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The CHAIRJ:vw\J (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from 

Russian): I declare open the fifteenth meeting of the Sub-Gommi ttee on a Treaty 

for the Discontinuance of Nuc:lear W0apon Tests. Does anyone wish to speak today'? 

Ivir, GQDBER (United K:i.n~.Sdom): I have been looking at the record of our 

last mee·Hng a.nd Jvrying to detect in your stn:tel!lents, Mr. Chairman, some hopB, 

sol!le encouragement, for ou.r future negotiations in the Sub-comrJittce whieh, after 

all, could have ·bheir effect on the Disarmament Committee as a whol~. But the 

more I look at your comments the more depressed I have to admit to you I become. 

It really is a somewha·~ depressing ontlook if one takes literally what you have 

told us. Perhaps I could illn3tr11ie whet I raeanc 

attitude, you said at our fourteenth oeeting: 

Speaking of your government's 

", •• We accept the proposals of the non-aligned States and are 

prepared to agree on this basis" 11 (:ENDC/SC"-1/PV gl4. p.l8) 

That in itself ought perhaps not to depress one, but this is not the first tine 

that you ho.ve DQ,de this statemen-:. and .. indeed, your colleague Mr. Zorin, hcs oade 

sioilar stateoents at plenary neetings of the Conference. But you said, 11We are 

prepared to negotiate n. 11 • 

In all frankness 7 I would ask you, Ivir. Cheiroan, to tell us when, at any tine 

sin~e the eight-nation oemoranduo (ENDC/28) ~as first submitted 1 you have ever 

really shown any disposi·bion in fact to negotiate. Frankly, it seens to oe that 

you have not, because when we have asked you to discuss any of the nain principles 

of the menorandum, or, indeed, any of the detailed problems raised by it, you seen 

to r.ay every tirae, 11Nou; you say 1 "Accept the oei:loranduo es it stands or we refuse 

to discuss it further 11
• I think that is a fair paraphrase of what you have said 

on various occasions. I do not quite understand what you mean by this. Do you 

mean that we have to accept the memorandum as a sort of sacred document, a document 

from whi!"h there can be no deviation whatsoever? Is it your thought that 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 do so because we, for our part, have 

ac!"eptod the nenorandum 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 hava gone on, as seems logical) reascna[Jle and sensible 9 to try .t<;>_ 

negotia·he ~· Tho.t is what we hcvo "!ihuughJ(; we vre;:e intended to do; tha;b seemed to 

be the purpose of our mee·Ungs,. We huv~ done this, ns I muet remind you; in 

the face of n a01:1pletely -- if L ma.y usc the word -- obs·bina.ie refasal on your 

part to co-ope:r.:r,~e in such discussion, That is what I jusi; do not understando 

For what is· it you say ·bo u.s? You say tha·b we persist in turn1ng away from the 

memorandumq . Perhaps I illay Cj_Uotc your aw~ual words: 

''In actual fnci1 you -- thz J_;;wo Vhstern Powers, ·ohe Uni·ted States and 

United Kingdom -~· a:r0 st.andi.ng out 'l..gainst the whol9 world.,. You do 

not vra.nt to acce:p·b· ~·;ho:t has :.:.een rroj;onec by ·M10 non-aligned States, 

and acc9:pi;ed by til;:; Sovie·b 1_Tr.:irn and ~;he other socialist States, You 

are s":,cnding out ·:;I.;e whol o wnrld 1 a.nd ye'b you a:<:e a.ppeali::lg to 

the whole world -~c "o-o:pe:cat.G lli'::,h you, ·to agr.::e ·bo adop-'v you.r old 

posi·h::.on n.nd *-o rejGct ·bhc wE>:"1M:'t"l.!J.u<:~L1 propoJBd hy ·the non-aligned . 

States" n (~L~Q..d./.!!Jdi-.~_.2,;;.;'!&) 

I do not p1·ei::er.d thr~h 1 :c·.~p(;u·~ -:~t-.ost> w·or<ls with your flu&ncy, vo1·..1r:ne w.1d _fire, 

but they are your adlrl.fLi. wc:t<l8 •. I/ I caru1oi, pttt ·the :full vigour behind them, 

neverthsless i<i1e words are yours., 'l'hos e words~ I do say to you, Mr. Chairman, 

are ·th€ purest. :fa.ntasy, 

for:negotiabion. We ha;;,re atar·~ed i_.o iliscu% t t --· yes, to discuss H. in detail o 

be proposed cgnin~t the hucc'.:g:tou:.:!il. c:f "t·he memoran.iiwn, V!e h:J.:tre uskeC. you ·to 

oo-operate vriih 11S ill ··bl1is ~:·x>:.::reiso(J Wl1at ~hu.,·9:£)8l1.S<! Ycu -!iol.l ,~s Wq are running 

It rea~ly does seem 

You tell 

You tell us that we 

I do I1ot thinJ;:~:. ·hha.t is an ' .. ufair :pcw:n,:ph:case of what you rep£ateo.ly say ·bo us .. 

:t J m:;.;csolf, have not .been conscious in any way of adher5.ng to any old positions 

in disous.:::;ing this e:i.ght-nc·~ior n:::;noro.ndum, nor ho:~·"e I :,9en conscious of any such 

inflexibility on +.he part of. my tbi"oct S·hat0s ccllcogu.e, 

constantly trit~d to engage :l.n cc:nstructive di.::;cussion of the three main principles 
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which we -:-- rE?esonably and justifiably, we think -- see in the joint memorandum& 

the. principles .of an internationr.l systera of detection, an international commission 

and internatio.nal inspection. 

At, ou.r thirteenth r.1eeting my colleague, Sir Michael Wright, suggested that 

so far .cs. the third I>rineiple :was .conc.erned~ that is, the principle .of inspection, 

it night be helpful if we were to put this on one side fur the time being, because 

it appeared to be the most diffi.cul t and the. one on which the two sides were 

furthest apcr:t. He suggested then tho;ii we might, instead, enter into a cUscussion 

of the other two principles which could, withou·h prejudice to the discussion of 

inspection ct a later date, be <:liscussed in isolation, and could. offer us perhaps 

the chcnce of r, good deal of colllr.lon c,greement. That, I would have thought was a 

very realistic way of trying to make progress where we can. It followed up what 

I, oyself, have said many times in our main Com..':li ttee, that we should try to fi;td 

agreement where o,greeoent exists and build on that. and generate confidence in the.t 

way. I ~ould ,not have. thought that was an unreasonable attitude to. adopt. 

At our lastmeeting my United States collea,gue referred to this proppsal, 

and i.n particular to the reaction to it of your own delegation, :Mr.,. Chairman. 

