression against all peoyles by the United 

States Government, which has assumed a heavy responsibility by taking the initiative 

in e~~ending the nuclear arms race into outer space, This policy of the United States 

of continuing nuclear \V"eapon tests and intensifying the nuclear arms race is fully 

sh£red by two other NATO nuclear Powers - the United Kingdom and France. Quite 

recently the Prime i'Hnister of the United Kingdom, Mr. Uacmil.lan, confirmed in 

Parli~ment the intention of the United Kingdom Government to continue nuclear tests. 

a similar statement was made on be~alf of the French Government by General de Gaulle 

a·~ the beginning of last month after. the latest French test in the Sahara. 

In the light of these facts there must be very few peo:;?le sim~le-minded enough 

to believe that the Western Powers, having adopted the policy of increasing their 

nuclear arsenal and intensifying the nuclear arms race, are really interested in 

discontinuing nuclear tests and are honestly and in good faith necotiating on this 

question here in Geneva. It must now be clear to everyone that neither the United 

States nor the United Kingdom nor France has any use for an agreement that would tie 

the hands of the militarist circles of NATO, who are deliberately shar~ening inter­

national rivalry in the development and improvement of nuclear weapons. This fact 

is indisputable and cannot be camouflaged by any speeches of Western :;_:Joliticians or 

di?lomats. It explains in particular, why we have not yet been able to conclude an 

aGreement on the discontinuance of nuclear tests, or even to make any :;?regress at all 

towards one. It explains why we could not take the chance of concluding an agreement 

which we were offered about two months ago when the eight non-alignec States introduced 

their memorandum. The non-aligned countries proposed a basis for ~greement. The 

{1estern Powers by their actions are really undermining this basis and making agreement 

altoeether impossible. \;lhy? There can only be one answer: they wish to have a 

free hand to intensify the nuclear arms race still further, in order to keep the world 

under the threat of nuclear war. This also explains why the United States, as 

lilr. Dean confirmed yesterday, is not prepared to put in writing th~t it favours the 

proh~oition of nuclear wea1~ns even under general and complete disarmament. 

out this :;_:Jolicy is a serious threat to peace. JJl States interested in maintain­

in~ ?eace must wexn the United States and their allies of this danGer end of their 
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ho~vy responsibility for aegravating the int~rnational situation and undermining an 

~creement on the discontinuance of all nuclear weapon tests. Such an agreement is 

~ossible on the basis of the eight-Power memorandum, but is obviously not wanted by the 

United States or the United Kingdom,. let alone by France. The Soviet Union is 

pre~Qred to conclude such an a£Teement on the basis of the eight-Power memorandum, and 

the next move is Yri th the United States and the United Kingdom alone. 

l.Irs. I,::Y?..Di.L (Sweden): Of the seventeen nations taking :part in this 

Conference, the fourteen which are not nuclear Powers would certainly tod~ want to 

voice their dee~ disappointment that the report on the twenty meetia~s of the Sub­

Committee on a Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear ~eapon Tests ends on such a 

melancholy note, not even holding out a hope that the three negotiating Powers are 

neurine an acreement on a nuclear test ban treaty. We would need to voice that 

concern not only on our own account but also on behalf of that over1:rhelmingly great 

majority of mankind who exe concerned, albeit concerned in the passive and restless 

we.y of those Yrho l: ...... '<ow that they are co inc to be the victims in a nuclear war, and 

also the victims of the tests themselves. In particular we of the ei3ht non-aligned 

countries who have been called to participate in this Conference now -- and thus to 

t~~e a certain share in the res1~nsibility for its work -- would be failing in our 

du-::.ies to our nntions and to the world at large if we did not, and, if need be, did 

not re~eatedly, CX?ress the deep concern of a tormented mankind which is witnessing 

this S?irallinc series of nuclear tests, where one from the East has been followed by 

one from the -;rest, to be followed by one from the East, and so on in seemingly endless 

:;_:>er?etuity. It is this race -- to perfect the means of world destruction - which we 

have the richt to demand should be halted first, as the most immediate of the disarma­

ment measures. 

I have, hovrever, not asked for the floor today for mere laroenta:liion, justified 

as it would be. For when we reau carefully the records of the Sub-Conunittee, we 

cn1not help recistering some hopeful si8ns -- more ho?eful, I thi~:, than the partici-

pctinc delegatiJrs ex~licitly acknowledce. This may sound astonishing, particularly 

::-uftcr the SIJeeches vre have listened to today from the rc:;_1resentatives of the United 

St~tes anc the S0viet Union. But perha?s it is inherent in the nature of beine a 

~Teat PJwer that it is difficult to give any semblance of beginninG to agree, even 

when that is the reality, The delegations who are the authors of the joint memorandum 
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have e different kind of perceptiveness. I, for one, dare to conclude that a 

considerable closinc of the gap between the positions, extreme as they were at the 

bee;inning of this Conference, has occurred. .At l'east it has occurred on two of the 

three main points; that is, it has not occurred -- or hardly -- in recard to the 

issue of ins~ection, but has occurred in re8ard to the international collaboration 

between the detectinc stations and in regard to the prolmsed intern~tional commission 

of scientists. The tvro sides have hacl both to give and to take, and they have done 

so to ~ certain extent. On the one point -- that of the observation ~osts -- more 

has oeen given by the "i'Test; on the other ?Oint that of the international commission 

more has been eiven by the East 

I do not intend to eo into details. I do not wish to hold any of the negotiating 

delcsations to what they have said, since positions have changed aurin& the series of 

twenty meetings. However, I hope that the members of the Sub-Committee 'rill take it 

as C..'"'l objective verdict from a detached observer -- as detached as a.'"'lybody can be 

on this matter --that some proeress has been made in the Sub-Committee. 

The question then arises: ·where does the Sub-Committee go from here? The 

S?onsors of the joint memorandum have taken the·position that it should stand on its 

0'7ll merits and that what has been left to be filled in should be done by negotiation 

betlreen the three nuclear Powers. Therefore, I am not going to suseest anything 

today in reg?xd to substance. Nevertheless, with due respect, perhaps I might allude 

to one or two recommendations which suggest themselves to us in regard to practical 

~roblems concerning the Sub-Committee's work after the summer recess. It seems to 

our delegation that timing is becoming a more and more crucial question and therefore 

we, enc I hope e~so the nee;otiating Powers, welcome the sugeestion made by the 

re~)resentati ve of l.'Iexico, in a very eloquent statement on 9 May, thet a decision 

should first be tuken on the date when a test ban treaty would come into force and, 

as he said, "a definite end L;ill be "')UiJ to the senseless nuclear com:_.Jetition". 

