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The CHAIRLLN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from

-

Russian): I declarc open the eighteenth meeting

5 of the Sub-Committee on a Treaty for
the Discontinuance of Huclear Weapon Tests.

Does any representative wish to speak?

r, DEAN (United States of America): OF the eighteen meetings held by this
Sub-Committee since the beginning of this Conference, the first eight were devoted 1o
e repetition of the debates recorded previously, during most of the last year of the
meetings of the Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, On these
occasions the Western delegations urged the Soviet Union to return to the sgreed
basis of the negotistions for an adequate and effective nuclear test ban treaty, or,
in other words, to the universalily agreed scientific assessment of the test ban
conirol situation represented by tihe report, issued on 20 August 1958, of both the
Eastern and the Western experts who had been meeting at that time in Geneva
(EXP/NUC/28). The Jcstern delegations also recalled the nrogress that once appeared
to have been made in tronslating this scientific foundation into a practical and
binding political trecty with an effective system of internstional control that was
agreeable to both sides.

All of tnis progvess, which rellected innusccerable cowpromises hamzercd out in
the course of several years of negotiantion, was incorporated in the United States-
United Kingdom draft treaty of 18 April 1961 (ENDC/9-GEN/DNT/11C), whieh itself has
subsequently been aiuended several times, both before and during this present
Conference, in an attempt to wmeet the points advanced from time to time by the
Soviet Union. Indeed it was felt, at ieast on ocur side, that with the agrcement on
our part to have the treaty be comprehensive by covering 211 tests in all environ~
ments we had meit, on a vractical basis, all of the Soviet requirements for an
agreement., S0 it rame as a great shock to the Western delegations when the Soviet
Union on 28 November 1961 denounced o1l those control arrangements that had been
very carefully egreed and that had been embodied in the draft treaty. I am
referring to the many orticles and sections of the draft treaty on which an accord
had already been reyistered.

For its part, the Scviet delegation —— and I wust say I very oucha regret this —-
has attempted to defend its no-convrsl-whatsoever position of 28 November 1961

(ENDC/11-GEN/DNT/122; by claiming that, no matter how objective we made our treaty

+/



INDC/SC.1/2V. 18
4

(¥r. Dean, United States)

ilanguage,\andkno motter how carefully we drafted our ?revisions on thé selection of
the scientists and on the protection to be given the host couﬂtry &iﬁh resyecﬁ to
on~site inspections, to internstional comtrols, cr to an international control
system, this would someliow create the danger of Western espionage on the territory
of the Soviet Union.

'Furtherg‘the Soviet Union said - although it has never given us any scientific
infermation to supdort these statements, has never referred us to any scientific
journals -or scientific articles, and has never brought scientists here to support
its statements ~~ that scientific advances since 1958 had resched the oint where
so~called existing netional control networks, without any international commission
or any internationmal control posts end without any interrelation of national contrel
posts, could furnish cuupletely adequate verification -- that is, both detection and
identifieation ~— of any nuclear test ban treaty.

The Weslern ?qwerststrongly éigputed the latter contenticn, for which, as I
have said, the Soviet Union has adduced nv scienmtific proof whatsoever; they have
never been willing to pive us this scientific proof or to have their experts meet
ours. Indeed, the Testern Fowers also spent considerable time in demonstrating
that the proposed intermational conmtrol machinery, which they envisaged, had been
surrounded with so many safeguards as a result of past compromises hammered out with
the Soviet Union since 1958 that this international control system really had no
potential whatscever for permitting Western intelligence operations inside the
Soviet Union.

Into this arena of controversy between the Soviet Union and the Western
- delegations came the eight new members of the Disarmament Conference on 16 April
last with their joint memorandum (BNDC/28), which offered some suggestions intended
to bring the two nuclear sides closer together on the basis of a compromise. The
co~sponsors have told us that they were not provosing a comdylete blueprint of a
nuclear test ban treaby, but merely a number of new thoughts directed towards
providing the negotistors with & new impetus or with some new ideas towards
concluding o nuclear test ban treaty. ) :

Since the ninth meeting of the Sub-Jommittee, we three delegationsg have
focused almost all of our staterents and arguments on tae joint memorancum.. On
19 April the Soviet Government did indeed declore that it accepted that document os
the basis for future negotiations on a test ban treaty (ENDC/SC.I/PV.9, pp.7-14),

and it has never ceased to reiterate this position.
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The United States and United Jingdom delegations, however, remain uninpressed
with this Soviet decloration on the joint memorandum beceuse, in their view, the
completely arbitrary nconer in wihich the Soviet delegation aes interpreted the eighb-
nation plan, while denying that it was doing cny interpreting at all, has distorted
the plan out of all ossible recognition, so thot now, under the Soviet version, it

-

accords neither with the plain lanpuage of the —lan nor incdeed with the guite
apparent wisaes of its sponsors.

The Western resresentatives, ot the same time, have agreed to usce the joint
memorandum as one of the possible bases for reacaing apgrecuent on a test ban. They
consider it as a fresh starting oointv from which to launch on exploraticn of the

pportunities for compromise arrangements whica, when carefully worked cut with the
Soviet delegation, could be surveyed with care to see whether the end nroduct
merited signature as o sound and effective treaty for bonning nuclear weapon tests.,

The Soviet delegotion, for its part, asserts that the Vestern position is not
truly based on the joint memorandum, bub is virtually identical with the Western
draft treaty submitted om 18 April 1961. The Soviet Union continues {0 accuse the
United Kingdom and the United States of refusing to consider any genuine compromise
settlement of this very difficult question. The VWestern Powers, however, vhile
guite willing to usc the eight-notion jouint memorandum as a new point ¢f departure,
and while studying that memorandum very carefully for this purpose, believe that the
Soviet Union has not budged in any significant or detectalle point from its scheme
of 28 November 1961 for a mere paper-pledge treaty without sny international
verification measuvres., Thus, unfortunately, each side questions the sincerity witn
which the other side has really taken up the eighit-nation jplan, This is o most
unsatisfactory state of affairs which deserves more careful cxamination.

The true essence cf the Soviet position of 28 November 1961 was tact no inter-
national control activities should take place regularly and systematically within
the Soviet Union. Taere were not to be any repularly spaced internaticnal control
posts, as envisaged by e Geneve oxperts of 1953, which would in part be manned by
reliable and objective non-citizens of the Scviet Union. There were not to be any
Soviet oblijations vis-2~vis an international control commission, on which the
Soviet bloc States were to have had large resresentation lut vhich they alone eould

not have dominated, ot least from ‘the point of view of takin oositive decisions.
b (R
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Finally, there was to be nc onesit,e‘,i;;xﬂquctian_wof unidentifizd events by internaticnal
inspectors who would have an ungue saed right to visit defined areas of Soviet
territory an agreed number of dimes jer year,

_In an endeavour to explain this 180 deyree burnsbout of Soviet nolicy from whet
1t had officielly becn even as lote as July or August 1961, the Soviet Government
argued that naticnal control systems alone were fully adequete, from o technical
point of view, to do the Jub of detection and identification. However, it is
abundantly clear thet this was more of a pretext than anything else, advanced in an
effort o justify Soviet opposition to effective internaticnel control, as I have
Just described it. After all, we xnow that vae 1958 Geneva experts, after having
reviewed all of the copabilities of national systems and all of their past
accomplishments in detecting atmosoinerie nuclear tests, thnen rejected meliance upon
such national systems and recommended, instend, the creation of a new international
system with international contrel posts to monitor the verious environments.

Tt is quite striking, T suomit, thae vae present Soviet position, which
supposedly implements the terms of the eipht-nation plan, bears a very marked
resemblance —- & very marked resemblance indeed -~ to the Soviet stend of 28 November
last., Certainly, in all essenticl respects there has been no change vhatsocever.

In connexion with Cetectior stations or control posts, the Soviet position in
regard to the joint wmemorandum is taoab naticnal systems are to Go the ich. completely.
To the extent that cny new shations might be built, as wmentioned by the memorandun,

Tsarapkin has steted that these would merely be new netional stations
incorporated into existing pational networks ond under full naticnal directiono.
Indeed, the Soviet representative has tried to make it appeor that this aspect of the
Soviet position was wholly adephed by the eight con-sponsurs, For instence, on
25 Miay he saids A

"The non-oli ned States bosed their jproposal on the fact that existing
national detecticn systems have been built up with due regard to scientific

and technical requirements. . With good reason they eupnasized in their

memorandum that: ; ‘ ,

*Thu exlstln networ&s already include in thelr scientific endeavours

.bhe debectzon and identification of man-made explosions.'

'(ENDcxsc.I/onzf,7m281‘
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I think that our Soviet colleague has failed to note that the sentence which he
cited from the joint memorandum speaks of the "scientific endeavours® of existing
stations, and not of actual scientifié accomplishments. That national stations have
been trying - I repeat, trying -~ both to detect and to identify yeophysical events
which might be man-made nuclear explosicns is undoubtedly true. But whether these
national networks have adequately succeeded in their endeavours both to detect and
to identify events is open to much doubt, and that, I submit, is precisely why the
co~-sponsors advanced the suggestion that new stations might be built to supplement
the existing ones in the future "agreed system".

This is a far cry from the Soviet interpretation of relying almost exclusively
on existing stations. Here I must note that ¥yr. Tsarapkin has specifically
rejeeted any idea that new stations might be built to fill japs in existing networks.
The problem of spacing is very important from the standpoint of detecting tests both
in the atmosphere, underground and in the lower reaches of outer space, but he refuses
to admit that technical questions of spacing should play any rcle whatsoever in
deciding on new stations. By dcing this he has attempted to vndercut the logieal
basis for at any time buildin,; even one new station, anywhere.

But this is not all. The Soviet delegation also insists that existing
national networks should not in any way be tied together into one operating systen,
even though the joint memorandum clearly calls for the establishment’ of one “agrée&
systean" ~- in the singular —— to function-on a jlobal basis. According to our
Soviet colleagues, there are to be no internotional arrangements for unified data’
reporting procedures, methods or times. There is to be no standardized
instrumentation, even though the vossibility of equipping posts with new instruments
is specifically raised by the eight-nation pnlan. ‘

Indeed, national networks, says kr. Tsarapkin, are not to be used to report
natural phenomena cceuring in their cwn countries, but only in other nations.
Apparently, also, the Soviet version of the joint memorandum does not even require
national networks to report all deta collated, but merely those data which each
national network, in its own subjective judgement, ccnsiders related to suspicious
events. What that is supposed t¢ mean in this context, how one national network
can decide this, and indeed why one network should Jdecide this unilaterally or
subjectively when an international commission will exist to dc just such work, has

not been explained by Soviet representatives. I therefore do not believe that our
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conclusion is open to challenye that the Soviet position on posts for recording
geophysical ddta is, in substénce,‘unchanged from the recent past. The same is .
true in only sllghtly lesser deuree regarding the international scientific commission
env1saged by the eluht—aatlon memoranduim,

As I ﬂ&ld a few minutes ago, the essence of the Sov1et position of 28 Novemoar
1961 on an 1nternat10nal commission was thet there should not be any Scviet
obllgat;ons towards it. .Of course, the initial Soviet josition et the t1me>waé‘
that there should be no‘commissioﬁ at all. But this was not the essential factor.
After all, since'tﬁé cormission was to be a body lacated cutside Soviet territory,
its home activities could not be said to create any espionage risk for the Soviet
Uhion; It wés only thet the easiest way to ensure that the commission would.have
no rights coﬁcerning eny events occurring within the Soviet Union was to create no
ﬂcommiasion,at‘all,_ However, it could hardly bother the Soviet Government very. much,
I submit, if a completely powerless body, thet is, a body without any authority -
whatsoever with respect to what heppened on Soviet territory, were to be set up in
some other country.

