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The CHAIRiaN (Burma): I declare open the fifty-second plenary meeting of

the Bighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament.

bir. DE4AN (United States of America): Bver since the second plenary
meeting of this Conference the seventeen delegations sitting round this table have
devited countless hours of effort to the discussion of the problems involved in
arriving at an agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests. Even more 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
Bighteen 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
1o be at all closer to the conclusion of a mutually acceptable treaty than we were en
14 March last. We 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 proposed in an effort to meet the
requirements of the Soviet Union, and despite the submission to this Conference of
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 since this Confereunce began and for many years preceding it, statesmen the world
over and religious leaders have been recounting the irrefutable arguments in faveur
of ending nuclear testing in all envirenments.

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-speration between
the East and West on disarmament issues. Nevertheless, despite these enormous
efforts and the snormous goodwill involved, to tkis very day no agreement has been
reacked on a nuclear test ban treaty. That is the problem we confront.

Our Soviet colleagues, kr. 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 keep 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. 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
Auclear 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.

lierely to reject the simplistic explanations offered by the Soviet Union is not,
as I am quite well aware, to provide a fruitful answer to the why'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.

I£ I had to suggest the key factor as to why we do not have an agreement, I would
use' two short words ~- national security. Sach nuclear side has, I suppose, carefully
considered the political factors involved in & 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 test 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.

We in the West are determined to get a nuclear test ban treaty but we quite
frankly acknowledge this factor of national security. We 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 effecbive
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. Ly 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 open mind about the provisions of that treaty. But the United
States Government is also firmly convineced that the national security of not only the
United States but also of the free world would be gravely endangered if it entered
into‘ény 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 state 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.



ENDC /PV.52
8

(¥r. 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 illegal preparations, that the United States might be trying to
carry out.

Therefore, I submit, the Soviel preoccupation is of quite a different order. We
have tried to meet that preoccupation in the proposal for progressive zonal
inspection that we have included in the outline treaty on general and complete
disarmament that we have submitted to this Committee. e have apparently been
unsuccessful so far, because the Soviet Union believes that any international control
arrangements, as distinct from national control arrangements, would open the door to
Western espionage and would thereby endager the maintenance of the very high degree
of secrecy on all military matters which 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 seerecy 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 Government's concept of its
own national security has jeopardised a nuclear test ban treaty. When we Tesumed
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 the 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
underground tests. Kowever, during the course of our negotiations 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.

4s 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 lir. Krushchev and bMr. Gromyko that
that round of tests, from September through November last year, huge as it was, was
not sufficient to satisfy Soviet securitv requirements, as the Soviet Government sees
these requirements, Of course, this may be speculation on my part. ‘Whether 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 whichwe 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 stating that it does exist and that we must 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 espionage. 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 foot on the soil of lLiother Russia, were not born in 1961
but are in some ways as old as the Soviet State; of course they have been dominant

elements in Soviet motivation for the last fifteen years. Thus, althoughk 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 Lave been quite willing
to sit dowrn 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 think we should forget that these
national security problems and worries of the United States and the Soviet Union were
very muck in existence in 1958 when, after correspondence between Marshal Bulganin
and President Eisenhower, serious negotiations on a nuclear test ban treatly began in
Geneva in October of thit year. The verbatim records of those negotiations show that
those problems were never far from the thoughts of the Eastern and Western scientists
who assembled in Geneva in July 1958 to scek agreement on a technical framework
wvithin which satisfactory political negotiations on a nuclear teét ban treaty could
be carried on.

Everyone here is well aware of the experts! report of 20 Auguét 1958, but 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 recordé of the experts!
meetings. However, they are all available and a perusal of them will show that the
experts' report itself was a compromise document on ﬁany 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 soc forth.

4s I have said, the experts who met in Geneva in 1958 knew all about the
announcements which each nuclear side 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
yeérs been spending a great deal of time with experts 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 exploraticns and to get in touch with scientists
all over the world. It has been part of my job to try to keep myéelf 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 absclutely no basis for thinking that the technical
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.

Moreover, it is a fact that the United Kingdom, Soviet and United States
Governments all approved the conclusions of the experts on these questions in 1958;
and, what is even more important, they also approved 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 a2ll 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 enormous amount of detailed work, thought and
compromise. I do not wish to labour this point, but a tremendous amount of thought,
work, compromise, and scientific endeavour went into the drefting 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 éenthry) of the true significance of the Soviet Government's
action on 28 Wovember 1961 in ripping to shreds and officially repudiating this
arduously negotiated basis for test ban negotiations, in the course of which our two
‘&wovernments had made honest and sincere attempts to meet the so-called "check list",
or "veto list" of the Soviet Government. We have made some fifteen or sixteen advances
in very important fields in an effort to meet the Soviet point of view. It has been
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 drafting a nuclear
tést 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 going 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. 4s I have said, we are going to go on, we are not
going to give up in our attempts to get a nuclear test ban 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 where 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 meetings, asked the
other representatives here to translate this Soviet step on 28 November 1961, when it
repudiated our nuclear test ban itreaty, into terms more familiar to our own
Conference on general and complete disarmament. ELe asked: what would we think if
either the United States or the Soviet Union suddenly announced that it repudiated
the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles of 20 September 1961, which was later
unanimously approved by the Geﬁeral assembly? VWhat 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 drafting 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. #e had to tell these people that if we had +this authority we
thought we could get a treaty. When 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 zo 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
changed when this Conference began here in karch., The experts' report, with all its
built~in compromises, has been repudiated by t*e Soviet Union, and the seventeen
articles and the twc annexes of the nuclear test ban treaty on which both sides had
reached agreement in these negotiations have been thrown overboard by the Soviet
Union. All the United XKingdom and United States comprcmises, reached at great
effort in 1961, have been spurned by the Soviet Union. All cf the painstaking
efforts which the Western 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 dhite 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 danger
of espionage. Then, to top it all, while we were negotiating here and when cach of
us had agreed that we would not test while the negotiations were zoing on, the
Soviet Union carried out its own series of tests.

We are quite prepared to do our best to continue these nuclear test ban
negotiations. We are quite prepared tc do everything that we reasonably can do to
work with our Soviet colleagues and to get 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 Scviet Uniom, when they are not willing to gramnt even the
slightest consideration to the national security concerns which the United Kingdom
and the United States feecl must be met by essential control measures —— not political
control measures but measures approved by scientists. We 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 trcaty had been

entered into and come into force.
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Ao our Conference here on 16 fpril the eight delegations which this year joinead
the disarmament deliberations submitted their joint memorandum with suggestions for
overcoming the apparent impasse in negotiations on a test ban treaty. We welcomed
this memorandum, and we still do. The Soviet Union, for its part, purported to
accept bthis document as the basis for further negotiations. The Western Powers
announced that they were willing te accept it as one cof the bases for future
nzgotiations, and indeed we have used it a great deal., e have endeavoured to
explore what possibilities for sound and reasonable agreement might lie within the
ideas put forth by the eight co-sponsors. Al many meetings we have done our best to
use this memorandum as a basis for going forward. #e would be prepared to use not
only this memorandum but any other reasorable proposal as a future basis for
negotiations, always within the general cutlines of what I have just said about
this problem of national security.

I do not wish 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 avallable, and I Xknow that all members have read them. Eowever, 1 would like
very 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 memorandur.

We have taken the joint memorendum in the spirit in which we believed it was
offered, that is, as a suggestion for a further compromise between the Western
compromise positions of 1958, 1959, 1960 and 1961 and the new, extreme Soviet
position of 28 November last. We have recognized, therefore, that the joint
memorandum involves something different from prior Western proposals. The verbatim
records of the Sub-Committee will show that we have spelled out these differences,
which concern the use of national detection systems, reduced responsibilities for
the international control organ, and restricted arrangements for obligatory on-site
inspections under certain circums*ances. On the other hand, the Soviet delegation,
while paying some lip-service to the compromise nature of the joint memorandum,
has in fact unilaterally interpreted that memcrandum to the point where it has made
it almost a carbon copy of the Scviet 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 detection stations are used and if these are not in any way tied
together, standardized and co-ordinated by the international 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 toc 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 secems
to us that the Soviet Union is apparently still so precccupied 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 words,
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 completely 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 prineiple repudiasted, 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 completely
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ignores the fact that it violated the moratorium and started tests last September.