( EIDC/?V. 34. ·Ja!7e 17). 

It matters less to the world whether the time chosen is now, next Christmas or 

even next Easter. New Year's Dey in 1963 might be a date of greet ~bolic 

sie;nificance at which to aim. If such a :?rocedure could be follovrec1, two important 

thincs would be 3aine~. Firstly, the negotiations would be lifted out of the 

:!_)resent particularly storm-laden political climate, because more wo:r~t. on J.etails 

could be undertaken if negotiations were to proceed under the hypothetical premise 

thc:'v the treaty was to be signed by a certain date. Secondly, the:::-c is the very gain 

in time for the ?re?arations. 



~IDC/?V. 52 
29 

(lilrs. lt1yr<ld, ::>weden) 

Ey seconG. su.::;c;estion is cl::>sely related to the question of how to utilize the 

time-s::_;an for tl~e necotiations if such a date were hy::_Jothetic['..lly c.cCe::)ted.. I am 

not coine to en-ter into any details, ~.mrticularly on tl10 controvcrsicl issue of who 

sl10uld p~tici::_;cte in the prepnr~dory worl:: whether scientists, neutrcls or anybody 

else. I woulci just mike the :;_)lea that cfter the recess yroolems should be viewed 

more from the :Jrectical side. To take one exam:Jle, should we not elecicte that there 

has boon suffici0nt abstract debate as to wi1.ethcr tl~c network of co-o: . .Jeratinc stations 

s~1oulL. be iefineG. a-s international or not? Uould it not b<? :pr0ferablc to begin makins 

an inventory of 0.:-::i stinc; resources in the different fields of t;eO:;_ihy::;i.cs, cataloguinc 

tl1.em and perhe:JS Yrorldnc on a blueprint of how they mieht be brout.:ht into norc 

The e:~tent to which these clet,ection resources would be found 

suf:?icient is D. C'cucstion for the different ncc;otiatinc :JOWers to jud..::;c, but any are;ument 

in t:~at rcs:;_1ect ;;ill carry much more 'TCiG'ht c.fter such a survey hcs been made, 

~ii thout :;roceeclinc further alone that line of thou::;ht, I l1o:;_Je :;: ~1n.ve illustrated. 

tl1c velue of e more _)rectice,l a:;?:;roach to the work of tho Sub-Comit-tce. ~7e must 

ro0-lize thet t:-w ::>ropc.xations for tho functionin_s of an ac:reer:J.elit vril::. '!Je tine-consUr:J.inc. 

In :y:·.ssinr;, let me sr.,y that I l1eve always woncered :1ov much time t~:-c scttinc u:;:> of 

120 stetions woulc""!_ ~'-"'Ve t~on e,nd what would have ha:_-ryened to the test bm~ in the 

r.aceJ.!-~:_me. -.nt:l such e. moro practical :Qroceclure, ·the tlrree nuclear :Cowers nccotiatinc; 

oecause the :;:romotion of scientific colle,~oration betvreen ceo_::Jhysics institutes in 

the uorld concer::J.s us ell more or less> and we c.re all ree,cly to hcl-:;. 

In conclusion, may I sey that we continuo -to ho:_1o t:1at the next re:;:ort of the 

Sub-~ommittee -- and it ousht to cone in coocl time '!Jefore the next General Assembly 

session -- will be less disap.:~ointinc then the 1.1res<emt one. 

I - --, "0'70 '"""'U (-:> . ) '.Lr. J.,/,r._v v .. :!;~ .:.t.OITICll1a : The ~omn.nicx. lolecn.tion, he,vinc followed with ereat 

attention the ]roceedinc;s of t~1e nuclear Sub-Committee er:d havin[; stuc:ied with 

in·!ierost tho ver~c.t::.m records of it;:; meetincs, novr wishes to cxpr0ss ::_-;;,s 11oint of view. 

I em sorry to have to sey tl~at tho conclusions vc h::we reached c:.:-o most 

un.sn.ti sf nctory. ~7e all know that nuclec.r vron.:!JOi1 tes-ts must be benned once n..'1d for 

ell "!:Jocause they Yrorsen the international :::'Oli tical clime:-to, endancer the health of 

:;?resent and future cenerations and are o. !!lost :potent factor of tho ru·ms race. The 

-c,eo:;los of the wo:dd esk that c:n end "!:Je :put to this denc;erous arms ~ceo. :Nevertheless, 
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t!'le United States Government, in tho middle of the de~ates of the ~ichteen Nation 

0onwittce on Disarmament and the necotiations on thB conclusion of a test ban treaty, 

considered it necessary to conduct a new series of nuclear wea?on tests in the 

etmosyhere, such tests being of still greater sco?e by reason both of their number and 

oi their power of detonation. Even more, while necotiations are beinc conducted 

hero in Geneva, on the instructions of tho United Nations, with a vicv to using outer 

S?CCC e:tclusively for veaceful ?UTposes, the United States Government has decided to 

conduct nuclear weapon tests in outer space as well. The peoples ,·rill never forr,et 

tha-'u tho UniteG. States was the first to start a nuclee..r arms drive on our :ple.not, or 

that the United States is also the country which is at present extending this arms 

race to outer s~ace. 

·..ro know what the stands of the three nuclear Powers were before 16 l ... ?ril with 

reccxd to the ondinc of tests. These stnnJ.s :-roved to be com~)letely C.ivergent e.nd 

no acreement vrl'latever coulJ. be reached on this basis. Therefore a new basis was 

necessary and this was submitted to us on 16 .i.pril in the form of a memorandum 

S?onsored by the eicht non-aliened States re?resented in our Committee. 

~~e re9resentative of India said at the meetinc of 5 June; 

" ••• the joint memorandum of the eicht non-aliened States at this · 

0onference is a firm and sufficient bf',sis for an accord ••• " 

(EHDC/PV.49. \)ar;e 28-30) 

;rnat hap::_:Jenet1 after the memorandum was submitted to us? Tho .Sovi~t Government~ 

nui~ated by the sincere desire that nn acreement be renched banninc nuclear weapon 

tests once and for nll, unequivocally declared on 19 L~ril that it acce?ted the ::_:Jroposals 

included in the eir;ht-nation memorandum Cl.S "basis for ner;otiations". :DurinG the 

debates which followed, the Soviet delegation adhered to that new st~d of the Soviet 

Government. 