This is precisely what has happened to the international scientific commission
proposed by the eight new members in the interpretation put forward by the Soviet
delegation. . According to this, the commission will have no function whatsoever
vié~hpvis the detection posts or national networks. The commission must wait
patiently for any datc which the national networks may of their own volition choose
to send it, and it must then try to analyse such data, which may or may not heave
been ccllected on a uwniform secientific basis.

~ According to the Soviet version, if the international commission finds itself
perplexed about the nature of certain geophysical events —- that is, about whether
a nuclear explosion mey be 1nvolved - it can supposedly do mo more than ask or
appeel to the government of the party concerned to talk things over with it to see
whether ﬁneertainties abcut the suspicious events canmot be removed. In the:Soviet
view,nthe internationzl commission certainly is not to have any right to conduct an
on-site inspection at the spot where a suspicious event seems to have occurred.
According to Mr. Tsarapkin, at most, some party on whose territory a suspicious
event has occurred mey, on occasioms of its own choosing, decide for its own reasons

to inv1te a few members of the commission to pay what would amount to a purely
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social visit to some innocucus site. Thereafter, the commission would be expected
to trumpet tc the worlc for the benefit of the varty which issued the invitation
that no treaty violation had taken Dlace.  In other words, under tae Scviet version
the international commission would be a tool of any party seeking to improve its
reputation and not an impartial internationnl commission at 2ll.

Therefore, 1 do not see how there can be any pessible cdoubt that the Soviet
position regarding on-site inspection is fundamentally unchanged from 28 November
1961, Under the Scviet version the Soviet Union is to be under no obligation to
open up even a swall corner of its territory to international inspection. At the
most ~— and this as o jreat concession —— the Soviet Union moy from time to time
invite an inspection, That is, "You may come if we issue ycu an engraved
invitation, But you must not ring our bell yourself for'you will nct be admitted.
This is hardly reassuring, since it is all too evident that if any party tc the
treaty were actually trying to violate it by conducting a clandestine nuclear
explosion, it would never choose that occasion to invite an on-site inspecticn to
take place in the suspicious arez,

I submit that the eight States have worked out a logical and comprehensive
scneme for an international cowmission with an internationally operating "agreed
systen" of‘monitoring'Staticns with the right tc call for necessary on-site
inspections’on the territory of parties. Therefore, it is no wonder tact when tae
Western Powers discuss the terms of the eight-nation memorandum their ideas and
comments, based upon the languace of the mewsrancum, differ vastly from the
distorted Soviet version which I have just set forth. If r. Tsarapkin complains
of this, it must be because he objects to havin_ everyone sec that there is such o
wide gulf between the eijht-nation jplan, as it is written dowm for all {to see, and
the upside-down Suviet version of that clear plan.  Hence, lir., Tsarapkin tries to
deny that his deleyetion has interpreted the ei_ht-nation memorandum at all, and
then he accuses the Vestérn delesations of the very practice of which he himself
is guilty.

When the Western delegations state that they recoynize that the joint
memcrandum was an attempt at a compromise solution, they know full well that any
treaty based on that mencranduz cannct be the same in all respects as previous

Western proposals. Whereas in the past we talked only of the control jpost system
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recommended by the 1958 Geneva experts, we now recognize that national networks would
play a genuine role under the‘séﬁeﬁe 6f sﬁ?éry@sidn én%isage& by the joint memorandum
We know that the memorandum leaves open £he poésibility that some of the new s£§tions,
at least, could be operated under national rather than lnternatlonal ausplces, butb
thet this is left for final abreement anong the parties.

We see that the part ant1c1pated for the lnternatlonal scientific commission is
by no means as 1arbe,rautﬁor1tat1ve or comprehen51ve as was contemplateu for the
control commission dlscussed d.um.nb the test ban Conference. The 1nternat10na1
commission would have 2 reduced,’out by no means non~exlstent, role in the cperations
of the "agreed system” mentioned oy the memuranuum, 1t would nevertheless have to
play an eff1c1ent ﬁart.  .

.The elght~natzon 31an dmffers 1n 1mportant ways from 3rev1ous Western plans
regardlng on-s:te inspections. Uncer the elbnt—natlon enorandum, before an
inspection could take ﬂlace there would be an oblxgatlon ior the commission to
consult about the situation wzth tne purty concerned woreover, even tnoubh the
United States and the United Klngdom clearly believe that token together, paragranas
4 and 5 of the JOlnt memorandumn definitely establlsh a party ] 1ega1 0311 ation to
invite the commission %o m&ke an on-site inspection wnen the comm1551on considers
this essential, we musﬁ note that it would be tne commlssxon, whlcﬁ, @ccurdxng to
the memorandum, might be composed mainly of sclentlsts from non~a115nea countrles,‘
that would decide waen to call for such 1nsveet10ns. Under 3rev1ous Hestern '
proposals it was always the other nuclear sice that was to have an unquestloned,rl ;ht
to initiate an 1nsvect10n. ) ) A

This, then, is the 31tuat10n of the test bun neéotlatlons in this Sub“Commxttee
as seen by the United States delebatlon. Far the last month we have been hampered
in our efforts to ex&mxne all aspects of the 301nt memorandum honestly, carefully
and thoroughly by the uncompromlslnb SOVlet attltude that no exploratxon of the
eight-nation. plan and no negotiction based on 1t are posszble unless and until the
two Western delegations first accept the d1storteu ch1et mlslnterpretatlon of the
basic terms of that memorandum. We have, of _course, declined to do that end will
con?inue so to,decliné; our understanding of tae memorandum will continue to be

drawn from its plain terms.
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We have appealed oﬁ nmany occasions to our Soviet colleagues to abandon their
line of adnering rigidly to their position of 28 November 1961 under the guise of
following a revised poiicy. If the Soviet Union is not yet ready to adopt the
proposals of the eijht co-sponsors, as really laid out in the memorandum, in regard
to on-site inspection, then let us get down to some other important aspect of the
memorandum and return to inspection at a later time, when we may have chalked up
agreements in elaborating other parts of a test ban treaty within the framework
suggested by the joint zemcrandum,

We ask our Soviet colleagues tc join‘with us in genuine negotations. We ask
them to work with us in an effert to discover paths of mutual accommodation on
difficult issues. Hovever, we will not violate the dictates of commonsense and of
sound scientific knowlecg e and experience. The eight-nation plan, we subnit, |
neither asks nor exjects us to indulge in any such folly, and I am very sure the
Soviet Union does not expect us.to accept its unilateral scheme of 28 November last,
by whatever name it may be calledl. The way to 2 reasonable agreement is open if
the Scoviet Union can bring itself to abandon its clichés, its ocutworn slojans and
its outmoded concents, As in the past, the fate of our negotiations for a nuclear
test ban treaty rests on decisions that only the Soviet Government can take, and I
appeal to ycu, Mr. Chaoirman, in your capacity as Soviet representative, to ask your

.

Government to take sucii decisions.

lir. GODBER (United Kingdom): I was unable tc be at the Sub~Committee's
last meeting, but I have studied with interest the verbatim record of that meeting
and have cbserved, Nr. Chairman, that you did me the honour of referring tc me on
a number of occasions. I would like to come back to one or two of those references
during the course of my remarks today. But first I would like to follow on the
very interesting and illuminating speech we have just heard from the United States
representative. fe has given us some form of an assessment of the present position.
Perhaps:I can add an assessment of my own which I think ties in fairly closely wita
what he has just been sayiny to us. I am sure he will not mind if there is some
element of repetition because ool words repeated are even better.

‘In an attempt to be absolutely fair to our Soviet colleajue — scmetimes I

detect that he thinks I am not being wholly fair to him; +thet is certainly not the
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1mpre531on that I would wish to b:we ~s 1 ghall f1rst present the Soviet position as
I understand it and as 1t has been ‘set forth by our Sovzet colleague here, |

The p081t10n as you, Mr. uhalrman, have stated 1t to us 13, as I understand it,
that your Government wccepts the elbht~nat10n memorandum as 1t stands and that in
your view it represents a compromlse between the 9031t10n bl the Sov1et Union as it
was at the beblnnlnb af thls Conference and the Qos1t10n ef the §est Further, as
I understand 1t, the Sov1et Uhlon maintains that we in the Vest do not accept the
memorandum as it is but that we are auherlnb tc our old 3051t10ns. _ ’

Wéll, let us auve o lock at that theszs. The SGV1et Unlon maxntulns that it
acceﬁts the memoranaum as it stanus. What nrec1sely do you mean when you say this,
Mr. Cha1rman’ As fwr as I can see you mean taat the SOVle Union acceats the
memorandum accardlnb to your 1ntervretat1vn of 1t Now yﬂu nave told us tlme an&
a&aln that 1n your view the menorandum does not vrnvxée for any Ob115at10n on the .
part of the gartles to a nuclewr test ban treaty to accevt cn~51te 1nsnect10n. fSuﬁ
have told us further that the memorandum does not nrov1de far the estasllshment of
an 1nternat10nally orbanlzed detectlon system. You brush on one 31ae the arguments

N

which we have presentec that tﬁe Lemorandnm should be 1ooked at as d whole.g ‘
On the one hana, you are not wrepared to ccept our su gestlon that paraséﬁvh
of the memorandum, w1tn 1ts reference to the obllsatmon on partles ta blve speedy ”
and full co—operatzon to the international comm1531on, is almed at obtalnlng the '
facts necessary to establish the nature of any susplclous and 515n1f10ant event.
On the other hand, you have not really accepted — or, so far .as I can see,
dealt with ——. the responsibility of the commissicn as envisaged in thh‘mégor“ndum
to process data:received from an agreed system of observation posts, to report to
the parties to the treaty, or to consult with the parties with particular reference
to the possibility of initiating -— yes, and carrying out -~ on-site inspection.
Now, Gr, Chairman, when you speak of accepting the memorondum as it stands, I
feel bound to ask whetler you have really thought what this means and whether you
have really tried to understand the intentions of the sponsors in submitting it. ‘
It was notable, I would submit, that when my colleague, Six Michael Wright, asked you
at the last wmeetin; waether you thought that the assumption of the sHonsors of the
memorandum that susdicious and significant events would take place was justified,
whether in fact the Soviet Union syreed that we must provide for suspicious events,

your reply was:
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Teeo I 4ea therefofe cannot Zive you an answer. If by 'suspicious and
significant events' you wean élandestine nuclear explosions, it seems to
me that, after tho signing of an acigreement on the disccontinuance of
nuclear weapon tests, there will be no such events in practice.”
(ENDC/SC.1/PV.17, 3.32) ..

