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The CHAIRMAN.(Canada): IAdeélare open the one hundred and gighth plenary

meeting of the Conference of the EightéennNation Committee on Disarmament.

Mr. STELLE (United States of America): On 11 March'my delegation pointed
out that one important task before us is to definé what we are really talking about
when we speak of on-site inspections (ENDC/PV.lO?,,poAB). Secretary of State Rusk
aptly stated the nature of this problem when he said at his news conference last
Friday that the question of the number of on-site inspections is highly theoretical
until we know what it is we aré talking about. He phrased it this way:

"We. do not yet have in our discussions in Geneva any satisfactory

answer to the question, 'the number of what?'™" N .
Today my delegation wishes to describe what it is we mean by inspegtiohs when we talk
about an annual quota of sevén on-site inspections. .

In his opening statement at this session of the Confersnce, Mr. Foster made it
clear that the . type of verification system about which wé.afe now talking is
substantially different from the systems we have talked about in the past. He said:

"I think it would promote progress in these talks if we could all

gecurs a more or less common understanding of the kind of verification

which is now the subject of negotiations. Although not yet precisely

defined, that verification system is substantially different from the

kinds of systems this Committee was discussing befors the recess. That

is the central fact of the exchange of letters betwesn President Kennedy

and Chairman Khrushchev.l) It is a fact which has been obscured by a

debate over numbers; it is a fact, none the less, which is far broader

than the present much-publicized inspection quota.controversy."

(ENDC/PV.96, p.10)

As my delegation has made clear in recent meetings, we believe that, as. we begin
talking about smaller quota numbers -- quota numbers in the range of single digits --,
‘thers is a necessity to maximize the deterrent effect and the confidence-building
effect of sach on—sité inspsction. Thereforg, as a result both of the new basis of
agreement arising from the exchange of letters, and of the need to méximize the

deterrent effect of on-site inspections and the confidence-building effect, the

U mnnc/73, 74 \
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(Mr. Stelle, United States)
United States has revised in several ways its view of the arrangements, or what we
have cone to call modalltles, which should be set forth in the treaty regardlng
on-site 1nspect10n. ‘ ' '

Recently ths Unlted States made known to this Conference that it had proposed
the number of seven for the on-gite 1nspect10n quota in a private meeting with the
then Sov1et representatlve.A That number was proposed as a forward move to meet the
Sov1et p031t10n on on—51te 1nspectlon, and as‘a token of our genulne interest in a
nuclear test ban. It was put forward in connexion with certain inspection arrangements
which I should like to describe to the Committee today. As I explained to the
representative of Poland at our last meeting (ENDC/PV.107, p.8); they are the
' arrangements upon which our suggestion of the number seven was predlcated. The
arrangements whlch I will describe ars only for the 1nspectlon of events in the Soviet
Union, in the Unlted States and in the Unlted Klngdom. '

The Sov1et Union has been 1nformed both here in Geneva and in Moscow, that we
are maklng our position known on these issues in the Confershce today. The Soviet
Union has been asked in our prlvate COnversatlons to state its position on them.

Thus far there has been no reply. The statlng of our p051tlon today should not —-

I repeat, should not -- be construed ‘%o mean in any way that we have given up hope
that the Soviet Unlon w1ll make its p031tlon clear. On the contrary, we belisve that,
by making our p051tlon clear to all the members of the'Conferehce, we may stimulate a
discussion on these questlons “— g dlscu331on in which we. devoutly hope the Soviet
Union will play an active role beflttlng 1ts status as a maJOr nuclear Power interested
in bannlng nuclear weapon tests. ’

We belleve that the system for 1nspectlon can be considerably simplified if
seismic events are designated for 1nspectlon through a procedure involving-other-
side choice". That would mean that seismic ‘events in the Unitad States and in the
~ United Klngdom would be d651gnated for inspection by the Soviet .Union,. and in the
Sov1et Unlon by the United States ‘and by the United Klngdom. ‘Under that procedure the
' de31gnat1ng party would submlt seismic data from at least four seismic statlons to
establlsh the locatlon of an event which ‘it mlght later wish to inspect. Such'a
subm1581on would be accompanled by a statement that the event could not be identified
as natural 1n origln under agreed treaty crlterla.' The dd'ta- ldcating ‘the epicentre
of the event in questlon wiould also have to be ‘submitted and would have to mest- agreed

treaty criteria.
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With“reépébt'td the location criteria the United States proposes thét we use
criteria which have been, in part, alrsady agreed between the United States; the

United Kingdom and the Soviet Union, and which are contained in article VIII oflthe
draft comprehensive treaty dated 27 August 1962 (ENDC/58). Similarly, the criteria
previously agreed between the United States, the United Kingdom and the Soviset Union
for the identification of certain events as natural in origin could also be a part

of the treaty. Thoss latter_crlterla would eliminate from consideration ‘events which
occurred desper than 60 kilometres, certain large events in the deep ocean, and ‘

foreshocks' and aftershocks of large earthquakes identified in the first two
categories. . .

" Should-a State designating an event, after receiﬁing clarification and data
concerning the svent from the host country, wish to éatry‘out an inspection, it‘éhbuldl
have ‘the right to select, within the agreed quota, the partlcular ‘désignated event
for inspsction. '

During our private mestings with the répresentatives of the Soviet Union in
New York and Washington we indicated that, in view of our shift from askipg'for an
international system of control posts spaced on a grid patter to ggreement on a
gystem of natiohal networks of control posts; the ability to locate epicéntres‘
accurately might have been somewhat degraded. A4s a result, we mentioned at that time
to the Soviet representatives in our private talks in New York and Washington that
the inspection zone -- that is; the area open for inspection -=‘migﬁt need to be
706 to 800 square kilometres in area. However, s carsful review of the scientific
problems concernsed in deterhing the location of an epicentre, and an evaluation of
the shift we have proposéd to the use of the principls of the reciprocal location of -
epicentres; indicate that an area somewhat reduced in size from'what had previously
been thought to be necessary would pfobably be adequate. ' The United'States now
proposes that the on-gite 1nspect10n be limited to an ellipse of 500 square kilometras
in area with a seml-maaor axis of a maximum of 15 kilcmstres. : '
We believe that on-81te inspection teams will perform a ‘crucial task. We believe

«that,'in order to ensure the highest order of technical efficiency, nationals of the
"nuclear sides should fill certain important technical positions in the inspection.'

teams. We consider, after cargful'analysis, that there would protably be about
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fourteen such technlcal p031tlons for an 1nspectlon of a nuclear State's terrltory.
Therefore the Unlted States believes that the teams 1nspect1ng a seismic event in. the
" United States should be composed of about fourteen Sov1et technical experts plus an
addltlonal number of . experts from States not members of elther NATO .or the Warsaw
Pact. Teams whlch 1nspected events in the Soviet Unlon would be s1m11ar1y composed
of fourteen United States-United Kingdom technlcal experts, w1th.the.rema1nder of the
}team composed of nationals who were experts from States not members of NATO or the
Wersaw Pact. : . R

ir teams were composed of;twenty-eignt inspectors,'there would of course be an
equal number of technicians from “ths other nuclear side" and from States not members
of the military pacts. Howsver, if,teams were to be smaller in number -- and perhaps
-as few as twenty inspectors might be sufficient for some on-site inspections -- we
believe that the principle of reciprocal or adversary inspection shonld'be maintained
with respect to technical experts. In the case of twenty inspectors, therefors, there
would bs foqrteenlnationals from one of ths nuclear sides and six from ths States not
members of the military pacts in an inspection groqp-in the territory of a nuclear
Power., o : . S : :

The chief of the insnection_team in the territory of a nuclear State should be a
national of the other nuclear side. Ifjthe host country desired, the team could be
accompanied by a number of host-country obserters equal to the total number of team
members. . . PR , Co

With respect to ths tasks and duties of an 1nspectlon team; a team should have .
guaranteed fresdom of movement .in the inspection zone.and be able to conduct low-level
aerial, ground and sub-surfaceiinspection of . the area concerned. It should provide
211l of its own'inspection aquipment andvinstruments, except for heavy transportation
squipment such as hellcopters and trucks, which should be prov1ded by the host country.

On the use of automatic seismic statlons, the United States has proposed that the
Sov1et Union, the United States and the United Kingdom supply sealed recorders and
certain sealed instruments for automatically-recording selsmlc stat;ons._‘Those
stations.wontg.be buiit according'to_agreed specifications by the Unitedeingdom, the
United States and the Soviet Union. The host country would.haie certain responsibilities
for the'maintenance of those antomatic recording stations. Data from the sealed
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recording St&tlons would be picked up and the sealed 1nstruments would be maintained

and checked by. personnel from the other s1de and from the 1nternatlonal comm1531on a

maximum of elght tlmes each year° Those data could be extremely useful in clarlfylng
the nature of a partlcular selsmlc event garly in the 1nspectlon process°

We are suggestlng too that the data from each automatlc selsmlc station should .
also be reglstered outside the station on a recordlng device identical to the one
within. The data obtalned outside the automatic seismic station would be picked up
and transmitted at rsgular 1ntervals, perhaps onee a week, by-nost country;personnel.
The data would be forwarded to the international commissicn for its own use and for
transmission to the other 'side. The United étates has proposed; as delegations know, .
that tnere’be,seven such automatic recording statlions located ir the Soviet Union..

