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The J.lliAIRJ:iJllii (Nigeria) : I declare open the one hundred and thirteenth 

plenary meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation CO{ilmittee on Disarmament. 

Mr. STELLE (United States of America): In accordance with the recommendation 

of the oo-Ghairmen (ENDC/PV.l08, p.34) adopted by the Committ~e, 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 dis~sion of the 

arrangements for the conduct of on-site inspection. At our meeting on 18 ~~rch my 

delegation summarized (lll~DC/PV .. 110, pp.l9 et seq.) the United states view of the 

inspection 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 

so~e of the basic points now at issue in our negotiations. 

MY delegation has stated its belief that there are a number of issues concerning 

on-site inspection on which negotiations should now take place. The $oviet delegation 

has insisted that there is only one such issue --namely, the number of on-site 
. . ~· . 

~spections and the number of automatic seismic stations, In addition, the Soviet 

delegation has stated that there can be only one basis for agreement on this one 

question -- that is, the numbers which the Soviet Government has proposed • 
. . · ' 

~ve cannot accept the position of the Soviet Union, although we can agree that one 

of the issues, and an important issue, which must b~ the subject of neg,otiation is the 

number of on-site inspections. We have no difference with the.$oviet representative 

on that score. ~fuere we do differ, however, is over what other issues _must be · .taken .. . 

into consideration with respect to on-site inspection.. 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-sit~ inspection 

is before even a tentative agreement on the number of on-site inspections can be 

meaningful. As I hav-e noted· at past meetin:;s, in aonnexion with the .quota of on-site 

inspections we wish specifically to know the Soviet answer to the question, 'The number 

of what?" • . 

The. al;).SWer to that question will concern the problem of inspection arrangements or, 

as we have eoma to eall them here, ·modalities. My del.egati~n has tried at our past 
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meetings to make ~lear 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-site inspections. We have earnestly sought and now seek the views of the 

Soviet delegation on those iS$Ueil. 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 ~o" 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 seismio events wUl be designated:t.:or 

inspection. Here we believe that other~side ~hoi~e should be the prin~iple 

a~~ording to whioh events are designated among the three nuclear Powers negotiating 

here, Employing the principle of other-side choio.e, the Soviet Union would 

designate events in the United Kingdom and the Unit.ed States which it might later 

wish to in.epect. The Soviet Union would have to submit pertinent seismic data 

locating such an ·event. Tht data would have . to meet agreed criteria on location.. In 

addition, t.he Soviet Union would have to indi~ate that the event in the United 

Kingdom or.the .United States ~auld not be identified as an earthquake a~cording to 

another set o:f agreed treaty criteria. We still do not know where the Sovi~t Union 

stands on that issue • 

. secondly, we have indicated in specific terms what criteria we should propose 

to follow with respect both to the locatiqn of an evemt and to its identification as 

an earthquake. The Soviet pos~tion.on those ~riteria remains unclear. We hop~ sooil: 

to hear whether the Soviet Union aMepts them or whether it has other oriteria 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 principle 

of other-side ~hoice, That would mean that the Soviet Union qotll.d select, within an 

annual quota of course, an event for inspe~tion from among those which it had 

designated in the United Kingdom and the. United States. We believe the sel.eotion 

process. should be. acc_omplished within ~ tim~ limit. .Again, the $oviet Union bas yet 

to make clear its views on that question. 
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··Fourthly, we have proposed-a. new definition for the area. within which the 

inspectiOn would be carried out~ The Soviet Union has not told US of its views on 

that ·.proposal, 

Fifthly, we have outlined our views on how ·an in8pection ~ team might be composed, 

its duties in the inspeotion zone, and the provisions which might be drawn up to ensure 

host countr:Y security during an inspection. We have· proposed that teams be composed 

so that the other nuclear side would be represented by some fourt·een highly-trained 

technical experts. In addition there would also ·be team members trom States not 

-members or· either NATO or the Warsaw Pact. He have· indicated our view that inspection 

teams Should have guaranteed freedom of movement in the inspection area consistent 

·· with their pilrpose of searching for evidence· of an undergroU!ld nuclear weapon teet· or, 

· more hopefully, for evidence that an event was not a test. 

In addition, the United States delegation has offered certain safeguards to the host 

·. country during the period an inspection team is in transit to the inspection area. We 

have also 1ria.de it clear that we are willing to permit host-country observers to 

·accompany the team. Finally, we have propo'sed that sensitive defence installations 

could be excluded from the area Which is to be insp·ected. The Soviet' Union's po&ition 

on those propOsals re.maiils unstated, and we ea:rn:estly hope that it will tell us how it 

feels on these issues, 

As my delegation has indicated before, we:intend earnestly to continue .negotiations 

until agreement on a test ban is reached. We believe the best way to accomplish that 

is for each side to make its position clear, at least in general terms, and then we can 

engage in give-and-take negotiations on the signii'ioant points at issue. · We eontiilue to 

hope that the Soviet Union wU.l find that that ' is a useful way in whieh to proceed, 

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 Ki.ngdom must accept with regard to the sole issue on which the Soviet 

delegation will now negotiati~ 

In the continu1Iig hope that we shall soon be in a poai tion to negotiate reasonably 

up·on the broad issues of the arrangements ' for on-site inspecti<m, my delegation would 

like to place before the Conference certain additioiial portions of 'its position on the 

arrangements for on-site inspection. These points of clarifioatfon) I should repeat, 

relate solely t6 inspection in the Soviet Union; the United Kingd.Olli and the United States, 

They follow upon my del.egat.ion's statement at the meeting on 18 March. (:ENDC/PV.llO}. 
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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 place of arrival of the inspection 

teams, the host country should have five days in which to indicate the arrangements it 

would make for the recept1oa of the team. The host country 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 considered necessary to 

assure its national security, subject only to the conditio~ -- the natural conditio~ 

that the inspection team should arrive promptly at the inspection area. Those safeguards 

could include the use of its own aircraft and pilots to transport the inspection team; 

provisions to ensure that the inspection team was not permitted to view the territory 

of the host country en route to the inspection site; the use of any flight routes which 

the host country might choose, consistent again with the prompt arrival of the team; and 

accompaniment of the team by host-country observers. 

The team, as we indicated at the plenary meeting on 13 ~~rch (ENDC/PV.lOS, pp.7,8), 

would in our view consist partly of international staff members from countries not 

members ofN~O or the Warsaw Pact, and partly of technical experts from the other nuclear 

side. The leader of the team would be from the other nuclear side. To ensure that 

certain functions of the team were carried out by highly-trained technical personnel in 

order to achieve the maximum deterrent and confidence-building effect in each on-site 

inspection, we foresee that certain specified personnel should be among those provided 

by the other nuclear side. ~ie believe, as we have said, that at least fourteen 

'~Phnical experts from the other nuclear side would be required for inspection in the 

Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the United States. 

The precise composition of a particular inspection team would of course depend on 

many cireumstances, including the location of the ar~a to be ~nspected, climatic 

conditions, and local geology and land forms. For illustrative purposes we believe that 

experts with the following skills might be included in the team: 

First, a number of specially-trained natural scientists, one to lead the inspection 

team and othe~to take part in the programme of visual inspection; 

Second, qualified.engineers to take part in the use of aerial and surface gamma­

spectrometlYinspection techniques; 

Third, photographic interpretation-specialists and geophysicists to take part in 

the use of broad spectrum photographic and magnetometer inspection techniques; 
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Fourth, seismologists to engage in the seismic monitoring of after-shocks; 

Fifth, physicists for the inspection of rock samples tor cristai. detofuation • 
... 

Equipment for all operations undertaken by the inspection teamwould be supplied 

by the team, except heavY 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 i:o,spection 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 helico.pter flights thro~out the inspection 

area to examine the · are.a both visually and photographically for 8I).Y evidence of a 

nuclear weapon test. In addition, members .of the team would have access thr.oughout 

the area for the purpose of surface inspection, and would be permitted entrance to 

any sub-surface cavities, 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 beli~ve it 

could be extended by mutuai 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 indicate what additional persons and equipment 

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 sfter a team 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 that concludes my delegation 1 s preliminary discussion of the 

arrangements for the conduct of an on-site inspection. ive sincerely hope that the 

Soviet representative, or representatives of allies of the SoviE;lt Union in this 

Committee, will soon be prepared to offer comments on the broad issues of on-site 

inspection. It is our hope that what we have presented today will b.etter enable them 

to do that. 
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Mr. BARRINGTON (Burma) ~ On behalf of my deleg2.:cion, I take the floor today 

to sa:y a few words, first about the very rec ent French und erground test conducted in 

the Sahara, and then, generally, e.bout the nuclear-Hea.pon tests which he.ve taken 

place since 1 January ef '!Jhis year contrary to the demands of world public opinion 

voiced in General Assembly resolution 1762 {]CVII) (E~mc/64) ~ 

The Committee will recall that I made a brief reference. to the earlier United 

States tests in my statement of 6 l~Jarch (ENDC/PV .105, pp .10,11) .' The nuclear-weapon 

test conducted last week in the Algerian Sahara Has, in the view of my delegation, 

a double crime. First, it was a crime against humanity at large, as are all nuclear­

weapon tests; . secondly, it was a crime against the peopl~ and the Government of 

Algeria, on. whose _territory anq despite whose protests it was conducted. 

As a nuclear Power, France ie a membe'r• of this Cornm.l.ttee but ... inStead of taking 

its place in our midst and helping us to find a means to put an end to nuclear test.s 

for ever, it insists on going its own way, reserving to itself the right to conduct 

nuclear tests whenever it considers them .to be necessary. In so doing, France 

refused · in this case to heed both world publi.c opinion and officially-stated . 

obj actions of the GovernmE3nt on vJhose territ.ory the test was conducted. In those 

circumstances the delegation of Burma cannot help but join in the protests which 

havE3 alre~dy been registered by several of our colleagues with regard to that nuclear 

test. 