Those were your words, Lr. Chairman., With the ;reatest respect, this does seem to

me an evasicn of the question that was put to you, and it does seem to e that it
cannot be taken to mean that you accept the eigsht-nation memorandum as it stands.
Again, when my colleague, Sir kichael Wright, asked:
"If the commission cdecided that it could not make an accurate assessuent
of the facts without on-site inspection, and if it were to ask tae country
concerned whether it would accept on—site.inspection to establish the
truth or falsity cf a certzin alleged fact — to establish the facts of an
event —- would thot State be piving full co-operation it it refused the

request of the commission?'  (ibid., % 34)

you, kr. Chairman, re>lied that ycu &id not inow exactly whot was meant by "full
co-operation", You said that if we undefstosdkfrom the memorandum toat full ‘
cowcperation meant that the inferested State woulé be under compulsion to accept
inspection, this wos scmething thot was contrary to the spirit of the nemoranduam.
Once more, I cannct see that this constitutes accépting the wmemorandun as it stands.
It means, surely, tioct the Soviet Union is prepared to accept only an interpretation
of the memoranduwm whick geecords with its own interests. Vefy well, then; sC ruch
for the Soviet clain to dccept the memorandum.

Perhaps I coulc now look at the Soviet claim that the memorandum is, in faet,
itself a compronise, You have said, Mr. Chairman, that the memorandum is a
compromise, firstly, because it includes the idea of inspection ~— the memorandum
says that parties to tie treaty "could invite the éommission to visit their
territories and/or the site of tiae event the nature of whien was in doubt! - and
secondly because it soeaks of an international commission; and you lay stress on
the fact that the menorandum refers to this commission as "consisting of a limited
nucber of highly qualified scientiéts; rossibly from non-aligned countries". You
suggest, as I understand it, that these two prozosals in the eight-nation memoraniuzm —-
the mention of inspection and the mention of on international commissicn consistin:

of a limited number of highly qualified scientists -— make it a compronise provoseal.
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You have stated that the Scviet proposal of 28 November did not contain these idems
and the fact that the Sovlet Government has now accepted these ideas means, therexore,
that the Soviet Government has mede a con31aerable nove and is preparec to compromlse.
thet is what I understand to be your 9031t10n.

Perhaps we could look at the question of compromise in the contex$ of the

nuclear test ban negjotictions as a whole. I hove never aeen aBIe to un&erstand W&J
the Sov1et Government snould think that it is Justlflable to o sk the Jest to"
compromlse between tic mosition reeresented by the Western uruft treaty'of Aﬂrll 18351,
with all the modifications we put forward o that draft treaty even after that date,
and the position which vas su&denly, unllaterally and arbxtrwxlly adopted by the
Soviet Government on 23 November last year. 1ne Western éraft treaty, w1th the
modlflcatlons proeosec tu it, conSultuteu, I woule submlu, a real com?romlse 1n
itself. It centa1nea JTUVISIQRS on the really vital 1ssues — the 1ssues of on—s1te
1nspect10n and an 1nternat10nal cetectlon system -~ which were already real
corpromise between tne nr0posals ﬁut forward in the experts’ regort of 1958 and tae
position adopted by the Soviet Union during the three years of negotlatlen basea on
those proposals rlbat up to the autumn of 1961. .

We had compromlsem' we had compremxseu, for example, aetween the idea of
inspecting every unleentlfled event and inspecting very few -- which was what the
Soviet Unlon, up to the autumn of 1961, was aemandlns and declaring 1tse1f w1111no to
accept ~ We had comaroﬁlsed on the number of detection posts which mlbnt be
establlshed in the Sov1et Union, Then the Soviet Union suddenly told us 1t could
accept no 1nternat10nal detectlon 7osts whatsoever on Soviet terrxtory. It told us
that it cculd acceet no 1nternat10nﬂ1 1nsoect10n on Sov1et terrltory., Ané.now ——-
NOW e the Sov1et Unlon asks us tJ accent a com“romlse between our comnr cmise 9051+1on
and this new and envlrely neg atlvel)os1t10n whlcn the Saveeﬁ Union auovteu on
28 November last yewr.t, I really eo think it is necessarj, und only fair, to point‘
this out. Because vnen the Soviet Union, with its own 1nner0retatlun of the eight-
nations ﬁemorandum, cleims that this is a compromise, it is clalmln& 8 compronise
not between twg origlnal positions but between a Vestern Jasxtlen WthA already
constituted a cona;gmlse and a Soviet 9031tlxn whaich constitutes a convlete departure
from the Whole basis of the nucleur test nebOulatlon as it e&xsted for over three'

years,
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Well, there it is. = I want to bring thev . out clearly, but I think it is also
necessary to point ocut that, the Soviet interpretation cf the eight-nation memorcndum '
does not in itself constitute a compromise between the Soviet position of 28 November
last and the position maintained by the two Testern Governments, for the real
essentials of the Soviet propossl of 28 November were that cay agreement. on a nuclear
test ban should be bosed on detection by national systems only and that in such an
agreement there would De no obligotion on the signatory Stetes to accept on-site
inspection, ?

What; then, is tle-position cf the Soviet Union taday? Ls I understand i%, iv
remains precisely tie same. You, #r, Chairman, say thet detection should be by
national systems only: you say tanct the eighbt-notion memoroncum must be interpreted
in this way. Secondly, you say that there should be no obligation to accept on-site
inspection: you scy that the eipht-nation memorondum oust be interoreted in this
WOY. You argue thot the fact that the Soviet Union now accepts the concept of an
international comwission and the foet that it accepts the idea of insvpection invited
by host countries,; indicate that the Soviet Union has made o great move forward.

But, so far as the internationel commission is concerned, you apparently do not
neccept that the commission should have any co-crdinating, orienizing or supervisory
functions, As I -understand it, the Soviet Union thinks that the internctional
commission should in fact be little more then o mere cipher. o T

This does not scem to me to be any striking or imaginative advance. As for
inspection, as my colleague, Sir kichael Wright, peointed out at our last meeting,
we in the West cannot really feel thot a moral cbligation to accept inspection;giVes
us the necessary safegucrd in respect of the cbservance of undertakings under a test.
ban treaty. I do not like doing so, but I must remind cur Soviet colleague that. we
have all seen where moral c¢bligations not to test ended last year.

koreover, if o »arty to the tresty refused to accent o request from the
international cummission for on-site inspection, the legel responsibility fer
abrogating the trecty would fall on innocent Dartvies. Tiris would undeubtedly leal
to incurring e degrec of odium. - And the guilty party, meanwiile,.could nerfectly
well claim that it “wos innocent and tae innccent party would be im no 2ositicn -
no positiun at all -~ to prove its cose. ‘ ‘ -

This, then, is t:e Scviet josition as it stonds at toe zoment, and I 4o not

think I am beiny unfair in presentin; it in this way.
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On the other hand, what is the position of the West? As far as the West-

is coneerned, wc have. stated our position on a . number of occasions, Perhaps I
can summarize it alsd. As far as the question of inspection is concerned, we
continue to think that the partics to the treaty should be obliged to accept
on~-site inspeection if the international commission is unable to determine the
nature of a detected event without on-site inspection: in other words, a
"suspicious and significant event", in thc words of tho memorandum, We ourselves -——
both the United States and the United Kingdom, I think -— are prepared to accept.
this obligation, We think that in a matter of such enormous importance it is only
reasonable that this obligation should exist, Por reagsons that I have explained
before, we do not think that a moral obligation is sufficient: we think there
should be a legal obligation, We think that any State refusing to accept on-gite
inspection in the light of a request from an impartial international commission
should itself carry the burden of breasking the treaty, It should not be enabled
to put this burden on to innocent parties, ’ . o .
Moreover, we think .that under an internationel treaty dealing with the banning
of tests it is only right that the data on which decisions about the. oceurrence of
suspleiocus and significant events are based should be collected and processed. .
according to agreed international standsrds, - This is the only way in which to
-avoid acrimonious dispute, leading to the breakdown of the treaty in circumstances
in which the blame would not be clearly ascribed to the guilty party. Moreover,
we think that our attitude towards these vitally important questions of inspection
and an internationally organized dotection system is cleerly supported by the
eight-Power memorendum itself, :We are not.trying to read into this memorandunm
meanings which do not exist. Ve merely read the memorandum as a whole and, if
I may say so, we endeavour to eXercise an element of commonsense in reading it.
I am not going to ropeat now the argunents on these points which I and my United
States colleague have stated on many occasions, but I do submit that if paregraphs
4 and 5 are read together there can surely bo no doubt that the sponsors of the
memorandum had in mind a legsl obligation on the part of the parties to the treaty.
to invite the commission to visit their torritories if the commission judged this
40 be necessary in order to assess the nature of a dotected event, I just cannot
see, otherwise, what the obligation to give full co—operation to the commission cen

mean,
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Similarly, I do not understand what the reference to establishing "by
agreement a system.éf détection“ can mean if it does not mean an international
system. Of course there is reference to building upon already existing national
networks, but the main emphasis —- and I do ask our Soviet colleague to face
this —~ is on the creation of a system; and a system, in this sense, can only
mean an internatioﬁal system, ‘

So I come back once more to the proposal whieh we have put forward
(Ibidspté), that we should for the time being put on one side the question of
inspection and turn first to the other main questions raised by the eight-nation
memorandum,  We in the Western delegations are not being inflexible, We do not
stand fast on our old positions; we do not insist on compulsory inspection, or
on an international network of detection posts, in the precise form proposed in
our treaty of 18 April 1961, We think that on the question of inspection there
may be room for manoeuvre, but we think that this is probably the most difficult
question that divides us at the present time end that if we were first to examine
questions of the eapabilities of existing detection systems and the way in which
these might be eo-ordinated —~ "built up", in the words of the memorandum ~- into
an international system, and if we then went forward and considered the way in
which an international commission might be established and might function as a
truly impartiel international and authoritative body, then we might be in a better
position to consider some possible compromise on the question of inspection, We
might be able to see more clearly whether some system of quotas might not be
perfectly &dequaté in order to give us the security required, We might be able
10 see whether safeguards could not be devised to give assurance to the Soviet
Union that on-site inspection would not endanger its mnational security.

