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_The CHATRLAN (Nigeria): I declare open the one hundred and thirteenth .

plenary meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Cormittee on Disarmament.

Mr. STELLE (United States of Ameriea): In accordance with the recommendation
of the co-Chairmen (ENDC/PV.108, p.34) adopted by the Committee, our meeting today is
scheduled to be devoted to consideration of a nuclear test ban treaty; and in that
connexion I should like this morning to go on with a further disevssion of the
arrangementa for the conduect of on-site inspection. At oui meeting on 18 karch my
delegation summarized (ENDC/PV.110, pp.l19 gg;ggg.) the United States view of the
insgpection process up to the point at which an on-site inspection team actually enters
the host country's territory. Today we wish to continue that discussion through the
completion of the on-site inspection'process. First, however, I should like .to review
some of the basie points now at issue in our negotiations,

My delegation has stated its belief that there arc a number of issues conecerning
on-site inspection on which negotiations shbuld now take place, The Soviet delegation
has insisted that there is only one such issue —- namely, the number of on-site
inspections and the number of automatic seismic statioﬁs. Iﬁ addition, the Soviet
delegation has stated that there can bé only one basis for agreement on this one
question — that is, the numbers which the Soviet_qovernmant has proposed,

We cannot accept the position of the Soviet.Union, although we can. agree that one
of the issues, and an important issue, which must be the subject of negotiation is the
number of on-site inspections, ¥e have no dirrerende with the Soviet representative
on that score, Where we do differ, however, is over what other issues must be taken
into consideration with respect to on—site 1nspection. The Soviet Union. continues to
say that there should be no discussion of the other important broad issues. We,
however, believe that it must be clear to all delegations what an on-site inspection
is before even a tentative agreement on the number of on-site inspections ecan be
meaningful. As I have noted at past meetinss, in connexion with the quota of on-site
inspections we wish specifiecally to know the Soviet answer to the question, "The number
of what?",

The. answer to that question will concern the pfoblem of 1n§pection arrangements or,
as we have ecome to call them here,'modélitisa. My delegation has tried at our past



BDC/PV,113
3

(Mr, Stelle, United States)

meetings to make clear what we believe are the essential arrangements for on-site
inspection — the broad issues which will help us to arrive at a meaningful number
of on-sgite inspections. We have earnestly sought and now seek the views.of the
Soviet delegation on those isgsues, There are not many of them, as we have made
clear in the past. . Soviet comments on certain of them might be limited to a "Yes"
or "No" answer to the questions we have asked both privately and in plenary meetings
of this Conference. Let me review for members of the Committee for a moment some of
.those broad issues. |

First, there is the question of how seismic events will be designated for
inspection. Here we believe that other-side ehoice should be the prineiple
according to which events are designated among the three nuclear Powers negotiating
here, Employing the prineiple of other-side choice, the Soviet Union would
designate events in the United Kingdom and the United States whieh it might later
wish to luspect, . The Soviet Union would have to submit pertinent seismic data
locating such an event., The data would have to meet agreed criteria on location, In
addition, the Soviet Union would have to indicate that the ejent in the United
Kingdom or the United States could not be identified as an earthquake according to
another set of agreed treaty criteria. We still do not know where the Soviet Union
stands on that issue,

Secondly, we have indicated in qucific.tefms what criteria we should propose
to follow with respect both to the loc&t;qn of an evenf and to its identification as
an earthquake. The Soviet pos@pionfon those pritéria remains unclear., We hope soon
to hear whether.the Soviet Union accepts them or whether it has other.oritéria to
propose. , _ _

Thirdly, we believe a State should have the right to select an event for
inspection from among the designated events on the basis, again, of the p;inoiple
-of other—sifie choice, That would mean that the Soviet Union could select, within an
annual quota of course, an event for inspection from among those whieh it had
designated in the United Kingdom and the United States. We believe the selection
process should be-accomplished within a time limit. Again, the Soviet Union has yet
to make clear its views on that question.
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Foufthly, we have proposed-& new definition for the area within wﬁiéh the .
inspectian would be carried out; The Soviet Union has not told us of its views on
that proposal, ' '

Fifthiy, we have outlined our views on how an inspection’team might be composed,
its duties in the inspection zone, and the provisions which might be drawn up to ensure
host country security during an inspection. We have proposed that teams be ecomposed
so that the other nuclear side would be represented by some fourteen highly-trained
technical experts. In addition there would also be team members from States not
members of either NATO or the Warsaw Pact. iie have indieated our view that inspeotion
teémé"éhould have guaranteed freedom of movement in the inspection area consistent
“with thelr purpose of searching for evidence of an underground nuclear weapon test- or,
more hbpefully, for evidence that an event was not a test.

In addition, the United States delegation has offered certain safeguards to the host
' * eountry during the period an inspection team is in transit to the inspection area, We
have also made it elear that we are willing to permit host-country observers to
acoompany the team. Finally, we have proposed that sensitive defence installations
could be excluded from the area which is to be inspected. The Soviet Union's position
on those proposals remains unstated, and we earnestly hope that it will tell us how it
feéia on these issues, | '

As my delegation has indicated befors, we intend earnestly to continue negotiations
until agreement on a test ban is reached. We believe the best way to acsomplish that
is for each side to make its position clear, at least in general térms, and then we can
engage in give-and-teke negotiations on the significant pointe at issue.  We econtinue to
hope that the Soviet Union will find that that ‘is a useful way in which to proceed, ue
hope, as well, that it will soon abandon its present rigid position on how, when and
where we take the next step in our negotiations, and on the positions the United States
and the United Kingdom must accept with regard to the sole issue on which the Soviet
delegation will now negotiate.

In the continuing hope that we shall soon be ‘in a position to negotiate reasonably
upon the broad issues of the arrangements‘for on~site inspection, my delegation would
like to place before the Conference certain additional portions of its position on the
arrangements for on-site inspection. These points of elarificdtion, I should repeat,
relate solely to inspeetion in the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the United States,
They follow upon my delegation's statement at the meeting om 18 Mareh, (ENDC/PV.110),
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As I noted at that meeting, it is our view that, once an area is chosen for on-site
inspection and notification is given of the time and piace of arrival of the inspection
teams, the host country should have five days in which to indicate the arréngements it
would makelfor the reception.of the team. The host cduntry would be responsible for
providing transportation for the team to the site of the ins?ection, In addition, of-
course, it would be permitted to institute all safeguards it considere& necessary to
asgure its national security, subject only to the conditiqq -~ the nafural conditiop —_—
that the inspection team should arrive promptly at the inspection area. Those éafeguards
could include the use of its own aircraft and pilots to transport the inspection team;
provigions to ensure that the inspection teém was not permitted‘fo view the territory
of thé host country en route to the inspectibn site; the use of anylflight routes which
the host country might choosé, consistent again with the promptlarrival-Of the téam; and
.accompanimsnt of the team by host—country observers, ' |

The team, as we indiceted at the plemary meeting on 13 niarch (ENDC/PV 108, pp.7,8),
would in our view consist partly of international staff members from countries not
members of NATO or the ﬁarSQW'Ihct, and partly of technical experts from the other nuclear
side,  he leader of Ehe team would be from the sbtiar nnniisar aldes Toenmre Ehat 1
certain functions of the team were carried out by highly-trained technicai personnel in
order to achieve the maximum deterrent and confidence-building effect in each on-site
inspection, wé foresee thaf certain specified personnel éhould be among thoae.provided
by the other nuclear side. We believe, as we have said, that at 1east fourteen -
'ﬂﬂhnical experts from the other nuclear side would be required for inspection iﬁ the
Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the United States.

‘The precise composition of a particular inspection team would of course depend on
meny circumstances, including the 1ocation of the areca to_be ;nspected, ¢limatic
conditions, and local geology and land forms. For illustrative purposes we believe that
experts with tﬁe following skills might Be included'inlthe team:

First, a number of specially—trained natural scientiéts, one to lead the inspection
team and othem to take part in the pfogramme of viéu&l inspection; :

Second, qualified engineers to take part in the use of aerial and surface gamma~
spectrometxyinspection techniques'

Third, photographic interpretation specialists ‘and geophysicists to take part in
the use of broad spectrum photographic and magnetometer inspection techniques;

t
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Fourth, seismologists to engage in the seismic monitoring of after-shocks;

Fifth, physicists for the inspection of rock samples for crﬁét&l’deformation.

Equipment for allﬁaperations undertaken by the inépection team would be supplied
by the team, excepﬁlheavy transportation vehicles such as trucks and helicopters,
which would be supplied by the host country. As we have said,'personnel of the
inspection team could be accompanied by observers and other representatives designated
by the host country to-assure the proper functioning of the team in its territory
and to ensure that no team member engaged in activity incompatible with the purpose
of on-site inspection, | |

We believe that inspection teams should have a maximum -- a maximum -- of six
weeks to complete their examination of the inspection area. That examination process
would, in our view,, include low-level helicapter flights throughout the 1nspe§tion
area to examine the area both visually anﬁ photographically for any evidence of a
nuclear weapon test, In addition, members of the team would have access throughout
the area for the purpose of surface inspection, and would be permitted entrance to
any sub-~surface caviﬁies, such as mines,"to look for evidence of a test. If a longer
period of time were necessary for completion of the inspection process, we believe it
could be extended by mutual agreement -- I repeat, by mutual agreement,

" If the leader of the team decided that drilling was necessary, under our proposals
he would have to notify the host country within five weeks from the start of
inspection. That notification would 1ndicaté'what additional persons and eqnipmént
would be required, their length of stay and their anticipated time of arrival., The
host country would agree to facilitate the arrival of such equipment and personnel.
Not later than thirty days c=fter a feam had completed its inspection the team leader,
in our view, should be responsible for submitting a report on the findings of the team.

