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The· CHAIRlVIAl\I (Canada) ~ I declare. open the one hundred and eighth plenar.y 

meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament. 

Mr. STELLE (United States of America)~ On 11 March my delegation pointed 

out that one· important task ·before us is to define what we are really talking about 

when we speak of on-site inspections (ENDC/PV ol07 '· p o43). Secretary of State Rusk 

aptly stated the nature of this problem when he .s~id at his ne~s conference last 

Friday that the question of t~e.number of on-site inppections is highly theoretical. 

until we kno·w what it is. we are talking- abouto He phrased it this way~ 

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

answer to the question~ 1 the nu,mber of what.? 1" 

Today my delegation wishes to describe what it is we mean by inspections when we talk 

about an annual quota of seven on-site inspe~tio.ns. 

In his ope.ning statement at this .session of t~e Confe.rence~ Mr.· Foster made it 

clear. that .the ... type of verification syst~m about which we .are now :talking is 

substantially different from the systems w~ have talked about in the past. He said~ 

"I think it ~ould pr~mote progress in these talks if we could all 

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

which is now· the subJect of negoti<ltions. Altl:lough not yet precisely 

defined, that .verification sy.stem is substantially different from the ., . 

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

· is the central fact of the exchange of letters between Pres i.dent Kennedy 

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

debate over numbers; it is a fa.ct, none the less, which is far broader 

·than the present much-:-publicized inspection quota. controversy. 11 

(ID~DC/PV.96 2 p.lO) 

As my delegation has made clear.in recent meetings, we believe that, as.we begin 

talk~g about smaller quota numbers -- quota numbers in the range of single digits --, 

·there is. a neceaa·ity to maximize the deterrent effect and the confidence-building 
I 

effect of each on-site inspection. Therefor~, as a result both of the new basis of 

agreement arising from the exchange .. of letter.sJl and of the need to maximize the 

deterrent effect of on~site inspections and the confidenc·e-bui]Aing effect, the 

!) ElJDC/73, 7 4 

'\ 
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United States has revised in several ways i~s view of the arrangements~ or what we 

have come to call mod~lities, which should be set forth in the treaty regarding 

on-site iOspection • 

. ~ecently the United State~ made _known to this Conference that it had proposed 

the number of seven 'for. the on-site inspection quota in a private meeting with the 

t~en ·soviet repr~senta~ive. That number was .proposed as a forward move to meet the 

Soviet position on on-sit~ inspection,_ a~d as" a tok~n of our genuine interest i:p a 
nuclear test ban. It was put forward in connexio~ with certain inspection arrangements 

which I should like to des.cribe to the Committee today. As I explained to the 

representative. of Poiand at our la·st meeting (ENDC/PV .107, p·~8); they are the 
.. 

arrangements upon which our suggestion of the number seven was predicated. The 

arrangements w~ich I will describ~ are only. for the· inspection of events·in the Soviet 

Union, in the United States and in the United Kingdom.· 

The Soviet Union has been informed, bot~ here in Geneva and in Ivlos·cow, that we 

are mak~g our position known on these issues in the· Conference t'oday. The Soviet 

Union has been asked in our private· conversati'ons to state its. position. on them. 

Thus far ~here has bee·n no reply. The stating' of our pos.iti6n today should·· not· -­

I repeat~·· s~ould not .-:- b~ con~~rued ·to ril~·a.n ·in a'hy way that 'we have· given up hope 

.that the- Soviet Union wiil make its .position' clear. On the cohtrary:, we believe that, 

by making. o~· position clear to all the· m~inbers of the· Conference, we may· stimulate a 

discussio~ on these· questions. -- a.· discussion in which ~e .·devoutly hop-e the· Soviet 

Union ~iil play ~n .active .role befitting' .its status as a major ·nuclear Power interested 

in banning. riuciear ·we~pon tests. ·: .: · 

We belie~e· t~t the syst.em for inspection can be· ·considerably simplified if 

se:i,.smic. events are designated for ihspectio·n .. through a procedure· involving -JLother-. 

side choice". t.h~t· wo~ld m·ea.n that. seismic· ·,events· in the .. United $tates-: and in the 

United Klngdom· would be designated for inspection _by the Sov·-iet .. Union, ... and· in. the 
• • ~ I 

· Soviet Union by the ·united "Sta.t·es ·and by the Untted Kingdom~ ·Un.d·er that ·procedure the 

des'ignating.,party wouid submi't s·e'isnrl.c data from at.·least' four s'eismic' stations·· to 

est~blish .. the ·l~cation. 6f an ~vent whlch· .. lt migh.t iat·er wish to· inspect. Such ·a 
submiss.i6n wo~ld ·l,e a-c.conipani~d by·· a ·statemen·t· tha·t :the ev'ent ·could not be· identif'i~d 
as n~tural :l.n ori~·il1 unde:r .. a.gree~d. trea.ty' criteria.· .. ··The data ·ldcating -:the .·epicantre 

of the event.in .. qt.ies'ti:on'··wo'uid.als'o have' to he·.submitt:ed and··would have to'mee.t·~reed 
treaty criteria. 
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1rlit!l"-res'p~;cf t~ the location criteria the United States proposes th~t 11e use 
criteria ·which have been·, in part, already agreed between the Unit.ed States'. the 

United Kirig~om and the Soviet. Union, and which are contained in article V'III of .the 

draft comprehensiv-e treaty dated 27. August 1962 (ENDC/58) o Similarly, th_e criteria 

previously. agr:eed between· the United States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union 

for .·the id·erttification of certain events a.s natural in origin could also be a part 

of the- treaty. Those latter criteria would elL~inate from consideration ·events which 

occurred deeper than 60 kilometres, certain large events in the deep ocean, and 

foreshocks- and aftershocks of large earthquakes ·identified in the first two 
categories o · 

Should· a State· des igna_ting an event, after receiving clarification and d& ta 

concerning the event from the host country, wish to carry ·out an inspection, it ·should 

have ·'the ·right to select, within the agreed quota, the p&rtfcular ·designated event 

for inspection. 

During· our private meetings with the representa~ives of the Soviet Union in· 

New York and Washington we indicated that,· in view of· our shif~ from asking· for an 

international system of control posts spaced on a grid patter to agreement on a 

system of na~io:nal networks of control posts,- the ability to locate epicentres 

accurately might have been·somewhat degradedo As a result, we me~tioned at that time 
. . 
to the Soviet representatives in our private talks in l~e-v1 York and W~shington that -

the inspectiqn zone -- that isJI the area open for inspection -- might need to be . ' 

700 to 800 square kilometres in area. However Jl a car·ef"ul review of the scientific 

problems concerned in determing the location of an epicentreJI and an evaluation of 

the ·shift·we have propose'd to the use of the principle of the reciprocal location ·of ' 

epiceritres, indicate that an area somewhat reduced in size from.what had previously 

been thought to be necessary would probably be adequate. ·.The United ·stat~-~ now 

propos.es that the on-site .. inspection be limited to an ellipse of 500 squ~re 'kilometres 

in area-with a semi-major axis of a maximum of 15·kilometreso 

We believe that on~site inspection ·teams will ·p.arf·orm. a ·crucial· ta.sko \FJe ·believe 

·that, in a·rder to ensur_e the highest order of technical efficiency!} nationals of ~he 

·nuclear sides should fill certain important technical·positions in the inspection 

teams. We considerJI after careful· analysis, that there would probably be about 
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fourteen such technica~ positions for an. inspec~~on of a nuclear State's ter~i~ory. 

Therefore. the United States believes that the ,teams .~specting a seismic event in-the 
. . . ~ . . .. . 

· United States _should be co~posed of about fourteen So~iet technical experts plus ~n 

add~tio~l numbs~ of .e.xpe·rts from States ·not members of either NATO .or the Warsaw 
~ . . . ' . . 

Pact. Tec;ms which ins.pected events in the Soviet Union would be similarly composed 
o ' ' I 

of fourteen United States-United K~ngdom .technical experts, with.the:remainder of the 
• . . . l . . . . . . ... 

. team compqsed. of na-tionals who were experts from States not members of NATO or the 
:· . ... . .. 

Warsaw Pact. 

If teams .were composed of: twenty-eig~t inspectors, the~.e would 9f oolU'Se be an 

equal number of technicians from "the other nuclear side" and from States not members 

of the military -~ac~~. However, if _.teams were. to b~ smaller in number_ ~- and perhaps 

.as: few as twenty inspec~ors mig~t be_ suffiC?.ient for some on-si_te inspections -.-~ we 

believe ~hat -t~e principle of recipro.cal or _adversary inspec~.~on should ·be mainta~ned 

with respect to technical experts.. In the case of twenty inspectors, therefore, there 

1.rould be fourteen nationals from one of the nuclear sides and six from the States not 
. . ! .' .· . . . . . . . ·. 

members _of t~e military ·pacts in an inspec~~on g~oqp _ . .in the terri tory of a nuclear 

Power .. 

The chi_ef of the inspection .team lin the. t~rritory of a nuclear S.tate should _be a 

national of t~e qther nuclear side.. If _the host ?O~~try desired, the ~~am could be 

accompanied by a numb.er of host-country observers eq~l _to the . total number of _team 

members •. 
.i. 