So I make one further appeal to our Soviet colleague, I ask him to give
serious thought to this suggestion and to help us really to make progress in these
negotiations, I would remind our Soviet colleague that the sponsors of the
memorandum have not asked us to accept it as it stands, They have not asked us
to accept it without reservation, as you, Mr, Chairman, on occasion have suggested
that we should, Indeed how could we, without clarifying exactly what is meant?
They have asked us to acecept it as an incentive to further negotiation and this
means -- and I Say it once more ~- that we should get down to discussing the
possibilities suggested by it and should try to build on these possibilities,

I have said that so many times, but I say it once again to our Soviet colleague,
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-There are the three main aspects. Let him choose whlch of these three he llkes,
and 1et us start serlous negotlatlons in relatlon to 1t ; That 1s what we ask.
1 do not thlnk it 1s an unreasonable thlng to ask and I have an 1dea that our
colleagues of the elght uncommltted.natlons ”ould be most happy if we‘rere 1n fact
to do that, o
I said;at the beginning of my remarks that I ﬁished very briefly to refer to
your statement at our last meeting, Mr, Chairman, when, as I said, you did me the
honour of referring to me on a number of occasions —- once or twice a £;1f194‘
i Lmklndly, I thought; but then T am a llberal-mlnded man, I am alwa,ys ready to
/understand the feellngs of my colleagues and I dld not take umbrage at the words
you used But I was a llttle surprlsed when you sald after quotlng men
k"I am already accustomed to these methods employed by mx. Godber
when, in order to achleve hls purpose, he does not stop at dlstortlng
the posltlon of his partner in the negoflatlons." (1b1d., - .20).
This was rather rough I thought Nevertheless, let us take thls at 1ts facek
velue. A little later on you saxd' o -
[ '“I have to repeat these facts each tlme in order noo to grre’fhe
Unlted Kingdom representatlve the opportunlty of misleading readers
of the verbatim records. " (1b1dz e 21)
What an extraordlnary suggestlon,Amr. Chalrman. Dld,you really thlnk I coula
po<51bly contemplate trylng to lead the readerskof these verbatim records 1nt0
error? You mlsJudge me, rr. Chairman, I assure you, Nothlng would be furt“er
from my thoughts. " What I was trylng to do was not to lead,anybody lnto error
but to 1ead our oov1et colle&gue into seriou- negotlatlon. Th&t I would hwve
thought w&s a much more worth-whlle thlng, and that is what I have trled ;
con31stent1y to do. So, if our Soviet colleague wants to test our s1ncer1ty,
all he has to do is to co-operate in genulne negotiation on any one of these ﬁhree
m&Jor 1tems to whlch we have referred so many times. , A
" k Agaln, I see in the’ verbatlm record Lir, halrman, that you went on to say
| thls'ﬂ : ' -
) 'V”Another untruth of Mr.'Godber‘e consisis in the following'“iu Very harsh
words 1ndeed - "the Soviet Government's proposals of 28 November do not )
prov1de for any 1nspect10n, whereas the proposals of the non-allgned f“
countrles prov1de for visits to the country or 51te where the su5p1c1ous'

event occurred at the 1nv1tat10n of the State in whose terrltony this
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event was recorded. The Soviet Union has accepted also this proposal of the
non-aligned countries. This means that on this question, too, it has moved

away from its old position, which did not permit any inspection, and adopted

a new position permitting inspection by invitation." (ENDC/SC. 1/PV.17,p.21)

Brave words, Ir, Chairman, but what do they mean? Seeking to find out what
similar words which you had used meant, I asked you questions at the previous
meeting, that is, the sixteenth meeting. I put to you, true, a theoretical or
hypothetical point when I asked: if the Soviet Union genuinely is interested
in inviting inspection, would it give us some idea -- supposing it was thinking
in terms of a quota —- of the number of occasions when, if asked by the commission
or by another part to invite inspection, it would agree to extend suck an invitation.
On that occasion you said:

"I think that the argument between you on this score is both premature

and groundless." (ENDC/SC,I/PV.16, p.33)

I took you up on that word "groundless", but apparently it stuck in your mind,

because you used it sgain at the seventeenth meeting., You said, again referring
to me, in regard to inspection that I saw only the negative side of it, and you
went on to say:

"He considers that this proposal gives absolutely no assurance of

compliance with the provisions regarding inspection and that a

State will never invite inspection of its country. This argument

of kr. Godber's, however, is a groundless and extreme conclusion

and we cannot agree with it." (ENDC/SC.I/PV.17,p.24)

I was intrigued that on two successive occasions you used the word "groundless"”

in relation to something I had said. Ferhaps one of those comments was groundless,
but I submit that it was illogical to tell me that both were groundless. What in
fact were you saying, kir. Chairman? On the one cccasion you were saying that it
was groundless to suggest to you that you might give some concrete example of the
number of times, the extent to which you would accept inspection. On the other
occasion you said it was groundless for me to assume from your answers that you
wouid never invite inspection., I do not think that both positions are tenable.
When you used the same word in relation to both of them, it rather stuck in my
mind that this was a very odd situation. Is it in fact that there is an element
of discomfort in your mind in relation to this particular measure? I was not
seeking to cause you discomfort; T was seeking to get an assurance from you that

you really meant what you said in relation to inviting inspection, that you were
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really ganuine>and sincere”in relation to it, If I was unwarranted on the first
oééﬁéion in'assumihg that’berhaps you were not serious sbout inviting inspection,
surely I was not speaking groundlessly on the other occesion when I invited you to
stote the number of times a year you envisaged it would be'nécessary to invite
inspection, within the terms of the memorandum, "to establish the nature of any
suspicious. and significant event." ' '

This is an aspect on which, although my United Stotes colleague and I have
followed it up many times, we heve never yet had a clear snswer, I hope you will
not think my question once agein today is unwarranted, I would have thought it
was falrly justified, becouse on this so much depends, But, as I have said, I
have no desire to embarrass you in any weay in this regerd; I only want to get
negotiations going. So if you are genuine, as you have said, and as you protested
most hotly in your reference at the last meeting to my own comments, then I invite
you to show us your sincerity, and no one will be more pleased than I, Let us get
down to discussion of just what the composition of the intefnational commission
shall be, what its duties shall be, what its functions shall be == or, if‘you like,
let us get down to discussing what we are going to build upon the diready existing
nationsl detection networks, how we are going to bring this inte a‘system, o single
system, which will be effective and which will be co-ordinated b& the internationsl
commission,

I should like to get down to serious negotiantions on one or other of those
matters or on the inspection issue if you are ready and willing to discuss it
This is not, I hope, spenking groundlessly; it is justva reasonable ahéthonesi

desire to make progress,

The CHAIRMAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translistion from

Russian): In my capoacity as representotive of the Soviet Union I wish to make o

few comments, Ve have cerefully studied the record of the last meeting of the
Sub-Committee ond sre compelled to note that no change has token place‘in the
position of the Vestern delegations. We are compelled to note the existencé‘of
the some situation after hearing today's statements by the representatives of the
United States ond the United Kingdom. Today both Mr. Dean and Mr. Godber —- ot
the previous meeting Sir Michael Vright spoke on behalf of the United Kingdom —
have tried in their stotements to meke black white ond white black by alleging
that the memorandva of the eight non-cligned States provides for both oompulsory
inspection and the esteoblishment of an internationcl detection system, We have

already repeatedly pointed out the utter groundlessness of the atbempis by the
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United States eng¢ the United Kingdom representatives to interpret the provisiops
of the memorandum in justification of their old positions. Their attempts are

trory to the letter and the spirit of the memorandum. If it were true thot
the sponsors of the memorandum had based it on compulsory imspection and the need
to set up an internationcl detection system, which is how the Western representotives
are prying Lo depict the matter, this document - i,e. the memorandum by the non-
aligned States —- would be devoid of significance and, of course, could not be
regorded o8 o bosis for o compromise setbilement of the question, The value of
this document lies in the very fact that it does not accept the Western Powers'
innt of view as expressed in the draft treaty of 18 April and as they are trying

vo portray it ot the present time, The memorandum aslso does not accept the Soviet

for)

point of view expressed in the proposels of the Soviet Government of 28 November

1961, Nevertheless, it to some extent takes into account the positions of both

sides, Therein lies the compromise nature of the document submitted for our

asideration by the eight non-nligned States participating in the Committee on

Rel
-

c

:
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o
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But you, vhe representatives of the Western Powers, are attempting to adgpt

the memorandum to your own point of view and are thus meking it inpossible to
reoch agreement on the basis of this document, The 301nt memorandum prov1aes tiwont
~econvrol over the &iscontinuanee of nuélear tests should be carried out by means Qf
novicnal networks.of observation posts. It suggests that, in order to collect

and process debo received from the national posts, it will be sufficient to
constitute an 1qternat10nal cormission con51st1n@ of a limited number‘of highly‘
dnw*ifioﬁ sclen ists, It provides, finslly, that the questlon of 1nv1t1n0 the
commlsszon to cl rliy 1n loco the circumstances v1v1n5 rise to » Lartlculw
°UQQlCLOUS event svould be de01deﬁ by the States taemselves. There can be no

0Y

ury*nr 1nterpretwtlons of these provigions of the memorandum; everything is laid
down so cle rly and S0 unumblnuously thaot no question of or srgument &bouf
1ntevpre£a'1or gl ould arlseo‘ We do not nccept your aitempts to represent the
whole matter as thouﬁh in thls case two points of view and two interpretations of
the memorandum haod claQHed - the Vestern Powers' int terpretation on the one hand
and the Soviet ren resent tlve s Lnternretatlon on the other. There is no question
of it being necessory to interpret the provisions of the memorandum which I heve

emunerated; everything is soid clearly, plainly and precisely in the memorandum

e
ivseif,
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‘We consider that, on the basis of those selfsame proposals and taking into
account the: opportunities that actuslly exist, we ought to negotiate further and
we ought to agree, We consider that, on the basis of these proposals by the
non-aligned States, it'is possible to achieve an immediate settlement of the .
‘problem of discontinuing nuclear tests in the interests of all peoples, ,

But how are the Western Powers behaving with regard to the non-aligned.States!
proposals? - The Western Powers, in acting contrary to these proposals, continue to
adhere to their old positions, They still demand the establishment of o wide-
spread ‘system of internationel control, and they still insist on obligatory on-site
inspection,  They persist in their demends, well aware ‘hat the Soviet Union cannot
accept them, well aware that these demands are unacceptable to the Soviet Union,
The Western Powers know perfectly well that, by this persistence, they are «ompletely
obstrueting and blocking any possibility whatever of agreement on the discontinuance
of nuslear weapon tests, Nevertheless, they continue to persist in their demands,
end one wonders why they are doing this,

There is only one enswer to this question: +the United States and its allies
in the NATO militery bloc are ageinst the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tesis,
Therefore they do everything possible, on the one hand to preévent agreement on the
discontinuance of testing, and on the other hand to whip up the nuclear arms race
and accelerate the tempo'of‘nuclear rivalry, Thisg policy of the Western Powers
is wost eloquently attested by current events, including the conduet by the United
States of an extensive series of huclear weapon tests under ground, in the atmosphere,
under water, and at high altitudes, the decisions telen by the Athens session of NATO
with regerd to suppl&ing the NATO allies of the United States with nuclear weapons,
the carrying out by Frence of nuclear explosions in Africa, and the inclusion of
West Germany in the nuclear arms race, Particularly noteworthy in this respect
is the recent trip by Mr, Balke, the West German Minister for Atomic Affairs, to
the United States where, according to the Western press, he discussed serious
matters; In the United States Balke visited atomic laboratories at Los Alamos
and Osk Ri&ge and o number of other, more secret centres, It is beliéved that
his progremme ended with talks with members of the United States Atomic Energy
Commisaion, and it has been reported that the Americans agreed to sell certain

atomic eqnipment to West Germany.



ENDC/SC.1/PV,.18
23
(The Chairman, USSR)

A secret agreement was also concluded for the training of West German atomie
energy specialists in the United States and for the supply to West Germany of
materials to be used in various technological processes, Experts maintain that,
with certain modifications which West German specielists are in a position to
carry out, this eqﬁipment supplied by the United States can easily be converted
and the manufacture of nuclear weapons in West Germany begun.