For the moment tﬁat concludes my delegation's preliminary discussion of the
arrangements for the conduct of an on-site inspection. e sincerely hopé that the
Soviet representative, or representatives of allies of the Soviet Union in this
Committee, will soon be prepared to offer comments on the broad isgues of on-site
inspection., It is our hope that what we have presented today will better enable them
to do that,
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Mr, BARRINGTON (Burma): On behalf of my delegation, I take tlie floor today
to say a few words, first about the very recent French underground test conducted in
the Sahara, and then, generally, ebout the nuclear-weapon tests which hove taken
place since 1 January ef this year contrary to the demands of world public opinion
voiced in General Assembly resolution 1762 (JVIL) E?Du/64)

The Committee will recall that I made a brief reference te the earlier United
States tests in my statement of & larch (ENDC/PV -105, pp. 10,11). The nuclear-weapon
test conducted last week in the Algerian Sahara was, in the view of my delegation,

a double crime, First, it was & crime against humanity at large, as are all nuclear-
weapon tests; secondly, it was a crime against the'people and the Government of
ﬂlgéria, on whose territory and despite whose protests it was conducted.

As a nuclear Power, France is a member' of this Committee but, instead of taking
its place in our midst and helping us to find 2 means to put an end to nuclear tests
for ever, it insists on going its own way, reserving to itself the right to conduct
muclear tests whenever it considsrs them to be necessary. In so-doing, France
refused in this case to heed both world public opinion and officially-stated
objections of the Government on whose territory the test was conducted. In those
‘circumstances the delegation of Burma cannot help but join in the protests which
heve already been registered by several of our colleagues with regard to that nuclear
test. ; i

Burma's position on nuclear testing in general is well known. We are, we have
always been, and we shall always be_opposed to nuclear-weapon tests, whoever may
conduct them, whatever the environment, and whatever @ﬁe nurpose. We have, we believe,
already made it clear that in this matter we draw no distinct15n bétuaen uhdérground
tests and tests in other environments. That is why we have been ﬁn&ble to support
a partial test-ban treaty éovering tests only in the atmosphere, under water and in
outer space. That-is why we view with the utmost concern the continuation beyond
1 January 1963 of the United States, and now the French nuclear tests.

We note that all the tests that have taken place since.l January have been
conducted underground We take it that that is no accident; we assume that in
some way it is intended to be a concession to public opinion, We regret to have

to say that we cannot so regard it. The claim that underground tests do not
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result in radiocactive contamination, even if it were true, would not sway us,

since we believe that the political and psychological effects of an underground
explosion are no less than those of an explosion in any other environment, But

in fact we wonder whether even that claim is really true. After all, every
nuclear explosion gives rise to radioactivity. ZEven if an exploéion vere fully
contained below the surface -- and it seems that that cannot always be guaranteed
the radioactive contamination only remains trapped to begin wlth dho knows what
happens to it ultimately? Might not some of it escape eventually into the
atmosphere or come into contact with underground sources of water? light we

not find here also a as the United States scientists eventually found about the
United States high-altitude explosion held last year -- thot the harw done is more
extensive and lasting than that which had besen forssesn? For those reaSOnslhy '
delegation remains unrepentant in its view thalt underground tests afé as.much to

be condemned as tests in any other environment, |

Let me repeat briefly what I said on the subject during the last session of
the General Assembly (A/C.1/PV.1249, pp. 2 ot seg;). In our view, the contimuance
of underground tests is nothing short of an invitation to others to test and;'for
reasons which'l have already stated, not necsssarily underground. If we are _
serious about stopping tests, then we, the States participating in this Gonférence,
mist set an example by refraining from all tcsts as long as our search for a .
mutually-acceptable test-ban treaty continues. _

As I have sald before, nuclear tests in any form are, in our view, incompatible
with serious negotiations on a test-ban treaty. They add cdnsiderably to our
difficulties and give to our negotiations an air of unreality. They also encourage
others who are not with us, either through choice or otherwise, to think that we
are not serious and, to the extent that it lies within their capability, to test
or to prepare for the day when it will be possible for them to test. It thus'helps
to keep open the door to the "micloar club®, the membership of which, according to
President Kennedy's statement at his Press conference of 22 March 1963, might
reach ten by 1970 and fifteen to twenty by 1975. )

The fact of the matter is that we are at the present time engéged in _
negotlatlons, even if they tend to be slow and halting. Dcspité'the statements

which make the differences loon so large, the differences are, as I tried to

L]
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explain in my last statement (ZNDC/PV.105, pp. & ¢t seq.), small comp.ored with
what has been agreed and agreed in a comparatively short time. Our greot
obsession with the small remzinin; differences is but natural, but it is clso
dangerous unless it is kept in parspective; and I submit that one of the surest
ways of keeping things in vserspective is for the nuclear Pouers present herc
themselves to desist from nuclzar testing of any kind 2nd to usz their influence
to keep others from testing, whils vigorously continuing the search for the means
to bridge the smell gap which remains to reach o nuclear tzst~ban agrecnent.

My delegation still refuses to believe that = suitable interim arrangement,
offering reasonable protection to both sides, cannct he srrived at snd arrived at
quickly if the parties are realiy determined to~reach such an agreement., Ve must
stop further testing if all our past cfforts are nct to be jeopardized. Let us

remember that the traditional testing season is almost upon us.

Mr, CAVALLETTI (Italy) (translation from French): I balieve that the

statements we have heard this morning have been of great interest to our Committee,

and they have certainly held our entire attention. Mr. Barrington has repeated
his urgent and sincere appeals for a cessation of all tests in all environments.
He knows that the Italian delegation too has never cecsed celling for the conclusion
as soon as possible of a dependable and adequatoly-guarenteed treaty whien will
provide the necessary security for all and will nrevent cny possibility of the
spread of nuclosr weapons. In the view of tho Italiarn and Burmese deleg?tions,
such an agreement is becoming more urgent and more necessary every day. Our _
Committee must redoublg its efforts to procure the conclusion of such an agreement.
Moreover, we have heard a very intercsting statement by the United States
delegation. Mr. Stelle has summed up very clearly the modalities which, in the
United States delegation's opinion, should attend the conclusion of an agreement,
He has asksd for clsar replies and indications from the Soviet dslegetion with
regard to his proposals., Unfortunztely, the Soviet delegation has so far refused
to give the Committee its views on the probl:ims outlined by the United States
delegation. Moreover, the Soviet delegation has not yet thought fit to reply to
the requests for clarification which have been made by my delegation too:at earlier

meetings,
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In spite of this silence and these negative replies, my delegation cannot
- accept this attitude as final, and continues to hope theit the Soviet delegation
will clarify its position and enter into fruitful negotiitions with us. For
this reason I should like this morning to put = few questions, very briefly,
without any polemical aim but simply in ordsr to try evefy possible means of
breaking the deadlock and discovering upon which subjects the Soviet delogﬁtion
would be prepared to exchange views with us.

In one of my earlier statements 1 saild that the Committee should ot leasf oo
able to interpret the letters sent by Mr. Khrushchov to bre demncly on the
subject of tests ENDC/73). 4s we know, these letters propose two or three
inspections annually, but do not indicate when there would be two inspsctions and
when thers would be three. I do not believe that the choice between two and threc
inspections has been left to the partics. I do not think that the Soviet Government
ig saying to us: "de do not mind whether there are two or three inspections., Choose
for yourselves," On the contrary, I lmagine that there imst be critéria and
principles on the basis of which, in the view of the Sovict dalééation, there would
be two inspections or three. It would be interesting to know whaf are these
principles and criteria which, in the view of thz Soviet delegation, would determine
ths choice between two or three inspections. %Vould it depond upon the nuwmber of
doubtful phenomena which takc place during the yzar? Would it be determined by
technical or political considercztions, and in either cese uko would bo responsible
and who would be competent to take the decision?

The answer to these questions is of intercst, not because the number of two.or
three inspections is acceptable but becausc, if ue understood the Soviet point of view
better, we should be able to engage in fruitful discussions. In order to reach .
agreemont we must first understand cach other's ideas. I therefore hope that the
Soviet delegation will be good enough to provide explanations on the problems which_ )
I have indicated. _ _ |

I should now like to ask snother question. Regarding the methcds of inspehtion,
thers is one point upon which thers is doubtless agreement in prineiple: both
parties recognize that inspections must rule out any possibility of espionage. Ve
know that this point concerns to a large extent -- I would even say principally --
the Soviet delegation, Could we not immediately elaboratec in a concrete and detailed

fashion the precautions necessary to rule out all possibility of espionage?
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The Soviet declegation cannot reply that this is a minecr question, s=ince it has
always declared that the fear of espionage is, 4if not the only reason, &t all events
the principal reason which prevents acceptance of o lerger number of inspections.
This is thercfore a major probler, and onc must hops that, 1f we ars eble to agre
on completely reliabls methods and absolute fucrantees in this matter, thc Soviev
delegation's attitude concerning the number of inspectionz mey also change. 1f 1%

C
were no longer in doubt and vere completely reassured concerning any possibili

[—
Q,
i
o

espionage, what reasons cou put forward for rcfusing zors than threc inspections?
I thercefore ask the Sovist deieﬂﬂtion whather it is prepared to drow up

immediately a first concrete und detailed tewh comnitting the partics con the problea

I have just mentionsd. Proposals neve alrcady becn mede on this subject by both

parties, and thesc proposals crc zlso mentioned in the letters of lir. Konaedy and

Mr., Khrushchev. This morning ix. Stelle alsc refcerred to the problem of zuarantees

against espionage. He said;

