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The CHAIRMAN (United Arab Republic): I declare open the thirteenth

meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament,

Mr, BARRINGTON (Burma): My delegation has read with great care the

verbatim records of the five meetings of the Sub-Committee on a Treaty for the
Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests (ENDC/SC,1/PV.1-5) and the statements which
were made in this Committee on 23 March 1962 (ENDC/PV.8). They make interesting
but gloomy reading. The exercise has left us with a strong sense of foreboding.
The general resumption of nuclear weapon tests by all the nuclear Powers in the
near future -~ for that is what we face -~ is clearly against the interests of
peace and therefore of humanity as a whole, But I would go further and say that
they are, in fact, against the interests of those very nations which will be
conducting them, The strange thing is that those nations know it; in fact,

they know it better than we do. We believe them when they say that they do wish
to bring nuclear weapon tests to an end, and yet, despite all their great power --
or perhaps because of it -~ it seems they are powerless to prevent themselves

from doing something that they do not wish to do. Our sympathies go out to them,
but since charity begins at home we sympathize most of all with ourselves, That
is why we have decided to intervene in this discussion,

In his statement in this Committee on 21 March 1962 (ENDC/PV.é, P.25), my
Foreign Minister made clear the attitude which my country takeg on the question
of nuclear weapon tests. We oppose them all, regardless of time, place and
environment. Every new nuclear weapon test constitutes a new threat to peace,
and most of them, perhaps even all of them,represent a threat tc the health and
future of the human race. That is why we oppose them, but over and above these
already overriding reasons we have also to consider the effect that the resumption
of tests will have on this Conference and on the very question of disarmament.

In the course of private exchanges, we have heard it stated that the
resumption of tests is inevitable and that this Conference must and can learn to
live with them, In other words, it is assumed that we can usefully continue our
discussions here on general and complete disarmament and on the so-called
collateral questions while the nuclear Powers engage in collateral nuclear weapon

exercises of their own,
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Let us examine this assumption more closely in the context of the situation
in which we find ourselves in this Conference. I do not share the view of some
that this Conference is doomed to failure, Indeed, I have been moderately
encouraged by the progress we have made so far, and particularly by the climate
and atmosphere which has prevailed up till now, But who will deny that the
going has not been easy, and this at a time when we have been dealing with
generalities and matters of procedure? Would anyone deny that the main
obstacles still all lie ahead and that we will all need a helpful climate and
atmosphere if we are to have any chance of success in overcoming them? Would
such an atmosphere be engendered by a series of nuclear explosions spread over
a period of weecks and possibly of months? And even if we who are assembled in
Geneva could take a pragmatic view of this paradoxical situation, would the
outside world understand? Indeed, would they even hear us against the
reverberating echoes of the nuclear tests?

If T ask these questions, it is only that I wish to draw attention ‘o the
need for us to try to see clearly the way ahead and not indulge in wishful
thinking, And when we do look ahead, I suggest that the conclusion is
inescapable that the resumption of nuclear weapon tests by the nuclear Powers
can only pose a serious threat to this Conference. In other words, time may
be running out for us and this makes it essential for all of us to do what we
possibly can to help find an agreemen’t on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests
acceptable to all the Powers directly concerned, or, failing that, to look for
some other acceptable means of averting the threat to which I have referred.

My delegation is happy to see that the Sub-Committee is to continue with
its meetings, that further efforts are to be made to try to reach agreement. We
would like to make some comments on the positions taken by the two sides. In
so doing we shall try fo be os objective as it is possible for us to be, We
trust that our comments will be received in the spirit in which they are offered
and that they will be taken into account in the further discussions which are to
be held in the Sub~Committee, I need hardly add that our sole purpose in
making them is to help to bring the positions of the two sides closer.

After the most careful and earnest consideration, it seems to us that the
claim of the Soviet Union that all nuclear explosions can be detected and

identified by means of national detection systems, and that no international
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control is therefore necessary, leaves one vital question unanswered. It is:

What happens in the case of a dispute as to the facts of a particular event?

It may be said that there could be no dispute, because all national systems
involved would give the same result. But we are not sure that this answers the
question, After all, however good they may be, the instruments which record the
events do not get up and speak. What they do is to record data which trained
personnel interpret. It is therefore not inconceivable that interpretations may
differ, How would a.difference of this kind be resolved unless there were in
existence some impartial international scientific body acceptable to all the
nuclear Powers whose function would be to settle such disputes, if necessary after
making such enquiries and inspections as may be considered by it to be essential?
Such a body would, by its very function, have to work in close co-operation with
all national systems. Obviously such an international scientific body should not
be any more elaborate than it needs to be, But of the need for such a body, my
delegation has very little doubt. Without it, every dispute as to the facts of
any event would imperil a nuclear test ban treaty; with it, the probabilities

are that every dispute would be found to be the result of genuine misinterpretation.
We make this categorical statement because of our confidence that no State which
signed a nuclear test ban treaty would think of engaging in clandestine tests.
Thus the existence of such an internationel scientific body would seem to be
inseparable from a successful test ban treaty.

On the other hand, my delegation seriously wonders whether such an
international scientific body need be as elaborate as that envisaged by the two
Western nuclear Powers represented at this Conference, If our understanding is
not incorrect, the principal cause of concern would appear to be the difficulty
of distinguishing between certain types of earthquakes and underground nuclear
explosions, There seems to be relatively less concern about the ability to
detect and identify other nuclear explosions, that is, those under water, in
the atmosphere or biosphere, This would appear to be borne out by the
observations contained in chapter IV of the report of the Conference of Experts
which met in 1958 (EXP/NUC/28). But if this is correct, the next question that
arises is, how significant from the military point of view are underground
nuclear tests, particularly those with a low yield which are difficult to

distinguish from earthquakes? This is 3 matter of some importance because it
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stands to reason that.if they do not, in fact, have much military significance
the urge to indulge in them will not be great. After all, even underground
explosions are expensive undertakings.

In this connexion we cannot help but be impressed with the fact, to which
Mr. Zorin referred, that during the three~year voluntary moratorium, which ended .
with the Soviet Union's resumption of tests in 1961, neither side had ever
charged the other with any violation, although each must have received hundreds
of earthquake signals from within the territory of the other, ¥Mr. Dean has
explained that the United States scientists did indeed record hundreds and
hundreds of seismic or acoustic signals during these three years, that some of
them had aroused suspicion, but that the United States had kept silent because
it could not identify any of the events with certainty as a nuclear explosion,
and also because it did not wish to voice suspicions in a way that might interfere
with the test ban negotiations.

My delegation believes that in fact none of these signals which aroused
suspicion was due to nuclear explosions, just as it believes that none of the
signals recorded by the Soviet scientists, during the same period, of events in
the United States had its origin in nuclear tests. However, that is only by the
way. The significant fact is that the standard which the United States Government
applied in those cases was apparently that of military significance. In other
words, had any of the signals which United Suates scientists recorded been
suggestive of a militarily significant event it is unlikely that the United States
would have refrained from voicing its suspicions. Could not the same test be
applied now? Is it essential that any system of international control over a
test ban treaty should be such as to be abl~, theoretically, to identify every
suspicious event, regardless of its military significance? Might we not be
running the risk of losing sight of the forest by peering too closely at the
trees? Might not a less eluborate international system, perheps omitting control
posts from the territories of those who object to them, but with the right of
conducting an agreed number of properly safeguarded on-site inspections by the
international control organ; serve all our purposes just as well?

These are the thoughts which occurred to my delegation as we read the
verbatim records.: We offer them for what they are worth, They obviously are

not, and do not pretend to be, proposals. Vhether they serve any purpose or not,
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it is our fervent prayer that an agreement can yet be reached in time between the
great Powers on this matter of the cessation of nuclear tests, for it would be
more than tragic if antipathy to »ven a2 minimum of international control on the
one side and insistence on near-theoretical perfection on the other were to doom
the entire world to a new cycle of nuclear weapon tests, with all the evils that

would inevitably follow in its wake.

Mr, DEAN (United States of America): I have listened with great interest
and respect to the remarks made this morning by the representative of Burma.
I shall now attempt to set forth the situation as we see it, in as fair and
ocbjective o manner as possible.

This morning a plenary meeting of our Committee is again devoting its time
to the most importent problem of negotiating a treaty for the banning of all
tests of nuclear weapons. The strongly positive attitude of the United States
towards this imperative objective has been proclaimed innumerable times, in
word and in deed. President Keanedy reiterated this when, on 29 March, he said:
"We remain earnestly determined to work for an effective treaty, and we remain
ready to conclude such a treaty at the earliest possible time.™"

Our deeds in this regard speak for themselves, We and the United Kingdom
have sat at the table with the Soviet Union for well over three years in the
Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests. When the Soviet tests
were announced on 1 September 1961, what did we do? Mr., McCloy and I continued
the discussions with Deputy Foreign Minister Zorin, and we arrived at the Joint
Statement of Agreed Principles on general and complete disarmament (ENDC/5).
President Kennedy went forward with our plans when he laid before the United
Nations on 25 September our programme for general and complete disarmament in a
peaceful world (ENDC/6). Together with the United Kingdom we went forward in
the United Nations General Assembly and obtained the General Assembly's endorse-~
ment of the principles set forth in our draft treaty for a nuclear test ban,
Those principles were adopted by the General Assembly (resolution 1649 (XVI)),
with the Soviet Union voting against them. At the same time we continued the
discussions in the Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests here
in Geneva. Thus, both before the massive Soviet test series in the autumn of
1961 and thereafter, at all times, we have done all that could in reason and good
conscience be asked of us to reach agreement on this important point with the

Soviet Union,
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Our criterion has always been the creation of an effective international
control system to monitor the actions of States signing a nuclear test ban treaty,
so as to ensure that each fulfilled its obligations under that trecaty. Within
the broad limits of that criterion we have done everything possible to accommodate
Soviet worries and Soviet desires.

The draft treaty which the United States and the United Kingdom tabled in
Geneva on 18 April 1961, together with its several subsequent amendments (ENDC/9),
represented not the mere beginning of negotiations but rather their culmination.
Incorporated in that draft were all the results of over two years of hard
East-West discussion of all treaty details, and the constructive changes which we
and the United Kingdom have offered in the last eleven months, We have gone
continually forward to meet Soviet demands.

Thus it is that the two Western Powers now offer to sign immediately a
totally comprehensive treaty witnh the so~called threshold eliminated, This
treaty would ban all nuclear tests in all environments. But let me be clear:
although the Geneva experts had worked out this system, and although we had been
discussing this treaty with the threshold, when we offered to sign this totally
comprehensive treaty we did not ask for any more control posts, despite the fact
that the number of events would be vastly increased, and we did not ask for a
greater number of on-site inspections, On the contrary, we tried to work out a
system between seismic and non~-seismic territories in the Soviet Union.

So, starting from the basis of the control system unanimously recommended
in 1958 by Soviet, United Kingdom, United States and other scientists (EXP/NUC/28),
we have devised carefully-thought-out political and organizalional safeguards for
incorporation into our draft treaty, to assure the Soviet Union both of complete
equality in control operations and of the minimum of essential detection,
identification and verification activities within Soviet territory.

