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The CHLTRMAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from
Russian): I declare open the twenty—first meeting of the Sub-~Committee.on a
Treaty for the Discontinuance of MNuclear Weapon Tests. Does any representative

wish to speak?

‘ Mr, DEAX (United States of America)ﬁ Today marks the Tirst meebing of
the resumed séssion‘of‘this Sub~00mmittee after our cne month's recess.

'Béfore noving on to what I shouldllike to say today, I regret that I shall
once again have to reply to the remarks the representative of the Soviet Union
made on 16 July about whether the United States accepts the eight-nation
memorandum (ENDC/28) as one of the bases for negotiation. A review of the
record of our Sub-Committee will show, I think, that I have had to do this at
practically every one of our meetings. I should have hoped that by this time
it had become crystal clear to my Soviet colleague, as I believe it has to all
other delegations, that the United Stabtes has accepted without question the
elght-nation memorandun as oné of the bases for our negotiations, and that
wzthout question we welcome tne nemnorandum,

ﬁt that plenary meeting on 16 July Mr. Zorin said:

"It is indeed regrettable that in the statement made by the representative

of therUhited States this morning‘we heard nothing to the effect that the

Uﬁited States is ready to accept the propcosal put forward by the neutral

States ns a real basis for agreement.”"” (ENDC/PV.57, p.27)

That, of course, is not the United Stdtes position. Ever since the memorandum
was presented to us on 16 April I have, in the msetings of this Sub-Comnmititee
and,vihéeed;‘in the plenary Conference too, repeatedly reiterated my Govermment's
acceptance of the eighﬁ~nation memorandum &8 one of the bases for our discussions.
For example, on 19 April, in the course of my statement at the ninth meeting of
the Sub-Committee, I said:
"his I indicated this morning in the plenary Conference, the United

States is most greteful to the eight sponsoring delegations for their

conscientious and sincere efforts to faciliteto agreement among the

nuclear Powers. At the same time, we accept the joint memorandum for

consideration and study as a document which, as its co-drafters have told

us, is intended to put forward certain concepts which may be helpful in

overcoming the dendlock between the two nuclear sides." (ENDC/SC.1/PV,9, p.l16
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We have qcneptad uhe memorandum 1n the s;mrit in which : t was presented
as the dlstlngul shed repres entaulve of hiopla made cloar on 19 &@rll - asg a
"sugges 1on“ ‘which must be fLrther 1nterpreted by agreement among ourselves in
this Sub~Committee (ENDC/FV.24, p.5),.

In.thig connexion I am sure it i3 clear to all that in Tact thenpnly
documient which has been discussed in _extenso in this SubeCommlbteé'Siﬁée,léAAPri;
hed been the eight-nation memorandum. It is, I believe, a fair analysis;of
the recent procesdings of the 3ub-Committee to state that we have almnst;entirely
occupied ourgelves with the consideration of the memorandun alone, and that  ﬂ
therefore theore should be no question about whether it has been accepted as,onevv
of the bases for cur discussions. o | e

There is one wmore portion of Mr, Zorin's statement on Monday 1astuip_tha
plenary msebing which requires a reply. He said then:

A few days ago the United States carriesd out an exper:mental miclear

e¥nlosion in the meozaton rarge at an altitude of several hundred xllametrgg.

In doingz z0 it extended the nuclear arms race bo ouler space. This ’

threatens to have eztremely pernicious consequences and may have a direct

“gffect on the living conditions of men," (ENDC/PV.57, p.16

Bub my Sovicht colleague knows full well that his own Government carried out

such teets as part of its massive resumption of the nuclear amms race last

September. To maks-this clear I need.oniy. cite from President HKennedy's. .

statemant of 2 March 1962, in.which he said: N

' iMuch has also been said abous Soviet claims for an art1~mlssilek;

migsile, - Some cf the Sovie’ tests which measured the elfects Qf hlgh—‘r
“alvitvude nuclear explosions -~ in one cage over 100 miles high —Awera
related to this problen.!

The Department of State press release of 10 July 1962 also made clear that
the Unitéd Shates was.undertakxng its high-altitude tests only because the
Soviet Union itzelf liad pub high-altitude tosts back into the rums race.  The
Dspartment of State releace ceid in part of the Soviet test saries:

"High alsitude tests were alsc conducted. One of these was considerably

mors than 100 miles in altituds.  Thesc high-altitude tests conducted at

several different eltitudes were probably the most significent tests
. friom thie point of view of the United States' security." (FNDC/46)
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(Mr, Dean, United States)

Despite the denial of Tass, there just cennot be any question but that. the
Soviet Union did conduct tests more than 100 miles in altitude; so I say with
great respect, in the words of this release, these statements of lMr, Zorin do
indeed reflect "a hypocrisy which cannot be let pass without notice" (ibid.).

The Soviet Union has formally told us it accepts the eight-nation
memorandurn, But it seens guite clear that it accepts the memorandum only on
the basis of the interpretation it itself desires to give to it.

We ourselves have also given an interpretation of the memorandum at the
tenth meeting of the Sub-Committee on 24 April, at its sixteenth meeting on
22 May and at its eighteenth meeting on 29 May. The Soviet Union apparently
has been unable to refute that interpretation, and it therefore merely continues
to charge that the West does not accept the document as one of the bases on which
to negotiate,

To be perfectly clear about the interpretation of this document, I should
like very briefly to run through its salient provisions and discuss seriatim
what seem to be the major principles included in it by its authors. The eight
nations, I believe, set forth the basic purpose of the document when they stated:

"They believe that possibilities exist of establishing by agreement

a system. for continuous observation and effective control on a purely

scientific and non-political basis.” ({ENDC/28, page 1)

The words "by agreement’ used by the authors of the memorandum clearly establish
that control must be arranged by some agrcement between the parties to the
treaty. The treaty itself would, of course, be an international agreement by
definition., The eight-Power memorandum also stresses clearly the scientific
basis for effective control, a basis about which I shall have more to say later.
The memorandwn further celaborates on the nature of the control system,
The eight nations tcld us somecthing about the nature of the control system they
envisage, when they stated in paragraph 3 of their joint memorandum:

"Such a systen might be based and built upon already existing
national networks of observation posts and institutions, or if more
appropricte, on certain of the existing posts designated by agreement

" for the purpose together, if necessary, with new posts established by

agreement.” (ENDC/28, page 1)




.s.:.uDu/DG _L/T?" ’\
6

(Mr., Dean, United States)

Clearly here the authors of the eight-Powsr memorandum were talking about
geveral types »f arrangements for the designetion of obssrvation posts and their
intekration into. the systen of nebtworks. TFirst, there is the fact that the
system might be based upon existing national networks of cobservation posts and
institutions. - - |

The memorandum clezrly speaks of networks, and clso of the faet that the
system should be "based" and "built" upon already existingAstations.‘ This of
course iﬁplies some expansion. In addition, the éuthofs'of the mambrandﬁm
have guided us concerning the direction in which the’expansiOn ought to proceed.
For the second catogory of posts they speak of under "if more approprigfe" are
those existing posts which might be designated by “agreement” to be a portlan
of the systenm. This clearly means that ths system may include such addltlonal
posts, whether or not Adocated in the territory of any purtlcular party,vas mlght
be designeted by "agreement” between the parties, o |

The third category of posts about which the memorandum clearly speaks are
the new posts, which also may be established by "agreement", "if necessary”.