It completely overlooks the fact that it ignored the resolution adopted by the
Geneval 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. Tach and every member of this Committee that is not
a nuclear Power or is not involved in the neyotia tions has every right to feel a deep
concern about the lack of a test ban treaty and about the continuation of nuclear
testing in the world. We share these anxjeties. I have put this record before the
Confereﬁce in order to indicabe how we feel aBout these negotiations. With 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, we should much
prefer to have a treaty and to stop these tests. Getting such a treaty is the only
sound answer to nuclear testing. however, I believe that in order to get on with this
guestion we have to give proper recognition tc the problems that confront us in
these negotiations.

I submit that the primary 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 bave bcen many statements that
it does not and I do not want to dwell on that question now. But it seemsato me fhat
the conclusion of a test ban treaty would be of yreat significance to the
negotiations on general and complete disarmament, and I think it would éive the world
great cause for joy. 8o we very muck hope for a chaﬁge of attidtude on the part 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 Lingdom and the United
States to obtain a nﬁclear test ban treaty which would effectively stop all tests

in all environments for all time.
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lr. ZORIN (Union of Soviet Socialist depublics) (transietion from Russian):

Ve have just listened to a one-hour statement by the United States representative.

I must frankly confess that it made a gloomy iﬁpression on us. Llthough he said at
its end that the United States is prepared to continue negotiations and even to
conclude an agreemsnt, 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
apparént from everything the United States representative said today. He touched
in fact upon many questions. He referred to the course of negotiations since 1958,
the many concessions made by the United States, the general problems of national
securify, espionage, his thoughts and speculations; but curiously enough he said
practically nothing about the eight power memorandum - though he called it very
useful. In his statement ne pointed out that the United Stetes had used this
memorandum in the negotiations. He ciso said that vhe United Svates and the United
Zingdom had used it as o basis for going forward; bubt strange as it may seem he did
not speak of it as a basis put forward for.ovércoming the impasse in the negotiations,
which is by no means merely apparent, as he stated, but real. It was only a side
issue in the background of the United States representative's statement. And that
wes no accidenb. Precisely because the United States and the Jnited Kingdom do not
want an agreement, they reject that sole existing basis for an apgreement, the busis
put forward by the eight non-aligned 3iates.

The whole of the United States representative'!s speech clearly showed that the
United States adheres to ithe old positions and insists that an agreement shall be
concluded on its own terms. And when the United States representative said today
that the Soviet Union wishes to deflect attention from its sins, I immediately
realized the point of his statement. I believe that its basic political motive
is precisely to distract the attention of the Committee from the really urgent
problems facing us today, which are connected witi the new nuclear arms race which
the United States has now started and already extended into outer space.

On what basis can agreement really be reached, 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 avoid answering this question. But the
United States says that 1t wants to conclude an azrecment. Jhy then does it evade
the question which is fundamental to the present conditions? Te last discussed
{iscontinuance of nuclear weapon tests on 9 hay -~ a month ago. l.ay 1 remind you

what I said at the very end of our discussion?
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~"But an agreement cannot be achieved without settling the main
questions of principle. That is quite}clear. There can be 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 éuestions, and there are three. In regard to
these three questionswthere is a.clear answer in the memorandum. Be
so good, Western Powers, as to give us a clear and precise cnswer:
Lre you prepared to accept what is formulated and expressed in the

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

do you want to intersret all this in your own way?" (ENDC/PV.34, p.51)
At the conclusion of ny speech I said:

"I want to be frank, so that there may be no illusions, and from
what I have said it is perfectly clear that the Soviet Union tokes its
stand on the memorandum. . It accents the principles of the memorandum as
they are stated, and.wevwant the Testern Powers also to tale their stand
on the memorandum ond accept the »rinciples contained in this memorandum
in regarc to the main questions, as they are statéd.A If the Western
Powers agree to this, we are prepered to carry on negoticivions 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 interprevations, if you insist on your old positions,
then we tell you that such negotictions will be useless. e shall not
agree to this, and there can be no agreement on this basis.

4s o result of today's discussion we should have a c¢lear idea of the
prospects for our fulure negotiations. The Wostern fowers must adopt, in
regard to the main questions, the position set forth in the memorandum as
it stands, and then on this basis we can specdily reach asgreement on all
the specific matters of detail which arise outv of the solution of these main

questions. This is our position."  (ibid., 59.51, 52)

I said this on 9 uay. Since then & month has passed. snyone reading the
verbatim records carefully will see that in fact the Western Fowers continue to pull

in their own direction.
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This has just been confirmed in %he statement of the United States representative.
This was the wholc point of his statement. There will be agreement if you accept
our positions which we staoted on 13 .pril 1961; without this tacre will be no
agreement, and we will go on exploding nuclear wesnons in the ctmosvhere, underground
under water and in outer sp)ace. Phet is the meoning of the jresent United States
position.

The United Kingdom reoresentative ot the last meeting of the Sub-Committee on
6 June tried to make out that betwecen the attitudcs of the Soviet Union and of the
WJestern Powers to the eight-power meworandum there wos only an asnarent difference.
Fe even asserted that in the discussions since 16 r>ril the eigat-nation memorandum
had been the only basis of the negotictions (EUIC/0C.1/PV.2u, 5.4). kxr, Dean
just now stated something of the same lzind. as evigence thatv vie West adopted the

eight-power memorandum, iT. Godber szic that the Western represcentatives had spoken

4

A

on each of the three quesiions in the memorandum ~ the system of control posts, the
international commission, and inspection.

' hLecording to wr. Godber, the Jestern representatives had tried to fill the gaps
in the memorandum. The first gap to be filled by the Western delegations related to
control posts. How daid they do this?

Mr. Godber referred vo what he cellced the fully-argued stotement of the United
States representative av thne sixteenth meeting on 22 lay. fHe cdded modestly that
lir. Dean had submitted an osinion on the ideas contained in o memorandum with
regard to the detection system. dhat opinion did 1x. Dean advonce?  He stated
categorically that the system of control posts must be internctional, though paragraph
3 of the memorendum speeixs of existing noticnal networks of observation posts.

&t the sixteenth me:ating, to which the United Jingdom representative referred,
ir, Dean said:

"Nothing could be cicarer than thet this system is to consist of some

inter-relation of many national nelworks. in other woras, ve are to

have a multi-nation:l system, by czreement among several aavions, and

that inevitably means an international systen.” (ENDC/3C.1/5V .16, p.ll)

He went on to say:
" ... Jhen the eight-zotion plen specks of an agreed system of national
networks of existing observation Josts, it is addressing itsclf to an

internctional sysbte: ...Y. (ibid., p.l2)
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This is the way the geps in the memorandum arc filled, as .r. Godber puts it.

&#n international network aopears in ploce of a national networlz; the one is
substituted‘for the ofher; and this is called proof of the desire to conduct
ncgotiations on the basis of the memorondum,

How is the gap filleq with regard to the commission of scicntists? At the
twenhicth rmeotirg, at which what might be called a balance sheet of all the Sub-
Committee's work was drawn up, kr. Godber referred (ENDC/SC.1/2V.20G, pe5) to wr. Dean's
statement at the twelfth meeting. Lev us look at ir. Dean's stotement.

First of all he concluded (ibid., 2.7) that tac memorandum vweos somewhat
indefinite. He then added that apparently its sponsors wished to leave the three
nuclear Powers to devise the structure of the commission of scientists, which he then
nroceeded to do. Whaet wes the structure he devised? It was a complex structure of
o commission with wide administrative functions, rcceruiting personnel for control
osts, with a large staff ond o single administrotor taking decisions on obligatory
inspection, He stresscd that the leunching of an on-site inspection, if decided by
the Commission, "..., musv bc obligatory on the parties in certein circumstances ..."
(E1mc/sC.1/Pv.12, p.9)

He repected this today when he pointed out thot there is no compromise if a countrv
always has the right to decide whether or not to invite an on-sive inspection (EEﬁﬁﬁ’

P. 15). But this means thet the United States deiegation, and clso the United
fingdem delegation, reject the proposcl in the memorandum on any inspection by
invitation. But this is an exact covy of what was proposed in the draft of 18 Lpril
1961 (ENDC/9).