Burma's position on nucl.ear testing in .general is well known. He are, we have 

alw~ys been, and we shall alw~ys be . opposed to nuclear-weapon tests, whoever may 

conduct them, whatever the environment, and whatev~r the purpose. l.Je have, we believe, 

already made it clear that. in this matter we draw no distinction between underground 

tests and tests in other enviromnents. That is why we have been unable to support 

a partial test~bantreaty covering tests only in the atmosphere, under water· and in 

outer spa~e. That is why we vie,·J vJith the utmost concern the continuation beyond 

1 Jan~ry 1963 of the United States, and now the French, nuclear tests. 

We note that all the tests that have taken place since. 1 January have been 

conduct~d underground. vle 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 radioactive contamination, even if it vJere true, vJOuld 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. Even if an explosion were ~ully 

contained below the surface - · .. and it seems' that that cannot always be guaranteed 

the radioactive contamination only remains trapped t o begin with. \fuo knm.Js what 

happens to it ultimately? Might not some of it escape eventually into the 

atmosphere or come into contact with underground sources of v1ater? l'ilit;ht we 

not find he.re also -- as the United States scientists eventually found about the 

United States high-altitude explosion held l ast year - ··· th<o1.t the harm done is more 

extensive and lasting than that which had been foreseen ? For those reasons iny 

delegation remains unrepentant in its view that underground tests ate as nruch 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 Gene.ral Assembly (A/C .1/PV .1249, pp. 2 ~t s~_g_.) • In our view, · the continuance 

of underground tests is nothing short of an invitation to others to test and, · for 

reasons which I have .. already stated, not nec·3ssarily under[~round. If we are 

serious about stopping tests, .then we, the States participating in this Conference, 

must set an example by refraining from all ttJsts as· long as our search for a 

mutually-acceptablE! test -ban treaty continues. 

As I have said before, nuclear tests in any form are, in our vie\~, incompatible 

with serious negotiations on a test·-ban treaty. They add considerably 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 ext <mt 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 11nuclear club 11 , the membership of which, according to 

President Kennedy's statement at his press conference of 22 Ha.rch I963, might · 

reach ten by 1970 and fifteen to twenty by 1975. 

The fact of the matter is that we are at the present time engaged in 

negotip.tions, even if they tend to be slow and halting. · Despite the statements 

which make the differences loon so l arge, the differences are, as I ttied t~ 
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explain in my last statement (EriDC/PV .105, pp. 6 ct s og.), simll comp,~l'Gd 1,1 it h 

-what has been agreed and agre ed in a comparc1ti vely short tine . Our gre.c:dj 

obsession -with the small reiD2.i nL1:; differenc e s is but n;:-..t ura l, but i t i s a.lso 

dangerous unless it is kept in p.::rspective ; c..nd I subi:lit that one of t he surest 

-ways of keeping things in per spective is f or the nuclea r Pov!8rs pre sent he r e 

themselves to desist from nuclGa r testing of a.ny kind c'?.l1G -G o uss thei r i nl~luencc 

to keep others from testing, 1Jhi l3 vigorously cont inuing t be search fo r t he mee.ns 

to bridge the small gap 'Which ra r:vo.ins to reach c. nucle.::.r t e st ~·ban agr cenent . 

t-'.iy delegation still refuse s to believe that 2. suit able interim arrange ment, 

offering reasonable protection t o both sides , ca nnot be s.rrived at s.nd . a r 1:ived at 

quickly if the parties are reall:;· det ermined to r each such a n agreement. ~ie must 

stop further t esting if all our past efforts are not t o oe jeopardized. Let us 

remember that the traditional t e stin..g season is almost upon us. 

Mr. CAVALLETTI (Italy) (translation froP.l French) ~ I believe tha.t the 

statements we have heard thj_s morning have been of grG<:..t i nterest to ::JUr Committ ee , 

and they have certainly held our entire att ention. lVir. B.::crrington has repeated 

his urgent and sincere appeals for a cessation of all tests i n all environr!lonts. 

He kno-ws that the Italian de l egation too hc..s n.3vor ce<:'.S2d c;:.lling fo r the conclusion 

as soon as possible of a depe ndable and adoquat uly -~gu"'re.nt e 8d treaty c.Jbich vJi2.l 

provide the necessary security f or all and vliJJ_ ~)r o;;:v e nt ~AY r.>ossibilit:r of the 

spread of nuclear -weapons. In the vie'W of the It a1ian c.nd :3urmese delojJ..tions, 

such an agreement is becoming more urgent and rn.ore nece ss.:.ry every dsw . Our 

Committee must redouble its effort s to procurG the concl usion of such a n agreemGnt. 

Moreover, "Je have heard e. ver y intere sting st e,t 8mont by the United Stat es 

delegation. Mr. St elle has summe c! up very cle~1.rly the modalitie s i-ihich, in the 

United States delegation's opinion , should att end tb concl usion of a n agreement. 

He has askad for clGar replies and indications from the Soviet d.s lege.tion -with 

regard to his proposals. Unfortune.tely, tho Soviet delegation has so far refused 

to give the Committee its vie~-Js on ·t;be problJ l!lS outlined by the United St ates 

delegation. l-1oreover, the Soviet delegation ha s not yet t hought fit to reply to 

the requests for clarification "Jhich ha ve been made by rrry delegation too 'at earlier 

meetings. 
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In spite of this silencG and these negativl'; replies, my delegatio"1 cannot 

accept this attitude as final, and continues to hone th~·.t tl1::; Sovi0t deler,·ation 
. ~ 0 . 

VJill clarify its position and enter into fruitful negotL,tions '~itb us. For 

this reason I should like this morning to put ,::. fovJ questions, very briefly, 

-without any polemical aim but simply in ordar to try every possiblG means of 

breaking the deadlock and discovering upon -which subjects tbe Soviet doloe::..tion 

VJould be prepared to exchange vim·JS -with us. 

In one of rrry earli.:;r stc.tements I said that the Committee should .:.t least b0 

able to interpret the letters sent by 11-fr. Khrushch·3V to l'Jl'• .~\eru.~'-''-lY on th12 

subject of tests ENDC/73).. As we knoVJ, these letters propose tiw or three 

inspections annually, but do not indicate VJhen there would be t-wo inspoctions and 

1r1hen there would be three. I do not believe that the choice bet-ween tvJO e..nd threo 

inspections has bean left to the parties. I do not think that the Soviet Govern.ment 

is saying to us~ "Vle do not mind -whether there are hJO or three inspections. Choose 

for yourselves." On the contrary, I imagine tlnt there aust be criteria and 

principles on the basis of -which, in the view of the Soviet delegation, there would 

be t-wo inspections or three. It -would be interesting to know 1-1hat are "these · 

principles and criteria 1-1hich, in the. vie-w of th.:: Soviet delegation, uould determine 

thG choice bet-ween two or three insp0ctions. i:IouJ.d it depend upon the number of 

doubtful phenomena -which tako place during the y.3a;p? i!ould it be determined by 

technical or political considerc,tions, and in e:Lther ca.se 11ho -would be responsible 

and 1.Jho -would be competent to tako the decision? 

The ans-wer to these questions is of interest, not because the number of two. or 

three inspections is acceptable but because, if 110 understood the Soviet point o.f vie1r1 

better, -we should be able to engage in fruitful discussions. In order to reach 

agreement we must first understand each other 1 s ideas. I there:fore hope that tho 

Soviet deleg:3.tion -will be good enough to provide explanations on the problems which 

I have indicated. 

I should now like to ask another question. Regarding the methods of inspection, 

there is one point upon which there is doubtless agreement in principle~ both 

parties recognize that inspections 11D.lst rule out arry possibility o;f espionage. He 

kno-w that this point concerns to a large extent -·~ I 1-1ould even say principally .. ~ 

the Soviet delegation. Could 1.Je n:)t immediately elaborate in a concrete and detailed 

fashion the precautions necessary to rule out all possi_bility of espionage? 
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The Soviet delegation cannot roply that t~1i s is a r::inor question, sincG it h,:_ s 

always declared that tho fear of espionage is, if not thu on:Ly r o3. son , e.t 2.11 c vont s 

the principal reason which prevents accepta11c2 of number of . ' . lnsp.;:; cclons o 

Th5.s is therefore a rnaj or probloFL, e.nd om: must l1opr:: t :1.=tt , if '.·ie a ro a/)18 to .::.c;ro() 

on completely reliable methods and absolutG c_:u.:::..r;:.ntoos in th:l.s !'!'..at tor, t ~1o Soviet 

delegation 1 s attitude concernin::. tbe numbs:· of :Lnsp.::ct i o:1s 1'12.:/ alsa ch2.n;;; 2. If i·~ 

were no longer :Ln doubt and viGl"e cc,rlplotoly :..' :JJ.ssurcd conc,:::rning any poss ibility cf 

espionage, what reasons could :L·c ~)D.t forward fu:' l'cfus in.; :1o;~.;,; th'l.n t ~~r (>,:· inspections? 