"In addition, the United States delegation has offered certain safeguards
to the host country durinz the nperiod an inspection team is in transit tc tho
inspection arca., We have also made it clear that we ars willing to permit
host -country observers to accompany the team. Finally, we have propdsed
that sensitive defence installations could be cxcluded from the arca which is

to be inspected." (Supra, v. 7 )

> =S

Does the Soviet deslegation consider the zuarantces offcerced by the United States
delegation sufficient? VWhat other guarantees against possible espionaze wctivitics
does it consider nscessary? Judging by Mr. Karushchevis lstter to Mr., Xennedy
(ENDC/73), the guarantees against cspionage pronosed by the United States are
sufficient and would, I am sure, ot least constitutc & zood basis for the slaboration

of an agrcement on this very important problem, It is & question of doveloping

»
o

proposals, of giving them concrete form, and of embodying them in a document. Such

a text, although certainly remaining a very partisl cgreement, would be of ?reat value
and, while reassuring the Sovizt delegation on a dulicate subject, would confirm the

good faith of the Western deleg

tions, who have cortainly acver dreamt of using the

GJ

inspections for cspionage purposcs

Allow me to ask the Soviet deleogation if it is preparcd to undertake that task,

If 00551ble, I should like to hLave a clesar renly; and if the reply must be negative,
although I very much hope that it wili be affirmative, I would ask the Soviet delezation

to give us its reasons.
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bir, TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)(translation from
Russian): Today the Soviet delegaticn would like to dwell once again on the state

of affairs in the nsgotiations on the csssation of nuclear-weapon tests. When the
menbers of the Eighteen-liation Committes parted for the Christmes and New Year
recess in Dscember 1562, there was great hope both in the Committee itself and in
the world at large that after the recess an agresment on the prohibition of nuclear
weapon tests would at last be concluded; |

There were very serious grounds for that hope. 4as everyone knows, the last
recess of the Eightean—Nation Committee took place at a time when the Soviet Union
had made vigorous efforts to remove from the path to an agreement the obstacles '
raised by the Western Powers. The Soviet Union had put forward a compromise proposal
on the main subject of disagreement -- inspection. e deem it necessary to stress
very strqngly that the Soviet Government considers, as it did befors, that_national
means of detection are fully adaqﬁate for control over the observance on an agreement
on the cessation of nuclear—weapon tests. Ve consider that there is no need for any
international inspection for the pur:ose of contrul over such an agreement, bacause
the effectiveness of nationzl.means of detection of nuclear explosions is at the
present time such as to enabls both the nuclaar Powers and the non-nuclear Statss to
exercise control over an agreement on the prohibition of nuclaar-weapon tests without
international on-site inspection. There will be even less need of inspection in the
future; because the effectiveness of nationai mecans of coﬁtrol will continue to
increase as a result of the rapid progress characteristic of the present time 1n all
fields of science and technology, including ssismology. The Sov1et Government
continues to stand firmly on its position in this regard.

However, being anxious to do everything possibles to facilitate the achlevement
of agreement on the prohibition of. nuclear-weapon tests, the Sovlet Government
manifested its good will, and agreed to make a very great con03351on to the United
States in this important questicn. The gist of this concessicn was that the Sovlet
Union declared its willingness to take into account the insistent wishes which had
bean raepeatedly expressed, both officially and informally, in the course of the
negotiaticns by representatives of the United States and the Unitsd Kingdom,
including prominent United States scientists. These insistent requests and wishes
were put to us during October, Lovember and the beginning of December 1962. Their

gist was that the Soviet Union should agrec to a small inspecticn quota.
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Moreover, the aforesaild represantatives quite definitely asked that the Sovist
Union should agree to the inspection quota which it had itseclf officially naired and
which it had maintained up to 28 Hovember 1961 -~ that is, un to the time when the
Soviet Union put forward a new proposal which did not provide for any intsrnaticaal
inspection. The circumstance that the repressntatives of the United States are now
trying to deny this cannot do «way with the fact that the agresment of the Soviet
Union to two or three inspections & year is a positive reply to thiose insistent
requests and soecific wishes of the renrssentatives of the United States and ths
United Kingdom.

In othsr words, the Sovist Government, being anxious to achleve an agrecment,
accepted the number of insnections which had been provosed by the representatives
of the United States, and which the represcntatives of the United Kingdom had a155
appealed to us to accept at officicl mectings of the Committes.

In view of the persistent attempts of the reprcosentatives of the United States
to make out that the United States had never asked the Soviet Unicn to agreavto
threc inspections a year, I venturc to remind the Committee once again of the
following facts. A4lthough the representative of the United States attempts to deny
thesa facts; they do nct cease to exist on that account. kr. Desn, at the time when
he was still the official representative of the United States in the negotiations on
the cessation of nuclear weapon tests, during a meeting with lir. Kuznetsov, the First
Deputy Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union, on 30 Cctober 1962, in appealing to the
Soviet Union to agree to & small inspection guota, declared that z quota of two to
four inspecticns a year would fully satisfy the United States and would make it
possible to cecme to an agreement very quickly.

In the second half of October 1962 the well-known United States scientist
Professor Wiesner, during two informcl meetings with the Soviet academician Fedorov
in New York and in Washington, also asked that the Soviet Govermment should mest the
wishes of the United Statss and agree to on-site inspection, aud he said that a
small quota of two to thres inspections a year would open the way to agreement with
the United States on this questicin. '

Jot only during informal meetings, but alsc during official meetings, at the

session of the General Assembly and in the Eighteen-Nation Committec, the
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representatives of the United States and the United Kingdom appealed to the Soviet
Union to agree precisely to two to three inspections. The representative of the
United States to the United Hations, kir. Stevenson, stated on 10 Cctober 1962 in
the First Committee of the General issembly at its seventsenth session:

"... only one obstacle bars the path to the first great step toward

‘nuclear sanity. The Sovist Union has not yet agreed to reaffirm the

position which it took from 1958 until November 1961 -- that on-site

ingpection was a necessary elsment of any test ban agreement.

".,.. If the Soviet Union reallj wants an agreement to stop all testing

for ever, we f;ankly cannot understand why some inspection at the site,

which was acceptable to the Soviet Union & ysar ago, should not bé

acceptable today." (i/C.1/PV.1246, p.38-40)

48 you see;, the official representative of the United States to the United
Nations, Mr. Stevenson, was referring to a quites definite number of inspections.
He asked the Soviet Union to reaffirm the small number of on-site inspections

which it had agreed to a year before. A year before; in comparison with the date
of Mr. Stevenson's statement, meant 10 October 1961. At that time, as is well
known, there was still standing the proposal submitted by the Soviet Union on
26 July 1960 at the two hundred and thirty-fourth mesting of the Conference an
the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests. At that meeting the Soviet delegation,
on instructions from the Soviet Government, made an official statement to the
effect that the Soviet Union agreed that a treaty on the prohibition of nuclear
weapon tests should contain --

Ya provision to ths effasct that on the terrltory of the Soviet Union

and likewiss on the territories of the United States and the United

Kingdom, and on territories under their jurisdiction, up to.three

visits per year may be made by inspection groups to each of the above-

mantioned countries ..." (GEN(DHT/PV.EBA, p.15)

The Soviet Union has never named any other number of on-site inspections.

Consequently, when the representatives of the United States or the United Kingdom
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appealed to the Scviet Union to revert to the number of inspections to which it
had itself previously agreed, the only suwber that wes meznt was this figure of
up to thres inspections a year; and no cther.

In October 1962, iir. Stevenson said at the session of the General ASsermbly
thet the refusal of the Soviet Union to accept on-site inspection was the cnly
obstacle to the conclusion of an agreement, and that this sole obstacle would be
removed if the Soviet Union accepted the number of inspections which was acceptable
to it one ysar oreviously. As you see, last December the Soviet Union, by agreeing
to a quota of two to three inspections « year, removed this scle cbstacle to which
the representative of the United States; Lir. Stavenson, was referring.

United Kingdom representatives 'also ‘mede gimilar apnecls to us. Speaking in
the three-Power Sub-Committee in Geneva on 20 lLiovember 1962, bir, Godber said:

ije could have s complets comprehensive treaty, and all that is
necessary for that is for itne Soviet Union to revert =~ not to accept
anything new, but to revert -- to accepting something which a year ago,

here in this building, our Soviet collsague renounced: in other words;

to accept again the principls of obligatory on=-site inspection. That

is all we need -~ a very small number cf on-sits inspsctions a year.

If that were conceded by the Soviet Union; if it were to revert to the

position it held until 28 November last year, then I belisve we could

‘quickly reach a comprehensive test ban.” (ENDC/SC.1/PV.44, p.ll)

As you see, the official represeatative of the United Kingdom, kir. Godber, also
asked the Soviet Union to revert to the figure of three inspsctions a year, which,
as he put it, would enable us quickly to reach a comprehensive test ban.

Two weeks later ancther United Kingdom rspresentative, Sir Michael Wright,
spoke no less definitely. In the Eightéen-ﬂation Committee on 5 December 1562
Sir Michael wWright stated the following:

"... if the Soviet Government were willing today to take the position

that it took for two ysars until almost exactly a year ago; a

comprehensive treaty cculd no doubt be signed by 1 January 1963,1

(ENDC/PV.87, 2.8)
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4t the sams meeting Sir Michasl Wright made the following appeal to us:

T... let us sign a ccmprshensive treaty with the minimum

amount of international verification still raquired, at

lsast for the time being, and let this minimum be on.ths

lines of lir. Khrushchev's own earlier proposals."