With respe.ct to the tasks and duties of an ins_pection team, a team should have. 

gua_rante~d .. f~eedom of mov.e_n:tent .. in the inspection zo.ne ._a_nd be able to conduct low-level 

aeri_~l, groul?-d. and sub-su_~face _inspe~tion of. the . area. concerned. ; It shoq.ld provide 

--.. 11 of .i~s own ·inspect,ion equipment and instruments, e~cept fo;r heavy transportation 

equipment such as helicop~ers and_ trucks, which. should be provided by the_ ~~st _ coWltry. 
. . ' . .· 

qn the ~.s~ o~_ automatic seismic s_t~t-~_ons, _ th_e Uni~ed Stat.e.s_ has pr0;posed that the 

Soviet Union, the United St_~t~s and -.the Un~ted :;Kingdom :~U:pply sealed _recorders a.nd . 
' . . . . .. . . . . . . . :' . ~ . 

qe~-t_a.in se~led i~str~ents . .t:?r -~,ut?matica~ly-r_ecording sei~ic s~_atione ._. _'l;pos~ 

s~tion~~ .wo_u~-~ _be built ac.~ordi~g to .agreeq spoecifications _:by ~_pe Unite:d :·Kingdom, the 

United States an.d the Soviet Union. _Th_~- host country would .4av.e cert~ilt respon$l:bilities 

for the .maintena,nce of tho~e automa~ic reeor~:ing stations. I?a.~a from the sealed 
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recording s~a.tio~s wo:u~d b~ picked up and the sea)..~d instruments would be maiptained 

and check_ed_ by_ pers<?nnel from the other s_~de and .from the international: .. commission a 
• • t.'. ' ' •• 

max.imwn o:( .e..ight t;i.m.E?_s ea,.cp. y~ar .. ·. Tho.se_ da~a _could be _ex~reme~~ use~ul in clarifying 

the nat.ure .of· a particular seismic .event early in the inspection· prqcess .. 
• .. ' ••• • • ~ • • 0 • • • • 

\.VE; are suggesting too that the .data from .each automatic. seismic. station should 
• • • ' • • • ' 0 • • 

also be registered outside ~he ~tation on a. rscording d~vice id~ntical to the one 

within. The data obtained out.s.ide the. automatic seismic. station wou.ld be picked up 

and t.ransmitte.d. a.t :r;egular intervals~ p~rhaps on~e a week, by· host country: persqnnel. 

The data would be forwarded to the international commission f.or its own use and for . . 

trarismissi.on to t~e o~het ·side.. The Unit.e.d Sta_tes has proposed~ as delegatioJ;ls know,. 

that there :be. seven such automatic recording stations. located in :the Soviet :Union .. ,. 
; . . . . 

_As a _pa_rt of i;:.he inspe.ction arrangements we spould be willin_g to agre.e. ~na~. the 

host .country could _e){.clude a se.J:lsi~~~e d.a.fence installation from the area to .be 

. inspected.. The host country 'l.·.rould provide the country requesting the ins.pe?tion, 

and ·the com..rq,ission, wi:th a rE?por:t. explaining that .. a particular in~tallation was to be 
•• ~. • • • 0 • .. ••• 

excluded .:tJecause .it. .w:as a .sensitive .9efen~a installation_ .. The reques~~g State should 

~~ve_ .t~e .r~ght. to continue. the ~n~pection ;in _.su.c,h c~rc~stances, e:;c.cluding the defence 

installat:i,.o~; or to .canc.el. the ~nspe.c~ion: if }t wi..$!ledJI w~thout loss of ar1: inspection 

quota numb.er. In .adqition,, ap_use o£ .tpe exclusion prov~sion ?ou~d be considerep 

grounds on :which withdrawal fro~ .the tr.eaty cou.~d ts.ke pla.ce. 

Finally, if _it war.<? cons.idered nec.e.ssary to unde!ta.ke .drilling, the leader of the 

inspection team w.oU:ld have to g.iv.e not~ce .. of. that fact within a time period of five 

weeks from the .st:3,r:t of the _inspecti~.· If_ dril~ing oper~~i~.ps were _undertaken,, .. the 

host country would agree to permit ad~ition.a.l pe;r.so.ns to enter the inspectioi1- a;re~,. 

as well as the. necas.sary heavy equ_ipment. 

I :hav~ J!lst gi'!e.:q. the .commi~tee ~he br~ad ou.tlin~ of a nu.mb~r of those. inspection 
; ' I 

arr:an,gemen:ts which. we cons:ider will be. necessary .:to .ensure that each inspection will 

be -~ost mea~-i-ngful, '!:>6th in. terms o;f be~ng an .. eff.~_ctive. deterrep.t a~d as a .bu_ilder of 
• ~ • • t : :\ 1 • • 

confidence pe:~wae~ ~he· pa~t~~~-· to the tr~aty... I .have alsq_ inqicated our position with 
; , , , I ~ _ • , • • I 

reg~rd to da,ta. from alitoJ;natic .. seis~i:c stations. which may be .a useful supplement to 

information fr.o~ na.tional s~ations dur-ing the ear_~y part of the ~nspe~tion _process •. 

,f 
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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 
. . . . . . . : . . . . . . . . 

represe·ntatl.ves,.· and which I have just outlined,. are acceptable, whether it 

h~·~. major· .objections, .. or ~~ether :it has. additional proposals or suggest.ions to 

make.t It seem~ clear to~ d~ieg~tion that Soviet·respon~es are es~ential 'if 

we .are to move into fruitful negotiations on a nuclear test ban treaty • 

. We have pointed· .out a number of t.imes the .conflicting .. Soviet statements about 

the ,'case or difficulty' ·whicn there mlght'·be in reaching agreement on th'ose :tssues. 
We certainly· hope it will. be easy to reach· agreement on them; ·and, frankly,-· we 

·can see no reason why. i't should not be •. 

We·· earnestly urge the Soviet delegS:tion to let us ha.Ve ·its views on these 
• 

i'ssues;· or,. if it has no instructions on them,. ·we urge it iinmediately to seek 

instructions from its Government so ·.thB:t. we may get .on with' the solution of the 

problem of reaching agreement on an ~ffective nuolear test'ban treaty. 

Mr.· MACOVESCU (Romania): \Vhe·n, in my intervention of 6 March, I 

challenged the scientific basi's · of the stand tak~ri in thi's Committe .. e· by the 

Western nuclear Powers· in the negotiations· o;n. a nuclear te~t ban (ENDC/PV .105, p.12), 
. . 

'the Romanian delegation was pursuing one aim orily ...;_ to facilitate the further 

progres·s of our pr.oceedi~s. It· is the ·conviction· of my delegation that, by 

removing the so-called scientific screen behind which the Western delegations 

try to conceal ·the poli tic'al targets which inspire' their position,. we shall 

contribute ~o the establishment ·or conditions propitious for fruitful negottation 

which should'bririg ahout; at the earliest possible date, the conclusion of a: treaty 

·banning. all nudlear weapon tests;:. in all environme.~ts and for all time.· That 
. , .. ·' !. 

aim rules o~t the intention which the representative of :the United'· States was 

·attrib~ting to me · (ibid•,. p.l8): · that of plunging ... into a 'technical di·s~ussion. 
It . is . the same aim that insp.ires me today when I again' take the:. floor on this 

matter, and by no me·ans the intent.ion to engage. in· polemics with Mr· •. ·Stelle ·or 

·"the· .desire to have· 'the last word in a discussion •. ·. Such. ·''giory" is alien to. 
f • ' ., ' ' 'I • • '• 

us. ·' ·The final' goal of our ··negotiations here is of paramount iniportance for the 

present and' the· futur'e of mankindl. and ·we will not. be. lured by the glitter or· : 
swords crossed for the sake of personal brilliance. 
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I appreci~ted the effort. made during our meeting· of l+.Mar9~ py tne 
• r : • • ' • • • 

representative of the United States, Mr. Stelle, to defend the past and the 
. . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. ~ . ; ' . . 

present .stand of th~ Western nuclear Powers (ENDC/PV .107, · pp. 5 et s~g.); but I 

must co~ess, !n.~l. frankness,.that his ,ple~. was not successf~l in sh~ttering 
my opinion· that the points made by me before this Committee in the mee.ting o~ 

6 March were· correct. As a ma~ter o~ fa~~ they expressed the essence or, ~he 
ear~.ier statements made by Senator Humphrey and Senator .Anderson, as well r;s. :. . . . : . . . . ' . . . 

by Mr~ Foster, to the effect that th~ United States of Amer~ca, in .its demand 

for on-si ~e in~pec.tions, was re.lying on a series of erroneous (lata and· calc~lations 
. . . . . 

and on obvi~us·e~agger-ations •.. 
I quote ·again: 

n · •.• ~ ·about four years a~o there was an ?Xi thmeti~al error· made by US 

scientists which made the figll!e much i~ger than the facts ~8.!~anted, 

·· • • • a monumental error fwaiJ made. . ••• we ¥e~~ b~siJ?g our. c~~l~t~o~·~ 
·in 1958 and 1.959 and 1960 upon rec.ords that were ·accumula~ed from 1932 to 

1936. ••• we made a lot of miscal~ations around that time. , •• W& 
magnifie~ the n~ber of earthquake~··~ •• the tre~~y of. APril 18, .1961, 

. . 
•• , was based on this same erroneous infor~.atio·:q. w.hioh now makes· it 

look a ·little silly." (E~C/PV .105, pp~i3,14,15) ·. 

Wh~t was the reaction of. the Upited.States delegation when the ~ele~~t~on of 
. ' 

Romania brought to the Committee's notiqe these f~cts and statements which 
' • I • : '•' • ' • • .. ~ ', 

demonstrate the lack of scientific basis of the W~stern nucle~ Powers' position? 
. . . . 

At the meeti~g of 6 M~ch .the representative of the United States challenged 
• • *' , . 

tl1.em, stating: 

. 11 ., • it is not a. question of opera:t~ng on the basis. of old data. in error~ 
• ',I • •' ' • 

It has been a. que~tion of opera:ting on the data that .we hB:d .. ~~ · hand and 

with the most pre-cise accuracy that· could b~. developed on the. ba~is of 
tl:;l.at data." (ib~·d;·, p.~o) · · . . . . 

It. is not my iYlte~onto comment upon tha~. ~tate~en~ by Mr. Stelle. .I leave it to 

him to reconcil~ it with the previous quotations I. adduced. 
' • '"• I ' •' 

Meanwhile the United States representativ~ prop~bly .bas read what .I h~ve 
~ • 4 :. ~ • lo ' • \ •• •' • • 

said, what· Senator ~p~ey and. Senat?r · ~der~on ~ay.e'" s~.i~· .a.n~ what Mr, Foster ha:s 

said, . and he was able to note that what I,. quoted had really been safd: by thos~ 

United State·s statesmen. That is, in our view, the explanation·for the caution 
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displayed to a. cE?rtain .:extent by him:.in his·· s.tatement during the m~e.ting ·of· the 

Com.Illittee on U March (ENDC/PV .107, pp~.5 S?t seq.)·. .On that occasion Mre ·Stelle· 

challeng~·d op.l;y. P.¥t.:. of; the; yonclu'sions· I arrived at·. ~ENDC/PV .105, pp~14,15). 