How are the posts to be designated? Well, the memorandum clearly states:
by agreement” between the parties. In my estination it cannot be questioned
that what is discussed here, on the basis of the words contained in the
memorandum above, is a system of posts some of which may be nationally manned,
" but which will be international in character since the system wiil be established
by "agreement” as supplemented by "new posts" "if necessary”. . Thlé : ,
interpretation is reinforced by the cht that the memorandun goes on to point
out in its paragraph 3: _ S ,

"Improvements could no doubt be achieved by furnishing pogtskwith more

advanced instrumentation', (ibid.) o -

- The ‘question arises, then, who is goiag to‘furnish the more advancedAiv

instrumentation, and by agreement with whom will the posts be establisﬁed?
It seems only reasomable to me to assume, since the 1nterﬁ¢tloncl commlssxon is
to be set up by & similer sgreement, that it is w;th the commission vhut the
parties will have to make ogreements on the esteblishment and 1mprovament of a i”
detection system, This is further made ¢lear in Vhe memorandum, since 1ts

authors state in paragraph 3 that the commission w1ll depend for its data on -
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(Mr. Dean, United States)

"a system for conbinuous cbservation and effective contrecl on a purely

scientific and non-political basis". (ibid.)

It is therefore clear from paragraph 4 of the memorandum that the commission
will be set up by agreement and that it cannot be done unilaterally by eny of
the parties to the treaty.

The cormission is further charged in paragraph 4 with the task of processing
all data -

"received from the agreced system of observaticn posts and of reporting

on any nuclear explosion cor suspicious event on the basis of thorough

and objective examination of all the available data®, {ibid.}

If the report is to be made on the basis of an objective examination of the
data received from the agreed system of posts, then the report must of course
be prepared by the commission. The eight-Power memorandum is again, I submit,
explicitly clear on this subject, There is nc foundation, for example, for
the interpretation that existing nationcl networks rather than the commission
should prepare the objective report.

The memorandum goes on to make clear in its paragraph 4 that:

A1l parties to the treaty should accept the obligation to
furnish the Commission with the facts necessary to establish the
nature of any suspicious and significant event." (ibid,.)
This portion of paragraph 4 which I have just read is, I submit, closely
connected with the phrase in parograph 5 which reads:
"The party concerned would, in accordance with its obligation
referred to in paragraph 4 above, give speedy and full co-operation

to facilitate the assessment."” (ibid.)

It is also clear, therefore, that the commission will make thc assessment .
on the.basis»of a thorough and objective exemination of all the available deta.
The parties to the treaty would accept the obligation to furnish the commission
with the data ~ that is, with the full fects with fespect to the occurrence,

It is clear from paragraph 4 that on-site inspecfion is considered to be a way
to get the facts, Therefore.tho obligation to accept on-site inspection by
representatives of the commission is in reality part and parcel of the obligation

to furnish the commission with the facts, This is further clarified in
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paragraph 5 of the memorandum, which states:, A .
fShould the Commissicn flnd that it was unable to reach a conclusicn
on the nature of a 31gn1f1cant event it would so inform the porty on.
whose territory that evenmt had occurred, and simultaneously inform it of
the points on which urgent clarification seemeq neéessary;" fibid,} |
.. The commission, therefore, must make a determinstion with respect td a
significant event -~ it must reach a conclusion about its naturs. If the
commisgion canmot arrive at a conclusion, it must seek from the party concerned
Turgent. clarification” on points regarding which it deems necessary to do so0.
It is not the party that debermines where urgent clarification is.required, but
rather the commission, Quite obviously the suthors of the memorandum believed
that the State on whose territory an event might have happened should not be
{‘required to judge its own act, nor should the other parties to the aéreament be
required tc accipt a Stote's Judgment of its ocwn acts. |
In further amplification in paragraph 5, the memorandum leo p01nts up the
requirement for on-site inspection when 1t gtates that:
"The perty and the Commission should consult as to what further measures
of clarification, including verification im loco, would facilitate the
assesement,” (ibid,) ; | :
By "in loco" I assume it means at the site of the location of the event.
Rememberlng here, of course, that, as set forth in parsgraph 4:

'ess Darties to the treaty should accept the obligation to furnish the
Commission with the facts necessary to establish the nature Qf any
suspicious and significant event" §1b1d.2,‘ . |

and the fact that a Statels cbllgatlon here is speclfic%lly extended in parsgraph 5
to co-operation in f90111tat1ng the ussessment to be made by the cnmmlss1on, it
\ is clear that there is an obligation with respegt to verification in loco.

NGQ, iﬂam not puttiﬁg into ﬁhe memorandum the word “obligafion”; I om reading
ﬁ@af wp?d from the text, All that Ikhave_saidHhere has boen taken precisely
from %hé mémordndum without any additions whatsoever 6n mj part., ' .

7 In respect of its obligation to furnish the fucts and to coéoparate to
,,facllitate the ussessment ~the party concerned would therefore have to work
closely’W1th the internatlonal commlssion and, if decmed necessary, to co~operate

by permitting an inspectlor on its terrltory at the gsite of the event.
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In paregraph 5 the commissicn is charged finally to inform the parties to
the treaty of the circumstances of the case and of the commission's nssessment
of the event, This asscsament should of erurse include, as the memorandum
states in paragraph 5, the results of "full examination of the facts." It is
clear theot this would of course include verification of the site of the event
on the party!s territory by the international commissicn if required 4o propare
& full assessment of the nature of the event,

In summary, I do not see how it c¢nuld be clsarer that therc is to be an
international commission and that the designation of existing posts and the
setting up of new posts by "agreement", as well as the furnishing cf advanced
instrumentetion to all posts, arc motters involving the commission and the
parties to the treaty. It is also clear that the commission and the appropriate
parties must agree on what is to be dene.

In addition, the commission is to determine the nature of cvents and to
prepore an assesement after full exominetion of the facts. It is thoe scientists
of the commission who will have to porticipete in full exomination of the facts,
which ineludes examinntion of the site of the event. Finolly, it is the party
to the treaty on whose territory the suspicious event hes occurred which has
assumed the "obligation" to furnish the commission with the necessary information
and to invite the commission to its territory to fulfil its cbligations under
paragraphs 4 and 5 of the memorandum,

I believe that this is o correct interpretation of the memorandum, ond I
do not see how this interpretation can be doubted. = I submit that this is a
correct and recsonable interpretation, and not the tortured, inaccurate or
incorrect one that the Soviet ropresentative has from time to time charged thet
it is. Certainly if any of the eight cuthors of the memorandum have rejected
the interpretntion which I have set out above and have made previously, I have
not been informed of it. I have discussed this interpretation of the memorandum
in these meetings scveral times in past months, as I noted earlier in my
statement todoay, and the verbatim records of the Sub-Committec mectings are
mede available by the Seerctariet to all members of the Conference, so that if
any of the members who drafted the eighi-Power memorandum disagreed with my