You anQ. your colleague, l':~Ir. Zorin,. have cons7tantly sc:id that it would be a waste 

of timo to expend energy on the deta,ils of probleos before there had been a complete 

accord on fund('.menta,l 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 could not really he;Lp us forwa,rd~ He said then that the United 

States delegation had reached this concluaion for two reasons: 

"In tho first place, we have been il!1pre.sseu by wha,t some of the eight 

co-sponsoring delegations haye had to sny about the way in which 
. . . . 

understa,ndings.on specific items can, perl1aps cumulatively, open up 

a,venue~ to n.greement on major iter.1s of controversy. 11 (ENDCLSC.I/PV,l4, p.lO) 

Furt~er on, he sa,id tha,t the: 

"• •• rea,son why a loolr at some of the importa,nt details !!light help us 

i~ that we shall certl'.',inly get nowhere in the immediate future if all 

we do is confront each other. at ea,ch meeting of the Sub-co0l!1ittee with 

reciprOCr!.lly unacceptable positionrJ on the fund(1171entel controversia,l 

problems." (~) 

These are l.'Ir •. Stelle's wise. words. He uses long wor~:1s, does he not? I find it 

difficult to get m:r tongue ~:',round ther.1, but. then he is more skilled than I. 
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It has. been • for these reasons that we and our United States colleagues at. · 

.recent meetings of the Sub-committee hav6 been giving our views in what I think 

is a carefully reasoned and uncontroversial tone about the less difficult of the 

three main principles covered by the eight-nation oemorandum: the principles of 

an international system of detection, an international commission and international 

inspection .. 

I want once more to appeal to you, ?.ir. Chairman, to do the snme. I hope I 

shall not appeal in vain becv.use 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 Mexico was speaking for all his colleagues 

this in the clearest possible terms at our thirty-fourth meeting. 

and he said 

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? Can.you not do 

so by discussing in more detail the questions covered in paragraph 3 and paragraph 4 

of the joint memorandum? Or are you simply going to reiterate constantly that we 

must accept the memorandum as it stands as a basis for negotiation? If I might 

say s9, it has ~ow become a somewhat meaningless phrase as used in this context: 

firstly, because we have accepted it as a basis for negotiation; and, secondly, 

because having accepted it as a basis we are now trying to negotiate on it. That 

is all that we are asking you to do. I hope you will agree to follow this example 

of the Western States and engage in serious negotiation on it. 

But, Mr. Chairman, if you insist that we can make no progress on the question 

of an international detection system or an international coomission-until we have 

reached agreement on tho question of inspection, then I su2pose 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 pa,rticu:J_.ar point.. Perhaps I could do so using the eight-nation memorandum 

as a basis for my remarks, which, I am sure fron all you have said about the 

document, is what you, Mr. ChQ.irman, would like me to do. 

Inspection, as I see it, is dealt with in both paragraph 4 and paragraph 5 of 

the eight~nation memorandum. Paragraph 4 states: 
11All parties to the treaty should c.ccept ·the obligo.tion to furnish the 

Commission with the facts necessary to establish the nature of any 

suspicious and significo.nt 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 

"-··'-.1. II I "Vllmr' /"JR '"' ? ' 
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There, I would so,y, an obligetion is :placod on all the parties to the treaty, tho.t 

is, an obligation to g~vo the conmission the necessary facts to esto.blish the 

nature of a suspicious event .. 

I run sure, Er. Chairi::Jan, you would agree that this is a clear e-nd a firo 

obligation, Tpere is no getting aroun~ it. It is set out sinply and clearly,, 

In adClition, there is in this paragrt:'-ph the stetement thnt "the :parties ••• could 

invite the cor.JI:dssion to vj.sit their territori " Lf'J 'r understand it, 

Mr. Chairmen, you hcve in the past na.cte great plrW with this worcl "could" they 

"could invite", But I wo,nt to sugeest to you thct the sentence in which it is 

included must be reo,cl in the context of the eight-no.tion nemoro,ndum o,s 11 whole, 

This br~nes me then to 2ercgro,ph 5 of the nemoranduo. The first sentence 

of pcro.grcph 5 sta.~es: 

"Shoul(l. the Commission finct tho,t it wcs unnble to reach o, conclusion 

on the nnture of a significant ••• event it would so inforn the pnrty 

and ••• inform it of the points on which urgent clarification seemed 

necessnry. 11 (i:.!U.£,) 

••• 

I would take it, Ivlr, Chairnan, thc.t you woulcl not disagree -- I hope thct 

you would not tho,t the conDission ::~ight well deen it necessary to obtain this 

clarification by asking for en on-site inspection. I am cssuning that there is 

this problem end this doubt o,nd thct the comrnission, within the terms of paragraph 5, 

would ask for on-site inspection. The conmission night very well say thn.t it 

could not estcblish the fects without such inspection. H!wing that in r:dnd, let 

me rend the th~r~ sentence of po,ragrcph 5: 

"The ::;mr"ty concerned would, in o,ccordance with its obligation referred 

to in pcrcero,ph 4 above, cive speedy and full co-operation to fo,cilitate 

the assessment. 11 (ENDC/28, p. 2) 

Her_e we see _tho,t pc.ragrc.::_:Jhs 4 o,nc"!. 5 are directly interconnected. There is 

the direct reference in paragro,ph 5 to the obli21.1tion in po,ragraph 4 and, more 

important, we soe thnt pc.rties to the trenty are obliged -- "obliged", tho,t is 

the word used -- to give speedy and full co-operation. I csk you to direct 

your attention po,rticult:'-rly to the word "full"· beccuse I think thnt word is 

very important in this context. We cannot escape the conclusion thct if the 

cot:lr.lission felt tho,t on-site inspection vms necessliry, which is, cs I see it, 

who,t is ir:rpliec',, o,nd if we bc.se ourselves on the eicht-m,tion l:lenorc..ndurn, which is 

who,t you, Itlr. Chc.irl:lan, wish us to do, we oust o,cce:r?t thnt there is clenrly vrritten 

into the menor-~dur:1 o,n oblte::c.tion -- 11 obli[So,tion11 is the word -- to accept, or, 



ENDC/.SC.I/PV .15 
8 

(Mr. Godber, United Kingdom) 

if you will, to invite such inspection. Even if the word is "invite", the 

operative word is "obligation"; it is an obligation. 

So fo,r as the United Kingdom is concerned, if the.commission i:n such 

circumstances were to ask us to invite inspection I would say quite unequivocally 

that we would do so. There would. be no hesitation 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-operat,ion that we are obliged to 

extend, we would Wish in a~ case to invite inspection in order to clear our name 

of aay 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. Chairman, is what your country would do in such 

circumstances. Would you also accept the obligation to invite inspection, as 

it is·laid out in.paragraphs 4 and 5? It is.not invitation at the whim of any 

party; it is an obligation to invite. Can you say firmly and clearly ~ow 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 under paragraphs 4 and 5 of this document, as I understand them? Would 

you, in fact, in any such circumstances invite inspection if the international· 

co:nrnission thought it necessary in order to establish the facts? 

That seems to me to be one of themost important questions that we have to 

get answe:red. I said' on a previous occasion that I thought we might make progress 

by dealing with the other of the two principles involved, but as we have no response 

on these I an trying this afternoon to encourage you along ·jjhis road of co-operation 

by suggesting -this t.hird point. We have to be quite .clear and explicit in our 

minds as to what is envisaged. The wording of ;!;his document. was very carefully 

dravtn up, of that I o,m sure; the elght nations, I am certain, spent a lot of time 

puzzling it out. We have to give full regard to these words to which I have drawn 

partic'ular attention today, and which perhaps have not fi&,ured sufficiently in our 

previous· co'nsideration of this. 

Before I clo3e 1 Mr. Chairman, I would just say one word ab'o.ut the comment of 

your colleague, :Mr. 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 nega·Mve 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. Therefore, Mr. Chairmn.n, I do ask you today to help us 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-Gomnittee, I feel well acquainted with the 

discussions that took plcce here because I have studied with great care the 

verbatim records and reviewed the general situation regarding a possible agreement 

on nuclear weapon tests. I hadhoped tho.t you would take advantage of my absence 

to get together and make an agreement, but I fear that oatters have not advanced 

at all since the twelfth ['leeting -- the last one which I attended -- in spite of: 

the best efforts of the United Kingdom and United States delege.tions to start 

serious negotiations. 