As a part of the inspection arrangements we‘should be willing to agree that the
host oountry oould exclude a sepnsitive defence;installation from the area to be
inspected. The host country would provide the country requesting the inspection,
and the eommission,_with a report.explaining that a particular installetion was to be
excluded_beqause it was a sensitive defence instellation} The'rednesting State should
heve‘theprightAto continue the inspection in such circumstances, excluding the defence
installation; or to tancel,the.lnspection'ifAit wished, without loss of an inspection'
quota number. In addition, abuse of ‘the exclusion provision could be_considered
grounds on which withdrawal from the treaty could take place. . '

Finally, if it wers cons1dered necessary to undertake drllllng, the leader of the
inspection team would have to glve notice. of that fact w1th1n a tlme perlod of fivs
weeks from the.stert of thellnspectlon, If drllllng operatlons were undertaken, the
host country would agree to pernit additlonal persons to enter the inspection area,.
4s well as the necessary heavy equipment. j _“

I have Jjust glven the Committee the broad outllne of a number of ‘those. 1nspectlon
arrangements which we oons1der w1ll be necessary to ensure that each inspection will
be most meanlngful, both in, terms of belng an, effectlve deterrent and as a bullder of
confidence between the part;esvto the treaty. I have also 1nd1cated our position with
regard to deta_from automatic seismic statlons.whlch may bera usefnl supplenent to

information from national stations during the early part'of the inspection process..
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Unfortunately, thus far the Soviet Union has given us no indication of
whether it believes the arrangements which earlier were made clear to'its
'representatlves, and which I have just outlined, are acceptable, whether it
has major objections, or whether 4t has additional pr0posals or suggestions to
make. It seems clear to my delegation that Soviet responses are essential 1f
we are to move into fruftful negotiations on a nuclear test ban treaty.

"We have pointed out a humber of times the conflicting Soviet statements sbout
the case or difficulty which there might be in resching egreement on those issues.
We certailnly hope it will be easy to reach agreement on them; and, frankly, we
can see no reason why 1t should not be..

" We- earnestly urge the Soviet delegation to let us have its views on these
{ssues; or, if it has no instructions on them, we urge it immediately to seek
instructions from its Govermment so that we may get on with the solution of the

problem of reaching agreement on an effective nuclear test ban treaty.

Mr. MACOVESCU (Romania): When, in my intervention of 6 March, I
challenged the scientific basis ' of the stand taken in this Committee by the
Western nuclear Powers in the negotiations on a nucleer test ban (ENDC/PV.105, p.12),
‘the Romanlan delegation was pursuing one aim only -~ to facilitate the further
progress of our pnoceedings. It is the conviction of my delegation that, by
removing the so-called scientific screen behind which the Western delegations
try to conceal ‘the political targets which inspire their position, we shall
contribute to the establishment of conditions prOpitious for fruitful negotiation
which should bring abbut; at the earliest possible date, the conclusion of & treaty
banning. all nuclear weapon tests,. in all environments and for all time.- That
aim rules out the intentlon which the representative of the United States was
‘attributing to me (ibid:,.p.18): that of plunging into a technical discussion.

It 'is the same aim that inspires me today when I again take thé floor on this
matter, and by no means the intentioh to engege im polemics with Mr.. Stelle or
“the desire to have the last word in a discussion. = Such "glory" is alien to
us. © ‘The final goal of our negotiations here is of paramount importance for the
present and the future of mankind, and we will not be lured by the glitter of
swords crossed for the sake of personal brilliance.
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I appreciated the effort made during our meeting of 11 March by the
representative of the United States, Mr. Stelle, to defend the past and the
present stand of the Western nuclear Powers ENDC/PV 107, Pp» 5 gt_sgg.), but I
must confess, in all frankness, that his plea was not successful in shattering
my opinion that the points made by me before this Committee in the meeting of
6 March were correct. As a matter of fact they expressed the essence of. the
earlier statements .made by Senator Humphrey and Senator Anderson, as well gs.
by Mr. Foster, to the effect that the United States of America, in its demand
for on-site inspections, was relying on a series of erroneous data and-calculations

and cn obviouslexaggerations.
I quote again‘

"... about four years ago there was an arithmetical error made by US
scientists which made the figure much larger than the facts warranted.

~ ~ess & monumental error [Pa_7 made. ere WE were ba51ng our calculations
-in 1958 and 1959 and 1960 upon records that were accumulated from 1932 to

1936, ++» we made a lot of miscalculations around that time. .o Wo

magnified the number of earthquakes ... the treaty of April 18, . 1961,

sea Was based on this same erroneous information which now makes 1t

look & little silly.® (FNDC V.105 15) - .

What was the reaction of the United States delegation when the delegatiOn of
Romania brought to the Committee's notice these facts and statements which
demonstrate the lack of scientific basis of the Western nuclear Powers' positi0n9
At the meeting of 6 March the reoresentative of the United States challenged
them, stating: ' )

Meye it 1s not a question of 0perating on the basis of old data in error.

It has been a question of operating on the data that we had at "hand and

with the most precise accuracy that could be developed on the, basis of

that data." (ibid., p.zo) : - :

It is not myintertionto comment upon that statement by Mr. Stelle. I leave it to
him to reconcile 1t with the previous quotations I adduced. , .

Meanwhile the United States representative probably has read what I have
said, what Senator Humphrey and Senator -Andersgon have said and what Mr, Foster has
sald, and he was able to note that what I quoted had really been said by those
Unlted States statesmen. That is, in our view, the explanation for the caution
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displeyed to a certain:extent by himin his-statement during the meeting of the

Committee on 11 March (ENDC/PV.107, pp:5 ¢t_sed.)s On that occasion Mr. Stelle
challenged only part, of; the:cong¢lusions I arrived at. (ENDC/PV.105, pp.14,15).

Those conelusions amounted to the following four, which I hOpe I shall be allowed
to recall to- this Committee. - ' o

First, for a period of more than four years during which the test ban treaty ‘
was being negotiated, the United States Government made reference to and based its
stand on data accumulated between.1932:and 1936.. S

»Second,. we are faced nct by insignificant errcrs but by "monumental errors"

Third, it is not a case of reconciling the political- factors with the
scientific ones; 1t is a case of a political stand based upon ertoneous data.

Fourth, .we-have an exPlicit aoknowledgement of a distortion of facts, and of
a large—scale distortion too. : ' ' ‘ '

The first.two-of those. conclusions were not challenged by Mr. Stelle.

Besides, I repeat that they are not only my conclusions; .they are also the
conclusions drawn by the Chairman of the United States Senate Sub~Committee:0n
Disarmement, -Senator’ Humphrey, and'bnyr.eFoster:.~£hat the United States
Govermment had been operating for'nearly four years on the basis of data accumulated
between 1932 and 1936, and that the data upon which the United States étand was
based embody."monumental® errors.. But +the representative of the Unlted States
has tried tofchallenge.the.conclusions which stem from precisely those premises, -
which 'he could not deny. That is why he endeavoured to present things as if all-
the time, and particularly today, the. demands of the Western side with regard to
the number ‘of on-site inspections and of automatic seismic stations to' be sited:
on Soviet territery were based upon. scientific:data. ‘

' I do not intend to go,intoftechnicalfor scientific details. That has been
done by the United States Arms Control and Disarmement Agency. - However, with .
regard to the following contention made by the UnitedfStatesnrepresentative:

. "Our figures.on.on-site inspection have in the past béen related to the -

number of doubtful events rather than to -the- total number of Seismic -

events." (ENDG/PV.107, Ds7)s

I cannot:refrain from reading out to.the Committee the following words of Mr. Fosters:
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"There are .»s a variety‘of ways of proceeding with respect to
the on-site  inspection problem. In the past, when the United States -
believed there would be, in the USSR, about 100 shallow earthquakeS'
above a magnitude of 4.75 (19 kilotons in tuff) and some 600 shellow
earthquakee above 4.0 (2 kilotons in tuff) we proposed that the number
of on-site inspections should range from 12 to 20.

"Today, the estimated number of shallow earthquakes in’ the

. USSR above magnitudes 475 and 4.0 has been reduced to about 40 and.

170, respectively, With such a reduction, there arises the question
. whether the proposed number of on-site inspeetions should be reduced.
The argument will undoubtedly be advanced that since the number of-
earthquakes has been reducedlby a factor of at least 25, it should be -
possible to reduce the nmumber of on-site inspections.” o :
That quotation 1s from the hearings of 25 July and 2 August 1962, page 12. -..As
one can see, the explanation given by Mr. Stelle is not consonant with the reasons
adduced by Mr. Foster. : :

A second factor to be considered in this matter is the ratio between the total
mumber of earthquakes and that of unidentified seismic svents. That ratio is
reduced, on the one hand, as the technique of identifying seismic events 1s .
developed, and on the .other hand as the numberAOf:instruments'used for the
identification of such events is increased. On both sides,‘the number;pf
unidentified seismic events is being steadily reduced as against‘the total‘number
of seismic events. Mr. Foster, maklng reference only to the first factor, which
reduces the proportion of unidentified seismic events as against earth tremors
in general, stated: : N

' , "There has been an improvement in the capablllty to detect tests

by a distant network".
I quote from the same hearings, page 10. : .