Those -cop.cl1,1s:i,.pr;ts -~op.nted .to the following four., which I hope· I shall be ~llowed·. 

to recall to·this Committee, 
•, .: I ' 

Fir_st, for a __ period of more. than ·.four years during which the test ban tre~ty 

was being n~got:fat~Al,. the·. United States Gove:;r~ent made rE;?ference to and based its 

stand o .. ~. d~t-~ acc;m.m:nl?-te~ between, 1932 'and 1936 •. 

-. _,. ;:_Secop¢1,. we are f.aced net by ins:i,.gp~f.icant erro~s but by. '!monwnental errors" I) 

Th~rd, it is not a case of reconciling' the political·~ factors with the 

scientific ones; it is a case of a political stand based upon erroneous data. 

Fourth, . we.-· have an ·explicit ackno'Wledgement of a distortion .. of facts, and. of 

a large .... s~e~e. ~stortio·n too.· .. · · · ··.. · 

The first. two ·of tho·s.e .. co·riclusions were not chall.enged by Mr. St-elle. 

Besides, r repeat that they. are not only my conclusions; .they B!e· also the 

conclusions 'drawn by :the Chairman of the··.united· S.tates Senate Sub-Committee· on 

Disarmament; ,-'Senator·.Hu.mphrey, and· by:':Mr_. • Foster:. · that the ·united States 

Government had been operating for·n.~arly four years on the basis o-f data accumulated 

between 1932 and_l936, and that. t.b.§ data upon.:which. ·.the. United States. ~tand was 

based embody .. -~'monumental~' errors •. : But -the representative of 'the United States 

has tried .to! challenge .the conclu-sions which stem from precisely thos·e premises,· 

which. : he coUld not deey. That is why he endeavo1ired to present·, things as if all · 

the time, · ~d. particularly tod·ay, .. the. demands of' tbe We-stern· side with rega:rd to 

the ntUnber 'Of on-site in·spections a~d Of automatic· seismic stations to· be. sited·· 

on Sovi-et terri t.ory; werE? base a. upon. scientific '.data. . 

I .do hQt. intend to go. into .technical· or scientific det-ails. That has been 

done by the Uni .. ted· States Arms Contr-ol. and Disarmam~nt .Agency. · .. However, ·with 

regard to the following contention made by the Uni~ed~ State.s·.· .. representa,tive: 

. "Our. figures. on. on-site -inspection have. in the past been· r.elat·ed to the 

number of doubtful events rather'than-·to .. the·total ntunber of'seisniic 

events.'' (ENDC/PV .107, p.?), ·., · · . -. 

I oannot:refrain from reading out·to .. the.Committee the following·words'of Mro Fo$ter~ 
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"There are • ~. · a. variety of ways ·of proceeding with respect to 

the on-site· inspection problem. In the past, when the United State~·· 

believed there would be, in the USSR, about 100 shallow earthquakes· 

above a magnitude Qf·4.75 (19 kilotons in tuff) and some 600 ·shailo~ 
eerthquake.a above 4.0 i2 ldlotons in tuf_f'} we propos~d 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· 4.75 and·4.0 has be·en reduced to about 40 and. 

170, respectively. With.such a reduction, there arises the question 

whethe·r the· proposed· number of on-site :inspections should be reduced'" 

The argument will undoubtedly be advanced tha~ since the number of· 

earthquakes has been reduced by a factor ·of- at least 2t, ~t should be 

possible to reduce the pumber of on-site inspections." 

That quotation is fr.om the hearings 9f 25 July_ and 2 Au.gUst 1962, _page ·12. ..; As 

one can see, the explailat.ion given by Mr. Stelle is_ not consonant with the reasons 

adduced qy_Mr. Foster. 

A seco·nd factor to be considered i,n this matter is the ratio between .the total 

numbe_r of earthquakes anti that of' unidentified se~.:smic avents-. That ratio is ,· 

reduced, on the one hand, as the :technique of identifying seismic ev-ents-· i:s. ... :· . 

developed, ·and on the .other }}and as the number. of :instrumepts "v,sed fqr t~e 
.. 

ide-ntification of such .events is increased. On both sides, the number ~~f 
;-• .· 

unidentified seismic events .is being steadily·reduced as against ·the total_ n~ber 

of seismi.c events. Mr • .Foster, mald:~g reference o~y to the ·f:i:-rst. factor, which 

r~duo~s the. proportion. _of unidentified seismic ·ev~nts as against earth t:remors 

in general, stated; 

"There has been an improvement in the .qapability to detect._ test$ 

.by a distant network". 

I quote f~om the same hearings, page 10~ 

In. his ·.t,;n,. M7 ... Fos~er' s. d~puty, Mr ~ Fisher, irr ~ letter .publish~d by 

The l.Jashington Post, o~ 4 Ivl~~h 1963, t9 whic~ r~ference has -~r~ad:r. been made in 
. ! . • . 

this Co~ttee (ENDCjPy.l06, p.25),.~ays: 
11 •••• th~ number·of earthqua~es.in the USSR is less by a fa~tqr of~ 

than we previou~~y ?el~_e:ved_. This, c<;>uple_~ .with_ our in~as_e~ ~owledge of 
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. . . 
earth~uak~ i~e~~ifica~i_ons,_ me~ns that' the num~erf of unidentified underground 

events for .'~hi<?h we might' consider inspections~ ~Jill be' very substantiaily 

smalle~ -~~~p \vas. as~um~~- a few years· ago·,, 0 .-.. 

... ' ~ •' '· (. • 1 : ~ : ·: • -~ :, \ ~ • : • • \ : • : • .. ~ : • \ • • • • • • :~ 

Mr o Foster, Mr. Fisher proceeds :from a premise that· differs· from that of· 
'I ' • '' :·:' •' ,· r l : , ,: '"' ,. • , • : ··.• • •;: .• ,' •, .:~;·· 

0

, • , 

Stelle. 

Now, there. is a. second factor in the reduction' of"<this rat'io ~ Fr~~ .the 
: i ' . . • . ~ 

quotation I -~~ye given.;.here it can be seen that persons ·of ;conseque.hce in the 
. . ·. . . :-: , .. · .. ·. 

United States.:are. pleading. for the redu~tion of' the nu~her of .. on-site· inspections, 
: • '• ' •: ', •• ' ' ' t :' I, ' ' ' . ' '.. '"' '" : • '.:, ~' ..:, • ''I • ' • ' ·~., • 

starting fr.cm, the premise that th~ netw9rk pf stations for. the· detection and · 
., ' ' ' • • • • • i • • ' ""' •'-: ' ,' • '• ,· ~ ' • :·: · .. ~ : ;, • t I i •: • • • : ~ ' ,, • ! \ • 

identification of presumed und~rground nuclear explosions in the Soviet Union would 

have to consi.st. only. of Uni;t~d:.Stat .. es s~-~tio~s ~?~~ ·i~~~t-·is,;_.~f ··~i~ti·o~s·_:.:~ited·'·o~ 
United st~~e~ t.errit~~; e But .one ~~~.t .be.a~· .in .~:i.nd ~h~t ·1_!1· th~ e~~~t -'~f ~"<t-~e~ty 
coming intq .. ~ff;e~t, t~n, .. as th~ :~~-pr:esent~tive:: .of. I.ndia, .Mr. Laii', r~ghti~-~b.ointed 
6ut at. 41-lr~ ·;_nfo;~i~:IiiEfet_ing on 4 M~rc_h·~ .to ~-et·e~t ~~d.· lde~ti'ry' pres~~(3d ;~~c·J.~a.r :--: .. _: 

' ' ' • '~ ' ' • •' ' • \ I • : • '• • : • ,;. '• • • • • ' • ... : :' ' ,· , ' • • '' ' • •: • • 

explosions in the Soviet Union use would be made not only of the sei~mi9. stations 
'' ' ~ : , .. , : ~ I • ' ~ 'r • <~ • 

s.it.ed on· United. Stat.es .. territory but also. of .the sta.tions of all the o~her···countri'es 
. ' . \ . . . . : :· . . . '· •. : i •' ~.. . · ..... : .. ~ -~ ·.:. ~. : . . . : . : . .... :t . ,; . : .· ·: .· . ~ .. .' . : .. 

of the ~wo~l;d., plu~ thr:ee a~~OII¥ltic. seism~c .L~tat~ons. s~t~"d i~ th_e. U~SR,,_ .P~u~. thre~. 
, •• • : • 1 • • , , , •, t •• '!", • 1 : •, • • ·' i • ; : .. w .:.., ·: ~ • • • J', • \, , , ' • • 

automatic. :seismic stations .. sited. in .the immeqi~te vicinity "f the Sovi.e,t frontiers o 
: . . . • . . . . . " . ' . • ( . . . . : . . . • ~ .: . ~ ; .. ' : . i ·.; :'1 : ·. • . . • ~- ~ ... · ... ' : ~- . . :: .. 