At the same time, we have offered the Soviet Union even greater inspection
opportunities in our respective territories, East and West would have absolute
parity on the top policy-making control commission, on which three non-associated
nations would also sit, The nationals of Eastern and Western countries would
also have numerical equality at every control post and at the system headquarters,
at evény level, from top to botton. Nationals of non-aligned nations would also

serve at these installations. All auxiliary servicses would be supplied by
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nationals of host countries. Indeed, the Soviet Union has been granted a veto
right over the appointment of the administrator of the control system, over the
adoption of the total annual budget, over any major changes in the control system
and over all amendments to the treaty.

An annual maximum ceiling of twenty inspections per year in the vast territory
of the Soviet Union has been proposed by the West, even though the Soviet Union
could carry out up to forty inspections per annum on the smeller territories of
the United Kingdom and the United States. Although the Geneva experts
suggested thirty-seven control posts for the continent of Asia, we have constantly
examined this question with our scientists. The number of control posts on
Soviet territory has been reduced from the original twenty-eight to nineteen,
which our scientists tell us is the lowest level consistent with carrying out the
1958 recommendations of the scientists. But the number remains proportionally
higher for the United States and United Kingdom territories.

At the request of the Soviet Union, provision has been made for the expanded
use of the nationals of non-associated countries on inspection teams, and we have
proposed during the last month, as I have just indicated, to put a very low ceiling
on the number of annual inspections in the aseismic or non-earthquake parts of
the Soviet Union, which constitute the bulk of Soviet territory. We have
offered to discuss our data on this question with the Soviet Union, but so far it
has declined to discuss such data.

I cannot emphasize too strongly, moreover, that whatever control arrangements
the United Kingdom and the United States ask the Soviet Union to accept to monitor
a test ban treaty, we are more than willing to install in our own countries. We
do not seek one iota more of international control than is necessary, but we cannot
settle for less than is essential to protect free world security.

Why do we speak of the necd for control, and why are we convinced that it
must be internationally arranged? Why would not a mere paper pledge without any
international controls, of the type which the Soviet Union is now proposing, be
sufficient? Nuclear testing is synonymous with the development of nuclear
weapons, Significant development is impossible without testing. To prevent
the further development of weapons by means of a test ban is a measure of genuine

anticipatory or preventive disarmament. As such, it must be effectively
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internationally monitored in the same way as every other measuvre of disarmament,
Only in this way can we build confidence and give reciprocal assurance that
neither side is benefiting illegally from the successful clandestine violation
of such a disarmament measure,

In other words, the existing military balance in nuclear weapons, with all
that this means for the international political balance, must not be upset by
the violation of an uncontrolled test ban. The crucial factor, therefore, is
objective international control, By this we mean control which is both
technically adequate and organizationally sound, so that confidence is generated
among nations that the treaty is being properly carried out by all the signatories.

We in the United States obtain some degree of security for ourselves and the
free world from our military forces armed with nuclear weapons. Nevertheless —-
and let me be very clear on this point ~~ the United States strongly believes that
everyone'!s security would be significantly greater in conditions of general
and complete disarmament, We also believe that, pending the attainment of
general and complete disarmament, everyone's security would be somewhat greater
than it is now if the race in the development of new nuclear weapons were halted,
that is, if there were an internationally controlled nuclear test ban treaty.

However, this somewhat greater sccurity could be achieved only if both sides
were really and truly to cease testing in all environments. A unilateral halt
by one side, while the other continued to test in secret, would only jeopardize
world security more than ever before.

Mr. Tsarapkin, in our test ban Sub-Committee last week, objected even to our
mentioning of the possibility of violations of a test ban treaty. At the fifth
meeting, for example, he said:

"The philosophy which you expound is that a treaty is being concluded
to make it possible to violate it, and there is to be international

control in order to catch the violator, This is your philosophy.

We disagree and we categorically reject it, If you wish to sign a

treaty in order to viclate it, let us stop such pointless negotiations.

Are the thousands of treaties which have been and are being concluded

between States based on the assumption thuat the parties sign the treaty

in order to violate it secretly? Noj; we cannot accept this philosophy."

(ENDC/SC. I/PV.5, page 61)
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I must say, in all good conscience, that we do not believe that
Mr, Tsarapkin's point of view is either tenable or reasonable, It is totally
inconsistent with the sixth principle in the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles
regarding control measures, and it also contradicts what Foreign Minister Gromyko
said at the second meeting of our Committee, namely;

"Our country does not intend to take anyone at his word, least of

all States which have established closed military alignments,

are pursuing a policy of building up armaments and have placed their

military bases as close as possible to the Soviet Union, Nor do we

expect others to take us at our word. The Soviet Union is a firm

advocate of strict control over disarmament.” (ENDC/PV.2, page 11)

Now I submit that those words are equally applicable to control posts and
on-site inspection with respect to a nuclear test ban treaty on the territory of
the Soviet Union,

The hard and unpleasant fact of life is that at this moment of history there
exists a large amount of mutucl suspicion, distrust and ideoclogical conflict
between the United States, with its open society, and the Soviet Union, with its
closed society. We regret this, but there it is.

For its part, the United States strongly desires to conclude reciprocally
advantageous treaties with the Soviet Union, such as a nuclear test ban treaty
and a treaty on general and complete disarmament. But the absolute prerequisite
for any such United States commitment is that there be objective and effective
means to establish that both the Scviet Union and the United States are in
practice living up to their mutual obligations. This was the position that we
took in 1958, and it is what we say today.

When we made this issue clear four years ago, the Soviet Union was willing
to send its scientists to join with Western scientists in a careful examination
of the technical requirements of an adequate system of monitoring compliance with
a test ban treaty. The result of that examination was a document which each
delegation has before it, the report of 20 August 1958 of the Geneva experts
(EXP/NUC/28), which contains full conclusions and recommendations on establishing
an international control system over a nuclear test ban treaty. This repcrt was
subscribed toc unanimously by the scientists present at that experts' Conference,
including the Soviet scientists and Mr. Tsarapkin, It was approved by all three

of the then nuclear Powers, including the Soviet Union, before 1 September 1958,
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both as to its conterts and as a basis for forthcoming political negotiations
aimed at concluding a nuclea: test ban treaty.

An additional itechnical report on monitoring tests at high altitudes and in
outer space (GEN'DNT/HAT/8) was approved unanimously in July 1959 by the scientists
of the United States, thce Unibted Kingdom and the Soviet Union, and subsequently by
their three Governmeants, It has also served as part of the technical basis for
nuclecar test ban negotiations,

At the fourth meecting orf the test ban Sub-Committee, I cited a number of
fairly recent Soviet statements incorporated ia the verbatim records of the
Conference on the Discortinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests. All of these statements
endorsed the conirol system rccommended by the Geneva experts.

At the two hundred and fouric<entb meeting on 15 June 1960, Mr, Tsarapkin said,
for example:

"... we are profoundiy convinced of the correctness of the conclusions
and recommendations made by the scientists of the eight States, and
approved by the Governments of the Soviet Union, the United States and
the United Kingdom." (GEN/DNT/PV,214, page 5)

On 21 March 1961, at the two hundred and seventy-fourth meeting,

Mr. Tsarapkin declared that:

"... the Soviet Union has been and is still opposed to any revision of the

conclusions of the Geneva Conference of Experts ..." (GEN/DNT/PV.274, page 6).

In the official aide-mémoire of 4 June 1961 of the Soviet Government to the
United Staves Government, it was said that:

"... the Ioviet Union, like the Ur "ted States, considers that strict inter-

nationel control should be established over the discontinuance of tests."

(GEN/INT/111, page 2)

The Sovriet note of 5 July 1961 reiterated Soviet Union support of the
experts! resort of 1958, and then added:

"But even if the control system is to some extent iredequate, this can

by no reans be pleaded as an obstacle to agreement, since, as science

and ergineering progrecs,

7

increasingly efficient instruments will be
desigred, and consequently the control system will be improved.!

(GEN/INT/113, page 4)
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It can thus be seen that, right up to the time when the Soviet Union
announced its unilateral resumption of nuclear weapon tests in August 1961, it
fully supported the experts! report and the concept of an international control
system. 0f course, the two sides were still not in agreement on many political
and organizational questions surrounding the control system to be embodied in the
nuclear test ban treaty, but there were very few apparent disagreements on the
technical measures or on their necessity.

Despite this, after the Soviet Union had unilaterally resumed its nuclear
tests in September 1961, the Soviet Government made a complete about-face by
announcing to an astounded and disbelieving world that no international control
system was necessary and that the controls recommended by the Geneva experts in
1958 could all be supplanted by so-called national detection systems.

Permit me to describe in some detail the nature of the international control
system which the experts recommended in 1958, This will enable a better
appreciation of just what drastic changes the Soviet Union is now advocating.

The 1958 experts faced the problem, as we do today, of monitoring four
environments to ensure ageinst clandestine testing, These four environments
were the atmosphere to a height of about 50 kilometres, high altitudes above
50 kilometres, outer space, on and under water, and under ground.

The scientists in 1958 found that if a system were to be effective it would
have to consist of a global network of control posts, of a system of far-earth
and solar satellites, and of a headquarters for worldwide contrcl operatiomns, for
data analysis and for administration. Regarding control posts, with a world total
set at 170 to 180, specific figures were given for the number of posts to be put
on each continent, on ocean islands and afloat —- that is, on specially equipped
vessels,

The key to the effective use of control posts was their global distribution
and their systematic spacing at regular distances -- 1,700 kilometres apart in.
aseismic, or non-earthquake, areas and 1,000 kilometres apart in seismic areas.
Any gaps in this network would in turn cause gaps in control effectiveness. of
this there can be no question, because many seismic signals which emanate from
either earthquakes or underground nuclear detonations fade with distance and
become lost unless stations or control posts relatively near to the disturbance
are so situated as to record the signals. The multiplication of control posts
many kilometres away will not help if the signals emanating from the event itself

are lost.
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All" control posts were to be equipped with instruments to detect possible
atmospheric and underground nuclear tests, namely electromagnetic detectors,
acoustic detectors, chemical analysis equipment for processing air samples for
radioactivity, and seismographs, Control posts near oceans were also to have
hydroacoustical detectors for persille underwater nuclear teéts, and aboutb
one-third of the control posts were tc have optical scanning devices for possible
nuclear tests above the atmosphere but below those more distant areas of outer
space which the planned far-z2arth or solar satellite systems could ménitor,

I have been recently reviewing, for the past six or seven months, this system
of the 1958 experts, and I have on many occasions raised the question which the
representative of Burma has brought up this morning. I have repeatedly asked
for conferences, [ have repeatedly asked for more data, and I have been assured by
all of our foremost scientists, including those at universities, that the system
of the Geneva experts is not too elaborate, that it is necessary and that it is
not possible to monitor the smecific under-water tests which the representative
of Burma mentioned without this system of control. If anyone has any additional
scientific data to contribute on that point, I would be only too happy to receive
them.

To supplement abtmospheric controls on the ground, regular and special aircraft
sampling flights over oceans and national territories were provided for. These
special aircraft flights were specifically intended to follow up unidentified
atmospheric events, To achieve adequate underground controls it was envisaged
that a certain number of on-site inspections would take place at the sites where
suspicious seismic events were believel to have occurred.