In his turn, Mr. Foster's deputy, Mr. Fisher, 1n 8 letter published by
The Washiggton Post.on 4 March 1963, to which reference has already been made in
this Committee (ENDC/PV 106, p.25), says-

"..s.the number of earthquakes in the USSR is less by a factor of
then we previously believed, This, coupled with our increased knowledge of
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earthquake 1dent1flcatlons, means that the number of unldentlfled underground

events for whlch we mlght conslder 1nspectlons, w1ll be very substantlally

smaller than was assumed few years afo" ' o
Like Mr., Foster, Mr Flsher proceeds from a Dremlse thar dlffers from.that of
Mr. Stelle. B

Now, there 1s a_second factor in the reductlon of thls ratlo° Froh'the
quotation I have given: here it can be seen tnat persons of consequence in the
United States arc pleadlng for Lhe reductlon of the number of on—31te 1nspectlons,
starting frcm the premise thac the network of statlons for the detectlon and
1dent1f1catlon of presumed undersround nuclear exp1031ons 1n the Sov1et Unlon would
have to con31st .only %f United States statlons e that 1s, of statlons 51ted on
United States terrltory, But one must bear 1n mlnd that 1n the event of_a treaty
coming 1nto effect then, as the reprosentatlve of Indla, Mr Lall rlghtly p01nted
out at qur. 1nformal meetlng on 4 March, to detect and 1dent1fy presumed nuclear
explosions in the Soviet Union use would be made not only of the selsmlc statlons ]
sited on United States terrltory but also of the statlons of all the other countrles
of the werld, plus three automatlc seismic statlons 51ted 1n the USSR plus three
automatic :seismic stations.sited in the 1mmed1ate v1c1n1ty of the Sov1et fron,tlers°
It is obvious.that, the totality of those, means covers all practlcal needs w1th
regard to the . detection and identificatiopn of underground nuclear exploslonsq? h“

On the. other hand,; one must. not. forget that, 1n acceptlng two to three on-slte
inspections-a -year.on the territory. of the USSR, the Sov1et Government has accepted
the use of :a supplementary factor of insurance,: although 1t is not really needed
This is a political action of exceptlonal significance, stemmlng as it does from a"
sincere desire te facilitate:the conclusion of a treaty. It is prec1se1y that
aspect of the matter which the Western.delegations do nopuunderstand,‘orudp not want

to understand.

The: représentative: of the Unjted States told us durlng precedlng meetlngs about
-the bfforts -made-in.the United States in; the period: 1958 to: 1959 for the‘purpose of
“correcting the erroneous evidence and of obtainipg correct: data, . ﬁE&:lﬁnat is the
situation? On 5 Jaruary: 1959, on the.basis of; some tests. carried out ;n-the‘autumn
of 1958} the United States delegation: to the tripartite negotiations submitted a

working paper (GEN/DNT/25) concerning the so-called '"new seismic data". Two
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elements arrest our attention. First, it was mentioned in that document that the
number of earthquakes a year equivalent to a given yield was about double that
previously estimated. Thus it was estimafed that the number of earthuakes on the

~ globe as a whole equivalent to or bigger than explosions of a given yield was -
36,400 a year -- that is, more than double the number estimated in the Geneva;system{
Secondly,. it was stated in that dOcument that the annual number of unidehtified
continental earthquakesAeqpivalent to 5 kilotons pr larger would be greater than

that previously estimated by a factor of ten or more,

United "States scientists, this time assisted by their United Kingéom colleagues,
continued all through 1959 to indulge in their attitude of magnifying the data
regarding the number of earthquakes. That gppeared in a striking manner particularly
in November-December 1959- during: the proceedings of Technical Working Group 2, Whlch
was attended by Soviet, United States and United Kingdom experts.- The Soviet
experts- drew attention to those exaggerations. Thus in Annex II of the report
‘of the Technical Working Group on seismic problems dated 18 December 1959, in which
the statement of the Soviet.axpepts:was_reproaucedg'it vas stated that:

© M., on the basis of a more careful analysislof the new seiSmic

data, the Soviet éxperts have come to the conclusion that the znnual

nﬁmbérs'of earthquekes throughout the world equivalent to explosions

of givén yield are, 'if anything, smaller than the numbepsfestimated.

af Gensva in 1958 and not 1,5'or 2 times greater, as~is_aséérted in

the United States documents." (GEN/DNT/TWG.2/9, Annex II, p.6)

At that time Soviet experts estimated that thefe:were abéut 6,300 sarthquakes,
throughout the world, as against the 36,400 contended in the United States:document
of 5 Jénuary 1959 ~- that is, six times fewer. As for continental earthquakes, the -
Soviet experts showed that their number could be calculated by redu01ng the total

number by one—half. .
According to Mr., Stelle s own statement at -our meeting of 6 March, the data

submitted by United States scientists wh;ch have been mentioned above "moved thlngs
in what might be said to be the wrong direction." (ENDC/PV.105, p.19). Bub can:
that assessment be considered satisfactory? Is it enough simply to admit that

those data moved things in a "wrong direction" when, by invoking precisely such data,
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the delegations of the Western nmuclear Powers have constantly created' obstacles
‘and in the long fun have Kept negbtiations on a muclear test ban at a“standstill . -
for as'IOngiaS’fouf:yearé?f"”" S R ' ' ’
‘Such'an assessment cannot sabisfy anybody, either in this Committee or outside. -
it ‘The Ufiited StateS-GoVernment-cannot claim that 4t was notfin'a“posiﬁion to
consider the sciemtific. aéturacy of the data supplied by United States scientists.
The Soviet scientists' point. of view; to which we have previously referred, had:been -
made known to the United States Government in die time. That point of view == which -
iricidentally proved to be right:=-.{ias Hot taken irto consideration either by the
United States Government.or by its delegation at the negotiations, .
So-much for the period when the data invoked by the United States moved things
in the wrong direction; Now I shall make & few comments on the stand of the
United StateS”delegatioh during the period when the -new data available to the $
United States Government -- to tige the words of the United States representative ==
"moved the problem in the right direction rather than inithe wrong direction." (ibid.)
At our meeting on 11'March Mr, Stelle stressed (ENDC/PV,107, p.5) that the
United States Government had»puﬁlished a considerabls number of volumes .regarding
the scientific data and made reference to the document concerning the Vela project
(ENDC/45), and so on, as testimony meant to prgve that his Government had not- ..
distorted its sciéntific stand in grder to substantiate a political positions I
have followed attentively the statoments of the United States delegation-in this
Committee. I have studied the. document concerning the Vela project as well as
other documents which the Unlted States delegation has submitted to this Coriference.
I must confess, however,; that nowhere have I been able to find.an ‘dcknowledgement
of the errors which were discussed in the Senate Sub-Committee.and which I. brought -
to the notice of this Committee at our meeting of 6 March. (ENDC/PV.L05, p:13). .Even
Mr, Fostér, in his capacity as head of the United States delegation, did not say .. .
anything here in'this chamber about the erforsthiqh{he:hadxacknowledgedwﬁéfore
the Senate SubiCommittee on 25 July and. 2 August 1962, ‘Is it tHat :scientific. .. .-
considerations have prevénted the./United States dglegation from bringing this: state..

of affairs to our knowledge?
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Now, what was the stand of the United States delegation after the new data were
disclosed9' Did it go hand in hand with the new technlcal and sc1ent1flc data? Here
are sotie examples which prOVc the contrary ‘

We all recall the statements of the United States de legatlon ourlng the second
 half of lastlyear that the use of national stations for purposes of control over the
cessatlon of nuclear wesapon tests was unacceptable to the Unlted States. At present
the Unlted ‘States representatlves acknowledve the eff1c1ency of those’ statlons and
state that the United States Govornment is now relying malnly on them, It would be .
1nterest1ng tc learn the reason for the 301ent1flc substantlation of this change of '
stand, ' o '

Hore is another example." Last year representatlves of the western nuclear POWerS
contended that a control system was requlred such as would make it certaln that no‘
underground exp1031on had been carrled out On 17 August 1962 the Unlted States
representative said: ]

"Valuable weapons effects 1nformat10n can and w1ll often call for only a

31ngle test -- a series is not necessarj7 or they may be a ou of a

series in which other events go undetccted Who Lnows preclsely what a

series is if some of the evpnts go undetcctcd? A 31ngle test may well be

converted 1nto very meanlngful results, w1thout uny other tests, with '

81gnificant laboratory work," (ENDC/PV 71 D 21)

" The Romanian delegation, like- other dele‘atlons here, haS repcatedly stated that

what - really matters in the llght of the problem wlth whlch Wc are confrorted is not
isolated tests but whole series of nuclear ueeoon tests carrled out underground. Inw
fact the crux of the matter is that a series of underéround nuclear tests cannot |
escape detectlon, and no government may reckon that, were 1t to v1olnte a test ban
treaty and carry out.a series of such undereround nuclear tests, they would go
undetected "It took a few months for the most authorltatlvc _person in the Unlted States,
Pre31dent Kennedy, to adnmit the correctness of our p01nt of v1ew° In hlS press
conference on 6 Merch President Kennedy sald .