It is obvio:us .. that. ~he .to~ality of thqse. j~eans covers. ~11 practiqa~ ne~qs w.~th ... . 
.. • • • ~ ' • • ' • '· • • • .1. ' • • ' •• ' • • • f •• : • . . ', ~ ' •. : ~ .. ; ~ 

regard to t.he. det.e.ctio-n and identification of undergrounq nucl.ear explosions a. • • 
, 

0 

I • o •.'• 0 0 .. , : \' 0~ ot,,''"o 0 .. ~ .:·)~'·","', :: • ..-~ =·.·,•~', 00 

·o.tl! th~. o'tshe~ :h~nd; .one must, n9t. f<?r~et that~- :.~,1;1 ?-<rcepting two ~<? .. t4r,,e.~ . q~~~~:te 
- • • ' ~- • • • ., • ,. •• I • • • ~ • • .. t •• •• -·· .~. • ••• f • • I: .. 

inspec.tiQns ·a.~ye~z: ';:e>n t.he ter~it.ory. of. .. the USSR.,. i;,he. Soviet ~overnm.e~t .. ~a~ !.8:cG.l?Ptt3d 
. .. . . ., .· . "\ •. . . • - . • ... ! ..... i • ' • • ,:,. • ~· • •• •••• ·' 

the use ·.of :a supplezp.e.ntary factqr of i~su~ap.ce '· rat~~o~~l:t i ~ i.$ ~?~ .. r.e~Jly_. ~e~d~?,.~ .. : 

This is a political action of exceptional significance, stemming.as it. do~s-~ro~ a. 
• • • ·• ~ . • !, : ·.. • . . 

sincere desire.t~.fa.cili~ate:the conclus.ion o~. ~ tr~e~ty 9 . It(.is._pr~.cis;ely that 

aspect of t~e matter which the vJestern.delegations do not::~derstan.Q, o.r. .do not want 
• ·.· ., . ' ; . t,l t' : • 

to understand. , . ·. , .. ~- . ~ . ,!' .. ' .•' .. ·. ·.·:- ,l ··:···: ·-

The·-: re])r.e·sentative.' .of: the: Pn~te.d States ~old_ u.s ,d~~W pr~·~_ed~~ ~9lee~_ing~ about 

·the· i3fforts·· mad~ ·.in.the United· .States .in; t.he per~ad; 1.9?-8.~to_,,l9.59 ... ~o .. f -~·P~: . .,P~R<? .. ~e ... _of 
.. "'""' .. , .................... ..-... ''''·:· ......... ~~ .............. ...-... . 

·correcting the erroneous evidence and of op_t~i.~ipg op~rrac-t: .d~t~~, .. Now:.' .. ~h~~·-.i.~ :~P.~ . . . . . . -· .. . .... 
situation? ·on 5. January,' 1959; on' the. basis of; some .te~ts· .. carried o.ut in. the autumn 

! . . • • .. . ... 0 • •• ~ • .. .. " 

of· 1958~r the United Stat·es delega.tton_: to .~-Ire· :trip.~t!it;e. __ negp~~~~i_pn~i. su~~~te¢1 a 

working paper (GEN/DNT/25) concerning the so-called "ne-w seismic data". Two 
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element~- :a_rrest our. atten~ ion o First, it was ment ~oned i_n that document that the 

number of· earthquakes _a year equivale·nt t.o a given yield was about double that­

previously estimated. Thus it was estimated that the number of earthquakes ori the 

globe as .a -whole e·quivalent to or bi-gger than explosions of a given yield was··-

36,400 a year -- that. :is, more than do:uble the number: est~mated in the Genev~ ·system. 

Seconoly',. it was stated. i-n that document that the annual number of unidentified 

continental earthquakes _equivalent to 5·kilotons pr.larger would ·be· great~r ~han 

that· previously es~i~ted by a factor' of ten or more .. 

United ··states scientists, this time assisted by their United Kingdom co~leagues,­

continued all through 195.9 to indulg_e in the_ir at~itude of magnifying the data 

rega_rding the number of earthquakes. That appeared- in a stri·king maimer particularly 

in November-December· 19.59 .. during.· the pr..oceedings of Technical V{orking Group 2, tvhic.h · 

was attended by Soviet, United S-tates a1:1d -United Kingdom expertso · The Soviet 

experts· drew attention to. those ~xaggeration·s.. TP:us ·in Annex II of the· report 

-d~ th~ Technical Working G~oup on seismic_problems dated 18 December .1959,_ in whiqh 

the stateme'nt ·or th~ Soviet -~xpe~ts ,was_ reproduced~· it 1.J_as stated that~_~ 

" on the basis of a more careful analysi-s of the rieVJ s·eismic 

dat·a, the Soviet e:A'J)_erts have c_ome to the con_clusion that the: e.nhual 

numbers ·of earthquakes throughout __ .the tvorld equivale-nt' to e~plosior;1s 

of g'iven yield are, ·if_ anything, ·smaller than, the numbe._rs. ·~·stim.ated. 

at Geneva in 1958 and -not lo5 or 2 times gr_eater, as ·is _a;sserted in 

the United States documents.," (GEN/DNT/T~JGo2/9, Annex.-II, ·-p~6) 

At that time Soviet eicperts estimated ·that there :were ~bout 6,.300 eanhquaJ;ces. 

throUghout the 1Horld, as·against 'the 36,400-contended i,n_tn~ United Stq.tes-:docu.ment 

of 5 Janti.ary 1959 -- that is,_ six .times_ feVJer o As for conti-nental earthquakes, the · 

Soviet expert-s · sho1.tJe'd t·hat ·.their ·number cculd be calculated _by reducing the _totai 
" 

number· by one-half.. .. . '. 

According to Mr ~ Stelle 1 s own· statement at -our meeting. of· 6 March, ~.l)e dat;a 

subtrltted ·by United States scientists ~hi.ch have b~en m.ention~d ·above "moved thirlgs 

in_ \oJ~at might be said to be. the wrong direction.~'-' (ENDC/PV ol05, p ol9) o ·But·_ qan: 

that assessment be considered satisfactory? Is it enough simply-to admit that 

those data moved things iri a nwrong direct_ion11 when, by invoking precisely such data, 
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the delegations ·or the Western nucle·ar Powers .have· constantly cr·eated· obst .. acles 

and in the ·lor~··ru.n ·ha1ie· kept negbtiations· on a ··nuclear' test ban at· a·c·:standst.ill· 

for as 'long'· as·'fo~r: year's?: .. · .. : . ~ . 

Such: :an assessment carinot' sati.sfy anybody, eit'her in this: Coinmittee or outside . 
I 

it··~· ·"The Uffite'd st~tes ·Government· cannot claim that ·it VJas not· 1n· ·a,. ·position to 

consider t'h~ 'sete·nt1r:i.C.. aecuracy ·of the data supplied by United State$ scie'nt.ists. 

The Sovtet ·sc::t.entists' ·point. of· view·; t·o which we have previously· :r·efe.r.red, had~·.be·en· ·. 

made known to the United· States Government. in due time o T1hat: pq~'ht of :view ·~- 1-1hich 

incidentally pr·oved to ·b6' right:·~..:. .. tJas·: ·n:ot. ·.taken· :lnto · considei-ation ·either by. the 

United Stat·es G6v.e·rnnient. ·or by its delegation ·at ~he negotiatio'ns:o :.I· .. ·· .·.· 

. ': So· much for the period when the data invoked by the United States ·moved ·things 

in the VJ.rong direction• ·Now I shall make B:. fe-w comments on· the stand of .the 

United St'ate·s··delegation during· the pe.ri:od .When the ··new data· .a,va.ilable ·to the 
. . 

United Gtates Government --'to use ·the words·· ·of'.'·the· United· St'ates· repre~entativ,·e· ~.-. ·, 

"moved the: problem in the right direot'ion rathe·r· than· in; ·the wron[{ 'direction. n (ibid.) 

At our mee~ing on ll.·March Mre· Ste:p.e ·stressed -'(ENDC/PV .107~ p.-5) that the I 

United States ·Gov·er~ent had ·published a considerable nti.mber 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 p·rove that his Government had not·, 

distorted its scientific stand in order to substantiate a political ·positiono I 

have followed attentively the statements of the· United States delegation'·in. thi's 

Committee. I have. studied the. document qon:cernipg t'he Vela proj'ect as well·· as 

other document's which the· United States delegation has submitted· to .this Coriference ~ 

I must · confe,s's ;. ·ho-wever; that· nowhere· have I been able to finQ·. an 'aekno-wledg'ement 

of the ··e·rrors· which ·we.re dis'cussed in the· Senate S.ub-Comn:4tte·e i ;and lvhi·ch I .. bro~ght' 

to the notice( of· this ·committee at our me .. etirig. ·of 6· .J.VIa.rqh .· (ENDC/rv ~105, p ~~13) ~ . Even 

Mr o Foster, in his capacity as head of the United States delegatio!}, "dfd ·not . .say. 

anything 'here\ in'·this cha.mbefo;about the errors.\Jhi?p.: .. he' had ··ackno-wledg·ed;li;$.fore 

the Se·nate :SuhLCommitt.ee ·~n 25 July·· and .. 2. Augtist:<t962 •. ·:rs it ·tnat :·sctent~.t:ig: .. .-;. ·, ... 

conside·rat'ions have .Pr~vented the :!Urdted ~·st-ates delegation .f.ro·m· br.tngin:g :t~hi:s·.' s.ta~e .. ~ 

of affairs td our knoVJledge? · 



ENDC/PVol08 
17 

(Ivlr .. :iY.iacovescu, Roma·nia} 

Now, what was the stand of the United States delegation after the new data we·re 

disclosed? "Did it go hand ·in hand with· the new technical and scientific data? Here 

are some ·examples 'which prove the contrary .. 

·We. all· ·reca.li the. sta:t~ments of the United States delegat.io'n during the second 

. half of last· year that the use of ~ational station~s for purposes -oi contro:l over· .the 

cessatlon. of 'nuclear l.oJeapon tests was unacceptable to• 'th-e 'uni~~d Stat~s 0 At 'pres·e~t 
the ·united·· States representati~es ackno'Wledge the efficiency. of' th~se· st'~tio.ns and 

st·ate that·:-the united States Governmeht. is now relying ~·inly on themo it w~l:lld be 

iriteresti~. t~ learn the reason for the ~ci.entific substaritiation of this cha~e of 
stand~·._· 