I theroforo ask tb:J SoviJt c!clegation ,.;J:,.:rchor it is p:r:'c).:.;.r.3d to c 1·~·.1:} up 

immediately a first concret ~; ~-;.nCI dat.,, iL;d tc~:t co rilir,::.ttinc th:J parties oi1 the probloa 

I have just rruntioned. Propos 2.ls ~1ave already boon mc..do on this sub j-3ct ~)y botb 

parties, and thes': proposals 2.r c 2,lso mt..: ntio::lcci in ti1e lotters · cf Hr. 
·; .. , , 
l\.Cnl1GQ~T a.l1Q 

l'1r 0 Khrushchav. This morning l J:'. Stelle also l~efGrred to the problem of .;uarant •J os 

against espionage. E,::: said; 

11 In addition, the United Sta.tas delegation has offered certain sc:~fegua.rds 

to the host country durinz the period an inspection tean is in transit t o tl-:u 

inspection area. He have e.lso made it clear that vJG arc willing to permit 

host .,country observers to accompany the t e2,m. Finally, we have proposed 

that sensitive defence insta llations could be excluded from the o.ro<1 i lhich is 

to be inspected. 11 (Supra, p_._'LJ 
Does the Soviet delegation consider the guarant e:e s offl.:;red by the United State s 

delegation sufficient? '\!That ot he r guarantees ase.inst possible cspiona:;e u.ctivitic s 

does it consider mcessary? JudginG by l~'J.r. Kiwushchev 1 s l:Jtter to Hr. Xonn2dy 

(ENDC/73), the guarantees against espionage propose(; by tho Unit ed Stat eD o.re 

sufficient and would, I am sure, at l0ast constitute; e ~,;ood basis for th;.,; elaboration 

of an agreement on this V8ry important problem. It is ::'. quGstion of dcvGlopins th3so 

proposals, of giving them concrete form, n.nC: of embodyinz tl}em in a docur.lont. Suc:1 

a text, although certainly roma:l.ni11f~ a very p:.:.~rtis.l :::.greemcnt, would be of grGat value 

and, while reassuring the Sov~_ st ::Ia legation on 2.. Ciulicc.ts aubj ect, i·Jould confirm t h:::; 

good faith of thG \rTostern d:.::llet,c.tions, ,,,Jho lls.v-' s0rtainly novor drear.r.LG of using tho 

inspections for •:::spionag;:; purposes. 

Allow me to ask the So·,rL;t c1clogation if it is proparo ci to undertE~ko the..t t2.sk. 

If possible, I should like t o bc.v .:~, 2. char rel:~l;y- :; and if the.; reply nust be negative, 

although I very much hope that it will be affirmative, I 1-10uld ask the Soviet delc;:;ation 

to give us its reasons. 
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l·:a•. TSAR.i .. PKIN (U~1ion of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from 
Russian) ~ Tod2.y the Soviet delegatiJn uould like to dwell once again on the sta.te 

of affairs in the negoti2.tions on the cassation of nuclear-i·leapon tests. i;lhen the 

.mer.1bers of the Eighteen-tJa tion Committee parted f or the ChristiDE,s and New Year 

recess in December 1962, there was great hope both in the Committee itself and in 

the world at large that after the recess an agreement on the prohibition of nuclear 

weapon tests •muld at last be concluded. 

There were very serious grounds for that hope. As everyone knows, the last 

recess of the Eighteen-Nation Committee took place at a time when the Soviet Union 

had made vigorous efforts to reL1ove from the path to an agreeme;.1t the obstacles 

raised by the ·i·Iestern Powers. The Soviet Union had put forward a compromise proposal 

on the main subject of disagreement -- inspection. 'de deem it necessary to stress 

very strongly that the Soviet Government considers, as it did before, that national 

means of detection are fully adequate for control over the observance on an agreement 

on the . cessation of nuclear-weapo!l tes:ts. lie consider that there is no need for any 

international inspection for the purpose of control over such an agreement, be"cause 

the effectiveness of natio:nal .. means of detection of nuclear explosions is at the 

present t:i.Jne such as to enable both the nuclear Powers and the non-nuclear States to 

exercise control over an,agreement on the prohil;>ition of nuclear-weapon tests without 

:international on-site inspection. There will be even less need of inspection in the 

future, because tho effectiveness of ne.tional means of control will continue to 

increase as a result of the rapid progress chara~teristic of the present time in all . . . ' \ . 

fields of science and technologJI, including ~eismology. The Soviet Government 

continues to stand firmly on its position ill· this regard. 

However, being anxious to do everythingpossibla to facilitate the achievement 

of agreement on the prohibition of. nuclear:-weapon tests, the Soviet Government 

manifested its good will, and agreed to make a very great concession to the United 

States in this important quGstion. The gist of this concession was that the Soviet 

Union declared its willingness to take into account the insistent wishes lvhich had 

been repeatedlJI expressed, both officially and informally, in the course of the 

negotiations by representatives of the United States and the United I):ingdom, 

including prol!linent United States scientists. These insistent requests and wishes 

were put to us during October, l'iovember and the beginning of December 1962. Their 

gist was that the Soviet Union should agree to a small inspection quota. 
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Horeover, the aforesaid r epresentatives quite definite ly asked tha t the Soviet 

Union should agrGc to the inspectiol1 quota which it had its elf officially nai!lGd and 

which it had maintained up to 28 lJovember 1961 - ·- that isJ> up to the timc vrhen th:J 

Soviet Union put forward a new proposal which did not provide for any intsrnatic11al 

inspection. The circumstance that the representatives of the United States arc now 

trying to deny this cannot do -.<Hay with tho fact that the agre enlEmt of the Soviet 

Union to two or three inspe ctions a year is a positive reply to thos e insistent 

requests and specific wishes of the represGnt<:l.tives of the United States and the 

United. Kingdom. 

In other words, the Soviet Government, being anxious to achieve an agrecri1BntJ> 

accepted the nwilber of inspections \Jhich had been pro~)osed by the representatives 

of the United States)> and VJhich the r ej_)rescntatives of the United Kingdom had also 

apl)caled to us to accept at offici2.l meetings of the Gorr ... mittee. 

In vicH o;f the persistent attempts of the rcpros tmtati'Jcs of the United States 

to L112.ko out that ths United States ha d nevcr asked the Soviet Union to a gree to 

three inspections a year~ I venture to remind the Com.iilittee once again of the 

following facts. Although the representative of the United States attempts t o deny 

these facts)> they do not cease t o exist on that accou.11t. Er. Dea<1~ at the time '-'!hen 

he 1.-1as still the official representative of the Urrited States in the negotiations on 

the cessation of nuclear •,.Jeapon tests~ during a meeting with l1r. Kuznetsov~ the First 

Deputy Foreign Jvlinister of the Soviet Union,. or" 30 October 1962J> in appealing ·to the 

Soviet Union to 2,gree to a small inspecti::m quota~ declared that ;,;. q11ota of two to 

four inspecticns a year wo11ld fully satisfy the United States and wollld make it 

possible to come to an agreement very quickly. 

In the second half of October 1962 the 1·1611-known United States scientist 

Professor ·~Jiesner P du.ring t•Jo in.fori:i1:":.1 meetings vri th the Soviet academician Fedorov 

in :~ew York and in ·v~ashlilgtonl' also asked that tho Soviet Govermo.ent should me et the 

wishes of the United States and agree to on-site inspection~ arld he said that a 

small quota of two to three inspections a year ilOuld open the 1.1ay to agreement with 

the United States on this question. 

lJot only during informal m.eetL1gs, but also during official :neetingsJ> at the 

session of the General Assembly and in the Eighteen-Hation Committee)> 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, hr. Stevenson, stated on 10 October 1962 in 

the First Committee of the General Assembly at its seventeenth session ~ 

11 only one obstacle bars the path to the first great step toward 

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

position which it took from 1958 until November 1961 tl1at on-site 

inspection was a necessary element of any test ban agreement. 

"··· If the Soviet Union really wants an agreement to stop all testing 

for ever, \le frankly cannot understand \lhy some inspection at the site, 

which was acceptable to the Soviet Union a year ago, should not be 

acceptable today." (A/C.1/PV.lq6. p.38-40) 

As you see, the official representative of the United States to the United 

Nations, Mr. StevensonJ was referring to a quita definite number of inspections. 

He asked the Soviet Union to re~ffirm the small number of on-site inspections 

which it h<;l.d. agreed to a year before. JJ. year before ~ in comparison with the date 

of Hr. Stevenson 1.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 meeting of the Conference on 

the Discontinuance of Nuclear ~veapon Tests. At that meeting the Soviet· delegation, 

on instructions from the Soviet Government, made an official statement to the 

effect that the .Soyiet Ul]:_io:t:~ agreed that a treaty on the prohibition of nuclear 

weapon tests should contain --

11a provision to the effect. .that on the territory of the Soviet Union 

and likewise 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 gr.oups to eacp of the above­

mentioned countries ••• 11 (GEN/DNT/PV.234, p.l5) 

The Soviet Unj.on hcis never named any other numbe.r of on-site inspections. 

Consequently, when the representatives of the United States or the United Kingdom 
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appealed to the Soviet Union to revert to the nwnber of inspectioGs to Hhich i t 

had itself previously a greed '" the only ~l W1lber th,].t \·JB.S me.s:i1t was t!::.is figure of 

up to three inspe ctions a year_, and no e ther. 

In Octobel' 1962.so l'ir. Stevenson said at the s ession of the General _1.ssembly 

the. t the refusal of the Soviet Union to accept on·-s i te inspection \·las the .only 

obstacle t o the conclusion of an agre ement, and tha. t this sole obstacl e would be 

removed if the Soviet Union accepted t he nwnber of h :s pe ctions i·Jhich w<:.s acceptable 

to it one year ) re viously. As you see., last December the Soviet Union_. by agreeing 

to a quota of two to three inspections <:~ yaa.r ' · removd this sole obsto.cle to 'w'hi ch 

the representative of t he United Sktas;; J:·~r. Stevenson, was referring. 

United Kingdom representatives ·a.lso ·made· similar appe2.ls t o us. SpeakL'1g in 

the three-Pm..ier Sub-Com.mi ttee in Geneva on 20 :;o"'e"i.ber 1962~ Hr . Godber said -~ 

ii \Je could have a complete comprehensive treaty!) and a ll that is 

necessary f or that i s for t.he Soviet Union t o revert -- not t o accept 

anything new. but to revert -- to accepting something which a year ago " 

here in this building_. our Soviet coll eague renounced ' in other words, 

to accept again the principle of obligo.t ory on-s ite inspection. Tha t 

is all 1".ie need -- a very small number of on-si ta inspections a year. 

If that were conceded by the Soviet Union.so if it 1.:ere to revert to t he 

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

quickly rea ch a comprehensive t est ban . 11 (ENDC/SCol/PV.4!v p.ll) 

As you see _. the officio.l representative of the United Kingdom~ J.ir . Godber .. also 

asked the Soviet Union to revert t o the figure of three inspections a year!) which, 

as he put it.l> would enable us qu~ckly t o reach a corJ.prehensive t est ban. 