_ "I believe we wlll 1n31st upon a test ban treety which glves us

assurance that 1f any count"y conducted a series of" clandestlne underground

tests that series would be detected"
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I quote from the New York Times of 7 March 1963, because I do not have the official
text, R , .

' I should llke to glve just one more example. It is known that about three -
times more seismic events take placz in the Unlted States of Amerlca than in the
Soviet Unlon. oclentlflcally it would be reasonable for the number of automatic
seisnlc statlons and on-site 1nspections for the Unlted otates to be three tlmes o
greater than for the Sov1ot Unlon. . But the United States delegatlon 1s suggestlng
an equal figure of seven for both the SOV1et Unlon and the Unlteo Stetes..; The
question naturally arlses.A elther Seven is all rlght from a sc1ent1fic p01nt of
view so far as the Sov1et Unlon is concerned, in which case we do not understand
why United States preposals do net provide for twenty—one in the case of the United
States or gseven is all right as applied te the United States, and 1n that caseé
why does not the United States delegation suggest one-third of the seven for the
Soviet Union == that is. precisely two to three 1nspect10ns° of course, the
Western Powers will make refersrce to the iden of equallty. " But everyone can see
that that idea of equalify is = political one and is by no means a matter of - B
applying seismological or other. scientiflc data to our issue. '

Befors coneluding I should like to return to an idea put forward. at the

beginning of my remarks, and to state ongs more that it is not my intentlon to engage
in polemics with the United States representative <~ and that not because T am
opposed, in principle, to polemics. - We stand for that' method whenever, by u81ng
1t, we are in a positlen to make truth come to livht. “But now I want to put ‘aside
everything ‘which prevents us from achleving the” agreementso eagerly expected by all
honest-minded people the world over in order to put an end for all tims to the
nuclear arms race, and in order to remove the' danver to the health of humanlty
engenderad by nuclear explosions. "Onee more we request the Unlted States’ delegatlon,
and we shall continue to do so, to go 'along this path

At our last meeting you, Mr, Chairman, particularly honoured me by quotlng
(&NDC/PV, 107, p.26) the closing words of my intervention on' 6 March (ENDC/PFV. 105,pp.l7 18
which represented an appeal to co—operation, understanding, realism and flexiblljty.
You did not deem it necessary, Mr. Chairman, to quote the paragraph ‘ag a’ whole, but -
left aside two sentences, the- last two, which have a signlflcance of their own. I.
should like to quote the whole paragraph, since it does represent the consistent
stand of the Romanian delegations: o
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M. vethere should be no victor and no vanquished in this
Conference. The point is not to undermine the prestige of one .
country or another, of one government or another. The point is.that
we have to find together the best solution for the intricate issue
facing us today, but in order to achieve that goal all the governments
represented here must give proof of their courage to take action and
of their determination to solve the problem, -The Government of the
Sovist Unlon has given that proof., . It is now up to the nited States
Government " (_Qig ) ‘

The CHAIRMAN (Canada): With.the permission of the Committee,. I should now
like to make a statement in my capacity as representative of Canada. What. I have
-to say refers mostly to Mr.. Tsarapkln s statement at our one hundred and sixth
meeting, which I listened to and then read with care., I have also taken into
account what he said on 11 March (EVDC/PV 107, pp.32 et seg.) lir, Tsarapkin .
brought out a nunbsr of 1nterest1ng arguments which, of ‘course, deserve to be
carefully considered., On the other hand, there is much in-his speech with which the
Canedian delegation cannot agree, However,\We'are-happy to.note that he said in
concluding his speech of ‘8 March: " . : -

- "We believe. that there are still pos;1b111ties of coming to an -
agreement; but as many representatives here have rightly observed;"
we must not let those possibilities disappear,

"The Soviet Unlen is interested in an agreement on the prohibition
of nuclear weapon teets, but, of course,_ on a mutuallyhacceptable basis,
The Sov;et Government de81res to conclude such an agreement because it
corresponds .with the interests of the Soviet people, the. American
people, the British people and all the other peoples o} the world, and
because it corresponds with the interests of the consolidation of

peace in the world". (ENDC/PV,106, p,33) . ,

As I said, the delegation of Carcda agrees * lth theseASentiments, and it is -
for the purpose of helplng to promote the agreement, which Mr, Tsarapkin says the
Soviet Union desires, that I am making these comments on what he.had to: say,
together with some suggesticns.
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According to the Englishlyerbatimvreéord of that same meeting, the reprasentative
of the Soviet Union said: |
- "The Sovigngozsrnmenﬁ hasuddqe everythingApossiblg“to create the most
| favourable'coqdiﬁiohs.fo;,a speedy. solution .ofthe problem of the -
prohibition of nuclear weapon testﬁ;“ We thave made ‘a decisive concession
on inspection." (ibid.s: 5,19) . | -

Now, with :espect,.we.do;noégfeey that the SovieifGovernméht ﬁas.dohé Evefything
possible.” We agree that the Soéiet concegsimn =~ or that act of the Soviet Union,
since we do not like the word "concession" in these negotiatidns_}gkwas;very”
helpful, and we have said so before. VWhy do we think that the Soviet Government
has not dons everything possible?. . ...

To cite one very important point, we would bezin by referring to the argument "*’
which Mrggﬂsarqpkin adduced at. that. one hundred and.sixth meeting, and to -which the--
representative of: Romania has just referred. - iir. Tsarapkin is recorded as sayings

"Aceording to. the data of Dr. Latter, at least, three. times as many
seismic, events occur each year in the territory of the United States
-.as in the territory of the Soviet: Union, , If.a scientific approach
were gdoptad-in determining one's position -~ as the United States: :
delegation claims to have déne -~ then the United States should -
propose for its. tefritory an inspection quota: at-least three times as
great," (1b1d., pp.23) , L e :
As far as the Canadlan delngatlon is aware the: Soviet. Uhlon has: not previsusly

asked the United States to allow three times as- many inspectgons on "United States
territory because ofthe greater number of. selsmlc events, there, and is not asking
for that at the present time, The reason for-that is that the Soviet Union has’
claimed that it cap'dgtgctngn@ identify, and has detectéd~énd.identified,fall“w-w
underground nuc}eayzexplpsions carried out in the .United:States, 'using. its.ouwn
network of seismic stgtigns. The Soviet Union.representative has-beén asked:>
many times to demonstrate how it does that, but he:has never complied with the
invitation;, Furthermore. Mr., Dean, representipg:tﬁe United States,. stated in the
First_Qommitpee{gf the:-United Nations General .Assembly:.that Soviet reports :of
undergroun§ nucléar,pespsgin the UniteduStatés were*erronedué;@:and»Mf; Stelle:
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cited Mr. Dean's statement again at our meeting .of 11 March (ENBC/FV.107; p.9).  If
Mr, Tsarapkin still maintains that the Soviet Union has detected and identified -
all underground nuclear tests carried out in the United States, he should be able

to prove that claim, If he does so, then it would seem to the Canadian delegation
that the Soviet.Union's "political act" is indeed properly described as :genérous and
its view 1s justified that on-site inspections are not strictlyindcessary.

- If the Soviet Unlon has the gscientific ability and the -skill to perform that
feat of dctectlnﬂ and 1dent1fying all underground nuclear tests in the United States,
it should be able to find some way of proving it can do it., A4nd it would seem in
that case that if the Soviet Union can do it -- I think the Soviet argument runsg -
it should be possible also for the United States and the othér-nations of ‘the free
world, and the:general network of stations throughout the world collaborating in the
work of the international scientific commission which it is agreed should be “set - -up.

What is to be done-ifthe Sovigt Union refuses to agree to substantiate to -
our satisfaction its claim that it can identify all underground nuclear explosions -
occurfing in other parts of the world? I think we then have to say regretfully to
the Soviet,Uniopnthaf its claim is not proven and that we must find some other means
of settling the problem of how many‘on-site inspactions are needed to give the.
requisiﬂe'assﬁranoe; _

“Pafamater" has become quite a vogue~word in disarmament discussions,and
particularly in. e lation to the problem of settling the number of on-site :inspections.,
When I was studying mathematics, which.was quite a long time ago, I understood that .
"parameter" was defined as "a quantity constant in the case considered, but varylng
in different cases".' In solving some kinds of problems which are expressed as an
algebraic funetion, different values are assigned to certain factors in the equation:,
for different cases, and it has seemed to me that it mlght make for more precise
thinking on the subgect of the number of on-51te 1nspectlons if we could reduce the .
problem to somethlng approachlng 2 mathematlcal formula, and I have trled to do thls,
with some assistance from more expert mathematlclans. The S=cretariat is now. .
passing round a p1e0e of paper which will show the formula as I have developed it, :
and which I hope will a531st the Conference to follow what I have to saye -
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The unknown quantlty which we wish to establish is the number of 1n5pect10ns,
and :we will-call that. n., @ The first pardmeéter is the number "of unldentlflable
events, .which wé will eall E. That number ‘will be determined’ by the- cr1ter1a Wthh
are adopted:.

- This morning Mr., Stelle‘“gave -(sup‘r‘a, pp. ’7"“" _ée_t___s_gg.) smne detalls about the
criteria which hls delegatlon proposes -and- whlch have' prev1ously been dlscussed 1n
the three-nation: Committed, - If ohe of those events is a nuclear exp1051on, 1t
would seem that - the probablllty, which we will 1nd1cate by the letter r, of an on~51te

1nspection detectlng that vlolatlon is given by a 51mple formula°

T -
r -

fcal }=]

The probability is the number of- inspections over the total number of:events.