(ibid., p.13)

Hs also said:
"In so far as this requires a political act by the

Soviet Union, I would urge the Soviet Government to take

that act." (ibid., p.l12)

. As you see, the representatives of the Western Powers ingisted .with a
good deal of stubbornness that the Soviet Union should take a political act --
that is, give its agreement to the carrying out of up to three inspections a
year -~ and then the Western Powers would sign a comprehensive treaty on the
prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. And thsey obtained this agreement on the
part of the Soviet Union. But what was the response of the Western Powers,
the response of the United States, to that political sct on the part of the
Soviet Union? In response we wers met, as had happened several times in the
past, with the Western Powers' repudiation of their own words and their own
proposals. We were met with cynical attempts to exert pressurs on the Soviet
Union in the hope of securing further concessions; in particular an increased
number of ingpectigns -- something in which the United States intelligence
agencies are so much interested.

At present the situation in regard to the prohibition of nuclear weapon
tests is utterly clear and utterly. simple. The Soviet Union, having shown its
good will in regard to the main subject of disagréement, namely the question of
inspections, has gone the whole way, the whole distance which separated the
positions of the two sides. By agreeing to two to three inspections a year, the
Soviet Union has fulfilled the requirement, or the condition,. put forward by the
United States for the conclusion of an agresment on the prohibiticn of nuclear-
weapon tests. However, instead of grasping the hand extended to it by the Soviet
Union, the United States at the last moment changed its position and began to move
backwards, repudiating its own words and demanding that the Soviet Union should

make further concessions. 4s a result of this there was no agreement.
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The representatives of the United States, whils refusing to ssttle -the main
question which has so far been the subject of differences preventing agreement —-
the question of the quota of inspections, as well as the gquestion of the number of
automatic seismic stations =-- are at the same time trying persistently to impose on the
Committee a discussion of technical details. It is precisely in this direction
that the efforts of the representative of the United States, Mr. Stelle, and of its
Western alliss have been concentrated at recent meetings. We are now faced with a
new manoeuvre by the Western Powers aimed at still further complicating the situation
in the negotiations. ‘

Quite recently, before the Soviet Govermment had agreed tc the carrying out of
two toc three inspections, the Western representatives had no doubts as to what
inspection wase There was no suggestion of any mysterious lack of understanding on
this question in the extracts I have just quoted from the statements of Mr. Stevenson,
Mr. Godber and Sir Michael Wright, or in the informal propcsals of ¥Mr. Dean and
Professor Wiesner. One could recall a number of statements by repressntatives of
the Western nuclear Powers in which they categorically emphasized that the only
cbstacle to agreement was the diffsrence between the Soviet Union and the Western
Powers in that the Soviet Union, relying on the effectiveness of national means of
control, saw no need for on-site inspection, whereas the Western Powers insisted that
a test-ban treaty should stipulate a small quota of inspections, which the Soviet
Union had previously accepted, namely two to three inspections a year.

Now, as a result of the agreement of the Soviet Union tc this principle of a
quota of inspections, the obstacle which the Western.representaéives themselves had
described as the only basic one has disappeared. Yet the Western representatives
now have doubts as to whether the Western Powers understand at all what inspection is.
The artificial nature of these doubts is obvious. All these doubts are merely an
attempt to find additional arguments in order to divert the attention of the Committee
from the solution of the main questions -- the size of the inspecticn quota and the
number of automatic scismic staticns ~- and tc involve the Committee in a maze of
technical discussions. The United States representatives continue to maintain the

‘untenable and completely-discredited position that the gquestion of the number of



ENDG/PV.113
21

(Mr. Tsarapkin, USSR)

inspectiohs should be decided in relation to the number of earthquakes, It is beyond
dispute, however, that the question of inspection must be solved in a spirit of
political compromise. If the United States and its representatives ceassd their
attempts to impose a different solution »f the problem of inspections, this problem
could be regarded as solved.

The representative of the United States, Mr. Stelle, made the following statement
on 18 March: |

"The number of two to three on-site inspections has never been, and

is not, acceptable to the United States." (ENDC/PV.11C, p.34)
But he immediately added: '

"We believe that a diséussion of modalities -~ a wider agreement on

the broad arrangements for on-site inspection -~ might make agreément on

numbers easier." (ibid.)
If by this repark Mr. Stelle meant that the achievement of agréement on the modalities
of on~site inspections would enable the United States to accept the figure of two
to three on-site inspections a year, then what is the trouble? State it officially in
our meeting, Mr. Stelle. Confirm ifr. Stelle, that the United States is prepared to
accept the figure of two to three inspections; if you wish, you can even mﬁke a
reservation to the effect that your acceptance of this quota of inSpectionS‘is

8
conditionel end depends on the achievement of agreement on the modalities of inspectioy

If that is all the difficulty amounts to, then it seems to us that on this point we
should be able to find a possibility for progrésa in our négotiations.

Therefore we sarnestly request the United States representative, Mr. Stelle,
to confirm fhat we are right in interpreting in this way the remark he made at the
one hundred and tenth meeting. We are sure that confirmation of this point by
Mr. Stelle will open up before the Committee favourable prospects for progress and
gpeedy agreement in our negotiations.

Mr. GODBER (United Kingdom): This morning we have again reverted to our
discussion of nuclear tests, and our United States colleague has given some further
details and thoughts of the United States and the United Kingdom on certain of the
modalities.
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I listened very carefully to the remarks made by our Burmese colleague, whose
point of view with regard to all testing I understand very clearly. He has been
consistent throughout, in his approach %o this questicn, in feeling that underground
tests should be squated with others. I think it is fair to say that that has not
been the view of all the delegaticns at this Conference. Indeed, at one stage last
year both nuclear sides were being pressed very hard to agree to a partial treaty so
as to remove the very real risks attendant on atmospheric testing. It was in
response to those requests that the United Kingdom and the United States put forward
their partial draft treaty (ENDC/59) last Eugust. As I say, I understand the Burmese
point of view. I wculd-oniy say to our Burmese colleague that there is this other
attitude. Undoubtedly the whole aspect of atmospheric testing hasiloomed much larger
in the public concern throughout the world because of the closer relationship to health
hazards. I noticed that the representative of Bﬁfma made the point that there could
be health hazards in relation to other explosions; but I'think even he would agree that
they must be very considerably less than those appertaining to atimospheric explosions.

T have alwiys held the view that, if we cculd have achieved a partial agreement
on terms acceptable to both sides, that in itself would have ﬁeen a stimulus towards
getting the complete agreement which I have always believed we must attain. One
of my own themes at this Confersnce has been that if we can get agreement in some
areas it helps us on to agreement in cthers. So I still regret that it was not
poessible to eonclude the partial agreement which we cffered in August last year, and
which indeed is still available. And, having in mind the considerations which our
Burmese colleague has ﬁut forward, we also at that time put forwafd our comprehensive
treaty (ENDG/58), and it is the most ardent wish of the United Kingdom that we shall
achieve a complete ban on all testing at the earliest possible moment.

As for our Soviet colleague, I must admit I was a Iittle surprised this morning

that he took up the time of the Conference once more with a repetition of arguments
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and quotations which have been given round this table a number of times already, 1f

not by him then by some of his friepds. All those arguments have becen clearly

dealt with time end time again. All the quotations from Western épokesmen designed to
showlthat in fact we have now changed cur position have been so abundantly shown to be
incorrect that I do not see the point in going into any detail to refute them once
again. All the refutations are on record, and it seems to me to be an indication

of the lack of material for serious argument that cur Soviet colleague must have if

he chooses to rake over these old embers again.

The only point I would put to him in reply is thet, if that was the Soviet
feeling, then surely the position must have been clarified absolutely and completely
in the very first response which President'Kénnedy made to Chairman Khrushchev's
communication to him (ENDC/73) at the end of last year; because in his letter of
28 December 1962 (ENDC/74) President Kennedy imhedi&tely took up the point in’
Chairman Khrushchev's letter and made it quite clear that the Western position was
not as Mr. Khrushchev had implied in his letter, and that the smallest figure that
had been mentioned by Western representatives was between eight and ten.

Subsequent to that -- and this is important -- Mr. Khrushchev agreed to
discussions going forward, ahd_sent his representatives to Washington and New York
to discuss privately with the United States, and later with the United States and the
United Kingdom, on the basis of that reply which he received from Preéident Kennedy .
Therefore what is the point of goihg over these matters again.when they were set out
so clearly by President Kennedy? It seems to me it must only be an indication that
our Soviet colleagues are seeking tc blur the issue here once more. I am sorry to
have to say that, but I can see no other reason. I do hope our Soviet colleague will
not try to lead us into those paths again, because, frankl&, I do not think it helps
us forward.

In his spsech this morning our Soviet colleague reminded us again -- as if we
needed reminding again -- of the Soviet Union's position, which is that it is prepared

to accept two or three inspections a year on Soviet territory. Of course the Western
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position in relation to that is quite cleérly known: it is that the smallest number
which we have felt able to offer, on the evidence at present available to us, has
been the figure'of seven inspections a year. Our figure is.based on 'he scientific
assessment of the number of unidentified events which still remain, according to our
best information, in relation to the Soviet territory, and of course in relation to
Western territory as well.

The Soviet Union, it is true, has also offered a detection system which is
based on a list of national detection stations, coupled with three automatic stations
on the territories of each of the nuclear Powers. But here again our difficulty is
that the Soviet Union is apparently not prepared to elaborate on that proposal
either, even tc the extent of explaining at least what it means by the term "automatic
station". The Western position in relation to the automatic stations, as in relation
to other matters in connexion with the treaty, is that our offers are made subject to
full discussion, agreement and understanding concerning what these matters which we
are discussing are.- If it is & question of automatic stations, then clearly we
ought fo be ready to discuss what would go into such a station =-- what it would
comprise -~ so that at least we know that we are talking about the same thing.