At the twelfth meeting of {the Sub-Committee, iLx. Dean concluded that this
cammiesinr end all its functions rescmble what wes discussed corlier, as he put it,
and so it really is. I venture tc quote from the stotement he made at the twelfth
mecting:

" ... The international commission would cerveinly have mojor duties in the
co-ordination of worid-wide recording facilitiecs in differcat countries and
in gstqblishing stancerds and grocedures for reporting and recording
operafions oﬂ~a_glébal bosis.

o

£11 this would entail the use of a fairly sizeable staf? ond would make
necessary the adoption of a formel organizational scheme for the allocation

of staff members to oopropriate sections and divisions.  Undoubbedly it
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would also be necessary to appoint one official to represent the
commission in menaging the staff ond in making sure that vhe stafi
capabiy performed its assigned functions.

It maey seem to my colleagues that the description whicih I have
given of the institutions that would have to be establishcd under the
eight-nction plan resembles in certain respects the centrol head-
quarters which was discussed during most of the meetings of the

Conference on the Biscontinuance of Nuclear Jucpon Tests. To a certeain

extent this is true.” (ENDC/SC.I/PV.12, ».10;

This was lir. Dean's conclusion in his statement ot the twelith meeting. In
other words, the Commission's whole scheme, work and functions are the very scheme
nroposed by the United Stotes and the United Kingdom on 18 april 1961: an
administrator, a large sitaff, appoiniment of forecirn staff to conirol posts, obligator,
decision on inspection, no decisions by agreement, ond so forth. 0f the commission
of scientists »roposed in the eight-rower memcrandum practicelly nothing is left.,

In its place awpears the old international commission from the 7estern plan of 18
tpril 1961,  iAnd this is what hr. Godber calls negotiations on the basis of the
eight-Power memorandum, rctually it is o substitution of the o0ld one-sided Western
nosition for the compromise josition of the eight rowers.

Let us see how the inspection go> has been filled. ts o ssecimen of this work,
ir. Godber odvaonced lir, Deen's statement made at the eleventh mecting on 26 4April,
and his own made at the fifteenth meeting on 18 uay. How did wx. Lean tackle
these gaps? On 26 spril he was very cloquent. Inspections by invitation he
termed \meaningless arrangements! (IWDC/SC.I/PV.11, $.6). .nd later he started to
interpret the memorandum. hecording to Lir, Dean, certain feacis can be obtained
solely through an on-site inspection, and parties "have an obiigation to permit the
inspection".  (ibid., ».10)

The verbatim record suotes:

"In these circumstances, the party would have an obligation to permit the

inspection by the commission to be carried outb.

The conclusion waich my delegetion has tvhus reached from reading the
eight-netion memorondun is that every party o 2 test ban <treaty would, in

the lasv resort, be obliged to normit the carrvying out of an on-site

inspection on its territory..."  (3WDC/SC.I/ZV.11, pp. 10, 11)
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~ _This is the conclusion lLir. Dean says he has rcached on the basis of the memorandum.
Thus the gap hos been fillied by the re-entry on the scene of the previous United
States demand for obligatory inspection. Thus wr. LDean calls wceningless the
inspection by invitation with which the memorandum Geals, and insists on obligatory
inspection. I, Godber confirmed this on 29 .ay, saying:

"4is far s the question of inspection is concerned, we continue to think

that the jarties to thce treaty should be obliged to accelt on~site

inspection if the inlernational commission is unable to devermine the

nature of a detectecd event without on-site inspection: in other words

(ENDC/SC.I/EV.18, 5.16).

Thus on all the basic questions, the substance of the memorcadum, we see the

same tactics: formal acceotance as o basis, and cven discussion; but in fact

verbal gymnastics to emosculate the memcrandum, remove from it the proposed compromise,
and insert instead the o0ld one-sided Jestern demands which in fact made agreement
iméossible. The conclusion drawn by the Soviet delegation at the last debate on

tesfs at the thirty-fourtimeeting of the Committec neld on 9 iiey, which I read out

at the beginning (EEEEE’ .18 ), remains completely valid, To make agreement possible
the Western Powers must straightforwardly and honcstly accept the cight—Power memorandum
and not turn it inside out to suit themsclves. The Soviet Union has really accepted
the eight-Power memorandum as a basis {or negotiations. It hes acdopted the new
'compromise position. ‘

First, whereas in the previous sosition of the Soviet Union - I mean the proposal
of 28 November, to which lir. Dean has frequently referred - therc was no question of
creating any international body, we hove now, by accenting the »ronosal of thé non-
aligned countries, agreced to the crection of an intermational coumission consisting of
a liﬁited number of highly qualifiea scientists, Dossibly frou non-aligned countrieé,
together with the approjsriate staff. ‘

Secondly, whereas on 28 November 1961 the Soviet Union objecied to any kind of
on-site inspec@ions, now by accepting the proposals of the non-cligned countries we
agree that inspection is admissible under the conditions and »roccdure provided in the
memorandum of ithe eight ncutrelist countries: thot is to say, by invitation of the

States partics to the agrecment.
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Thirdly, the Soviet Jnion considers, like the non-alignec countries, that the
basic means of ¢ontrol over on agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon
tests must be national detection systems, Incicgentally wr. Jcan, when he spoke
today of the sins of the Soviet Union, for some reeson did not ceven mention the

declarations of ur. Kemnedy and wsr. uocmillan of 3 September 1961, in which both
statesmen publicly stated to the whole world thet they consicerced the existing
national detcction systeoms adequate for all nuclecr explosions in the atmosphere.

For some reason the Unitod Stetes now nasses this over in utcer silence, Experience
of monitoring nuclear explosions has shown that thesc systems, nc matter in what
environment vhic explosions are carried out -~ underground, under wvater, in the
atmosphere or in outer svace - have becu proved relioble and offective.

I will not repeat agoin the argunionts supporting this conclusion. They have
bcen expounded both at mectings of this Committec ani in the Sub-Committee.
loreover, we hove stated tnat we have no objection to the estoblishment of new
seismic stotions providedl vhat they ferm port of o netional delccwvion system. dith
repgard to technical requirements, cbout which the United States representative spoke
ot length today, I should like to refer to the authoritative sictement by Professor
Leet of the United States, professor of geology ot harvard University ond one of the
world's grestest experts in seismology, who clearly stated in wie weckly "Naetional
Guerdian" of 9 april that the Government — that is to say, the Government of the
United States - might merely be seeking o pretext to demand inssection in Russia,
but was not entitled to justify itself b& seismology. This is what the leading
United States seismologist, Frofessor Leet, said. So you had betier not refer to
seismology ond technology, Lr. Dean. “he key is not there, duv in vhe policy of
the United States Government.

Further, the Soviet Union agrees to the proposal of the non-cligned countries
for the establishment of on interncticnal commission to process cnd snalyze data
received from national observation posvs, the facts necessary vo cstablish the nature
of any suspicious and signiiicant event which may teale place on tiuc territory of
porties to the agreement. The Sovict Union has morcover agreod that all States
should co-operave with this internavicnal commission, furnish it with dota from their
observation posts, reply tc its enquirics, supply iv with addivional information,
consult with it concerning further mcasures of clarification to assess the nature of

any particular suspicious c¢vent, and sc 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. 411 this is
conteined in the joint memorandum of the eight non-aligned countries, and ensures
serfectly adequate control over the implementation of the agreement on the discon~
tinuance of nuclear weapon tests. But in the memorandum, as everyone can see, nothing
is said about oblizatory inspection or the setting-up of an extensive international
control system headed by a control commission possessing wide administrative powers
and the right to dispatch its agents to sites in order to control and inspect the
oderation 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 Kingdom, which interpret this memorandum in their own wey.

This is the sum total of the discussions in the Sub-Committee. The Western
Povers! position is that they do not really accept the eight—Power memorandum as a
basis for negotiations and agreement. They are attempting to replace it with their
old zroposals of 18 Lpril 1961, The Soviet Union has accepted the new compromise
position of the memorandum of the eight non—aligned States as basis for negotiations
and agreement,

Thet is the sosition today. Yet the question still arises why the WestemPowers
only wnretend to negotiate and do not start genuine negotiations on the new compromise
basis of the eight~power memorandum, ir, Dean tried to answer this question today,
but did not do so. iie spoke of the technical requirements of control; but, as I
have just shown from a statement by the most eminent seismologist of the United States,
that is irrelevant. e denied the cherge that the United States has politicael and
militery problems which prevent it from concluding an agreement, yel he also declared
that the essential obstacle to a treaty was "national security” and the "npolitical
factors" which, as he put it, must safeguard that national security. )

This declaration is somewhat vague, yet it leads us to the crux of the matter.
This "national security" is the pretext on which the United States has now, with the
assistance of the United Kingdom, unleashed nuclear weapon tests in the Pacific.