There has been so much confusiou about this question of underground controls
that it merits some additicnmal explanation, This is especially pertinent since
we now know that, apart from tesids in ouber space, underground tests are the
hardest to monitor effectively, even witk an international system, and also that
very distinct and imporiant military gains in nuclear weapons can be made by such
tests. The tests in tne low kiloton yield can be of tremendous military
significance ir the anti-missile field even though they may not be of importance

in the development cf weapons themselves,
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The first problem in monitoring underground tests is to discover that
something has occurred -~ in other words, to detect seismic signals which indicate
that a seismic event has taken place. The second problem is to know approximately
where this seismic event took place. The third problem is to learn the exact
nature of the event, namely, whether a natural earthquake or man-made, and
therefore a possible nuclear explosion.

Seismographs by themselves can record seismic events, but each individual
seismograph around the world registers only a very small part of all seismic
events, namely, of all earthquakes. To ensure maximﬁm detection of all
significant seismic events, including possible underground nuclear detonations
in the small-yield ranges, and to ensure that each seismic event will be
monitored from all sides, it is essential to have a global control post network
of the type recommended by the scientists who met in Geneva in 1958.

A less complete network would noticeably affect the number of seismic events
detected, but, even more important, it would have a tremendouély édversé effect
on the number of seismic events which can be accurately located in a geographical
sense and which can then be identified as to type. H

The objective of any control system over underground nuclear tests must be
to distinguish any such tests from the great mass of normal and natural seismic
events, that is, from the annual total of thousands of earthquakes of all sizes.
The 1958 experts noted that some seismic events, though only those of relatively
large size, could, after being detected, be identified as earthquakes merely
through examination of the seismographic record by specialists. These scientists
would, in those particular cases, recognize that certain of the recordings could
have come onky from earthquakes,

However, the experts also recognized that there was no way -- I repeat, no
way —— in which any seismic event could be identified as an underground explosion
merely by interpretation of the seismographic record. Even worse, the experts
declared that in many instances it would be quite impossible for the scientists,
using the equipment recommended for the international control system itself, to
identify a given seismic event positively as being non-nuclear in origin, that is,
as an earthquake, Such an event would therefore be left in the dubicus or
suspicious category. To achieve the identification of such events it would be

necessary to send an inspection team to the site of the seismic event.
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Here again the prime importance of a regularly-spaced global network of
170 to 180 control posts becomes evident. This network is essential in order to
have the maximum chance of being able to identify a detected seismic event as an
earthquake from the seismographic recording alone, without any on~site inspection,
It .is also essential for those cases where an on-site inspection is necessary,
because it will give the best chance for pin-pointing the probable site of that
seismic event, namely, the exact spot which the inspeétion team will want %o visit.

From what I have said it is clear that mere detection by distant instrumen-
tation cannot be sufficient, for distaﬂt instrumentation does not at all provide
for identification, which is the real aim of a control system over possible
underground tests. The inter-reclation between the problem of detéction and the
infinitely more difficult and complex problem of identification occurs again and
again throughout the report of the 1958 experts, to which the Soviet scientists and
their Government subscribed without any reservation. They have never challenged
this report on scientific grounds with scientific evidence, nor, so far as 1 am
aware, has anyone else,

I am sorry to have bored the Conference'with all these details -~ for boring
I know it is =~ but I hope that all of us around this table may now have a good
idea of the control system which the experts recommended and which is the
technical foundation of the draft treaty of 18 April 1961 which the Western Powers
have proposed (ENDC/9). As my earlier quotations from the verbatim records of
the Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests indicated, the Soviet
Union also supported this control system right up until July 1961,

However, what had been scientifically indispensable for the Soviet Union in
July 1961, lo and behold, became totally superfluous for political reasons in
November, after the Soviet Union had completed its 1961 test series; and ever
since and to this very day the Soviet Union has been trying, quite unsuccessfully,
to defend this departure from a scientific basis, this total about-face.

In a situation such as this it seems only logical to say that a very heavy
burden, indeed, of proof falls on the Soviet Union to demonstrate that there is
some basis for its completely new but scientifically unsupportable pesition, The
Soviet Union now finds itself in the position of challenging the correctness not
only of the United Kingdom and the United States point éf view, but even of the

views which it, itself, expressed repeatedly and strongly right up until last year.
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The Soviet Union oughftthe;efare to supply us witﬁ convincing efidence,
scientific data and reasoned explanations. But it has not. In fact, it has
supplied us with nothing along these lines. Even worse, Mr, Zorin, at the
informal meeting of all delegation chiefs on 23 March last, tried to convert this
eminently technical question into some sort of political question, which it most
certainly is not.

When all is said and done, three reasons have been offered by the Soviet
delegation to.explain the Soviet Union's complete reversal during the past year
on the fundamental scientific requirements of international control.

First, it is said that all past nuclear tests have been fully reported to the
world on the basis of data recorded solely by so-called national control systems.

‘Secondly, we are told, in general language, that there have been major
break-throughs in instrumentation and methods of data analysis which make an
international control system superfluoﬁs.

Thirdly, reference is made to the proposal of Prime Minister Macmillan and
President Kennedy oﬁ 3 September 1961 that there should be an atmospheric test
ban without international control and that, at the same time, we should continue
to try to conclude a treaty in all other environments (GEN/DNT/120).

Let me consider each of these Soviet points.

) As to the first, Mr, Tsarapkin, at the 28 March meeting of the Sub-Committee,
talked much about how all tests have been reported to the world even though there
is no international control system {ENDC/SC.1/PV.4/Rev.1/Corr.1). He noted
particularly that there had been many such announcements between 1949 and 1958, as
well as during the recent Soviet‘test éeries.

The representative of the United Kingdom pointed out -~ and, I submit, quite
correctly -- that Mr., Tsarapkin had really proved too much, Mr. Godber observed
that this very situation was perfectly well known when the scientists met in
Geneva in 1958 to discuss nuqleér test ban control problems., Despite this, the
scientists had made only passing references in their report to existing national
systems, and, instead, they had recommended the)installation of a completely new
global system operated on an international basis, In qther words, they had
considered the possibilities offeréd by these non-international systems and they had
rejected them as inadequate, This is hardly surprising when one realizes that

the great bulk of tests through 1958 involved medium or large atmospheric nuclear
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detonations, which are relatively -~ I repeat, relatively -- the least difficult
of those in any environment to detect and identify by either national or
international control systems.

The 1961 Soviet test series again seems to have involved this type of
atmospheric tests, and, also, many of them were in the very large megaton -- or
millions of tons —- yield.,

The 1958 experts and the 1959 high altitude experts, however, had to propose
methods to guard against all tests: in outer space, at high altitudes, in the
atmosphere, on and under the water, and underground, As a result, these experts
suggested the all-embracing system, which I have just described, tc monitor all
environments, including the atmosphere, in such a way as to inhibit potential
violators as effectively as possible,

The second Soviet point, which is closely connected with the foregoing, is
that, regardless of the situation in 1958, scientific advances have so altered
the picture that there can be no dount of the present adequacy of non~international
systems for controlling a $est ban. However, to prove this, Mr. Tsarapkin cited
no objective scientific evidence, but only a few Western newspaper articles about
some supposed new advanced instrumentation. Again let me say that if this
advanced instrumentation is now in existence, our scientists do not know about it.

He also referred to the alleged recent world-wide recording -- that is,
detection —- of a few United States underground tests. He has not, of course,
made any reference to how many such tests may not have been recorded on national
systems,

To take the latter first, there should not be anything surprising in the
fact that certain -~ I emphasize, certain -- seismic waves produced by certain
seismic events are recorded by one or more of the existing seismographic stations.
Certain earthquakes of various intensities have been recorded or detected for
years. So leong as man himself was not conducting eny underground explosions,
there was no problem of identifying the nature of these seismic events because
it was clear that any recorded seismic signal must have been produced by an
earthquake or some other natural disturbance.

But today our problem is quite different, Today our chief task of control

is tc identify the nature of those seismic events which are detected. And 1
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have explained here at very tedious length'why the difficult task of identification
as tp type demands both a globgl network of regularly spaced and internationally
operated control posts and adequate and effective procedures for on-site
inspectioqs by;trained and experienced teams of scientists.

The faét that Mr. Tsarapkin read in the Press last December that Japanese,
Finnish and Swedish seismographic stations had picked up signals from the United
States underground peaceful uses shot called "Gnome" on 10 December 1961 certainly
does not alter the picture, The exact date, hour and minute of the "Gnome"
explosion and its probable yield was‘announced in advance to the whole world,

' This meant that there was no problem of the identification of "Gnome" eifher
as an earthquake 6r as an explosion, because it Was'known thaf an underground
explosion was goiﬁg to take place at that site. Seismoi&éis%s merely had‘to study
‘their recordings caréfully for that particular point in tiﬁé, and if they found
anything in that location they could ascribe it to "Gnome",

Furthermore, detection of the "Gnome" shot was made relatively easy by the
fact that it was fired in a solid salt formation so that the Eoupling of the
explosive energy into the ground was very strong and the resulting selsmic signels
were of a high intensity.

The United States underground shots fired in other kinds of media have been
much less easily detected. For example, it is our understanding that no other
IUnited States shot in the current underground series, with the exception of the
"Gnome" shot for peaceful uses, has been detected in Sweden. The Swedish
scientists have advised us thot even after the United States announced the dates
and times when these underground shots were conducted they were umable to find
any ugeful signals on their seismographic records for those dates, hours and
seconds. We understand that they have rechecked their records and have been
unable to detect any shots other than "Gnome".