That is our very real difficulty at the present time. We have made certain
offers in connexion with which we are prepared to dsicuss details; and if we could
get agreement on the basic underlying position on those matters, then I should have
thought that it would have simplified our major problem -- and I do not deny for a
moment that it is a major problem -- of agreement on numbers. Thus we have sought to
explain as fully as we could to the Conference what the Western position is, not only
on numbers but on modalities as well. We have, after all, put all our cards on the
table. Uur Soviet colleague plays his card game rather differently; he makes his
bid and then claims the game without even showing us what is in his hand. That is
not the ﬁay in which we feel that we can usefully conduct such a game.

What justification does the Soviet Union offer for its attitude? It says
that the issue now is basically pelitical. It suggests that there is all the

scientific evidence which we should want available to justify a treaty, even one
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based on no on-site inspection at all, In other words, it suggests that exlsting
deteetibﬁ gystems are perfectly adequate to detect, to locate and to identify all
events which might reasonably be suspected of being nuclear explosiohs. &t the
same time the Soviet representatives say they recognize that there are many people
in the West who are not convinced of that proposition, and who therefore would be
opposed to'a nuclear test-ban treaty which did not involve some mesasure of
supervision,

That brinzs one back to the key point of on-site inspection. : The Soviet Union
says that it recognizes that: it says that it recognizes that a treaty, if it is
to be ratified by democratic processes in the West, must be such as to give the |
West some measure of confidence, It was a very definite_gain, I think, when our
Soviet colleagues did recognize that once more; and that was the reason we warmly
welcomed their reacceptance of the principle of on-site inspection., So, with
that in mind, the Soviet Union says that it has made its offer of two to threse
inspections a yeer, and three sutomatic seismic stations, whose function would
be to check on the operation of the national detection system, It says that
its offer is a political gesture and is designed to take account of the political
difficulties in the West, However, that is really the crux of the problem., I
think that the Soviet Government has still not really understood where our difficulties
lie, and why they arise,

If confidence is to be created among responsibls people in the West -
people who represent the vast majority who want a nuclear test-ban treaty -- then
thoséiﬁeople have to be told what the grounds for confidence ere. And that brings
us to the question of probability; the probability of identifying =- not only of
detecting,'bﬁt also of identifying -- seismic events, That involves various
questidns. It involves the probable number of seismic events sach year in the
territories of the nuclear Powers; it involves the probable number of those events
which can be identified as natural events; and it involves the capacity of
existing, or indeed of projected, detection techniques to detect, to locate and to
identify. 1In fact, what we are concerned with here is not exact figures but
probabilities. '

If we are indeed talking about probabilities, then we must have evidence on
which to base our discussion, It really is no use just making unsubstantiated
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aseertions. This is really where we miss so much the agreed background which we
had to our earlier discussions in the preV1ous three-Power Conference, when, right
up to ‘the autumn of 1961, we had an agreed ba51s contained in the Experts' Report
of 1958 (JXPVNUC/ZS). The Soviet Union subsequently rejected that; and it is
because we have not that agreed scientific background that many of our present
difficulties exist, That, incidentally, is one reason why the United Kingdom
delegation has on many occasions suggested getting some:cf ouf scientific experts
together again, Indeed, when they meet unofficially, as happens from time to
time at meetings such as those held by the Pugwash group, we sometimes do get
interesting suggestions emerging from them, But it is the 1ack of official
collective scientific discussion which I think has definitely hampered us.

Thus we come back to the whole question of exchanging information in some fonm
or other and trying to evaluate it, and doing so in a spirit of co-operation,

We on our side have made all the1information availatle as we nave obteined it; and
we have offered to discuss it, Our attitude in negotiations for a test ban has '
always been based on the best and the latest scientific information available to us,
We have carried out research, and of course our United States colleagues have done
so to a greater degree; and as the results have become available we havesbeen
prepared to modify our p031tion to take account of them, That has been the
background agalnst which we have been able con31stently to reduce our request for
on-site inspection over a considerable period of time and to bring it down to its
present figure of seven,

The Soviet Union, on the other hand, has not made available to us infonhation
which it alleges that it has; ﬁor has it been brepared to co-operate in any joint
research. Indeed, I am afraid it has reallj done less_fhan that, because it has
recently refused even to discusa the information which we have made available, It
has merely continﬁed to assert that information about present-detection techniques
is perfectly adequate both to detect and to identify all events which might be
suspected of Being nuclear events. A mere reiteration of assertion in that form
really does not help; and I appeal once more to our Soviet colleagues., I euggeet
that the best way to settle the matter would'in_fact be to try to get agreement on
the scientific background to the question, aﬁd.on the actual number of unidentified
events which still remain,
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-In~apitetof-the~refuﬁa1 to co-operate, we in the West have gone forward steadily
and have refused to be discouraged., We have made a judgement on what we think is
necessary against the background of our assessmant of existing and projected
detection capabllities in order to create confidence. I come back to that word
"eonfidence", which I emphasized earlier. We have made our assessment of the ‘number
of unidenﬁifiéd events which we think might remain in any one year on the territories
of the nuclear Fowers, and we have made our assessment. of how many events we think it
would be necessary to inspect in order to create confidence, We have gone further;
we have said that in our view confidence would be established only if inspections
were carried out in a certain way.

Our Soviet colleague took us to task this morning for referring agaln to the
qpestion of how inspections would be carried out; but surely, if anyone is to blame,
it is the Soviet Union, because we tried repeatedly throughout last year im the nuclear
test-ban Sub~Committee to draw the Soviet delegation into discussion on those matters
so that we could be quite sure that we were thinking of the same things. It is
perfectly true that in the discussions at the previous three-Power Conferences we
did reach a measure of agreement on very considerable aspects of this matter; 'but
we never had endorsement of the position exactly as we put it, and we still think it
would be helpful if we were to discuss the various modalities and get agréément on
them, :

That would leave outstanding only the major issue of numbers. Cur Soviet
collaagué tellﬁ us tﬁat if we reached agreement on numbers all the other things would
automatiéally fﬁllow. I hope he is right; but it is leaving a great deal to chance,
and.it_wpuld indeed be a bitter disappointment if finally we were able to achieve
agreement on numbe;s_and then found that there was a misunderstanding again between
the two aidea in relation to what we really thought about the way in which inspections
should be carried out.

We have seen how one misunderstanding -- if that is what it was -- has caused
difficulty recently. Mr, Tsarapkin reminded us again this morning of what the
Soviet Union thought the Western position might have been. It may be that a genuine
misunderstanding arose there; but then a genuine misunderstanding could arise egain
on what exactly would be the way in which an inspection would be carried out. I
still.do not understand why the Sovist Union is so determined to refuse even to discuss

those other issues.
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However, we have gone to some lengths in seeking to explain what we have in
mind in that connexion. So, once more, we have put our cards on the table, and we
have invited examination of them, /e have said that we are prepared to take
criticism into account, but that we think that if our general ideas were accepted
we should then be in a better position to achieve final agreement. But we still
get no rssponse from the Soviet Union, Mr, Tsarapkin continues to tell us that
the decision on mumbers is purely political and must be settled before we talk
about anything else, I have tried on many occasions to explain our view on that
question., We have both agreed that there should be a quota of inspections, and -
any quota must be a political decision; but in our case it is a political decision
bared upon scientific assessment. The Soviet position, offering three inspections,
is a political position pure and simple -- a political decision in a vacuum; but
our number must take account of our best scientific information if we are to carry
with us the confidence of our own peoples that a treaty, once entered into, would be
adequately supervised. Py

That is the basic Western position, which I think must be acknowledged by
everyone round this table. Therefore the political element is really the element
of confidence; and unless we have confidence in an agreement, that agreement can
have no political force. We cannot have confidence unless we know that the
agreement is soundly based, and we must ask our Soviet colleague to let us be the
judge of what does or what does not create confidence in our own countries. I
recognize that Mr, Isarapkin is a man of great ability; but to know what creates
confidence in a Western democracy does require some knowledge of how our system
works; and the Soviet system is not quite identical with our own, Therefore I
suggest that it is relevant to bring out that point, to show the difference in our -
approach to these matters,

We cannot accept that we should be. told that a Soviet gesture involving a
reversion to a number of inspections proposed by the Soviet Union a long while ago,
and maintained by it until about a year and a half ago, should be enough to enable
us to sign a treaty tomorrow. When the Sovist Union was makinz its offer prior te

a year and a half ago, we knew what we were taling about when we spoke of inspections.
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As I'said'ééfiiéf;;;éﬁﬁéa ﬁofe or less reached agreement on the main aspects of that
question, althdugh there were some items upon which we had not reached agreement,
But now we d» ‘not -know what we are talking about when we speak of inspections,
because we do not know whether the Soviet Union adheres to the position it then took
or whether it has changed its position in relation to that question, as it has done
in relation to cthers, The Soviet delegation has nsver told us since we started in
this Conferenece. _

Therefore, I do once more beg Mr, Tsarapkin to put just a few of his cards on
the table for a change. Let him say what he is offering before he asks us to discuss
it, let alone accept it., That surely cannot be too difficult for him, He has told
us time and again that if we were to accept his numbers we could start discussion
tomorrow, That must mean that he has some idea of what his Government's intention
is with regard to the other matters — the modalities, If he has that knowledge,
then I cannot understand how any harm could be done to the Soviet position by agreeing
to discuss those other matters and to reach agreement on them at fhis time, We should
then know far more clearly what the Soviet position was. I should have thought that,
as one more step to try to geﬁ things moving again, that really was not too much to
ask of the Soviet Union at the present time.