Another- con81deratlon now enters == and it was discussed at some 1ength by the
representative of Romania - namely, “that there would ‘have to be & riumber of , o
underground explosions, not a single one, for'a real violation to ‘take place o
(§EE£§) Do 17') . The representative of Romanla made the rather arbltary statement
I think, .that a series camnot escape detdction. It would be pos51ble for & series
to escape detection, as a consideration of'probabllltles w1ll make clear., But what |
,JFresicent Kénnedy Said was that the Unlted States requlred a number of 1nspectlons
which would give sufflclent assurance that if a country conducted a serles it WOuld
be wetected. So we' have to take 1nto con51deratlon the probablllty, not of .
detecting a single event but of detectlng a serlesa and I think that, by and large,
it has beén agreed that a 51ngle nuclear test of low y1eld will not be of any great
value, and that any natlon contemplatlng v1olat1ng a nuclear test ban treaty, for the .
purpose of developlng nuclear weapons Would requlre to make a serles of several
explosions. K N L

So let us assume that ten exp1031ons would be needed for an effectlve -series,
although a lesser number could poSSlbly be suff1c1ent for certain purposes. We shall.
thén have the problem of detectlng ten explos1ons, not one, out of .our total number of
unldentlfied events, E. Let us denote the number of explosions in our hypothetical
clandestlne serles by the letter C. The probablllty of detecting one of .those events
is given, as a reaSOnable approx;matlon -~ although it is not, strictly speaking, the

proper probability equatien in this matter but a simple approximation -~ as follows.
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The probability of detecting ten events in a total number of unidentifizble events,
E, is given by the equation

P =n
c

jHe

" Dbeing, as before, the number of inspections.

The next factor.which should be taken into account, and which was discussed by. -
the representative of the United States this morning, is the area of inspection agreed
upon,  We could give that the lettgr-R to distinguish it, Related to that is the
guantity 4, m@aﬁipg‘the area within which a certain percentage of detected events. can
bz located.  The value of.that quantity or parameter would be determined by the

_results of experiments or experience in that field -- seismological-scienge -- the
experience which shows the accuracy with which the epicentre of events:can be l
located. It should be clear that the probability of proving or disproving that-a.
ntclear test has taken place will be affected by the ratio between the area in which
the inspection is to take place -and the area in which all, or a certain major
percentage, of the locations of unidentifiable events may be expectedfté"fall. Ir
those two quantities are equal, and if 100 per. cent of the events fall in the area
denoted by the factor 4, then ‘the factor % will be unity. -~ But as a rule R will be ”
somewhat less than ., and so the factor will Teduce the probability of discevering
the truth about the event -- that is,.the probability of the inspection teai'firnding
the spot where it has occurred. Therefore we should add to our second equation:the
factor B so- that we get 4 third equation:

A
: ;Pc=n_§_.§
E 4

We néﬁ cqmé tqlphe Question of the composition 6f inspection teams, and again
we have heard_ﬁﬁe viéwé,of the United States in that connexion. The point is, of
course, théﬁ“§§i§tiﬁ5993tion -~ that is, inspection by a group.of nationals of the
country wgiéhumighf be thought not to have complied with the -obligations -- would be .
no verific;tion aﬁ éll;' and the composition of an inspection group.would be effective
in p;gpoyﬁion to the gumpgr of non-nationals in it in relation.to the total np@ber

of the group -- up to certain proportions. I do not need to go dnto that matter at
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,length, 1n v1ew of what has been said earlier thls morning, bul another expression
could be added if we are settlng down in these mathematical symbols the various
problems which have to be solved, That is the factor of the composition of the
group, which could be expressed as the number of foreign observers in the group,
divided by the total number in the group, mdltiplied by some constant, since the
importance of that factor is probably not as‘'great as that of the other féctgrs in
the squation. ’ ' _ '

Taking our equation and: substituting certain:quantities in those parameters,
if we assign to E, the value of 75, which has been mentioned as the total likely
nunmber of unidentifiable events; if we take the number of possible clandestine
explosions as 10. (that is C); and for the time being assume that the velues of the
other factors are equal to unity, we get the probability of detecting the event
(p ) as

n ;Q x1lzx1l.
75

I should say that the last two factors which I have mentioned, relating to area and
the composition of the inspection teams, will not be equal to unity and will
therefore reducersomewhat the prdbability of the detection of the ten events, If
we are-to be certain that a violation will be detected, P, should be equal to unity,
meaning certainty; and if it works out to be something less it will mean that a
certain risk of violations is being accepted, |

A1 that may seem very theoretical, and perhaps some representatives may be
wondering what the purpcse of all this exposition is. Of course the values for the
parameters used in this illustrative mathematical treatment of the subject are quite
arbitrary, and it is ndt intended as a'mathematical proof that 7.5 is the
scientifically-correct number of on-site inspectioné. But I do éay that in general
the process of negotiating on this matter shddld take the form of considering the
values to be set on all the relevant facfors, thé most important of which I have set
down in my equation. | |

I hope that in presenting those formulae I have succeeded in demonsﬁrating the
close and direct relationship between the main issues which must be negotiated., The

identification of seismic events'depends not only on the number of on-site
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inspections, but on many other factors -- the factors mentioned -- all of which are
closély interrelated, If the problem is seen in that way I believe the fact
eméfgeé that; in order to decide on an éffective system of identifying seismic events,
includlng the number of on-site inspections required, the nuclear Powers must
negotlate on the factors I have mentioned as a whole, bearing in mind their relation
to each other. If that task were undertaken by the nuclear Powers with good will
and Withdut'preconceptions, I think they could reach agreement -- the. agreement
which Mr, Tsarapkin said the Soviet Union was hoping for.

The representative of Romania said (§gg£§3 p.]. ') that when I quoted him in my
last intervention (ENDC/PV.107, pp.26,27) I did not mention the last two sentences
of his statement., I think I said at the time that I was leaving those sentences out
because T did not agree with them; and from what I have said today it.will be seen
that my views on the reasons why we are not moving ahead in these negotiations differ
from his, My view is that the Western delegations have shown that they are willing
to negotiate, but that the Soviet Union, having made its concession, which we
appreciate,'has not shown itself ready to negotiate further on the matter, as is
necessary if we are going to reach agreement, '

I have now concludéd my statement as representative of Canada; and I shall -

resume my duties as Chairman,

Mr, TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translatiom from

Russian): T cannot let pass without comment what has been said this morning by the
representative of the United States. I must answer his statement. The clarification
of tﬁe United States position.offéfed this morning by Mr. Stelle is aimed as he
himself said, at stimulating a discussion on the technical aspects of 1n5pectlon.

We note with regret that in this respect the situation remains as before: - namely,

the Unlted States is continuing to ‘avoid solving the main, basic questions on which
there is disagreement -- the inspection quota and the number of automatic seismic
stations, Without a sclution of these,qﬁestions, any discussion on the technical,

administrative, organizational or financial aspects would be useless,
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Furthermore, to involve the Commlttee in such dlscuss1ons while there is no
agreement on’ the number of 1nSpectlons ‘and the number of automatlc selsmlc statlons
* would have even harmful consequences, as we have already pointed out on several
occas1ons, s1nce they mlght lead to further dlsagreements and dlvergenc1es. 4 What
1ndeed is the use of hav1ng technlcal discussions on drllllng, drilling machines and
so on, if there is no agreement on inspection? These technlcal dlscu351ons without
agreement on the number of 1nspectlons and the number of  automatic selsmlc StatlonS'
would, I repeat, be useless, p01ntless, and even harmful, since they would render
our negotiations still more dlffleult. Lo . . -

The 51tuatlon WOuld be dlfferent if we recorded agreement on a quota of tWO to
three 1nspectlons a year, and on the installation of three automatlc selsmic statlons
on the ‘territory of the Sov1et Union and.the United States reSpectlvely. The .
1Committee would then be able 1mmed1ately to take up the discussion of the technlcal
and other aSpects relatlng to the details of on—51te 1nSpectlon.l Lfter. an
agreement on the 1nSpectlon quota, these dlscu531ons would be carrled on net in-a
vacuum, but on the flrm foundation of the agreement achieved on a quota.- It is
pre01se1y an agreement on a quota whlch would glve a real meaning to dlscu351ons on
the technical aspects of inspectlon. Such an agreement would create a favourable
atmosphere, and would ensure a businesslike and concrete discussion of the technlcal
aspects of on-31te 1nspect10n. ‘ .