-interpretation they were certainly free to do so.
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I would like to turn now tc another subject which is closely linked with
our congideration in this Sub-Committee and which hasg important connotations
for our future work, as I made clear at the fifty-seventh meeting of the plenary
Conference on Monday 16 July (ENDC/FV.57, p.l2).
Since May 1960 the United States has undertaken a geries of intensive
investigations to improve the identification and detection of nuclear test
explosions, which has becn called Project Vela, The United Kingdom has
participated with us in this work. We had hoped that Soviet scientists too
would share in this effort, At one time we had reason to believe that Soviet
scientiste would participate in this work, This optimiam was derived from tho
Soviet Govermment's statement of 3 May 1960, which said that:
"The Soviet Goverment is prepared to proceed immediately to the-
preparation of a joint programme of research and experiments for
the purpose of improving the system of control over underground
nuclear explogions producing seismic oscillaotions of magnitude
4,75 conventional units or below," (GEN/DNT/PV.202, p.3)

The fact that eminent Soviet scientists alsc took part in the work of the seismic

regearch programme advisory group of the nuclear tegt ban Conference during
May 1960 showed, moreover, that certain conerete plans had actually been worked
out for a research programme to be conducted in the Soviet Union.

Unfortunately, at the two hundred and eighth meeting of the Test ban
Conference, on 2 June 1960, Mr. Tserapkin amnounced that there would be no
research programme at all carried out in the Soviet Union. He then informed
us that all the plans announced the previous month by Soviet scientists had been
unofficial and were now formally repudiated by the Soviet Govermient, He
claimed for Soviet scientists a right of veto on the research preparations under
way in the United States, to ensurs that only those United States experiments
of which the Soviet Union cpproved would be carried out; but he made it clear
that Soviet sicientists would contribute nothing beyond that to research in this
field (GHEN/DNT/PV.208, ppil2,27).

That was unfortunate, but the United States decided to proceed to improve

detectionfcépdbilities. As might be expected, primery emphasis in the Vela

programme has been leid on the investigation with respect to tests underground,
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although studies of test detection in other enviromments have also been carried
out, Studies of other enVirdﬁmehts have also been included; but, as I have
said, thé‘main efforts have been in the field of seismology and the development
of rélated seismié deﬁéction techniques. A recent announcement by“my Govermment
(ENDC/46) has provided information on preliminary cohélusions and observations

in this programme., I should like to‘reviéw for a ﬁomeﬁt some of thesc
conclusions. I hope my collesgues will note carefully - and I wish to

emphasize this - that all of the'daﬁa presented ére preliminary and are under
continuing review and analysis, and‘that thére my therefore be possible changes,

These findings definitely do not demonstrate the possibility of doing away.
with on-gite inspections to determine the precise nature of unidentified events.
The United States is eveluating and éeeking further substantiations of these
finﬁiﬁgé, and will in the near future make such modifications in its present
position as seem possible, A

Certain of the regearch projects in'the field of seigmology have been
concerned with the operation of seismic detection instruments at depths of
close to 3,000 meﬁres under the earth. This research in deep-~hole seismology
has progreésed hand in hand with research in the use of seismic array techniques,
Initial results indicate that instruments can be operated in abandoned caged
oilwells at depths approaching 3,000 metres, with results which indic¢ate that
sensitivity achieved has been fivé to ten fimes better than that obtained at
the surface, This is primarily due to decreases below the surface in the level
of seismic noisc or micro~seisms; which appear to block portions of seismic
signals at the surface‘but; wiﬁh redﬁétion in thé intensity of the seismic noise,
permit greater sonsitiﬁity in detection instruments.,

It is thercfore probable thét single installations in deep-holes may
achieve a capability only'redlized previously through a large horizontal array
of seimmic detectors épa¢ed’o§ér several miles, This would, of course, permit
the instéllatioﬁ of inétrumonts at sites where local noise levels and limited
space had previously combined to make seismic detection very poor. Further
research with surface arrays of secismic¢ instruments using special filtering
techniques has also shown some improvement in sensitivity over what it was

rreviously considered possidble to attain,
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The coupllng of these uwo technigues - deep-hole seismometers and
horlzontal arrays - would appear to prov1de an increase in signal detection
capability. However, as I have said, estimates of their effectivenéés aré
currently under wéy and have not,beén fully evaluated; VIn addition, certain
gxperiments with ocean~bottom_seiSmomegers heve shown that atvdepths as great
as 4 OOO‘feet and at distances of 300 miles from the Nevada test site these
instruments are capable, under cortaln conditlons, of <fietecm:n§> seisnmic s1gnals
from underground tests w1th a sen31§1vlty comparable to conventional land-based
ingtruments. o . | ‘ ;

Certain other research work in‘connexion withvthe Ggome explosioﬁ fof
peaceful purposes has shown that travel-time anomalies - that is, unexpected
differences in the time which it takes signals to travel through the earthf~ .
within the United States are sufficiently great to cause the location of :
susplcious events to fall some distance ocutside the 200 square kllametre ared,
formerly consmdereﬁ adequote. ; : , _

Balanecing this discovery, however, new data unﬁer collectlon und new . .
time-correction techniques under study‘muy a381st in allev1at1ng these
uncertaintles in areas where travel txme and other gaophy31cul dat& can oe
collected, . R o

- Gnome ~ tho shot for peaceful purposes - ulSO shewed that dlfferences 1n
the path over which selsmlc 51gnals are propagutad 1ntroduce pronounced changes
) in‘thelr strength when measured in varlous dlrectlons from the p051tion of the
event.,  In Gnome, for example, deviations of as much as ten tlmes below and ten
times above the expected 51gnu1 strength of body'waves - waves whlch pass through
the earth, rather than along its surface - were observed 1n varylng,dlrectlons
up to 1,200 miles, = This sort of anomaly, of course;. mgkes test detectlon
somewhqt'msrg,diffigu;t,r7;;agge veriations in signal strength have also been
.found to occur when the medium guryoun@igg:the shock point is changed, = Alluvium,
a sort‘Qf*packedeéartb,medium,“h;sfforVexnmple been found to "muffle’ - thet is,
to reduce - @istanyxseismiq;gigpais‘byvas much os ten times over that expected
from similar shocks,in voleanie tuff, . On the other hand hard rock such as
salt or granite increases.signal size by about & factor of two, so that such
gxplosions are easier Lo pick up. LXP@TIMEﬂtal duta at hand, together w1th
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further study ahd analysis, may make it possible to determine, within limits,
the effect of other,surrounding media on-the generation of scigmic signals.

. Improvement of depth of focus determinations may considerably cnhance
identification of earthquakes from nuclear explosions, since man-mode explosions
oeeur within‘a mile or so of the surface and carthquakes gencrally originate at
depths of several miles; Also, with respeet te identification - thet is, to
‘the procisc nature of scmc seismic events --, the usc of first-motion criteria

to identify some earthquakes has been frund reliable at stotions having signal-
to-noisc ratios of ten or better, For example, a shock of three kileﬁons
yiela - o kiloton is equivalent to 1,000 tons of TNT -- in hard rock has been
observed to have consistent compressicnal moticn out to a distence of some 450
milos;' but, in contrast, a much larger shot in alluvium, the pocked-earth
medium, gave consistent outward signals only to 250 milss. With improved
sensitivity of seismic instruments it mey be possible to extend this identification
eriterion with some degree of reliability to distances between 1,500 and 3,000
miles from buried nuclear eipiosions_in the low kiloton range.