'Receﬂtly I have been back in my own comntry for a few days, and while I was
there many people asked me why it was not possible to reach agreement now that the
positions seemed to have become so much closer together, I had to say that, while
I still hoped desperately that we should socn obtain agreement, I was discouraged
because of the rigidity of the Soviet position,. The United Kingdom and the United
States over the recent weeks have shown abundantly their own flexibility, their
willingness to tackle the question in different ways, their willingness to discuss all
these matters, and their willingness to consider any compromise which the Soviet Union
might care to put forward. But the West has met with absolute and complete rigidity
as opposed to its own flexibility. One cannot hope to complete a negotiation
successfully on that basis of absolute rigidity. I do beg the Soviet Union once
more really to understand the Western position, and if it is able to accept the
numbgrlof two or three on-site inspections, I cannot understand why it is unable to

accept those few more inspections necessary to reach agreement,
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I say that because of the very reasons advanced by the Soviqt Union'for _
putting fo#ward its number of inspections. As I indicated eafliér, Mr, Tsarapkin
says that it is purely for poiitical reasons, a gesture to help the West., If it
were baséd on a scienpific appreciation, as £h¢ Western position is, then obvicusly
one would have to tékémaccount_of that situation. But if in fact it is purely
a political gesture, then I should have thought that a very few moré inspections
would make no difference whatsoever to the Soviet position.. le do not hear so
much now about espionage, and I am very glad that we do not, because I always
thought that a very poor argument. Obviously, if the Soviet Union can accept three
on-site inspections a year, then, from the point of view of espionagé, to accept
the very few morc could mean nothing to it, I have never felt the espionage
argument to be a strong one and, as I say, I am glad it is not being advanced now.

But having come as near as we have now, we do have a duty to find some way
in whigh we can reconcile our differen¢e. That is not going to be done by going
back into past history, as our Soviet colleague did this morning, trying to justify
the Soviet position. It is going to be done by looking at the positioné of the
two sides now and seeing where we can best try to bridge the gap. it is in that
spirit that i speak this morning, and I hope that we shali eventually be able to
solve this very difficult problem, |

Mr. STELLE (United States of America): The Soviet representative has.again
today repeated ot great length Soviet claims that, as he said this morning, last fall
the United States éfficiallrepresentatives had clearly and definitely said that the
‘numberlof two to three on-sitc inspections would be acceptable to the United States.
He qpoted several people, .As the representative of the United Kingdomlhas ﬁlready
said, these Sov1ec claims have becn refuted more than once in our Commlttee.l

For the convenience of ropresentatlves i should likc to call attern®ion to the
record of one of the most important of those inaccurate Soviet claims, namely, that
having to do with private conversations held last autumm in New York between Mr. Dean
and First Deputy Foreign Minist;r Kuznetsov, The record of the conversation between
Mr. Dean and Mr. Kuznetsov has been laid before this Committee by the United States
delegation. I refer the Committee to the verbatim record of the onc hundred and

fourth meeting. At that time Mr, Foster said:
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"The Soviet delegation has alleged, in presenting its position on

on—-site inspection, that Mr. Arthur H. Dean, at some point during informal

discussions with Ifr. Kuznetsov in New York last autum, suggested as ’

acceptable two to four on-site inspections annually. That is not the case.

Here is the record." (ENDC/PV.104, p.19) _ _
Mr. Foster went on to give the record of the conversations of 30 October, and

said that the Soviet ¢laim that IMr. Dean offered two to four inspections on
30 October was inaccurate. Mr. Foster gave also the record of theuéonvéféafion of
Hey November, after which he repeated that there were no grounds for doubt about the
numbers mentioned by Mr. Dean, Mr. Dean having ziven those numbers as eight to ten.
Mr. Foster went on to say: -

" M",.. and that makes subsequent claims by Soviet representatives, that

on 30 October, Mr. Dean had in fact mentioned the two to four figure

' quite surprising.” (ibid, p.20) _

I call attention to the record of those particular conversations as most ‘
important, because it was to the meeting of 30 October that ir, Khrushchev refe.:::>4
in his letter of 19 December last to the President of the United States, when he
said: ; T _

"We have noted that on 30 October 1962, in discussions held in

Hew York with Mr, V.V, Kuznetsov, the First Deputy Minister for Foreign

Affairs of the USSR, your representative, Ambassador Dean, said that in

the opinion of the United States Government 2-4 on-site inspections a

year in the territory of the Soviet Union would be sufficient.”

(ZNDC, o4)

Obviously the fact that that statement occurs in a letter of Mr. Khrushchev's makes
it important. But, as Mr., Godber has already made clear, President Kennedy in his
answer to that letter on 28 December made the situation quite plain, He said:
- MJith respect to the number of on-site inspections there appears
to have been some misunderstanding. Your impression secems to be that

Ambassador Dean told Deputy Minister Kuznetsov that the United States

might be prepared to accept an annual number of on-site inspections

between two and four., Ambassador Dean advises me that the only number

~which he mentioned in his discussions with Deputy Minister Kuznetsov
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was a number between eight and ten. This represented a substantial

decrease in the request of the United States as we had previously

been insisting upon a number betwecen twelve and twenty. . I had hoped

that the Soviet Union would match this motion on the part of the

United States by an equivalent motion in the figure of two or three

on-site inspections which it had same time ago indicated it might allow.”

ENDC/TL ¥ p.2) o

It is clear that, when the Soviet representatives — Mr. Tsarapkin among them —
came to New York and Washington, President Kennedy had cleared away any misunderstanding
that there might have been; and we made that abundantly clear to the Soviet
representatives again in our private talks in New York and Washington before the
reconvening of this Committee. So whatever may or may not have been said last
autumn —— and we have put into the record what was said — there was no room,
and there is no room, for any Soviet misunderstanding of what was said or of what
the United States position was, and is.

Today Mr. Tsarapkin quoted (Supra, p.21) a remark that I made at a recent meeting,
when I said that agreement on arrangements for on-site inspection would make an
agreement on the number of on-site inspections easier., He asked whether that meant
that, if there were agreement on arrangements for inspections, the United States
would accept two to three on-site inspections., In order to avoid any further
misunderstandings, I hasten to tell Mr. Tsarapkin that the number of two to three
on-site inspections has been and is unacceptable to the United States, but that
agreement on modalities would moke agreement on numbers easier.

The Committee will recall that in a private conversation, which has since been
reported to the Committee (ENDC/PV,102, p.24), Mr. Foster proposed to the Soviet
representatives a lower number than eight to ten. He proposed the figure of seven
on-site inspections, but he made that figure conditional upon Soviet agrcement in
principle to the kind of inspection arrangements which he outlined for Mr, Kuznetsov
and which we have subsequently outlined for the Committee., Agreement on modalities
would make agreement on numbers easier,

However, I think that, with our United Kingdom colleague, I must ask what lies
behind this constant reiteration by the Soviet delegation of convincingly-refuted



ENDC/PV.113
33

(Mr., Stelle, United States)

claims concerning the United. States position on numbers last autumn. I, Godber
nas said that it obscures our discussions, and it doces; but I think the reason
‘ﬁerhaps lies deeper. “hat is the Soviet position now on our negotiations for a
test-ban treaty? It is that the United States and the United Kingdom must accept
the figure of two to three on-site inspections before there can be any negotlatlon,
or even any dlscusslon, of any of the other major elements of a treaty.

The Soviet Union knows that the flgure of two to three on-site inspecticns a
year is not acceptable to the United States. It cannot pretend that its position
in these negotiations is tenable, because its pbsition is simply this: "Before we
talk about anything else, you must accept the figure which you have said you do
not accept". So, in a desperate attempf to have some shred of substance for the
Soviet position, thé Soviet representatives continue to repeat the tired statement
that the United States once indicated that two to three inspections might be acceptable.
and that therefore there might be some hope that that number is acéeptable. That
number is not acceptable to the United States, and the sooner the Soviet Union
ceases trying to justify its untenable ﬁogitibn by the repetition of stale and
unwarranted claims and allégations,'the sooner we can move forward to real

negotiations; and I hope very'ﬁuch that that day“will be soon indeed.

_ Mr, TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)(translation from
Russian): I should like to say a few words in connexion with what the representative
of the United States has just said, Mr, Stelle is again insisting on his point
of view, which amounté to saying that the United States cannot accept to agree
first on the question of the inspection quota without knowing what the technical
details and modalities of on-site inspection should be, Such a position is unconvincing
and untenable, becausé nobody obliges you to sign an agreement before you have
agreed with us and with the other parties to the agreement on the technical details
relating to the method of carrying out on-site inspection.

You are simply beating on an open door, After all, there was a time —
and you, Mr. Stelle, should rcmember it — when at the end of 1958 we worked out



ENDC/PV.113
34

(Mr. Tsarapkin, USSR)

together a major fundamental afticle which prohibited the conducting of nuclear-
weapon tests. Ue and you first accepted and agreed on that article , and it was
only after doing so that we started to agreec onlt.he details of the agrecment.

At that time you did not refuse to reach agreement with us on that article
before the details of the agrcement were agreed upon. The sitﬁation now is a
similar one. Then why do you now refuse to reach agrcement on the questiozi of
the inspection quota, saying that it is first necessary to know the details?

If we turn to our past experience, that experience shows the complete
inconsistency of the position taken by the United States. Today Mr. Godber and
Mr. Stelle, in spite of all their attempts, have in fact been unable to refute the
fac{:s I adduced, which confirm beyond dispute that the Western representatives
had asked the Soviet Union to accept a small quota of inspections . two to
three inspections a year. That cannot ke denied. Mr. Stelle has tried with
particular insistence to deny in this Committee the fact — I stress the word
nfact" — of the statement made by Mr. Arthur Dea.ﬁ in a conversation with
First Deputy Foreign Minister Kuznetsov on 30 October 1962 to the effect that
the United States might be satisfied with two to four inspections,

True, on this question it is easy for you to adopt the position of a flat
denial. How can it be verified? Thcre were no verbatim records. | That is just
what you are counting on. It is typical, however, that in Mr. Stevenson's o
statement, in Mr. Godberts statement in the Sub—Committce, and in Sir Michael UWright!s
statement in the Zighteen-Nation Committee, the Western representatives could
say nothing, because no denial is possible; the verbatim records exist and I have
referred to them. Everything I have said is completely in accordance with what
is written in the verbatim records of our Conference. You have also been unable
to say anything in regard to Professor Wiesner's proposal; that too is a fact
and there are living witnesses to confim it.