A The ahsence of agreement on the 1nspectlon quota renders dlscuss1on of the _
technlcal aSpects of inspection p01ntless.< What is the p01nt of dlscus31ng the o
' technlcal aspects of 1nspectlon if there is no agreement on J.nSpectlon‘7 That is
the main’ questlon. It wsuld ‘be ‘a sheer waste of tlme . we cannot agree to such.an
approach Mr, Stelle, do not try to ‘make out that the success of our negotlatlons
now depends on a dlscu381on of the technlcal aSpects of 1nspectlon rather than on - -

an agreement on the inspection quota_and thevnumber_of,autqmatlc selsmle;statlons°
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The well-known United States columnist wWalter Lippmann has given in

Atodéyfs Paris editidn of "The New York Herald‘Iribune" a very apt description
6f,the§réai aimé=of those peoplé in-the United States and-here in Geneva who
shout so loudl&fthat they want a treaty on the cessation of nuclear tests

that would bro%idé safeguards against cheating. This is the constant theme

of the'représentatives of the United States ahd the other Western Powers, who'
insist on a larger number of inspections and automatic seiémic stations., This =~
is what is now preventing an.agreement. In his article Mr."Lippmann noteé

with his usual elarity:

continued ‘in English
T wihe most voeal eritics at the moment in this country may say they want .

'affoolproof ﬁreaﬁﬁ; What théy really want is not to stop testing."

continued in Russian -

"' 'This 1s precisely the resson why the United States is‘demanding a larger
quota of inspections and a larger number of automatic seismic stations. This
is;brecisely the prlanaﬁion of the United States refusal to agree on the basis
6f the compromise proposal of two to three iﬁspectioﬁ. As soon as the United
States diéplays thé necessary~goo&will, agreement can be speedily reached on
the basis 6f élduota of two to‘three inspections and three automatic  seismic

stations on the territory of éach nuclear Power.

Sir Paul MASON (United Kingdom): I had not intended to address the

Confereﬁce tﬁis morning, and I can promise that what I have to say will be brief,
I think that this morning's meeting has been extremeiy interegping, mainly
because we have heard two very_;mportaﬁt and, as. I judge, very constructive
‘statements. L '

A mosp“interesting proposal was made by the representative of Qagada,pn
how'it ﬁight be possible to bring together and, so to speak, to correlate the
various factors . involved in considering the whole question,ofwan.inspéction

and identification system for a nuclear weapon,tesﬁ treaty. I must admit quite'
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frankly that,. unlike the representative of Canada and, for that matter, the
representative of Romania, I can lay no claim to any mathematical ability, and must
therefore ask for indulgence for a 1ittle” time %o be' able’to study with the’ care
which it deserves the argument, particularly the mathematical argument, Whlch the
Canadian representative put forward However 1 can . certainly promise that the
United Kingdom delegation will study What has been said on that subject with the
close care anpd attention which the statement deserves. ‘

We: have heard also a very important statement from our United States colleague,

Mr., Stelle. It is within my recollection -~ and I believe 1t will be within the
recollection of the Committee as a whole -= ti at quite some time ago the representative
of the United States Mr, Foster described very briefly the private discussions
which he had had with the then leader of the SOV1et delegation Mr. Kuznetsov, on
various matters in relation to which the question of the number of on—s1te inspections
and the. question of the number of automatic seismic stations ought to be cons1dered

ENDC/PV 102, Pe 24) Mr. Foster said, if I remember rightly, that he proposed to
give the Conference at a fairly early date some indication of what he had said to
Mr, Kuznetsov. Perhaps it is hardly too much to say that we have all been awaiting
.Wlth great interest ~- indeed, perhaps rather anxiously awaiting - further details
of What -passed on, that occasion, or at any rate of what Mr. Foster himself said, Now
we have had from Mr. Stelle a very clear outline - I repeat "outline" beeguse of
course there are still a great many details which no doubt w1ll have to be‘filled in
‘at a suitable moment -- of the proposals which thevUnitediStates is making and in
“‘which it considers that the question of rumbers: ought to be taken into account.

It is much too early to start. commenting-on what Mr,. Stelle has said this
morning, - I feel that the-statement‘is-so'important that each of us will want to
consider it with great care, and I believe we shall all regard it as.a most- important
contribution to'our-discussions,"a contribution which I pérsomally Lope will help us
in framing sur future discussions on the whole qiiestlion of the comclusion. of a-nuclear
weaponvtest'bén'tréaty.;. ‘ |

- What i& the alteérnative? There is, of-course, an alternative, -For the.past

several meetings we have been engaged in a discussion which has based itself upon
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what, seems. still to be a confusion in the minds of some .of our colleagues. from the
East about the scientifie bases;for an assesgment of a quota of on-site inspections,
and the .political decisions'which are involﬁed.once,a~scientific basis has been -
‘established.ﬁ We have also been engaged in.listening to and in answering what might
..péxhaps be called a series of allegations about the way in which the Western Powers,
in particular the United‘States of coursé, have responded ~- or indeed, as.it is. -
alleged, have not responded -- to changes in scientific evidence as they became -
~available. A good deal has been said today which shows that that kind of confusion
and that sort of allegation are still. prevalent; and we shall continue. to deal with
those questions and to make what.we. hope will-be- successful attempts to set the
record straight, I am not sure that this morning is a good time to do that.- I have
a sense thgt~we should all prefer to study what has been.said by Mr, Stelle:on the
other most important aspects of a nuclear test.ban treaty. }

' It is always being said;“asiiﬁ-has been said again today, that those are matters
ofmdetéil. That, I suppose, must remain.a matter of opinion., I do not .myself see
how anybody. could say with absolute convic&ion_that.whgt.we.have_beeh listening to
today in the statement of the United States representative was a series of.getails
in the sense in which.that word is ordinarily used, . Nor, I think, could I accept

.the'spggestions which are made that all;thgm';g.so much in. the nature of a dead’
'i§§ue; that it is a matter which has been thrashed out again and again without any
real value to the progress.of our.wqu,.J R . o ) »

I think I am right in saying &hatfatAqu::last meeting our colleague from ;:A
Czechdsloygkia said -- and I am not quoting but trying to give the general sense of
what he, said as I understood it ~- that:the: problems involved in mounting and carrying
out an inspection had in fact been the. subject of negotiation.between the nuclear
Powers. during the nuclear tegt Conference, and that therefore it was no-good discussing
them again now because that Conference had produced no'resulps (ENPQ/PY?JOZ?‘P'Zl) I
.pgnnot‘ggpee with that. assessment, In the.firstLplace,;the_three-Poﬁgr-Conferenge |
did produce.results.. It produced the méjopﬁpart of an: agreed test ban treaty, and it
might- have gone very much.further. -- it might. indeed even havg‘peaqhwagreement -= i
-its.negotiation had not;been;regpettably,broken;off_in,Q;@ggmstgnceszpf which we are

all.aware,
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..T-think the point should also be made’ that the problems which’ toncern us. now
-On"arrangements‘TOrfinspeétiOn, théugh broadly similar, are by no means identical '
with what they wére during the Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon
‘Mestes Aftér'all -~"and this is an argument that we are always hearing round this
table -~ the s;tuation has c¢hanged, We are how considering'a test ban’treaty which
is based on fresh premises and on' new technical knowlédge. MNr. Stelle in his"
statement this morning quoted .some words used earlier by Mr. Foster, and perhaps I
.may ‘re-quote them, This is what Mr. Foster said: . o

"Although not  yet precisely defined, that verification system" —~ .
that is to say, :the kind of,verificatiOn system which is now the subject of -
“negotiations -- ‘ ‘ ' '
"ig gubstantially different from the kinds of systems this Committee was
discussing before the recess." (ENDC/PV.96, D.10)

:That was even before the:resess -~ let alone before the break in the work of the

. bhree~Power Committee: So I hope’ﬁe”shail<hot be continually faced with an argument
that it is useless to discuss thesé mattérs because they have already been discuseed
before, |

-*Thé fact of the matter is unfortunately -- and I regretted to note that our

Soviet  colleague made this abundantly 6lear this morning -+ that we éré'éontigpally
being faced with an attempt to elevate the whole-‘'question of the number of on-site
inspections into a point of principle. If I may, I should like on this point to
quote what the representative of Canada said at our lastlmeet;ng. He salds’

" "The representatives ‘of the SoViet Union have suggested in other contexts
.that after agreeing on a principle ft-is normal to-discuss its application.
-#iell, the principle of ‘on-site inspection has been agreed -upon; “and ‘the

number:of such inspections is a mattér of the application of that principle,"
.« {ENDG/PV,107, p.25)

Precisaiy’so; T 4o mot Seebhowﬁthe:point:could‘béfmore suceinetly ‘or c¢learly expressed,
: The question of ﬁhé'humber ig not a principle in itéelf;'bﬁt an -applidatiocn of a-:
-;prineiple, - It:is‘a very important applicaticn: indeed; but'sot-the 6tly onel It seems
~to-me "tHat the very:impdrtant5m§tterslée”Iirépéat;’nétlmattér%-éf’detéil5¥4 which the

United States representative presented to us this morning are equally applications of
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the seme-princinle, and are of major importance before we can consider in the proper
¢context. what it is on which we are ‘trying to resch agreement.’

* I think we must be clear on that point, or we shall not make progress in our work;
I have the feeling that a great many of us around this table would subscribe to those
very wise words of the Canadian representative, and that it is on that prineiple that
we should go.forWerd with our Work. What we need to do, as I see 1it, is td'tr& to
ascertain, in a spirit of total comprehension, that which is generally acceptable as
the framework of a treaty. We cannot have that total compreheneion uniess we agree
to study these other important applications of principle. =

I -took down -~ accuretely, I hope -~ some words which the representetiﬁe of
Romania used at the end of his observations this morning. I -understood him to say
that what is required is to put aside everything which prevents honest-minded people
from understanding what the true issue is,: If I have.not quoted him eccurately, I
hope he will aecept that that was at least the general intention of His words. I
oonld not agree more., That is what I am asking that we should be allowedlto do.