Further, additionsl study éf eomperative signal magnitude of seismic waves
of various typesuproduceﬁ by nuélear‘cxplosions ané ecrthquakes indicated thot
therc ﬁay be substantislly foweﬁ enrthquakes thoet produce signels egquivalent
to an underground nuclear explosion of a stated yielé in the medium of volcanic
tuff, If this fact is confirmed it will mean, of course, that there will be
fower carthquakes which might bo misteken for poSSible underground explosions
of a given yield in volecanic tuff. ‘

The sclentific and seismological problems trcaﬁéd in this programmc hove
been central to our necgotiaticns.  They involve questions both of‘dctoction,b
thet is, merely of recording, and identification, that'is, grecifying the
origin of the c¢vent. — whether it is natural or man-made — by close-in and
distant instrumentction. Thoy also reflsct, of course, upcen tho extent to
which on-site inspeection nust be employed and the regions which nust be exaﬁined
around the gite of an event. V '

The eight-nation memorandum (ENDC,.8) recognizes the scicntific basis for
any control system which must be devised, Thase resenrcH results go to the

heart of the problem of designing an effective ccntrol system. As I suggested
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et the fifty-seventh plenary mecting on 16 July (ENDC/FV.57, pp.12,13), the
United States is conbinuing its evaluation of this research and will be-prépared
shortly to propose the timing of a discussion herevat\our Conference of those
research results, As I mode clear at that meeting, the discussion of the data
| together with their implication might be undertaken ot some leter dote in several
meetings of the Confercnce in whotever mﬂnhér might be deemed most cppropricte.

- It is our earnest hope that these discussions and the scientific aspects
of control will further clarify an understending of the fundamental issues,
which will hasten an agreement on theo actual terms of a nuclear test ban treaty,
which my Govermment sincerely desires, between ourselves and other interested
parties, It iz my Govermment's earnest wish that the Soviet Union will give
full consideration to this propcsal and that we mey shortly hear that it is
willing to procced with this proposed scientific discusaion in depth. : We also
hope that at the appropriate time the Soviet Union will bring forwsrd scisntific
data of its own which we may consider together with the‘United States and the
United Kingdom rescarch cnd, indeed, the data of any other interested party.
I regret that the evaluotion of our rescarch data is not before us here today;
but, as I have said, it will be available in & very short time and I sinceroly
hope it will enable us to clear awaj<a mumber of obstacles that have heretofore
been hampering our work, I hope these data will provide a real incentive to

our being able to work out a mutuanlly-acceptable nuclear test ban treaty.

Sir Michael WRIGHT (United Kingdom): I associste myself wifh what

Mr, Dean has said aboubt research into improved moethods of detection and

identification of seismic or nuclear events, The United Kingdom, like the.
United States, has been and is cngeged in continuing research‘in this Tield,

We have bsen exploring theotriss, pooling ideas and sharing experiments and
their results. L8 we‘go along we cven exsmine the suggestions of mmateur
scientists and armchair critics with as much hope, but usually, I regret to say,
with as few results, as they bring to the problem themselves. Ve focus on the
matter the best rosearch brains and the most highly scientific technicians we
have, We have shored in disappeintments over ideas which seemed promising

but which belied their promise., We have shared, too, the cxcitement of
opening up new methods, some of which look like standing up to the test of

painstaking exporiment.
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Our greatest disappointment has been the failure of the Soviet Union over
the past four yeors to co-oOporate with us in this fielé'bf scientific research.
Ag long ago, I think, as-1959 we cxtended a warm and“fricndly invitatidﬁ to it
to do s0. WO rénewed this invitation throughout 1959 1960 zond 1961 and agaln
this year 1n thls Confercnce, - We have., supgested it on over twenty oecasions,~
I thlnk ﬁnd ut every level, ineluding that of the Heads of Statos. We have
offered 301nt rosearch ‘we have asked thet if the Scviet Union hﬂs ﬂny helpful
faets or data of 1ts own to contribute it will do, as we are willing to do
ourselves. ‘

I thlnk our colleagues ‘know thet we have tbe hlghest respect for Sov1ct
scientists and for Soviet scientific knowledge end skill, A11 the world
knows of the scientific achievements of the Soviet Unién, of which the Soviet
Governméntfand pedple are rightly so proud: it was the Tirst country to put
a satellite in orbit around the'earth,Athe_firstAcountry td‘put mon into orbit.
Those are notablé’aéhiévements for which my country,has‘joiped with others in
expressing waf@ and génerous admiration, - By thg samé token, we have felt sure
from the begihniné that Soviet scientists would have a most valuable contribution
to make in the field of detecting and identifying nuclear testg; 1indeed, the
Soviet Govermment has itself repeatedly stated that it has important knowledge
in thig field. It is therefore a matter for keen’regret that the Soviet
Government has not allowed its scientists to co-orerate‘with ours in joint
resgearch or even to share their knowledge with us,

Once; as Mr. Dean recalled today, in 1960, Soviet scientists werc permitted
to comé to Geneva and to sit down for talks of the kind i have been describing
with United States and British scientists; but the Soviet Govermment cut off
the talks and disavowed what the Soviet scientists had said, I myself took
part in the discussions at that time; and the shock to the two Western
delegations, which were discussing in good faith, was of the same order of

disappointment as that coused by the recent action of the Soviet Govermment in

disavowing the agreement in plenary Conference on war propagenda, All this
adds up to a sad story of lack of willingness on the part of the Soviet Union
to co-operate, Some of it would, indeed, be hard to believe if it were not

all on official and’published record. But never mind., We on our side arc
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not going to give up the search for agreement. We are not going to give up
the ssarch for a reliablc scientific basgis for e test ban agreement, 48 we
have said, we now have new data which we hope may be helpful.

Why, it may be asked, is it so important to have a reliable scientifie
basgis for an agreament? The answer, of course, is simple: in the hard
realities of the world of today no country is geing to enter into an agreement
to give up all nuclear tests for ever unless therc is adequate assurance, based
on scisentific knowledge, that other countries are doing the same. There may
perheps be idealists who think otherwise, Perhops Mr. Zorin is among them, and
I use the word "idealist" ag = torm of affection and not in any eriticsal sensze;
but life itself, as Mr. Zorin is fond of saying to us, teaches us a difforent
lesson. '

For our part, we are now engaged in a thorough but urgent assessment of
the new date. As soon as the assessment is complete — and, with our United
Statos colleagues, wo are pushing it forward as fast as possible - the results

will be put before the Conforence. We in the West want to share our knowledge
| with our partners in negetiation. We have slready extendsd an invitotion to
any oi‘ our partners in the negotiastion who may wish to do so to send their
scientists to join in the discussion, We extend this once again, with an
especially werm and friendly invitation to the Soviet Union. We oursclves hope
that with these new data it may be possible to make progress where lack of
scientific know-how has been a bar to progress up to now.