I must point out that the stubborn denial of carlier__-ﬂproposals_, even though
they were made informally by the United States, merely shows that the United States
has changed its poasition. This c<xplains the ' stubborn denial of the

acts, but the facts have not ceased to cxist on account of
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that denial; they still exist. Incidentally, I should like to remind Mr. Stelle here
that, when we conducted negotiaticns with Mr. Foster in New York and Washington in
January, it is characteristic that in replying to our reference tc that conversaticn
between Mr. Dean and Mr. Kuznetsov, Mr. Foster denied it very cautiously. He told us
that Mr. Dean, you see, was not authorized to name any other figure except the one named
by United States representatives at official meetings. That was the first version of
your denials, As time went cn, the facts became blurred, time obliterated their clear
outlines, new more decisive versions cf the denials appeared in which even the very
fact of the statement made by Mr. Dean was denied. So much by way of clarification.

Todey's statement by the United Kingdom representative, Mr, Godber has clearly shown
that he has taken the position of refusing to settle the question of the number of
inspecticns on the basis of a pclitical decision and as a political compromise. The
United KingCom representative continues to maintain the so-called technical approach to
the soluticn of this political problem -- that is, an apprcach which for nearly five years
has kept our negotiations in a deadlock, has given rise to one difference after another,
and has prevented the achievement cof agreement. It is obvious that the approach to the
question of inspection suggested by the United Kingdom Prime Minister, Mr. Macmillan,
during his visit to Moscow in February 1959, is nct tc the liking of the United Kingdom
representative, Mr. Godber. Already at that time the United Kingdom Prime Minister,
Mr, Macmillen, showed sufficient foresight, common sense and political wisdom to understand
that an agreement on the basis of a political compromise creates confidence even in the
sn-called Vestern democratic world. I have just used the words employed by lir. Godber
at this morning's meeting (Supra, p.28). |

And so, as far bacl as February 1959, Mr. Macmillan in Moscow recognized-that it was
impossible to settle the question of inspection on a technical hasis, with a technical
approach; and he suggested at his meeting_with the Chairman of the USSR Council of
Ministers, Mr. Khrushchev, that the gquestion of inspection be settled on a political
basis and not on a technical basis or approach. 1Je have the impression that precisely
that understanding of the matter which the United Kingdom Prime Minister had as far back

as February 1059, is unfsrtunately locking in the Unitoed King¢o.a represcntoiive,
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Mr. Godber, four years later. I would earnestly request the United Kingc-n
representative, Mr. Godoer, tc follow in the steps cf his Primc Iiinister in This regard
and to support the poclitical approach to the solution of this »roblem propcosed by the
United Kingdem Prime Minister in February 1959 in Mcscow, If the United Fingdom
representative, Mr, Godber, were to do so, I think that such a stcp cn his part would be
likely.tn have a certain positive influence on the pesition of the representative cf the
United States; that, of course, might help towards achieving azgreement on the question

which we are considering.

Mr. TARABANOV (Bulgaria) (translation from French): Today we have heard
ﬁﬁmerous statements on the problem of nuclear tests. Ve have heard declarations by the
representatives of Burma, Italy, the Soviet Union, the United States and the United
Kingdom, I de not wish to dwell on all these stavements. I shell deal cnly with an
argument which has been put forward here by the United Kingdecn and the United States
representatives. Realizing that the Soviet Union's analysis of the Western position and
of their proposals of last autumn on the preblem »f a nuclear test ban -- an znalysis
amply supported by facts and gquotations -- was such as to produce a profound and
convincing impression upon all the delegations present, the Western representatives, since
they could not produce any proofs, have only been able to read out old verbatinm records
which report simply what they have already said or put forward argunents devoid of value.

Upon what argument have the two Western representatives particularly insisted? They
tell us that there has been an exchange of letters between the Chairman ~f the Soviet
Council cf Ministers, Mr. Khrushchev, and the President of the United States, Mr. Kennedy
(ENDC/73, 74). In the reply which he sent to Mr. Xhrushchev cn the number of inspections,
President Kennedy denied that the Western representatives had menticned the figure of two
or three inspections, and clearly defined the position of the United States as nct
accepting such a figure. This passege has been quoted here by the United States
representative, end I havec no reascn to dwell upon it.

The Western representatives then asked why, in these circumstances, and in view of

President Kennedy's position,the Scviel delegation went to Washington and teo New ¥nork te
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discuss the matter. That is a2 question designed tc impress the representatives here
and to give the idea that, after the Soviet delegation had recceived Fresident Kennedy's
reply, it had no need to go tc Washington. Let us 1look at Prosident Kennedy's reply.
I shall not read the passezge which has already been qu~ted by the United Statcs
representative, but I shall read the last paragreph of this lcuter:

Motwithstanding these proolems, I am cnccuraged by y-ur letter.

I do not believe that any »f the problems which I heve raised arc

insolutle but they ought te be sclved. I wonder how you think we

might best proceed with these discussions which may rcquire some

technical development. It cccurs to me that you might wish t- have

your representative mecet with Mr. William C. Fester, the Dircctor »f

our Arms Contrcl and Disarmament Lgency, at e mutuelly convenient

place, such as New York or Geneva. I will be glad to have your

suggestions. ter talks have been held we will then 56 in a

positiosn to evaluate where we stand and continue our work together

for an effective agreement ending all nucleer tests."  (ENDC/74% p.3)

How could the Soviet Unicn and the Cheirman of the Soviet Council of Ministers
refuse to discuss the problem when the President of the Unhited States was éuggesting that
an attempt should be made to see where the twe partics stosd and suggested that the
discussions involved might require some technical development? Thé Soviet Unicn went to
New York and Washington for the specific purpnse of satisfying the desire of the Western
Fowers, and particularly of the United States, for a clarificaticn of the tochnical
problems. Dc you think that, without an immediatc acceptance by the United States
through its Fresident »f the figure proposed by the Scoviet Union, it was wreng for us to
go to New York and Weshington?  What should we have done?  Should we have refused? It
would have been said that the Soviet Unicn had refused a diébussion, thet it Gid not wish
to meet the United States and the United Kingdom in order to study these guestions,

particulerly those which the Western representatives now wish to discuss here.
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In order to give an idea of the argument which the Western Powers are ncw advancing,
lét us lock at the reply given by Mr. Xhrushchev to the President cf the United States.
The Chairman of the Soviet Council of Ministers says:

As you see, we have taken a most important step tc mect your

views. The quota of inspections in the territory of cach of the

nuclear Powers which we are ﬁroposing is an adequate one;, ycur

representatives themselves admitted during the negotiations that

there is no need to verify all or a high proporticn of significant

suspicicus events in srder to cdeter States from attempting to

viclate the treaty. In this connexion, they mention an annual

nunber of inSpéctions which virtually coincides with the quota we

are proposing."  (ENDC/73% p.8)

The Soviet Union thus insisted that the quota it proposed was entirely adequate.

One might also turn the quzstion of the Western representatives round and ask them why,
vhen they knew that the Soviet Union was insisting on the figure indicated, they agreed
to meet the Soviet representatives. One could certainly ask the same question cn both
cides, Basically, it was a metter of continuing the conversations, and the Soviet Union
showed how much interest it atteched to them as a necans of reaching an agrcement.

But there is more. In the last paragraph of his letter tc the Fresident of the
Tnitcd States, Premier Khrushchev said;

1Wou suggest in your communication, Mr. President, that our

rapresentatives should meet in New York or Geneva for a brief

preliminary review of some of the problems you have raised. We

have no objections to such a meeting being held between cur

representatives, The Soviet Gevernment has designated £or this

purpose Mr., N. T. Fedorenko, Fermanent Representative of the USSR

to the United Nations and Mr. S. K. Tsarépkin, Representative of

the USSR in the Bighteen-Nation Disarmament Gcmmitteé, whe could

meet your representative, Mr. William S, Foster. We take this

decisicn in the belief that the meetings between cur

rcpresentatives should lead in the very near future to agreement

being reached on cutstanding questions ..." (ibid., p.9)
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There wéfd ceftaiﬁiy some outstanding questions, and, es far as the Sovict Union
was ccncerned, these were precisely thcse technicel guestions, rclating perhops to the
methods of inspection, which are being raised herc by the Western representatives and
which might heve been settled in this rcview of all past conversations and negotiations,
particularly as Chairman Khrushchev added:

... sc that when the Eighteen~Netion Disarmament Committce resumes

its work our representatives will be able to inform it that the way

lies open to agrcement on the prchibition of all nuclear weapon

tests,"  (ibid.)

Of course that is why the Soviet Union went to the United States to discuss outstanding
questions, and particulerly these technical questi~ns which rceguired clarification, in
order to enable the declegations to bring the Eightesn-Nation Committee on Disarmament an
agreenent on the cessation of nucleer tests.