T1.ro weeks later ano ther United Kingdom r epresenta tive _, Sir i-fichael Wr i ght_. 

spoke no l ess definitely. In the :Cighteen- Ha.tion Commi ttee on 5 December 1962 

Sir Nichael Wright sta t ed the follo>ling ' 
11 o. o if the Soviet Government were t·J"illing t oday t o take t he oos i tion 

that it t ook for two year s until aL~ost exactly a year ago> a 

comprehensive treaty could no doubt be signed by 1 January 1963 . 11 

(ENDC/PV o87 I iJ . 8 ) 
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At the sam.s meeting Sir Nichael \!right Lkide the follo\oing appeal to us ; 

il... let us sign a ccmprehens ive treaty with the II'inimuru. 

~ount of international verification still required~ at 

l east for the time being~ and let this minilnwn be on the 

lines of l<Ir. Khru?hchev 1s own earlier proposals." 

(ibid •• p.U) 

He also said ~ 

"In so fs.r as this requires a political act by the 

Soviet Ul'lion, I would urge the Soviet Government to take 

tQ.at act. 11 (ibid •• p.l2) 

As ' YOU sse, the representatives of the l.J"estern Powers insisted .with a 

good deal of stubbornness that the Soviet Union should take a political :act 

that isJI 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 they obtained this agreement on the 

part of. the Soviet Union. But what was the response of the "\-!estern Powers, 

the response of the United States» to that political a:ct on the part of the 

Soviet Union? In response we were met» as had happened several times in the 

past» with the Wes~ern Powers' repudiation of their own words and their own 

proposals. i~e were met with cy,nical attempts to exert pressure .on the Soviet . 

Union in the hope of securing further concessions}' in particularan increased 

nu.rnber of iL'1spect~s -- 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 aild utterly. simple. The Soviet Union, having shmm its 

good will in regard to the main subject of disagreement., namely the question of 

inspections~ has gone the whole way» the whole distance which s.epara ted the 

positions of the two sides. By agreeing to two to· three inspections a year, . the 

Soviet Union ha.s fulfilled th~ requir.ement» or the condition,_ put forward by the­

United States for the conclusion of an agreement on the prohibition 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 conces.sions. lis a result of this there was no agreement. 
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The r epresentatives of the Unit ed States, Hhile r efusing t :-1 s::;ttl e the mai n 

question 1-1hich has so far been the subject of differences preventing agreement 

the que sti on of t he quota of inspecti9ns , a s well as the questi on of thE: number of 

automatic seismic stati()nS -- are at the same time trying persis tently to impose on the 

Committee a discussion of technical details. I t is precisely in this direction 

that the efforts of the representative of the Uni ted States, Hr • . Ste,ll ? , and of its 

Western allies have been concentrated at r ecent meetings. lJe are now faced with a 

new manoeuvre by the vJes:tern Powers aimed at still further complicating the situa tion 

in the negotiations. 

Quite recently, before the Soviet Government had agreed to t he cs.rrying out of 

two t o three inspections , t he V!estern representatives had no doubts as t o what 

inspection -vms. There was no suggestion of any mysterious lack of understanding on 

this questi on in the extracts I hav e just quoted from the statements of ~·Ir. Stevenson, 

ll1r. Godber and Sir Michael \~right, or in the informal proposals of 1'-:fr. Dean and 

Professor Wiesner. One could recall a number of statements by representatives of 

the V.Jestern nuclear PmJers in which they categorically emphasized that tho only 

obstacle to agreement was t he differ ence between the Soviet Uni on and the Western 

Powers in that the Sovie t Union, r elying on the effectivc:mess of national means of 

control, saw no need for on-site inspecti on , whereas the tvestern Powers insisted that 

a t est-ban treaty should s t ipulate a small quota uf inspections, iorhich t he Soviet 

Union had previously accepted, namely t1,ro to three inspections a year. 

Now, as a result of the agreement of the Soviet Union t c this principle of a 
~t 

quota of i nspections, the obstacle which the VJe stern r epresentat ives themselves had 

described as t he only basic one has disappeared. Yet the . Hestern representatives 

now have doubts as to whether the \!>]estern Powers understand at all what inspection is. 

The artificial nature of these doubts i s 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 inspection quota and t he 

number of automatic seismic stations -- and to involve the Committee in a maze of 

technical discussions. The United States r epresentatives continue to maintain the 

untenable and completely-discredited position that t he question of the number of 
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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. ~f the United States and its representatives cease4 their 

attempts to impose a dif1erent solutfon of 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 M3.rch: 

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

is not, acceptable to the United States. 11 (E:t\'TDC/PV.llC, p.34) 

But he immediately added: 

"We believe that a discussion of modalities -- a wider agreement on 

the broad arrangements for on-site inspection -- might make agreement on 

numbers .easier. 11 (ibid.) 

If by this remark Mr. Stelle meant that the achievement of agreement 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 l~. Stelle, that the United States is prepared to 

accept the £igure of two to three inspections; if you wish, you can even make a 

reservation to the effect that your acceptance of this quota of inspections is 
' · ~ 

conditional and depends on the achievement of agreement on the modalities of inspectio\ 

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 progress in our negotiations. 

Therefore we earnestly request the United States representa-l.:.ive, Hr. Stelle, 

to confirm that 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 

Hr. Stelle will open up before the Committee favourable prospects for progress and 

speedy 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 Ui th regard to all t esting I understand very . clearly. He has been 

consistent throughout, in his approach t o this question, in feeling that underground 

tests should be equated with others. I think it is fair to say that that has not 

been the view of all the delegations 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 (rNDC/59) last August. As I say, I understand the Burmese 

point of view. I would only say to our Burmese colleague that there is this other 

attitude. Undoubtedly the whole aspect of atmospheric testing has iloomed much larger 

in the public concern throughout the world because of the clos er r elationship to health 

haz;ards. I noticed that the representative of Burma made the. point tha~ there could 

be health hazards in relation t o other explosions; but I think even he would agree that 

they must be very considerably l ess than those appertaining to atmospheric explosions~ 

I have alw~ys held the view that, if we could have achieved a partial agreement 

on t erms acceptable to both sides, t hat in i t self '.·JOuld have been a stimulus towards 

getting the complete agreement which I have always beli eved we· must attain. One 

of my own themes at this Conference has been t hat if we cari get agreement in some 

1 areas it helps us on to agreement in othsrs. So I still regret that it was not 

possible to conclude the partial agreement which we offered in August last year, and 

which i ndeed is s t ill available. And, having in mind the considerations which our 

Burmese colleague has put forward, we also at t hat t ime put fon~ard our comprehensive 

treaty (ENDC/58), and i t 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 rr.ust admit I was a little surprised t his morning 

that he took up the t ime of t he Confer ence once more wit h a repet ition of arguments 
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and quotations which have been given round this table a number of times alreaqy, if 

not by him then by some of his friends. All those arguments have been clearly 

dealt ~~th time aDd time again. All the quotations from Western spokesmen_designed to 

show that 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 our 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 that, if that was the Soviet 

feeling, then surely the position must have been clarified absolutely and completely 

in the very first response which President · Ke-nnedy made to Chairman Khrushchev's 

communi~ation to him (ENDC/73) at the end -of last year; because in his letter of 

28 December 1962 (ENDC/74) President Kennedy immediately 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, and 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 t~at reply which he received from President Kennedy. 

Therefore what is the point of going over these matters again when they were set out 

so clearly by President Kennedy? It seems to me it Im.lSt only be an indication that 

our Soviet ·colleagues are seeking t o 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, frankly, I do not think it helps 

us forward. 

In his speech this morning our Soviet colleague r eminded us again -- as if we 

needed r eminding again - - of the Soviet Union's position, which i s that it is prepared 

to accept two or t~ee inspections a year on Soviet territory. Of course the Western 
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position in relation to that is quite clearly known: · it is that the smalles't number 

which we have felt able to offer, on the evidence at prese.nt 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 to 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 a question of autbmatic stations, then clearly we 

ought to be ready to discuss what would go into such ~ station -- what it would 

comprise-- so that at least weknow 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. v!e 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 way in which we feel that we can usefully conduct such a game. 

Hhat justification does the Soviet Union offer for its attitude? It says 

that the issue now is basically political. It suggests that there is all the 

scientific evidence which we should want available to justify a treaty, even one 
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base,d o~-~~ ?~~~i~~ in~~~c~iO.n at all. In other words, it suggests that existing 

detection systems are perfectly adequate to detect, to locate and to identify all 

events which might reasonably be suspected of being nuclear explosions. At the · 

same time the Soviet representatives say they recognize ' that there are many people 

in the We~t who are not convinced of that proposition, and who therefore ·vould be 

opposed to a rtuclear test-ban treaty which did not involve some meastire of 

supervision,· 

That brings 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 i·le~t, 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 ··reasbn we warmly 

velcomed their reacceptance of the principle of on..;.site inspeCtion. se··~ with 

that in mind, the sOviet Union says that it has made its offer of two to three 

inspections a year, and three automatic s·eismic stations,· vh'ose function 'Would 

be to check on the operation of the national · detection system. It says that 

its offer is a poliUcal gesture and is· designed to take account of the· political 

difficulties in the 1vest. However, that is really the· crux of the p~blem. I 

think that the Soviet Government has still not really understood vhere oUr difficulties 

lie, and why they arise. 

If confidence ie to b& created amorig responsible people in the West --

people who represent the vast majority ·vho want a nuclear teat..:ban treatu -- then 

those. :people have to be told what the grounds for confidence are. And that brings 

us to the question of probability; the probability of identifying -- not only of 

detecting, but also of identifying -- seismic ev~nts. That involves various 

questions. It involves the probable number of seismic events aach year in the 

territories of tha nuclear Pavers; it involves the probable n~~ber of those events 

vhich can be identif:i.ed as natural events ; and it involves the capacity of 

existing, or indeed of projected, detection techniques to ·. detect, to locate and to 

identify. In fact, vhat we are concerned with here is not exact figures but 

probabilities. 