None of us can say that the need for a treaty is now any less urgent. On the 

contrary, we are ell aware that Preoier r:..hrushchev· said in Bulgaria on 16 May that 

the Soviet Union would soon be resuming nuclear weapon tests again because the 

Western Powers, by their testing, were allegedly forcing the SoViet Union to 

follow the same course. Foreign Minister Grooyko is also quoted as saying at 

Tolbllkhin, Bulgcria, on 17 Mcy, when csked if the Soviet Union w'oulcl resuoe 

nuclear testinc:;: "We will resuoe, certainly." 

I suppose that this Soviet attitude is intenc'ced tci overlook the fo.ct that 

it was the Soviet Union itself which, in September last, broke the three-year 

period of no-testing by ini tict1nt.r the greatest single series of nuclear tests 

yet recorded. Current Vlestern tests are necessary "to safeguo.rd Western security 

in answer to these recent Soviet tests, in the absence of Soviet willingness to 

conclude a sound nuclear test ban tren.ty embodying effective internationo,l control 

measures. One might have hoped.that the present round of testing could come to 

an end with SOI:le Western tests being conducted to balance off last year 1s Soviet 

tests, but the Soviet Union, ~s ~hard bargainer, is apparently intent on getting 

at least two test series for one, 

I shall not berate the Soviet Union for Hr. Khrushchev 1s•latest announcement. 

I oust observe, however, that these developnents should certainly cause all of 

us to redouble our efforts to try to ensure that the terl:lination of the current 

Western and forthcoming 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 thnt the refusal of the Soviet delegntion to co-operate 

honestly right now in our efforts to reach a treaty could be explained by a Soviet 

fear tha~ any progress might have the effect of obstructin~ the Soviet desire to 

conduct nnother series of tests. If this has been the case, now that the Soviet 

Union has decided to test this factor should cense to play a role. The Soviet 

Union will shortly have launched its new tests and it should then be able to adopt 

both a more oo~structive attitude and a oore reasonable position in the work-of 

this Sub-committee. 

Indeed, I tried to make it clenr to my Soviet colleagues in my statement 

at the thirty-second plenary meeting that if the position were to become more 

constructive and reasonable 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 a nuclear test ban treaty. As the representative of the United 

Kingdom has already reoarked, 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 hel~ful to set a. date later this year, or early next year, by which time 

all testing should halt peroanently. There may well be ouch merit in this thought, 

although alw~ys with the proviso that a satisfactory treaty embodying the necessary 

control measures had been concluded by that date. 

One '\fouJ.d hope that, in view of our assurances and of the clear and pressing 

needs of the houf for accelerated negotiations,, the Soviet delegation would show 

signs of doing its share to cdvance our work, However, the record of the last 

meeting -- the fourteenth -- provides no such encouragement. At that time 

Mr. Tscrapkin said again thct, before he would begin to discuss the great bulk of 

questions which tmst be settled before we can record an agreement the Western 

Powers mus·t agree to the gospel of the joint meoorandum 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 U?ion did not speak in so 

many words of Western !',cceptance of the Soviet interpretation. In fact, after 

denouncing the ITestern interpretation, he denied that his delegation was 

interpreting the oemorandum at all. Far from it. The Soviet delegation does 

not interpret -- it just disagrees with the plain teros 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 taken 

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

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

is, you are starting to interpret it." (ENDC/SC,I/PV,l4, p.20) 

Later he added: 

"Accept the memorandum unreservedly, and the disagreement between 

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

Now this interpretation of my.Soviet colleague 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 issuGB as a network 

of control posts and obligatory on-site inspection. It is true that if we 

accept.ed this Soviet interpretation all divergencies would disappear because that 

would mean that we had acquiesced in the quite unreasonable Soviet plan for an 

uninspected test ban which the Soviet Union is currently trying to pass off as the 

correct version of the eight-nation memorandum. We submit, of course, that the 

memorandum is nothing 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 goal of 'a treaty, 

The real need of· the moment is to get down to serious work either on the 

United States-United Kingdom draft treaty of 18 April 1961, as subsequently 

modified (ENDC/9), or on the eight-nntion plan, VThen we agreed to accept the 

eight-nation memorandum as one of the bases on which negotiations for a 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 can we decide whether the end product will be worthy of the 

full support of both sines, Unfortunately, however, our Soviet. colleagues tell 

U!'l that before an investigat.ion can start of the many factors involved in a test 

ban agreement under the eight-nation plan the West must adopt the Soviet. position 

on the most crucial and controversial items. 
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This situation reminds me of two rival groups of geographical explorers, 

from two separate countri~s, who are considering whether they should eo-operate 

in a joint exploration of a newly discovered mountain 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 gr<>up says it will 

go 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 investigate in eo-operation with the 

Soviet Uni9n, 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 convineed,from our 

reading of the memorandum that such demands have nothing in common with the. eight­

nation proposal.asit was submitted. 

I know that Mr. Tsarapkin said on 15 May 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 argumen~: 

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

commission. If you are thinking of an international network o'! 
control posts, you will have to have an international commission 

which.will take charge of such n network. It will then be 

necessary to set up a huge headquarters, and the functions and 

duties of the commission will be entirely different. If, however, 

we accept the memorandum as a basis for an agreement providing for 

a system of observation thro~gh national sys:tems 1 that is quite 

.another matter,"··; (ENDC(SC.I/PV ,14, p,20) 

Far from giving 13upport to the Soviet ease by .this. argument, Mr. Tso.rapkin 

. proved just the o:ppo.si te:, in my opinion. An,d since it is, Just as much in the 

interests of the Soviet Union as it is in our interests to get: a sound and 

effective nuclear test ban treaty, why do we not stop debating the, control post 

systen in general anqg,at down to the specifics of .the system we are talking 

about? Then everyone will applaud us. Let us begin to see what problems would 

be involved in. reliance on existing national stations. ,Then, after we know what 

we have to cone ~th i,n concrete terms, let us discuss .how an,d 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 stations. Let us consider also who would pay for constructing such 

new stations, end how they would be staffed end managed. This would give us 

some idea of the system that mieht be available for use within the framework of 

the eight~nation plan. 'lie might even come out with alternutive arrangenents 

that could be suggested to gover~ents. 

At that point we would then have at least a good basis for going into many 

aspects that must be settled about the international scientific commission, its 

composition, staff, functions, relation to the system, relationship to the parties, 

and so forth. By that ticre, in the course of this detailed discussion, we woulcl 

also have sone fairly clear ideas of the ~ossibilities for agreement that could 

be derived from the joint memorandum. We would have dealt with a large number 

of factors bearing directly on the problecr, and governments would be able to see 

a rather com:;:Jlete picture. Then, on this foundation, we could come to the final 

stage of choosing from among al terno.tives, where they existed, nnd of putting 

together the final plan, includin[~, necessarily, sone understanding on the most 

controversi::-.1 issue of obligatory on-sit-e inspection arrangements. We j:ust do 

not understand why we cannot begin to work along some line like the foregoing. 

We note tl1at our Soviet colleague has said that it would. not be a fruitful 

line, but we cr.nnot see how it would cause any harm for any delegation to try it. 