- I took down also a phrase used by the Soviet representative. If I understood
kim rightly, he said that what was-required was to reach agreement on 1nspections in
gerseal, Again I entirely agree. It is in that spirit that we should now agree to
stuly very carefully what the United States representative has told us, and not to
shirk issues. Certainly, the United Kingdom delegation is perfectly prepared to Zo on
tryiné to ekplatn its point of view on the question of numbers; but what we esk s’
thatvour colleagues who feel differently from us on that point willvdo us the -
courtesy ~~ and, more than thati, do the Conference the service — of studying the
important applications of principle regardﬁng the question of inspection which are

put forward to them by their colleagues.

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from Russian)

In order that the Unlted Kingdom representative may have no misunderstanding about
what I said, I will explain that when we urge the United States to agree with us- on
the question of inspection, all the members of the Committee present here know quite
well that we are referring to ‘the propesal'for two to three inspeptiens; and you alone,
Sir Paul, try to imply that we are merely asking the United States to agree with us on'
inspection in general. What does asking that we reach agreement on‘inspection in

general mean? This is a hollow phrase, devoid of .any material content. One can agree
on inspection in general and then hold up everything on technical details.
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That is just_what'the.United“States is driving at; ‘bBut we:will not agree to it,
bscause we "set a-very high value on an agreement'on the cessation of tests and wish
to achigve it.. If we were to agree to carry on technical discussions without' an -
agreementnon the'inspection‘quota; the inevitable result would be to lead the . ..
Committee into ‘a quagmire .of endless sterile disputes, .and ‘then we would certainly
nevertbe”able to reach agreement on .this matter., meﬂmust make the most of the -
existing possibilities for -an agreement ~If you let the;committee become : involved
in technical dlscu531onsgw1thout¢an agreement'on~the3main.Qnestion, all these
possibllities wilk quickly disappear. We do not want such.a harmful and dangerous

.course to be.taken.in our diseussions,

Mr. STELIE (Unlted States of Amerlca). The Soviet representative‘has‘
Just charged the Unlted States w1tb wantlng to discuss the general arrangements
for on—31te 1nspectlon because it wants to torpedo the Conference. I do not need
to glve any reasons why that charge is not true. It seems to me that from what
has been sald today, and not only by representatlves of the Western Powers 1n this
Conference, 1t 1s qulte clear thet the arrangements for 1nspect10n, partlcularly
when we are both talklnv about small numbers, are Just as 1mportant as the ‘numbers
themselves. They are,‘as our United Klngdom colleague has made so abundantly \
clear, equal to the numbers as 1mportant appllcatlons of the accepted,pr1n01ple
of on-s1te 1nspectlon. ’ o "

) It ‘seems. to me that the Sov1et representatlve!s p01nt is not well taken when
he says that we would be dlscu381ng these alrangements in a vacuum. The numbers
that the Sov1et Unlon is proposing ‘are two to three. Ve had;proposed elght to ten,
and we have proposed, in the context of arrangements which I have outlined this’
inorning. for, the. Committee, the number‘seven, “We'are not in.a vacuum.as far as
‘thé numbers 6f on-site inspections dre concerned; both of us are talking about a .
nuisber of inspections which can be-‘expressed by a-‘single digit. We are-in a
‘vacuum as regards any idea of what the Soviet Union's views-are on what inspections
should bejy *how they should be triggered, how the teams should be staffed,;What
.areds should "be -open- to séarchy, what .should be the fnnctions;of“an"insnection team.
That is the vacuum, and it is the wvacuum we must.fill by agreement before we can-

get a treaty.
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‘It is our sincere belief that a discussion of these arrangements and our proposals
on them would not be a lengthy process. We think our proposals are -fairj; if the
Soviet répresentative believes they are noﬁ, we should like to hear that"exprésséd.
If he has any changes he wants to propose, we should like to hear them expressed.
But it seems very clcur to me that we Jjust shall not make progress towards a treaty
— towards the treaty whlch I sincerely believe every renrcsentatlve ‘around thls N
table desires -- unléss we ca get on with the work of flndlng out what we are
tglklng about when we are talklng about on-site inspections, I also sincerely
believe that an agreement on thc¢ gsneral range of arrangements for on-site 1nspect10ns
would make,our\task of égreeing on a number of inspections gasier._ I hope we can

get on with the job,

Mr, TSARAPXIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)(translation from

Russian): I wish to reply to the‘United States represeﬁpative, Mr. Stelle, He has
Just said that the number of inspections is important and that the arrangements for
inspection are‘just'aé important. Ve do not objeét to discussiﬁg the method of
carrying out inspection after we have an .agreement on inspection and, consequently,
when we know that‘inspections will be carried»but. But at pfeseht we have no
agreement on 1nsoect10n at all; yet you cht to 1nvolve us in abstract controversies
about how inspection could be carried out. 'Since we have no aareement we fail to
understand why we éhoﬁld.diécuss the methods of carrying out inspection. We cannot
agree to negotiations on a question which is pointless and devoid of any real
significance. : A

The fact that the United States objects to a normal procedure for the discussion
of the questlon of 1nspectlon shows once again that it is in foct torpedoing~the
negotiations, I would remlnd tho members of the Committee in regard to the questions
of what 1nspect10n is, how it should be.carried out, who should form the irspection
teams, what they shoula do, ond what the arec of inspection should be, that the
United Stotes has_drqggeq out 21l these questions for four years and commelled us
to discusé them, /fnd what are the results of those four yecrs of negotiations on
the technicai aspects? Nothing. e have no agreement. If we agaiﬁ lelow this -
path into. which the United States is once more trying to drég:us, we shall go on
talking for anothér ten years, but there will be no agreement. Yhen-we are agreed
an two to three inspections, however, the way to an agreement will ke open. But that

is precisely what the United Stotes obviéusly does not want.
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The CHATRMAN (Canada): Does any other representative wish to speak?

Mr.‘Stelle, I hope this exchange of views between two of the delegations will not

go on for ever,

‘ lﬁ' STELLE (Unlted St tes of fmerica): I do hot intend to go on for
ever, I would just like to say quite frankly that T did not understand some of the
things the Soviet representative sald.; I should like to rezd them in the verbatim

record and reply at & later meeting, if reply is warranted,

The CHAIRMiN (Cenada): Does any other representative wish to speak? If

not, I should like to place before the Committee a recommendation by the co~Chairmen,
which I will read:
"The co—Chelrmen recommend to the Commlttee that as a gener*l rule
the Monday plenary meetlng of each week should be devoted to a dlscu531on o
;of the test ban. The two other meetlnns should be 1lotted_to discussion B
of general and'complete dlsarmament, beglnnlng with items 5(b) and (c) of
document ENDC/52.‘ HoweVer, if there are delogﬂtions which wisﬁ to make fufther
statements on the test bun, then one of the two remaining meetlngs -— that 1s,
elther on Jednesduy or on Friday ~- could be devoted to test ban problems. )
"The- meeting on Frldey, 15 A"rch, should be open for dlscu831on on
both ccnerdl dlsermument and test ban questions. _ A
"No agreement was reached between the co-Chairmen on an agenda for ,
the Cozmlttee of the Nhole"w _
That is the recommendatlon of the co—Chdlrmen, and I should be glad to have

the views of any representatlveslon the procedure which is recommended to them,

Mr, BLUSZTAJIN (Poland): We noté with satisfaction that somé measure of
agreemeht has been reached between the two co-Chairmen regarding our future programme
.of work. =~ From what the Chairmam has just-read, it{would eppear that on Friday next
we shall have general and complete disarmament and the test ban questions on our
agenda. '

However, it is with less satisfaction that I acknowledge the’ fact that no-

agreement has been reached with régard to the agenda of the Committee of ‘the Whole,

[
1
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I reclise that it might not have been advisable for the two co—Chairmen to spell out
in_detail‘the réésonS'for their disagreement. Before we accept this statement of
our two co~Chairmen, T would suggest that we hear from both of them the reasons for
their disagreement, and that we devote one of our next meetings to the discussion of
the agenda of the Committee of the Whole. In any case, my delegation would like to
make some comments;on the way it enviéageé the programme of work for the Committee
of the Whole. S

Tho CHAIRMAN (Cancda)s I teke it that the éuggostion of the rcpresontative

of Poland is that, at the next meceting or on some suitable occasion, the co-Chairmen

should explain their viewpoints on the subject matter of collateral measureg which
might be taken up:in the Committee of the Whole, and thus explain to the Committee
vhy it has not been possiﬁle to reach an agreement. From the document that I have
had passed to me I take it that although no agreement was reached, it does not mean
that their discussions on the matter have come to an end. Therefore, if the — -
representative of Poland agrees, perhaps we might leave the explanations or statements
from the co-Chairmen on this particular matter until another mecting.. Would that

be acceptable?

Mr. BLUSZTAJN (Poland): Yes, that would be entirely acceptable, to me.

. /
Let us say that we devote our meeting on Friday to a discussion of this problem.