The Sovie-~ delegation accepted the proposal ex:;.)ressed in the memor2ndum with 

r'cec.:rd to the creation of a system of observetion based on the netional systems of 

observation posts and institutions. It stated its acreement to the ~roposal that 

an international commission be set up, com:;>o sed of e. limited number of highly 

qualified scientists BUd of the correspondine personnel. The Soviet delegation 

acreec with the pro?osal of the eieht States that ins~ection should be carried out 

by en internationcl commission of scientists at the invitation of tho 8tatc on whose 

·territory the sus:;:>icious ?henomenon takes place. 
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':.'l:ose ere fects which cc.,nnot be d.eniod; the verbatim records of the three-Power 

3u0-0om .. rni ttoe c..re there to testify to them. 

How, what ~'les been and continues to be the stanG. of the ·.rest ern ?owers? To this 

day, the Governments of those countries have not civen &~ official enG. categorical 

answe:r to the r:Iemorandum. The United Stc..tes anJ United Kincd.om delecations, beinc 

un.:;.,ble o:;enly -~o rej oct this document, declnxecl after mc...TJ.y hesi tctions that they were 

willinc to acce-Jt it as a b8-si s of negotiations; "Jut in fn,ct they c'.id not give u::p 

their olcl, unrealistic stru1d whicl1 Cfl.ll lec,cl to no ac;reenent. 

':'!1e eicht-·n.:;.,tion taemorf'.nd.um :)rO::JO ses control "Jy national means. '.!'he United 

Gj.:.r..tes n.ncl the Uaitcd ICincdom insist on ;::ivinc the o"Jservation syster.1 &> international 

c:1c:e-cter, wit:1. e, uorkinc stc,tus established by the ilY:-ernational comL1ission, with an 

a:__'::_1r.J.'atus o.ncl ::.:, network of observation posts located on the territory of the State 

under G.iscussion :._;osts which would be under the co:1trol of the international 

commission. 

~he mc2or~TJ.dmu reconmends the settinc u; of ru1 international comnission made u~ 

o1 c- limi tetl :J.U.':Jcer of scientists. The United States and the Uni toe~ ~~incdom aim at 

crcc/.:.inL' a boC::.y h:ovine vast functions, incluclin;:: numerous personnel we: heeded by a 

sincle director. J: do not think it is <lifficult for us to unC.ers-&r..nd the aim of the 

t-;ro Governments vrhen no acreer.wnt has been reached as to the fun<lruaei'ltc,l problem of 

ccncrc,l and com:._~lcte clisarmament. 

':..'he mer:wrandUii.'J envisar:;es that on-site inS')ection ce.n be carriecl out only at the 

invi tc,tion of: the Gtate on whose terri tory sus:;;>icious :;:>henomenrL t&";.e )lace. The 

Uni tee: Ctates L"ill~ United !UnLdoc1 C.ele[_:<:ctions f'.Xe adherinc to their old stand, insi stinc 

u::>on the com:;_->ulsory character of ins::pection. From this ::_Joint of view, this statement 

of the rcprosenta-0ive of t~c United Stc~tes, 'i'ilr. Dean, is as clear as clee..r can be: 

~~""·Je just cennot a[?Tee, from examininG it, that t:1e joint menorcncium 

eJ~cludes obli,::;atory on-site ins:;?ections in certain circumstances ••• " 

(ENDC/00. I/?V .16, -)a:;e 9) 

'.;.'oc .. ay the re::~resentati ve of t:1e United ;3tates fully co!lfirmed this viev, leavine no 

dou"O-~ as to the rec,l s"t0,nJ. of the Un i tec1_ 3ttotos Government. Is this not in fact a 

rejection of the joint meoorandllin and of the idees on ·which it is "02.scc1? 

iUJ. objective n,nclysis of the negotiations within the Sub-C')mmi ttee for a nuclear 

iosi ~:;n...1 r.wJws us ro<:clize with ro[Irct that &> in;?ass0 has been reacheC:.. This imJ?asse 

i::; e;~clusivoly due to the ricid stand of the :Testern ?owers, which reject th0 realistic 
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:;::>ro::_1osals, thorou;)1ly studiocl c."l:l ]ondered over wi-!:.i: a sense of res::.;onnibility, by 

tho eicht non-slie;ncd s-:,ates. This :;:>roves that tho United States and the United 

=:inc(l_om are n.Jt willinc to put &'1. e:-ld to nuclear wea.:;;on tests, ju~t QS they are not 

vrillinc to eliminate tho deQd.ly nuclear we£~,::.>ons w!1.ich threaten human civilisation. 

~'for~cl ]Ublic O)inion is follovfill[; these nccotiatior.s with the utt:J.OSJv i:aterest, 

::?rotostinc ever more st-ronc;ly 2-(~~dns·t the atti tuce f'.cLo::?ted by the ~To stern delegations, 

wD.icl1. be£~..r the Gilti::.·c res:;_::Jonsibility for t 1.::e im::?esse rec.cheCL in the::;c nec;otie.tions. 

l!Ir_. 8J.ViLLETTI (Italy) ( transle:f::ton from F:;-.£~): The I·k.lian dole[Sation 

a.::;aL1. O}~::?ressos its recret th~t the w·ork of the 3ub-::::ommi ttee on the c"!.iscontinuance 

of nuclear tests should he,vc ::_1roved com:::letely sterile, dospi te tiK u:._;:;eals, encourage-

mont and sucgestions the Sub-Coonitt~c hQ3 receiv~d from the Conference on several 

occesions. 

In thi.s connexion, I should like to refer to the steJvement me.do by Mr. Padilla 

1Jervo, the He1:icc..'1. repl'csenta-l:.i·ve, a-':. tho r::.oetinc on 9 Ec,y. In my o:_1inion that 

s·0n:tcmont wes of fundamental irrr~_)ortance for tvr0 rcesons. ~irst, because with his 

cherc.cJ.:.eristic teet c.nd diplometic skill Ur. Pad.illa Hervo prectically proposed an 

aconQa for tho Sub-Committee. I have the im::;Jror;dol'l that owing to ·\;he negative 

ettitude of the Goviot delecatio~:, -t~e woeful acenQa thus ::?ro;v.)sed could not be tol~en 

U~J by the Su"!)-Comr.1ittoe. I ho:Qo -r.i1.ut on rosurr:inc; its deliberations, the Sub-Committee 

will cd:. least exonine tho concrete 2:>ro::_~o s:.'-~. s conc€:::.·nint; tho or(,er of work made by 

I.~:;.·. :?adilla IJer-v-o, vrhici':, after th"' ei&).t-nE-.t:~on m:om:;r~nc1uw., are in my o:;::>inion, tho 

mo:.:::-'.:. useful cont-ribut:!.on of the Conference tc.wcrds advancing the work of the Sub­

Committee end the :)ractical apJ?lication of the Joint l.lew.orendum. 