Thile the renresentatives of the United States and the United Kingdom jockey for snosition
in the Sub-Committee and in our Committee, trying to evade the comoromise approach of
the eight~Power memorandum, the rate and scope of nuclear tests are on the increase.

Huclear bombs are exploded below ground and under water; +their explosions rend the air,
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How tests are being éxtended even further - into outer space. 1lany famous
scientists throughout the world have been warning of the danger of such tests, At
the meeting on 9 liagy we drew attention to the alarm of British scientists on this
score, (ENDO/PV.34. pare 44) but alliance commitments are more important to the United
Kingdom Government than the interests of science and of all mankind. It is supporting
a dangerous United States venture. In the last few days many s»eeches have been
delivered by public figures varying in kind and consequence. Many representatives of
science have snoken in various parts of the world. The Acting Secretery—General of
the United Nations, U Thant, said at a press conference on 5 June, when asked what he
thought of the United States nuclear tests at high altitudes:

tihen these tests were announced, meany prominent scientists frem 211 over the

world who have nn personal or selfish motives strongly objected to them,

Turthermore, everyone knows that outer space is not part of the territory of any

country. It is the common property of all countries; and T vhink that these

srojected high—~altitude *ests feed a highly dangerous psychosis that is abroad
today."(1>
The Italian newspaper Giustizzia, an important organ of the Testern press, said:
"The unsuccessful launching of a rocket into outer space raises g number of

dangerous problems . .. The announcements of the United States authorities have

caused further alarm. The catastrophic failure of this first altempt sheds
further light on the immense danger oi such tests. That rockzet might start a
n(1)

new world war.
Zven the smerican press, which on vhe whole frequently supports the present policy

of the Kennedy administration, is now obiiged to sound the alarm by the United States

Government's new dangerous action. The leading article of the New York Times for

5 June reads:
"ihen it comes to tampering with the environreat of outer space, the problem
assumes for the first time a global asnect that raises the quesiion of the right
of any nation to act unilaterally in such matters. If it is true that such
tests arc made necessary by the demands of our national securivy, the question
still remcins whether or not our national security would not be better served
by consultation with an international body of scientisis in the free world, whose
security it as vitally involved as is ours. Furthermore, in unilaterally
carrying out such tests, we arve giving the USSE an excuse for conducting similar
tests on its own in outer space, thus opening a new Pandora's Box of potential

evils that 2ll humenity mey have cause lo regret for ever afier.”
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I think that these comments of a serious American paper ought to warn the United States
Government against these dangerous experiments. But none of these actions of the
United States Government is accidental. They result from the policy recently adopted
by thet Government.

These actions constitute an act of agression against all peonles by the United
Stetes Government, which has assumed & heavy responsibility by taking the initiative
in extending the nuclear arms race into outer space. This policy of the United States
of continuing nuclear weapon tests and intensifying the nuclear arms race is fully
shered by two other MATO nuclear Powers — the United Kingdom and France. Quite
recently the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, Mr. lMacmillan, confirmed in
Parliament the intention of the United Kingdom Government to continue nuclear tests.
A similar stetement was made on behelf of the French Government by General de Gaulle
at the beginning of last month after the latest French test in tihe Sahara.

In the light of these facts there must be very few people simnle-minded enough
10 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 negotiating on this
question here in Geneva. It must now be clear to everyone that neither the United
Stetes 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 sharnening inter-
national rivelry in the development and improvement of nuclear weapons. This fact
is indisputable and cannot be camouflaged by any specches of Western politicians or
diplomats, I+ exnlains in particular, why we have not yet been eble to conclude an
agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear tests, or even to make any Jrogress 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~aligned States introduced
their memorandum, The non-aligned countries proposed a basis for sgreement. The
Hestern Powers by their actions are really undermining this basis and msking agreement
altogether impossible. Why?  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
Hr. Dean confirmed yesterday, is not prepared to put in writing thet it favours the
prohivition of nuclear weapons even under genersl and complete disarmeoment.

dut this policy is a serious threat to peace. £11 States interested in maintain-

ing neace must warn the United States and their allies of this danger end of their
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heavy responsibility for aggravating the international situation and undermining an
agreement on the discontinuance of all nuclear weapon tests. Such an agreement is
vossible 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
prevared to conclude such an agreement on the basis of the eight-Power memorandum, and

the next move is with the United States and the United Xingdom alone.

drs. LYRDLL (Sweden): Of the seventeen nations teking part in this

Conference, the fourtcen which are not nuclear Powers would certainly today want to
voice their deep disappointment that the report on the twenty meetings of the Sub-
Committee on a Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tesits ends on such a
melancholy note, not even holding out a hope that the three negotiating Powers are
nearing an agreement on a nuclear test ban treaty. Te would need 1o voice that
concern not only on our own account but also on behalf of that overvhelmingly great
majority of mankind who are concerned, albeit concerned in the passive and restless
way of those who know that they are going to be the victims in g nuclear war, and
also the victims of the tests themselves. In particular we of the eight non-aligned
countries who have been called to particijate in this Conference now -- and thus to
taze a certain share in the responsibility for its work -- would be failing in our
duvies to our nations and to the world at large if we did not, and, if need be, did
nov reseatedly, cxnress the deep concern of a tormented mankind which is witnessing
this spiralling serics of nuclear tests, where one from the Eest hos been followed by
one from the Test, to be followed by one from the East, and so on in seemingly endless
pernetuity. It is this race == to perfect the means of world destruction —— which we
weve the right to demand should be halted first, as the most immediate of the disarma-
ment megsures.

I have, however, not asked for the floor today for mere lamentation, justified
es it would be, For when we read carefully the records of the Sub-Committee, we
cennot help registering some hopeful signs —— more hopeful, I think, than the partici-
peting delegatiors exnlicitly acknowledpe. This may sound astonishing, particularly
after the speeches we have listened to today from the representatives of the United
Staves and the Soviet Union. But perhaps it is inherent in the necture of being a
great Power 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 & different kind of perceptiveness, I, for one, dare to conclude that a
considerable closing of the gap between the positions, extreme as they were at the
beginning of this Conference, Las occurred. At least it has occurred on two of the
three mein points; that is, it has not occurred —- or hardly -- in regard to the
issue of inspection, but has occurred in regard to the international collaborsation
between the detecting stations and in regard to the provosed internctional commission
of scientists. The two sides have had both to give and to take, and they have done
so to = certain extent. On the one point -- that of the observation nosts =- more
haes Deen given by the Vest; on the other noint —— that of the internetional commission =
more has been given by the Bast

I do not intend to go into details. I do not wish to hold any of the negotiating
delegations to what they have said, since positions have changed during the series of
twenty meetings. However, I hope that the members cf the Sub~Committee will take it
&s on objective verdict from & detached observer —- as detached as anybody can be
on tiis matter —— that some progress has been made in the Sub-Committce.

The question then arises: Where does the Sub-Committee go from here? The
snonsors of the joint memorandum have taken the position that it should stand on its
own merits and that what has been left to be filled in should be done by negotiation
between the three nuclear Powers. Therefore, I am not going to suggest anything
todey in regard to substance. Nevertheless, with due respect, nerhapns I might allude
to one or two recommendations which suggest themselves to us in regard to practical
nroblems concerning the Sub-Committee!s work after the summer recess. It seems to
our delegation that timing is becoming o more and more crucial question and therefore
we, and I hope also the negotiating Powers, welcome the suggestion made by the
reoresentative of liexico, in a very eloquent statement on 9 May, that a2 decision
should first be token on the date when a test ban treaty would come into force and,
as he said, "a definite end [;&ll be puﬁ7 to the senseless nuclear comvetition”,
(ADC/PV.34, 2aze 17).