' Mr. CAVALLETTI (Italy)(tronslation from French): I am sure that all

delegations, particularly my own, desire the Committee of the Whole to resume its
work. I presume that that is how we are to understand what you, Mr; Chairﬁén, havg
Just read out: namely that the two coLChairmen interid to continue their qfforts
to reach agreement. -I think that we must have confidence. in our two co-Chairmen,
and wait until they reach a decision which I hope will lead to the resumption‘of

the work of the Committee of the Whole.
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ot My BARRINGTON (Burma): My views on this matter have already been
stated very clearly; I think, and'I do not propose to repeat them.  Let me start

by saying that, if the cother members of the Committeé do not object to the procedure
which-you:have outlined today, Mr. Chairman, I would not wish to stand in the way,
~except in one regard, - | -

I th@nk it has alwaYs eeen understood that the question of nuclear testing
couldlﬁe brought up by any delegation at any time without any previous notice.
That, I think, has been the position which we have all accepted before. But the
preposal which you have just put before us, Mr, Chairman, wouid implyithat on at
least one of the three days each week the question»ef nuclesr testing could nof.
be brought up at.all, I do not know if I am right in interpreting it in'that
fashion; but if I'am, I should merely like to_suggest'that we go back to what had
been arranged previously, We can work on the basis of an understanding; but I do
think it is important that we should leave it open for any delégation which so wishes

to raise the question of nuclear testing at any meeting without any prior notice,

. - The CHATRMAN (Canada): In reply first to the representative of Burma,
my understanding is that, in accordance with the rules which were adopted by
agreement between the co—Chalnmen in the early stages of our dlscu351on, in the
plenary meetings any delegatlon, in spite of any subsequent arrangements which
may be madesfor the agenda, is at 11berty to bring up any subgect at any time.

It I am wrong, perhaps one of the co—Chalrmen would correct me.

Mr.. STELLE (United States of America): I believe you are quite correct,
Mr. Chairmen. The general rules of procedure under which the Committee has been
operating prevides in a familiar phrase that, whatever agenda is agreed, whatever
item is agreed on for general dlscu531on on any particular day — ° o .
., Nothlng contained herein ig intended to preclude any-delegatlon '
from raising and discussing any subject or proposal in any plenary'session
of the Committee.n (ENDC/52) .
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Mr, TS:RAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)(translation .from
Russian): I should like also to remind the representative of Burma, Mr,
Barrington, that we are all bound also by Genefal issembly resolution 1767 (XVII)
of 21 October 1962. Paragraph 2 of this resolution calls upon our Committee
to give primary attention to the problem of general and complete disarmament.
Moreover, this resolution requests the Eighteen Nation Committee to submit a
repoft on the progress of its work not later than the second week of April.
Everyone attaches due importance to the question of the. cessation df nuclear ,
weapon tests, in which we have been very much engrossed, This has béen reflected
in the recommendeti>n which we have submitted on behalf of the two co-Chairmen,
It shows how much we take into consideration in the work of the Eighteen Nation
Committeé, and will continue to take into consideration in the future, the
importence of the cuestion of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests,

We propsse'that in the future, out of three meetings a week, one or even two
might always be devoted to the céssation of tests, But at-least oné meeting
should be set aside for the cardinal problem of our time —— general and complete
disarmament., I think that this recommendation is a sound one and iﬁ accordéﬁce with
-the obligations placed upon 1s by the General ..ssembly. It was already a moﬁﬁh
yesterday since we began our work, and we still have not come to the cuestion
of general and complete disarriument, Those were the considerations which :
gulded us when we reached agreement on:the question of the recommendation of
the co-Chairmen., I think that the representative of Burma will appreciate our

hunble eff rts and will not object to the proposed prodédure.

Mr, TAiR:B.NDV (Bulgaria)(translati»sn from French): I do not intend
at this stage to discuss this question‘at length, but I should like to take the
opportunity of saying that we.agree in principle with the co-Chairmen's |
recomnendatisn, We are also in agreement with the repfesentati&e of Burma when
he says that, as long as thére are serious issues in connexion with the cessation
of nuclear tests t> be considered by the Committee, any delegation will be at

liberty to bring them up.at any plenary meeting of our Conference.




-
(@]

/PV. 108"

\
WL

£

by
x <
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Ais we understand it, the co~Chairmen'!s recommendatisn has been framed with
a view to organizing our work on a clearer basis o as to enable delegations
to prepare their. statements.

I think that when Mr. Stelle, the United States representative, quo>ted the’
first sentence of paragraph L of the co-Chairmen's recommendations concerning
the pr.cedure to be followed: | A

"Nothing contained herein is intended t5 preclude any delegstion from
. raiéing and discussing any subject or proposal in any plenary session of
the Committee" (ZNDC/52),
he did so to indicate his agreement that the question of nuclear tests ‘could be
raised. No doubt the representative of Burma was a little concerhed'regarding :
'the last sentence of this paragraph, which reads:

"The present arrangements are not intended to apply to the cansideratioﬁ

during plénary sessions of the question of a treaty for banning nuclear

weapon tests and of questions relating to the work of the Committee of

the Whole." (ibid., p.1)

I think that, in accordance with the arrangements we have made and with the
consent of all members of the Committee, we should put that question on the
agenda.

I have, however, asked for the floor for another reason., I should like to
“rge the co-Chairmen to> give serious-consideration, as suggzgested by our Polish
colleague, t> what are called cpllateral cquestions, In the difficult situation
in which we are placed concerniﬁg certain iésues, the solutiosn of coilateral
questisons might create a better'atmosphere both within this Conference and
outside it. We might perhaps in this way be able to reach agreement on the
issues we are proposing to discuss, and above all on the cessation of nuclear
teosts, as all the members of this Committee wish,., We:must not forget that the
solution of callateral questions would improve the atmosphere of discussions in
this Committee. In common with our Polish colleague, therefore, I urge fhe co—Chairmen,
between now and Ffiday to meke arrangements for discussing these collateral
measures, so that at our next meeting we may have the definite view,or decision,
of the co-Chairmen, which would be in the form »f a recommendation to the

Committee,
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" We should als> Have an spportunity At our next meeting of distussing the
procedure to be adoypted iﬂ the Committeé of the Whole for dealiﬂg with the.other
'questions on our Conference's gTenca,Aespec1ally those designed to facilitate our
work and t> create a better atmosphere.
- There does ndt seem to be.any opposition to the discussion of general and

complete disarmament; but at our next meeting we should like to have a proposal
from the co;Chairmen concerhing collateral questions which the Committee could then

consider,

Mr, B.RRINGTON (Burma): I think I have already made it clear that,

while I have resnrvati)ns about that, I do nst propose to stand in the way. However
although I think the quatatlon t> which the representatlve of Bulgaria has Just
referred throws a little doubt on the procedural situation, which the United States
co-Chairman has tried to clear up -- I should be prepared to leave it on the
understanding that we can continue our meetings on the basis proposed in the present
proposal of >ur co-Chairmen., But I personally regard it as importantthat it should
be possible f r any delegation which feeis strongly enough about it to raise the
question »>f the cessation of nuclear ﬂests at any plenary méeting of the Comnittee
without, as I'say, necessarily having to give any advance notice: I think that if

we can reach a loose sort of understanding of that kind we might leave it at that.

The CH.IRM.N (Canada): I feel that probably the sense of the meeting ‘s

in line with the view expressed by the‘representative of Burma: that is to say
that in proceeding on the lines Drovased by the co-Chairmen it is stlll to be
understood that any delegation w1sh1nr to raise questions relatlng to the nuclear

test ban-at any plenary meeting ShOLlQ be entitled to do so.

Mr, STELLE (United States of Americaj: I certainly do not dissent
from that., But my interpretatisn of our agreed procedure is that i£ does not
‘refer only .to cuestions of the nuclear Lest ban, and thet every representative
has a right to raise any uuestlon at all thet he des1res at any plenary meeting

of the Committee, without 0r1or n>tice.
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The CHAIRM;N (Canada): . If no other representative wishes to speak, I

shall take it that the proposals recomrended by the co-Chalrmen are adopted, with the
understanding that any deloy«tlon is free t» raise the cuestljn of the nuclear test ban
at any plenary meeting, until we get an agreement.

It was so decided,

¢

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

Russian): . s can be seen from the recommendation of the co-Chairmen just adopted,
the last sentence says that no agreement was reached on an agenda for the Committee
~of the Whole. Owing to lack of time, this hes not besn explained today; but
apparently the Committee will be intereétéd to know why this question remained
unsettled and what the differences are; and apparently'they will wish to exchange
views. I think it will be convenient £o do so at our next meeting, as the

representative of Poland has suggested.

The CHAIRMIN (Canada): I thought it had been agreed that such an exchange

of views might take place after consultation in the meantime between the co-Chairmen,
If that is acceptable to> the co-Chairmen, naturally the rest of the members of the

Committee are always prepared to adhere to their decisions on procedure.

The Conference decided to issue the following communigue:

"The Conference of the Sighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament today held
its one hundred and eighth plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva,'
under the chairmanship of Mr. Burns, representative of Canada,

"Statements were made_by the representatives of the United States, Romania,
Canada, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, P>land, Italy, Burma, and Bulgaria.

"The next meeting of.thé Conference will be held on Friday, 15 Mafch 1963,
at 10.30 a.n."

The meeting rose at 1 p.n.