Here is another example. Last" year 'represe~tatives of the' W~stern nucle·ar Powe~s 
contende'd that a control ·'system -~a.s re.quired._ suc.h ~s would 'make it' 6e~t~i~ 'th~t ~0· 
undergroUnd explosi~n had been car'ried out 0 On 17 Au~st. "1962 the ·u~i~~d- St~t .. es 

represen~ative saici ~ 
". . . . -

"Valuable weapons effects information can· and ~/:ill oft.en ·dail for only a 

sirigle test -- a series is n:ot ne~es·~·a~Y.;· :~·z. tti~y ·~i~ b~ .a :u2.A or a .. 
• • ; • : ... , • .a • I• 

series :i.~ t~~hich_ other events go und~te:~t~d o Who ··kno~s pre'ci~eiy, l.oJhat· a 

~~~i~s ls. if ~ome of the ev~nts g~ ~ndete~t.~d ?. · ·~\ si~i~ t:e-~t· may. ~.Je.ll be" 
' . - :... . . '· .. . . : . . :. : '. : .. ...; . . . . ~ . . ' . :. 

copv~rted into ve_ry mcani~fu~ ·r~~u~ts~. ~~thout .B:."o/. other 'test.s, wi.th 

signi~icaht laborat'ory vJork. II (ENDC/PV 0 jl' p oi1f . 
The Roma.nian delegation, like·· other dei~·g_ati.ons. here, has repeated+y state,d that 

. •, • • . • . • • • : • " , ;) ··: ·- :.. ,; , .: ". , • .. • • • • t : ,'· • ~ • ~. I • • 

what ··really inatters· in the light of the problem ·wi~h· \.J~-iQ4 wG are confronted i.s not 
' , . . ; :, ,. • ", 'i' ~ • :I ~.! • ., · •. : • ' . .. • ;- , , • • . 

isolated. tests but .,whole series of nuclear t·lea.pon tests ca.rried. out underground o In 
.. . ~ ' .. - • .. .. .- .:· :: .. -'.:~··· : .. . . : .l . 

fac~, the crux. o~ the matter is that a series of undergrou.nd nuclear tests cannot 
. .... . . ~ .. : . .. ~ . -. 

~scap~ .·detec~ion; and no government may reckon tha~, t.Jere it to vi_o.late· e3: test batl. 
. • • • t • •• • • • • • 

trea:ty· and carry out_ a series of such undergrouno nuclear test~, they w.ould g~ 

~qe~ec.te~ ~ :It ·took a few mont.hs· ·.fo~ t.h~·· .most .. auth?~it.ative. p~rson in ~he ... u~ted Stat~s, 
Pr~sid~n~ Kennedy, 'to· admit the correctness of our point o~ v~ew o In h_is P.re,ss 

' • ' •' • ' I • ~ '• ' • ' ~ '"' • - ' • ' • • • .. :, • : • • 

conf~rence on 6 March President Ke~edy s~id~ . . . . ·' . 

. ;,I b·.eli~ve VJe·· will iris~st. ~pon. a tes·~ ~a~. tp~a.ty .which .. giv~s us. 

as~~a.nc·e th~t' ir ~ny ~o~ntcy .con~ucted. a. s·e~~·es ~;: ~~desti~e .. ~fldergrouAd . . : .. : . . . . . . . . : ~;. ; .... : . . . . . . . 

tests that series would 'be detected '.1 D 
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I quote from the New York Time's of. 7 Narch 1963, because I do not have the official 

text, 

I should like to give just one more example •.. It is known that about thr~e 
' \ •• I 

times more seismic. ev·ants take placa in the Unit~~ ~tates .of Ameriqa .: than in the 

Soviet Union, Scien~ifically it w?uJ.d be .reasonable for the number of autom.at_ic_ 

sei~mi~ st~tion·~ and o~-S.ite ins.pe_cti~ns for the Uplted States to be three ti~.e~ 
greater than f~~--· the Sovia~ ·'_Uni~·n~ . Btit the Unlted .States delegat-ion' .is_ su,gg'~'sting_ 
an eq~.lai.figure of seven_fo~· b~_ti{ the .S9Yi~t Union a~d the United St-=l.t~s. '· ... The·. 

question ~ai~rally arise~: .'~itha; ;seve~ is all: ;ight. f;om a' ~cie.ntlf~c: p~~~t. o:f 

view so f~~ as the Soviet U~'i-on is ·c6n~~~ned, · ln which case ~e ~o ·not' unde~~t.a:~d 
. .. . . . . . . . . .. . .· . . ' ; . . 

why United States preposals do n~t provide far· twenty-one in the ·case of t_he Unit.ed 

States; ~r seven is all right as_ applied t~ the United States, and in ~hat. case 

why does not the Unit~d States delegation-suggest one-third of the seven for the 
. . i • 

Soviet Union~- that ·is~ preois~ly t~o ·to three inspections?·· Of course, the· 

Western Powers ~ill. niak~ reference t~ the i~e-a of .e;quB.lity, · But everyoiie can se.e·. 

that that idea of equality is a political one and is by no means a ~tter of . 

applying seismological or other: ·s'~ie~tif~o data.lio. our issue. . 

Before con eluding I should like ·to return -t·o ~ri: · idea put· forward. at the 

beginning of my remarks' and to st~te once' more. th~t. it ·is not' my intentib!n to: e'hgage 

in polemics with the Uhited· States representative'~- ·~nd that hot bec~ti~s~ 'I ·a.m· 
opposed, in prtnciple I to Po~emics•: ·. We stand·· fcir .that' tn~thod .. wh~ne~-~~-'· by using 

• • .; • • • : ' ' ., • I '• • ~ • • ... 

it, we are _in a position to make tru:th ~ome t·o .. light. · ··But nO\i I want to put aside 
·' . . I. . . '. : . . • . . ·.· : 

everything which prevent~ us ·from achieving the .. ag·reemant so eagerly expected' ·by all 

honest-minded people the world o~er in order to put an ·end: 'for 'all tibia' t·o-'· the;' . 

nuclear arms' .ra:ce·:; and in order to remove the' danger to ·the health' of humanity 

engendered 'by nuclEi~r explosions·. . . : Onee more we request the United ~tates: delegation, 

and we shall continue to do· so, ·to ·go ·along this' path. . . 

At. our· last mee'tirig ·you, Mr. Chairinan:; partiqularly i1onoured me by' quoting .. 

(.8NDC/PV,l07, p~26) the elos'fng-~ords. of my inte·rventio.n on· 6· Harch (EIIDC/PV·.lo5,pp •. i7;1Et. 

which represent~d a.'n appeal to co .. operation, understanding·, realism and flexibility •.. 
I . 

You did not deem ~t rteeessary, Mr. Chairman, .. to quote ·the paragraph ·as a·; whole, but .. 

left aside· two sentences,' the---last· two, l-ihi~h have a ·a·ighific:ance of their qt.m. I . 

should like to quote the ·whole ·paragraph, si-nce· it· ·does ~present ,the· consistent: 

staild ·or the Romanian delegation: · · 
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" ••.• th~re should be no victor· and no vanqui"shed · in this 
. ' 

Conference. The point is not to undermine the prestige of one 

country o;r :anot~er, .. ,9f .. one. government or· another. The point is .th.at 
• J • •• :. ·: '; ~ :- ; • • 

we have to find toget'her the best solution for the intrica-1?~ ·is·sue 
• . ~ ) l • 

facing us today, but in order to achieve '-.that goal all the_ g_ov.~r!lPlents 
' • I 

represented here must give proof of their courage to: take ,a:cti!~~ .. and . . · ... ··: ... ·" .. '"· .... " 

of ·their de.ter~in~tion ~o. soive the problem, ·The Governme,.nt ot the, 

So:vi~t U~_ip~ h~s .given that p;roof. .. It is now up_ .to the TJnited States 

Government •. " (i~iq.) 

The 'CHAIRMAN (Canada): With 1 the permission o.f the Committee,, I shou~d .:now 

like to m~ke a statement in my capacity as repre_sent~tive of Canada. Wha_t .. I have 

·to. say .f~fe!s mostly to Mr •. Tsarapkin's statement at our one hundred and_ sixt~. 

meeting, which .I listen~d to and then read with care. · I have· also taken into 

ac~ount what he said on ll March (ENnC/PV ,l97,. pp.-32 et seq:). :ir •. Tsarapki;n· .. 

brought out a nu.rnber of interesting arguments which, of ·course, deserve to be· . . , . . . 

carefully consid~red. On the otJ~er hand, ~here . is much in. h~s speech with .whi·ch the 

Canadian delegation. cannot agree, Ho~ever, we ·are· happy tc~note that he.~aid in 
·. . ·. 'i . ' . 

concluding his speech of 8 Mar~h: ~. 

· ."We believe. that there are still pos~fbil.itie_s ·or coming. t-o an 

agreement;.. but as many representatives here have right.ly 9~s~ryed; ·. 

W? .. _must not let those possibilities disappear.-

"The Soviet Uni,n is interested in an agreement on the prohibi~ion 
~-· 

of .:nucle~r weapon t~~t~, but, of. course~. ~n a Llutually.-~cceptable oasis, 

The Soviet Gov~r~ent d~sires to conclude such an agreem~nt because it 

corr~sponds :With the. ;interests of the Sov~et peopi.e;~.the. American 
. • . , .. 7 

people, the. Bri tisl1. people ar:1d all the o~her peoples of.- the world,. a;nd 
1 '' " • I 

bec-~use it. corr~sponds wit}:l. tpe. inter~sts ·of the consol.idatio~ of:·. · 
I " ., ' ' :. ·,' ' • 

peac$ in. the world". (ENDC/;EJ ,106, p3 33). 

A:s I ~ai.d,. t~~. 9-~lega~ion of Car..cda, agJ;"~es. ·. :th the:se · s'entimen~.s; and it ·is· 

for the pu~pos~·· o~ help~ng to. promote the agreement, which Mr"' Tsarapkiri says the 
• • I ,' : _, • ' 

Soviet. Union desires, that- .I am .making these comments on what .he. had to .. say, 

togethe~ :rit·h· some suggestions, 
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According to the Engli.s:h v;erbatim record of th;at·. s·a;me ... meeting,· the repra&entative . .. . . . . ' .. 

of the Soviet Union.said: . . 
. . 

"The Sovi~~:.,_.Go:v,:~~l?!ne,rl:t nas do~~· .. everything•. pO$SJbl~ ... to create the most· 

favourable co~di:.~i9ri~. fot: .a .~peedy.·.solu~.ton ·:O~~.t.he .ProblemJ, of. -the · 
' prohibitiot:J.. o~,.p~:cJ.ear, :we,apon test:~ .•.. \tJe :have mad~ ·a decisive .09nce·ssion · . ·· .. · 

on inspectio!l .• 1'-. (ibid •.•. : Jasl2) .· 
: • • ~ ~ f • 

Now, with r9spect.,. .we .do .. not. ·feel that the S.ovie:~·.Governme.:ht ha-s .done 'everything 
• J • _l • • 

possible.· ~ve agree that ~~e Sovi<?t .conqe~,si~n :-~: o;r. that aqt :of the Sovw t· Union, 

since we do not like the word "concession" in these negotia.tidn;s _:-:-:".":':,;was: very 

helpful, and we have said so ·qefore. vfuy do we think that the Soviet Government 