It matters less to the world whether the time chosen is now, next Christmas or
even next Easter. New Year!s Day in 1963 might be a date of great symbolic
significance at which to aim. If such a »rocedure could be followed, two important
things would be gained. Firstly, the negotiations would be lifted out of the
nresent particularly storm-laden political climate, because more work on details
could be underteken if negotiations were to proceed under the hypothetical premise
thav the treaty was to be signed by a certain date. Secondly, therc is the very gain

in time for the nreperations.
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1y second sugrestion is closely related to the question of how vo utilize the
time=~sman for +the negrotiations if such a date were hysothetically cccented. I am
not poing to enter intc any details, narticularly on the controversizl issue of who
should narticinate in the preparatory worlk: whether scientists, neutrels or anybody
else. I would just malkke the 3lea that after the rocess nroblems should be viewed
morce from the —rectical side. To take one examnle, should we nov decide that there
hes Deen sufficieant abstract debate as to whether the network of co-ojerating stations
siould be defined as international or not?  Would it not bhe preferadlc to begin making
an inventory of existing resourccs in the different fields of geophysics, cataloguing
them and nerheps working on a Dlueprint of how they might be brought into more
effective co—onergtion?  The cxtent to which these cdetcection resources would be found
sufficient is o cucstion for the different nepotiating nowers to judge, but any argument
in that respect will carry much more weight ofter such a survey hos been made,

Vithout rocecding further along that line of thought, I hope I have illustrated
the velue of 2 more orecticael adiroach to the work of the Sub-Comnittee. We must
realize thet vike ~reoperations for the functioning of an agreement will Le time-consuming.,
In »Hessing, letv me say that I haeve alweys wondered how much time te sebting up of
120 stations would heve talien and what would have hamened to the test ban in the
meanvime, Jita such e moroe »ractical Drocedure, the three nuclear rowers negotiating
in the Sub-Commititee could appeal for gd hoc co-operatvion as the situation>deﬁands,
vecause the nrometion of scientific cecllaboration bhebween geonhysics institutes in
the world concerns us all morc or less, and we are all ready te hel:.

In conclusion, may I scy that we continue <o hope that the next revort of the
Sub-Comnmittee —- and it ought to come in good time before the next General Assembly

session -~ will be less disappeinting than the present one.

Lir. i 400V2SCU (Romenia): The Romanian delegotion, having followed with grest

attention the oroceedings of the nuclear Sub-Commitiec and having stulied with
inverest the verbotim vecords of its meetings, now wishes to express I1ts noint of view.

o have to sey that the conclusions we¢ haove reached orc most

I am sorry
unsoatisfactory. Ve all know that nuclecr weanon tests must be bonnecd once and for
all because they worsen the international nclitical climeate, endanger the health of
sresent and future fenerations and are o most potent factor of the arms racc. The

neosles of the world ask that an end be put to this dongerous arms reoco. MNevertheless,
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the United States Goverﬂméﬁt, in the middle of the debates of the JTighteen Nation
Commititce on Disarmament and the negotiations on the conclusion of = test ban treaty,
considered it necessary to conduct a new series of nuclear weapon tests in the
setmosnohere, such tests being of still greater scope by reason both oif their number and
of their power of detonation. Even more, while negotiations are beiny conducted
here in Geneva, on the instructions of the United Nations, with a vicw to using outer
shece exclusively for peaceful purposes, the United States Government has decided to
conduct nuclear wespon tests in outer space as well. The peoples will never forget
that the United States was the first to start a nuclear arms drive on our planet, or
thot the United States is also the country which is at oresent extending this arms
race to outer snzce.

Yo know whot the stands of the three nuclear Powers werc before 16 April with
reccrd to the ending of tests. These stands -roved to be completely divergent and
no esgreement whatever could be reached on this bhasis. Therefore o new basis was
necessary and this was submitted to us on 16 ipril in the form of & memorandum
sponsored by the eight non-gligned States reoresented in our Commitice.

The renresentative of India said at the meeting of 5 June;

", .. the joint memorandum of the eight non-aligned States at this-

Jonference is a firm and sufficient besis for an accord ..."

(ENDC/PV.49, pare 28-30)

What happened after the memorandum was submitted to us? The Soviet Government,

onincted by the sincere desire that an agreement be reached banning nuclear weapon
tests once and for all, unequivocally declared on 19 Lpril that it accepted the proposals
included in the eight-nation memorandum aos "basis for negotiations”. During the
debates which followed, the Soviet delegation adhered to that new stond of the Soviet
Government.

The Boviet delegation accepted the proposal expressed in the memorandum with
regord to the crection of o System of observetion based on the nationnl systems of
obscrvation posts and institutions, It stated its apgreement to the nroposal that

en international commission be set up, comnosed of a limited number of highly

e

olified scientists and of the corresponding personnel, The Soviet delegation

greed with the prodesal of the eight States that inspection should be carried out

jv]

Dy on internationel commission of scientists at the invitation of the State on whose

territory the susmicious phenomenon takes place.
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M n

These arc Tacts which cannot be denied; the verbatim records of the three—-Power
Sub~committee zre there to testify to them,
ilow, what hos been and continues to be the stand of the Western Powers? To this

dey, the Governments of those countries have not given an official ond categorical
answer to the memorandum. The United Stotes and United Xingdom delegations, being
unchble odenly <o reject this document, declared after meny hesitotions thet they were
ling to acceut it as a basis of nepotiations; but in fact they did not give up
their old, unrcalistic stand which can lead 4o no arreement,

The eight-nation memorendum »ronoses control by national means. The United
ev

S es ond the United Yingdom insist on giving the cbscervation system an international

chorecter, with a vorking status established by the international commission, with an

4

aaratus ond o network of observation posts located on the territory of the State
under discussion —— Dests which would be under the control of the international
commission.,

The memorandum recommends the setting uz of an inbternational commission made up
of o limited number of scientists. The United States and the United I[ingdom aim at
creoting a body having vast functions, including numerous personnel znc headed by a
sincle dircetor. I do mot think it is difficult for us to undersiond the aim of the
vwo Governments when no agreement has been reached as to the fundamenial problem of
gonerel and comi-lete disarmament.

“he memorandum envisages that on—site insnection can be carried out only at the
invitation of the State on whose territory sus»icious phenomena talke Blace. The
United States end United Kingdom delepations are adhering to their old stand, insisting
uoon the compulsory character cf inspection. From this point of wview, this statement
of the representative of the United States, Mr. Dean, is as clear as clear can be:

e just cennot agree, from examining it, that the joint memorondum

excludes oblijatory on-site inspections in certain circumstances ..."

(EDC/52.1/27. 16, mare 9)

VYocdey the revrescentative of the United States fully confirmed this view, leaving no
doubs as to the recl stand of the Un ited 3tetes Govermment. Is this net in foct a
rejection of the joint memorandum and of the idees on which it is Desed?

in objective onelysis of the negotiations within the Sub-Committee for a nuclear
.

cst ban makes us realize with regrot that an imnasse has been reached. This impasse

is exclusively due to the rigid stend of the Jestern Powers, which reject the realistic
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sronosals, thorourhly studicd and nondered over with o sense of responsibility, by
the eirht non-2ligncd Siates. This oroves that the United States and the United
Tingdom are not willing to put an end to nuclear weasnon tests, just os they are not
willing to eliminete the deadly nuclear wespons which threaten humen civilisation.,
World -ublic oninion is following these negotiations with the utmost interest,
mrotesting ever more strongly azgeinst the attitude adonted by the Western delegations,

-

which bear the entire responsibility for the immasse recched in these negotiations.