Sonetimes our Soviet colleague uses the word "impasse" to describe the present 

situation. I{e may :predict another impasse· us a result of the suggested Western 

approach. On the other hand, there is always the chance that our Soviet colleague 

could be wrong in his pessimistic forecast about a patient exploration of the many 

aspects of our probler:l in the context of the eight-nation joint memorandum, and in 

that event we night all be pleasantly surprised by the results. Therefore.! urge 

the Soviet delerration to permit us to finQ 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-committee. 

The CHJ .. IR!AAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from 

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

Our fcilurc: to make any progress here in your absence, Mr. Dean, proves that 

your presence is clearly indispensable for any advance in our negotiations. 

Frankly, we were hoping that you vroulcl bring us some good news from Washington, 

We were hopinc; that the United States would show good will and consent to an 

agreenent on the discontinuance of ruclear weapon tests on the basis of the 

conpromise proposals in the joint nemorandum of the eight non-aligned States. 
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'Those hopes· of ours, however, sank lower ·a~d lower as Mr •• Dean's stateme;nt 

continued. He again 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 th~se questions. A strange impressioD; is created •. 

The fact that we, the Soviet Union, have moved away from our previous 

position to a new one by accepting the non-aligned countries' proposals and are 

insisting that the Western Powers shall also in their turn give up their old 

position· and accept these proposals of the non-aligned countries was cri ticize,d. 

by the United States. It tells us that we are demanding that the Western Powers 

should accept the Soviet Union's present position. But the Soviet Union's 

present position is not our old position, but the position which the non-aligned 

States have proposed that we should accept. We have accepted it. When, 

therefore, we ask you to join us and co.:..operate with U? in coming to an agreement , 

on the basis of the compromise proposals of the non-aligned States, that in no 

way means that you are bound to accept our position. ·No, it means that you 

should, like ourselves, accept the position proposed to us by the non"":,a.~igned 

St'ates in order to lift the talks out of deadlo'ck. 

Unhappily neither Mr; Dean 1 s nor Mr • Godber 1 s sta-tement gave us .the fa.intest 

gleani of hope that our Western colleagues are ready to co-operate with the Soviet 

Union on the basis of the compromise proposals of the non-aligned State.s .• 

At the latest meetings of the Eighteen-Nation Comn.i ttee on Disarmome~t at 

which the discontinuance of nuclear weapori tests has been.debated, the oyerwhelming .. ' ' . ' 

majority of the delegations -- the delegations of all the socialist countries and 

those of the non-aligned countries-- expr~ssed serious·anxiety at the situation 

which haa arisen· in the three-Power negotiations on the discontinuance of nuclear 

weapon tests. They said that further talks on this subject could only succeed 

if the nuclear Powers give up their old positions and refrain froQl using the eight 

non-aligned countries' memorandum to defend.those positions. That is what the 

representatives of Mexico, Sweden, India and Burma said at the thirty-fourth 

meeting· of--tlia Eighteen-Nation' Committee on 9 May. · The delegations of the non­

aligned coUn.tries declared unanimously that the old positions af-forded no outlet 

. 
from the deadlock iri which the three-Power Sub-committee found its.elf, and that 

agreement could be reached only on the ba.sis of the principles set out in the 

memorandum. 
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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. 

With a view to ending the deadlock in the negotiations on the discontinuance 

of nuclear weapon tests, the eight non-aligned delegations suLmitted to the 

Eighteen-Nation Committee on 16 April a memorandum in which they proposed to 

the nuclear Powers a new solution for the problem of discontinuing tests. In 

this memorandum they set out a series of principles which they recomrnendec the 

nuclear Powers to take as a basis for negotiations and for an agreement. 

The Soviet Government, desiring to reach an agreement as soon as possible 

and put an end to nuclear wea?on testing, stated that it accepts the propositions 

of the eight-nation memorandum as a basis for negotiations, and is ready on that 

basis to proceed to serious talks in order to achieve a suitable agreement, although 

not everythine in these proposals corresponds with ou~ views or with the Soviet 

Union's position. We agreed, for instance, to the establishment of an international. 

commission and to on-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 States and the United Kingdom adopt towards the 

non-aligned countries 1 oemorandum? At first, a completely negative one, For 

example, they declared thenselves 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-site inspection. Then, vrhen they saw 

that this attitude did not commend itself to the great filajority 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 everyone, however, that this was not a sincere declarc.tion 

but a ruse; ·ror the Western Powers, having stated t.hut they would take the 

memorandum of the non-aligned countries as a basis, begc.n to assert that the 

proposuls in it o,bout observation posts, the internc.tional commission, and visits 

to the site of events the nature of which was in doubt were practically identical 

with the corresponding provisions in the United States draft trec.ty of 18 April 1961 

(ENDC/9) 
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The United-States and United Kingdom representatives are actually still 

standing pat on that position and insisting on an i~ternational netvrork 9f control 

posts and compulsory on-si~e inspection. What is_the difference between this 

position and the one which the United States and the United Kingdom adopt in their 

draft treaty of ~8 April 1961? _Practically nothing. Both include the establishment 

of an international network of control posts and the conduct of compulsory on-site 

inspection. Consequently, when the non-aligned delega~ions appeal to the nuclear 

Powers to abandon their old positions and refrain from_using the memorandum as a 

means of defending these, that appeal is addressed directly to the United States 

and the United Kingdom representatives~ 

The Soviet Union has left its old position, as_s~t out in its proposal of 

28 November 1961 (ENDC/11), and has moved to the new position laid down in the 

memorandum of the eight non-aligned countries, You, however, have not done that, 

and unfortunately remain deaf to the appeals by the non-aligned countries to the 

nuclear Powers not to use the memorandum in defence of their old positions. In 

Jour_attempt~ to misrepresent the situation, you make out that this ~ppeal by the 

non-aligned countries is addressed not to you but to the Soviet Union, although 

the Soviet Union accepts the memorandum as it is, whereas you, th~ Western ~ow~rs, 

have not acc~:pted it as it is., . You ha~e .even gone so far as to assert that your . . 
position is practically identical with the position of the non-aligned ~ountries 

on all these questions. That, however, be~rs no relation to the ~acts, but i~ a 

gross distortion of ~he mean~ng, spirit ~d letter of the eight non-aligned 

eountries 1 memorandum. The non-aligned countries propose in their memorandum 

that national systems of con~rol posts should be used for supervision of compliance 
., 

with the agreement, and that, if necessary, agreement migh·~ be reached on expanding 

the network of national posts by the esta.bHshment. of addi tiona! ne"f posts_. 

, The non-align~d countries propose the establishment of ~n international 

commission consis~ing o_f a limi ~ed number of highly qualified scientists, 

possibly from non~aligned countries, together with the appropriate staff. The 

functions of this commission would be_ to process .the data rec_eived from the 

national posts, to make a thorough and o.bjective study _of such data, to _report on 

any nuclear explosion or suspicious event revealed by -!;hat study, and also to call 

for a.ddi.tional information, iio con_sul t _the. parties to th.e ·brea·~y o.n further measures 

of clarification to-facilitate assessment of the nature of the event, 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. W'ncru inspect<ion is concerned, the 
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nernorandur.1 scys that 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 

doubt. 

We, the Soviet Union, declare that we accept these propositions of the 

memorandULl and ~re prepared to proceed to draft an agreenent on the discontinuance 

of nuclear wea::::lOn tests on the bnsis of these propositions. 