has .not i~o:p.~· e~erything possible?, , . :; 

To cite one v_er~ irnporta~~' .. point ... , .·11~ .would .. ~g.ip .by referring to.· .-the argument· · · . .' 

which Ivlr,.:...:r:s.ar8:pkil'l: ~~qu(Jed at,. that .. on~ hundred 8,¢:·. p~h m.eeting,. ~,:1d to 'Which t.he · ·. 

represen~~t;iv~. 9f: B.c;:nnflnia has jus~ ~e!'e~red.. .. Hr •. Tsarapkin is recorded as. saying: 
17Accqr.d;tpg to, the data ·of .. Dr,, Latter, .. a.1i ~a~~.t., three: times. as many· .. .. ' . . . . :· .. •' .· .. .. . . 

. seismic; ey.ent~ occur. eac];l year .~n the .t.errit.o:ry ·of: t);l.e ·United. State.s. . - . . . . . . \ . . 
·.a$ .ip .Jh~. ;territp~y of the .~viet: Union, .. If. a scien~ri-fic approach 

wer~ ~d~pte.9. · i_n determining one's posit~on ~- ~s tpe ·United Stat.es; 
. ' .. · . ' 

delegation claims to have done -- then the United States should . 

propose for it.s. te.r;ri t.ory. an i,n~pe ¢tion quota:. at,~ least three times as 

great." (i~id •. 1. pp. 23). · . .. · .. · .. , ·; ·; ~ ... , · 

As far as the Canadian delegat!o~t is aware t1:le.: SoY:iet. ·Union· has: not previ"usiy · 

asked the ,:Un~te9.· 9tate,~ -~o. al_+.ow. tp.ree times as· many:. -i~spectJibnS on· United. States 

territorY.:?~:?ause· o,f .. ~t~ .. _greater:;q.:umber o.f. ... ?e~smie·.events, t~re, and is not· a.~king 

for that at ~he. p;re~.en~. ~~~e·, . The ,r~ason .. .f.or·.tha~ i~ that the, Soviet Union has· 

claimed that it c~p .. Q.~~.~ct .. ~n~ id~ntify,. and has c;letsoted ·anti .identified, ... a.ll·····: ., .. 

underground nuc+ea~ ,~xpl~sions carried out in·tpe.:UpJted.:.States, .:using. its .ovm· 

network of seismic s:t~~ions. Th:f3.Soviet Union. representative has. been asked·. 

many times to demonstrate how it does tnat, blJ,t ·~(?.'··h~s·· .. never,complied,with.the. · 
• I ~ • • :• '• .. ., • I •,. • ~ ~ ' ' 

invitation·. . ~~h~rm~~~: Ivl~ •... Dean, repre~enti:pg :the United States;,·stated in·the 

First. q~ralJl·~t~e?; 9t th~, .. u~~teq. ~ati9ns Gen~ral .:.Assembly :that $ov~et ·reports ;of .. 
I . 

undergroun~ .. nuclea~ .~es~s:_ii~ the Un'ited·.States wer$ ··errone6uS; '.··.·and· Mr. Ste+J.e: -·, 
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cited 1-:1r·. Dean·'~s stat.ement again. at our ·meeting·.of 11 March (ENDC/FV .107; p~9). · If. 

Hr. 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, than it would .seem to the· 'Canadian delegation . .. ,. 

that the Soviet·. Union's _npolit~cal act" is indeed properly de scribed as :generous and·.·· 

its view 1:-s .Justi:t;ied that on-site itlspections are not strictly-lrie_ce.ssary~ . 

. . If the Sov~~~ Union has the scientific ability and. _the· skill· .to .-perform that 

feat. of .detecting and ide~tifying al~ underground nuclear t~s·ts· in ~he .United·.:St.ates, 

it should be able to find soma way of proving it can do it. And it would seem in 

that case that if the Soviet Union can do it -- I think the Soviet argument ·runs -­

it shouid be ·possible ··also for the Unit·ed States and the' .. other··-ria.t·idns ·· of_.::the :free· 

world, and the~: general .network of stations throughout the· world ;:c6llab6.~atiiig·:lin · th~ 

work of the int.ernational· scient-ific commission which it is agreed should be ··s~t· ·up~: 
What· is tq be done -if· the Soviot Union refuses ~to· agree' to -substantiate "to · · · ' 

our s.~~_isfaction its elaim that it can ide·ntify all underground nuclear explosions· ·~··· 

occurri-ng in other parts of the wQrld? .I .t·hink we then have to say regretfully to 

the Soviet. Union that its claJm is· not proven ·.and t-hat we must find _scm~. other means 

of sett~ing t~e. problem C?f how many on-site inspa·cti.ons are· needed to give. the. 

requisite· as.surance• 

"Parame.t~r" has becom? quite a vogue~word in ·disarmament discussions,an_d 
.... ~ . . 

particularly i~. r~_lation t~ the problem- of settling the number _of on-site :inspections·. 
j .: 

ltJheu I was studying m~thematics, which.. was quite a long time ago,. I understood that .. 
: .. · . . . .. . . ' 

"paramet_e~~' w~~ _d7f'ined as "a quantity c9nstant in the case considered,. but varying_. 

in different cases".· In solving some .. kinds ot problems whi<?h are expre.ssed, as an 

algebraic function, different·values are assigned to cert~in· factors in the e~~ation· 

for different ca13es, and it pas seemed to. me that ~t might make. for more precise 
. . . . . . . 

thinking on the subject of the numb~r of . .o.~~.sit~ ~nspections. if we could reduce tl:le . . . . . .. :: . ... . . . .... . . 

problem to something approaching a mathe~at~~a~. fo~ula; and I .have tried to do this, 
.. .. . . .. !. ·' .·, .;. : . • . 

with S<?me ~sslstance from more expert ~athematicia:r;ts, The $·acretariat i~ now .. 

passing round a piece of paper which will show the formula as I have.developed_i~, 

and which. I hope will as~fst. the Conf~rence to follow· what ~ hav~ ~o. say.. .-·.:.! 
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The unkn(n.J:n' qua~tity' whi'ch 'we wish to establish is the ntimber of inspectionSi 
. . '> ..... ·-

and ;we will-··call .that ... n. : T;he .. ·f-irst· parameter is ~he nJlnbe·r ··b·r url.identifi"able 

events, 'whi¢h· we 'will' call .E. . . T-hat. 'number \rill be'· d~te:bn.l.ned :''By· the .. criteria which· 

are adopted • . 

. ·,This. morning' Mr:. Stelle··· gave '(Supi'a, pp. 7 .. -~ -~·t S..§.go) some-· details about the 

criteria whic.Q. his ;del~gat_ion·. proposes and--which, have;' p'rev'iou~l~ .been discussed in 
\ • I • • • •' 

the thr~e-nat.ion ::c:·o.aui1itte-e'. If ohe of those events is a nuciear eXplo_sion, it 

would _.seem· that ·th~ pro'htiJJility·, which w~"- will indicate. by._th~ letter -f', -.of an on-site 
• ' . :; ~ ' ... ; ~~· I I I li {~ i '' ? .~ • ,:. • I~-~,-~~·.' ~ I '' l l :~: • ~ 

inspecticn detecting that· Violation is. given by a simple formula~ 

F =!! 
E 

The probability is the number of. ,_inspec-tions ove!"· the total number of· events. 

:Another·· oonsidera:tion novJ ente·rs ·'.,;;.~·and it was·· discussed at some ·length by the 

rep;-esentati ve of Romania· --· namely·~~ that. there. would_· have.' to be . a humber . of .. -.... 
. ., j·. . ..... . . . . . .. 

underground explosions, not a single 6ne, f6r··a real violation· to take place . 

(Supra·, ~p.l? ) • . The representative of norh~ri:la ···made the ·rathe~ ~r~i tary st~~~m~~t, 
I think, .. that a series canno't· escape det~btion. · rt\J~ula· ~e p~~s~ble fc~ ~. seri~~ 
to escape detection,· as a· considetation ·or· ·pro'babili ties will m~e clear. - But what 

. ~ I " . ~ . 

Presi~ent·Kennedy said was that the·United Stat~s required a number of inspections 
') . . . . . . . ' : 

which woul~ give ~ufticient assurance that if a cquntry·conducted a ·sertes it would 

be .;etected. · ·So 'we hii.ve to takE. i~to consid6rati~n th~ ;robability, no~ of •. · .. , 

detect1ng ·a· single event, but of detecting a serie·s ;_ and I think that,. b~ _and larg~, 
.. •• •·. • . ll 

it has -been a·greed ·that· a single nuclear test of lew yield ~ill not be of any great 

value, and that any natioh .. contemplating violating~ nucl~ar test ban trea~~,fo~ the . 
' ~ J • •, • ,.. • • L .,' : • o ' \ o • 

purpose of developing nuciear weapons would_ require to p1ak,e. a seri~s of ~-ev:eral. · 
explos.ibn·s • .-' - ·. ..:·, . . . . ::: . . ' ·' ; - , · . 

• > I' 

So let· us assume· that ten explosions would lbe ~,eeded f•~ .an ef;f,ect~ve .-~eries.,-
. ' , ' . . ~ : ~· . . . . 

although a lesser number c"ouid pos~ibly be sufficient fo-p c~:r:tain. purposes. We shall. 
'I• '.•'',, 

thbn have the prob~_em .. of detecting ten 9iplo~ion~, ~.ot one, out of .our tot~l number of 

unidenti~ied events; E. .Let ~~ de~-~~-e the _n~b~;o ~f- e~lo~i?·nS· in our hypotl;letical 

clandestine··~erie~· by._the lett~r' c~ 'i'he prob~pility.,of _deteqt~ng one_.of ,those events 
·. :: ... ~ . ~ . . 

~s given, as a reasonable approximation -- 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 unidentifi'S.b:le events, 

E, is giveh .. by the equation 

P = n C , c ~ 

' ., . .E 

r· 03ing, as before' th~ n~ber of inspec.tions 0 

The n~xt fac:tor ~1hich should be taken into account, and which w.B:S discussed by:.·· 

th,..; representative of the United States this morning, is the area of insP,ection agre~d 

,:_l)on., We co~d give. that t.he lettt3r.!t.R to dist.i.nguish it. Related to ·that is the 

q:J.'-mti ty .A., m~~ipg .the are~ t.ri thin \-lhich a certain percentage of detect~d events. can 

b8 located. . r.~~: value of. that quantity or par~eter would be dete·.l:'~ir:te~. by the 

res~ts of. e:J;Cperiments or experience ia that field -- seismological .. scien9e -- the 

experience which shows ~he accuracy with which the epicentre of events·.:·cal);·.be · 

located. It should be clear that the probability of proving or disproving that·. a. 

n~clear test has taken place will be ~ffected by the ratio between the area in which 