Aﬁnother noteworthy occurrence is the recent publication in the NATO organ

Revue militaire générale of an article by lir, Strauss, the West German Minister

of Defence, in which he categorically demands that the West German Bundeswehr should
immediately be given atomic weapons for war ageinst the Soviet Union, A book by
the atom maniac Teller, recently published in the United States and entitled The
Legacy of Hiroshima, also throws light on the United States position on this question,
In this book Teller justifies the unleashing of nuclear war by the United States
against thg Soviet Union in order to achieve the United States! political ends,

We shall be told, as we have often been told in the past, that the United States
President, end only the President, determines United States policy and that no

heed éhould be paid to statements by other persons in this respect, But here I
would supblement what I have just said by a reference to recent declarations by
leading United States statesmen, including the President himself, men occupying the
highest positions in the country, to the effect that the United States Government
might in certain circumstances take the initiative in a nuelear conflict with the
Soviet Union, ‘

When one takes into sccount all these recent facts, the real reasons for the
United States refusal to come to an agreement on the discontinuance of nueclear
weapon tests become obvious to everyone. Against the backgrbund of these openly
militarist events, thc obstinate reluctance of the United States to renounce its
0ld unaceceptable demands concerning compulsory inspections and the establishment
of an international control system can be ecasily explained., The Western Powers'
refusal in practice to sccept the compromise proposals set forth in the memorandum
by the non—aligned countries has surprised the neutraiist, non~aligned States and
opened their eyes to the fact that the United States is stubbornly opposing an

agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests,
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This attltude on the part of the Western Powers to %he proposals by the eight
nen~a11gned States has surprlsed everyone all the more in that the proposals .
represent a serlcus attempt to 1ead the negotiations out of:the present impasse,
Todey Mr. ‘Dean and mr. Godber have again tried to replace theivital matter of an
agreement on the dlqcontlnuance of nuclear weapon tests on the basis of the non~
aligpned States‘ proposals with arguments about how they should be interpreted.
When the Western Powers, whlch really reject the memorandum, have recourse to such
tactics, they calculate that they w111 thereby be able to mislead the worldAby

argument, 80 they say, not w1th the Sﬂonsors of the ﬂemorandum - the nog-allgned

States = .but W1th the Sov1et Uhion ccncern1ng the 1nterpretat10n of the memorandum
and the prov:sions contamned in it. in preV1ous -angwel -1 - have already‘dlsclosed
the purpose of thls nrocedure by the Western Powers, ' Onr this occaszon I should
also 1ike to emph&51ze the partlcular fact that those Powers nre try1ng to'ﬁalntalﬁ
that thezr 1nterpretat10n of the memorandum is correct while the Soviet Union's
interpretatzon is not, The purpose of such utterly unfounded asgertions on the"‘
part of the Western Powers is to ‘mislead world publiec opinion,  Those Powers are
attemptlng by‘means of thls manoeuvre to concéal “the Pact that here the root. of V
the motter. 1s not the 1nternretatzon of the non~aligned States! pronosals but thelr N
virtual reaectlon by the Western Powarsﬁ ‘ ;

I must, rapeat once more that the questlon of interpreting the proﬂosals of _ l
the non—allgned States aoes nat exxst.  This question has been created artlflczally ;
by the Western PGWers a8 a smoke-screen and as camouflage for their negative . .
attitude to tbgrpropcsalsa These proposals - providing for the use of natlonal
systens, for the eltabllshment of s small international commisslon of sclentlflc
experts, p0581b1y fram non—nllgned countr;es, and for 1nspectlon at the inV1tation
of the. country concerne& - Ore olear to us, HNo rhetorlcal or juridical trlcks »
by Mr, Godber or. Mx. Dean can obscure -~ lot: alone distort - the substance of the
matter as set down in the proposals contained in the memorandum,. . o ’

During the prevlous negotlatxons, which went on for more than three years, )
the Western Powers had reoourse more than once to the toctics of starting arguments
on techniecal qnestlons 50 a8 to 1ead the negotiations into -en impasse and to prevent
an agreement on the dxscontlnuance of tests, The effeetiveness of. these tactlcs
have such purely negotive purposes has been proved in practice, For the Western
Powers these tactics are a convenlcnt sereen and camouflage for their policy of

refusing to agree on the discontinuance for all time of ony kind of nuclear weapon
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tests, This time, too, the representatives of the United States and the United
Kingdon are having recourse to these same tacties of starting technical contro-
versies in which they invent various technical pretexts and arguments to drive these
negotiations as well into an impasse and thus avoid an agreement on the basis of the
compromise proposals of the eight non-aligned States,

Today Mr, Dean hes confirmed for us that the United States delegation will
continue to adhere to its old position and to refuse to accept the proposals of
the non=-aligned States regarding the use of national systems for control and
regarding inspeetion by invitation, Today's statements by Mr, Dean and Mr. Godber
have shown us yet again that the United States and the United Kingdom are persisting
in their old attitude, which is incompatible with the compromise proposals of the
non~gligned States,

The Soviet Government has reacted favourably to the proposals of those States.
It has accepted their proposal to use national observation systems for control over
the discontinuance of tests. It agrees to the organization of new posts, if.
necessary, provided such posts cre an integral and constituent part of national
systems, It approves of the establishment of an international commission as
proposed in the memorandum, and likewise approves of the functions of the
international commission as set forth in paragraphs 4 and 5. Finally the Soviet
Government supports the proposal regarding inspection by invitation,

Thus there is 2 very broad and, in addition, incomplicated basis for an
agreement between us, But the United States and the United Kingdom representatives
are attempting to confuse the issue and complicate the discussions, All this
happens simply becouse the United States and United Kingdom representatives envisage
and demand what is virtually an agreement of the type drafte& by them and submitted
on 18 April 1961, but rejected by the Soviet Union as absolutely unacceptable, The
proposals in the memorcndum by the non~-aligned States make it possible considerably
to simplify and facilitete the negotiations and the conclusion of an agreement
itself,

An agreement on the discontinuance of tests under present day conditions should
consist of a minimum of provisions, with a view to rapid implementation without
needless difficulty and expense, The proposals of the non=aligned States are

fully in line with this aim,
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Our basic attitude is that national systems existing at the present time should
continue to operate as ‘they do now, and the only international responsibility which
we are called upon to discharge here is to agree on the establishment of an,inter;,,
netional commission as o centre to which national systems will~forwardldata about
any suspicious event. The task of the commission will be carefully ﬁé anelyse
thege data and to make its sssessment of the nature of the suspicieus“event._;The
commission will be able to do this since it will consist of highly qualified
scientists., However, the Western Powers maintain their old position aﬁd demand .
the esteblishment of a broad international system of observation and econtrol. This
attitude on the part of the Western Powers has thus far led to nothing and, of course,
will lead to nothing in the future, | V |

On 19 April 1962 the Soviet Government stated its willingness to study the
proposals set out in the memorandum of the non=-aligned States as a ba31s for further.

negotiations. When the Soviet Govermment stated this, it dvew the attention of the
whole world to the follow1ng |
"The next few dmys.must show the turn events ere to toke -~

whether towards an agreement to end nuclear weapon tests or towards

further nuclear testszln the atmosphere, This depends entirely on

the governments of the United States and its allies, The Western

.Powers now have an opportunity to demonstrate in pracéice that they
will not obstruct thé settlement of the urgent problem of ending tésts.
The pecples of the world will never forgive them if this opportunity
.-is missed",  (ENDC/32 5) |

In this statement, the Soviet Govermment appealed to the Governments of the
United States .and the United Kingdom to listen to the YoiCe of reason and to tgke
the course of reaching aﬂreement on the prohibition of nuclear ﬁeapon tests for ali
time, Already nearly one~and-a~half months have passed since theno That 1s, of
course, more than enough time in which to have reached agreement on tne ba31s of
these proposals of the non-allgned countries, but, alas, this has not come about,

The Western Powers have not hearkened touthe eppeal of the Sov1et Government,
Thelr attltude 1s one of secorn to the 1n1t1at1ve of the non~a11gned States which
submitted compromlse proposals. The Unlted States and the United Klngdon, a8 can
be seen from thelr att;tude in the Sub-Commlttee end 1n the Commlttee, do not want'Al
an agreement on the b351s of the proPosals contained in the memorundum by the non-v
aligned States, but prefer to keep the negotiations ot deadlock, The respons;bllmty
for the situation which has arisen rests with the Western Powers and primarily,

AP sanmras. with the United States.
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Mr, DEAN (United States of imerica): It was a source of great regret to
our Government, and a source of great amazement to our delegation, that at the
plenary meeting this morning the Deputy Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union
attacked my Government's policies on the basis of non~existent statements, alleged
to have been made by officials of the United States, that we believe in a nuclear
preventive war or a "first strike" —- which we do not; that we should have tried
to bolster his case by eiting a book written by Professor Teller, who is himself a
strong opponent of a nuclear preventive war or a "first strike"; and that he should
have referred, in this connexion, to an article written and first published several
years age by the linister of Defence of the Federal Republic of Germany. Why it
was published a second time by a private military publication in France, not a NATO
publication as alleged by Mr, Zoriﬁ, I do not know, but the ideas in that artiecle do
not seem objectionable, Mr, Strauss wrote only of defence measures for the
territory of the Federal Republic, He did not ask for German possession of nuclear
weapons, which he acknowledged to be a British and American responsibility. He
asked only that the Federal German Army be equipped with devices that could fire
nuclear weapons so that, if an invasion should come from the East, tacticﬁl nuclear
weapons could then be turned over to the army by the United States and United Kingdom,
as to all NATO armies, to help ward off the aggression.

Let me go back to The Saturday Evening Post article by Stewart Alsop, On

27 March of this year, about two weeks after we convened our Disarmament Conference
here on 14 March, the Press Secretary of the President of the United States had

this to say with respect to certain statements in the article in The. Saturday |

Evening Post written by Stewart Alsops

"The quotation given in the Alsop article must be read in
the total context,
"The President's statement represents no change in American
policy, It has always been clear that in such a context as a
massive conventional attack on Europe by the Soviet Union, which
would put Europe in danger of being over-run, the West would have
to prevent such an event by all available means,
"This has been United States policy since the late nineteen~forties
and it represents no change, The real change, as Mr, Alsop points out
elsewhere in the article, is in the strengthening of our defensive

alternatives to nuclear warfare,"



ENDC/SC.I/PV,18
.28
{Mr, Dean. United States)

The Pre51dent hlmself three days 1ater, in o Press Conference on 30 March,
was esked about thls matter. ‘ He saaﬁ ~— and'T'am quoting from the sixth colurn
of page 2 of the Ngw York Tlmes Internatlonal Edltzon of Friday, 30 Mareh 1962.