Vv, CLVALIRTTI (itely) (trenslation from French): The Italian delegation

azein expresses its regret that the work of the Sub~Jommittee on the discontinuance

of nuclear tests should have mroved commletely sterile, despite tiic o37eals, encourapge=-
ment anG suggestions the Sub=Committce hos received from the Conference on severeal
occasions.,

in this connexion, I should Iike o refer to the stotement made Dy Mr. Padilla

Hervo, the liexicen representetive, a’ the meeting on 9 Moy, In my oninion that
Sotement wes of fundamental imnortance for two reessons. First, because with his
charceveristic tact ond diplemetic skill iir. Padilla Mervo practicelly proposed an
agende for the Sub-Commiti I have the impression that owing to the negative

gtbitud f the Soviet deleratiocn, the useful agenda thus oromosed could not be taken
ttitude of the ersa o oT0T
.

e

1> by the Sub—-Committee. howe thet on resuming its deliberations, the Sub-Committee

will ot least examine the concretve nrorosals concerning the order of work made by

i, Fadille Nervo, which, after the eight-naticon memorandum, are in my opinion, the
mose usetful contribution of the Conference towerds advancing the work of the Sub-
Committce and the Hractical application of the Joint lLlemorendum

Secondly, lx, Fadilla lNervo, again ir his statement of 9 kiay, mode another prop
waichn, in my oninion, is not only constructive, but constitutes the only practical
wey out of the deadlock we Lave reached. Tho Swedish representative has just referred
to it, so I do not think I need aquote it in detail; Dui, as lir. Fadilla Nervo said:
"The nlans of bouh Darties for carrying out explosions must have on eiid, dnd this end
should be fixed now in s Ireaty ..." (IWDC/PT7.74. -eoo 165,

Ly delegation, too, cndecvoured to contribute to the Sub=-Committec's work Ly
Pronosing, on 25 ipril, thav o grous of experts from tlhe nuclear Powers and from the
LT

eicht netions which submitted the memorandum, should be appointed to meke a technical

study of that document. lr. Zorin first said he would like to hear +he views of
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the eight delegations on the proposal before giving his own opinion on it. But later,

q

he rother hostily rejected it. Inceed, he said:

"The Soviet delepation considers that, so far from being conducive to the
success o our negotviations, the adoption of such a proposal Z;he Italian proposal/
would, on *the coatrary, mean that they would become bogged down in endless
technical and detsiled discussions which would undoubtedly leod to their

breakdown." (ZIDC/PV,32, sare 32).

This position seems to me e be somewhet at varicnce with the steatements kir. Zorir
mgle this morning, according to which he attaches great importance to the eight-nation
memor cndum, If thet is the opinion of the Soviet delegation, why coes it refuse a
more thorougn stuly of the document?

1i7 proposal was clear. Its object was to recosnize the imporitance of the

memorcndum as thot document deserves —-— the importance we ascribed to it from the
very Deginning, Why, then, does the Soviet delegation reject my orodosal if it also

affirms that the memorandum is so important?  And why did the Soviet delegation alsc
rejecv the Dropnosal made some time ago Dy the United Kingdom delegation, that the
eiznt Gelegations wihich submitted the Joint wemorandum should take 2ert in the Sub-
Committee's worz? What was the reascn for rejecting thet collaborsbiion, which
could have been voluchble if the Soviet delegation attaches such imnortence to the
memor andum?

mowever, whet I.r., Zorin said yesterday about technicel studies in general may
—orhans gilve us reason to hope that the Soviet delegation will not always be entirely
owoosed to this xind of technical study in principle. He said yesterday:
... if you feel that in order to settle the matber Z;.e. of nuclecar wéaponé7,
we need an exchange of views on certain aspects, including technical ones, by

211 means let us have one here." (ENDC/PV.51, —ape 58).

i the Soviel delegation is unable to agree —— for reasons I confess I do not
understand —— to the gonointment of a small technical committee of cleven countries —-
wne varee nuclear Zowers end the eight countries which submitted the joint
menorandum —- ve could also consider having the studies in question carried out by the
scventeen delesstions present here, with the assistance of the technical experts and
scicniists of the seventeen countries.

Testerday, iir. Zorin told us that, ~enerally snecking, o technical study wos not

/

accenveble to his delegation so long as no nolitical deecision had been taken. I thinl
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this is a very debatable point of view, for often enocugh a2 political decision can
only be taken on the basis of the results of technical studies. But in any cese,
vhere the eight-nation memorandun is concerned, we already have a political decisicn.
The memorancum hes been accepted by the Conference as one of the bases of a
nossible agreement. Hence the studies in question would not be made in _wecuc, but
on a document which everyone has recognized as a fundamental and construcfive
contribution to an agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear tests.

?he difficulties arise from the fact that this document needs tc be amplified
and developed technicolly, and that the Soviet delegation insists on interpreting
it dogmatically in its own way, as reproducing the Soviet view 10C per cent. Let
us tvherefore leave it to the scientists. Let them tell us quite objectively
what is feasible and what is not. And if the Soviet delegation is, as it seems,
opposed to & small committee, then let us carry out the studies in the Eighteen-
Hation Committee itself, giving the floor to the scientists of the seventeen
countries sitting besicde us.

Ve can no longer deley taking steps to break the deadlock. It is absclutely
essential to reach agreement quickly on the Ciscontinuance of tests. This terrible
spirol of tests must be stopped. In opposing the technical amplification of the
nemorandum, the Soviet delegation is assuming a grave responsibility. All avenues
should be explored, particularly those provided by technical studies. It is not
enough to tell us g 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
technicel studies. It would be an opposition on prineiple, which could have no
Justification in the eyes of the delepations present here or, I will even say, in
the eyes of the peoples of the world.

The only point which gives us some comfort today is the statement made by the
United States cdelegation and also, I think, by the Soviet delegation, that they are
willing once again to continue the current negotiations with goodwill. I have no
doubt that the United Iingdon delegation, which is to speak later, will share the
view that it is necessary to pursue these negotistions and endeavours actively.

I hope -that on the resumption of our work the comments I have ventured to make

today will be talen into consideration.
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Mr. TARLBAIIOV (Bulraria) (trenslation from French): The Conference

of the eighteen nations has apain seen fit, before suspending its work, to discuss
the question of discontinuing nuclear tests. The atmesphere in which the discussion

R AP P

is teking place is hardly encouraging, however. ot only has the previous

international tension continued, but it hes inereased in verious parts of the world;
not only are the nuclecr tests nlanned by the United States being carried out in
the 2acific area, but tests in ocuter s»ace are being undertaken or contemplated.
The incalculable and, above all, the ﬁnforeseeable consequences of these nuclear
tésts in space have been neointed ocut by the Soviet Govermment in its statement
of 3 June, by many scientists of international reputation, and by the governments
of other countries interested in co-oneration for <the peaceful use of space.

What is also chdracteristic is thet this new series of nuclear tests in
outer space is being conducted by the United States a2t o time when that country
is trying, by every form of propogencda at its disposal, to rncke the whole world
believe thet it is in favour of using outer snace for peaceful purposes.

The fact of undertaking nuclear tests in space which will have really harmful
consequences for the future of humen activities there, places in their true
ligat the United Stetes proposals whose obiect == they claim ~- is to reserve outer
snece for peaceful purposes only. We must accordingly note with the greatest regret
that we are resﬁming the discussion on the discentinuance of nuclear tests in our
Committee in an unfortuncte atmosvphere, owing to the actions of the Testern Powers.

In order to define the Hresent nositions of the parties to the discussion
on the discontinuance of nuclear tests more clearly, it is, of course, helpful to
recall the »ositions they took when the memorandum of the eight non-aligned nations
wes first submitted. In sassing I should like to mention -—- and the Soviet
renresentative has already nointed this out -- that in his long statement today
lxr. Deon devoted only a few minutes tc the eight-nation memcrandur:. He referred
to 1it, if I ﬁay say sc by'way 5f explanavion == after a long series of
recriminations about way the United States is not »Hrepared to conclude an agreement
on bhe discontinuance of nuclear tests. Ls will be remembered, the eirht-nation
nenorandun was subnitted in order to serve as a basis for compromise between the
nositions previously talten by the Soviet Union on the cne hand and by the United

Stotes and the United Fingdem on the cther hand. Only three cdays after the

N

ight-nation memorandur hol been submit“ed to our Cormittee, the Soviet Government
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solermnly declared that it accented that memorandum as a useful basis for reaching
arreenent on the discontinuance of nuclear tests. That nosition of the Soviet
Government has been maintained throuéﬁ&ﬁé‘ﬁhe éiécussion and it is quite clear
from the verbatin records of the Sub-Committee that the Soviet Union was willing,
from the outset, to conclude an agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear tests
on the basis of the memorandur subriitted by the eight non-aligned nations.

What has been the atiitude cf the Vestern countries when faced with this firn
accentance of the eight-nation nemorandun by the Soviet Union as a basis for
negotiations to reach agrecment on the discontinuanceiof nuclear tests?