It we are indeed talking about probabilities; then ve must have evidence on 

which to base our discussion. It really is no use just making unsubstantiated 
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This is really where we miss so much the agreed background which we 

had to our earlier discussions in the previous three-Power Conference, when, right 

up to the autumn of 196i, we had an agreed basis contain~d in the Experts' Report 

of 1958 (EXP/NUC/28). 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 onmany occasions suggested getting some of our 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, ue sometimes do get 

interesting suggestions emerging from them. But it is the lack 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 form 

or other and trying to evaluate it, and doing so in a spirit of co-operation. 

We on our side have made all the information available as we nave obtained 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 have been 

prepared to modify our posit_~~n ,to take a<?,_count of thal'Jl.. That has been the 

backgroun~ against which we have been able consistently 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 information 

which it alleges that it has; nor has it been prepared to co-operate in any joint 

research. Indeed, I am afraid it has really done less than that, because it has 

recently refused even to discuss the information which we have made available. It 

has merely continued to assert tha~ information about present detection techniques 

is perfectlyadequate 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 suggest 

that the best way to settle the. matter w~uld in fact be to try to 5et agreement on 

the scientific background to the question, and on the actual number of unidentified 

events which still remain. 
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· J:n ··spite <of· the refusal to co-operate, we in the \lest have gone forward steadily 

and have refused to be discouraged. \1/e have made a judgement on what we think is 

necessary against the background of our assessment of existing and projected 

detection capabilitie~ ip order to create confidence. I come back to that word 

"confidence", which I emphasized earlier. i.fe have made our assessment of the ·number 

of unidentifi~d events which we thiqk might remain in any one year on the territories 

of the nuclear Powers, and we ha:ve. made our assessment of how many events we· think it 

would be necessary to inspect in order to create confidence. 1-le have gone further; 

we have said that in our view confidence would be established on1y if inspections 

were carried out in a certain way. 

Our Soviet colleague took .us to task this morning for referring again to the 

ques:tion of how inspections would be ca.r;J"ied out; but surely, if" anyone is to blame, 

it is the Soviet Union, because we tried. r.epeatedly throughout la:st year. :i,n the nuclear 

test-ban Sub-Committee to draw the Soviet delegation :f,.nto. discussion on those matters 

so that we could be quite SUfe that we were thinking of the same things. It is 

perfectly true that in t~e discussions at the previous three-~ower Conference 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 agreement on 

them. 

That would leave outstanding only the major issue of numbers. Our. Soviet 

colleague tells us that if we reached agreement on numbers. all the other, things would 

automatica:I;Ly follow. I hope he is right; but it is leaving a great deal to chance, 

and it would indeed be a bitter disappointment if .finally we were able to achieve 

agreement on nQ~be~s .and then found that there was a misunderstanding again between 

the two sides in relation to what we really thought about the way in which inspections 

should be carried out. 

1-J'e have seen how one misunderstanding -- if that is what it was -- has caused 

difficulty recently. l>ir. 1'sarapkin reminded us again ~his morning. of what the 

Soviet Union. thought the Western position might have been. It may be that a genuine 

misunderstan~ng arose there; but then a genuine misunderstanding could arise again 

on what exactly would be the way in which an inspection would be carried out. I . 

still do not understand why the Soviet 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 th~m. :-le 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 r~sponse from the Soviet Union. Mr. Tsarapkin continue-s to tell us that 

the decision on numbers .is purely political and. must be settled before we talk 

about anything else. I hav.e 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 mu:}t be a politic~). de·cision; but in our case it is a political decision 

. be.ced upon scientific asse~sment. The Soviet position, offering three inspections, 

is .a political position, pure and s1mple -- 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, w·ould be 

adequately supervised. 

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 agreemznt, that agreement can ·· 

have no political force. We cannot have confidence unless we know that the 

agreement is soundlybased, and we must ask our .Soviet colleagtie to let us be the 

judge of· what does or ¥.hat does not c:reate confidence in our own countries. I 

recognize that Mr. rsarapkin is a man of great ability; . but to . know what creates 

confidence in a Western democracy does require som.e knowledge of how our system 

works; and the Soviet . system is not quite identical with our own. Therefore r · 
s\lggest that it is relevant to bring out that point, to show the difference in our 

approach to these matters. 

We cannot _accept that weshould be . told that a Soviet gesture involving a 

rever~ion to a number of inspections proposed by the Soviet Union a long while ago, 

and maintained by it until ~bo1,1t a year and a half ago; should be enough to enable 

us to sign a treaty tomorro!f. ~fuen :the Soviet Union was malcin.s its offer prior to 

a year.~nd a half ago, we knew what we ·were taling about when we spoke of inspections. 
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A.s I said earlie~~ ;;~·-ii.ad. inore or less reached agreement on the main aspects of that 

question, alth~ugh there were some items upon which we had not reached agreement. 

But now we do ·not ,kriow 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 ~thers. The Soviet delegation has never told us since we started in 

· this . Co~ference. 

Therefore, I do oncemore ·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 ~s 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 ibis 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 get things moving again, that really was not too much to 

ask of the Soviet :Union at the present time. 

Recently I have been back in my own conntry 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 soon 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 

wiilingness 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 

suc.cessf'Ully on that basis of absolute rigidity. I do beg the Soviet Union once 

m9re . r~ally to understand the T,..Jestern _position, and if it is able to accept the 

numberof 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 Soviet Uniori for 

puttitig fo~rd its number of inspections. As ! indicated earlier, ~~. Tsarapkin 
:··. 

says that it is purely for political reasons, a gesture to help the \.-!est. If it 

were based on a scien~~f~c appreciatiqn, as the Wesi:,ern posit~on is, then obviot1sly 
~ .• ;• 

one >rould have to take account of that situation. But if in fact it .is purely . . . . . .. 

a political gesture, then I should have thought that a very few more inspections 

would make no difference whatsoever to the So~et position • . ~.\fe do not hear so 

much now about espionage, and I am very glad that vl e_ do not, .because I always 

thought that a very poor argument. Obviously, if the Soviet Union can accept three 

on-site inspections a year, tben, from the point of .view of espionage, to accept 

the very few more could mean nothing to it, I have never felt the espionage · 

argument to be a strong one and, as I say, I'nm 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 whiim we cnn reconcile our difference. · That is not going to be done by going 

back into past history, u.s ~ur . Soviet colleague did this morning, trying to justify 

the Soviet position. It is going to .be done bylooldng at the positio~s of the · 

ti-10 side s now and seeing where we can best try to · bridge the gap. It is in thnt 

spirit that I speak this morning, and I hope that we . shall eventually be able to 

solve this very difficult problem, 

Hr. STELLE (United States of America): The Soviet representative has a gain 

today r epeated at great l ength Soviet 'claims that, a s he said this morning, l ast fall 

the United States officinl _reprcseritatives had clenrly and definitely said that the 

riumber _·of two to three on-site inspections would be a cceptable to th.::; United States. 

He quoted several people. As the representative of the United Kingdom has already 

said, the se Soviet claims have been r efuted more than once in our Committee • 
. .. .J ' 

For the convenienc<:J of representatives .I sho.uld like to .call atter:·Uon to t})e 

r e cord of one of the most important of those inaccurate Soviet claims, namely, that 

having to do with privc,te conversations held l ast autumn in New York between Mr. Dean 
I 

and Fj_rst Deputy Fore~gn Hinister Kuznctsov • . The r e cord of the conversation between 

V1r. Dean and Nr. Kuznetsov has been laid before this Comnittee by the United Stnt es 

delegation~ I refer the Committee to the verbatim r e cord of the one hundred and 

fourth meeting. At -th~t time Mr. Foster said: 
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11The Soviet delegation has alleged, in presenting its position on 

on-site inspection, that Mr. Arthur H. Dea...1, at some point during informal 
• 

discussions with Ur. Kuznetsov in New York last autunm, suggested as 

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

Here is the record. 11 (ENDC/PV.l04 1 p.19) 

~~. Foster went on to give the record of the conversations of 30 October, and 

said that the Soviet claim that I-~. Dean offered two to four inspec~ions on . 

30 October was inaccurate. Hr. Foster . gave also the record of the conversation of 

7 November, after which he repeated that there . were no grouncis for doubt about the 

numbers mentioned by 1-'lr. Dean, · l-fr. Dean having given thos!3 numbers as eight to ten. 

Mr. Foster went ort tG say: 

"· •• and that makes subsequent claims by Sovi.et r.epresentati~s, that 

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

quite surprising. n. (ibid. p.20) 

I call attention to the record of those ,particular conver!Sations as most 

important, because it was to the meeting Qf 30.0~tober that Hr • .Khrus~chev refe.:·~~ .:d 

in his letter -of 19 December last to the President. of the United States, when he 

said: 

~ve have noted that on 30 October 1962, in discu.ssions held . in 

New York with Mr. v.v. Kuznetsov, the First·Deputy Minister for Foreign 

Affairs of the USSR, your representativ~, Ambassador Dean, said that in 

the opinion of the United States Government 2-4 on-s~te inspections a 

year in the territory of the Soviet Union would be sufficient. 11 

(ENDC/731 p.4) 

Obviously the fact that that statement oc~ur~ in a ·letter of Hr. Khrushchev's m.alre.s 

it important. But, as }b:'. Godber has already made clear, President Kennedy in his 

answer to that letter on 28 December made the situation quite plain. He said: 

. '~'Hith respect to the number of on-site inspections there appears 

· to have been some misunderstanding. Your impression seems to be that 

Ambassador Dean told Deputy Minister K~etsov that the United States 

might be prepared to accept an annual number of on-site inspecti~ns 

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

. which he mentioned in his discussions with Deputy }li.nister Kuznetsov 
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was a ntunbe:r between eight and ten. This represented a substantial 

decrease ·in the request of the United Btates as we had previously 

been insisting upon a ntunber between twelve and twenty. . I had hoped 

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

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

on-site inspections which ·it had sane time ago indicated it might allow. 11 

(ENDC/74f p.2) 

It is clear that, when the Soviet representatives -- }~. Tsarapkin among them -­

came to New York and Washington, President Kennedy had cleared away any ·mis.understan~ 

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 Hr. Tsarapkin quoted (Supra, p.21) a remark that I made at a recent meeting, 

l~en 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 theUnited States, but that 

agreement on mod.alitres would make agreement on numbers easier. 