It is certainly easy cnough tc avcid replying to the arguments which have been put
forward here by the Soviet delegation. It is also easy to say; "The statements which
we made last autunn are no longer valid." .Thet is just what the United Statcs
representative told us today. It is easy to say: WPorhaps last autumn we made statement:
which you did not sufficiently understends; perhaps there wes even in those statements" --
we have heard this argume;t before -~ M"an error which we deeply regret. But later we
stated that we could not accept two or three inspections.™

But that is not an argument. Whenever it suits you, ycu can say that ycu do not wisk
to agree on two or three inspections, cr on any other question. But that is not an
argument, and it is certainly noct a positien which the delegations present here can easily
accept. It is true that without your assent end acceptance n: agreement can be reached
on a test ban treaty. We accept this fact. A1l the delegations at this Conference have
a real respect for the delegations rcpresenting the great Fowers, and they are well aware
that without the consent of the great Powers —- I mcan the great nuclear Powers -- there

will be no agreement on the cessation of nuclear tests.



“NDC/PV,113
40

(Mr. Terzbanov, Bulparia)

But you cennot simply comc to the Committee and say: "Yes; perhaps you have
misunderstood certain statements which we have made; bub now, after the discussion we
have had on such-and-such a question, our position has become clear cnough for you to
understond it, enc so we must examine whot we wish to discuss, and not discuss the
principal questions upon which you arc insisting," %We do not believe that such &
situaticn can bc “Cceﬁtud, nor do we believe that the United States and United Kingdom
represcentatives were very cOPV1ﬂcln" today when thcey said thev, if we did not agree to
the figures, we should not have taken pert in the talks. Much morce substantial arzpuments
on this point are neceded in order to allow us to decide how wi are to proceed in futurec.

I believe that the best way to reach an agreement would certeinly be to accept, as
the VWestern Powers suggested in the past, the figure which has been put forward by the
Sovict Union and which, as the Soviet representative showed today in his statcement, is the
outcome of sugzestions made here officially and elsewhere informally. Latcr we could
examine other questions of detail and other technical quus 10ns in order finally to reach

an agreement on the cessation of nuclear tusts.

e Mr. BLUSZT.JN (Poland): I think that today's meeting could have been important

in the history of our negotiations; and I still believe that it mizht become an important
meeting, We have heard a very important stotument by the Soviet represcntative, which in
our view could have opened the way to a fruitful discussion of the modalitics end
procedures for on-site inspection. I must admit I have been very dlsanaolnt >d by the
statements made by the representatives both of the United Statcs and the United Kingdom in
response to the invitstion issucd by the Soviet representative,

I was particularly cisappointed with the response of the United States representative.
Until now I had understood his position to be that the numbers of on-site inspections werc
negotiable, in the broad sense of the term, provided that we could azree on the modalitics
and procedures of on-sitc inspection, If I understood him correetly this morning, he has
now told us that in fact thos¢ numbers arc not negotiable, I think we arc entitled to
draw the conclusion from his words that we arc in fact faced with a double ultimatum: not
only are we asked to accept the Unitced States figure of seven on-site inspections, but,
on top of that, we are told that that number is agreeable to the United States if we
accept the modalities and procedurcs for on-site inspection the United States has put

before this Committee,
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I think that is the only logical conclusion we can draw; becausc otherwise it seems
to me thot the United States delegation should accept the premise that the numbers are
negzotiable in the broadest sense of the term, and its response to the invitation by the
Sovict representative should have been a positive one. I should be very grateful to
have a clear statement on this matter from the United States delegation., I think that the
whole Committee will certoinly be interested to know the exact position of the United

States delegation.

Mr, STELLE (United States of .mericz): First, I should like to take up a
ranark made by the representative of Bulgeria. He ascribed to the United Sfates
representative the question why, ofter President Kemnedy's letter had made it clear that
the position of the United Stétes on the number of inspections was the number of eight to
ten, Soviet representatives came to New York and Washington. Thet qﬁestion, was, I
believe, in fact raised by Mr. Godber and, delighted as we would be to have him as a
representetive of the United States, I am not quite sure that Mr, Godber would accept that
definition. 4s a matter of fact, Mr. Godber's question wns one which we shared. We
thought that the position was clear: we endeavoured to clarify it further after £he
Soviet feprcsentatives arrived for informal discussions in New York and Washington. But
the iImportant thing is that the position of ﬁhe United States both there and here is clear,
and cannot be misunderstood by the Soviet Union.

In response to the question of the representative of Poland, I need only say that the
reoresentative of the Soviet Union and the Govermment of the Soviet Union know that the
muzber of two to three on-site inspections is not acceptable to the United States, .is far
as the United States is concerned, that number is not negitiable.

We have séid that, dcpending on the arrangements, the numbers of on-site inspections
which we had previously mut forward as e;ght to ten were negotiable; and as speeific
cvidence of that I again cite the fact that in private discussions, which have now been
resorted to this Committee (ENDC/PV.102, p.24), the United States said it was willing to
cone covm to the figure of seven, provided that thc gencral arrangements for on-site
inspectioﬁ described at that time to the representative of the Soviet Union were, in
ceneral, acceptable to the Soviet Union, We have not heard from the Soviet Union whether
thosc arrangenents are acceptable, or cven whether there are parts of those arrangements
which are unacceptable to the Sovict Union. We have heard no discussion one way or the

other.



TNDC/FV.113
L2

(Mr. Stclle, United States)

The position is clcar. The Sovict Union continues to dimand acceptance of a number
which it knows is not acceptable to the United States., The Soviet Union continues to
rcfuse discussion of s~ny other major issucz dealing with the test-ban treaty until the
United States submits to what can only be described as o clear Sovict ultimatum. It is
high time that the Soviet Union should move off its present untenable nosition and let
our ncrotintions proceed towards the successful end that all of us around this table hope

they will reach.

Mr, GODBER (United Kingdom): I shall take no more then a moment to endorsc
entirely what our United States collezzue has szid; but in reply to the representative
of Bulgarie, whosc comments I always listen to with interest, I should just like to make
two very bricf points.

The first is that he seemed surprised that the West hacd not tcken up and refuted the
quotations given by the representative of the Soviet Union this morning in connexion with
the Western position., I would say to him that the reason why we did not toke it further
then we did was because we — and I speak for my delegation —— have a higher appreciation
of the intelligence of our colieagues sitting round this table., I remember that Mr. Zorin
used to say on occasion, "We arc not children," I think that is truc of all representativis
‘sitting around this table. They arc not chilaren; and they will recall very clearly thet
both I and my United States colleaguc have in the past dealt in detail and at length with
those¢ allegations, I did not rcally think that it helped the Conference merely to ropeat
whaot hos been said before,

The constant repetition by the representatives of the Zastern bloc herc of the
statenent that in fact the West has misled them really does not help at all. The position
is abund:ntly clear, but for the benefit of our Bulgarian collccsue I should be happy
to o through with him the verbatim records of the cctual stotements I have made in the
past, if he would like to come alonz to sce mc; I shall have a very hoppy time showing
then to hin. I think that is really better than toking up the time of the Conference in

restating positions which have been very fully explained to the Conference before.
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The second poiht related to the letter from President Kennedy and the sccond letter
from Chzirman Khrushchev on the question of figures. I rather thousht that our
Bulgerian collcazuc had failed to t ake the point which I tried to make carlicer, So far
as Presicent Kennedy's position is concerned, it was cquite clcar that he understood from
the start what the Sovict position wasj; he was willing to have discussions, nevertheless,
in the hope of getting some agreed position. Mr, Khrushchev apnarently based his first lcttic
on the figurce which he had written in and which he understood to represent the Western
nosition,

But the whole point Wﬁs‘that, after having that corrected, the Sovict Union was still
willing to participate in thoesc discussions, So it is not an exect analogy to say, "Why
did the President of the United Statcs not refusc discussions thercafter?" The two
positions are not analogous at zll. In one case the position was clearly understood from
the start: in the other coase, apparently, it was not. But, when it was understood,

Mr, Khrushchev was still hanpy for discussions to go forward., Thet is the difference,
and that is why I think it is so pointless to keep referring once again to what the
ﬁcstcrnvposition wase. However, if it werc the wish of the Conference I should be very

happy to read out agein at grcat length the various specches I have made on the subject.

Mr, TS.R.PKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)(translation from Russisn):

I cannot agree with the attempt to give an incorrect idea of the substance of the matter
by referring to the correspondehce éxchangod between President Kennedy and the Chairman
of the USSR Council of Ministers, Mr. Khrushchev. I must szy that, in reply to
President Kennedy's letter in which he said that therc was apparently a misunderstanding,
Mr, Khrushchev's letter of 7 January stated the following:
",.. your renresentotives themsclves admitted during the ncgotiations that there is
no need to verify all or 2 high proportion of significant suspicious events in order
to deter Statcs from attenmpting to violate the trcaty. In this connexion, they
mention an annuel nunber of inspections which virtually coincides with the quota

we are proposing." (ZNDC/73, p.8)
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(Mr. Tsarapkin, USSRE)

This is vhot was stated in Mr. Khrushchov's lettor of 7 January 1963 to Prosident
Kennedy. Therefore, Mr. Godber, do not try to mzke out that President Kennedy stated in
his letter that therc had been a misundirstancing in regard to the inspection guota and
that the Sovict Union had agrecd with this point of view; that is not true. Mr. Khrushchev
confirned in the aforumuntioned lctter that the representatives of the United States, in
their talks with our representatives, had mentioned an cnnuzl number of inspections which
virtually coincided with the cuota we were proposing, nencly, two to threc inspections a

year.,

The Conference decided to issuc the followingz commmniocue:

"The Conference of the Eishteen-Nation Committec on Disarmament today beld its
one hundred 2and thirteocnth plenéry neeting in the Palais dcs Nations, Geneva, under
the chairmenship of Mr. Mbu, Ministcr of State anl represcntative of Nigeria.

"Statements werc made by the representatives of the United States, Burma, Italy,
the Sovict Union, the United Kingdom, Bulgrria and Poland.

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Wednesdey, 27 March 1963,
at 10,30 a.m,"

The neeting rosc at 1.20 v.il.