Oecor..dly, i.:J.·. ?c,dilla IJervo, 1 • 
n~.s stateme'1.t of 9 Eay, r.1ci' .. e n.nothe:-:- p-.:-0p0 sel 

vr~1ic:i.1, ir. my o:_;inion, is not only co~structive, but cons·ti tutes tbe only practical 

way out of tl-::o dcP.c1lock vo l:"J,VO reachccl. The Si'.rodi s1J. re:)rcsentd:.i vo has just referred 

·!;o it, so I do no:t think I need quote :~t in detail; {)l::t, as kr. J?e,c"!.illa Norvo Sl',id: 

"':'he :?lans of ~)o-011 :)::>Xtios ::=:o::..· carry:i.nc out ex:;:lo sions 1~mst have o.:n 

s:10ulC:: ~e fi~;:ed no~·r in e. j;Jre~?.ty ••• 11 (~1~J!~Ll:l:J.j_.,_2fs:.Q_ }..~). 

.. 1 
en~, · E'..D.d this end 

L:y cleletintior .. , too, 0n<ieavourcd to con<:ri~ute to t}l:; Sub-8ommi tteo 1 s work l>y 

?TO:JO sine, on 25 L::_-o:::-il, th<"1·;:, c., [;I'OU:) of ex~erts from t~:e nuclear ?owers and fror.1 the 

eicht nations viuich submi ttecl ·0he memorand'.lm, should be a:pp::Jinted to mel>:.e a. technical 

stuc\y of that clocTh~ent. Hr. Zorin fir nt said he would li!ce to hoar ·t.he views of 
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tho ei:::1t <leleeations on the :proposal before giving his own opinion on it. But later 5 

ho rc.ther hastily rejected it. InG.eeG., he said: 

"The Soviet deleGation considers that, so far from beinc; con<lucive to the 

success of our :necotiations, the adoption of such a ~;ro:Josal [tho Italian proposa] / 

vrould, on J.::,l1e coatrary, mean that they would become bow~ed down in endless 

technical e.;;::c.. G.et:::.iled discussions which would undoubtedly lead to their 

br eal-cdown. 11 
( EHDC /PV. 32, "Jar;e 32) • 

'..:'bi s position seems to me to be somevrhat at vari;:-..nce with ti1e stc;tements 1;ir. Zorir 

ma~c this morninc, accor<linc to which he attaches great im~ortance to the eicht-nation 

memo:;.·anuum. If t~12-t is the opinion of the Soviet delegetion, why c.:oos it refuse a 

stu2y of the doctment? 

1:y IJrO:JOSal vms clear. Its object was to reco~ize the importance of the 

memorr:,.~dum as that document deserves -- the im:;?ortance we ascribed to it from the 

very ~oginning. "'.'thy, the:g., does the Soviet delecation xeject my :.?:;.~o:~osal if it also 

a.ffirr,ls that t~w ;nemor an<lur.1 is so important? .And why did the Soviet deleGation also 

rcj ec-t. the :JrO:JosN. made some time aco by the United Kincdom delec:.:c;0ion, that the 

ei;:)1t .::lelegations wl1ich su'umi tteG. the Joint i,~eoorandum should te.ke ]art in the Sub-

Cor.ll:littee 1 s wor:::? ilhat was the reason for rej ectin.s tb.r,t collabora-~ion, which 

coulC: have been value-ble if the Soviet deleeation p_ttaches such im::_;ortancc to the 

r:acr.10r Mclum? 

:c:owever, -..·rhc_t I•.r. Zorin said yesterdcy about tcchnicel stuC.ies in ceneral may 

~)crhc.:?S give us reason to hope that the Soviet delegation will not always be entirely 

O):)Osed to this :dnu of technical study in princi:;~le. He said yesterd~: 

n ••• if you feel that in order to settle the mc.tter Li.e. of nuclear weaponi], 

ve need en exchanee of vieTrs on certain asiJects, includinp; tec~mical ones, by 

~::11 means let us have one here. 11 (E!JDC/PV. 51. -?are 5\3). 

If the Sovie-~ delegation is unable to aeree -- for reasons I confess I <lo not 

unc"lcrstancl -- to the a:::;::_1ointnent of a smell techniccl colill11i ttee of eleven countries 

t:'-e -t:rree nuclear :::'owers and tl1e eit;ht countries which submitted t:·w joint 

meuorandum -- m; coulC. also consider havinc the studies in question cc,rried out by the 

seventeen delccc.tions ~resent here, with the assistance of the tccln1ical experts and 

scion-ti sts of ti1e seventeen countries. 

Yesterday, l..~r. :Z.orin told us that, .:enerc.lly S:?ccltinc;, a technicd study was not 

acco~table to his Qelegation so lone as no ~olitical deaision had been tru-cen. I thinl 
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this is a very debatable point of view, for often enough a political decision can 

only be taken on the basis of the results of technical studies. But in any case, 

where the eight-nation memorandun is concerned, we already have a 2olitical decision. 

The m~morandm1 has been acce?ted by the Conference as one of the bases of a 

possible agreement. Hence the studies in question would not be made in vacuo, but 

on a document which everyone has recognized as a fundamental and constructive 

contribution to an agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear tests. 

The difficulties arise froo the fact that this document needs to be amplified 

and deyeloped tecr~"'lically, anc1 that the Soviet C.ele~;ation insists on inter:!?reting 

it cl.or:,~atically in its o'm way, as reprocl_ucing the Soviet view 100 per cent. Let 

us therefore leave it to the scientists. Let then tell us quite objectively 

what is feasible and what is not. b"'ld if the Soviet deleeation is, as it seems, 

opposed to a small committee, then let us carry out the studies in t~e Eighteen­

Nation Comnittee itself, givinc the floor to the scientists of the seventeen 

countries sitting beside us. 