As for the Soviet underground ekplosion of 2 February 1962, which Premier
Khrushchev has said was détonated by +the Soviet Union in order to trick the
West —— I am using his exact language, "in order to trick the West" - we know
that it was not a small shot but indeed gquite a large one, Furthérmore,'it took
place in a relatively aseismic area of the Soviet Union, or at least in an areg
where earthquakes of such intensity as this large detonation do not occur.
Finally, it happened very near to a well-known Soviet nuclear test site where the

Soviet Union has often tested,
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I submit that in these circumstances the United States Government was
justified in putting out a statement which indicated our presumption that a Soviet
underground nuclear test had been carried out. But surely the very special
circumstances of that 2 February test cannot invalidate in the slightest degree
the experts! conclusions in 1958 about the control system needed to monitor
smaller underground tests. The latter could be conducted secretly and probably
in seismic areas in the hope that the frequency of earthquakes in such areas would
prevent the detection and identification of such secret underground tests,

As for the Soviet representative's claims regarding new and improved instru-
mentation, we were told that one Soviet seismologist, whose name was not given,
had succeeded in improving the method of calculating the probable geographical
location of the epicentre of the seismic event. But geographical location of an
event is not identification of the type of event —- that is, the seismologist may
know better where it occurred but he does not know what has occurred. Detection,
geographic location and identification as to type must not be confused with each
other. The usefulness of exact geographical location would become very important
if there were on-site inspection teams seeking the point of origin of the
unidentified seismic event in order to determine the cause of the event. But it
is just such inspections that the Soviet Union, -~ quite unreasonably, I submit --
now refuses to permit,

The Soviet representative!s references to newspaper stories of instrumentation
progress also prove nothing, Of course, scientists all over the world are seecking
improved methods of detection and improved methods of location and, as I have said,
we also hope for future improvements in the science of identification as to type
after the international treaty control system is built and put into operation.
None of this, however, has present application,

When the experts met in 1958 and when the United Kingdom, Soviet and United
States scientists met again in Geneva in December 1959 and May 1960, they agreed
on what they hoped would be many promising avenues of research, We even invited
the Soviet Union to participate with us in this research. We in the United
States, by the expenditure of a great many millions of dollars, have followed this
up diligently with large-scale research, but we have scored no break-through as
yet, especially with regard to identification. If Soviet scientists or any other

scientists have been more successful, we would like to hear about it, e cannot

understand why the Soviet Union withholds such new data, if indeed they really exist.
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In any case, our own large-scale research assault on the problem of seismic
detection and identification will continue, but, despite promising avenues of
investigation which give us grounds to hope for improvements, no substantial
scientific gain has as yet been realized. So far as our scientists are ‘concerned
and so far as data available to them are concerned, we have no basis for believing
that the Soviet Union or any other country has done any better than the United
States scientists, in spite of Mr., Zorin's and Mr. Tsarapkin's unsupported hints
to the contrary. It is the Soviet Union which is challenging the conclusions of
the experts from eight countries, including the Soviet Union, who met in Geneva in
1958, and, as I have said already, this puts the burden of proof squarely on the
Soviet Union,

With regard to my third point, nothing in the United States-United Kingdom
proposal of 3 September 1961 for an atmospheric test ban after the third Soviet
test negates the need for effective international controls. As the Soviet
representative is well aware, that offer did not concern underwater, underground
or outer-space environments at all; it related solely to the atmosphere, and even
then only to the special situation of that particular moment in history, after the
second or third Soviet atmospheric test of nuclear weapons had occurred.

On 3 September 1961 it still seemed possible to halt the new Soviet test
series in the atmosphere and in this way to prevent a new, ascending spiral of
testing by all sides in the nuclear arms race., . To achieve this objective we in
the West were willing to contemplate an atmospheric test ban which would, in part
at least, be controlled by existing monitoring systems, In order tc stop further
Soviet tests we were prepared to run certain risks., Unfortunately, Chairman
Khrushchev harshly and abruptly rejected that offer and the Soviet atmospheric
tests continued until even a sixty-megaton bomb had been exploded despite the
fact that a resolution of the United Nations General Assembly (1632(XVI)) again
asked the Soviet Union not to continue testing,

Nevertheless, we also said on 3 September that the atmospheric ban should
be only the first step towards a total ban and that negotiations for a total ban
should continue on an urgent basis, Thus we envisaged the rapid installation of
an international control system which would have monitored an atmospheric test ban
as well as a test ban in other environments. In addition, the United States-

United Kingdom proposal was open for Soviet acceptance only until 9 September.
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On that .date, as I said earlier, it was rejected by Chairman Khrushchev when he -
annownced that Soviet atmospheric tests would continue, as continue they did,

At that point, I submit, the situation totally changed. Qur problem again
became one of negotiating a comprehensive test ban treaty under effective
international control rather than of reaching a somewhat unsatisfactory interim
accord on an atmospheric test ban only, The latter concept had been part of an
effort both to stop further Soviet tests in the atmosphere and to keep the arms
race in nuclear weapons from bursting forth again in full force. It is indeed
unfortunate that the Soviet Union refused to co-operate in achieving these
objectives at that crucial moment in history, but decided instead to go on with
its own series of tests which, it has stated, were undertaken to meet the needs
of its own military security.

From what I have said, it is quite apparent that none of the hastily
concocted, pseudo-scientific Soviet arguments against the technical necessity for
an international control system has any validity whatsoever. Certainly, the
Soviet Union has failed to adduce any scientific evidence which is essential to
establish its case, In this connexion, I must note that an intermational control
system is not only scientifically indispensable but also politically indispensable.
Such a system, and only such a system, could ever gain international public
acceptance for its impartiality and objectivity. Its data and analyses would hLave
world standing, The data produced by non-international systems would always be
suspect as incomplete and partisan, if not indeed, in some cases, &s outright
falsification,

In these circumstances, if reliance were put on so-called national systems,
which after all have only some detection caopability for larger seismic events but
almost no identification capability, many suspicious seismic events would be
recorded or detected on nationally operated seismogrephs. There would be no way
of identifying any of these events. Inevitably, arguments would ensue between
the rival nuclear sides and great excitement and tension might result, with each
side trying to discredit the data and analyses of the other. Since it would be
impossible for any conclusions to be reached that had general acceptance,
potential violators could well have an open path for attempted clandestine
vivlations of a nuclear test ban treaty. They wculd be able to contribute to
confusing the situation by challenging the reliability or objectivity of any data
put forward by the rival side, and they could thus count fairly reliably on avoiding

discovery.
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Yhere arc also other political side iacots of a nuclear test ban control
systemn, The Scviet Unicn proclaims thet its refusal to agree to internationeal
centrols, despite all the safeguards we have in“roduced, is based on the real
rossibility of their misuse for espionage nurposer, Of course, we have analysed
this line and we kave shown its utter groundlessness. This may be why the
oviet Union now also sceks to justify its opposition to internstional control on
he alleged teclmical adequacv 0¥ so-called naticnal systenms. I suspect that
this more recent theme has rially been tuought up %o remove some of the need foru
2 toftal Soviet reliance on the charges that an international control system to

menitor tke nucleer test ban treatv would make it nossible for the West to advance

:
1ts alleged objective of spying upen thie Seviet Uriou,

But this announced Sovieti fear of espionage was with us in 1958 at the start
of the Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclesr Weapon Tests. The United States
and the United Kingdom hiave made ireat efforts to satisfy any reasonable Soviet
concerns in this field, always provided thuh it could be done without undermining
the effectiveness of the irternational control system. The history of the
negotintions shows that weeks anc months ware spent patiently working out
compromise soluticns for many issues, such as the compesition by nationaliwy of
the iuspection teams and tlhe stafls c¢r convrel posgts and the intornational
headquarters, T gave scume debails in this respect at thc outset of my remarks
voday.

The result of 2ll this lenguty negotiction was o system absoiutely deveid of
any espionage potential, We have acne our best we meet all Scoviet degires in
this respect, This fact makes irreievant the frocgquent accusacions dy Soviet
representatives thatv the United Stetcs wesires to vse the nuclear test ban system
to conduct espionage in the Sovieo Univumn. Th1s is nct correct, of course. It
can have nothing wha%socever o dr with the issue oi whesher the carefully devised
measures of control over a test ban which we arnd the United Kingdom advocate might
be able to serve any intelligence oims which anv country might harbour towards
another. As Seccretary Rusk clearly sicwed in the detailed analysis incorporated
in his speech here on 23 larch las® (RIIDC/PV,8, p.l4 et seq.), nc espionage danger
could arise,

Since I have already oored the Committee with 21l ithese tendentioug details,

I shall not of course repeut all Mr. Rusk soic¢ +then, but his statement showed that
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foreigners would be o minority at each fixed control post and that such foreigners
on host country territory would be under constant Soviet supervision at all times.
The exact sites of the contrcl posts themselves cculd not be chosen without

Soviet Government approval, Foreigners on inspection teams would be under
constant supervision by Soviet Government representatives. The amount of equip-
ment that foreigners could carry would be limited, they would be able to carry

out only prescribed technical tasks. The area subject to examination during each
on-site inspection would be small and at the most would never exceed more than

one part in two thousand of Soviet territory in any one year, ioreover, most of
this work would be carried cut in the earthquake areas of the Soviet Union far
from centres of military or industrial activity. Finally, all the occasional
air-sempling flights would taeke place in Soviet planes with Soviet crews and with
Soviet Government observers under fully controlled conditions and along
predetermined, Soviet-approved flight routes. It is clear that no one interested
in espionage would undertake it by means of the control and inspection system
embodied in the United States-United Kingdom nuclear test ban treaty. That treaty
and its operation simply cannot be used for espionage.

In my remarks today I have indicated, I believe, why international controls
over a test ban treaty arc essential ond why those controls must take the form
of an international system, I have shown that there are no logical reasons why
the Soviet Union should fear such a system, and that the United States and the
United Kingdom heve displayed continuing negotiating ingenuity to try to allay
Soviet fears, Indeed, even the Soviet Union, in its memorandum of 26 September
1961, said that it would be ready to accept certain fixed observation posts
manned by foreigners on its territory, to reduce Western fears of any surprise
attack by the Soviet Union. Yet, by definition, this wculd not be a disarmament
measure, whereas a test ban would be, and a test ban would eliminate all further
tests in all further environments.

If the Soviet Union is willing to accept fixed ocbservation posts manned by
foreigners in connexicn with the carrying out of a surprise attack, what grounds
exist for rejecting an international contrel system as part of a nuclear test ban
treaty? In essence the Soviet Union should be ready, if its policy were founded
upon rational ccnsiderations, tc¢ negotiate for some treaty similar to that

proposed by the United States end the United Kingdom on 18 April 1961, with the
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various revigions o it made last year and this year to meet Soviet views. Yet,
incomprehensible 2o this is to us, suech is mot +he case, The Soviet Union

adamantly refuses even to discuss iﬁterngtional controls,

As President Konnedy seid at hic Press (ouferonce on 29 iarch: "I am
convinced that the problem of luspection has now emexged c¢learly as the central
obstacle to an effcctive test ban treaty. We carnot accept any agreement that
dnes mot provide for effective international processes that will tell the world
whether the treaty is being ovserved. Tas Soview Government so far flatly rejects
any such inspection of env shape or Wind This is the isste that has been made
clear in Geneva."

I want to assure this Commitvee +thet the Government of the United States
remains most anxious to conclude a nuclear test ban treaty to stop all tests if
we have sateguards, resulbing from adequate and effective international control
arrangements, that bhe treaty will be cbserved on all sides. We have made
literally dozens of moves tuo this end, and we vrge the Soviet Unioh to begin to
reciprocate ~-- which it has not deme at a1l so far. Lfter the series of over
forty Soviet nuclear tests last autumm, in viclation of its own self-imposed
moratorium pledge, United States and free-world sccurity cannot be made to depend
uvpon wnother unernlorceable Soviet commitment on paper, whizh lacks effective
international supervision. We are willing to overlook this Soviet test series
and to forgo our own proposed series cf tests, but only if our security is
safeguarded in the manner I have outlined. This seems to us to be very reasonable.
Ve have done everything we know how to do in order to bring abouat such a nuclear
test ban treaty.