the inspect~on is to take place· and· the area in which all, or a certain major 

percentage, of the locations of unidentifiable events may be expected·:· to·· fall. If 

those two quantities are equal, and i~ 100 per.cent of the events fall -in'the area 

deno~.ed by the factor fl., then 'the factor I will· be unity.:.:· But' ·a.s a r.tile· R will be·.:· 

somewhat less than lJ,, ·and so. the factor will reduce the probability ' .. of dis·c6vering ,. 

the truth about the event that is, the probability of the·· inspection team··:firid:ing 

the spot wherf!3 it has occurred. Therefore we should: add ·to our second, equation ;·the 
R 

factor A. so. that we get a third. equation:· 

;P =nCa_R 
c -E A 

We now come t9 ~he question of the composition of inspection teams, and.~ga~~ 

we have hear.d .tl+e y~~ws .of the Un~ted States in that connexio:p.. The po~.~t is,:, o.f · · 

course, thtf~::·.~~:~~~~nspect.~ori: .-·- .that is, inspection by a group: of nationals 0f t.Qe 

country w~ch might be .tho.\lght not to have complied with the ... ~qb~~gations -- would oe. 
\, •• • • ,l '· 

no verification at all; and the composition of an inspection groUP,:WQul~ be effective 

in pr,opo~.:tipn to th~ numb.er of non-nationals in it in ·relation, to the t.o.ta;l number 
- • • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • '· .. 1 .. 

of the group -- up to. certain proport~ons. I do not n~.ed to,,.go ':irrto t·hat :.matt..~r .a;t. 
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.l~ngth.,. in.yiew of what has been said earlier t'his morning, but another exp;t'ession 

potlld>~~·.'.~~~ded, if we are setting down in these mathematical symbols the various 

probleins which ha\re 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, multiplied by ·some constant, since the 

importance of that fact~r is probably not as'great as· that of the other fact9rs in 

the equation. 

Taking our·equation and·sub'st:ituting certain.~uantities in those param~ters, 

if we assign to E; the value of 75, which has been mentioned as the total likely 

number of unidentifiable events; if we take the number of possible clandestine 

explosions as 10. '(that is C); and for the time be.ing assume that the values of the 

other factors are equal to unity, we get the probability of detecting the event 

(P c) as 

n 10 X 1 X 1. 
75 

I should say that the last two factors which I have mentioned, re~ating .to area and 

the composition of the. inspection teams, will not be equal to unity and will 

therefore reduce somewhat the probability o~ the detection of the ten events. If 

·we are.to pe certain that a violation will be detected, P should be equal to unity, 
c 

meaning certainty; and if it works out to be something less it will mean that a 

certain risk of violations is being accepted. 

All that may seem very theoretical, and perhaps some ~epresentatives may be 

wondering.what the purpose of.all this exposition i~ •. Of course the values for the 

parameters used in this illustrative mathematical treatment of the subject are quite 

aroitrary, and it is not intended as a'niathematical proof that 7.5 is the 

scientifically-~orrect numbe~ of on~s~te inspections. But I do say that in general 

the pr~cess of negotiating on this matter should take the form of considering the 

values to be set on all the relevant factors, the most important of which I have set 

down in my equation. 

I hope that in presenting those formulae I have succeeded in demonstrating 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 o~ which are 

closely interrelated. If the problem is seen·'ln that way I believe the fact· 

emerges that, in order to decide 'on a.n effective system of identifying seismic events, 

including the· number bf on-site ·inspectio.ns required,· the nuclear Po-v1er.s must 

negotiate on the'factors I have mentioned as a whble, bearing in mind th~ir relation 

to each other. If that task were undertaken by the nuclear Powers -vlith good will 

and without -preconceptions, I think they could reach agreement -= the. agreement 

which Mr.. T sarapkin .. said the Soviet Union was hoping for. 

The representative of Romania said (Supra~ p. 13) that when I quoted him. in· my 

last intervention (ENDC/PV.lO?, pp.26,27) I did. not mention the ·last two sen:ten~es 

of his statement. I. think I s·nid at the time· that I was ~eaving those ·sentences out 

because I did not agree with them; and· fro"m what I have said today :tt wi.ll be f?een 

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 ar.e willing 

to negotiate, but that the Soviet Union, having 'made its con.cession, which we 

appreciate., has not shown "itself ready "to negotiate" further on the matter, as is 

necessary if we are going to rea:ch . agreement·. 

I have now ·conclud~d my· statement as representat~ive of Canada, a,nd·· I shall 

resume my duties as Chairman. 

Mr. TS.ARJll>KIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) .(translati~ from ' 

Russian) ~ I ·cannot' "let pass without c.omment what has been said this morning by the 

representative of ·the United States. I must answer his statement. The clarification 
I 

0f the United State·s position offered this morning by IV.tr. -stelle is aimed, as he 

·himself said, at stilnulating a· discus·sion on the "technical asp~cts of inspection." 
.. 

We note with regret that in this respect the situation remains as before~_. namely, 

the United States is continuing to ·avoid solving the main, basic questions on which 

there is disagreement --·the inspection quota and the ntimber of automatic seismic 

stations. Without a solution of these _que·stions, any discussion on the technical, 

administrative, organizational or financial aspects would be useless. 
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·· · · · :Fiii-·t.h'ermore, to ·invoi\re .. the Committee in ·sucn· ·disc_p.ssi'ons while ~.here ~·~ ~ .. ? 
agreem.~nt'. o·n ··the number or' ··inspecti.on~ ·~d. 'the ·~umber of a~to~~tic seismic sta11.ions 

·; wo'tild hS:ve ev.en harmful c'onsequences, as we have already pointed out on .several .. 

occasions, ·since. th~y hifgqt. le~d 'to·. further disagreements ·and divergencies. · .. ·W~~t. 
indei3d iS' the use of haVing i:.eC~ibal discussions ?n. drilling, drilling. m,achines and 

so on, if there is no agre·e.ment on .inspection? These .technical discussi9ns :withol;lt 

agreement on the numb~r ··of in~pections and the num.he;r. of. automatic seismic .station9 
: . : .·· . . . .. 

would, ~ rep~at, be useless; poi~t1ess, and even harmful,Sl since they would render 
.. 

our negotiations still more difficult·. :.. . . .i'· 

Th~ .situati~n would be; differe'~t if w~ recorded agreement on a quota of two -to 

three ·inspect~~hs a· ye.ar, and on the. inst_allation of thret? automatic seismic ~.tat ions 

<?n the ··t~rri tpry of. the · S'()viet. Union and. the United States re~pecti vely. · The . 

Committee would then be able inunedia.tely to take up the discu.~sion· of the ~echniP·t?-'1 
. . . . . 

and ·other a~pects r_elating to. the. 'ciet'ails .of on-:_~it.e inspection.: After. an 

agreement on the insp.ection quota, tha.se .discus~;:i.~ns would be carried on n0t -in.·:~ 

vacuum, bu:t· op the firm foundation ~f th·e ag~e~me~·t achieved .on a quota~~ · It ~s 
precise~ an agreement on a quot~ which w~uld.give a .~eal me~ning to discussions on 

the tec~ical aspects of inspection. Such. an agreement w~uld create a fa~o~able 

atmosphere, and would ensure a businesslike and concrete discussion of the technical 

aspects.of on-~ite inspectiono 
:, ·'· . . . . •' . " .. 

TP,e ... afbs:ence of agreement on· the inspection quot~ .. renders· discti's.s:i.on of -~he:: 
- . 

tech~~ca1 ·asp~cts of inspection ?ointi~ss. · ·. Wha~: is. t~e po~nt of discussing ._~he .. 
technical asp~cts of insvecti~n _if t~ere is no ag~e~ment on ~nspection? :That is 

the main :-'~ue.stion. It w6uld be a sheer waste .. of t~e; . WE? c~rino~ agre_e to. such!. an 

approach. Mr& ·stelle,-' do not try_ to _make out. that. the succes~· of our negotiations 

now depends on ·a discussion of the t;e_9hnical aspects of . inspection rather than on ; . · . 
. ' 'I • 

an agre_ement qn th~ ins·pectiori quota ~d the _number. of . aute:matic ~eismi~. :stations II· . 
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The· well...,.knoWn tJni ted States columnist iilal ter Lippmann has given in 

.tod~y's Paris editi.~n of "The New York Herald ·Tribune" a very apt description 
. . " 

' . ' 

of. the·~ real aims· of those people in the United States and here in Geneva who 

shout so loudly that they want a treaty on the cessation of nuclear·tests 

that would provide safeguards against cheating. · This is the constant theme 

of the 'representatives of the United States and the ·other h~"estern Powers, ·who: 

insist on a larger numbe:r;- of inspections a·nd automatic seiamic stations. This 