The Committee will recall that in a private conversation, which has since been 

reported to the Committee (ENDC/PV.l02, p.24), Mr. Foster proposed to the Soviet 

representatives a lower ntunber than eight to ten. He proposed the figure O·f· seven 

on-site inspections, but he made that figure conditional upon Soviet agreement in 

principle to the kind of inspectio~ arrangements which he outlined for Hr. 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 
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claims concerning the United. States position on numbers last autumn. lfr. Godber 

has said that it obscures our discussions, and it does; but I think the redson 

perhaps lies deeper. l'lhat is the Soviet ·position now on our negotiations for a 

test--ban treaty? It is that the United States rind the United Kingdom must accept 

the figure of two to three on-site inspections before there can be any negotiation, 

or even any _ discussion~ of any of the other major elements of a treaty. 

The Soviet Union knows that · the figure of two to three on-site inspections a 

year is not acceptable to the United States. It cannot pretend that its position 

in these negotiations is tenable, because . its position is simply this: itBd'ore 'We 

talk about anything else, you must accept the figure which you have said you do 

not accept 11 • So, in a desperate attempt to have some shred of substance i'or the 

Soviet position, the Soviet repre~entative·s ccntinue to repeat. the tired statement 

that th~ United States once indicated that tW'o to three inspections might be e.cceptablP~ 

and that therefore there might be some hope that that number is acceptable. That 

number is not acceptable to the United Statei, and the sooner the Soviet Union 

ceases trying to justify its unt~nable position by the repetition ' of stale and 

1.mwarranted claims and allegations, the sooner'we can moVe · fol"l.iard to real · 

negotiations; and I hope very much that that day 'will be soon irideed. 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet So-cialist Republics) (translation from 

Russian): I should like t o say a fevf words in connexion with what the re.presentative 

of the United States has just said.. Nr •. Stelle is again insisting on .his PC!int 

of view, which amounts to say).ng that the United States cannot accept to a.gree 

first on the question of the inspection quota vr.ithout knowing what the technical 

details and modalities of on-site inspection should be. Such a position is unconvincing 

and untenable, because nobody obliges you to sign an agr eement bef~re 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 nll, there was a time -­

and you, Nr. Stelle, should remember it -when at the end of 19.58 we 1vorked out 
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together a major fundamental article which ·prohibited the conducting of nuclear­

weapon tests. ;'[e n.n~ you first a:ccepted i1Ild agreed on that article, and it was 

only .after doing so that \'le stCJ.rted to agree on the details of the agreement. 

At that time you did not refuse to reach agreement 1rith us on that article 

before the details of the agrGement were agreed upon. The situation now is a 

similar one. Then why do you now refuse to reach agreement on the question 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 1-f.r. Godber and 

Jilt-. Stelle, in spite of all their attempts, have in fact been unable to refute the 

facts I adduced, which confirm beyond dispute that the 1i!estern representatives 

had asked the Soviet Union to accept a small quota of inspections -- two to 

three inspections a year. That cannot he denied. Mr. Stelle has tried with 

particular insistence to deny in this Committee the fact -- I stress the word 

"fact 11 - of the statement made by Mr. Arthur Dean in a conversation with 

First Deputy Foreign ~tlnister Kuznetsov on 30 October 1962 to the effect that 

the United States might be satisfied with two to four inspections. 

True,ollthis question it is easy for you to adopt the position of a flat 
. . · ~ ... -

denial. How can it be verified? There were no verbatim records. That is just 

what you are counting on. It is typical, howeve~., that in Nr. Stevenson rs 

statement, in Mr. Godber•s stater.lent in the .sub-Committee, and in Sir Hichael ~'lright 1 s 

statement in the Eighteen-Nation Committee, the Western representatives could 

say nothing, because no denia:l is possible; the verbatim records exist end 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 \l-!iesner 1s proposal; that too is a fact · 

· and there are living witne9ses to conq:rm it. 

I must point out that the stubborn denial of earlier ~ proposals, even though 

they were made informally by the United States, merely shows that the Jnited States 

has chauged ita position. This 0xplains the · stubborn dcninl · of the 

f~cts, but the facts have not ce~sed to cJdst on account of 
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that denial ; they still exist. Incidentally, I should like t o remind Mr. Stelle here 

that, when vre conducted negotiations with Mr . Foster in New Yor k and Vlashington in 

January, it is characteristic that in replying t o our reference t o that conversation 

between 2-Jr. Dean and Mr. Kuznetsov, Mr. Foster denied it very caL~tiously. He t .:;~ld us 

that Mr. Dean, you see, was not authorized t o 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 on, the facts became blurred, time obliterated their clear 

outlines, new more decisive versions of the denials appeared in which even the very 

fact of the statement made by Mr .• Pean was _den?-ed. So much by way of clarification. 

Tod!l.y 1 s statement by the United Kingdom representative, Hr. Godber has clearly shown 

that he has taken the position of refusing t o settle the question of the number of 

inspections on the basis of a political decision and as a political compronrise. The 

United Kingdom representative continues t o maintain the so-called technical appro~ch t o 

the solution of this political problem -- that is, an approach vThi ch for nearly five years 

has kept our negotiations in a de~dlock , has given rise t o one differ ence after another, 

and has prevented the achievement of agreement. I t is obvious that the approach to the 

question of inspection suggested by the United Ki ngdom Pri me 1-Iini ster, Mr . Nacmillan, 

during his visit t o Moscow in February 1959, is not t o the liking of the Unitod Kingdom 

representative, Mr. Godber. Alread;r at that time the United Kingdom Prime Hinister, 

Mr. Macmillan, showed ·sufficient f oresi ght, common sense and ~:>oli tical wisdom t o .understand 

that an agreement on the basis of a politi cal compromise creates confi dence even i n the 

so-called VTestern democratic world. I h9.ve just used t he wor ds. employed by }ir. Godber 

at this morning 1 s meeti ng (Supra, p. 28 ). 

And so, as far back as FebrUB.r'J 1959, Mr. Macmillan in H::1scov1 recognized· t hat it was 

impossible t o settle the question of i nspection on a technical ]Jasi s , with a technical 

approach ~ and he Sl.lggested at his meeting with t he Chairman of the USSR Council of 

Ministers, Mr. Khrushchev, t hat the question of i nspect ion be settled on a pol i t i cal 

basis and not on a technical basis or approach. He have the impression t hat precisely 

that understa,.iding of the matter which the United Kingdom Pr ime Hinister had as f ar back 

fi S February 1959, is unf.:rt.unat Gl y l~:ckinr, i n t lL Uni t '-'d Kincc~ .J rcprescnt:_~ ~; :i v-:..; , 
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Mr. Godber, four years later. I wauld earnestly request the l..!:1i.tGd Kingd:;m 

representative, Mr. Godoer, tc f olbi·I in the stops of his Prine Hinister L1 ·chis regard 

and to support the political approach t o the solution of this :_Jrcbler:l pr0pcsed by the 

United Kingdom Prime lviinister in February 1959 in Mosce>w. If the united r;:ingd~'a 

representative, Mr. Godber, were to do so, I think that such a s top en his pr:u··c would be 

likely t o have a certain ::_)ositive influence on the position of the representctj_ve cf the 

United States; that, of course, might help t owards achieving agreement :Jn tho question 

which we are considering. 

}oJ'r. TARABANOV (Bulgaria) (translation from French) ; Today we have heard 

numerous statements on the problem of nuclear tests. He have heard declarations by the 

representatives of Burma, Italy, the Soviet Union, the United States and the United 

Kingdom. I do not wish to dwell on all these sta·t.er.wnts. I shc.ll deal only with an 

argument which has been put forward here by the United Kingdom and the United States 

representatives. Realizing that the Soviet Union's analysis of the Western position and 

of their proposals of last autum.l'l on the problem 0f a nuclear test ban -- an analysis 

amply supported by facts and quotatLms -- was such as to prodt~ce a profound and 

convincing impression upon all the delegations present, the Hestern representatives, since 

they could not produce an;y proofs, have only been able to read out old verbatim records 

which report simply what they have already said or put forward arguments dev .~id of value. 

Upon what argument have the tw0 Hestern representatives ::_)articularly insisted? They 

tell us that there has been an exchange of letters between the Chairman ·Jf the Soviet 

C ) UDCil of Ministers, Mr o Khrushchev, and the President of the United States, l'1r. Kennedy 

(ENDC/7.3, 74). In the reply which he sent to i"lr. Khrushchev c. n the numbor of inspections, 

President Kennedy denied that the Western representatives h~d mentioned the figure of two 

or three inspections, and clearly defined the position of tho United States as not 

accepting such a figure. This passage has been quoted hero iJy ·che United Stat es 

representative, nnd I have no reason t :J dwell upon it. 

The Western representatives then asked why, in these circtL'J.Stances, and in view of 

President Kennedy 1 s position, the Soviet delegation uent t n VJashil1gton and t o Neu Ynrk t c 
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discuss the matter. Thnt is e. questisn designed to impress the representat.:Lvos here 

and to givo the idea that, after the Soviet delegation had r0ceived President Kennedy's 

reply, it had no need t o go to 11/ashington. Let us lc:)k at ProsidE.:nt Kennedy 1 s reply. 