“Yes ; I thlnk Mr Sallnger s ‘statements made it clear ‘that .

thzs Was. intenﬁe@ to be merely a restatement of a tradltlonal positlon

where Af e v1tal area, und I thlnk that M, uallnger useﬁ Western Europe,
were bexng over-run by conventxonal forces, that the United- States would f‘:
*,take means —— avallable means - t0 defend Western Europe. ‘ -
It wa3 not 1ntended tG supgest os Mr, Sallnger said, that thzs
meant that the United States would take aggresslve actlon on 1ts own
,'Mpart or wnulé launch an attack. ' : A
| - MA so—calleé pre-emptlve attnck on 1ts own part is not our pollcy
nor the pollcy of arevious Aamlnistrations.« " '
SRS "The artlclerread in context mnkes it clear that we are talking about
if there was an attack of overwhelmlng proportions by conventional ferces '

1& an area sueh os Europe, ‘we would meeb our treaty commitments," A ='

o Irsybmit that it has. been said on any number of oocasions that thé Unlted -
States does nmt bellove 1n 8 preventlve nuclear war, - We do not belleve in a pre- o
emptive attack Ve do not belleve ‘4n o first strike. I do not know how I can
make that any more expllclt than by cltlng the two statements ‘that I have Just '

At thls 1ate date in our Conferenee, it somewhat staggers the 1m&ginat10n “to
conceive why the Soviet Uhlon should go back and take statements in a book publlshed;
some tlme early in Ja nuary -- which: agaln, as I say, ddes not. mention elther a pre~ :
emptive war or a flrst strlke, why the Soviet Union should teke an artlcle that '
appeared in the Sgturdgz Evenlng Pogf'in March, two weeks efter our’ Conference'*~
started; why the Sovlet Uhion should take old statements made by'the Fe&eral
German Defence Mlnlster "which ‘have sinée’ been radlcally changed and whlch are
merely a republicatlon,: and why the Sov1et Union should suddenly selze upon matiers
that happened long Urlof to the tlme we commenced to meet here on 14 March,as 5
ostensible reasons for changing its agreement ‘of last Priday to a Conference
declaration agalnst wax propag&nda.{ ﬁoreover, what has 61l this- 4o, do wi%h Soviet
refusals to enter 1nt0 real negot1at10ns on a properly safeguarded nuclear test ban
treaty unﬁer adequate anﬂ effect1Ve control w1th1n the framework,of the 301nt

memorandum?
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You said, Mr, Chairman, thet the United States rejected the eight-nation
memorandun as & basis for negotistions, We do not, We expressly sccept the
eight-nation memorandum as one of the bases for negotiations, I shall not repeat
what I have said, but let me call to your attention the eight-nation memorandum
itself, since you say I am incorrectly interpreting it. The eight States say
that: ’

"They believe that possibilities exist of establishing by

agreement a system for continuous observation and effective control

on a purely scientific and non=-political basis." (ENDC/28, p,1)

If it is established "by agreement", it must be '"by agreement" between the
parties to the treaty, so that it would become an international agreement, The
memorandum continues:

"Such a system might be based and built upon already existing national

networks of observation posts and institutions, or if more appropriate,

on certain of the existing posts designated by agreement for the purpose

together, 1if necessary; with new posts established by agreement, (ibid,)

How are you going to designate "certain of the existing posts"? VWell, the
memorandum says "by agreement; or "if more appropriate" new posts can be
established, How?  Again, "by zgreement®. It goes on to say:

"Tmprovements could no doubt be achieved by furnishing posts with

nore advanced instrumentation." (ibid.)
¥ho is going to furnish the poéts Ywith more advanced instrumentation"? Or who
is going to decide what is "more advanced instrumentation™?

1 Submit that you.have to take everything that the memorsndum says. It seems
to me that it is only reasonable to believe that since the sponsors have used the
word "agreement" three times in paragraph 3 -- and since the commission is also
to be set up by agrcement == they must mean that this international commission,
which will depend for its dats on "a system for continuous observation and
effective control on a purely scientific nnd non=politieal basis", will actually
be the body to establish, by agreement between the parties to the treaty, where
these posts should be and what kind of advanced instrumentation, mentioned by
the memorandum, they should have, ‘

They say in paiagraph 4s

"Furthermore,vthe feasibility of constituting by agreement

an international commission ... " (ibid.)
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Agaiﬁ, theyiafé”going to set up this international commission by agreement between
the parties,. ,It certainly cannot be done on a unilateralfb&sis by any one of the
nations parties to the treaty. | They go on to say:; : ;

. "This commlssxon" e they axre referring to the. internatlonal commission =—

"should be entrustqdjwlﬁh,thg tasks of processing all data received from .

the agreed system of ,_Qbsermﬁw; posts and _éf reporting on any nucleer .

eXpiosion or susﬁicious event on thé basis of thorough and objective

examination of 211 the. aveilable data," (1b1& ) ,
Now, agnin, they are going to examine the data received from the agreod system of
observation posts, :.If a report is to be made on the basis of. objective examination
of all the avgi;ablé:ééfa, fhén tqlbeiobjeptiﬁe‘the report must be prepared by an
interngtiona} cbmmission rather than by thé‘ekisting national network §f any one .
netion, | o | |

The memorandum goes on to say: .

"A11 partles to the treuty should accept the obligatlon to furnlsh

the commission with the facts necessary. Yo establlsh,the nature of

any. suspioxcus and significant. event.“ (ipid.) .

Let. me refer to the last sentence cf paragraph 5, whlch reads A

"The pqrty concerned would, in accordance with its obllgat}on "

referred to in’naragraph 4 above,‘give,sneedy and ﬁulli, |

co-operation to facilitate the assessment,” (ibid,) | A
Who is to make the assessment?  The 1nternatlona1 comm1551on is to makf 1t on
the basis of thorough and. ob;ect:ve examlnatlon of all the avaxlable data. ,How_
do they get the availeble data9 : The nartles to the treaty would accept the _ :
obligation to furnish the commiss1on thh the facts. It iz clear from paragraph 4
that an on-site inspection is conﬁxdered to be o way. to aet the facts, and, therefore,
an inspection would accord with the obligation to furnish the_ccmmlssxon w1th the
facts, | | ‘

Ageain, pa.ragra.ph 5 says: ; ‘ )

"Should the commigsion find that it was unable to reach a conclusmon

on the nature of a significant event it’would 80 1nform the,party on

whose terriﬁbry that event had occurred, and simulteneously inforn

it of the points on which urgent clarification Seemed necessury{"

(ibid.)



SNUC /58, 1/EV 448
31
(Mr, Dean, United States)

Who is to reach a conclusion on the nature of o Significaﬁt event? It is the
international commission, And if the internatiomal cdmmission cannot reach a
conclusion, it informs the party on whose territory tﬁe event occurred'bf the
points on which urgent clarification seems necessary. Again, it is not the
party on whose tcrritory the event occur which would make the objective
determination. It couvld not, because it would be examining and judging its own
acts, It is not the country where the station exists that is going to determine
the points on which urgent clarification seems necessary: it is the international
commission, Further on in paragraph 5 we read:

"The party and the commission should consult as to what further

measures of clarification, including verification in loeo, would

facilitate the assessment." (ibid.)

Going on to the third sentence of paragraph 5, which I believe refers to the
sentence in paragraph 4 which states that "All parties to the treaty should accept
the obligation to furnish the commission with the facts necessary to establish the
nature of any suspicious and significant event", we read:

"The party concerned would, in accordance with its obligation

referred to in parsgraph 4 above, give speedy and full co—operaﬁion

to facilitate the assessment." (ibid.)

I am not intérpolating the word "obligation” into this eight-nation memorandum;

'I am reading from the memorandum, In fact, everything I have said here I have
read precisely from this memorandum, Mr., Tsarapkin says that we reject it, but

I must point out that the United Sitates does not reject it, and I do not think the
United Kingdom rrnjects it. Ve accep’ it as a basis for negotiation. I am
reading from the text and I uwim -0l cdding Wordé to it, |

Therefore, the party conserned would, in accordance with its obligation
referred to in paragraph 4, that is, the obligation to furnish the commissioq with
the facts necessary to - establish the nature of a suspicious and significaﬁt event,
give speedy and full co~operation to facilitate the assessment, Agoin we find
that it is the international commission that makes the assessment,- FParagraph 5
continues: =

"After full examination of the facts" == which I take it, includes
verification in loco by the international commission —- "taking into

abcount any'additional data furnished to it ..,.. the international

commission would inform the perties to the treaty of all the

circumstances of the case and of its assessment of the concerned

event.," (ibid.)
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1,40 not see how 1t eoul& be clearer that there is to be an international
commission, and that the d931gnation of ex1st1ng posts and the setting up of new
posts, as well as, the furnlshing of all posts with more advanced 'ingtrumentstien,
is to be -a matter 1nv01v1ng both the commission and the parties, who must ‘agree.on.
what is done. o It is the comm1881on that is to determlne the nature of events. and
to assess. them, and it is the scientists of the commission who are going to carry =
cut. on—aite inspections.’i Finally, it is the party to the treaty on whose
territory thg suspic;oua event has oceurred whiech has hoth to furnish the commission
with the necessary 1nformatzcn end to invite the commission to its territory in
fulfilment of its obligation under paragraphs 4 and 5., ‘

You have ggid,’Mq.'Chairman, ﬁhgt we have antagonized the eight nations which
sponsored this memofandum, but if tﬁere are any of the eight —— and I have said
this seversl times, -~ that reject this interpretation, I would like to be informed
of i, ““I,h&vevevéry reason to believe that the manner in which we interpret this
memorapdum. is in accordance with the views of the eight nations themselves, and
not one of the elght representatives has ever said to me -- and these verbatim
records are &vai}gg;g jo thqm -= that he rejects our interpreteticen of this
memorandumw:;w{ a,h.

I submit that the United Kingdom and the United States are prepared to
negatiaﬁe;qn»the;bag;s,ofvth;s‘memorandum. We do accept it as one of the bases
for- negotietions Ve ére prépared to go forward on it, and I submit that if you
reed this: memorsndum in its éléin‘%erms, it has to mean what I have just stated,

VI do’ not wish #o;prqlogg:tgjs‘d@épﬁssioh but I mﬁst stress that the United States is
prepared to pegpwig¢e,§§rﬂ gﬁdfin‘eafnest on a treaty which would ban all nuclear
tests in ell environments, gnd‘if that treaty were to be accepted and signed by the
essential parties, y&u_wonid find that the United States would stop all nuclear
“bests from the date the treaty came into force, We would then ban all further
- nuelear -tests in all environmenté. I do ﬁot see how I can stote the position of
my: Government in any. clearer or more precise terms. I cannot sce what we gain by
going outside end dragging in what some individual mey have said, when you are-
dealing here with the r93ponsible representatlve of & responsible Goverhment end
when I :tell you on the record yhat the policy of my government is,