Speaking on the United Kingdom positicn at the meeting of 20 Lpril, Mr. Godber,
the representetive of thot country, renorted to us the statement made by his
Prime Minister in the House of Commons. When the Prime Minister was asked to
clarify the exact content of the non-eligned countries' proposal, he replied in
the following terms:

"Ls I understand it, the propesals woulld not meke verification
compulscry; it would be only permissive., But if it is to be only
nermissive we are reclly back where we stood before. The question
is: 1is it to be ccmmulsory or permissive? If the point were
granted by the Russians —-- and we have made this point over and
over agrain -~ the whole situetion woull be chanped. It is that
point which once more we have thought it our Juty to put forward.

Failing to dc that, I do not thinlk that a fruitful negctiation

can now be embarked on." (ENDC/PV.25, -oce 2).

That was the position of the Wester: countries ot the opening zf our
discussion on disarmement, a nositicn thot was negetive in substance and in form,
and we think it was put very clearly and explicitly by the Prime liinister of the
United EKingdom. We do nod think that there is any disarreement between the Western
countries cn this particuler point —- I om thinking now of the United Kingdom and
the United States. But if anyone has doubts on the matter, we have before us the
words of Mr. Dean himself who, in reply to a question put to him by the Soviet

representative, said on 20 Lopril:

"We are still not very clear about this -- perhaps it is due to
the simultancous interpretation ~- becaouse after he hed said that it wes

not to be the exclusive basis for nerotiation, he still posel the question

whether we accepted it as the basis for negotiaticns.” (EHDC/?V.25, nage 21).
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The reply is negative. Without any doubt, the position of the Vestern
countries with reperd to the memorandum of the eight non-aligned nations hes been
negative from the beginning - even from the moment that document was submitted
to the Conference.

Has the attitude of the Western Powers now changed? Since the long discussion
vhich took place in the Cormittee, and since the Soviet Union's acceptance of the
eight-nation memorandun as the basis for an agreement on the discontinuance of
nuclear tests —— and its acceptance by world opinion -- the Western Powers have
changed their tactics with regard to the memorandum, but not their attitude or
their position.

In fact, for some time now the Western Powers have been saying that they accept
the memorandum as one of the boses for discussion of the discontinuance of nuclear
tests, but not as the sole basis. These stotements have sinee been accompanied by
efforts on the part of the Western delegations tec introduce, and to gain acceptance
for, their previous ideas as a basis for negotiation on the discontinuance of
nucledr tests. They have even gone further., In their latest statements they have
atterrted to show that in fact the eight-nation memorandum represented only the
alcption of their former position and ideas on the compulsory nature of on-site
inspection, the international character of the control system and on the other
points on which they have been insisting since the beginning of the negotiations
o the discontinuance of nuclear tests, that is to say that the eight-nation
memorandum'is nerely the true reflection of their nrevicus position.

This situation wes explained in deteil today by the Soviet representative
wvhen he described how the Western Powers wish to fill in the paps in the eight-
nevion memorandun.

Ve do not intend to revert to all the rezlly tortuous statements made in this
Cormittee by the representatives of the Western Powers on the question of the
discontinuance of nuclear tests., What we wish to demonstrate cnce again is that
the attitude of the Western Powers towards the memorandun of the eight non-aligned
counntries is still negative.

I should like to illusirate the positicn of the Western countries once more,
by referring to what Iir. lMacmillan, the British Prime Minister, said in the
douse of Cormons on 5 June -— and here I quote the French paper Le lionde

reproducing an ALFY report, which is the only text that I have:
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"The Western Powers will only consent to sign an asgreement on ithe discontinuance
of nuclear tests if it includes a clause on the verification of suspicious events
on the s»ot, or at least provides for a method of detecting underground
explosions, "*
So that is the position of the Western countries with regard to the memorandum
of the eight non-aligned countries, and it is a nepative.
This is corroborated, moreover, by the position taken by the United States
representative in the discussion on the disccntinuance of nuclear tests. For on
6 June 1962, referring to the impossibility of the idea that a country in which a
suspicious event had taken place would issue an invitation to carry out on-site
insnection, iir. Stelle said:

"... but it is certain that such invitations would Le useless as a control
measure, hecause no country would ever call in foreign inspectors if it were
trying to hide a clandestine nuclear test undertaken in violation of a treaty.

In other words, if the joint memorandum were reélly relying solely on invitational
inspections, it would amount to a compromise of, let us say, 95 Der cent in

favour of the 0ld position of the Soviet Union." (ENDC/SC.1/PV.2C, pages 14-15)

Jithout dwelling any longer on the position of the Vestern Powers, we must
therefore conclude that, with regard to the memorandum of the eigh?t non-aligned
nziions, it is now just as negative s it was when that document was first submitted
and discussed, lioreover, it is with the greatest resret that we reach this
conclusion, for we consider that, as we have come to realize in the vpast, there is
no ossibility of arriving at an understanding or an agreement on the discontinuance
of nuclear tests on the basis of the old positions cf the Jestern Powers. Now world
oninion and thc whole of mankind is impatiently awaiting the conclusion of an agree-
ment on the basis of the eight-nation memorandum. This hope has been expressed not
only by statesmen of various countries which are particularly interested in the
sugnension of nuclear tests, not only by representatives of organizabtions and different
trends of opinion in the world, but also on many occasions in this very room by
several representatives, amony others the renresentative of India who said on 5 June:

"I say agein in all fronkness that the joint memorandum of the eight
non—aligned States ot this Conference is o firm anc sufficient basis for an

1 . ks \
accord, and we hope it can be reached.” (ENDC/PV,.49, page 15)

The Bulgarien delegation also considers that the eight-nation memorandum is a

firm and sufficient basis, and we sail so in our first statement on this memorendum.

e — o
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If we wich 1o reach agro.wend on vhe discenibinuance of nuclear tests, this memorandum
will hewe to be accentel os the basiz, %lie sole basis, for discussion and agreement on
Zhe goluticn of Uhis uwrgert »robion. Tto Soviet Unlon 2as accephed Uhis memorancum as
the bogis for diccussicr and azreerent o the discontinuance of nuclear tests. It is

Pewrs to H211 us whether they are willirg to negzotiate and reacn

o vhe tacis of the elfglht-nation memcrandum.

ould now Xilze bo dwell Yor a fer minutes on ancbther questicn which has been
raised several times by the Western Powers, and once again bhis morning by the
represenvative ol Ivaly. I refer vo the attempts made veo draw certain non-alignel
countrics -- or all the non-z2ligr.d cocuniries ~— into a technical discussion oa the
mencrondum.  Ur. Godoer, in the innumerable statements he has made on that documenv,
his Conference ard irn the three-rower Sub-Commititee on the discontinuance of
esto, reveried to this zoint several times. It has also been raised by vae
ited States represenvabive,

\

Speakirg in the Sub-Commitice, Ur. Godber referred in particular vo a passage in

the statement made by the representetive of =thiopia atv our twenty-fourvh meeting.

Hig words wore es Jollows:

"In referring to tils olfer by the neutrals I had in mind a statement by
the represeriaitive of Hub 19 Anril when, speaking on benalf of all tae
spcnsors of the cight-Power memorandwm, he said" (ZNDC/SC. 1/2V.19, onge 14) -

ard since I bhave the Jrench text ol tle part of the stabement by the renresentavive of

Esillopin wiich Lir. Zoller than srent on to cucte, I shall now read iv, since it is o

be found in the recowrd of

bliz Ywenvy-fourth maelin, -~
11t may De oneb iv would aow be Uhe wich of the nuclear Powers to ask us
©vo co-omerave Wit them I som2 or all aspects of now negotiations. We shall
wiliingly ond fladly be of any scrvie! thst we can in this rezard. We sheulc

also be ccllaboration cvailable vo the best of our

coility " (ENDS/2V.24, page 5

That is the end of the quotaticn mede by lir. Godber.

On the bhagis of this cusiailon lir, Godber urged that the eight non-nuclear
counitries be invited to particivate iIn bthe Sub--Committee's work. The question then
arises: %o ticinate im wkat?  llow negotiations? But are any negoviations really

volilag plece In vhe Supn-Coumitiece of the ruclear Powers?
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In reality, there are no negotiations, for there is no basis for negotiations.