But what clo the Vi estern ?owers l_lror;ose? The United States ancl United Kingdom 

representatives state that they accept the eight-nation nemorandun as a basis for 

negotiations, accordinG to the United Kingdom representative, or as one of the 

bases, according to the United States representative. They havo nade statements 

to that effect at recent oeetinGs of the Sub-Committee, but have immediately 

accompanied those statenents by reservr"tions distorting the substance of the basic 

propositions of the eiGht-nation memorandum, into which they read their own 

interpretation cnc~ a content vvhich turns out to coincide with the Western Powers 1 

old position, 

For eXOJ:lj)le, the VTestern Powers state that the eight-nation memorandun provides 

for "obliga,tory inspectiontt and the est11blishment of an 11 international network of 

control posts" subordinatr:: to the international commission, which would be 

ei!lpowered to orJer cowpulsory on-cite inspection. 

Thus at the thirteenth meeting of the Sub-Committee on ll r~my the United 

States representative snic1_: 

"Tho United Sto.tes CJ.elegation is still firmly convinced that 

its analysis of tho essential principles expressed in paragraphs. 

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

and that r,rrangements f.:;.r obl(;atory inspection in certain 

circumstMces are provil".ed for by the co-sponsors." (ENDC./SC.I/PV.l3, 

J2..ill). 
A little la.t.er nt the same m2etins he sc..id thc-~t the United. Stn.tes delegation 

believed thn.t its inter-Qrett'\tion .;f ":he eisht-nation memorandum on the question 

of obligatory inspection was correct. 

sai!le position on obligatory inspection. 

The United Kingdom delegation upholds the 

Thus on the n.rucb,l qnestion of on-site insJ>ection, the United States n.nil 

the United delegations stand fast on their old positions and insist on 

obligatory inspection. This conflicts with both the spirit and the letter of 

the met:10rr1nilur.1 of the eight non-alignecl. Stfl.tes, which makes no provision at all 

for comrmlsory on-site inspection. For your informo:t.ion, Mr. Go db or, that is 

in fa.ct admitted even by ;,;r. Hr,cmillnn, the Prine Minister of the United Kingc1oi!l, 
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Lest Mr. Godber should reproach me with any inaccuracies or exaggerations, I will 

quote what the Prime Minls·ker of the United Kingdom said as reported by Mr. Godber 

himself'. 

At the twenty-fifth meeting of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmeme'nt 

on 20 April, ~a. Godber explained the United Kingdom position on the proposals 
•· 

of the eight non-aligned Stctes and quoted the statement made on that subject by 

Prime Minister Macmillan in the House of Commons on 19 April. 

Mr. Godber said at that meeting: 

I quote what 

"When he Wn.~ asked ~gain to clarify just what the neutrals' 

proposals were, he Lthat io to say, Mr. Macmilla:u/ said: 

.Lthen followed the· statement of the Prime Mininter of the United Kingdom, as 

reproduced by l:a. Godbey 

nAs I understand it, the proposals would not ma.ke verification 

compul.$ory; it would be only permissive." (ENDC/PV,25, p,9) 

Yes~ this interpretation is perfectly correct. No ot.her inference can be 

drawn from the memorandum without grossly contradicting, or more accurately, 

distorting its spirit and letter. 

We understand, of course, that Mr. Godbet' quoted thic 'statement by the 

Prime Minister in the House of c·ommons ori the rion-aligned States 1 proposals for . 

a specific reason and not for oratoricnl effeot. This was an official statemenii 

of the United Kingdom 1s position on this matter and we should therefore study it 

carefully and draw the appropriate conclusions for ourselves. Speaking in the 

House of Commons on 19 April, the Prime Minister defined the United Kingdom 

position as follows: 

"The position now is that if the neutrals' proposals provide £or 

effective measures of international verification and if the Russians, 

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

possible. 11 (il>.!s!.) 

This statement by the Prime Minister contains two conditions which he considers 

must be accepted if negotiation on"the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests • 

is to become possible, 

These conditions, or to be more exact, these demands are as follows. The 

first is provision for effective measures of international ~eri~ication; the 

Prime Minister explained that by this he means compulsory and obligatory 

inspection. The second is agreement.bythe Soviet U~ion to this demand for 

compulsory and obligatory inspection. ;·In stating these ~ondi tiona, the Prime 

Minister emphasized· that unless they were .not, he did not think "that a fruitful 

negotiation eo.n now be embarked on 11 • (ibid..) 
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Thnt is still the position of the United Kingdom Government on this question, 

ns can be seen from the statements mnde in this Committee by the United Kingclom 

representatives and from the United Kingdom note which was published on 15 l1le.y 

at a Foreign Office press conference in London an:l which was des:mtched 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 tho demand that the Soviet Union should 

comrnit itself to obligatory international inspection. 

Although the United Kingdom Government is perfectly well awnre that this 

demnnd 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 memorandum. This position of the United Kingdom Government 

shows that it is opposed to agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear wenpon tests 

and supports the nuclear arms race, no mf1tter what Mr. Godber mny have said to the 

contrary in this Committee. 

The Western delegations f1re also r.;uil ty of blatantly distorting the contents 

of the eight-ne,tion r.1enorandum where the system of detection is concerned. For 

. example, ~dr. Godber made the followinr; stateoent at the fourteenth meeting of the 

Sub-Committee on 15 Hc,y: 

"••• any detection system established in accordance with the joint 

memorandum r:111st be international. n ( ENDC /SC. I/PV .14, p, 5) 

The United States representntive said the snme thing at the thirteenth 

meeting. He pointed out that the sponsors of the memorandum offer two alternative 

methods of orr,f1llizing a system of detection, which might be based and built u~on 

existing n£Ctional networks of observntion posts and institutions or might be n 

mixed system combining existing control posts with new posts. He said that even 

if only existing nationnl stf1tions were to be used, "they would have to be tied 

together into some sort of. international system" (ENDC/SC.I/PV.l3, p.l8). But 

that is not what the sponsors of the memorandum propose. As is clenrly apparent 

from the document they have suboitted, the eight non-aligned States base themselves 

on the nssumytion that at present control over compliance wit4 an agreement on tbe 

discontinuance of nuclear tests can be fully nssured by existing national systems 

of detection, to which new observation posts can be added by agreeoent. ParagraJ?h 3 

of the memorandum makes no reference to the neec. to establish an international 

network of observation posts. It is noteworthy that the word "internationnl 11 does 

not appear even once in this J?nragrapl1 of the nemorandum; it is not used in this 

parngrnph G;en 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 

memorandum and to which I hav~ already referred in this statement. For example, 

at the fourteenth meeting of the Sub-committee, Wtt. Stelle mentioned the question 

of consultations between the international commission and countries parties t·o the 

agreement and :Jpoke of the international· commission IS righ·~ to supervise the Work 

of the international network of detection posts, to send its agents ~o the spot 

in order to inspect how the posts were oper~ting, etc. The United States 

delegation concluded from this that it is necessary to set up a headquarters for 

the future control organization which, in typo andscope of operations, would bea.t 

a. close resemblance to the internati~ma.l 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. 

But they are very well aware that agreement cannot be reached on such a ·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, composition 

and functions of the control commission and with the institution of a system of 

international posts. In other words 7 they are proposing that we should discuSs 

detailed and specific points and even irreievant technical issue~. 