\Te can no loneer deley taking steiJs to break the deadlock. It is absolutely 

essential to reach ab~eenent quickly on the ciscontinuance of tests. This terrible 

spiral of tests must be stopped. In opposing the technical amplification of the 

me~orandum, the Soviet delegation is assuninc a grave responsibility. hll avenues 

should be explored, particularly those provided by technical studies. It is not 

enough to tell us a priori that such studies would be useless. That is not an 

answer which can satisfy us and remove the responsibilities of those who oppose these 

tecllllical studies. It would be ~n opposition on principle, which could have no 

justification in the eyes .of the delecations present here or, I will even say, in 

the eyes of the peoples of the world. 

The only point which Giyes us sqoe comfort tqc1ay is the statement made by the 

United States delec:r-tion anc_ also, I think, by the Soviet dele cation, that they are 

willing once acain to continue the current necotiations with goodwill. I have no 

coubt that the United l:incdon deleeation, which is to speak later, will share the 

view that it is necessary to pursue these ne[{otiations and endeavours actively. 

I hope that on the resur.1ption of our w~rk the comments I have ventured to make 

toc1ay will be tal:en into consideration. 
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of the eishteen nntions he"s auain seen fit, before suspencUne its work, to discuss 

t~1e question of disco~rliinuil1g rmclear tests. The e/vncs]here in wlcich the ('-iscussion 

is te~dng place is hardly eD.couraging, however. Hot only has t~1e :;:>revious 

international tension continueC., but it hr"s increasec: in vnrious :;1arts of the worlc.; 

not Ol"lly are the nucle:;.,r tests :;_:llannec by the Unitec"':. States beinc carried out in 

the ~acific aren, but tests in outer S?ace are beinc undertaken or conten~lated. 

~h9 i~calculable and, above all, the m1foreseeable consequences of these nuclear 

tests in spnce hrwe been :_1oi:;.tec, out by t~:2 Soviet Government i:1 its statenent 

of 3 June, by naJy scier.tists of international re]utation, anc by the governments 

of ct~er cou_~tries interestec in co-o~eration for t3e 2eaceful use of s]ace. 

What is also characteristic is tha-0 t:1is new series of nuclear tests in 

outer spnce is beinc co:?.cl_ucted by the Ur.itecl_ States at e time w~1en that country 

is tryii1t;;:, by every forn of :;:>ropocanc_n at its cl_isposal, to nake the whole world 

believe that it is in favour of usinc outer s]ace for peaceful :;:>ur:;:>oses. 

The fact of underte.ldn;:,: nuclear tests i:1 s_::mce which will l1ave re2,lly harnful 

consequeaces for the future of hunen activities there, :;_)laces in t~1eir true 

lic:rt the United Stetes :;:>roposals whose object -- they claim -- is to reserve outer 

s_:::>cce for :;:>eaceful purposes only. We must o,ccorclinr:;ly note wit:C. the r,reatest regret 

that we are resur2ing the discussion on the discontinuance of nuclear tests in our 

Cm:l!ai ttee in r:.n unfortunc.-~e atno S::?here' owine to tl1e actions of tb.e ~'!estern Powers. 

In order to define the ]resent yositions of the parties to the discussion 

on the discontinua~ce of nuclear tests more clearly, it is, of course, hel:;:>ful to 

reco,ll the ]ositions they took when the ~eoorancur~ of the ei[.ht non-alienee nations 

was first subwi ttec'.. In ?2.,ssing I should lil':.e to mention -- and the Soviet 

re:>resentative ::-~as eclreac'.y :;_1ointed this out -- tha-~ i:!l his lone; stater.1ent today 

I,.:r. :::Jean devotee!. only a fevr oinutes tc tho eir::ht-no,tion menora:-;.c,_ur:. He referred 

to it, if I osy s2"y sc by w2.,y of explm-;.a-~ion -- r:.fter a lon,o series of 

recriminations about 1"T~1.Y tlJ.e UJ.ited St2.,tes is not ]repare,:' to conclude an acreement 

on ";:;~1.0 cl.iscontinuance of ::-;.u.clear tests. Ls will be reDenbered, the eicht-nation 

nenoranc1 un was su"!:Jr:::ittec::. in orc1 er to serve as a or-sis for ccmpronise between the 

]O si tions previously t[],l<::e::r:J. by the Soviet U11ion on the cne hand unc: by the United 

Sta-C,e s anc~ the United Iiincc:o:-:1 on the ether ~1anc,_. Only three c'.ays after the 

eicht-nation menorandur:: ;J.c,". been suhmi t-~ec!. to our Conui ttee, the Soviet Governnent 
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solen.11ly c_eclarec'- that it e.,cce::_Jted that neDoranc11.l.m as a useful basis for reachinG 

acreenent on the uisconti~uance of nuclear tests. 7hat ~osition of the Soviet 

Gover::1ment has been nainteinecc throuchout tl>e c~iscussion and it is quite clear 

fron the verbatin records of the Sub-Gomcittee that the Soviet Union was willinr,, 

from the outset, to conclude an a£reement on the discontinuance of nuclear tests 

on the basis of the Demorancl.u.":l subr:iitted by the eicht non-alienee:. nc.tions. 

\That has been the attituc1e cf the \'!estern cou11.tries when facec:. with this firn 

acce~tance of the eicht-Jation nemorandUQ by the Soviet Union as a basis for 

ne£otiations to reach acreonent on the discontinuance of nuclear tes·ts? 

Speaking on the United Kincdon position at the neeting of 20 Ar>ril, Mr. Goc1ber, 

the representative of that country, reyorted to us the statement nacle by his 

?rit:::e Minister in the House of Cor.nnons. When the Prime Minister was asked to 

clarify the exact content of the non-alignec countries' proposal, he re:plied in 

the following teres: 

11.b.s I u..'1.derstanc1 it, the proposals woulC'c not make verification 

com2ulsory; it would be only pernissive. But if it is to be only 

percissive we are rec,lly back where we stood. before. The question 

is: is it to be co~~ulsory or pernissive? If the point were 

erantec by the Russians -- and we have made this point over and 

over acain --the whole situation wouE be chanc;ed. It is that 

:point which once nore we have thour):.t it our c'_uty to put forvre.rC:. 

Failinc to do that, I do not thiru: that a fruitful neectiation 

can now be er:1barked on." (E:NDC/PV.25 2 :;x:,::,e 9). 