¥e have freedom of tl:;e Press a;r;d freedom of kspeach in my country and any
citizen is entitled %o express his own views as to what he thinks the policy of
the United States Government ahould be. But, as I have said to you several
times, it is.the Presxdegt gfrthe Uhlted‘States and the Senate of the United States
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which determine the foreign pollcy of the Uhlted States, and while they, in .
arrlving at what:is to.Dbe the pollcy of the Unlted States, ‘might’ take into
consideration individusl views of the cltlzens, it is the President and the
Congress of the United States who determlne forelgn policy and not the 1ndividual
cltizens.
“Mry GODBER: (Uhlted Kingdom) » There is 1little T need to add to the. .¥ery.
'cogent remarks we have just listened to from our Uhlted States colleague, = I -just
want to make one or two comments wrlslng out of your speech today, Mr, Chairmen,
Once again you have spurned . the offer of negotlatlon, once again you have
1gnored the solid, sound, factual‘argumqnts whlch’the Western representatives
have brought forward as reasons fof enterigg into ée;ious negotiation, - Today,
however, you have gone a little further, i thinkf ?ou haVe indulged in some quite.
extraordlnary propagandist: statements that do not stand up to examination for one
moment I think what struck me most was your statement -— as I understood it in
the interpretatlon we that the United States and their NATO allies are against any
agreement on nuclear tests; and you went on to refer to the carrymng out by the . .
United States of a’ ‘great series of. tests at the present moment, as a justification
for that statement, - What an- exﬁraordinary assertlon, Mr, Chalrman. -You know,
Just as I know, just as our United States colleague knows, ‘and just as every.
represenﬁative ‘at this Conference knows, that the respon31b111ty for the starting
of tests again rdsts with one nation and one natlon alone —-— your own, - .No statement
such as you made this efternoon can in any sense take away that heavy responsibility
which résts on the shoulders of your govornment. Therefore it is a: -waste of :¥ime,
as well as a red herring-drawn pcross our discuésibﬁs, to make statements of that
kind. B e |
T listened very carefully to your arvuments to flnd something on which we. ;
(could build. At one moment, in referring to the memorandum, you said that all
was crystal ‘elear in the memorsandum, Well, 1f 1t 1s so crystal ‘¢lear let: us - go
ahead and negotiate on it, You said the nroposals were a serious. attempt to
lead the negotiations out of an imposse. = Yes, they were, We want the! memorandum
to iead us out of an impasse. We ha ave proposed to you one way after another in
which we ‘could indulge in sexious negotlatlon on 1t, and all you give us in return
1s the sort of speech “to -which we have llstened thls afternoon.‘f It is small -
wonder if we aré somewhat discouraged by thls resnonse. I 'will not use further

extravagant words to categorize the speech that you have ‘made’ to'us. I have
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already iq&iqatgd this afternoon that in my view there is no particular merit in
using strong 1anguége aboutlene another, What I want to do is to get‘iﬁtd »
negotiatioﬁ. So, Mr..Chairman, suppose you forget all this stuff you have been
talking about this afternooﬁ'which has no bearing on ourjéubaect, suppose you face
up £o the points that the ﬁestern rebresentatives in all good faith have put to you;
and suppose you agree to get into serious negotiastion on some of these matlers we
have been talking about; that is the way, not only to meke progress here, but to
earn the gratitude and support of the non-aligned countries and of the world outside,

Thprefis only 6ne delegation preventing us from getting into serious negotiation,
ana‘fhat is your own, I suggest that you now do enter into serious negotiation with
ug. You will‘find us very ready to fblloW'up 8ll these three major points, to
discuss tﬁem in détail to thrash ou£ with you precisely what we believe can be =~
bullt out of thls memorandum -~ that 1s what we want to do and that is what I
suggest 1t would be in the interests of us all to do.

~ The CHAIRMAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from
Ruséian): I have a few comments in connexion with the statements by the United
States and United Kingdom repfesentatives. Mr, Godber has just repeated yot
agaﬁn:v ’
‘ "There is only one delegation ?reventing’us from getting into serious
’negotiation, and that is your own, I suggest that you now do enter into

' séribus negotiantion with us." (supra, D.34)

We have already heﬁrd ﬁhese meaningless expressions many times, and of course they
have nothing to'do with the matter in hend., If you are really interested in
‘serious negotiatibns and are not concerned with effect or merely getting ‘somethin:
into the reédrd, you should aceept the proposals of the non-aligned countries as
they are, i.e. accept their proposal that the control system be based on existing
netional systems, accept their proposal to set up an international commission,
limited in size and composed of sclentlsts, possibly from non-aligned countries,
and, finally accept their proposal that the matter of inspection be settled on the
basis of 1nvltat10n by the Stete on whose territory the prospective inspection will
be cﬁriied oﬁt. ' . ‘ : '

» ﬁhen you accept all these three proposals, serious negotiation ¢an reslly
begln, everything will be simplified, many of the technicalities which you thought
up and w1th whlch you inundated us at this table will disappear, everything will -
become clear, everythlng will fall into place, and we shall speedily reach agreement,

Until you genulnely accept these proposals of the non-aligned States, all your
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claims that you accept them are mere deception, since you attribute to them what
they do not contein, The eight-Power proposals are before us embodied in a
document called a memorandum, ~ Id this document did not exist, the situation would
be quite different: you could make these assertions, and they would be difficult to
refute, But, with the text of the memcrandum in front of us, Mr, Deean -- whatever
he may say here —=- cannot deny that, for purposes of control, national observation
systems furnishing data to the commission should be used. The commission would
process these data and draw its conclusions. When does the question of sending
an inspection team arise? It only arises when there is an invitation by a State,
There is no doubt whatever about this —- this provision is specifically included
in the memorandum,

You said that the system should be scientific: the memorandum deals with
this, too, Paragraph 3 states:

’ "They [;he non-aligned Statq§7 believe that possibilities exist

of establishing by agreement o system for continuous observation and

effective control on a purely scientific and non-political basis,

Such a system might be based and buil+t upon already existing national

networks of observation posts and institutions ,.. The existing networks

already include in their scientific endeavours the detection and

identification of man-made explosions," . (ENDC/28, p.1)

Thus the eight-nation proposals that for purposes of control national systems be
used also take into.account the existing situation in the scientific field, and
so on,

When you say, for example, that according to the memorandum the commission_
should set up posts, and concern itself with their equipment and the selection of
their instrumentation and so forth, you are obviously forcing the meaning of the
text and trying to attribute to the memorandum what is not there, You are going
beyond the scope of the memorandum, Why are you continually doing this? Because
you are still sticking to your old point of view and endeavouring fo impose an
agreement modelled on the draft submitted by you on 18 4April of last year.

Mr, Dean, the United States representative, has stated that the United States
is willing to agree to the prohibition and the discontinuance of all kinds of
nuclear weapon tests immediately an agreement satisfactory to the United Staotes
has been signed, But suech a statement by Mr. Dean does not dismay even the most
violent and the most irreconcilable opponent of an agreement on the discontinudnce
©of nuclear tests, Why is this so0? - Because when the United States representative

says that the United States is willing to discontinue nuclear weapon tests immediately
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an agroement has been signed, he at the same time puts forward eonditions for an
agreementAwhich he knows are unaccepteble to the other side: on this basis there
is no danger that an agreement will ever be reéched. You realize this and so you
can afford to tell the whole world that you are willing to discontinue nuclesr
weapon tests as soon as an agreement has been reached, But there never will be an
agreément on the basis you propose, Therefore, everyone -~ both in the United States
and other NATO éountries -= who is opposed to the discontinuance of nuclear weapon
tests is quite calm, and all your statements, Mr, Dean, do not frighten or alarm
them in any way, Statements like this by the Western Powers' representatlves should
not, indeed, mlsleaa anyone,

Turning now to the United States representativel!s comments on ny statement
today, you tried to refute that statement by alleging that we refer to data two
years old, and so on and so forth, But let me tell you that the statement by -
Mr, Strauss, the West German Minister of Defence, to the effect that the Bundeswchr
should immedlate;y be given nuclear weapons for war against the Soviet Union, only
appeared in thg press on 25 May of this year, As you see, Mr, Dean, oniy three
deys ago, not two years, TPFor all I know Mr., Strauss may have ﬁade similar statements
two years ago/or even five years ago, but this only shows his consisdently stubborn
line regarding demands that nuclear weapons be given to the West German armed forces,
which are led by former Hitlerite generals and which seventeen to twenty years ago
were fightlng agalnst the Sov1et Union and the United States, NOW'they are
demending nuclear weapons and demanding them insistently and unequivocally. But
the serious thing is that the logical trend of this matter is such that German
revanchists are getting ever closer to the realization of their aim of obtoining
nuclear weapons, Now they are eloser to it than they have ever been, VWhen we
quoted the artiecle by Mr. Strauss, we had in mind something only three days'oi&,
not two years, | v

You then said that Teller's book The Legmacy of Hiroshima is an old book,

Nothing of thé sort -~ it appeared very recently, In it Teller supports the
nuclear arﬁs race and tries to justify the unleashing of a nuclear war by the
United States to achieve its own politicai ends,

Finally; in his interview with Alsop, published recently in the United States,
the United States President apparently hed in mind some fictitious aggression by
the Soviet Union ~-~ the Soviet Union being portrayed as starting a war, Such

arguments connot justify those who themselves threaten to unleash a nuclear war,
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Arguments about who would start the wer sound unconvinecing, Those who are
preparing for war can, withoui any particular difficuivy, confuse the issue and
make themselves out to be the viectims of aggression, There are many such cases
in history, Vhat concerns ue now is the gtatement that the United States
Government might in certain circumstances take the initiabive in a nuclear conflict
with the Soviet Union, The alprcﬂrlate conclusions must be drawn from this,
This statement fits very well with the tern Powers' attitude at this Conference,
the attitude vhich has agoin Jled these negpoviations into ar impesse., We see no
new development, no faint prospect of a change in the Yestern Powers' position,

.

As long as the Western Powers mainbein that posibion, there can of course be no

gquestion of an agreement,

lir, GODBER (Unitcd Kingdom): There is 1ittle that one can add to this
discugsion, We seem ©o make iittle impact upon you, Mr, Chairman, much as we
fry to draw you intc serious negosiation. I am not going to be drawn aside by
these red herrings, I am jusv geing oo malke aaotosr proposal,

Paragraph 3 of the joint memorandum btalks of cstablishing, by agreement, a
system to be "based and buiiv upou alieudy eadisuinyg bevaviial networks", on Y"eertain
of the existing posts designabted by ocgreement for the purpose”, and so on, It so
clearly envisages the need to evaluate what the existing sysvems are. Therefore
I am going to say to you, Mr, Chairman, "Let us try and make progress on this,
whatever you have sald todny, or on other days, which has led us nowhere, Let
us once more see exactly what these existing nationsl systems extend to and what
is needed to build upon them =~ to use the words of the memorandun, Let us pet
together o meeting of scientists ~- cur own, if you like, with the neutrals; the
neutrals have offered tc help in this sensc, as was made quite clear in one of
our meetings. Let us get {ogether o meeting and sze precisely what is needed
to evaluate these existing systems and -wo bLulild upon them,”

I am not interested in +these polemical arguments: I am interested in making
Progress, 8o, with the grestest gmood will, ignoring the provocations of your
statements, I am just meking another practical suggesiion. Let us get together
here o meeting of scientists -~ neutrol scientists and scientists from both sides ==
and see exactly how they evaluate the position and what they say is necessary to
build upon the existing notional rnetworks. Thet is precisely within the terms
of the memorandunm, If you are genuine in accepting the memorandum, that should

‘not be too difficult a thing for you bo accept also.  Perhops that proposal might
lead us into more fruitful discussion thern some of the somments you have just made

to us,
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The CHAIRMAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republies) (translation from