The General Assemdly, in its resolution 1649 (XVI) of 8 November 1961, called
on the nuclear Powers tc ban all tests under effentive international controls.
The United States wvoted for that resolution, as did the United Kingdom. The
Soviet Union voted egainst that resclution, wnd continues to oppose its implemen-—
tation, Yet 71 remains the only safe way te end uuclear tests. The very least
that this Confercnce can do is to repeat the appeal of the General Assembly by
calling on the Soviet Union to wake possible = nuclear test ban treaty, under
effective international controls, We s01ll have not given up hope that the
Soviet Union will at long last heed the wishes of monkind, reverse its ccmpletely
unreasonable stand, and *“hus escape the truly awful responsibility that now rests

upon che Soviet Union for the contianuwonce of nuclear testing in the world.
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I regret that I have spoken at such length and in such detail, but it seemed
to me that the importance of this subject, and the earnest and sincere desire of
the United Kingdom and the United States to bring about a nuclear test ban treaty,
warranted my going into a tremendous amount of detail on what has taken place in

connexion with these nuclear test ban negotiations.

Mr, GEBRE-EGZY (Ethiopia): We note with regret that once again we are

confronted by the fact that there has been no progress on the cessation of nuclear
tests, We regret this, and essentially for three reasons,

The first reason is, as my Minister made clear when he made his general
statement here (ENDC/PV.6), that what is at stake is our own survival, I hope
1 will be forgiven for saying that if we were dealing with the old, the

traditional kind of disarmament, we could perhaps with small justification keep

quiet about the present impasse. If it involved only conventional weapons, one
could, I suppose, say that we could leave it to the major Powers, However, as
has been made clear here, this is not the case. What is involved is not only

the future existence of the major Powers or the nuclear Powers: it goes beyond
that; it affects the survival cf each one of us. I submit thet, because of
this, we have a role to play, a role which has been recognized by the nuclear
Powers themselves.

The second reason is the following, The nuclear Powers themselves, the
major Powers —- all of them without exception —. have already told us not once
but many times, and with authority, that there is no security in accumulating
nuclear weapons. I shkall not take up time in citing these statemenis; I think
all of us are acquainted with them, The President of the United States, the
Prime Minister of the United Kingdom and the Prime Minister c¢f the Soviet Union
have all said repeatedly that security needs are not served by increasing the
power of destruction which they have been accumulating during the last eight or
nine years.

The third reason why we regret the lack of progress is that, as the
representative of Burma has shcown, it is possible to find some accommodation,
Although the record of the statements on both sides on this issue shows that each
side is rigidly meinteining its position, scientific progress and the factual
situation indicate that it is possible to arrive at an accommodation -- a

politicel accommodation, if you wish,
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For those three reasons, as I have said, we are very much appalled, we are
very much concerned, that no progress has been made,

Our position on nuclear testing, as my Minister has made clear, was
established many years ago. We have repeatedly said, whenever the situation has
become intense and whenever the item has been debated at the United Nations, that
we are against all testing. I, myself, speaking for my Government at the
sixteenth session of the General Assembly during the debate on the Soviet tests,
said that it made pnc difference to us whether the explcsion was small or big;
we are against all of them, whether they be underground, in the atmosphere, or
anywhere else, That is our position, and we are impelled to continue to hold it.
If we are asked why, the answer, again, is simple. From the information which
has been given to us, not by our people, but by the scientists of the Powers
conducting these tests, we know in no uncertain terms that our future is at stake.
Therefore, the only logical position we can take is not to make any distinction
as to whether the test was small or was conducted underground, in the atmosphere
or, if I may say so, under the table, but to say categorically that we are ageinst
all tests. I repeat today that thkis is our position, We cannot make any
excepticns,

If these tests concerned only the nuclear Powers, only those which have,
the means of conducting the tests, then it could be said that this was none of our
business. But, as I said earlier, we have been told time and time again that
our very survival is at stake, That being the case, we are compelled to state
that we are against all tests.

As I indicated earlier, it seems to us that it would be possible to find a
formula == I am not going to suggest one ~~ which could accommodate both sides,

I notice with regret from the records of the discussions in the Sub-Committee on
nuclear tests that consideration has not been given to many of the suggestions that
have been made by the Foreign Ministers at this Conference, I will quote a few
of those suggestions. The Foreign Minister of Brazil said:

"The technicians of the nations most advanced in nuclear science

are, I believe, agreed on the possibility of effective control of tests

under water, in the atmosphere and in the biosphere, without more

thorough on-site inspections and checks being necessary." (ENDC/PV.3, page 9)
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My own Foreign Minigter said:

"In this connexion we fail to understand why an adequete systew of
international verification cannot be developed which could be used when
national systems of verification were challenged. Is it not possible to
devise an international scientific system of verification where an appeal
could be lodged to resolve differences in results of nationzl detection
systems? It seems to me that this area deserves exploration by scientific
experts, for, if the answer is positive, surcly the present controversy over
detection and verification would fall to the ground, clearing the way for

prompt action on the treaty." (ENDC/PV.6, page 20)

I alsc notice that the Defence Minister of India, Mr. Krishna Menon, made
another suggestion, as follows:
"We would also suggest that if the idea is that one cannot take for

granted the results of the detection efforts by any of the three

countries involved in this matter -- that is to say, if the United States
is not prepared toc accept tlie judgement on this score of the United
Kingdom or the Soviet Union, or the other way rcund -- it may be worth
considering whether scientific detection stations could be established

by national efforts in other countries or could be internationally
established, If it is possible to spread bases all round the world or
to manufacture these weapons in large quantities, it should also be possible
to establish these peace stations in various parts of the world, in
countries that are partly committed or are uncommitted to the two blocs,
Then, in the event of an explosion, the results would come in from everyw
where -- just as tcday we measure radiation, and the results zre
internationally communicated. Therefore, as a compromise mecasure, it
could be sgreed for the time being that we should have other monitoring
stations from which results would be received, If all the data collected
pointed to one result, there would be no difficulty; if there were
differences of opinion, then it would be for us to consider what could be
done about them," (ENDC/PV.5, page 39)

I have cited these suggestions not in order to formulate proposals, but

ratlher because from a reading of the verbatim records, it appears that the
Sub-Committee on the discontinuance of nuclear tests has made no attempt to
take into account these suggestions which I thought, and I still think, could
help to find a way out,
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As the representative of Burma pointed out this morning, other formulas are
possible, He suggested one such formula, and I am quite certain we could find
many others which could be discussed by the three nuclear Powers so that they
could arrive at an agreement which cou!d save us, and them too, from the
destruction of atomic weapons.

I would conclude by appealing to the three nuclear Powers to take all these
suggestions into account, ‘o use the progress of science and to arrive at an
early conclusion, I fear that there is already a tendency on the part of the
public to say that the nuclear Powers do not really want to stop nuclear tests.
This, I submit, is a very bad beginning for the work of this Conference, and it is
the duty of the three nuclear Powers to evaluate the scientific advances and to

do their best to come to an agreement,

Mr, CAVALLETTI (Italy) (translation from French): The Italian

delegation, like the Ethiopian delegation just now, cannot conceal its anxiety
over the difficulties with which the Sub-Committee is continuing to meet in

its endeavours to reach an agreement on the prohibition of nuclear tests, We
still believe that it is absolutely essential and urgent to reach such an
agreement if we are to stop the nuclear arms race, thus offering the peoples of
the world a first reassurance end ctreating an inereasingly favourable atmosphere
for this Conference,

We naturally see the question of the discontinuance of nuclear tests within
the general framework of the security of all peoples. We regard an agreement on
the subject as an important contribution to that security. ° If, on the contrary,
the agreement served to produce a situation even more dangerous than the present
one, we should be working against our purpose. We must therefore reach a
dependable agreement —- an agreement providing the maximum guarantees for all
and precluding any possibility of violation. I+ must in no case serve to
encourage or permit the conduct of clandestine nuclear tests.

That is why we feel apprehensive about the opposition which the Soviet
delegation still appears to maintain against any international control measures

relating to the prohibition of tests.
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I may add that we are rather surprised at this attitude, because it does
not appear to correspond to the statements on control which the Soviet delegation
has reiterated several times. For the Soviet delegation has fully accepted the
concept of international control as an essential element of disarmament; that
principle was accepted by the Soviet Union in the joint statement of agreed
principles for disarmament negotiations, and we see that it has been adopted in
the draft Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament which the Soviet delegation
has submitted to this Conference, snd that is perfectly naturel, since for
three years during the diseussions on tests at Geneva, the principle of
international control was never questioned by the Soviet delegation, disagreement
being confined to its application.

Moreover, in discussing general and complete disarmament the Soviet delegation
has often affirmed that the practical measures for international control should
Be studied according to the circumstances and applied in each particular case side
by side with the disarmament measures adopted.

For the reasons I have just given, I hope that the Soviet Union, in compliance
with the general principles on international control to which it has already
agreed, will now make an effort to show goodwill concerning the first particular
case before us for consideration: the control of nuclear tests. 1 appeal most
sincerely and earnestly to iMr, Zorin in that sense.

The question of the international control of tests is certainly a technical
one, but it is not only technical: it is also political. It is not only a
matter of knowing whether the Soviet scientists have been able to devise
instruments so perfect that they can record any nuclear explcsion whatsoever and
distinguish it from natural earth tremors without any possibility of error,

That is undoubtedly a very important problem; but it is also necessary to know
how the recordings of such instruments would be interpreted if they were controlled
solely by national authorities —- in other words, if there was only "self-control".

Let us take o practical example: after having concluded an agreement on the
discontinuance of tests, one of the parties, in violation of the agreement, makes
secret preparations for tests, while the other party, faithfully fulfilling the
agreement makes no such preparations. If there is no international contrcl, the
party which has prepared for tests can announce at a certain moment that its
detection instruments have recorded tests carried out by the other party -- tests

which, of course, have never taken place, After which the party denouncing
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the tests would carry out its own tests, throwing the responsibility on the
other party.

Such questions have, I believe, already been raised during the previous
discussions.,  The representative of Burma referred to them, too, in his
brilliant statement this morning. The reply made to this kind of question has
been that once the agreement is concluded, it will certainly not be violated
and that we must have confidence in the signature which each party will append to
a treaty prohibiting nuclear tests. But that would be assuming the solution of
a problem which has not been sclved. I have no doubt, or at least I hope, that
at the end of our work we shall succeed in re-establishing full confidence among
us all, But that is an aim which it will cost us many more efforts to achieve.

I should like to recall in this connexion that r. Segni, the Itelian Minister
for Foreign Affairs, in his statement of 28 March 1962, stressed the need for
"a sincere effort on the part of all of us to break down ... the wall of
misunderstanding that separates us, thereby re-establishing a psychological
climate that is not built on distrust" (ENDC/C.1/PV.1, p.11). It is precisely
through the establishment of mutual international control that we shall be able
Yo do this, There is no other way. By affirming that mutual confidence
justifies solely national control, we should be reversing the terms of the problem
and making it more difficult to reach a conclusion, On the other hend, it is
obvious that the international control of tests must be confined to what is
strictly necessary for this purpose. And it is precisely with this object in
view that the United‘States and United Kingdom delegations in the Sub-Committee
have, in an undeniably conciliatory spirit, as Mr, Dean told us today, made
concrete and precise propesals allowing of no extension of control beyond those
limits, so as to provide a full guarantee that control will never become
espionage. Within these narrow limits, however, international control is
essential, for without it an agreement on the discontinuance of tests would no
longer be a contribution to world security, but a new element of doubt and
uncertainty. It would not provide that improvement in the international
situation which we all so eagerly desire,

For all these reasons, at this stage of the discussion, the Italian

delegation considers:
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First, that the delegations of the three nuclear Powers should set to work
again and continue their efforts indefatigably, despite the obstacles encountered
hitherto, In this connexion I should like to recall that, in his first state-
ment to the Conference, the Italian Minister for Foreign'Affdirs said that the
work entrusted to us "should not be suspended until, answering the appeals of

all the peoples of the world, we have attained our goal" (ENDC/PV.3, page 11).