That was the :position of the Wester: countries o.t the o:peninr_; ;:,f our 

cl.iscussion on c1iscrr.1anent, a ~ositicn that ,·:as necative in substance and in form, 

anc!. we think it was :::mt very clearly and ex:;?licitly by the Prine Einister of the 

Unitec1 Kingdoc. We C.o not -thi:ll>: that there is any c"_isac;reement 1Jetween the Western 

coun.tries on tl<is .:.)articular ~oint -- I en thinkinc ~'low of the U~1itod Kinec'!.om and 

the United States. But if anyone has C.oubts on the uatter, we hcve before us the 

words of Mr. Dean himself who, in reply to a questiop put to hio by the Soviet 

re:;?resentative, said on 20 L:?ril: 

"We are still not very clear r.bout this -- perhaps it is due to 

the sinul taneous inter.:_)retation -- bec:1use after he hac1 saic1 that it was 

not to be the exclusive basis for ner;otiation, he still posec-:. the question 

wl).ether we acce:;?teC'~ it as the basis for negotiations." (EliDC)PV.25, page 21). 
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Without any doubt, the :?Osition of the Western 

countries with recc.rd to the nenorancum of the eight non-aligned nations has been 

necative from the beginning - even from the moment that nocunent was subnitted 

to the Conference. 

Has the attitude of the '.lestern Powers now changec? Since the lone discussion 

which took place in the Conoittee, and since the Soviet Union's acceptance of the 

eicht-nation memorandun as the basis for an a£Teement on the discontinuance of 

nuclear tests -- and its acce.I?tance by world opinion -- the Western Powers have 

chanced their tactics with regard to the memorandum, but not their attitude or 

their position. 

In fact, for some tine now the Western Powers have been saying that they accept 

the mer.1orandun as one of the bcses for discussion of the discontinuance of nuclear 

tests, but not as the sole basis. These statements have since been accompanied by 

efforts on the :;:art of the Western delegations to introduce, and to gain acceptance 

fClr, their previous iC:eas as a basis for negotiation on the (l_iscontinuo.nce of 

nuclenr·tests. They·have·even gone further. In their latest statements they have 

atten:>tec1 to show that in fact the eight-nation meEJorandun representee. only the 

ac,_cr>tion of their former position and ic.eas on the compulsory nature of on-site 

inspection, the international character of the control system and on the other 

.I?Oirrts on which they have been insisting since the beginnin~ of the neeotiations 

o~: t~:e discontinuance of nuclear tests, that is to say that the eicht-nation 

ne~orandum is nerely the true reflection of their 2revious position. 

This situation was explained in detail today by the Soviet representative 

when he C'.escribed how th.e '\/estern Powers wish to fill in the rraps in the eight-

nation memorandun. 

\'Te do not intend to revert to all the re::.-,lly tortuous statements nade in this 

Co:or::1i-ttee by the re:presentatives of the Vlestern Powers on the question of the 

cl.isco:c'-tinuance of :r1uclear tests. What we wish to demonstrate once aeain is that 

the ettitude of the Western Powers towarcl.s the mer:IOrancl.un of the eic;ht non-aligned 

COlliltries is still necative. 

I should like to illustrate the _;:>osition of the vlestern countries once more, 

by referring to whr-t lir. I.1ac1~1illan, the British PriJ::1e Hinister, saic'l in the 

;-Iuusc of Conmons on 5 June -- an('_ here I quote the French pa_per Le l!.!onde 

re2_)roc~ucing an J.F'L re2ort, which is the only text that I have: 
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"The We.s.tern Powers_ will only consent to sign an acreement on tl""e discontinuance 

of nuclear tests if it includes a clause on the verification of suspicious events 

on the S]ot, or at least ~rovides for a method of detecting unGerground 

explosions."* 

So that is the position of the Western countries with re[ard to the memorandum 

of the eight non-aliz;ned countries, and it is a necative, 

This is corroborated, moreover, by the ?Osition tcl~en by the United States 

re~resentative in the discussion on the discontinuance of nuclear tests. For on 

6 June 1962, referrinc to the impossibility of the idea that a country in which a 

sus~icious event had taken place would issue an invitation to carry out on-site 

ins:_,ection, 1h-. Stelle said: 

"••• but it is certain that such invitations would lle useless as a control 

measure, because no country would ever .call in foreicn inspectors if it were 

tryinc to hide a clendestine nuclear test undertal~en in violation of a treaty. 

In other words, if the joint memorru>dum were really relyinc solely on invitational 

inspections, it would amount to a com-;Jromise of, let us say, 95 :~er cent in 

favour of the old position of the Soviet Union." (ENDC/SC.l/PV.20, pages 14-15) 

~Tithout dwelling any lon2er on the }?Osition of the "\'!estern Powers, we must 

therefore conclude that, ~~ith reeard to the meoorandum of the eight non-aligned 

ne.-~ions, it is now just as negative ES it was when that document was first submitted 

and discussed, v:oreover' it is with the t;,reatest re::;ret that we ree.ch this 

conclusion, for we consider that, as we have come to realize in tho 7ast, there is 

no :?Ossibility of arrivinG at an understanding or an o.,:::reement on tl>e discontinuance 

of n.uclee.r tests on the basis of the old positions cf the <Iestern Powers. Now world 

o-:>inion and the whole of mankind is impatiently awaiting the conclusion of an agree-

ment on the basis of the eicht-nation memorandum, This hope has been expressed not 

only by statesmen of ve.rious countries which are particularly interested in the 

sus:;?ension of nuclear tests, not only by representatives of organizations and different 

trends of opinion in the world, but also on many occasions in this very room by 

several representatives, amonc: others the representative of India who said on 5 June: 

"I say acain in all frcnkness thnt the joint memorandum of the eight 

non-aligned States at this Conference is a firm an~ sufficient besis for an 

accord, and vrc hope it can be reached. 11 (ENDC/:PV.49. \Jage 15) 

The Bulgarian dele£ation also considers that.the eight-nation memorandum is a 

firm and sufficient basis, and we sai:l so in our first statement on this memorandum. 



(,I " , Bu" . ' 1:_~. ....araoa~ov, ~--fjoga~j 

If 'ire wi~:1. to re2-ch r.crJ. Tent o;_;_ -~he d.inc0•J.ti'C.uance of nuclear tests, tilis rnemoranci.uo 

'l'i.::: 3r.niet Union >::..r ac~ep-:.cc. .!;:,his memoranC:.um as 

i!!e t'),::.,iB fo:· clL::cuss::.c;·_ and e:_:o::,:ee:>elrc o:..1. th~ di~continuance of nucle:1r tests. 

r:;.iscd several times oy tl:3 \\ies·ce_;_·n ?ower.:; 1 and c:nce ag::Lin -~~1.is morning by the 

I ::-efer J.;o the at·~empts made -~o clraw certain non-e.liene2. 