Vie 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 

havu been se~t1ed1 If one accepts the interpretation of the United States and 

United Kingdom delegations 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, one 

takes the proposals in the joint memorandum as a starting point, the functions 

and scope of the international commission will be of a different kind. 
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Consequently, before we can go on to discuss the composition of the control 

commission, its functions and the size of its staff, we must fi'rst settle the 
' . . . . 

controversial iss~es which divide the two sides. To start discussing particular 

points without reaching agreement on the principles would be tantamount to 

negotiating. blin,dfold. How can one examine particular points connected, say, 

with the activities of the international commission, as the Western representatives 

,propose, unles~ 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 unproductivei it would lead us to an impasse and involve us 

in a quagmire of futile end useless discussions. 

Such a situation can be avoided end progress made in the negotiations only 

if the participants reach a precise and clear-cut agreement, free of all 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. lvlr. Godber himself has 

linked progress in our negotiations with the need to clarify the positions of 

the two sides. For instance, he made the following observation at the twenty-

fifth meeting of the·Disarmament Committee: 

"Where 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 is to be made in the negotiations it is not enough to 

show exactly where the parties stand, as Mr. Godber thinks. If progress is to 

be made, the positions must be harmonized, and this can be achieved by accepting 

the eight-nation proposals as a basis for agreement. 

The discussion which hes t~en place in the Sub-committee since 9 Ivlay -­

since the discontinuance of testswas debated in the plenary Committee -- show 

that the United States and United Kingclom 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 ofthe 

international commission will not advance the negotiations. 
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In order to end the deadlock in the Sub-committee1 s work, we must adhere 
. . . ' . . ~ . ~. 

strictly to the compromise proposals in the eight..:nation memorandum., The 

preliminary question which we must settle i 1 therefore, whether or not the 

Western Powers accept the memorandum not in theory, but in practice, as a basis 

for negotiat-ions. All attempts by the Wesiern Powers to interpret the memorandum 

on the basis ··of their old positions or to seek agreement somewhere between the 

compromise proposed by the nori~-aligned ~oun·bri~s arid their old position will not 
. . . . . 

lead to any positive results but will merely complicate and protract the negotiations. 

At our last meeting ori Tuesday, 15 May, and in his statement today, 18.Mo.y, 

Mr. Godber affected not t,~ understand our proposal tha:b we should agree among 

ourselves to accept the provisions in the me'llorandum of the non""'aligned cotfutries 

concerning the use of existing national networks o£ 6bservation posts and 

institutions for the purposes of ~Oiitrol over compliance with an agreement' on the 

discontinuance of tests,. We do not. in facJ.:; see anything in our proposal that 

would justifyMr. Godber in putting such puz.i1{ng questions. We have suggested 

to you more than once that we should accept th~ pr6posals of the non-aligned 
' . . . 

countries as they stand ~- I enipliasize -- as they stMd.. We are repeating this 

same suggestion no;y• This'· applies not only -'iio the proposal that control over 

the discontinuance of tests should be effected by means of existing national 

networks of observation posts bui; also to the question of an in·liernational 
' . ; . r 

commission' and to the conditions for on-site inspection, as all this is set out 

in the non-aligned countries 1 memorandum. 

If we in this Sub-committee indicate o .. : comp1·et'e~a:greeme-n:t wi tt1 ihe basic 

proposals of the non;:_aligned count.ries and report to the Eighteen-Nation Committee 

accordingly~ there can be no doubt that its members will express their utianimous · 

approval. The Committee will ·~hen have a basic directive, in compliance with which 

it will be able speedily to work out and come to terms on all the detailed points 

to be included in tho text of.an agreementon the discontinuance of nuclear tests. 

The represehtatives. of the Vle:::tern Powers propose another c~urse :__ that this 

Sub-committee should aga.h. embark upo:ti ·:discussions of 11 an international detection 

system 11 , 11 obligatory inspection" ti.nd other old United Stat~s-UnH;'ed Kingdilm ,. 

conditions which do not figure anywhere in the memorandum of the eight non.l;.aiigned 

States.. To adopt this·course would lead to the ~nme hopeless deadlock that existed 

in the negotiations on the discon·liinuance of nuclear tests before the non-aligned 

countries took the initiative of submitting new proposals. 
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If we were to come to terms on ti1e basic princi::;les contained. in the 

non-aligned countries 1 memorandum, ti1e -;my would 0e open for s:_:;eedy agreement 

on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests.. ·I'ne reverse is also true; 

failure to come to terms on these basic principles would doom -the negotiations 

to failure and lead them into deadloc;~ because, unless this question is 

straightened out, further negotiations cannot produce any positive results and 

will in fact be a pointless waste of time. 

It is ture that, u:~ the last meeting, iY1r. Gociber expressed irritation at 

our insistent demands that, the ile ste:-n delegations should settle this issue by 

accepting the eight-nation proposals as c. basis. 

insistence discppointing, 6.e_;;ressinc c~:c\. even deplorr:ole. He seid at the 

lo.st meeting that he was getting tir;:;(.,_ of listenin;:; to Soviet requests that the 

'ilestern Powers should acce:Jt the memor2,l:.dum of the non-aligned. countries as a 

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

Jiio induce the \'Testern 2owers to ucce2Jt the memorandum as a be,sis did not constitute 

serious negotiation. :3ut we do not agree with this opinion of :c;r. Godber 's. 

'Jo consider that the eigh·!;-netion pro:;;lOsals deserve the most serious attention 

from us, since agreement on the disc01ri:iinuance of nuclear weapon tests is now 

only possible on the basis of these pro~osals. Therefore, tho ~roposals of the 

non-aligned States should be the focc.l Joint around which our negotiations revolve. 

\Ve certainly cannot acquiesce in the attemp·~ being made by the ':{estern 

delegations, those of the United Kingdom and United States, to involve us again 

in arguments over an international observation system and obligatory inspection. 

'ile cannot understand these -~actics which the United States and United Kingdom 

delegations are employing in the ncgotic/liions. They are perfectly well aware 

of our position: we are prepared 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 detection. Bu-b in present conditions, when there is no 

agreement on general and complete disarme"ment, when the arms rece is being 

eccelerated and the military threat is growing, ~vo are catogorice.lly opposed, for 

rcesons of national securi-;;,y, to thG es",:,cvblishmerdi of c.n interna-~ional observation 

system in the territory of the Soviet Union and to obligatory inspection. 

Why then do the re)resentatives of the Unitocc States and t1he United Kingdom, 

if they in fact seriously Fish to recvch. agreement wi·i:;h the Soviet, Union on a 

mutually acceptable be.sis, continue to persist in their old ,;;>ositions, which are 
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Why do they in f aev re j e ci tlie 

initiative of the non-aligned States, which have submitted coin:prornise proposals 

on a system of observation and verifice.tion? There can be only one answer: 

the Western Powers do not want agreement on a mutually acceptable, compromise 

basis. 

