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The CHAIRMAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republies) (translation from
Russian): I declare open the fifteenth meebing of the Sub~Committee on a Treaty

for the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests. Does onyone wish to spesk today?

Mr, GODBER (United Kingdom): I have been looking at the record of our
last meeting and trying to deteet in your statements, Mr, Cheairman, some hope,
some encouragement for our future negotiations in the Sub-Committee whieh, after
all, could have fheir elfect on the Disarmament Committee as a whole, But- the
more I look ot your comments the more depressed I have to admit to you I become,
It really is o somewhat depressing outlook if one takes literslly what you have
told us, Perhaps I could illustrate what I meon, Speaking of your governnent's
attitude, you said at our fourteenth neeting:

Yeee We accept the proposals of the non-alipned States and are

prepared to agree on this basis," (ENDC/SC.I/PV.14, 1»,18)
That in itself ought perhaps not to depress one, but this is not the first time

that you haove made this statemeni- and. indeed, your colleague Mr, Zorin, has nade
similar statements ot plenary meetings of the Conference. But you said, "We are
prepared to negotiate ...".

In all frankness, I would ask you, Mr. Chairnan, to tell us when, at any tine
sinee the eight-nation memorandum (ENDC/28) was first submitted, you have ever
really shown any disposition in fact to negotiate, Fronkly, it seems to me thot
you heve not, because when we have asked you to discuss any of the main principles
of the memorandum, or, indeed, any of the detailed problems raised by it, you seenm
to say every time, "No!"; you say, "Accept the memorandum as it stands or we refuse
‘to discuss it further", I think that is a fair paraphrase of what you have said
on various occasions, I do not quite understond what you mean by this, Do you
mean that we have to accept the memorandum as a sort of sacred document, a doéument
from whieh there c¢an be no deviation whatsoever? Is it your thought thet we must
accept the memorandum as constituting in itself treaty language? Is it your
thought, then, that we have indeed got to accept the memorandum as a blueprint for
a treaty? If so, that is precisely what its sponsors have asked us not to do,

I should be very grateful if you would elucidate your position on this point,
Why do I ask for this elucidation? I 4o so because we, for our part, have
aceeptod the memorandum as a basis for negotiation, We do not go on talking

about whether we accept it or not, We have accepted it, and that is that,
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From there we have gone on, us seems logical, reascnable and sensible, to try to‘r
negotiabe, - That'is what we have though® we were intended 1o do; .that Seemed td'
be the parpose of our meebings, We bave dome thiz, as I muct remind you; in
the face of o complebely = if I may uso the word ~~ obsiinate refusal on your
part to co-opsrabe in such discussion, Thet is what T jusi do not understand,
For whai is if you say 4o us?  You say thav we persict in turning away from the
memorandun,  Perhaps I may guole your acimal words:

"In actual faet you == the “‘wo Western Powers, the United States and

United Kingdom == are standing ocut ngainst the whole world, You do

-not want o accepy what has rezn propesed by the non-aligned Statés,

and accepted by the Soviet Unicn and ‘the other socialist States, You

are aie n&;ng ouv againes ole whole world, and yet you ave appealing o

the whole world <o co«operaﬁe‘vith you, 0 sgree vo adopt you:,bid

posidtion and %o vejoet the memsovanduw propossd by the nonwalloned

States." {(TWMC/SC.I/PV.14, p.1i8)

I do not prevend thal I wepeawt trhose words with your fluency, volume eand fire,
but they are your actunl words. T2 I camnot put bthe full vigour behind then,
neverthsless the worde are yours, These words, i1 do say to you, Mr, Chairman,
are the purest fonbasy. Ve have acceptcd the vighi-notion momorandum as & bgsig

for negotinbion, We have ataried to discuss it —- yes, to discuss it in detail,

ks

And Wwe ‘have said Shat we avre vropared o nogodinte even on language which might
.

"be proposed sgainst the backwground of the memorandum, Va have asked you to

2

. .

co-operaie with in dhis .xareisa, Wihat haopens? You %ell ve we are running

(;‘?

against the opinion of the wanls world cnd that we are oppealing ho you %o reject
the memorandun and vhe proposals of Sha acubrol Staves. It really does seem
rather exbenordinary. I jusy de not understand in any sense this abbitude'on
7y0ur pert, “Repeabtedly yeu tell me thoet we ers. iasisting on our old demands with
regard io ipternotional ipspaction and inlernationsl devection systems, You tell

ug bthat this iz prevenling us trew mediing any progress, You tell us that we

'

must abandou our o1ld positions and accepd the newbral merovandum as it stands,
I do mot think that is an uafair paxaphrase of whoad you repewntedly say to us.

1, mwwseld, heve not been conscious iu any way of adhering %o any cld positions
in discussing this eight-neiior nonorandum, nor hare I been conscious of any such
inflexibiliby on the part of my Uni‘ed 3tates ccllcague, We have; both of usQ

constantly tried 1o engage in constrvetive discussion of the three main prin01ples
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which we —= reasonably and Justlflubly, we think -- see in the joint memorandum;
the prlnclvles of an international system of detecthn,ran»;nternatlonal commission
and 1ntern&t10ﬂ 1 1nspect10n. , ‘ ‘

At our tnlrteenth neeting uy colleawu@, Sir wichael Wright, suggested that
‘so. far 9s:th9 thlrd‘PrIQClyle was concerned, that is, the prineiple of 1ns__pec'b10ns
if night be hélpful if we wefe to put this on oxzne side for the time being, because
it apﬁeared to be the most difficult gnd tho one on which the two sides were
furthest apart. He suggested then that we might, instead, enter into a discussion
~of the other two,principles wirich eould, withoubd prejudice to the discussion of
inspection ot o later date, be discusséd in isolation, and could offer us perhaps
the chance of ¢ good deal of common egreement. That, I would ha&e thought was o
very realistic Way of trying to maoke progress where,we can, It followed up whaﬁ
I, nyself, hs ave said many times 1n our moin Committee, that we should try to flnd
agreenment where agreenent exists and build on that and generate confldence in tha
WaY . I would not have thought that was. an unreasonable attitude to. adopt.

4t our lhst meeting my United States colleague referred to this proposal,
and in partlcular to the reaction to it of your own delegation, Wr, Chalrman.
You and your colleague, lr, Zorin,. have constantly scid that it would be 2 wastg
pf tig¢‘to expend energzy on the details of problems before there had been a complete
accord on fundemental matters. With reference to this, I think it was Mr, Stelle
who said that this‘approach,on.the part of the Soviet delegation was narrow and
unconstructive and éould not really help us. forward, He said then th&t the United
States delesn tlon hed reucheé thls conclusion for two reasons:

"In the first place, we have been impressed by what some of the eightr

co~sponsoring delegations have had to say about the woy in which

understandings. on specific items can, perhaps cumulatively, open up

avenues to ngreement on major items of controversy." (ENDC/SC,I1/PV,14, D. 10)

Further on, he said that the:

",»e reason why o }ook at somglof the important détails might help ﬁs
is thot we shall certeinly get nowhere in the immediate futufe if‘all
we do is confront each other. at cach meeting of the Sub-Committée with
reciprocally unaccepteble pqéitiona on the funddmeﬁtal controversial
problens," Qigiéz)‘ | &

These are lir, Stelle's wise. words, Hé ﬁses 1o§ng0rds, does he not? . I find it

difficult to get my tongue around then, but. then he is more skilled than I,
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. It hes been for these reasons that we and our United States colleagues at. -
recent meetings of the Sub~Committee have been giving our views in what I think
is a carefully reasoned and uncontroversial tone sbout the less difficult of the
three main principles covered by the eight-nation memorandum: the principles of
an international system of detection, an international commission and international
inspection,