This principle should be applied particularly to the work on nuclear tests.

Secondly, that all delegatiocns, which, as the distinguished representative
of Ethiopia has just pointed out, have a duty to follow the test negotiations
closely and encourage the participants to find a solution, should be kept
regularly informed, as indeed they have been up to the present through the
reports submitted to the Eighteen Nation Committeec,

Thirdly, that the Committee of the Whole dealirgwith special meashres, perheaps
in collaboration with the three-Power Sub-Committee, should make an immediate
start, as a matter of first priority end urgency, oan drafting a treaty on
controlled prohibition of the manufacture of further nuclear bombs, and that
that treaty should be signed and brought inito force immediately. It is obvious
that nuclear tests are carried out with a view to the manufacture of new and
more highly perfected bombs, Once the manufacture‘of such bombs -~ of all
bombs - has been prohibited, testing will be pointless. No one would be
interested in carrying out tests when he could not apply the results.

It is in this joint work, to which, I am sure, all will contribute their
goodwill and their sincere desire for peace, that we shall, I hope, be able to

find the sclution to which we so anxiously look forward.

Mr. DESAI (India): I would like to thank the representative of the
Soviet Union for ceding his place on the list of speakers to me so that I may
have the opportunity to speak before I leave this afternoon.

We have heard the presentation of the position of the United Statés, the
carnestness with which the United States delegation has been attempting to
arrive at an agrecment on the ending of nuclear tests, and the various aspects
of the draft treaty submitted by the United States and United Kingdom
delegations (ENDC/9).
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Although I shall not be here during the latter part of this morning to listen
to the statement of the representative of the Soviet Union, we in our Foreign
Office at home will naturally pay earnest attention and care to all the state-
ments made here, and will study them very closely with a view to giving such
instructions bo our delegation here as will be necessary to help our general
objective,

This morning we heard the impassioned appeal made by ocur colleagues from
Burma, Ethiopia and Italy to the members of the nuclcar Sub-Committee to
continue their discussions and arrive at agreed arrangements for the ending of
nuclear tests.

I would like to mention that at an earlier, informal session of the
Committee, on 23 March, when we discussed the first interim report of the
Sub-Committee, several delegations expressed their disappointment and concern at
the failure of the Sub~Committee to report any progress towards arriving at a
treaty. Speaking at that timeé on behalf of my dclegation, I referred to a
statement made by my Prime Minister that, so far as the Government of India is
concerned, it is opposed to nuclear explosions by anyone, anywhere, at any time,
and that we do not share the belief that it does not very much matter whether
we arrive at a test ban treaty or not and that our main business is simply to
go ahead with the drafting of a treaty on general and complete disarmament.

I also stressed in the informal meeting of the Committee that in our view it
would be very difficult to make any progress towards our major objective of
reaching an agreement on a treaty for general and complete disarmament if a
climate of peace was not maintained ond nuclear test explosions were re-started.

Since then we have received various documents which we have carefully

studied, and also the latest record of the Sub-Committee (ENDC/SC.1/PV.4, Rev.l),

circulated on 28 March,

On behalf of my delegation I must frankly state that we are seriously
disappointed and concerned at the continuing rigidity of the positions of both
sides and the complete absence of any sign of negotiation based on mutual
appreciation of the position of each other. What disappoints us most is the
"Toke~it—-or-leave-it" attitude operative in the negotiations of the Sub-Committee,
which is in striking contrast with the flexible and conciliatory attitude
professed by all sides and actually adopted in the negotiations and discussions

on other matters before the Eighteen Nation Committee cn General and Complete

Disarmament.
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From a perusal of the proceedings of the Sub-Committee it appears that the
Soviet Union wants a simple agreement in terms of the draft on page 7 of its
document (ENDC/11) basing the compliance with the treaty on national control
systems and on trusting the States concerned to honour their obligations under the
treaty. Mr, Tsarapkin put the Soviet position in the following terms:

"The epoch, or era, of international control has gone by, and we no
longer demand that you should rely on us for control over compliance with
the agreement by the Soviet Union, because we do not wish to rely on the
United States for control over compliance with this agreement by the
United States, should we succeed in reaching an agreement. On the
contrary, we proceed from the opposite premise, namely, that we shall
verify United States compliance with the agreement, while the United States
and the United Kingdom will themselves verify, through their own systems,
the Soviet Union's compliance with the agreement." (ENDC/SC,I/PV.4/Rev.1,

page 37)
This position has been taken up by the Soviet delegation although as late as

4 June 1961 the Soviet authorities, as the representative of the United States

said this morning, stated in an aide memoire to the United States Government that,

-like the United States Government, the Soviet Government considered that strict
international control must be established over the cessation of tests. Also,

rr, Zorin, speaking on 28 March in the Committee of the Whole, stated that the

question of an agreement on the banning of nuclear weapcn tests was o matter

connected with the plan of disarmament (ZNDC/C.1/PV.1, p.43). If ‘that view were

accepted, it would follow that, as in the case of other disarmoment measures, the
agreement must provide for detailed verification and ccntrol measures,

The position of the United Kingdom and of the United States is that the
agreenment on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests should provide for detailed
verification and international controls, as given in their draft (ENDC/9). At
the same time, President Kennedy, in his message to Secretary of State Rusk -
which the Secretary of State quoted in his speech on 15 March —- refers to the
question of an agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests as a specific

matter of high priority to be taken up s an initial measure. He said:
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"As a third specific objective you should seek to isolate and identify
initial measures of disarmament whick could, if put into effect witheout
delay, materially improve international security and the prospects for
further disarmament progress. In this category you should seek as a
matter of the highest priority agreement on a safeguarded nuclear test

ban, At this juncture in history no single measure in the field of
disarmament would be more productive of concrete benefit in the slleviation
of tensions and the enhancement of prospects for greater prcgress."
(ENDC/PV.2, page 16)

Nobody could put it better. Also, in his statement on 27 March, Secretary Rusk

said:
"Organizational arrangements must be worked out to put disarmament and
verification measures into effect.

"Isolated initial measures might be undertaken without suck arrangements,"

(ENDC/PV.10, page 101)

I have quoted the position of both sides and have given the various rather
conflieting angles, as we see them, which confuse, at least, my delegation. I
am not doing this in a spirit of legal casuistry or to emphasize the inner
contradictions of these positions, but to show that there are elements of basic
common approaches despite apparent differences between the two sides, and that
provided an earnest eoffort is made to arrive =t an agreement, it should be possible
to reach an agreement on tkre cessation of nuclear weapon tests.

It uppears to us that there is cn one side a fear of espionage which may
involve a threat to the security of the State, and there is also thoe suspicion
on the other side of secret viclations of any cgreement which would involve a
similar threat to the security of the States concerned —~- hence the insistence
on one side on a naticnal control system and on the other on an intermational
control system. These fears and suspicicns nay, in the individual view of

particular delegations, be genuine or mot genuine, They may not be genuine in

2

the absolute sense, but they do exist and no negotictions can succeced unless a
serious attempt is made at removing these fears and suspicions. This could cnly
be done by one side offering o national control system-"plus", to remove the

suspicicn of secret viclations invelving risk to national security, and the other

side offering international controls-"minus", to remove the fear of espionage
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involving a similar risk to national security. It is sad to note that no such
attempt at serious negotiations has so far been made by either side in the
Sub~Committeec.

Surely practical measures can be found to remove thesge fears aond suspicions
if there is a determination on both sides to reach agreement. The Defence
linister of Indie, in his statementi on 20 March, threw out some suggestions for
consideration -- these were referred to by the representative of Ethiopia this
morning, so I shall not quote them, Leaders of several other delegotions have
in the initial debate hinted at similar suggestions which would give the necessary
basis for a compromise satisfactory to both sides.

Suggestions have also been made this morning by the representative of Burma
and the representative of Ethiopia. We understand that a number of delegations
are prepoared to make concrete suggestions for the consideration of both sides,
in an informel menner, to bridge the gap bebween the two extreme positions,
provided that members of the Sub-Committee are inclined to consider these
suggestions ard negotiate in a conciliatory and positive spirit, We feel that
the opportunity should be given to the various delegations to assist the Sub-
Committee of three with the necessary suggestions so that an agreement on the
cessation of nuclear tests may be arrived at fairly soon.

The importance of arriving at such an agreement hos been specifically
stressed in President Kennedy's message that I quoted earlier. A day or two before
the beginning of the Conference, my Prime Lilnister referred to the importance of
avoiding nuclear tests during the commencement and continuance of this Conference,
The Defence iinister of India in his stotement here on 20 March, also stressed
the importance of arriving at an agreement on this vital question to reassure
public opinion that disarmament negotiations were being undertaken in earnest
in this Committee, He said:

"We have nc desire to exaggerate this problem of explosions, but it

has got sco much into the mental moke-up and fears and apprehensions of

people and nations thot it has almost come to be regarded as the acid

test of what the great countries are prepared to do. People ask themselves:

'If they are not going even to stop tests, how will they abolish weapons?!."

(ENDC/PV. 5, puge 39)

The same point was stressed this morning by my colleagues from Burma, Ethiopia

and Itealy.
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I would thereforé, on behalf of my delegation, appeal to the members of the
Sub-Committee of thrée to epproach this question, which is of high priority in
our disarmament talks, in a conciliatory and constructive spirit, and to make a

determined effort to reach an agrecment on the cessation of nucldar weapon tests.

'Mr, ZORIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from
Russian): Ve have listened with attention to the statements made this morning
by the representatives of Burma, the Unitea States, Ethicpia, India and Italy.

I do not intend now to reply in any way to the many statements that were made

in these interventions, but I shall confine mysclf ‘o elucidating some questions
that arise from an'analysis of the verbatim records which have been submitted for
our examination and of some documents expressing the basic attitude of countries
which are directly responsible for a $olution of this question. In subsequent
debates, I shall also give replies to some questions that have been raiscd today.

The Soviet delegation has carefully studied the verbatim records of the
Three Power Sub-Committee which has dealt with the question of the cessation of
nuclear weapon tests. It has considcred the arguments put forward at meetings
of this Sub-Committee by the United Stotes representative, Mr, Dean, and the
United Kingdom representative, Mr. Godber. We heve also studied the recent
statements on this quesvion by President Kennedy, Prime Minister kiscmillan,
Mr.‘Rusk and Lord Home, e haﬁe also examined the treatment of this question
by the Western Press.