I c:annot', of course, anticipate the results of the scientific assessment
and I do not want to say anything today which might, perhaps inadvertently,

Ihake future 6iseussions more complicated and difficult. In any case, these new
data come at 2 time when we have before us in the Conference the umemorandum of
the eight neutral Powors {ENDC/28), o memorandum which all three of us herc.
heve accepted as a basis for negotiation. I rogard the fact of this acceptance
by the United Stateé, the Sovict Union and the United Kingdom, by all three of
us, as & hopeful sign. I hope that the new data will indeed complement the
memorandum, V

I must say that, for anyone who is looking for areas of agreement, the
faet thot the three nuclear Powers here represented have cach of them stated
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repeatedly and categorically that they accept the neutrél mémorandum as a basis
for discussion - morec than that, asg a basis for negotiation - must surely be
an encouragement, And here I fcel that I must take the represéntatives of the
Soviet Union to task. Why does the Soviet Govermment persist in repeating the
claim that the West has not accepted the neutral memérandum as a basié for
negotiatioﬁ?;? I-will rebeat here once again that my Govermment has so accepted
ity and acéeﬁted it in exactly the way which its sponsors have asked us %o do.
Perhaps the Soviet Unicn is asking us to accept it in some other way.
If so0, thé‘Soviet Union, by so doing, would thereby ciffer from the sponsors,
But if the Soviet Unicn is asking the same thing as the sponsors, then I find
it,difficult*to understand its behaviour. In repeatedly claining, that the
West has not accepted the memorandum as a basis for discussion, when the West
has in fact doné'sd,'tho Soviet Union is aecting as if it were looking for
disagreament, secking for signs of disagreement, peering through o microscope
to findAéOmo‘diffefénce of pvhrase or somc shade of meaning which it could
interpret as disagrcement, because it does not want agrecment, because it does
not wanﬁgtb redognize that there are steps towards, we hope, full agroemecnt.,
I must say to my Sovict colleagues that this does not, in our view, contribute
to the negoti&tion of a test ban treaty, and I hope we shell hear no more of it
Finally, let mc say that the recont develcpments to which I have referred
lead us to hope that we shall perhaps be able to mect the very valuablg.
suggestion made by the rcpréescntative of Mexico, Mr. Padilla Nervo, in plenary
éeséion, (ENDC/PV,.34, p.16) whereby the nuclear Powers could fix a date - merely
as an illustration, perhaps carly next year, porhaps beforc that, perhaps after
thaﬁ 5féfter which they wéuld undertake that no further tests would be carried
out.“ Such a date might well be written into the test ban treaty upon which
ﬁe‘hope it will bé pbssible to negotiate and to reoch agrecment in this
Coﬁférénée'during this present session. But success in all this will, depend
of coursc - and I must repeat this -~ on agrecmert on the capabilities of present-—
dadeetQCtion'éystams and on the possibilitics of their improvement. This
agreement can only be recached after carcful analysis and, of coursg, only with

the full and wholehcarted co-operation of the Soviet Union.
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Therefore, I conclude this intervention today with an appeal once more to
the Soviet Union to offer ug this co-~operation. We have appecled very many
times in the past, We have not received the response we hoped for., But now
at this first meeting of the Sub-Committee after our rccess I hope that that

favourable response may Come.

The CHAIRMAN {Union of Soviet Socialist Republies) (translation from
Russian): I should like to make a few comments on behalf of the Sovict
delegation.

We have just heard a fairly detailed statement by the representative of
the Unitod States and a complementary statement by the representative of the
United Kingdom, They touched upon many questions which wc have already
repeatedly discussed in the past, and they spoke about the latest data obtained
during certain experiments corried out in the territory of the United States.
They also expressed certain wishes with regerd to our future work,

How did we end our discussions before the Committeec went into rccess?

You will 2ll remamber the discussion which took placc at the very cnd of
the work of our Committec before the recess, when we summed up, as it were,
the entire debate. We said then that a1l the discussions whieh had taken place
in both the Nuclear Sub~Committoe and the Eighteen-Notion Committee itsgelf
showed that the Western Powers - the United States and the United Kingdom -
werc abiding by their old positions on the discontinuance of tests.

I shell remind you of the verbatim record of our meeting of 6 June, where
you will find our statoment regording the results of the discussion (ENDC/PV.SO,
PD. 15 et seq.). We stressed then that the Western Powers ﬁere in fact
maintaining their old positions on all the basic gquestions touched upon in the
memorandum of the eight non-aligned Stotes. We quoted data showing how the
United States and the United Kingdom were filling in the gaps in this memoranﬁum
(ENDC/28), That expression was teken from a statement by Mr. Godber, who said
that the memorandum had certain areas which needed filling in and thot the
Western representatives were, in fact, filling them in at the mectings of the
Sub~Cormittee,.
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& deteiled explanation of how the Western representatives were filling in
~the gaps will be found in the verbatim record of the plenery meeting of 8 June
(ENDC/PV.52, pp. 19 et scq.)s. On page we mentioned that the first gap
filled in by the Western delegations related to the question of contrel posts.
How did they fill it in?

I quoted the statcment wade by Mr. Dean at the sixteenth meeting of the
Sub-Committce, Todey hc also referred to the statement he made at the
sixtecnth mceting. Mr. Dcan scid then, and I quote from the verbatim record
of the sixtcenth mceting of the Sub-Committec:

"Nothing could be clecarer than thaot this system is to comsist of

some inter-~reclation of many national networks. In other words, wc

arc to have a multi-national system, by agreement among scveral

nations, and thet inevitably means an international system.!

(ENDC/SC.1/PV,16, p,11)

He went on to say:

"... when the cight-netion plan speaks of an agreed system of

national nctworks of cxisting obscrvation posts, it is addressing

itsclf to an international systam ..." (ibid., p.12)

At the fifty-sccond meeting I drcw the conclusien:
"4in international nctwork appears in place of a naticnal nctwork;
the onc is substituted for the other; and this is called proof
of the desire to conduct negotiations on the basis of the
- memorandum,"  (ENDC/PV.52, p.20)

What dic Mr. Decan say today? ~ Today he tried to interpret and cxplain

the cight-netion momorandum. He referrcd to paragraph 3 of that memorandum,
and substanticlly repcated the same interpretation as he put forward at the
sixtcenth mecting »F thc Sub-Committec. He tried to prove today that it
essentially mcant, not an cxisting network of observation posts, but an
international systom of control posts. That is the interpretation which was
first given then and which was put forward for the sccond time:today.
Further, I quoted the statement made by Mr. Dean about the establishment

of inspection:
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TAg regg;ds such deqisigps.as,the launching of an on-site inspection,
which we.feel must be obligatory on the parties in certain circunstances e."
(ENDC/SC.1/PV,.12, p.9)

- In other words, Mr. Dean zlleged the compulsory nature of inspections under

the memorandum, What did he try to prove today? Today he reforred to
paragraphs 4 and 5 of the memorandum, and again tried to prove that according
to this momorandum inspection must bo compulsory. _ )