I went once more to appeal to you, ilr, Cheirman, to do the same. I hope I

“shall not appeal in vain becouse I am absolutely convinced that this is what the
sponsors :of the eight-nation memorandum want us to do. I trust and believe that
the representative of Mexieo was speaking for all his colleagues =- and he said
this in the clearest possible terms at our thirty~fourth meeting, Can you,

Mr, Chairman, not offer us any comments at all on the contributions that we in
the ‘Western delegations have made to the solution of our problems? - Cen you not do
s0 by discussing in more detail the questions covered in peragraph 3 and paragraph 4
of the joint memorandum? Or are you simply going to reiterate constantly thaﬁ we
must aecept the memorandum as it stands as o basis for negotiation? If I might
say so, it has now become a somewhat meoningless phrase as used in this context:
firstly, becouse we have accepted it as o baesis for negotiation; and, secondly,
-because having occcepted it as o basis we are now trying to negotiate on it, That
is all that we are asking you to deo, I hope you will agree to follow this exemple
of the Western States and engoge in serious negotiation om it,

But, Mr, Chairman, if you insist that we can moke no progress on the question
of an internctional detection system or an international commission.until we have
reached agreement on the question of ingpeetion, then I sudpose that we must have
more discussion-on this latter question -~ that of inspection. If that is so,
then perhaps it would be helpful if I were to offer to.explain our.point of view
on this particular point. Perhaps I could do so using the eight~nation memorandum
as o basis for my remarks, which, I am sure from all you have said about the
docunent, is what you, Mr., Chairman, would like me to do,

Inspection, ns I see it, is denlt with in both paragraph 4 and paragraph 5 of
the eight<notion memorandum, Paragraph 4 states:

"411 parties to the treaty should sccept the obligation to furnish the

Commission with the facts necessary to establish the nature.of any

suspicious end significent event. Pursuant to this obligation the

parties to the treaty could invite the Commission to visit their

territories and/or the site of the event the nature of which was in

Jmwthd 11 T /92« 2)



ENDC/SC,I/PV,15
7

(ir. Godber, United Kingdom)

There, I would so 7y an obllﬁatlon is placed on all the parties to the treaty, that
is, an obllbutlon to glve the commission the necessury facts to establish the
nature of o suspicious event

I am sure, lir, bhalrman,_ycu would agree that this is a clear end a firn
obligation. There is no petfing around it, It is set out sinply and clearly,,
In addition, there is in this paragre; ph the statement that "the parties ,.. could
invite the comm1551on to visit thelr territories. & T understand it,

Mr, Chalrm an, you have in the paost made great play with this word "could" == they
"could invite", But I want to suggest to you thet the sentence in which it is
1ncluded nmust be reaa in the context of the eight-nation memorandum as o whole,

Thls brlnﬁs me t len to oaragraph 5 of the riemorandun, The first sentence
of barugraph stu,eso o

"Should the Commission flng that it wos unable to reach o conclusion

on the no ture of a s1gn1flcant vee ovent it would so inform the Party eas

and ...ylnform it of the points on which urgent clarification seemed

necessary."r (ibid.)

I would toke it, Mr, Choirman, thet you would not disagree —— I hope that
you would not ~- thot the commission might‘wéll deert it necessary to obtein this
clarification by asking fqr en on-site inspection, I -am assuming that there is
this problem and this doubf ond that the commission, within the terms of paragreph 5,
would ask for on?site inspection, The commission might very well say that it
could notkestablish the facts withuuﬁ such inépection. Having that in mind, let
me read the third sentence of paragreph 5:

"The oaruy'concerned would, iﬁ accordance with its cbligation referred

to in pwragraph 4 above, glve speedy and full co-operation to facilitate

the assessment, " (ENDC/28, 1.2) -

VHere we see that para r.ghs 4‘an& 5 are diredtly interconnected, There is
the dlrect reference in paragraph 5 to the Obll“ ation in paragreph 4 and, more
important, we see that porties to the treaty nre obliged —- "oblipged", that is
the word used =-- to give speedy and full co-operation. I ask you to direct
your attention 3articularly to the word "full" because I think that word is
very importont in this context, We connot escape the conclusion that if the
comnission felt that on-site inspection was necessary, which is, as I see it,
what is implied, and if we be ase ourselves on the eight~notion memorandum, which is
what you, Iir, Chairman, wish us to ﬁo, we must accept that there is clearly written

.

into the memorondurt an obliyotion - Yobligotion" is the word -- to accept, or
3 ] ;2

[94
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if you will, to invite such inspection, Even if the word is "invite", the
operative word is '"obligation"; it is an obligation,

So for as the United Kingdom is concerned, if the commission in such
circumstances were to ask us to invite inspection I would say quite unequivocally
that we would do so. There would be no hesgitation and no difficulty about that
at all, We would accept our obligation and would forthwith invite the commission
to send an inspection team, Indeed, apart from the fact that, if we did not, we
should feel we were not extending the full co-cperation that we are obliged to
extend, we would wish in any case to invite inspection in order to clear our name
of any thought that we were doing anything underhand in this regard, That is the-
way in which we would approach it,

What I would like to ask, Mr, Chairmaen, is what your country would do in such
ecircumstances. Would you also accept the obligation to invite inspection, as
it is-1aid out in paragraphs 4 and 57 It is.not invitation at the whim of any
party; it is an obligation to invite. Can you say firmly and clearly now that
you would do so? Can you say "Yes" or "No" to the question whether the Soviet
Union would invite inspection,; that is, would accept the obligation that is laid
on it undér‘paragraphs 4 and 5 of this document, as I understand them?  Would
you, in fact, in any such circumstances invite inspection if the international-
commission thought it necessary in order to establish the facts?

That seems to me to be one of the most important questions that we have to
get answered, I said on a previous occasion that I thought we might meke progress
by dealing with the other of the two principles inveolved, but as we hove no response
on these I am trying this afternoon to encourage you along this rcad of co-operation
by suggésting this third point, We have to be guite clear and explicit in our
ninds a8 to what is envisaged., The wording of this document was very carefully
drawn up, of that I om sure; the eight nations, I am certain, spent a lot of time
puzzling it out, We have to give full regerd to these words to which I have drawn
parﬁiéuiariatﬁéntion today, and which perhaps have not figured sufficiently in our
previouS‘ééﬁsideration of this,

Before I close, Mr, Chairman, I would just say one word about the comment of
your colleague, lir, Zorin, this morning at the plenary meeting (ENDC/PV,.39) in
relation to the Sub-Committee, It seemed to me extremely puzzling, I commented.
on it’immediately but I'hope we shall have some further explanation in regard to .
the attitude he adopted there and which, unfortunately, we have seen here =~ that

is, this negative attitude while at the same time adopting this extraordinary
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pretence of blaming the West for not being willing to proceed with serious
negotiation, The records show without any doubt who is trying to negotiate and
who is not. Thérefore, Mr, Chairman, I do ask you today to help/ﬁs to get.a bit

further towards agreement. If you do so, you will earn our warm gratitude,

Mr, DEAN (United States of America): Although I have been absent from
the last two meetings of this Sub-Committee, I feel well acquainted with the
discussions that took placé here because I have studied with greaf care the
verbatin records and reviewed the general situation regnrding a possible agreement
on nuclear weapon tests, I had hoped that you would take advantage of my absence
to get together and make an agreement, but I fear that matters have not advanced
at 8ll since the twelfth meeting =~ the last one which I attended -- in spite of
the best efforts of the United Kingdom and United States delegations to stert
serious negotiations, S T o s