Russian): I am only smazed at the stubbornness, the wonderful stubbornness with

which the Vestern Pawexs malntaln their position, They have no desire at 2ll to
" accept the proposals subm1tted by the representatives of the non-aligned States as
& basis for agreement, They do not want to admit this, but want to divert us into
negotiations on technical matters and to draw us into discussing various. isolsted
points of detsil. But what will be the use of us getting bogged down in all sorts
of technicel erguments end in anelysing verious technieal aspects of the problem of
detection without agreeing as to what should be the basis of discussion? We have
enough material for sterile arguments to last us for years or even decades, In
this matter you are deliberately pursuing a subversive policy. You are trying to
lead the negotiations into an impasse by referring to our failure to agree on
technical questions. . But we will not accept this, No, genﬁlemen:‘éif you really
want an agreement, let us agree on the basis of the proposals submitted in the -
memorandum by the eight non-aligned States, We have declared that we accept them,
but we will not agree to the negotiations being led into an impasse of technical
controversy and fruitless discussion, We have already had sufficient experience
in this respect during more than three ysars of negotiaﬁlon. ,

We praopose that, instead of engaging in these unnecessary technical dlsputes,
we proceed to draft an agreement on the basis of the non-aligned States' proposals,
If you accept these proposals let us prepare an agreement on that basis, But if
You do not accept them, all your eppeals to study technical motters are attempts to
produce. o deadlock, You propose that we examine the characteristics of existing
nationnl systems, -~ What is the peint of +his? So far we have not studied existing
national systems, yet those systems heve coped excellently with recording United
States explosions, and the Americens for their part have coped excellently with
recording Soviet ones, - No one has studied national systems, bLut explosions are
successfully. recorded nonetheless., Why must we now investigate what national
systems comprise unless it is intended to get our negotiations into a worse deadlock
which nobody will ever be aoble to Lreak? We shall not agree to this course, =

The question is much simpler thon you are alleging., -Accept the proposals of
the non-olignéd countries as they are, existing national systems will then continue
to operate as they have done up to now, and we shall only have to agree on setting
up the internationsl commission to process: the dato received from nationel systems
for elarification of suspicious cases and assessment, That is all, The matter
is very simple, but you are deliberately complicating and confusing thg issue,
raiging o mass of technical points and attempting to involve us in techni9g1 details,
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No, there is now no need for any of this, I repeat once again that the matter is
much simpler, If you want an ocgreement, accept the proposals of the non-aligned
countries and then we shall speedily agree on that basis, But if you do not want
an agreement, you can of course concoct, devise and invent not dozens but even
hundreds of technical questions and techniecal points. On the equipment and
criteria alone one could drag out the srgument for years, during which time the
patterns of equipment and the criteriec forming the subject of the dispute would
become out of dote, Methods would become obsolete and be replaced by new ones,
We should then start to argue about new instruments, new criteria, new methods and

so on ad infinitum, In »resent-day conditions the only correct, sensible ond

prudent way out of the situation is to accept the advice given us by the non-aligned
ccuntries and to agree on the basis they offer. We should heed that advice, Ve
in the Soviet Union accept the proposals of the nonwaligned countries, The matter
is in your hands, But you do not want to accépt the proposals, you persist in

your old attitude and thus keep our negotiations in an.impasse. You bear the

responsibility for this, and the whole world is witness to it,

lir, GODBER (United Kingdom): Tiiat seems a vabtlier odd response to a very
reasongble reques’t, But I want to be quite clear thot you are sbsolutely opposed,
Mr, Ch@irman, to a meeting of scientists with the help of the neutral nations, that
you reject the help of the neutral nations in convening this meeting of scicntists
to follow up exactly what these nations themselves suggest in paragreph 3; T
understand fhdt to be yourvposition. I am sorry that it is so, because it seems
to me a pity, We want to build something on the basis of the neutrals' memorandum,
We wont, in the terms of paragraph 2, to see to it that these areas are "explored
and extended", We want to build on it, but I understand you reject it, I think
that is a pity. k

The CHAIRMAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from
Russian): I con only repeat once again that this is an attempt to divert us from

the preparation of an agreement and to drag the negotiations into a labyrinth of
futile and endless technieal controversy.

We are now confronted with the political task of drafting an agreement with
the minimum of difficulties and on the simplest possible terms, A1l this can be
achieved on the basis of the memorandum by the non-aligned States. This you do
not want; the responsibility rests with you, We are willing to come to a speedy

agreement on the basis of the propcsals contained in the memorandum,
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. Iir, GODBER (UblteaAKlngdom) Very wells uhen let us negctlate polltxcally.

Le% us get 1nto gerious negotiat 1on on the basis of these three princzples whlch we

have discussed s¢ long. We are ready., Ve are just W&ltlng for you, Mr, Cnalrman.

The CHATRMAN (Uniop of Soviet Socislist Republics),(fraﬁslation_fiom

Russian): First, the principles to which you refer are not those contained in the
memorondur, The memorandum cnunciates the principle that control over implemen—
tation of an agreement should be orgenized on the basis of national systems. There
is no question of an internaticnal sysiem, yet that is precisely the Quesﬁion that
you are raising , B

Sncon&ly, the 1nu@rna®10nat commission would carry out the precise functions
listed in parugraphs 4 and 5 cf heAmemorandum“ Yet you start‘télking about an
1nternat1oaa1 comm1551on w1th ?wrctlonv fér ‘exceeding those proposed in the
memorandum, YOL have in mind an,lﬂberpatlonal comm1351on,with functions
apprceximotely thoue assigned to the control commission in your drgfﬁ_tregty submitte&
on 18 April 1961, o

Thirdly, the question of inspection. ¥hen you quote paragraphs 4 and 5 of
the memorandun., you rsod inbo them thinzs that are nod théfe, You say it is to
be assumed thet compulsory 1pspeq§10nu are 1ntendedc Nothing of the sort: the
eight-netion memorandum,stg%es perfecily clearly that States shall co-operate in
furnishigg fgcﬁsp Texﬁnally, it reads:

“All_ﬁa?ﬁies ta the trenty should accepn the obiigation to furnish

the~Commisy-on w1uh the facts necessary %o sstablish the nature of

ony suspicicus end sigrificant event." (ENDC/28, p.2)

This; then, is the obligabion -- "ho fulnlsﬁ the Commission with the facts". Of
what do these facis consisﬁ? 0t dato rovxded by spparatus and 1nstruments, ete,
Paragraph 4 goes or to state:

"Pursuant, to tais obligation the partles to the treaty could invite

the Comm18310n 5o vigit their terrwtﬁrlesﬂg, -

30 you see, the obligetion only concerns furnlshlng the commission wlth the
facﬁs, end pursuent o this obligetion States could issue on invitetion. Thls
is optional =- a State is under an obligation to furnzsh facts, but as far as
ipspection is concerned, this is subject o the State 1»su1ng an invitation to
that effect, This is clearly stabed, and I dc not understand how one can 1nterpret

the paragraph otherwisze,
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What does paragraph 5 say?  Where paragraph 5 speaks of inspection, it
contains a direct reference to paragraph 4., . We should be-guided by paragraph 4
and nothing else =~ that is clear, So when you speak of three principles,

Mr, Godber, you have in mind other principles then those in the memorandum by
the non=gligned countries., - If on the -ther hand you come to a«cept the
principles laid down in the eight-Power memorandum, we are willing to make an

agreement with you.

Mr, GODBER (United Kingdom): I do not wish to prolong this. 4 little
while ago you said all was crystal clear in the memorandum, Now you give us
your interpretation of it, It is quite clear that if we could only get together
and try and build on what we believe the neutrals proposed 'we could at any rote
evaluate how close we could get, I do not accept the interpretation you have just
given because you have not given sufficient weight to:the second half of
paragraph 5, But I believe that if we got down to serious negotiation we could

at least see how close we could get to one another,

The CHATRMAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republiecs) (translation from

Russian): I was not offering an interpretation, but reading word for word what
appears in the memorandum, That-is not an interpretation. There is in any case
nothing to interpret here, The notter is clear, Perhaps you call even rea@ing
the paragraph an interpretation —— 21l right ~- but the memorandum. clearly speaks
of inspection by invitation, Neither paragraph 4 nor paragraph 5 has any other

meaning or significence.

Mr. GODBER (United Kingdom): I would only say that there is a great

deal more meaning than the representotive of the Soviet Union gives it.

Mr, DEAN {United States of America): I submit that the memorandum is
equally crystal clear that the commissicn has to be international, that re-equipping
of control posts with new instrumentation is to be considered by the international
commission, ond that spacing must be o factor in deciding on the building of new
stations, You also consistently ignore the sentence before the last sentence
in baragraph 4, and you ignore the third sentence in paragraph 5 which refers to
the obligetion set down in this penultimate sentence of paragraph 4. This obligation

clearly includes inspection, It means on obligotion on the part of the government
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of the terrltory where the event oceurs to allow the commisgsion to come in when the
commission deems this essential to get the necessary facts, in order to meke thelr
inspection and assessment. _ , .

The obllgatlon on the part of the country to allow the commission'to éSme
in if the commlsgxon wonts to come 1n seems crystal clear, but you persist in
what seems to me an obdurate and ill-pdvised attempt to interpret the memorandum 7
in a menner which is quite alien, I om sure, to the intentions of the eight non~
eligned States, You do this by conveniently leaving out certain words and
sentences, gfter which you say that you do not interpret., Well, on that basis

cne cannot negotiate,

o The CHAIRMAN (Union of Sov1et Socinlist Bepublics) (translation from
Russién} I agree, negotiations cannot be conducted in the way you conduct them,
lMr, Dean, From what you have just sald it is clear that you continue to distort

. the meaning and content of the memorandum, ond read non—existent things into }t.
The memorondun states quite definitely that the commission con visit a countnyA
when it receives an invitation to do so. | This is clear to anyone. But you
interpret the mdtfeflaifferéntly;j you refer to paragraph 3, but paragraph 5 refera
us to paragraph 4, and you cannot ignore paragraph 4 when discussing 1nspect10n. 7
You ought to have a look what is snid on this subgect in paragraph 4 ana be guided
thereby. This you refuse to éo and therein lie our differences, Paragraph 5
obliges us to refer to paragraph 4 end see what appears there, = Can ome really ’
negotiate when you refuse to be referred from paragraph 5 to §aragraph 4 zn order’AA
to clarify the circumstances of inspection? If you declare that you accept the '
memorandum and then refuse to follow the text, it really is impossible to negotiate.
establish posts, determzne thelr spacing and install their equlpment, etee, I really
wonder where you found all this. , Once¢ one accepts the national systems, none of
these questions arlse. The national systems are to be taken as they now ore and
as they nbw opernte, Then, if necessary, we can agree on any peneral or 1nd1V1dual
measures, but that is the matter for the future. Our tosk now 1s to set up L
machinery for an agreement, and that machlnery conslsts of the national systems,iﬁgﬁ
internatlonal comm1551on wlth functions as lald down in paragrapha 4 and 5 of the

memorandum, and 1nspect10n by inv1tat10n. That 1s all that we have to do, @nd 1t
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is a simple task, But unfortunately you still hold fast to your old positions, and

we cannot do anything with you, Neither we nor the non~aligned countries can
persuade you to support the proposals contained in the memorandum,

If no one else wishes to speak, I pronose that the Sub-Committee meet on

Friday, 1 June, at 3,30 p.m,
It was so decided,

The meeting rose at 6.25 p.m.