What has attention becn fccussed on, abeve all elsc, during recent discussion
of this question? The representatives of the United States and of the United
Kingdom,'as well as the Press of these countries, are concentrating tne attention
of world public opinion first and foromost on the issue that, in order to conclude
a treaty oh the discontinuence of all nuclear weapons tests it is essential to have
a system of international control and on-site inspection and that without this
it would be impossible, they allege, to establish whether a treaty on the
discontinuance of tests was being viclated. Moreover, it is assumed in advance
that such violations would necessarily cccur. At the same time, a tendentious
account is given of the history of the negetiations on this question and bewildering
questions are raised in connexicn with the change in the Soviet Union's position

with regard to the conditions of 7 treaty for the discontinueancc of tests,
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The members of the Eighteen Nation Committee have already had an opportunity
of studying the verbatim records of this Sub-Committee!s meetings and of
familiarizing themselves with the detailed explanations of our position given by
the Soviet Union representative, Mr., Tsarapkin, and I believe that the numerous
facts and references to official Soviet Government documents which he adduced
during the discussions give sufficiently full replies to all these questions and
make cur position understandable.

On 23 March the Committee listened to a statement of principle by the Foreign
Minister of the Soviet Union, br. Gromyko, on the questicn of the discontinuance

of nuclear weapon tests (ENDC/PV.8, pages20-27). From this statement the members

of the Committee were able to get a clear picture of the general position of the
Soviet Government on this question, It scems to me, therefore, that there is now
no need tc revert to the numercus questions that have been touched upon in the
course of debate, especially since, at the informal meeting of the Committee on

23 lwarch, I also gave a fairly detailed explanatiocn of the Soviet Union's position.

The Soviet delegation considers it important, now that the results of the
discussions in the Sub-Committee are being discussed here at a plenary meeting
of our Committee, to elucidate, first of all, the reasons for the impasse in
solving this question and what prospects there are of its being solved.

Cur present differences with the United States and the United Kingdom on this
question are sufficiently clear, On 28 November 1961 the Soviet Union submitted
a draft treaty on thediscontinuance of all nuclear weapon tests. Its intention
was tc discontinue nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and
under water, with the establishment of control by means of national systems of
detection and identification, In respect of underground tests, it was proposed
to declare 2 moratorium on them until such time as a system of control could be
worked out which would be acceptable to both sides and linked with o treaty on
general and complete disarmament,

The United States and the United Kingdom flatly rejected an agreement on
this basis and began to insist on the conclusion of a treaty which would provide
for an extensive system of international control on the territory of the nuclear
Powers and a system of international inspection for the purpcse of detecting and
identifying all types of nuclear tests. A1l the statements made by the
representatives of the United States and the United Kingdom in the Sub-Committee,
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as well as statements by official persons in these countries and information
published in the United States and United Xingdor press, show clearly that from
the standpoint of the Western Powers the question of detecting and identifying
nuclear explosions gives rise to doubts only in respect of a certain category
of underground nuclear explosions,

As everyone knows, we have no such doubts. As vegards nuclear explosions
in the atmosphere, in outer spacc ard under water, doubis concerning their
detection and identification are minimal and in practice could be entirely
discounted, Many of the representetives who have spoken here today referred to
this point. It is established thal in respect of teosts in the atuwosvhere the
United States and the United Kingdom, as Mr. Kennedy and Mr. Macmillan stated in
their joint proposal of 3 September 1961. "are prepared to rely upon existing
means of detection, which they believe to be adecuste, and are nct suggesting
additional controls." (GEN/DNT/120)

As appears from President Kennedy's statement et his press conference of
29 March 1962, the United States is insisting on inspection anda on international
control in general primarily because it believes that without them it is impossible
to check "whebther a seismic cvent was an earthquake or an explosion”, #r, Dean
confirmed this in his stabvement today Qui{e obvicusly, however, the United
States and the United Xingdom, in resting their case chiefiy on their doubt
whether underground nuclear explosions can be detected and identified, are at the
same time insisting on international c¢control eover all categories of nuclear
explosions, including explosions in the atmospnere, although the statement of
3 September to which I have just referred shows that thev then considered -- and
they 8till consider - vhe existing national system of control to be edequate,

The question inevitably arises wny the Unitod States and the United Kingdom
are frustrating atbempts tc conclude a treaty on the discontinuance of all nuclear
weapons btests on the ground that the Soviet Union rejects an international
control system, whereas even they admit ohed without this system of control any
violation of a treaty on the discontinuance of tests in the atmosphere, in outer
space and under water can be detected by the existing national system of control.
woreover, everyone knows that underground nuclear tests have sc far been conducted
intengively only in the Unided Statbes. In the Soviat Union only one underground

nuclear explosion has been kncwn, and this was immedigtely detected and
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identified by the United States national system of detection. Furthermore,

The New York Times for 31 January of this year reported that the Atomic Energy

Commission had stated on that date that underground explosions of nuclear weapons
had become more complicated and expensive and required more time than had been
expected, The article went on to say that the significance of the Commission's
report was that it pointed cut the difficulties of underground testing and implied
that atmospheric tests could yield a quicker return in the improvement of weapons.

The representative of Burma said in his statement today that certain questions
in this regard had occurred to his delegation as well.

So the same question remains: why do the United States and the United Kingdom,
knowing that the possibility of violating a treaty on underground tests would
mainly concern the United States, which conducts these tests, nevertheless
persistently demand international control, which they themselves say they need
principally because of their doubts about the detection and identification
precisely of these underground tests?

This question does not occur to our delegation only. At his press conference
of 29 March President Kennedy was asked the following question: " ,.. Last winter
from Palm Beach there was a comment (that) underground testing didn't particularly
advance the art of weapons. Why, then, is it necessary ... to insist on
inspections which will detect every last underground test?"

sMr, Kennedy did not really answer this question. He only stated: "We
don't say they should investigate every test ..... We have said we would settle
for o limited number of inspections.”

But the question that was asked still remains: why does the United States
demand international control and inspection of all testing although this is only
necessary, even from the United States point of view, for the detection and
identification of some underground tests, while these same underground tests are
conducted mainly by the United States, and in fact will probably fold up because,
as the Atomic Energy Commission has stated, they have proved costly and not vepy
effective?

The question also arises why the United States and the United Kingdom have
decided to conduct nuclear tests in the atmosphere although they say themselves
that the tests carried out by the Soviet Unicn in the autumn of 1961 did not give
it any particular advantage. Lerd Home, United Kingdom, Secretary of State for

Foreign Affairs, said in the House of Lords immediately after his return from our



ENDC/PV.13

43
(#r. Zorin, USSR)
Conference: "So far as the West know, the balance of power had not been
transferred to the Soviet Union by reason of their last series of tests". This

was confirmed by President Kennedy in repeated statements on the same subject.
Mr. Godber, the United Kingdom representative, speaking on 29 March in the

Three-Power Nuclear Sub-Committee, went still further (ENDC/SC.l/PV.S, page 17).

He said that even if the Soviet Unicn has gained any advantage from its autumn
tests, the Western Powers are prepared tc say "Keep your gains" - if it will accept
the condition now proposed by the United States and the United Kingdom that
international control be established over the cessation of tests., So neither the
United States mnor the United Xingdom needs to resume nuclear weapon tests for the
sake of ivs present security for they obviously do not consider they would gain
much if they did, If that is so, why should the United States begin a new series
of nuclear tests in the atmosphere, that is, begin a new spﬁrt in the nuclear

arms race, when it is well aware beforehand that those tests would incvitably
compel the Soviet Union to test?

Why on earth, then, have they decided to resume this race? The United
States and United Kingdom representatives themselves do not give a clear answer
to this question. I+ arises, however, from the line which the Western Powers
have always taken hitherto on the discontinuance of tests and from the position
which they have always taken up, and are trying to take up now during ocur
negotiations for a treaty on gencral and complete disarmament.

In fact, every one knows that up +o 1958 the United States and the United
Kingdom steadfastly opposed the conclusion of any agreement whatsoever on the
discontinuance of nuclear tests. In doing so, they kept putting forward the
argument that, allegedly, it was impossible in general to establish any system of
control over nuclear testing and, therefore, it was impossible for them to
conclude an international agreement on the discontinuance of such tests.

However, when it was proved at the 1958 Conference of Experts from eight countries
that the establishment of control over all nuclear tests was possible, and the
argument of the United States and the United Kingdom wos refuted, they were
compelled to agree to negotiations on the discontinuance of all nuclcar tests.

It is well known, however, that as early as January 1959 the United States
announced that it had obtained some kind of new data concerning the iradequacy

of the system of detecting.snd identifying underground nuclear explosions and,

for tlis reason, demanded the exclusion of underground nuclear explosions from a

treaty on the discontinuance of nuclear tests,
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At the same time, in agreeing tc negotiations on the discontinuance of
nuclear tests, the United States counted upon the conclusion of such an agreement
as would, on the one hand, consclidate the advantage which the United States
thought it had at that time in the field of technology and the development of
various types of nuclear weapons and, on the other hand, ensure for the United
States opportunities to send its inspectors into Scoviet territory under the flag
of international inspection for the purpose of obtaining additional military
information which i% needed for the implementation of its military plans against
the Soviet Union.

That the task of obtaining intelligence information in the Soviet Union has
been and continues to be the most important task confronting the military organs of
the United States can be clearly seen from the statement made by the Deputy
Secretary for Defence, Mr., Gilpatrick, on 15 March 1962, He said quite frankly:
"It is essential to determine the system of enemy targets and the probability of
hitting them",

However, for the reasons which everyone knows and because of the policy which
the United States, the United Kingdem and their NATO allies had been carrying out,
particularly since the summer of 1961 (after the well-known proposals of the Soviet
Union for a peace treaty with Germany), and which led to a direct threat to the
security of the Soviet Union and its allies, the USSR was compelled to carry out a
number of additional measures to strengthen its defence capabilitices and, as one of
the measures for the defence of its security, resolutely tc oppose so-called
international contrcl and the dispatch of international inspectors into the
territory of the Soviet Union, Thereupon the United Stotes and the United Kingdom
lost all interest in the conclusion of an agreement on the discontinuance of
nuclear weapoens tests and began to prepare a new series of nuclear tests: that
is, they began to prepare a new spurt in the nuclear arms race,

Such conclusions also stem from stetements made by one of the leading
physicists of the United States who played a direct part in the development of
nuclear weapons and in framing the military atomic policy of the United States.

I am referring to Mr. Hans Bethe, who made these statements not so long ago.
The same conclusions readily come to mind if we consider objectively the recent

events and the actions of tire United States in this field.
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It was precisely after the Soviet Union had submitted its proposals of
28 November 1961 that the United States and the United Kingdom, following the
meeting of President Kennedy and Prime Minister Macmillan, in Bermuda in
December 1961, announced that they were preparing to resume nuclear tests in the
atmosphere. And on 2 March President Kennedy spoke on television to the people
of the United States and stated that he had consented to the resumption of nuclear
tests in the United States in the second half of April this year.

It is known that on the day after this statement by President Kennedy, the
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, iir. Khrushchev, stated in his
message to Mr. Kennedy that this decision of the United States President "is a
further expression of an aggressive liane in international relations, that it is a
blow directed at the Committee of Eighteen that is to begin work at any moment new,

a blow directed against the forthcoming disarmament negotiations" (ENDC/8, page 18).

We cannot but confirm now the truth of this conclusion.