Furthermore, I would like to draw your attontion also to the stateament -
nade by Mr. Dean at our twenty-fourth meceting when we discussed the memorandum,.
That was the plenary meeting of 19 April. Then Mr,. Dean put forward a slightly
different point of. viocw of the contents of the memorandum.  Then lr., Dean said:

".ss aftor having carcfully studied the eight-nation proposal, the

posgition oﬁ the eight sponsors still scoms to us somowhat obscurc on the

precise noture of the obligations thot parties»tpﬂthq treaty arc to

undertake in regard to cffective internaticnal control and objective,

sciontific on-site inspections,” (ENDC/PV.24, p.16)
He went on to say: ‘
"We fully recognize and appreciate that the plan envisaeges that some
inspections will ﬁékelplépé. | But there still scems to us to be an
elament of voluntariness left to the country in which the unidentified
cvent occurred and in which the inspection would take place, rather than
an unquestioned right of inspection on the part of the international
commission, if it decided thet such any;n§pggtign waes rsquired".,.fibid.}
‘That is what Mr. Dean said on 19 April - that is when, after a thorough
consideration of the eight-nation proposal, the United States delegation found
that the position of the eight countrics as expressed in the memorandum was
not cntirely acceptable precisely because thc memorandum contained an element
of "voluntariness", as you put it, with regord to inspections. You then went
on to say: | .
"In our vicw, in any trcaty that we may sign there cannot be any ambiguity
- about the commitment of cach party tc agrce to this effectivo international
control and to this objecctive scicntific on~gite inspection taking place

under certain specified conditions." (ibid,)
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Now what have we got?  Todey you tell us that in this memorandun
inspectiehs'are‘obligatory. On 19 fpril you soid that there wos on clemcnt
of ”vnluntarincssﬁ. On 19 April you did not accept the menmcrandum as a basis
for discussion; this follows guite clecrly from your stotements. Today you
say: '"We accept it os one of the bases for discussicn. You hove said the
same thing on other oceasions. But why are you taking the memorandum as onc
of the bases and, as the represcnbotive of tho United Kingdom said today tho
the Government of the United Kingdom has accepted the memorandum as a basis,

"in the way which its sponsors have asked us to do" (supra, p, 17)? This is

a new form of words thot has now cppoerced.  Why are you now adopting this
position? Because you hove interpreted the memorandum in your own fashion,
and now in this interpretotion you belicve it possible to statc that you accept
it as a Easis in the way which its sponsors have asked us to do,

I must say, however, thot we have an cfficial document, the report of the
Committece to the United Notions Disormament Commission'(ENDC/42), and in this
report of the Committec tho difforonce in our positions is quitc clearly stoted.
The Committee's report reads:

"In its statament on 19 Lpril 1962 (ENDC/32), the Soviet Govermment
expressed its willingness to consider the proposals set out in the
Hemo;andum os a bosis for further ncgotiatidns.”

That is our”precise position. The report continues:
"The United Kingdom and the United States accepted the joint

,memoraﬁdum as one of the bases for nepgotiations.'” (ENDC/42, De4)

Is the diffcronce not apparent? The difference is quite obvious, But
you are trying to say that there is really ne differcence now, becausc
Sir Michacl Wright's wording today coincides with our own. However, it hes
certain differences, You say:
"... My govormiont has ... accepted it /[os a basié?...in... the way

which its sponsors asked us to do." ({supra, D. 17)

Why this addition? It is beecouse you ¢o not wish to, and cannot, take the
nemorandum as it stands as a basis for negotiation, since the memorandum
contradicts your old position, o position which you have not rclinguished,

Therefore you add the words "in the way which its sponsors asked us to do"
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in order to cover up vour own interpretation of the meﬁorandum. That is the
gist of the matter. ‘ ; ,” « ' ”

I should like to ask the representatives bf the Uhited Sﬁates and'of the
United Kingdom whether the wording supplied by them and‘nct by us in the “
Committee's report has been withdrawn, or whether it remaing valid, If it is
gtill valid, then all your explanations are. of no évail, because your position
differs from ours. This is gquite clear fram the text of the réport. If you
have changed your position, then tell us frankly that you have changed it from
what it was on 14 June this year., Does your new wording replace the old one,
or is it merely o rhetorical exercise?

What Mr. Dean said today shows clearly thét you have not suﬁstantially
changed your position, You now interpret the memorandum as you like, but
thie interpretation.no. longer coincides with that which you made at the
beginning, on 19 April, because at that time you vourselves understood that
the memorandum contained at least an element of "voluntarlness" with reggrd to
inspsctions, whereas today you have tried to prove, that 1nspectlons are
essentlally obligetory. . This does not correspond to the facts: in reality,
according to the memorandum, inspection is optional. ‘

As regards the international commission, in our statémant of 8 June we
quoted from iir. Dean's gtaotenent at the twelfth meeting. I shall repeat this
quotation. - He said at that time: ‘ ' ‘

U, .. the internation commission would certsinly have major duties
in - the co-ordination of world-wide recording facilities in aifferent
countries and in shaping standards and procé@ures for reporting dn&r
recordlng operations on o global basis.

A1l thisg would entail the use of a falrly sizeable staff and

would make»necessﬂry the adoption of a formal organ¢zatlonal scheme

for the allocation of, staff mcmbers to appropriate sectlons and

divisions. Undoubtedly it wculd also be necessary to aD901nt one

official to represent the commission in managing the staff and 1n,';
making sure that the staff capably perforﬁed ips anssigned functions.

Tt may seem to my collesgues that the description which I have
given of the institubtions that will have to beVesﬁablished under the
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eight-nation plan® - os o matter of fact, Mr. Dean, not under the elght-
nation plan, but under your plan -" resembles in certain respects the

centrel hecdquarters which weas discussed during most of the meetings of
+4he Conference.on the Discontinuance of Nuclecr Weapon Tests., -To a
certnin extent this is true." (ENDC/SC.1/PV.12, p.10)

Thot wes your position in regard to the international commission, and

today you'hévo substantially confirmed it in your interpretation of the
memorendum,  You have now tried to make out that this position is in accordance
with the memorandun, + is nothing of the sort. It is not in accordance
with the memorandum, The memorandun does not talk ebout & cormissicn with &
fairly sizeable staff, but about ~ small scientific commission. The memorandum
dces not mention the functions which you propose for the commission. A4S

lr. Godber says, you filled in the gaps in the memorandum; you filled them in
accordance with your old position.

Thus, whon we finished our work before the recess, we showsd that you
adhered to your old positions on the main questions touched upon in the
mnemorandun.