If the United States end the United Kingdom were to acce]t the compromise 

proposals of the non-aligned nations a.s· a basis for agreement, the whole matter 

would at once be simplified and the numerous problems fabricated by lltir. Godber 

and Mr. Dean would be eliminated. Thus, if you agreed with tho proposal in 

paragraph 3 of the eight-nation memorandum that a. system for observation and 

effective control might be based and built upon already existing national 

networks of observation posts and ins·t.i tutions sup:;:>lcmented, if necessary, by 

new posts established by agreement, the following questions raised 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 experts 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 these problems, ivlr. Godber admitted that a very considerable 

amount of thought and worl'>- would be required for their solution. ~~11 these 

invented problems will, however, be left in the cdr and will become patently 

artificial if, instead of creating new difficulties, we roll U:i_) our sleeves, get 

down to the job and begin to drew up our agreement on the basis of national 

systems, as the non-alignGd nations propose. National systems a.lready exist 

and have been functioning reliably and cffectiv'ely for quite a considerable 

number of years in the United States, thi:3 Soviet Union, the United Kingdom' and 

mtilly other countries, and in all continents. There is one sim~Jle argument, 

compr~hensible to everyone, in favour of such a solution to the problem of 

observation: no international system of control with an international network 

of control posts directed end controlled by an international body has ever existed 

ii;J. the past, nor does it exist at present. No one has so far sent any inter­

national inspection team~ 1111.ywhere. But this hc.s not been the slightest 

obstacle to the effective observation of nuclear explosions. Such observation 

hc.s been carried out by nctional, not internatione.l, systems for the detection 
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c.nd identificc:.tion of nucloc:,r explosions. Ncr is ·[ihore any need to sGt up new 

systems in this field c.t the presGnt -~ime. The :;_Jl'O::?osal whici1 J0he non-aligned 

nc.tions are mcking and in which wu concur is thaJG without proc:rc.stincting or 

:coviving cld c.:rguments, 110 should cgrec· on the Cl'l'cngements which already exist 

r,t ·the nationc,l level and vrhich n.ro effectively fulfilling thoL :;mrpose of 

observing nuclear explosions set off by the other side many tnousands of kilo-

metres from the observation point. ':;.'~le effectiveness of existing nr.tional 

systvms hc..s boon convincin,:;ly det~onst:ro/GE:d to thG whole world by tho nuclear 

rowers themselves and not. only by th01:1. 

Let us take the case which pr0sen·~s the greatest technicc;,l difficulty, that 

of low-yield underground a-clClear explosions. The United State's end other 

countries have recorded -the Soviet nuclc1'.r explosions, including the only low-

yield underground nuclear osion in Febuary this year. 'I'ho Soviet Union and 

other countries have rccor0.od thE: UnitoC. States i1.ucluar explosiol1S, including 

the low-yield underground. tosts. Qui-i:,;o r<JcE-ntly ·i:,lw United S-tc.tes announced 

thc:t its detection posts hc.G. recorded -C,ho French low-yield u:..1.C.v:rground nuclear 

explosion which was set off on 1 in tho Sc.harc, and which 1·ms completely 

secret from tlw whoJe warlc:. 

~s you sov, we all watch each other and record each other's nuclear explosions. 

':To hc:.vo so far managed without an in-~ernr,tiona.l organization of na.tione.l 

detection posts, without standardizoc.. 'oe'.ses for t,J:w oporr.tions of bhese posts, 

without c, meoting of our .::;:-Jerts to &;c..ugc the relc;,tivu effectiveness of national 

systems; without any decision on tho guostion of sJ0ondard instrur:aonts etc. 

In the light of the fcwts I have q_uoted, it becomes qui to o~wious how 

o,rtificial and far-fetched c;,:ro the questions with which itir. God.ber was so prodigal 

in this Sub-Con:u:aittee on 15 Ii.o,y. Oae could, of course, eq_ually well think up 

dozens of other technical and non-tecimical points and claim tirt/G they arc: of 

groat importance and tho.t there will 0e no effective observctioa unless they 

are sc:ttled. But claims of this kind c:xplode li],;:c o, soap bubble c.t the first 

contact with the real fccts I have m-0:11c.ioned. 

Vve do not dispute tho f(1ct thnt sooe of the quostions you navo mentioned 

have a certc.in importance for nationcl systems. But they h(1VO boon and will be 

solved, both in the Soviot Union r~nd in -.'leste;rn countrios, e:,t the no,tional level 

and under national prograt~mcs for tho Ciovelopmont r.nd improveraont of observation 

techniques. Tbis develo)mont will co:1·binue to be stiraulated tho fact th<1t we 

will observe ec.ch other lc.:;:.·e;oly fron :cr own torriJ0ories. 
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In conclusion, I again feel compelled to point out that ~he Soviet Union 

hcs accepted the compromise proposals of the non-cligned count~ies as a basis 

for negotiations and for en agreement on the discontinuance of nuclec.r weapon 

tests. But thc.t is not enough to bring about an agreement. Those proposals 

of the non-aligned nations must also he accepted, )Ositively and genuinely, by 

the other side, by the United States o.nd the United Kingdom. Unfortunately the 

Western Powers are adhering to their old positions on inspection, the observation 

systern and an international organ and do not in fact accept the ~roposals of the 

eight non-aligned countries. However, for some reason, no doubt in order to 

cvoid a strongly unfavourable public reaction in their own countries and 

throughout the world, the United States and the Unitod Kingdom are surrounding 

t.heir negative position in a. mist of obscurity in tho hope the-~, in that 

obscurity, not everyone vrill succeed in discerning their, in feet,, negative 

attitude to the compromise proposals of the non-aligned countries. 

Since tho United Stctc s and the U~li ted Kingdom refuse to como to terms on 

tho basis of the compromise proposed by the eight non-c.ligned countries of 

Zurope, .Asia, i•frica and North and Sou-th il.Illerica, it bccomGs obvious that there 

is now no prospect of agreement on the discontinuence of nuclocr weapon tests. 

dO deeply regret this end share the concern of the non-alignod countries 

regarding the consequences of this situation. 

We urge the delegations of the -rrestern Powers to give up their attempts to 

conduct the negotiations on the discontinuance of nuclear wea)on tests on the 

basis of their old positions end to come to terms on the basis of the compromise 

proposals set forth in the joint memorcndum of tho eight non-aligned States. 

',;?he Soviet Union accepts ·these proposa.ls as a bc.sis for agrecmen·0. We strongly 

a.ppeal to the representatives of the United States c.nd the UnHcd. Kingdom also 

to accept these proposals not in word but in deed and thus to )CVO the way for an 

agreement based on the usc of national systems of observation, as proposed in 

paragraph 3 of the memorandum, and on the establishment of a small international 

commission of scientists with the tcsks and functions laid down in paragraphs 4 

end 5 of the memorandum. 

'iT e appeal to the delegations of "'c.he United S·~ates nnd the Uni·ted Kingdom to 

display their readiness to co-operate end come to an agreement with us on the 

basis proposed by the non-uligned States in their memorandum. J.grcement now 

depends entirely on the ·:restern Powers. We continue to hopo that the United 
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S>i.iates and the United Kingdom will come to terms with us on the r.mtually 

<'..cceptable basis proposed by the non,..eligned countries. 

J:.1r. GO:DBBR (Unit,ed Kingdom): I do not ?-..... 'l.ow that thoro is £my point 

in n1aldng a long statement after what we have just listened to. I think the. t if 

ever I ho,d hc.c;. the honour to have been elected to -(;he United S·bc.tos Senate, 

sor:.1ething which could not possibly ha:p?en to me, tho words which would most 

rc2.dily hc.vo come to oy mind in listening to this lest speucl:l wus ·hhat this wes 

c. nr.sterly exhibition of c."l olaborcto filibuster. This, in f[~ct, was all that 

tho speech to vrhich we hc.vo just l:i,s-~enod boiled down to. It, \ms c. parrot-liko 

:c'O?etition of "tho West must accept tho c:ight-?ower momorc.ndum cs c. basis41
• We 

hc.vo ::1cceptod, we do e.ccopt and we will continue -C,o eccept thiz c..s ::1 basis for 

i1ogotiation, but we are getting just c. li.ttle tired of having .J.:.o ropout that fact 

c.·t every mooting. 