None of us con say that the need for a treafy'is now any less urgent, On the
contrary, we are oll aware that Premier Xhrushchev scid in Bulgaria on 16 May that
the Soviet Unicon would soon be resuming nuclesr weapon tests again because the
Vestern Pdwefs, by their testing, were allegedly forcing the Soviet Union to
follow the same course, Foreign Minister Gromyko is also quoted as saying at
Tolbukhin, Bulgaria, on 17 May, when asked if the Soviet Union would resume
nuclear testing: "We will resume, certainly,”

I suppose that this Soviet attitude is intended to overlook the fact that
it was the Soviet Union itself which, in September last, broke the three~year
period of no-testing by initiating the greatest single series of nuclear tests
yet recorded, Current Western tests are necessary to safeguard Western security
in enswer to these recent Soviet tésts, in the absence of Soviet willingness to
conclude a sound nuclear test ban treaty embodying effective internastionsl control
measures, One might have hoped that the present round of testing could come to
an end with some Western tests being conducted to balance off last year's Soviet
tests, but the Soviet Union, as a hard bargainer, is apparently intent on getting
at least two test series for one, '

I shell not berate the Soviet Union for lir, Khrushchev's:latest announcement,
I nmust observe, howéver, that these developments should certainly cause all of
us to redouble our efforts to try to ensure that the termination of the current -
Western and fortheoming Soviet test series will really mark an end of nuclear '

tests once and for all,
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I mentioned quite frankly at the thirty-second plenary meeting that it was
not at all improbable that the refusal of the Soviet delegation to co=-operate
honestly right now in our efforts to reach a treaty could be explained by a Soviet
fear that any progress might have the effect of obstructing the Soviet desire to
conduct another series of tests. If this hos been the case, now that the Soviet
Union has decided to test this factor should cease to play a role. The Soviet -
Union will shortly have launched its new tests and it should then be‘abieAto adont
both a more constructive attitude and a more reasonsble position in the work .of
this Sub-Committee.

- Indeed, T tried to make it clear to nmy Soviet colleagues in my statement
at the thirty-second plenary meeting that if the position were to become more
constructive ond reasonnble before the Soviet Union had resumed its own tests,
and if some progress were then registered, the United States would not use this
in any way to gain for itself any alleged military advantage in regard to the
conclusion of & nuclear test ban treaty. As the representative of the United
Kingdom has already remarked, in this light we were very interested to hear
Mr, Padilla Nervo of Mexico suggest at the thirty-fourth plenary meeting that it
might be helpful to set o dete later this year, or early next year, by which time
all testing should halt permanently. There may well be much merit in this thought,
although always with the proviso that a satisfactory treaty embodying the necessary
control measures had been concluded by that date.

One would hope that, in view of our assurances and of the clear and pressing
needs of the hour for accelerated negotintions, the Soviet delegation would show
signs of doing its share to edvance our work, However, the record of the last .
meeting =- the fourteenth =-- provides no such encouragement, At that ﬁime
Mr, Tsorapkin said agein thet, before he would begin to discuss the great bulk of
questions which must be settled before we can record an agreement the Western
Powers must agree to the gospel of the joint memorandum of 16 April last, ,
co~sponsored by eight of our fellow delegations, as interpreted by the apostles,
Zorin and Tsarapkin,

To be sure, the representative of the Soviet Union did not speck in so
many words of Western ncceptance of the Soviet interpretation, In fact, after
denouncing the Vestern interpretation, he denied that his delegation was
interpreting the memorandum ot all, Far from it. The Soviet delegation does
not interpret -- it just discgrees with the plain terms of the memorandum, For

instance, the Soviet representative said at one point:
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"The Soviet delegation proposes that the memorandum should be teken

Jjust as it is, . We accept it just as it is, as drafted. But you

are not doing that, Instead of teking the memorandum just as it

is, you are starting to interpret it," (ENDC/SC,I/PV.14, p.20)
Later he added: B

"Accept the memorandum unreservedly, and the disagreement between

us will disappear." (ibid,, p.26) _ , '

Now this interpretation of my Soviet colleogue reminds me of an American
song: "With me it's all or nothing == all for me and nothing for you," | As far
as my delegation is concerned, the meaning of all this is clear enough, The
Soviet delegation seems to be trying to make it appear that its view of the joint
memorandum is the only possible view, even though we have shown at meeting after
meeting that this is far from the case in regard to such key issues as a network
of control posts and obligatory on-site inspection, It is true that if we
acceﬁféd this Soviet interpretation all divergencies would disappear because that
would mean that we had aecquiesced in the quite unreasonable Soviet pl@n fér an
uninspected test ban which the Soviet Union is currently trying to paés off as the
correct version of the eight-nation memorandum. We submit, of course, that the
memorandum is hothing of the sort, However, I am afraid that this sort of
argument, which is merely our old debate in a new form, will not advance us
towards our‘gdal of a treaty,

The real need of the moment is to get down to serious work either on the
United Stetes-United Kingdom draft treaty of 18 April 1961, as subséquently
modified (ENDC/9), or on the eight-nation plan, Vhen we agreed to accept the
eight-nation memorandum as one of the basesVonrwhich negotiations for o test ban
treaty might proceed, for our part we never doubted that its proposals, even though
written in general and somewhat incomplete terms, were intended to be a compromise
between our two views, This is why we want to explore all facets of that plan
to see what kind of total picture we can develop of how a nuclear test ban treaty,
based upon that plan -~ or at least based upon it in part —— might look, Only
when we have done that cen we decide whether the end product will be worthy of the
full support of both sides,” Unfortunately, however, our Soviet colleagues tell
us thaﬁ before an investigation can start of the many factors involved in a test
ban agreeméht'undér the eight-nation plan the West must adopt the Soviet position

on the most crucial and controversiel items,



12

(Mr, Dean, United States)

This situation reminds me of two rivel groups of geographical explorers,
from two separote countries, who are considering whether they should co-operate
in a joint exploration of a newly discovered mountein range, One group urges
that the two groups should visit and map all the valleys and the slopes to see
what can be learnt about the whole range, However, the other group says it will
ge along with this co-~operation only if it is first given the right to choose the
names for all of the major mountain peaks in this range, as well as the right to
annex those peaks in the name of its country, Like-the less demanding group of
mountaineers, the West very much wants to 1nvest1gate in co—operation with the
Soviet Union, all aspects of the problem confronting us. But I submit, it is
hardly fair to ask us to pay in advance for this step the impossible price of first
granting all of the major Soviet demands, especially when we are convinpeavfrgm our
reading of the memorandum that such demands haove nothing in common with the eight-
nation propossl os it was submitted.

I know thet dr, Tsarapkin said on 15 Moy that unless the West adoPted the
Soviet view on the most vital issues it would not be useful to. discuss other
problems, For instance, he used the following argument:

"You say that we should debate the membership of the international

commission, If you are thinking of an international network of

controel posts, you will have to have an international gommigsion

which will take charge of such a network., It will then be

necessary to set up o huge headquarters, and the funetions and

duties of the commission will be entirelyldifférent. If, however,

we accept the memorcondum as o basis for an agreement providing for

& system of observation through national systems, that is quite
another motter,” ; (ENDC/SC,I/PV,14. ©.20) o y
Far from giving support to the Soviet case by this argument Mr. Tsarapkln

proved just the opposite, in my opinion, And since it is just as much in the
interests of the Soviet Union as it is in our interests to get. & sound and
effective nuclear test ban treoty, why do we not stop debéting thefcontrol post
system in genernl and get down to the specifics of the system we are talking
about? Then everyome will applaud us. Let us begin:ﬁo see what problems would
be involved in relinnce on existing national stations, Qhen, after we know whot
we have to cope with ipvccncrete terms, let us discugs;how and where this

combination of national systems, composed of existing stations, may be inadequate;
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and where, and how much, it might have to be supplemented by the construction of
additional stotions, Let us comnsider also who would pay for construeting such
new‘stations, and how they would be staffed and managed, This would give us
saome idéa of the system that might be ovailable for use within the framework of
the eighténation"pldn. We might even come out with alternstive arrangenents
that could be suggested to governments,