If, in the light of all this, we turn to the position adopted by the
delegations of the United States and the United Kingdom in the course of our
negotiations in connection with the preparation of a treaty on general and complete
disarmament, we cannot but see the reflection of this policy in their whole
approach to this question, We have already had occasion to see during the debates
in the Committee in the last few days how the United States and the United Kingdom
delegations are trying to evade the consideration of a concrete draft treaty on
general and complete disarmament and are endeavouring to inveigle the Committee
into considering individual measures and into an abstract debate on the general
problems of disarmament, bringing the Conference back to a stage in its work on
disarmament that has long since been passed. We note with regret, and we are not
alone in noting, that there is danger of a deadlock being reached in the
negotiations on the fundamental question, namely, the conclusion of an agreement
on general and completc disarmament, This is especially clear from the recent
meetings of the Committee.

In the light of these facts, a dispatch of the Bonn agency, D.P.A., from
Washington on 30 March is noteworthy. It reads: "In well-informed Washington
circles it is considered that the Geneva disarmament negotiations will shortly
come into an impasse, for the same reason that spelt doom to the negotiations on
the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests —- that is to say, because of effective
inspection ... American tastics boil down to seeking a solution on specific points

after the failure of the discussions on general and complete disarmament."”
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It would appear that the Bonn correspondent in Washingbon is pretty well-
informed about the true intentions of certain influential groups in the United
States which, in preparing for a breakdown of the Geneva negotiations on general
and complete disarmament, are being assisted by the politicians of Bonn,

We would like to believe that these forces which are concerned in
intensifying the arms race and tension in international reiavions will fail +to
realize their plans which are inimical to the cause of peace, However, the
stubborn refusal of the United States Government and its sapporters, the United
Kingdom Government, to conclude immediately an agreement on the discontinruance of
nuclear weapons tests in the atmcsphere, in outer spece and urder water on the
basis of national systems of control which are completely ideguate for thig
purpose, together with a moratorium on underground tests until a control system
acceptable to both sides has been worked out, and the exploitation of the failure
of the talks on this agreement as a battering-ram for shattering all possibility
of a successful outcome to the negotiations for the prenarstion of o treaty on
general and complete disarmamcnt -~ all this shows that this danger is very great,

The Soviet Government has repeatedly stated and states orce again that it is
prepared to sign immediately an agreement on the discontinuvarce of all nuclear
tests on the reasonable basis which I have indicated. The Soviet delegation will
continue to work for the discontinuance of all nuclear wespons tests and will, at
the same time, make every effort to eonclude successfully the vusinesc-like
negotiations that have begun for the preparation of a trzaty on gereral and
complete disarmament, despite the opposition of these who obvicusly are not
interested either in stopping the nueclear arms race cr in achieving gemeral and
complete disarmament. At the some time, we are prepared —- but not to the
detriment of the fulfilment of the primary task -- ¢ co-operate with all the
delegations in this Committee in working out measures *hat would help towards the
lessening of international tension and the achievement 5f gereral and complete
disarmament. The Soviet delegation expresses the hope that all the otner
delegations will co~operate along these lines and make concerted e¢fforts to prevent
a new spurt in the nuclear arms race which would be triggered off by the new
United States tests of nuclear weapons in the atmosphe:e. his would certainly

inflict what might well be a fatal blow on the whole cause of disarmament.
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Mr. EDBEEE (Sweden): Iiy delegation has taken note of the records of the
three Power Sub-Committee, We have alsc listened with close attention to the
statements made this morning by the co-Chairmen of our Conferenée. As many other
delegations have done in the course of this debate, we note with deep regret that
it has not been possibie up to now to reach an agreemeni on a test ban treaty.

On the other hand, we are happy to learn that the duliberations of the Sub-Committee
will continue, in spite cf the present obstacles.

As so many brilliant minds have concentratad their efforts in voin for so
long a time on this subject, it may bc that no suggestion, no idea, from other
quarters can break what today could be interpretced as a stalemate. However, my
delegation feels that we should be failing in our duty as a member of this
Committee if, before accepting a stalemate, we did not try to ascertein that all
roads had been expleored, 2ll possibilities considered.

We hope that with bounc volonté it will be pcossible —- perhaps with an

approach somewhat different from the one applied so far -- to find a solution which
will satisfy seemingly contradictery demands,

For example, would it not be worth while to examine whether a solution to
the problem of continuous control could he found cn ¢ non-political, uon-military,
purely secientific basis -~ through a network of observation posts already
established for the purpose of scientific advance and technological progress in
the fields of meteorology, seismclogy, geophysics, measuring of radicactive
fallout, ete.? Close daily co-operaticn in many of these fields already exists,
even though certain technical and administrative improvements could nco doubt be
made. Would it not be worth considering to what extent we mighkt rely on these
observation posts for a complete and continucus regisitration and identification of
such phenomena as are relevent in this context?

The reliance would thus primarily be on institutions establisiied for
peaceful, scientific purposes —- an independent endeavour objectively to detect
possible explcsions and, to a certain dcgree, tc identify their origin and nature,
As Awmbassador Dean has brought up the experience of Swedish scientists, I wish
to say that, to the best of my knowledge, where is no real or marked discrepancy
between the views of American scientists ard our own as to the detectability and
possibility of identifying seismic events., Obvicusly this docs not mean that
science and technology in other countries may nct possess more profcund knowledge

ond more refined instruments than those known to us todeay.
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When we speak about existing posts and institutions, we think of them as
linked together and closely ccllaborating in an international chain. If we
follow this idea, would it not be logical if observations and data from different
fields were reported to and collected in an international scientific centre,
possibly acting within the framework of an already existing internaticnal
organization, or associated with such zn organization? Thus we should be able to
base our efforts on, and further develcp, the scientific collaboration already
established.

Further, would it not be possible to ottach tc such an organization or
agency a limited number of scientists ¢f high standing and integrity, possibly
from non-aligned countries, who would ccnstitute a commission which, by analyses
of data on radicactive fallout as provided for by General Assembly resoluticn
1629(XVI), and of seismic events and other avasilable facts, could consider the
possibility or probability that a test had been undertaken in violaticn of the
treaty?

In this connexicn, the question arises whether any additional verification
would be needed to supplement the observations and analyses in those cases where
there was a possibility or a probability that nuclear tests had been undertaken.
It is nct my intenticn to bring forward eny definite ideas in this context, but
only to raise the question whether the existence of such cases should nct be
secen in the light of possibilities of identification actually existing at any
given time, Scientific and technological progress seems tc be decisive as to
the need for further verification, Against this background, and in view of the
fact that the only pcssible sanction against o party which had viclated the treaty
would be the right of the cther parties tc withdraw from the agreement, it might be
asked whether a system should not be considered under which inspection in
specified concrete cases would require the consent of the party concerned in
accordance with certain estzblished procedures, witlh other parties enjoying the
right of withdrewal from the agreement in case such consent was not given and if
the probability of such & test in breach of the agreement had been duly established,

As I have alrecdy mentioned, it has not been our intention here to go inte
any details in this complicatcd matter or to present any plan or any concrete
proposals. We have only wanted to question in very general terms whether it would

nct be possible after all to approach some cf these difficult problems from
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somewhat different angles. We cherish the hcepe that the views and ideas brought
fecrward by varicus delegations during this debate will stimulate the Sub-Committee
to new efforts.

The Swedish delegation urgently appeals to the nuclear Powers to make one more
earnest endeavour to reach an agreement and prevent the carrying out of further

nuclear weapon tests, which weculd spake world opinion and cause doubts as to our

ability to make progress in the task for which we have come together here:

The CHAIRMAN (United Arsb Republic): I have four names on the list of

speakers, However, at tr. lirst meceting of thiv Conference we agreed on the
procedure of having one meeting a day from 10 a.m, t¢ 1 p.m. Since it is now
1 o'clock, I would suggest that we Edjourn the meeting and mcet again tcmorrow
morning at 10 o'clcck, However, before adjcurning the meeting I would like to
say that the representative of the United Kingdcm, Mr, Godber, wishes to make a
very brief reply t¢ Mr., Zorir If there is nc objection, I ghall call omn

Mr, Godber. I should also like to apclegise to the four speakers whose names
are on the list of speskers for not having been able to call cn them to speak

this morning.

Mr, HAJEK (Czechosiovakia): In the statement which I intend to make
I shall also reply to statoments made by previ.us speakers, Since the Chairman
plans to call on the reprcsentative of the United Kingdom t~ speok in reply to
preceding speakers, perheps it would be better either to asllow all the speakers
or. the list t¢ speak cr to postpone the remarks of the representutive of the

United Kingdom until our mov®ing teomorrow,

Mr. GODBER (Unitel Kingdom): I ccrtainly de net wish tc delay the
Committee and I shall not scek to take advondagxe of enyone, all T hod proposed
to do, with the agreement of the Commzttie, was tc teke up cre point where
¥r., Zorin had quoted me ana whcere 1 thought it was desirable t¢ set the record

straight.

\

The CHAIRMAN (United Arab Republicj: I nrte that thore is now no

objection, and 1 call upon the represcntotive of the United Kingdom.
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Mr. GODBER (United Kingdom): I am grateful, Mr. Chairman, and I shall

not delay the Commitieec, I would hope tc have the oppovrbunity of making a
detailed intervention in this most important debate at our aext meeting.

All T want to say on this occasion is the following. ¥r. Zorin quoted what
I said in the Sub-Committee on 29 March, but if he had carried the quotation a
little further it might have helped to clarify the position as to my thoughts at
that time, He was referring tc the Western Powers having said that they would
have no objection to the Soviet Union keeping any advantages it had achieved from
its last series of tests. On thet occasion I said:

"Yet, despite thesec massive tosts and despite all the knowledge which
the Soviet Unicn has gained from them, at this moment of time we still say
to them, 'Keep your gains'. We are still willing to sign a treaty now to
ban all tests for ever, leaving the Soviet Union with the gains and the
knowledge that it has obtained from this last series of tests. All we ask
is that the treaty" -- this is the important thing -~ "should contain a
minimum of safeguards. This is the havd core of the matter, and once again
I appeal to the Soviet Union to respond to what I would claim is a generous
attitude on the part of the West, and to join with us in signing a treaty

here and now."  (ENDC/SC.I/PV.5, pages 17 and 18)

Those were my words, and I thought the Committee as a whole would appreciate
hearing them in their full context. We are in fact making this offer, and it is

en offer which is contingent on getting what we consider 4o be a fair treaty at the

present time, We cannot contemplate with equanimity a further series of Soviet
tests of which we may be unaware, Having already had the experience of one such

series of tests which we had to endure, we want a clear treaty. I wanted to
make perfectly clear what was in my mind, and I am sure that Mr, Zorin would
certainly not wish to leave a wrong impression with regard to what I said,

The Conference decided to issue the following communigue:

"The Conference of the Eighteen Natior Commiitee on Disarmament today
held its thirteenth meeting at the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under the
Chairmanship of Mr., A.F. Hassan, representetive of the United Arab Republic.

"The representatives of Burmsa, the United States of America, BEthiocpia,
Italy, India, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Sweden and the
United Kingdom made statements.

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Tuesday, 3 April 1962,
at 10 a.m," "

The meeting rose at 1.5 p.n,