I shall not read the passe.ge which hns already been qu ='ted by the United States 

representative, but I shall read the last paragraph of this lcttor: 

"Notwithstanding those pr-:~ olems '· I am onccuraged by y r:.m~ letter. 

I do not believe that any of tho pr0 blems -v1hich I heve ra~ .. sed aro 

insoluble but they ought to be st.::.lved. I wmder how you think 1.-Je 

might best proceed -vlith these discussions whi ch may require some 

technical devel opment. It occurs t C> me that you night H:i.sh t -J have 

your representative meet with Mr. Hilliarn C. Foster, the Director of 

our Arm.s Control end Disarna.!!lent Agency, at a mutually convenient 

place, such as New Yorlc or Geneva. I will !Je glad to have your 

suggestions. After tall:s have been held we >.Jill then be in a 

p0si tion to evaluate vi here we stand and continue our work t ogether 

f or an effective agreement ending all nuclear tests." (EriDC/74, p.,3) 

How could the Soviet Union and the Chairman of the Soviet Council of Ninisters 

refuse t o discuss the problem when the President of the United St ates was suggesting tnat 

an attempt should be made ta see where the two par-ti c s stood a.nd suggested t.hnt the 

discussions involved mght require soLle technical development? The Soviet Union went to 

New York and vTashington f ,!r the spec:Lfic purp0se of satisfying the desire of the vTestern 

F0wers, nnd particularly of the United States, f .::Jr a clarificaticn of the t ecl:L.'lical 

problems. Do you think that, without an L11medi at.c acceptance by the United St ates 

through its President ')f the figure proposed by the Soviet Union, it was wrcng f ::r us t o 

go t o New Y-)rk and v1ashington? Hhat should we have done? Sh()L1~d we havo r3fused? It 

would have been said thr!t the Soviet Union had refused a discussion, that; it did not wish 

t o meet the United States and the United Kingdom in order t o study these questions, 

particularly those which the vlestern r epresentati ves now wish t ,J discuss her e . 
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Ute. Taraban:Jv, 3u~garia) 

In order t o give a.11 idee. of the argument which the Hestern Powers are ncu advancing, 

l et us l:>ck at the reply given by Mr. Khrushc hev t o the President cf the Un ~"·c ed States. 

The Chair~an of the Soviet Council of Ministers says ; 

11 As you see, vie have taken a most important step t o m.8c:/c your 

vi ews. The quota of inspections in the territory of each of the 

nuclear Powers which 1ve are proposing is an adequate one ~ your 

repre:sentatives themselves admitted during the negotiations that · 

there is n :; need t o verj_fy all or a high proportion of sienificant 

s•1spicic us events in ,::~rder t o deter States from attempting to 

violate the treaty. In this conncxion, they mention an ennual 

number of inspections which virtually coincides with the quota we 

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

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

One might also turn the qu3stion of the Western representatives r ound and as1c them why, 

lihen they knew that the Soviet Union was insisting on the figure indicated , ·they agreed 

t o msGt the Soviet representatives. One could certainly ask the same questbn en both 

Basically, it wo.s e. matter of continuing the conversations, and the Soviet Union 

Jhowcd ho-:v much interest it atte.ched t o thera as a means of reaching an agreement. 

But there is more. In the last paragraph of his letter t o the President of the 

T; n i -l: 0d .States, Premier Khrushchev said; 
11You suggest in your commW1i caticn, Mr. President, that our 

r ·3presontatives sh-:mld meet in New York or Geneva for a brief 

preliminary review of S;Jrn.e 0f thG problems you have raised . We 

have no ob jections t o such a meeting being held between cur 

::epresentntives. The Soviet Government has desJ.gnated f~r this 

purpose~~. N. T. Fedorenko, Permanent Representntive of tho USSR 

t o the United Nations and Mr. S. K. Tsarapkin, Representative of 

the USSR in the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Corrimittee, vlho could 

meet your representative, Hr. 1-Jilli&rn. S. Foster. We take this 

decision in the belief that the meetings between our 

repres8ntatives should lead in the very near future t o agreement 

being reached on outstanding questions ••• " (ibid., p.2) 
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(l"ir. Tarabancv . Bulgaria) 

There were certainly sof.le outstanding questions , and, as far as the s .::JVi ot Union 

was concerned, these were precisely these t echnical questions , r elating pcr h2ps t o the 

methods of inspection, which are being raised here !Jy the 1:lestorn representat i ves and 

which might have been settled in this r eview Gf all past conversat i ons and neg~tiations; 

particularly as Chairman Khrushchev added; 

" ••• so that when the Eighteen-Netiori Disarmament Corami ttoe resumes 

· its work our representatives vlill be able to inform it that ·the wey 

lies open t o agreement on the prohibition af ell nuclear weapon 

tests." (ill£.) 

Of course that is why the Soviet Union went t o the United States t o discuss outstanding 

questions, and particulc..rly those technical questir:ns which requir ed clarification, in 

order to enable the d~legations t o bring the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament an 

agreement on the cessation of nuclear tests. 

It is certainly easy e·nough t o avoid replyi ng t o the arguments which have been put 

f orward here by the S.oviet delegation. It is also easy t o say ~ "The statements which 

we made last autunm are no l onger valid." .That is just what the United States 

r epresentative t old us t oday. It is easy t G scy ·~ "Perhaps last autumn we made statement~ 

which you di d not sufficiently underste.nd; perhaps there was even in those stat ements" 

we have heard this argument before _ _. ttan error ¥7hich we deeply r egret. But later we 

stated that we could not accept two or three inspections." 

But that is not an argument. Whenever it suits you, you can say that ycu do not wist 

t o agree on tuo or three inspections, cr on any other question . But that is not an 

argument, and it i s certainly not a position which t he delegat i ons present hore can easily 

accept. I t i s true that w~thout your assent end acceptence nc agr eement can he r eached 

on a test ban treaty. We accept this fact. All t he delegations at this Conference have 

a r eal respect f or the del egations r epresenting the great Fower s, and they ex e well aware 

that without the consent of the gr eat P8wers -- I moan the gr ent nuclear ?owers -- there 

will be no agr eement on the cessation of nuclear test s . 
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(Mr. TG.rc-,bi:mov. Bul,r;aria) 

But you cannot simply como to the Committee and say: nyes; perhallS you h2.ve 

Dis-understood certain stat ements which 1ve hav0 :n2"de; but now, after tho c~iscussion vro 

h.:wu h-"d on such-cmd-such a question, our position has becorr..e clear enough for you to 

underst ~·nd it, me~ so wf, nust ex.:_<.rnino wh::~t wo 1-1ish to discuss, and not discuss th ;:; 

~'rincipal qu-::)stions upon 1-mich you c.re j_nsistinc •11 ~'!e do not belJ.eve th2.t such 2. · 

situD,tion can be accepted; nor do HC believe that tho United Stat·as and United Kingdom 

rcprcs cmtatives \'lore very convincing today when they said that, if 1..rc did not e1;;ree to 

tho figures, 1-re should not have taken part in the talks. Huch aorc substanti?~ arv_:u..B.:;nts 

on this point arc needed in order to alloH us to decide hovr 1r::; are to 1-:1roceed in future. 

I believe that thu best w<,y to ree.ch an agreement 1.0uld ccrte.inly be to accept, c.s 

the Hestcrn Powers suge;osted in the past, the figure which has been put forward by the 

Sovid Union cmd which, as the Soviet representative shov18d today in his stat.::mwnt, is tho ­

outcome of sug0;esti ms made here officially and else;-Jhere informally. Later we could 

exw:nine other quostions of detail anc~ other technica.l questions in order finally to reach 

&'1 agreenent on the cessation of nuclear t ests. 

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

in the history of our negotiations; and I still believe that it miGht become an importcmt 

meeting. V'Je hav0 heard a ve;ry i.mport:Jnt ste.tQJ.:lEmt by tho Soviet re;_:lresontative, v-rhich in 

our view could have opened the -v.ro.y to a fruitful discussion of the mod3litic:s e.nd 

procedures for on-site inspection. I must admit I have boon very disappointed by the 

sto.tements made by the r opresontatives both of the United Stat6s 2"nd the United Kingdom in 

rGspons o to the invitation issued by tho Soviet representative. 

I 1'.'as ?articula.rly disc,l)pOintecl with th.:: r e;sponse of the Unit ed States representative , 

Until nov-; I had understo:xl his position to be that the numbers of on-site inspections \'lOr( 

negotiable, in the broe.d sense of the term, provided that wo could agree on the modaliti e:;s 

and procedures of on-sit .::. insp.:-;ction. If I understood hh1 correctly this Elorning, he: has 

now told us that in fact those numbers are not negotiable, I think we are entitled to 

dri-\vl the conclusion fro;n his words that we ar0 in fact f<tced with e. double ult:iJ~12.tum: not 

only are we asked to accept th e United States figure of seven on-sit e inspections, but: 

on top of that, we are told that that nunber is agreeable to the Unit ed States if we 

2.ccept the modalities and procedures for on-site inspecti,)n the Unit Gd States has put 

before this Corrnnittee. 



ENDC/PV .113 
4l 

(Mr. Blus zta.in, Poland) 

I think that is the only logical conclusion we con draw; because othendse it seems 

to me tho.t the United States delegation should accept the premise that the numbers are 

negotiable in the; broadest sense of the teru, and its response to the invitation by the 

Soviet representative should have been a positive one. I should be very grateful to 

have a cleo.r statement on this 1nattor from the United States delegation. I think that the 

uholc Committee lfill certo.inly be interested to kno1f the exact position of the United 

}fr. STELLE (United States of l.merica): First, I should like to take up a 
··--· 

rcmark made by the representative of Bulgaria. He ascribed to the United States 

re)resentn.tive the question vihy, n.ftor President Kennedy's letter had made it clear that 

the position of the United States on the number of inspections was the number of eight to 

ten, Soviet representatives ca1ne to Neu York and Washington. The.t question, was, I 

believe, in fact raised by :Hr. Godber and, delighted as we would be to have him as a 

representative of the United States, I am not quite sure that ~>Ir. Godber 1fOUld accept that 

definition. i•s a l:rkJ.tter of fact, Hr. Godber 1 s question v.r:1s one which v;e sho.red. 11/e 

thought that the position 1vas clear: we endeavoured to clarify it further after the 

Soviet representatives arrived for informal discussions in Nevr York and \·Jashint,-ton. But 

the inll)()rtant thing is thc:ct the position of the United States both there and here is clear, 

and cnnnot be rnisundorstood by the Soviet Union. 