4t that point we would then have at least & good basis for going into meny
aspects that must be settled about the international scientific comnission, its
compoéition, staff; functions, relation to the system, relationship to the parties,
end so forth, By that time, in the course of this detailed discussion, we would
also have sone fairly clear ideas of the nossibilities for agreement that could
be derived from the joint memorandunm, We’would have dealt with a lerge number
of factors bearing directly on the problem, and governments would be able to see
.a rather complete @icture. Then, on this foundation, we could come to the final
stage of choosing from among slternatives, where they existed, and of putting
tcgetherithé final plan, including, necessarily, some understanding on the most
controversicl issue of obligatory on~sitée inspection arrangements, We just do
not understand why we cannot begin to work nlong some line like the foregoing.

vWe note that our Soviet'coileague has said that it would not be o fruitful
line, but we connot see how it would cause any harm for any delegation to try it,
Sometimes our Soviet colleague uses the word Yimpasse" to describe the present
situation, Ie may predict another impasse as o result of the suggested Western
| approach, On the other hand, there is always the chance that our Soviet collenpue
could be wrong in his pessinistic foreeast about a patient exploration of the mony
aspects of our problem in the context of the eight-nation joint memorandum, and in
that event we might all be plensantly surprised by the results, Therefore I urge
the Soviet delegotion to permit us to find out what the situation really is, by
abandoning its opposition to our suggested approach and getting on with the real

job facing us in this Sub~Comnittee,

The CHAIRMAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republies) (translation from

Russian): I wish to speak now as representative of the Soviet Union,

Qur feailure to make any progress here in your asbsence, Mr, Dean, proves that
your presence is clearly indispensable for any advance in our negotiations,
Frankly, we were hoping that you would bring us some good news from Washington,
We were hoping that the United States would show good will and consent to an
agreement on the discontinuance of ruclear weapon tests on the basis of the

compromise proposals in the joint memorandum of the eight non-aligned States,
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" Those hopes of ours, however, sank lower and lower as Mr, Dean's staigmggﬁ |
continued., He agein spoke of an observation system and of inspection in terms
which can only be interpreted to mean that the United States is still maintaining
its old position on these questions, A strange impression is created, |

The fact that we, the Soviet Union, have moved away from our previous
position to & new one by accepting the non-aligned countries! proposals and are
insistihg that the Western Powers shall also in their turn give up their old »
positidnfan& aécept‘these proposalg of the non-aligned countries was Qriticiqu:
by the United Stotes. It tells us that we ere demanding that the Western Pdvers
should dccept the Soviet Union's present position, But the Soviet*Uhion‘s. _
present position is not our old position, but the position which the non;alighed
States have proposed that we should accept, We have accepted it. When, |
thérefore, we ask you to join us and co-operate with us in coming to an agreement
on the basis of the compromise proposals of the non-gligned States, that invnp ,
way means that you are bound to accept our position. -No, it means thgtkycg |
should;‘like ourselves, accept the position proposed to us by the non-aligned
States in order to 1ift the talks out of dendlock. o

Unhapplly neither Mr, Deon's nor Mr, Godber's statement gave us the faantest
"gleam of hope that our Western collesgues are ready to co-operate with the Sov1et
Unlon on the basis of the comprotiise proposals of the non-aligned States.;v

At the latest meetings of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Dlsarmamehf at
which the dlscontlnuance of nuclear weapon tests has been debated, the overwhelmxng
"maaor1ty of the delegatlons ~« the delegations of all the socialist countries and
those of the non—aligned countries ~=~ expressed serious anxiety at the situation
Whlch has arisen” in the three-Power negotiations on the discontinuance of nuclear
weapon tests. They sald ‘that further tolks on this subject could only. succeed
if the nuclear Powers glve up their old positions and refrain from using the elght
non-aligned countries' memorandum to defend. those positions, That is what the
representatives of Mexico, Sweden, Indie and Burme said at the thirty-fourth
neeting of-the Eighteen-Nation Commitbee on 9 May, ~The delegations of the non-
aligned coﬁﬁtfies'aéclaréa’unanimously that the old positionsvafforded no outlet
from the deadlodk in which the three~Power Sub~Committee found itself, and that
agreement could be reached only on the basis of the principles set out in the

memorandun.
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To clarify this question it is necessary, however briefly, to analyse the
positions of the sides, and see which side is clinging to its old positions and
which has left its former positions and shifted to new ones,

Vith a view to endihg the deadlock in the negotiations on the discontinuance
of nuciear weapon tests, the eight non-aligned delegations sulmitted to the
Eightéen—Natidn Committee on 16 April o memorandun in which they proposed to
the nuclear Powers a new solution for the problem of discontinuing tests. In
this memorandum ﬁhey set out a series of principles which they recommended the
nuclear Powers to take ns a basis for negotiations and for an agreement,

The Soviet Government, desiring to reach an agreement as soon as possible
and put an en& {0 nuclecr weapon testing, stated that it accepts the propositions
of the eighi-nation nemorandurr as a basis for negotiations, and is ready on thet -
basis to proceed to serious‘talks in order to achieve a suitable agreement, although
not everything in these proposdls corresponds with our views or with the Soviet
Union's position., We agreed, for instance, to the establishment of an international
commission and to oh-site inspection in the form laid down in the non-aligned
countries'!' proposals, But that is the whole point of a compromise, to agree on
positions WhiCh do not correspond to the original positions of either side,

What attitude did the United Stotes and the United Kingdom adopt towards the
non-gligned countries! memorandum? At first, a completely negative one, For
example, they declared themselves ready to discuss the eight-nation memorandum,
but on condition that the Soviet Union would accept the Western Powers' proposals
for international control and compulsory on-sgite inspection, Then, when they sow
that this gttitude did not conmend itself to the great majority of the delegations
in the Committee, they changed their tactics and started to assert that they were
ready to accept the provisions of the memorandum as one of the basis for negotiations,
It at once became clear to evéryone, however, that this was not a sincere -declaration
but a ruse; ‘for the Western Powers, having stated that they would take the
memorandurt of the non-aligned countries as a basis, began to assert that the
proposals in it obout observation posts, the international commission, and visits
to the site of events the nature of which was in doubt were practically identical

with the cdrrééponding provisions in the United States draft treaty of 18 April 1961

(ENDC/9)
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The Unitod States and United Kingdom representatives are actually still
standing pat on’that positiop and insisting on an international network of control
posts and compﬁlsory on-éiﬁe inapéctiop; ¥hat is the difference between‘this .
position aﬁd the one which the UnitedAStotes and the United Kingdom adopt in their
draft treaty of 18 April 19617 ?ractioally nothing. Both include the establishment
of an 1nternut10nal network of control posts and the conduct of cormpulsory on-site
inspection, Consequently, when the non-aligned delega*ions appeal to the nuclear .
Powers to oban&on their old positions and rofrain from using the memorandum as a
means of defendlng these, that _appeal 15 addressed _directly to the United Staies
and the United Klngdom representatxves. o