Toﬁay, although you have declared thot you accept the memorandua almost
as a bésis with the addition: 'in the way'which its sponsors csked us to do',
in foet you are gticking to your old positions. That this is so is borne out
by Ir. Dean Rusk's fecént statement to which the representative of India,

Mr, Lall, drew our attention at our meoting of 17 July. He asked vou o
question to which neither he nor the rest of us have received a clear snswer.
Mr, ILall scid thé fellowing:

"I should like to quote frixn o statement made by the Secretary

of State of the United States on 12 July at a press conference, and

with\great respect I would ask our colleagues from the United States

to explaih whot it means. Mr. Deon Rusk was talking cbout the Vela

Project and an cxominotion of it which will have to be made, He

gaid this -~ and I quote from the document which the United States-
verkaiﬁdly sends me cvery morning ond which I read faithfully every

days
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'I think! ~ said Mr. Rusk - 'the first thing will be to
have o complete and thorough examination of what the dato

means in terms of inspection and then to see what that in.

turn meons in terms cof our standing proposals.' (ENDC/PV,58, pp.29
And you, Mr. Doan, in the Eiéhteeﬁéﬁééiaﬁ éémmittoe confirmed to 2ll of us
thot the existing proposals are your own proposals of 18 April (ENDC/30).
Now Mr. Rusk rofcrs to these proposals, in the light of which he cxeminos
all tho data. HMMr. Rusk wont on to soy: ‘
"It is too carly to say whether this would mean ary significant
change in our proposols," (INDC/PV.58, p.30)
Tr. Lall =osked the following question: ,
‘Meess I should Like to know whet that means. We, the countrics which

produced the eight-notion memorandum, were under the impression that

that memorandum had been occepted as a basisz for discussion and thet

the two sides were not stic#ing to their own proposzls. I feel thnt

we are entitled to know what this means.” (ibid.)

We have received nc answer to this question, but in the light of what I
have just said it is perfectly clear that the United States Govermment, its
delegation here, ond its Sccreta;y,of State Mr. Rusk, are telling us that
they a@here’to their old proposals of 18 April, are interpreting theo
mamorandum in the light of these proposals, and are now saying (sinco the
whqls worl& considers the eight-nation memorandum a good basis for on sgreament)
thet they too wish to negotiate on the basis of this memorandum, albeit adding:
"in the way which the sponsors askod us to do."

Why do you speok for the sponsors of the memorandum?  The sponscrs of
the memorandum exploined their position and declared that they would not
interpret their memorandum because its whole contents wero clecr from the
text itself. So you have no reason to interpret the memorondum in your own
way. Take it os it stands without any interprectation of your owm. So far
you have not ¢one so. You tcke the memorandum a@s one of the boses; but yeu
have cnother basis, nomely your proposals of 18 April, and you arc now odapting

the entire memorandum tc those proposcls.  But, as you know, we clearly
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stated at the last meeting of the Sub-Committee on & Junc that we could
conclude an zgreement solely on the bauis of this memorandum (ENDC/SC.l/PV.&O,
p.aa). If you attempﬁ to interpret this memorandum in your own way, ‘we sholl
not agree to it, | ‘ ‘ N

In our statement of 14 June, at the last plenary mecting before the.
recess, we aelso defined our @osition clearly. -

We said:

"Iin continuing to scek satisfaction of these demands, which contradict
both the letter and the spirit of the memorandum, the Western Powers -
the Uhited States and the United Kingdom - are attempting to treat the
proposals contained in the mcmorandum, not as & basis for agreement, bup

’ merely as one of the startlng points from which, they say, we should
move further towards the o0ld Western position.

Certain v01ces were heard here which could be undorstood to. say
that perh_ps we ull ought to reject the memorandum as o basis for
agreamenp 9QL proceed to meke furthsr concessions to the Western,Powers*
demands,:which are absolutely unacceptable and not Justified under
present oonditioné. To proceed in this way would be to degtroy . the.
basis for agreement that everyone recognizes in the memorandum of the
ann;éligned States, and to return to the situation of hopeless impassge
which the negotiations for the discontinuance of nuclcar tests had
reached before the memorandum was submitted. The Committec connot
ambark on such a fatal course.

- The SOV1et Unlon will seck an ngreemont for the dlscontlnuence of
Qll“nuclear weapon tests on the only basis at present possible, the.
funaamental provisions of the memorandum submitted by the eight non—
oligned States." (ENDC/PV,.56, D.28)

Thﬂt is our position as we stated it on 14 June and as WG now conflrm 1t.

On this bagis we arc prepared to conclude an agrecment and to nogotiato with
you. - |
Now a foew wbrds on thé comments made by Mr., Dean and Sir Michael Wright

on certain particular questions.
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Sir Michael Wright referred to the proposal put forward by Mr. Podillo
Nervo, the representative of Mexico.,  He t0ld us today thet Her Majosty's
Governmeﬁt-is favourably disposed to this proposal, but he added:

"Such a date might well be written into the test ban treaty which
we hope it will be possible to negotiate and to resch 2grewnont UDOL sess’

{supra, p. I7)

Bven eorlier Mr., Dean had said in the Sub-Committee on 18 Moy:

"... in this light we were very interested to hear Mr, Padilla Nervo
of Mexico suggest in the thirty-fourth plenary meeting thot it might be
helpful to set a date later this year, or early next yecr, by which time
nll testing should helt permanently.” {END&/SC.l/PVaIS,‘EolO)’ ,

Mr. Dean said: "There may well be sucu merit in this thought', but he added

a proviso. Uhot was this proviso? It was: N
fThat a satisfactory treaty embodying the necessary control measures
had been concluded by that date," (ibid.) -

Comparison of what Mr. Dean said then and whet Sir Michoel Wright hes |
sa{d now makes it quite clear that the positions are approximately the somo.
You zre ﬁrep&red7td“¢ieW'Mr, Padilla Nervo's proposal favourably, but on;y on
one condition: that o treaty should have been concluded on your conditions
by that date, Vhere is the fovourable attitude to Mr. Padilla Nervo's
proposal? That is not what he proposes. He proposes. something different:
the setting of o datei'whether'an agreanent hag been reached by that time or
not. That is what Mr., Padilla Nervo proposes. Bubt you are saying that you
are favourably disposed towards this proposal if agreement has been concluded
by that time. ~ Thot is not Mr. Padilla Nervo's proposcl: it is yours.

Here the situation is the some as in regard to the joint memorandum.

You are ready to conduct negotintions on the basis of this memoramdum on
condition that it is given your interpretation, You are doing cxactly the
some thing now with Mr. Padilla Nervo's proposal: you are favourably inclined
to this'prdposal if it includes your conditions for concluding a treaty. So
much for your favourable attitude tc this proposel, Mr. Padilla Nervo do@s
not prépose‘thié‘iuit is not his proposal but yours. Therefore your talk

about this proposal is pure propaganda.
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OQur attitude to this proposal is different: we treat it scriously and we
dp‘not wisk for any additions or provisc .. We arc censidering it as it is.
We are rcady to discuss it sceriously and, if you agree to accept it without
your conditiomns, wc orc prepored to diseuss 11 with you.