CC'-antr::.o-:: --- o-:~ all t:1e no·-.-:::J.icL~-G. c.::;unt.rie3 -- into a techn::.cal Q.iscuE:sion O!l -:;he 

both in this Co:1ference a:cd ir. the three-rower Sub-Corr.tiDit~:;ee on the discontinuance of 

It has p,lso been raised by Jv~le 

S:pe::i!.>;:i:rg in Jvl1e .Sub-Co::~<.~i-0 G(.G, :;,:r. Goc-:.oer referred in :part:i cular .!vo a passase in 

th0 s·taternent made oy ·i;h0 n":p::-esen·cative of :Gthiopia at our twenty-fourth meeting. 

n l>J. refer::-i::1g ·to ti::'.s o:::fer ty tl-:e Deutrals I had in mind a statement by 

the rc,;:':reser.J.:;z;;i;ive u-:' :s-;,~,-:_'>IJ'-a o::-, 2.9 P1)ri l w!:.c:1, S::?ea~;:ing on be~"lalf' of all "C!.1.e 

sp:::nso:;:s of t.~1e oicYc,-Povror rae~orand''':i' l1.e said" (:;:;IJlJC/SC .1/W .19, p~fz.04) -·­

a:r..i si_n::e I hg,v, -~-:10 .:.'rP.~c:-. ·;,c;~ 'J u:. t:.2 :p0rJ: of the stat<'r.1eni by the re:presenta-~ive of 

We shall 

On t:w b~'.<::i3 o:L ·::;his c.:_u.')·i.,a.·t:~ .m ~-IT. God.ber urgeC. that t:i.1.e eight non-nuclear 

et:mn·t::-ies be invi~<;ed -~o rnrt:i.t::iye;~·-e in the Sub·-Committee Is work. The question then 

Hew negotiations? But ar2 any negotiations really 
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In reality, there are no necotiations, for there is no basis for negotiations. 

The "Jestern Powers do not accept the very basis for ner;otiations, which is the 

ei;::;:ht-ne.tion memor nnc1u.'ll. 

It will be remembered that there have been many discussions on disarmament, but 

that. before we h&cl the basis provided by the Joint Statement of Ac;reed Principles for 

Discrmement Ner;oti~tions drawn up by the Soviet Union and the United States and adopted 

by t~<e United Nations in a resolution, it was hardly :;:;ossible to conduct a discussion 

e.ncl it remains to be seen whether we can mcke any :pro cress in the situation we have 

now reached. Hevertheless, we have still accomplishe<l somethint:;. 

To revert to i:;:r. Goclber 1 s quotation I must sn.y that here e.crdn i1e committed 

... sin for which tl1e Soviet representative h~s re:_-Jroached him on severe.! occasions, 

that is to say, he made his quotation rather too short -- he did not carry it far 

enoueh. For if he had quoted the Ethiopian re2resentative further, he would have 

seen what the opinion of the non-aliened nations is, because after the words he 

quo·teci., I,lr. Sa..""J.lou a.dded: 

7!hy? 

"At this juncture, ~efore we have any clear indication from the three 

countries concerned rer;e.rdint; their willingness to start anew on the b€'Jsis 

of the joint memorandum, we believe that the memorandum has to ~e interpreted 

not by us but by you, the three nuclear P':·wers. This, we feel, is the most 

useful a::_Jprocch for all parties concerned." (:EiiDC/PV. 24. par;e 6) 

That is how the non-aligned countries expressed their point of view here. 

!row the iiestern ?owers are seeking to involve them in sterile necotiations. 

In order to make them believe that their memorendum cannot be used ~::.s a basis 

for necotiations, to lead them on, by experts' discussions and meetincs of people 

who mie-ht go on te.lkint:s for ever, to smother the disarmament pro~lem, so to speok, 

anu above all ·to smother the problem of the discontinuance of tests in endless 

discussions. 

Such a ~rocedure, with such discussions could, of course, be very useful to the 

~'!estern Powers -- to those who do not want e.ny a:::;reement on the discontinuance of 

nuclear tests. But such a technical discussion with the non-aliBned countries whose 

:pr::>:]Orlals they reject (for the Western Powers have no-t yet t:;ot a beJsin for discussion; 

they have several ~ases for discussion; they woulQ li~e to chance the basis for 

eli scussion) vroulC. be of no use. That is why I think no useful ?Ur~ose cnn be served 

by mckint; such ::_Jroposals until the ,{estern Powers have accepted the raemorandum as 

the basis for discussion and nec;otiation for the conclusion of an acreement. 
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Consequently, Er. Chairman, I think the only useful reply the .'lestern Powers 

can mclte now, in order to facilitate our work, is to acce:;>t the eir;ll-t-nation 

memorcndum as tbe basis for discussion. When they do, but only when they do, the 

:;:>cxticipation of the non-aligned nations in drawing up the agreement rrill certainly 

l::c very helpful. 

The ·JEJJJ.EjJ:T (Burma): I still have four S::,?eakers on my list - the 

re~resentatives of the United Kingdom, Poland, India ~id Czechoslovakia; there may 

be other representatives who wish to speak. I myself had ho,ed to mrke a brief 

statement, as re?resentative of Burma, at the end of the discussion. In view of 

the time, I thirL~ that the Committee should decide now whether we should. continue 

this discussion now, to defer it to the next meetinG or, :;:>erhaps, to a later hour 

toC..cy. I am not susgesting anything, I am just ~utting forward :;:>ossitilities. 

But in consiJering this I think we are bound to take into account our overall position. 

This ~rings me to certain recommendations which have been made by our co-Chairmen. 

The first is t~1.at, EonJ.ay beinc a holiday, the next meetine of the Conference should 

be held on Tuesday, 12 June 1962. The second is that, as sugf,ested oy certain 

delccctions, there should be no meeting of the Conference on FriJay, 15 June, since 

the 0onferencc has already decided to eo into recess from that date. That lec:wes 

o:::1ly '.i'uesC.ay, -/Tednesday and Thursday of next week available for meetinc;s, and our 

co-c:::-.c..irmen have recommended that the meetings on those days should be devoted to 

?lcnnry discussions on general and complete disarmament. That is tho position. 