The Soviet Union hos left its old position, os:sot out in its proposal of
28 November 1961 (ENDC[II), and hasimoved to the new position laid down in the
memorgndum of the eight non-aligned countrles. ' You, however, have not done that,
and unfortunaiely remain deaf to the appeals oy the non-pligned countrles to the
nuclear Powers not to use the memorandum 1n defenoe of their old positions, In
Jour attempts to misrepresent the s1tuatlon, you make out +hat this appeal by the
non—allgned countries is addressed not to you but bo the Soviet Union, although A
the Soviet Unlon accepts the memorandum as it is, whereas you, Shs Western Powers,‘
have not accepted 1t o8 it is, . You have even gone so far as to ‘assert that your
position is practlcally identical with the position of the non-aligned countrles -
on all these questlons. That, however, bears no relation to the facts, but is a
gross distortion of the meanlng, spirit and letter of the eight qonnallgned
countries' nemorandum, The non—aligned countries propose in their memorandum
that national systems of control posts should be used for superv;51on of compllance
with the agreement, and thot if neoessary, agreement mlghu be reached on expandlng |
the network of national posts by the establ;shment of additional new posts, A

The‘non—aligned oountries.propose “the establishment of an international
écomm1351on conslstlng of a limited number of highly qualvfled scientists,
possibly from non—allgnea countrles, ﬁogether with the appropriate staff, The
functions of this commission would be to process +he date received from the
national posto, fo make a uhoroogh aoo objective stody of such dota, to report on
any nuclear ex91081on or susplc‘ous event revealed by “hat stuaj, und also to call
for addltlonal 1nformat10n, 0 oonsult ‘the parties to the ‘brealy on further measures
of clarlficatlon to facilitate assessment of the noture of the evend, and to inform '
the parties to the treaty of all the circumstances of the case and of its assessment

of the suspicious and significant event, Whcou inspection is concerned, the
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nemorandun soys that the parties to the freaty could invite the commission to
visit their territories and/or the site of the event the nature of which was in
doubt.

We, the Soviet Union, declare that‘we accept these propositions of the
memorandun nnd are prepared to proceed to draft an agreement on the discontinuonce
of nuclear wennon tests on the basis of these prop@sitibns,

But what Jo the Western Powers propose? The United States and United Kingdom
representatives state that they accept the eight~nation memorsndum as o basis for
negotiations, according to the United Kingdom representative, or as one of the
bases, according to the United Statés representative, They have made stoatements
to that effect ot recent meetings of the Sub-Committee, but have immediately
accompanied those statements by feservations distorting the substance of the basie
propositions of the eight-naticn memorandum, into which they read their own
interpretation and a content which turns out to coineide with the Western Powers!
old position, | |

For example, the Western Powers state that the eight-nation memorandum provides
for "obligatory inspectioﬁ” and the estqbliéhmenﬁ of an "international network of
control posts" subordinate to the intefnational commission, which would be
emnpowered to order compulsory on-cite inspection, .

Thus ot the thirteenth meeting of the Sub-Committee on 11 May the United
States representative said: '

"The United States délegation is sfill‘firmly convinced that

its onalysis of the essential principles expressed in paragraphs.

4 and 5 of the joint memorandum, when readhﬁogether, is correct

and that orrangements for oblifétory ins?ection in certain .

circumstances are §f0vidéd fdr by the co-sponsors," (ENDC/SC.I/PV.13,

2:17). - |
A little later ot the same riceting he said that the United States delcgation

believed that its interpretation of +*he eight-nation memorandum on the question
of obligatory inspection was correct, The United Kingdom delegation upholds the
same position on obligatory inspection, ,

Thus on the ~rucial guestion of on-site inspection, the United States and
the United XKingdom delegations stand fast on their o0ld positions and insist on
obligatory inspection. This conflicts with both the spirit and the letter of
the memorandun of the eight non-aligmed States, which makes no provision at all
for compulsory on=-site inspection, Yor your informaticn, Mr, Godber, that is

-
i

in fact admitted even by uir, HMaemillon, the Prime Hinister of the United Kingdom,
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Lest ¥Mr, Godber should reproach me with any 1naccurac1es or exaggerations, I will
quote what the Prime Mlnlster of the United Klngdom said as reported by Mr. Godber
himself,

At the twenty-fifth meeting of the Eipghteen~Nation Committee on'Disarmbﬁént
on 20 Aprll Mr. Godber explained the United Kingdom position on the proposals
of the eight non-allgned Stctes and quoted the stotement made on that subgec% by
Prlme Minister Maemillan in the House of Commons on 19 April, I quote what
' Mr Godber said at that meetlng »

' "When he was asked agaln to clarify just what the neutrals
~ proposals were, he [that is to say, Mr, Macmillan/ said:

[then followed the statement of the Prime Minisbter of the United Kingdom, as
reproduced by lr, Godber/

"As I understond 1t the proposals would not make verification -

compulsory; it would be only perm1551ve.“ (EFDC/PVQQQ, p:2)

Yes;“this interﬁrétation is perfectly correct, No other inference can be
drawvn from the memorandum without grossly contradicting, or more accuraféiy,
distorting its spirit end letter, S |

We understand, of course, that Mr, Godber quoted thic statement by the
Prime Minister in the House of Commons on the hon-aligned’s%dtes' proposels for -
a specific reason and not for oratorical effect. This was an official statement
of the United Kingdom's position on this matter and we should therefore study it
carefully and draw the appropriate conclusions for ourselves, ‘ Spesking in the
House of Commons on 19 April, the Prims Minister defined the Unlted Klngdom
position as follows:

"The 9051t10n now is that 1f the neutrals!? proposals provide for

effective measures of 1nternat10na1 verification and if the Russlahs,

even at this late stage, agree to this, negotiation will become

possible." (ibid,)

Thisvstatement by the PriﬁévMinistér contains two conditions which he considers
must be accepted if negotiationkbﬁﬁ%he discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests
is to become possible. R o o

These conditions, or to be more exact, these demands are as follows, The °
first is provision for effécfive medsures of international ﬁerification; the
Prime Minister eXplaine& thot by this he means compulsory and obligatory
inspection. The second is agreement by the Soviet Union to this demand for
compulsory and obllgatory lnspectlnn. In statlng these condltlons, the Prime
Minister emphaslzed that unless they were .et, he did not think "that o frultful

negot1at10n can now be embarked on', (ibidl)
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That is still the position of the United Kingdom Government on this question,
as can be seen from the statements made in this Committee by the United Kingdom
representatives ond from the United Kingdom note which was published on 15 Hey
at a Foreign Office press conference iﬁ London and which was desnateched to the
Japanese Government in reply to its note of 4 May, In this United Kingdom
Government note the possibility of progress in the negotiations on the discontinuance
of nuclear weapon tests is linked with the demand that the Soviet Union should
commit itself to obligatory internastionsl inspection, .

Although the United Kingdom Government is perfectly well aware that this
demand is unacceptable to the other side, it is nevertheless pressing it and
refusing to come to an agreement on the terms proposed by the eight non-aligned
States in their joint memorsndum,  This position of the United Kingdom Government
shows that it is opposed to cgreement on the discontinuance of nuclearkweapon tests
and supports the nuclear arms race, no matter what Mr., Godber may have said to the
contrary in this Committee,

The Western delegations are also puilty of blatantly distorting the contents
of the eight-nation memorandum where the systoem of detecfién is concerned, TFor
_exanple, Mr, Godber made the following statement at the fourteenth meeting of the
Sub=Committec on 15 Hoy:

", es any detection system established in accordance with the joint

memorandum must be international.! (ENDC/SC.I/PV.14, p.5)