The Testern Powers do not accept the very basis for negotiations, which is the
eight-ngtion memorandum.

It will be remembered that there have been many discussions on disarmament, but
that before we had the basis provided by the Joint Statement of agrecd Principles for
Disarmement Negotiations drawn up by the Soviet Union and the United States and adopted
by viae United MNations in a resolution, it was hardly possible to conduct a discussion ~-
end it remains to be seen whether we can make any progress in the situation we have
now reached. HMevertheless, we have still accomplished something.

To revert to lir. Godber's quotation I must say that here again he committed
2 sin for which the Soviet representative has reproached him on several occasions,
that is to say, he made his guotation rather too short -— he did not carry it far
enough. For if he hod quoted the Ethiopian representative further, he would have
secn what the opinion of the non—aligned nations is, because after the words he
quoved, lir. Sahlou added:

"At this juncture, bLefore we have any clear indication from the three
countries concerned regarding their willingness to start anew on the bLasis

of the joint memorandum, we believe that the memorandum has to De interpreted

not by us but by you, the three nuclear Prwers. This, we fecl, is the most

useful approach for a2ll parties concerned." (=NDC/PV.24, pace 6)

That is how the non-aligned countries expressed their point of view here.

llow the dJestern Powers are seeking to involve them in sterile nepotiations.

Thy? In order to meke them belicve that their memoreandum cannot be used as a basis
for nerotiations, to lead them on, Ly experts! discussions and meectings of people
who might go on telking for ever, to smother the disarmament nroblem, so to speak,
and above all to smother the problem of the discontinuance of tests in endless
discussions.

Such a procedure, with such discussions could, of course, Le very useful to the
Testern Powers —— to those who do not want any agreement on the discontinuance of
nuclear tests. But such a technical discussion with the non=aligned countries whose
pronosals they reject (for the Western Powers have not yet ot a basis for discussion;
they have several Dases for discussion; hey would like to chanpe the basis for
discussion) would be of no use. That is why I think no useful purnose can be served
by meking such proposels until the Wdestern Powers have accepted the memorandum as

the basis for discussion and negotistion for the conclusion of an agreement,



ENDC/PV.52
41

(M . Tarabanov, Bulgaria)

Consequently, itr, Chairman, I think the only useful reply the Jestern Powers
cen meke now, in order to facilitate our work, is to accept the eighi-nation
memorandum as tine basis for discussion, When they do, but only when they do, the
oarticination of the non-aligned nations in drawing up the agreement will certainly

be very helpful.

The CFATRAN (Burma): I still have four speakers on my list —— the

renresentatives of the United Kingdom, Polend, India and Czechoslovgizinj there may
be other representatives who wish to speak. I myself had honed to wmake a brief
statement, as rejresentative of Burma, at the end of the discussion., In view of
the time, I think that the Committee should decide now whether we should continue
this discussion now, to defer it to the next meeting or, perhans, 4o o later hour
tolay. I am not suggesting anything, I am just putting forward possitilities.
But in considering this I think we are hound to take into account our overall position.

This brings me to certain recommendations which have been made by our co-Chairmen,
The first is that, lionday being a holidey, the next meeting of the Conference should
be held on Tuesdey, 12 June 1962, The second is that, as suggested Ly certain
delegetions, there should be no meeting of the Conference on Frilay, 15 June, since
the Conference has already decided to go into recess from that date. That leaves
only Tuesclay, Wednesday and Thursday of next week available for meetings, and our
co-Chzirmen have rccommended that the meetings on those days should De devoted to

=leneary discussions on general and complete disarmament. That is the position.

Mr, GOD3ZR (United Kingdom): Ais I wes the next speaker on the list, perhaps,
wr, cheirman, it would be opportune if I reacted first to the position you have
expounded to us. Quite clearly, from what you have said, our time before the recess
is going to be very limited. lioreover, I would suggest, it would be unfortunate
if this particuler discussion were left over for so long a period as from now until
next Tuesday. For examnle, the speech I intend to meke is in some scnse complementary
o Vhnt which our United States colleague made this morning. For certain reasons,
cersain aspects were left out of his specech and it would be wrong if the complete
sicture were not given.

Therefore, I would hope that we might be able to reconvene this afternocon, if
that were not too inconvenient, and try to conclude this discussion today. That
would leave next week free for the very imnortant discussions on general and complete

disarmament to which we ought to be directing our minds,
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The CHAINLAN (Burma): I am informed by the secretariat that there will be

no greot difficulty in arvanging e meeting for this afternoon.

Before we adjourr 1 would like to go back to the recomsendations made by our
co~Chairman which I have already read out. Are there eny objections to those
recommendations?

Lir, L1y (Indie): Je had thought that before we recessed it might be a
goad nlan to heve one informal meeting at which we coulz exchange franiz views on where
we svwood, and perhaps say o few words on what we felt mizht be done when we reassembled
after the recess. I had first thoupht that it would be best to have such a meeting
on Friday of next week., 1 do not know why il has been decided not to have a meeting
on ﬁhat day. I had thought the proposal was that we should recess for four weeks,
beginning on the weckend cfter 1% June.

If it is still »ossible %o have wn :nformal meeting on Friday, I think it would
be ‘the Eest plan. Je zould have a brief stockiaking, and if we did that at an
informal meeting I would suggest that all reoresentatives should bHe sssured of an
opportunify to swealz, I would suggest that the Chairmen for that dey might allow’

& restricted amount of time to each represantative, and perhaps the co-Chairmen
would agree to spéak after fhe ovher fifteen remrescentatives when they would have
had vhe advantzge of having listened to the views of their colleacues. I make these
sugrestions. if it is not possible to have the informal meeting on Friday, I hope
it will be possible to have i£ on another day. But I cdo think that it would be
consistent with our general idea regarding this recess to have such a meecting on

" Friday noxt.

wr, BURAS (janada): I support the suggesvions which have been made by the
representafive of India, I fhink it would be very usceful for us 211 if we could
heve an informal meeting before the end of the present nart of this session of the
Disarmaﬁent Conference. Perhans we could now decide whether there will De a meeting
o

nexs Friday. Ho meeting is to Le held on Friday, perhans we could agree that the

informal meeting suggested by the representative of India should be held on Wednesdey.

Br. ZORIll (Union of Joviet Socialist Republics) (transleticn from Russian):

The rojposal just made Ly the renresentative of Indis scems to me to leserve attention.

] .‘, - . - . 4 a . R -
L othiniz it will bLe useful 4o have an infcrmal exchange of views at the conclusion of
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our work. The only question is when to hold it. TFridey will be difficult because

a nuanuer of delegations, knowing that 15 Junc was not poing to be & working day, have
alrcady vrepared fto leave, and have made a number of administrative arrangements
which would make it difficult to meet. on Friday. It might e possible, however,

4o hold the unofficial discussion on Thursday afternoon after the mceting, when the

ormal work will be over, or on Vednesday, as the representative of Ccnada suggested,

4y

=

ither proposal would suit us. e can meet cither on Thursday or ou Vednesday,

whichever is the mcore convenient for the members of the Committee.

Ur. STILIE (Unitec States of America): de were quite predared to schedule
o meebting for next Friday, but the two co-~Chairmen believed that that was not the
peneral consensus of the Conference, As Mr. Zorin, has just said, geveral cf the
delepgations have probably made travel plans.,

We are preparcd to accept the recommendation of the representative of India
that there be an informal meeting before the recess. Time is short: we have only
three days left for meetings. The United States delegation had honeld to be able to
melze statements in plenary meetings on each of those three days to comnlete our
first-reading stotements, as it were, on stage I1 and stage III of the two documents
that are before the Committee.

-

If there is to De an informal mecting, and if there is not to be a meceting
next Friday, we woulld prefer that we hawe plencry mectings on Tuesday, Jednesday and
Thursdey and that we have an informal meeting either Jednesday afternoon or Thursday

afternoon.

Lir. LALL (India): In the circumstances stated, we would be nerfectly
haony if the informal meeting were held on Thursday afternoon.
The CH:131:4N (Burma): Are there any other comments? 17 there are none,
I shall toke it that the informal meeting will ULe held on Thursday ofternocon, 14 June,

it was so deciced.

The meeting rose at 1.20 <5.m.