In response to the question of the representative of Poland, I need only say that tho 

representative of the Soviet Union and the Goverrm1ent of the Soviet Union knov1 that the 

nw:1bur of b-ro to three on-site inspections is not acceptable to the United States. l..s far 

as the United Stntcs is concerned, that nwnber is not neg)tiable. 

T:le have said that, depending on the n.rrangements, the nUlllbers of on-site inspections 
... 

vJhich w•J had previously put fon·rarcl as eight to ten 1vere negotiable; and as specific 

ovidence of that I again cite the fact that in private discussions, -vmich have no-v; been 

rG)ortccl to this Committee (:ENDC/PV .102, p.24), the United States said it 'l'l2.S vd.lling to 

cone c~ovm to the figur·0 of seven, provided that the gemc.:ral arr2.ngements for on-site 

insl:·ection described at that time to the; rcprGscntative of the Soviet Union "rere, in 

gcnural, acceptable to the Soviet Union. He have not heard from tho Soviet Union whether 

those arrangcn\o;nts are acceptable, or even whether there are parts of those e.rranger,1ents 

v-rhich are unacceptable to the Soviet Union. ''le have heard no discussion one way or tho 

other. 
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(Hr. StclL~ t United Stat e s) 

Tho position is clo<er. Tho Soviet Union continues to c'-':::mand accept<mc o of c, mlr:tber 

v-rhich it kno-vrs is not o.cccptablo to the Unit ed Stat 0s. The Soviet Union continues to 

r efuse discussion of ::cny oth8r najor issu s dealing with tho t ost-b2.n treaty U..."ltil th e 

Unit ed Ste.tc:s submits to vJh[1.t cc-m only b e described as o. clear Soviet ultilnc>.tUiil. It is 

high tir:1e that the Soviet Union shoulc~ move off its present unten<'.ble ~osition and l et 

our ncr~oti.:'.tions proceed tO\·lards the succ e; s sful end th::>.t all of us 2.round this table hope 

they '\•Jill reach. 

Hr. GODBER (United Kin5dom): I shall take no more thC'.n a mor,lent to endorse 

ontirdy what our Unit ed St c-.t os collee..::;u c ho.s s c.id; but in r eply to the repre s cnt etive 

of Bulg2.rie. , who s e comnents I alw.:!.ys listen to 11ith inter est, I should just like to make 

two very brief points. 

Tho first is th::>..t h e seemed sur:;?risod that tho 1Nost had not t aken up and refuted tho 

quotations giv<.m by the repr e sentative of the Soviet Union this morninc; in connexion 1·ri.th 

the \'J'ostorn position. I vJOuld say to hi1:1 t .!.-,at thG roa son why we die~ not to.kc it further 

then wu did wr:c s becaus e wo - and I speak for EJY delegation - have a higher appreciation 

of th e intelligence of our colleague s sitting round this t able . I r emember thc.t JvTr. Zorin 

us .:;d to s ay on occ?..sion, 11VJc a r c not children. 11 I think that is truG of all r oprcscntG.tiv<. r 

·sitting around this table . They arc not chilci.r en; and they Hill recall vc;ry clearly the.t 

both I e.nd r.ry United Sta.t os colleague ho.V8 in the p?..st dealt in detail 2.nd f.:'.t l enp,th ;v-ith 

thos e allegations. I did not r eally think that it h elped the Conferencc merely tor Gpoat 

v1h0.t h 0. s been saic~ before. 

The constant r epdition by the r cpr osentativc s of the :~~>. st 0rn bloc hGrc of tho 

st at c.r.1cmt tha t in fact the 1:Jest ha .. s nislocl ther,l really do •3 s n:J t hel p at G.ll. The :Josition 

is abunc~: ~ntly cle::cr, but f or the. benefit Jf our BulgarLm collco.r;u 8 I should bo hap:JY 

to r,;o throuc;h Hith hiL: t~1 '=' v orlx:.t:i.J,l records of th .::: :cctual stc.tements I have made in the 

pe.st, if he 'IJOuld like to cor:,c alon~; to see mo ; I s hall have a v ery h.::.p~JY t:ilne shoNing 

tlNn to him. I thinlc tlBt i s N ally better than tcldng u :;) tho t:i.liL:J of tho Confer ence in 

r est ating positions ,,ihich he.ve bc:en v ery fully explained to the Conference before. 
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(Mr. Godber, United King;clom) 

The second point r elat ed to the l etter fron Pr esident Kennedy and the s econd l etter 

from Chc.irman Khrushchev on the question of fieures. I r .:~thar thous ht that our 

Sulg<'.ri2.n collca.;uc had f 2.il Gd tot c.;.k e t he point ~A.nich I tried to n ake e[l.rlicr. So far 

2.s Fresici.ent Konncdy' s position is concerned, it N?. s quite clear that he understood fron 

the st art whnt the Soviet position w2.s; he wns willing to h2.ve c:iscussi.)ns, nevvrthcless, 

in the hope of getting som<::: :;.gr eed position. Mr. Khrushchev a lJ:_)arently based his first let-:. ·~ 

on th0 figure which h;:; had writtun in and 1-.nich h.::: understood to r epr es ent the 1:·1estarn 

position. 

But tho vv-hole point u :-.s thc.'t, 2-fL~r having thnt correct ec~ , the Soviet Union wo.s still 

vJilling to particip.:-.te in those discu ssions. So it is not an eX£.ct ane~ogy to say, 11Uhy 

di d the President of the United Stat.:: s not refuse discussions ther eafter?" The two 

) OSitions .ars not analogOUS at all. Iri one ·case the jJOsitiori WC.S clee.i'ly' understood from 

the start: in tho other ce:.sc, a pparently, it >·ms not. But, whcm it >vas understood, 

Hr . Khru shchev 1vas still he.p;)y for discussions to go forvmrd. Th2.t is tho differ ence, 

ancl that is v1hy I think it is so pointloss to keep r eferring once agrJ.in to what the 

jestcrn position wt>.s. Ho>vever, if it v<Gro the v.rish of tho Confer ence I should be v ery 

happy t o r ead out ac~ain a t gr c:at l ength the various s peeches I h::1.ve made on the subject. 

¥.1r. TS;JtJ.PKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (tr.<?.nslation from Russian): 

I cannot agr-.,;e with the att c:r.t?t to give an incorrect idea of the substance of the matter 

by r efl3rring to the corrGsponclonce exchanged bctv!een President Kennedy ancl the Chnirann 

of t he USSR Council of Ivlinist ers, ¥Jr. Khrushchev. I ::ru. st say that, in r eply to 

? r ,;;sident Kennedy' s l ette r in -vmich he said that t hero Has app2.r ently a Eisundersta.nding, 

Hr. Khrushchev's l etter of 7 J anu2.r y st2.t ed the foll01·ring : 

11 ••• your r epr esent 0.tivus themselves c>.clraitt ecl durin.:; the negotiations that there is 

no need to v 8rify all or a hi; h pro~ortion of significant suspi cious ev ent s in order 

to det er Stat e s from attenpting to vi•Jl e.t e the treaty. In this connoxion, they 

mention on annue.l nu:nbcr of insp c:ctions which virtueJ.ly coincides with the quota 

vie are proposing . 11 (ENDC/73, p.8) 
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(¥1r. Tsar c.pkin, USSR) 

This is vrhD.t 1ms sk'.t Gd in l-'Ir. Khrushch0v 1 s l ett ;;:; r of 7 J e..nu ar y 1963 to Pr e si dent 

Keru1Gdy. Ther efor e , Hr. Godbcr, do not try t o Bake out th?.t Pre sident Kenncd.y st a t ed in 

his l etter th <:t ther e he.cl b een a misund .:;r st mdi ng in r og2.rd to t h e insp0ction quot a and 

that t h " 3ovid Union h ;;.d .:1gr ccd vTith t his ;_Joint of v i ew; th.:1t i s not true . :Vlr. Khrushchev 

cop.firw:xl in the afor om\)nt ion8d 18tt er that the r 8pr esent CJ.tives of the Unit ed Ste,t es, in 

thuir t o,lks v:ith our r epr e s cntc,tivcs , h ;;,cl I~1<.mtion~;;d [-;n .::.nnuc.l nunber of inspections v.rhich 

virtuf,lly coincided ;-.ri th thJ quot:;, HG 1•rc r c pra;Josing , n2n uly, ti-IO to three inspections 2. 

y ear. 

Th o Conferenc e decided to i s sue the follo-v.rini-;; co!'.Trluniqu e : 

11Thc C.)nfer encc of the Ei::;htoen-Nation Co:r:u:nitt eo on Disar mament t oday bcld its 

one hundred and thirteenth plenary Tieeting in t he Pala i s dos N~tions, Genev~ , under 

the ch0.irn<:mshi p of Hr. Hbu, l>iinist cr of Stat e n.nc~ rc:::m~ s cnt A,tive of Nir~cria . 

11St at em0nt s "~;.rero made by tho r opr os ent c:.tive s of tho Unit od Stc-,t cs , Burna, ItC'.ly , 

th G Soviet Union, th e Unit ed Kingdor.1, Bul gP.ric?.. and Polo.rlC~ . 

11 The next meetinG of the Conf er ence will be hel d on ">Jednosdo.y, 27 March 1963 , 

at 10.30 .::.. .m. 11 

The !:lcetinf:j rose a t 1.20 p.r.1 . 