The United Stotes representative said the same thing at the thirteenth

meeting, He pointed out that the sponsors of the memorandum offer two alternative
methods of organizing a system of detection, which might be based and built upon
existing national networks of observation posts and institutions br might be a
mixed system combining existing control posts with new posts. He s2id that even
if only existing nationel stotions were to be used, "they would have to be tied
together into some sort of. international system" (ENDC/SC,I/PV,13, p,18), But

that is not what the sponsors of the memorandum propose, As 1s clearly apparent

from the document they have submitted, the eight non-aligned States base thomselves
on the assumption that at present control over compliance with an agreement on the
discontinuance of nueclear tests can be fully assured by existing national systems
of detection, to which new observation posts can be added by agreement, Paragraph 3
of the memorandum makes no reference to the need to establish an international
network of observation posts, It is noteworthy that the word "international® does
not appear even once in this parasgraph of the nemorandum; it is not used in this

parograph sTen once,
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‘The Western delegations, basing themselves on their old position that it is
necessary‘to establish an international observation system and to have obligatory
inspection, are trying to attribute to the international commission rights and
duties going far beyond the functions which are envisaged by the sponsors of the
memorandun and to which I have already referred in this statement, For example,
at the fourteenth meeting of the Sub-Committee, Mr, Stelle mentioned the question
of consultations between the international commission and countries parties to the
agreement and gpoke of the international commission's right to supervise the work
of the international network of detection posts, to send its agents o the spot
in order to'inspéct how the posts were operating, ete, The United States '
delegatién concluded from this that it is necessary to set up a headquarters for
the future control organization which, in type and scope of operations, would bear
a close resemblance to the intefnational control organization provided for in the”
United Kingdom~United States draft treaty of 18 April 1961, '

The United States and the United Kingdom are thus adhering to their old
positions on three major controversial issues: the detection system, inspection
and the functions of the international commission, R

" But they are very well aware that agreement cannot be reached on such & basis,
That is why they are trying to give the impression of being willing to conduct
constructive negotiations and are proposing that we should defer the question of
inspection and should take up matters connected with the establishment, compositien
and functions of the control commission and with the institution of a system of
international posts, In other words, they are proposing that we should discuss
detailed and specific points and even irrelevant technical issues,

We consider, however, that such a course will not lead to the desired results
nor facilitate the attainment of agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon
tests, For example, how can one in fact discuss the functions of the international
commission' unless the controversial problems of inspection and the detection system
have been seltled? If one accepts the interpretation of the United States and
United“Kiﬁgdomvdelegations regarding the obligatory nature of inspection and the
establishment of an international system of detection, the functions, rights, powers
and scope of the international commission will be of one kind, If, however, ome’
takes the proposals in the joint memorandum as a starting point, the functions

and scope of thé international commission will be of a different kind.
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Conéequently,,before we. can go on to discuss the composition of the control
commission, ifs‘fgnctions‘and the size of its staff, we must first settle the
controversial issues which divide the two sides., To start discussing particular
pqinﬁs without reaching agreemént on the prineiples would be tantamount o
‘négotiating,blindfold, How can one examine particular points connected, say,
with the activities of the international commission, as the Western representatives
.propose, unless we reach firm agreement on what this commission is to do?  What
the United States and the United Kingdom are proposing, namely, that we should
lay aside principles and pass on to a discussion of details, is a course which.
would’be completely unproductive; it would lead us to an impasse and involve us
in a quagmire of futile and useless discussions,

Such a situation can be avoided and progress made in the negotiations only
if the participants reach o precise and clear-cut agreement, free of oll ambiguity,
that the basic provisions of the memorandum of the eight non-aligned countries are
accepted as they stand not only by the Soviet Union but also by the Western
Powers =~- the United States and the United Kingdom, Mr, Godber himself has
linked progress in our negotiations with the need to clarify the positions of
the two sides, TFor instance, he made the following observation .ot the twenty-
£fifth meeting of the Disarmament Committee:

"here there is straight dealing, where there is honesty, where
there is willingness to show exactly where we stand, we can make
- progress," (ENDC/PV.25, p.8)

However, if progress lIs. to be made in the negotiations it is not enough to

show exactly where the parties stand, as ¥r. Godber thinks, If progress is to
be made, the positions must be harmonized, and this can be achieved by accepting
the eight-notion proposals as a basis for agreement, ' '
The discussion which has tcken place in the Sub-Committee since 9 oy =-
since the discontinuance of tests was debpted in the plenary Committee ~=- show
that the United States and United Zingdom have not renounced their old positions
on the controversial issues, It is obvious that in these circumstances the
discussion of particular questions connected with the future work of the

international commission will not advance the negotiations,
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In order to end the deadlock in the Sub~Committee's work, we must adhere
strlctly to the compromlse proposals in the olght-natlon memorandum. ‘Thé
prellmlnary questlon which we must settle i., therefore, whether or not the .
Western Powers accept the memorandum not in theory, but in pract1ce, as basms
for negotiétidns; All attemptv by the‘Western Powers to 1nterpret the memorandum
on the basiémofwﬁhelr old pos;tlons or to aeek agreement somewhere between the ‘
compromlse proposed by the nonnallgne& oounbrles and thelr old p031t10n will not
lead to any positive results but will nmeraly compllcate and protract the negotaatlons.

At our last meetlng on Tuesuay, 15 May, end in his statement today, 18 May,

Mr, Godber affeeted not t undorstand our proposal thab we should agree among A
ourselves to accept the provisions in the memovandum of the non~a11gned countrles
concerning the use of exlstlng naticnal networks of observatlon posts and '
institutions for the purposes of control over compllance with an agreement on the
dlscontlnu&nce of tests, We do not in facu‘see anythlng 1n our proposal that
would Justlfy Mr. Godber in puttlng such pu?zllng questlons. We have suggested
to you more than once that we should c»ept the proposals of the non~a11gned ‘
countries as they stand - T emphaolze —— a8 they stand, Ve are repeating thls
same suggestlon now, Thls applles not only %o the proposal that control over
the dlscontlnuance of tests should be offected by means of ex1st1ng natlonal R
networks of observation posts bub &190 4o the question of an 1nbernat10na1 A
commission and to the conditions for on-sxte inspection, as all thls 1s set out
in the non-saligned countries' memorandum, ' e

If we in this Sub~Commitiee indicate o:. eompleté‘a@reémént:w{th‘ﬁhe'deic
proposals of the non—allgned countries and reporn o the Elghteen~Nat10n Committee
accordxngly, there can be no doubt thet i$s members will express their unanimous =
approvul The Committee will “hen have a ‘basic directive, in compllance with which
it will be able speedily %o work out and come to terms on all the detailed poznts
to be included in the text of an agréemént”on the discontinuance of nuclear tests,

The representatlves "of the Weaterr Powers propose gnother course -~ that this
Sub-Committee should agair embark upon ‘discussions of "an 1nternat10nal detection
system®, "obligatory 1nspect10n“ snd other old United States-United Klngdcm o
conditions which do not flgure anvwhere in ‘the memorandum of the eight non~a11gned
States, To adopt this® sourse wnuld lead %o the Some hopeless deadlock that existed
in the negotiations on the discontinuance of nuelear tests before the non=-aligned

countries took the initiastive of submitting new proposals.
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If we were to come to terms on the basic principles contvained in the
non-aligned countries' memorandum, the way would be open for sceedy agreement
on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests,. The reverse is also true;
failure to come to terms on these bazic principlss would doom ithe negotiations
to failure and lead them into deadlocit because, unless this guestion is
straightened out, further negotiations cannot produce any positive results and
wiil in fact be a pointless waste of time.

It is ture that, at ithe last meeting, kr. Godber expressed irritation at
our insistent demands thal the Western delegations snould settle this issue by
accepting the eight-nation proposeals es o basis., .. Godber described our

-

insistence discppointing, desressing and even deplorable. He seid at the

getting tired of listening bo Sovi e s
tting t list 2 to Soviet regquests that the

ost meeting that he was g
Western Powers should accent the memorcndum of the non-aligned countries as a

basis for agreement. In that connexion, he went so far as to say that cttempts

to induce the Western Powers to accent the memorandum as & basls Gid not constitute
serious negotiation. But we do not agree with this opinion of i.r. Godber's.

e comsider ‘that the eight~netion nronosals deserve the most serious attention

from us, since agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear weapoan tests is now

o e
o (¢}

only possible on the basis of these sosals, Therefore, the sroposals of the

non-aligned States should be the focal oint around which our negotiations revolve.