Mr. GOD3ER (United Kingdom): As I was the next speaker ~n the list, perhaps, 

J..~r. 0hairman, it vroulcl be opportune if I reacted first to the position you have 

Quite clearly, from vrhat you have saicl, our time ~Jefore the recess 

is [~oinc to "!Je very limited. r1ioreover, I would sumzest, it woulCi oe unfortunate 

if this :;:>articular discussion were left over for so lone a ~eriod as from now until 

For exam~le, the speech I intend to make is in some sense complementary 

to ~.;:;_[',t which our United States colleague made this morning. For certain reasons, 

ccr-~ain as::_Jects vrerc left out of his speech and it would be wrons if -the complete 

)icture were not civen. 

Therefore, I would hope that we might be P~le to reconvene this afternoon, if 

that were not too in~onvenient, and try to conclude this discussion today. That 

would leave next week free for the very im:;_:lorte.nt discussions on c;ener::tl ancl complete 

Clisarmruaent to v;hich we oueht to be directinc our minds. 
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The Crti:.IJ::V.bJJ (Burma): I am informed by the secreta;ciat ihtl,t .there will be 

no c;reai difficul-ty in arran;:,iil~; a ll1€H?tinc for this dter:rwon. 

:Defore we adjourn l '-roulll like to f:C! bc,ck to the reco!IIIaendations made ty our 

~re there ~~y objections to those 

recommendations? 

ile haJ. thour;ht th~t before wo recessecl ~-t mir;ht be a 

.::;ooG. ::2lan to have onG iCJ.forL:J.e,l :neP.ting at >.rhich we coul:'- exchanee fran::.. views on where 

we nJ.:;ood, ancl ::~erha:vs say a few 1wrds on what we fe1 t mi;:;ht be dono vii.1on we reassembled 

after the recess. I had first thoucht that it woulll be !Jest to hc,ve such a meeting 

on ::friday of next i'reek. I do not, know why it has 1Jeen decided no-(; to h1:we e, meeting 

I had thought the :;;>roposal was that we should recess for four weeks, 

"oer:;in."l.ine on thG wcGkend :1fte:;..· 15 J,_me. 

If it is still ::_:>ossible .J:.o have u.n _:_nformal meeting on Friday, I think it would 

bG 'thG best plan. :re :::auld hf'..Ve a brief stocktcl\l.nc, and if we did that at an 

informal meetinc- I would suceest that all representa:f;iV€8 should be [:.SSUred of an 
o :?:-..;o rtuni ty to s:;e cl;:. I would su[,eest tl1.at the Chairman for that d·ay mieht allow: 

a restricted amoun-t of -time to eq,ch re_?rcs·:mtative, e.nd J)erhaps the co-C:I;lairmen 

woulcl asree to specl"- after the othe:"" fifteen re~resentatives when thGy would have 

he.d the aclvant:::c;e of haYinr_:; listenG<l to the -.,riews of their collea::_;ue~:;. I make these 

sugcestions. If i-t, is nrJt ?Ossible to have the informal meeting on Friday, I ho_?e 

it uill be possible to have it on another day. But I c~o think that it would be 

consistent witi.'l our c,enert::tl ide[:. :c·e[,aJ:lli~lU t:tis recess to have such a_mee~ing on 

Fri('lay next. 

l1ir. B02l-T3 (;:::'anada): I su-pport the su:s-gesliions v:hich have been made by the 

re:]:rcsentative of India. I thin!-\: it would. i)e very USGfUl for us P..ll if we could 

he.ve e.n informal meetins 1)efore the encl of the present :?art of this session of the 

Disumament ConfereacG. ?erha::~s wo could new -"lecide whether there will be a meeting 

Ho rneetinc is to be held on :J'ricl_e,y, :;_1erha::?s we could agree the.t the 

informal meetinc; sucsestecl 1Jy the r ej?resentati Ye of Inc'lie. shouh1 be ::.1elcl on Wednesde.y' 

IV.:.r. ZO~i.III {Union of 3ov:'_et Socie.list Rerublic~) (~ransle.tion from .ttussian): 

'i'he :-._orO:Josal jus-(; made 1y the re::_Jresentative of India seems -r,o me to ~~cservG attention. 
- · .. .\ .,. . . """ 
J_ -t,_nn.:;: 1. t w1.ll be useLul t'J hcwc an infcrm2.l exchan[~e -:.Jf "ie·,v·s e.t -::.:·w conclusion of 
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The only question is when to hold it. 

(i.:r. Zorrin, USS.Ci.) 

Friday will be di~ficult because 

a nUJ.!iJer of delocations, lmowins that 15 June was not L;oinc to be 2" ~'larking day, have 

already prepared to leave, end have made a number of administrative ~~rengements 

whicll vroulu m2ke it difficult to me8t. on Frir_;_ay. It micht be :;:>ossible, however, 

to l1old the unofficial discussion on Thursday afternoon after the meetinc, when the 

formcl work will be over, or on \lednesday, as the representative of ::;cn11da sucgested. 

Either :;:>roposal would suit us. I'Te can meet either on Thursday or o:l -iTednesday, 

whichever is t~e more convenient for the mem0ers of the Committee. 

1!1r. 3T3LLE (Uni teL. States of lunerica): :le vrere quite pro:Jm-ed to schedule 

a meeting for next Friday, but the two co-Chairmen believed that that was not the 

~:;eneral consensus of the Conference. As Hr. Zorin, has just said, oeveral of the 

delec;ations have :;:>robably made travel plrurrs. 

We are preJ?ared to acce;.,)t the recommendation of the representative of India 

that there be an informal meetinc before the recess. Time is short: we have only 

tlrrcc days left for meetin~s. The Uni teG. States delec;ation had ho:Qec-:. to be able to 

me2:c statements L1 :Plenary meetincs on each of those three days to com:_;lete our 

first-readine statements, as it were, on st:::.;:;e II and stac;e III of the two U.ocuments 

that are before the 0ommittee. 

If there is to 0e an informal mectinc, and if thcro is not to !)e a ;;1ceting 

next Friday, we would. :Jrefcr that wo haw; plenary meetine;s on Tues<lr.,y, ~Teclnesday and 

Tb.ursclay and that we have an informal meetinc oi ther ~!cCL.J.esday afternoon or Thursclay 

afternoon. 

ltir. L.b.LL (India): In the circumstances stc.ted, we would oo ::.1orfectly 

ha?~Y if the informal meetinG were helu on Thursd~ afternoon. 

The C'!.-l..t.I;_',LJJJ (Burma): .Are there any other co:;Jments? If there are none, 

I shall take it that the informal meetinc will l;e held on Thursday o..ftcrnoon, 14 June. 

It was so decided. 

The meotinr; rose at l. 20 -J.m. 