Thirdly, I should like {to comment on +the remarks concerning explosions.,
ﬁr. Dean has told us thot the United Shates tests in outer space are really only
an answer to similar tests Ly the Soviet Union,- I must say ot cnee that this
does not accord with the foets, bus is nn atvenpt to find a justification for
thesc tests in outer space, which were first corried cut by the United States
and'not by the Soviet Union, Your rcelercnces to various statements on fhis

subject are, I would say, morely o 1ittls propoganda trick. You refer to

statements of your own public mén; It is, of course, possible to prove o
great deal in this woay. You roeler Lo sﬁauémants by President Kenncdy and
others; but all of them enanate Trom vour pids ond not ~nrs,  Whot then do
you prove? - . You prove whot vou want uQ roves You prove what is in your
interests, nothing more. That is not real prool. The first tests in outer
space were corried oub oy the United States, despite the protests of the whole
werld and despite the proteste mode here in this Committes. Thet is an actual
fact, '

I should like %o say o fow mors worag concerning the newfgata,kobtaiﬁea
as a result of "Projeet Vela!, of which we were informed during today's meoting
of the Committec; o speecial document nas alue beeu submitted (ENDC/45). I
shall not deal with the question as o whole, since what has been published
contains only a smell omount of iarormaticon and the United Stotes intends to
submit additional der’nitive data on the subject; bus 1t is gquite clear from o
statemcent by Mr, Lincoln Vhite, a ropresentative of the State Deportment, thot
these discoveries, as meationed in the statement,; do not moke it possible to do
away with control posts and on-site inspections in crder to ascertocin the exoct
nature of suspicious events. Secondly, as the statemsnt says, negotiations
for the conclusion of o relinble agreement including the necessary degree of
internctional control and verificoiion ruma;nA‘ ; before the basis of the
problen of discontinuing nuclear tests. I mus st mention in pa vasing that this

statement by the State Depor meﬁt vas made after o statement by iir. Dean here
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on his arrival in Geneva, which differed slightly from that position, However,
I think that we must toke the statement of the State Department as cefinitive,
gince it was made later and was made officially on behalf of the United States
Government.

‘ Consequently these data which you propose to study do not in fact change
your pogition in the least. You want to maintain your position without changeés,
and perhaps bolster up that position with these new data. Then whot is the
point of studying oll these data? We can tell you in advance that there can
be no sogreament on the basis of your old proposals. Then why should we busy
ourselves with such a matter as the study of new dats which, as you now say
yourselves, do not change your position? What is the peint of our doing this?
That is something I cannot understand. Therefore your vicws as expressed by
Mr., Dean, and confiymed just now by Sir Michael Wright, to the effect that wo
should make a careful study of all these scientific data, have no real
significance for our negotiations, because they cttempt, by invoking scientific
authority, to confirm your position, We can certainly agrec with the scepticiam
which was voiced by the Indian representetive in the Committee on 17 July
(ENDC/PV.58, p.31 ) regarding the attitude of United States scientists in
general y since they say one thing one day and a different thing the next,
agcording to the policy adopted by the United States Government. But if there
really is onything new in these deta, this new material tends to supvort our
position, and not yours.

I should like to guote from the Bnglish newsgpaper "The Observer!, which
in its issue of 15 July wrote the following in connexion with this report by
the United States Defence Department:

YThe gbatement lagt week by the imericon Defence Department on
improved test'detoction possibilities went some way to confirming what

the Russians and scme non-official scientists in the West heve been .

claiming for months past, nomely, that virtually all ﬁuclear tegts can

now be detected and identified by instruments outside bhe country where
the explosion has taken placel,
UThe ObserverY stressed further that hitherto any such suggestion haos besn
stremuonsly denied by the Western Powers, which released to the public only

such scientific information asg suited their currenmt political purpose - to
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ochieve compulsory om-site ihspéctiOn‘ihside the Soviet Union., It omphasizod
that such an 1nupectlon is no longer ne \ssury as o means of detecting and
1aent1fy1ng nuCIehr test explosions.‘

If the State Department, notwithstanding all these data obtained zs o
result of the Vela experiments, still insists that these discoverics do not make
it possible to do away with control posﬁs‘anﬂ on~site inspection, thié only
showé that the Unitéd States does not even wish tn consider new data thét do
not accord with its position, with the position of the United States Govermment.
Why does the United States Govermment act like this? It seems to me that the
reason can only be that it does not want any agreement at all and therefore
regards even its own soientifié datea, obtaiped from its own experiments, as
unacceptable if they do not support this position, This is the conclusion that
can be drawn from this foet ond these prollmlnary data submitted to us.

Neturally, should you obtain morc Lroc4so uaua relating to this mattéf,
wo‘shall not refuse to considor them in this Sub-Committee. I cannot object
to these data being sutmitted to the Sub~00nmitteé, and we shall consider them
if you think it really necessary. But I must ex press in advance my scepticism
regardlng the usefulness of such a dlscu831on, seeing that the matter is
determined not by scientific date but by the political position of the United
States Govermment. ’

If the United States uovernmcnt uces these data to support 'its current
political position whlgh ch31ots in malntalnl g its old proposals, there will
of course be no point infdiscussing them., The Sov1et Government has clearly
stated that it is preparcd to nocgotiate and tn conclude an agreement now only
on the basis of the provisions of,the eight-nation memq;andum. If you are
prepared to negotiate in dged and not in words on this;basis without any
reservations and without any of your interpretations, and to conclude an
ogreement, you will meet with full co-operation on our part.

That is =211 I wanted to say ab today's meeting, '

If you have any remarks to moke, I am prepared, of course, to lisfen to
them, and then perhaps we shcll settle the date of our next meeting.  Perheps,
seeing that the Ministers cre coming and there may be some further meetings
and conferences, we should all find it convenient to meet again next Thursdaey.

If there are any other suggestions, I am prepared to discuss them.



ENDC/SC,1/P7.21
% R -

Mr. DEAN (United States of fAmerica): I know we have agreed that we
should adjourn at twelve o'clock, so I shall be very brief. Lot me say very
gimply that the United States and the United XKingdom have described these hew
rcgearch data in general but not in detail; they are now in the course of.
gvaluating them. We have already offered to discuss these dota at a time
which we shall shortly propose with all the members of the Conference, I was
very much interested in what my Soviet colleaguc said, and I would hope that
the Soviet Union would be prepared at that time to share its own scientific
data with the Conference, or would at least express its willingness to join in
the consideration of thesc important scientific slements, which I think we nmust
all admit ere fundamentcl to o test ban agreement. While I cannot be any
more specific than that at this time, let me say that I am personally hopeful
that these now data will help us very much in arriving at an agreement,

With fespect to Mr. Padilla Nervo's statement on Wednesday, 9 May, at the
thirty—-fourth plenary mecting, he gaid:

"The plans of both parties for carrying out explosions must have an end,

and this end-should be fixed now in a treaty, because it is dangerous to

wait until both series of tests are finished before negotiating an V

effective agreement that will put a stop to the nuclear arms race.“k

{(ENDC/PV.34, page 16)

4s I gaid ot that time, we find his suggestion interesting and we are studying

it, but I submik that he seemed to believe himself that this data, if we did
agrse upon it, was to be worked out in a treaty.
In view of our agreement to adjourn, I shall not say anything more this

morning.

Sir Michael WRIGHT (United Kingdom): I have in fact a mumber of

further observations which I should like to make arising out of this morning's
discussion, but in view of the agreement to adjourn I shell pestpone them until
our next meeting. I would sgree that that meeting should take place on

Thursday, 26 July, since that seems to meet the wishes of all three of us.

Thoe CHATRMAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republies) (translation from

"Russian): It is accordingly agreed that we shall meet again on Thursday,

26 July, at 3.30 p.nia

The meeting rose at 12,5 D.ll.