We certainly cannot acquiesce in the attempt being made by the Western
delegations, those of the United Kingdom and United States, to involve us again
in arguments over an international obscrvation sysiem and obligatory inspection.
We camnot understand these tvactics which the United States anéd United Kingdom
delegations are employing in the negotiations. They are perfectly well aware
of our position: we are prevared to reach agreement on the compromise basis
proposed by the non~aligned States, in other words, on the basis of the use of
national systems of deteciion. But in present conditions, when there is no
egreement on generel and complete disarmement, when the arms race is being
accelerated and the military threat is growing, we are categorically opposed, for
reasons of national security, to the esteblishment of an interastional observation
system in the territory of +the Soviet Unionm cnd to obligatory inspection,

Why then do the representatives of the United States and the United Xingdom,
if they in fact seriously wish to rcoch agreement wivsh the Soviet Union on a

mutuelly acceptable basis, continue 1o persist in +their old osositions, which are
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absolutely unacceptable to the other side? Why do they in fact réjeéfffﬁé:”
initiative of the non-aligned States, which have submitted compromise proposals
on a system of observation and verification? There can be only one answer:
the Western Powers do not want agreement on 2 mutually acceptable, compromise
basis. '

If the United States and the United Kingdom were to accent the compromise
proposals of the non-aligned nations as a basis for agreement, the whole matter
would at once be simplified and the numerous problems fabricated by Mr. GOdbér
and Mr. Dean would be eliminated. Thus, if you agreed with the proposal in
paragraph 3 of the eight-nation memorandum that o system for observafion and
effective control might be based and built upon already exisiting nationél
networks of observation posts and institutions supplemented, if necessary, by
new posts established by agreement, the following questions reised by you would
no longer arise: the international organization of national detection posts,
standardized bases for their operations, the establishment of common standards
of measurement and reporting, the convening of a new meeting of cxperts at
Geneva to . guage and assess the relative effectiveness of the various posts now
existing in different parts of the world, and the installation of standard
instruments. :

In enumerating thesc problems, ir. Godber admitted that a very considerable
amount of thought and work would be required for their solution. 411 these
invented problems will, however, be left in the air and will become patently
artificial if, instead of creating new difficulties, we roll up our sleeves, get
down to the job and begin to draew up our cgreement on the basis of national
systems, as the non-~aligned nations propose. National systems already exist
and have been functioning reliably and cffectively for quite a considerable
number of years in the United States, the Soviet Uhion,vthe United Kingdomidﬁd’
many other countries, and in all contihents. There is one simple argument, '
comprehensible to everyone, in favour of such a solution to the problém of
observation: no internationel system of control with an international nétwork
of control posts directed znd controlled by en international body has ever existed
in the past, nor does it exist at present, No one has so far scnt any inter-
national inspection teams anywhere, But this hes not been the slightest E
obstacle to the effective observation of nuclear explosions. Such obsefvaffdn

has been carried out by netional, not international, systems for the detection
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and identificotion of nuclear explosions. Ner is there eny need 0 set up new
systems in this field ot the present time. The proposal which vhe non-aligned
netions are moking and in which we concur is that without procrastinating or
reviving ¢ld crguments, we should agrec on the arrvongements which already exist
ot the nationel level and which are effcctively fulfilling thei. purpose of
observing nuclear explosions set off by the other side many thousends of kilo-
metres from the observatiorn point. The effectivencss of existing national
systems has been convincingly demonstrated to the whole world by the nuclear
Powers themselves and not only by them. .

Let us taoke the casc which presents the greatest technical difficulty, that
of low-yield underground nuclear explosions. The United States ond other
countries have recorded the Soviet nuclear explosions, including the only low-
yicld underground nueleer cxplosion in Febuary this ycar.  The Soviet Union and
other countries have recorccd the Unitcd States nucicer cxplosions, including
the low-yield underground tests. Juite recently the United Stotes announced
thot its deteetion posts hod recorded she French low-yield uadorground nuclear
explosion which was set off on 1 lany in the Baharn and which wos ept complétely
sccret from the wholeworld

L8 you sec, we all wetch each oulier and record each other's nuclear explosions,
e have so far managed without an internotional organization of national
detection posts, withoutv standardized bases for the operations of these posts,
without & meeting of our cxsperts to gouge the relative effectiveness of national
systems, without any decision on the guestion of stondard insiruments cte.

In the light of the foacts I have quoted, it becomes quite obvious how‘
artificial and for-fetched ore the questions with which dMr. Godber was so pfodigal
in this Sub-Committee on 15 may. Une could, of course, equally well thinkVup
dozens of other technical and non-tecimnical poinbts and claim toot they are of
great importance and that there will be no effective observation unless they
are settled. But claims of this kind explode like o 'soap bubble at the first
convact with the real facts I have menticned,

We do not dispute the foct that some of the quostions you hove mentioned
have a certein importance for nationcl systenms. But they have been and will be
solved, both in the Sovict Union and in Vestern countries, at the national level
and under notional programmes for the dovelopment and improvement of observation
techniques, This develooment will convinue to be stinulated by the fact that we

will obscrve each other lorgely from sur own tervitories,
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In conclusion, I again feel compelled to point out that the Soviet Unicn
hos accepted the compromisé proposals of the non~cligned countrics es a basis
for negotiations and for on agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon
tests. But that is nmot enough to bfing about an egreement, These proposals
of the non»allgned natlons must also be accepted, ositively ond genuinely, by
the other side, by the Uﬁltod States and the United I ingdom, Unfortunately the
Testern Powers are adhering to their 0ld positions on inspection, the observation
system and an international organ and do not in foet eccept the proposals of the
eight non-eligned countries, However, for some recson, no doubt in order to
avoid a strongly unfevoursble public reaction in their own couniries and
ﬁhroughout‘the world, the United States and the Unitcd Kingdom ore surrounding
their negative position in a mist of obscurity in +the hope thet, in that
obscurity, not everyone will succeed in discerning their, in foct, negative
sttitude to the compromise nroposals of the non-aligned countries., -

Since the United Staﬁes and the United Kingdom refuse to come fo terms on
the basis of the compromisc proposed by the eight non-aligned countries of
Zurope, Asia, Africes and ilorth snd South‘America, it becomes obvious that there
is now no prospect of agrcement on the discontinusnce of nuclecr weapon tests,
?e’déeply regret this and share the concern of the non~aligncd countries
regarding the consequences of this situation.k

. We urge the delegations of the Yestern Powers to give up their attempts to
conduct the negotiations on the disconiinuance of nuclear weapon tests on the
basis of their old positions énd to come to terms on the basis of the compromise
proposals set forth in the ;olnt memorondum of the eight non-aligned States.