So, in thet sense, we wn,nt to go c.,hen,d and negotiate on it. Yle have put 

fnrward proposcds now in relation to r.l~ three of tho main principles and it is 

u:;;> to our Soviet colleagues to help us to evclucte c.nd develop our ideas in 

rclction to tho suggestions which tho oieht neutrcl ~owers put to us. They did 

not put this before us as c blueprint of a treaty. They have reminded us of that 

themselves. They said it is for us to use this and develop c • .Jiiroaty from it. 

That is exactly what we have been tr-ring to do in the West end that is what we 

will continue to do. 

One slight glimmer of hope thn,t I observed from the words of tho Sovi0t 

ropros·entativo wcs when he talked about setting UJ a small international commission. 

If he wa:J.ts to tn,lk abou·C. setting up an. internationcl commission, by all means lot 
' 

us tD,lk about it. Let us decide what its bn.sis r~nd its fund,ions shall be .• We 

hcwo n.lready suggested that we should talk about this body. I think this was the 

first aspect thd I chose et a meeting some time ar;o, thinking thc.t this would be 

·l:,ho ec.sies·b subject on which we could r:J.rJ.;;:o progress. Let us co on from there to 

loo~~ at the o.Jdher 'two :;;>rinciplos involvod. I should wo.rmly Ytolcome that. But 

this rGpetition which we have listened to again todr.y is gc:t-tin£; us nowhere, nor is 

the ftcct thc.t our Soviet colleague sec~:s to draw in cll sorts o:f extraneous matters. 

He referred n,gain t,oday to th0 quotc.tion from m:f own Prir:J.o 1.linister which I 

gcvo c.t the mGcting held on 20 l~pril. On that occasion I quoted what the Prime 

1.;inistor had said on the ··)rovious day in the House of Commons. out of course \'lhat 
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I did not make clear o.t the time, bece.use I did no-b reo.d 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 actual 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 all. I can understand that our Soviet 

colleagues could say that tqey accepted this memorandum as a basis; 

yet, if they are genuine and if in fact they want to mal-te progress, 

then, in the words of the draft of the eight ?owers, they have to 

accept this obliga~ion which refers to on-site inspection." 

.(ENDC/PV .25, p, 9) 

That is what I said at that time end I clearly set forth the position of the 

United Kingdom Government on this matter. Of cours(l, what I say here carries 

with it the authority of the United Kingdom Government and I e.rn surprised that 

Mr. Tsarapkin shquld think otherwise. I hope this particular point need not 

be raised again to obscure our 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 Gight-nation mGmorandum, I would have 

thought it was abundantly clear from the way in which I showed that paragraphs 

4 and 5 are inextricably linked, 1:.1nd the way in vrhich 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 furth~:r time on that, any more than on whether in 

. fact we have accepted this as a basi.s or not. Let us get on and negotiate. 

Do no~ .let us have any more of these speeches which seem to be designed to fill in 

·time and not to help us forward in those discussions which the eight nations wish 

us to proceed with • 

. When our Soviet colloagu~ at one stage this afternoon sought to align himself 

with tlle eight nations, this seemed.to me to be a piece of quite incredible 

boldness and wholly inapplicable to the line which he was then taking. The eight 

nations want us to negotiate; ·they are not interested in those turgid speeches 

which take, us no further e.long. . I wa.s interested when our Soviet colleague 

suggeste.d that we should roll up our sleeves and get on with the job. I am all 

for rolling up our sl~eves 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 g1v1ng us ~d get these fresh 

instructions which I indicated at our last meeting might help him really to 

negotiate with us, so that we can make the progress which is so badly needed. 

This is an appeal which I make to him once more: that he should discuss 

with us, starting if he likes with the international commission e~d going on to 

develop the other points. I do not mind in which order they are taken. I 

merely want to make progress and to see what we can build out of the proposals 

of the eight Powers, because it was never intended by them that they should be 

c treaty in itself - that, indeed, would be absurd to suggest -- but that we 

should build on this document to find that common basis which we all require, 

having in it the three principles to which I and ~ United States colleague have 

referred so many times. 

Mr. DEllN (United States of .t,.merica): I wonder, :Mr. Chairman, 
1
if you 

would be kind enough to tell us what the actual yield was of the Soviet under-

ground shot on 2 February. J~d since you say that it is quite easy to pick up 

underground shots in other countries and to determine the xiold, I wonder if you 

will tell us what the Soviet Union picked up on the recent F~ench shot, .and what 

its yield was as recorded on your national detection system. 

interested to hear. 

7{ c would be very 

The CH.i..IRMAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) ( tre~slation from 

Russian}: With regard to the s·o~iet explosion in February, I co.n tell you that 

it was of low yield. Where the French nucleo.r explosion is concerned, I do not 

have our publico.tion on the subject to h()Jld and cannot 1 unfortunately, sati,sf;y 

your curiosity. 

1\'Ir. DEAN (United States of Am.erica): You so.y your shot on 2.Februo.ry 

wo.s of low yield. Was it in excess of approximately 19 to 20 kilotons? 

The CHJ:..IRMAN (Union of Sovioi Socialist· Republics} ( ~slation from 

:.lussian): I cannot tell you the yield, but we would never classify a 19 kiloton 

explosion as being of low yield. Perhaps by United States standards a 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 nlow yield" 1 we base 
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ourselv0s on specific stc,:i1d.ards which <erG also known to your ex~:wrts. These 

matters were discussed bot11 ct the Conference of "i;x:pvrts in 1958 end l11ter in 

technical working groups 1 end 2. 

Does anyone else wish to speak tod.ay? 

!vir. Godber. 

If not, I would like to reply to 

You have stated today very catesoricelly that you, that is, the "United 

Kingdom Government, accept tho proposc.ls contained in the memonmdum of the non­

aligned countries as they ste.nd u,nd that, on this bcsis, you ere ready to go on 

to the actual working out of 11greed proposals and, r.s I understooa, possibly of 

the text of a treaty. If the situation is really e.s you, 1v.lr. Godber, have 

described it, we will be willing to examine any _flroposals which you might submit 

for our consideration and which are in accordance with the bl:'~sic provisions set 

forth in the memorandum. We could OiJ.ly welcome such proposo.ls by you and await 

them with interest. 

1\fr. GODBER (Cni ted Kingdom): I said that we had accepted, we did 

accept, and would continue to accept this docurrwnt e.s a basis for our 

discussion: thr,t is what I said; I repeat it nvw. I have shown my willingness 

not only to accept it but to suek to build on it with D view to ~:.chieving 

agreement. 

If you tell me now thc;,t you l:"'vru 11cppier in ahead in thet way, 

IYir. Chairman, no one will be r.wro glce.sed that I, If you will come forward now 

wi-th your posi-tive propose.ls, eitlwr in the light of the sug3estions my United 

States colleague or I hav0 matle, or with some proposals of your own, they will 

receive our nost careful ettention. 

Russian): 

The Ch.dRlv~Jf (Union of Soviet, Socialist ite_yublics) (translation from 

The next weetint, will be on Tuesday, 22 i'"CW 1962, a,t 3.30 p.m. 

The r:1eeting rose at 5.25 p.m. 