The Soviet Union accepts these proposals as o besis for agreement. We strongly
appeal to the representatives of the United States and the United Kingdom also
to accept these proposals not in word but in deed and thus to Dove the way for an
agreement based on the use of netional systems of observatlon,'as proposed in
paragraph 3 ol the memorwndum, and on the establishment of a smell international
commission of scientists with the tesks and functions laid down in paragraphs 4
and 5 of the memorandum. “
Ve appeal to the delegations of the United Stwtes and the United Kingdom to
dlsplay their readiness to co-operate wﬂd come to an agreement with us on the
basis proposed by the non-ailgned Stetes in thelr memorandum.  Lgreement now

denends entirely on the Testern Powers., We cﬂntznuu to hopo that the United
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setes and “the Unlted Klngdom will come to terms with us on the mutually

acceptable basis proposcd by the non-zligned countries,

Lir, GODBER (Unitcd Kingdom): I do not xnow that therc is eny point

in makiné o long statement ofter what we have just listened to. I think that if
ever 1 had‘had the honour ‘to have been elected to the United States Seénatce,
something Whick could not nossibly hepoen to me, the words whicl would most
readily have come to my nind in listening to this lest speuvch wos that this was
o nosterly exhibition of an elaborate filibuster. This, in foect, was cll that
the speech to which we heve just. listened boiled down to. It wvas o parrbtnlike
repetition of "the Vest must accept the cight-Power memorandum of o basis". Ve
have acecepted, we do accept and we will continue to cccept thic os o basis for
negotiation, bub we are getting just o little tired of having o rcpeat that fact
o every mecting. '

So, in thet sensc, we want to go ahead and ncgotiate on it. We have puf
Terward proposals now in rclation to &ll three of the mein principles and it is
un to our Soviet colleagues to help us to evalucte and develop our ideas in
relation to the suggestions which the cight neutral Powers put to us. They did
not put this before us as o blueprint of a treaty. They have reminded us of that
themselves.  They said it is for us %o use this and develop o “%reaty from it.
That is exactly what we have been trying to do in the West and that is what(we
will contlnue to do. |

One slloh gllmmer of hope that I observed from the words of the Soviet
reoresentatlve was whcn hu talked about setting u) a smell international comm1s51on.
I he wants to talk about sottlng.up an international commission, by all means let
us talk abbu%yit.‘ Let us decide what its basis end its functions shall bé, We
hové already suggested that we should tolk about this body. I think this was the
first’aspec%'thaf I chose &t a meeting some time ago, thinking that this would be
the eosiest subject on which we could moke progress. Let us go on from there to
lool7 at the 5£her3two nrinciples involved. I should warmly wolcome that. But
this repetition whlch we hove listencd to again todoy is getiing us nowhore, nor 1s
the foet theb cur Sovied ccllbagub secizs to draw in 21l sorts of extraneous ma ttbrs.

He rofery rod agaln today to the quotetion from my own Prime iiinister whlch I
gave ot the meeting held on 20 Lpril., On that occosien I gquoted what the Prime

linister had szid on the »revious doy in the House of Commons. but of course what
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I did not make clear at the time, because I did nol rxead the whole of the Prime
Minister's answer, was that he was then giving his initial reaction based on an
article in The Times, not on the aefual verbatim document which we had the good
fortune to have before us. I thought I had made the position clear because,
immediately after I quoted that, I went on to say:
"This is the key to it a2ll. I can understand that ocur Soviet
colleagues could say that they accepted this memorandum as o basis;
yet, if they ere genuine and if in fact they want to make progress,
then, in the words of ‘the draft of the eight Powers, they have to
~accept this obligation which refers to on-site inspection."
AENDC/PV.25, p.9)
That is what I said ot that time and I clearly set forth the position of the

United Kingdom Government on this matter. Of course, what I say here carries
with it the authority of the United Kingdom Government and I em surprised that
¥r, Tsarapkin should think otherwise. I hope this particular point need not

be raised .again to obscure ocur discussions. I merely refer to it again now to
show that the point was adequately covered in my intervention at that particular
time, .

:,*.«If one takes the wording of the c¢ight-nestion memorandum, I would have
thought it wes abundantly clear from the wey in which 1 showed that paragraphs

4 .and 5 are inextricably linked, and the way in which I sought to draw it out

and to develop it as a basis for our negotiations, that in fact the provisions

in those paragraphs clearly bring out the obligation to which I then referred,
Therefore, let us not waste further time on that, any more then on whether in

. fact we have accepted this as & basis or not. Let us get on and negotiate,

Do not let us heve any more of these speeches which seem to be designed to fill in
“time and not to help us forward in these discussions which the eight nations wish
us to proceed with.

.When our Soviet colleague at one stage this afternoon sought to align himself
with the eight nations, this secemed.tc me to be a piece of quite ineredible
‘boldness end wholly inapplicable to the line which he was then taking. The eight
nations want us to negotiate; -they are not interested in these turgid speeches
which take us no further along. - I was interested when cur Soviet colleague
suggested that we should roll up our sleeves and get on with the job. I am all
for rolling up our sleeves and getting on with the job, but I suggest that he also
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roll up that series of speeches he has been giving us and get these fresh
1nstruct1ons which I indicated at our lest meeting might help him really to
negotiate with us, so thet we can make the progress which is so badly needed.
This is an appeal which I meke to him once more: +that he should discuss
with ts, starting if he likes with the international commission and going on to
develop the other p01nts. I do not mind in which order they are taken. I/
merely want te make progress and to see what we can build ocut of the proposals
of the elght Powers, because it was never intended by them that they should be
& treaty in itself - that, indeed, woﬁld be absurd to suggest —- but that we
should build on this document to find that common basis which we &ll require,
baving in it the ﬁhreé principles to which I>and my United Stotes colleague have

referred so many times.

Mr, DEAN (United States of imerica): I wonder, Mr. Chairmgn,!if you
would be kind enough to tell us what the actual yield was of the Soviet under-r
ground shot on 2 February. And since you say that it is quite eesy to pick up
undéfground shots in other countries and to determine the'yioia;'I'wonder if you
will tell us what the Soviet Unlon picked up on the recent French shot, and what

its yleld was &s recorded on your national detection aystem. e would be very

1nterested to hear.

The CHLIRMAN (Unlon of Sov1et Socialist Republlcs) (tr%nslatlon from

RusSian) With regard to the Sov1et explosion in February, I can tell you that
it ﬁas of low yield, Where the Fronch nuclear explosion is conceraned, 1 do not
have our publication on thehéubject to hand and cennot, unfortunately, satisfy

your curiosity.

iir . DEAN (Unlted Statea of America): You say your shot on 2 February

was of low yield. ‘Was it in excess of approx1mately 19 to 20 kilotons?

The CHAIRMAN (Union of Soviéf'SbéiéliéfARépublics) (tronslation from
Russian): I cennot tell you the yield, but we would never classify a 19 kiloton

explosion as being of low yield. Perhaps by United States standards e 19 kiloton

explosion is one of low yield but in the Soviet Union such explosions are not

regarded as being of low yield, When we use the term "low yield", we base
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ourselves on specific stendards which are alse known wo your experts. These
matters were discussed botihr ot the Conference of Zxperts in 1958 end later in
technical working groups 1 ond 2,

Does anyone else wish to speak vodey?  If not, I would like to reply to
Mr, Godber,

You have stated todey very categoricelly that you, that is, the United
Kingdon Govermment, accept the proposals contained in the memorandum of the non-
aligned countries as they stend end that, on this besis, you are ready to go on
to the actual working out of agreed proposals and, as I understocd, possibly of
the text of o treaty. If the situation is really as you, wsr. Godber, have
described it, we will be willing to examine any proposals whiceh you might submit
for our consideration and which are in accordance with the basic provisions set
forth in the memorandum. We could only welcome such proposals by you and await

them with interest,

Mr., GODBER (Unitcd Kingdom): I said that we had accepted, we did

accept, and would continue to accept this document os & basis for our
discussiont that is what I said; I repeat it now. I have shown my willingness
not only to accept it but tc seek to build on it with o view to achieving
agreement.,

If you tell me now thot you arce noppier in going ahead in thoet way,
Mr. Chairiman, no one will be more pleansed that I, If you will come forward now
with your positive proposals, either in the light of the suggestions my United
States colleague or I have made, or with some proposals of your own, they will

receive our most careful ottention.

The CheIRieN (Union of Sovict Socialist ieoublies) (4ranslation from

Russian): The next meeting will be on Tuesday, 22 oy 1962, ot 3.30 p.m.

The meeting rose at 5.25 v.m.