is what is now preventing an agreement. IIi his article N~. Lippmann notes 

witli-'lil.~ usual .clarity: 

continued ·in Engl~sh 

· · .. "The most· vocal critics at· the moment in this country may say they want . 

. a·· foolproof t:r-eaty ~ ·v\lb.at they really want is not to stop testing." 

·continued in Russian 

This is precisely the reason why the United States is. demanding a·larger 

quota of inspections ·and a larger number of automatic seismic stations. This 

is·· precisely the explanation of the ·united States>"refusal.: to agree on the basis 

of the compromise proposal of two to three inspection. As soon as the Unitefr 

States displays the necessary goodwill, a·greement can be speedily reached' on 

the basis of ~ 'quota of two to three inspections and three automatic. seismic . 
stations on.the territory of each.nuclear Power.· 

Sir Paul MASON (United-. Kingdom): I had not inte~ded to address the 

Conference this morning, and I can promise that what I have.to.say will be prie~, 

I think that this morning's meeting. has been extremely inte:t;e_sting., mainly 

·because we· have heard ·two very .,important and, as. I ·judg~, very con.struc~_ive 

· stat.ements. 

A most interesting proposal was made by the repre.sentati ve of Canada. on 

how it might be possible to. bring together and, so to speak, to ~o~relate the 

various_ factors . involved in considering the whole question. of ... an .in,spection 

and iden.tif,icartion ~ystem f_or a nuclear YJeapon. test -treaty. I must ·admit quite 
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frankly that, .. unlike ~he representatiy.e of Canada and, for that matter, the 
.. . \ . ~ 

repr.es.en-~ati ve of Romania, I aan lay no claim to any mathematiaal ability, and must 
. ·. • f ~. . ~ . . \ . ·. .. ·: • . : ·: • ~ "; . ) '· . 

theretore ask fo.r indulge~~e :fo"r'' a '"ift'-tie''t~me"-to ''b'e~·~b.le !to _'stud:v: with the. care 
.. 

which i-t? deserve~ the argument, particularly the mathe~ti~a~ ~rgument., which the 

Canadian: _re.presen'f?ati v.e put forwa~d. · However, I calf .·certainly promise that. the 
.. .- ' ' \ ~ I ...... ' ' ' ./I ~ ' ~ , ~ r • ' ' ' 

Unit-ed _Ki;ng9-om 9-ei_egat+.on .will_ ... study what has been sai ~.on th~,~ ~ub ject with the 

close ca~~ 8iP..d :.a~~er;~_~on w~.~;a~. :tpe statement:: dese~VE?~s. 

W~:· have p.eard also ~ very impor~ant statel!l~nt from our Un_i ted States ,c·olleagu~, 

1tr. Stelle. It is within my recollection -- and I believ~ it ~ill be within the 

recollection of the Committee a~ a whole -- tJ.~.at quite some t~me ~go :the repr_esentative 

of t_he Un~ted .States, Mr. Foster, des.c.ribed very br~~f~:v:.;the_:private ... dfscussions 

which h~ ha~ had with the _then lea4,er of the so.viet delegation,, lVrr •. Ku:znetsov, on 
. . .· ,. 

various matters in relation to whiah the question of the n~ber of on-site.inspections 

and the.·.--quest..i~~. ,of the nmnber ot; automatic s~.ismic s~~ti9n.~ ·. ·?.u~h't -~o be· ·consfciered 
I 

(ENDC/PV ~.l:-02;, P.• 24). Ivir. Fost~r_: ~8;id., ~f I remember rightly'· t~at he proposed to 
. . 

g.i ve .. the Confere:r;tce at a fairly ~a~ly date some in.di cation of what he had said to 
• •, • I ' •• .: • _j ' • • ' ' \,o o,' '' o ,: ' 

Mr ... ~~znetsov. · Pe~haps it is hardly too. Iquch to say that we have ail been awaiting 
.l .... . •• 

. • . . . . I 

with great ·interest -- _indeed, perhaps rath~r anxio~sly await~ng -- further details 
··,i· 

of ~h~t .pasf?e.Q. on .. that pqcasion, o~ at any rate of what Ivir. Foster himself ·said, Now 
. . ' . . ·. . :. .'. ·. . .. . 

we have had from N.tr. Stelle a ve.ry clear ou:tline. -- I r.epeB:~., "outline", beft.ause of 
.. 

course there are st'ill a great many details whiah no doubt will have to be filled in 

·at a suitable moment --·of -the proposals which the Un~_~e~.:~~.ates is making and in 

v-whioh it· considers that tbe·· question o·f numbers: ought to be ·taken into -accoun:t;. 

·It·. is mucii ·too. early·· to start. conunentingi·-on what Mr.·. Stelle has saiQ.: '(;his 

morning:~ .. ·- I 'feel that the· statement· is -so· fmpor-pant· that· each of us. will want to 

consider it with great care, and I. believe we shall all regard it as,a most .. important 

contribu~fon to ·our ·di-scussions;· a contribution which I personally to.pe will help us 

in f:raml:iig "ciur· future discussions on the whole question. of the conclusion. _of a .. nuclear 

weapon .. t·est .. ban ·trea-ty.::. . . " .. ~ . . . 

··What is the:· alternative? -The·re is, of'".course,· an. al1;ierna.t.iv-e~·- ·.Fo~ the. past 

several meetings we have been engaged in a discussion which has based itself upon 
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what.:, s~~ms .. ~till- .to be a_. confu~ion_ i~- the minds pf spme_ .o'f o~ .colleagues. from the 

E~~.t :_a:po'U:~ ~h~ scientific b~~es_. for an asS,es~~e.nt: o~ a quota. of._ on..,.~i~e insp:~ctions, 

an~ the .:pol.i_~ica1 d~ci_~ions which are invol v~d .once .a· scientific basis ha~ Qeen : 
I 

-~:S.tabl:ished. ,_:. vife h~~e also been E;?ng~ged in .. 1,-istening to. and in ~nswer.l.ng wha:t· might . 

. _p-e~)l~~s. o,e ~.alleP. a- seri._E?,s of alJ.egations a pout_ -the way in which the Wester:n Pow~~s, 

in pe,r.ticular the U:nited. States of course., pa.ve res~~nded -:-- or inde.ed,. as .. it ts .. _·_. 

all.~~~d, have _not responded ... _ to. changes in sci_entific evid~nc~ as they bec·ame .· 

· available. A good deal has been ~aid t.odar which shows tha-t that kind of con-fusion 

and that sort of allegat~on -ar.e. stl;Ll .. pr,evalent; and we sha:I:.l continue. to deal with 

those questi_o;n~ and to make what. we. hope will· .. b.e· successf~ ·attempt's _to SE3t the. 

record straight.· I am not sure that this morning is !=i good time to .. do that.· I. have 

a sens~ ~~~~-we should all prefer to study wha~ has been. said by Mr~ S~elle: on the 

other most important aspects . .,of ?-- n11clear test- J~an .treaty. 
.. .... .. 

It is al:~a_ys. be~~g said, as 1 t· ha,s been sa~d aga.in today, that those are. matters 

of ... det~il. Th~t ,. I sup:po_se., mu,~t remain, ~ l!latter _of. opinion.. .l -~o not .IPYsel.f ~ee 

h9W.. anybody. c9uld say with ab.soluta. conviction tb.at. what .. w.e. have. been liste.nill;g ~o .. •,, .. . . . . ... . . . ; .. . 

today in the statement of the United States representative was a series of deta-ils .... 

in.the eense in ~hich-that word is ordinar.~y. us~d. :Nor,. I thi~, could I accept .. . - . . , . . . . .. . . 

. ~l;l~. s11ggest:i,_o~s whicl:l are mad~ that all .. ·th~t· _i~.· so m}loh in. th:e·. nature o~ a d~ad · · 

is~ue; that it is a matter .which ha~. bee~, .. th:rasheQ. out again. ~nd. ag_a:l,n without. any . ... . . . ..... 

r~a;t. value t9 the . pr.~g;re s s. of our_ w~r k.. . . , 
i ' 

I. think I am p·ight 1~. s_ay~:r;tg ~.hat: at -~~-_last. me~;tiD;g o-ur coUe~gue from ; . ,. 

Czechoslo.~kiB: said -:- and _ _.I am no-p qu_o:ting put tryJng to give the ~e.n~ral· sense of 

what: he., :said :as I under_stood i_~ -:; ~hat~: ~he! .pr.o.blems ipvol v~d ~n m0l¥lting and carrying 

out an in~pec~~o~ had in fact been ~);le, subJe~t. :of negotiation,.. between th~ ~uolear 

P9w:er.s.- du;ring_ the nuc~ear test Cqnference_, and that therefore _it. was no· good dfs<msslng 
'" • ,•, • • ,, • •o,, I ' _. ' • • • 

them again now because that Conference had produced no. re~u.J:~s {EN?9(pY ~).0~ ~ · p. 21) I 

.... o.ap.no.~ . ag;-e.e with. t.hat ... a~sessm.ent., In the. _first ,_:pla.~e, · .. t:he. thr~Pow~r,. Cc;>nfer~nye 

did proQ.uc~. res~ts •. -~t· p~o~u~ed .. ~.~e maJc;>~---part of. an= agreed te.s:t ban treaty., and it 

might· have gone very much .further.·. ~-.it might. in.d.eed even havE? reS:Qh-~agreemen.t -~ if. 
1 1; , , ' oo,~,o o , ,I ', , ,, , , , 1 0 0 

• •• o , 

. it~-: I:!-egotiation had ~ot: be~n_. _reg~tt.~bly. b.:r9ke.n·_ .o.ff. in. e.~~?~~~-~ces. 9f ~h~ch we are 

.al_l .. ~Wflr~ .• 
.. . . ·:. ·-
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.·'I'· think the potnt should also·· be.·: ma'd-e~: that· ·the- 'pro'blems which: c-:>nc'ern us. now 

·bn·' arrangement-s· for:' inspection, though< broadly' s-imilar' are by no means i'den-ttcal' 

with what· they ·-were ·durin€( the Conference on the D'isc0ntinuance of Nuciear Weapon 

.. 'Tests·;.· After· all ---··and this is an argument that we are· always hearing r6und this 

table _ _, the situation has changed •. ·we are :how considering·a test ban: treaty which 

is· based on· fr·esli premises· and .on·'· new ·tecbn'ical knowledge. Mr~- Stelle in his· .. 

statement this morning. quoted.some words used earlier by~~~ Foster~ and. perhaps· I 

. may ·r.e-qu6te them~ This is ·what Ivir~ Foster.: said: 

"Although not·yet precisely defined, that·verificatlon system" 

that is to say, ·the kind of. verification system which. is now the subject of 

··negotiations ;......, 

."is substanti~lly different ·from the; kinds ·or systems this ·Committee was 

discussing before the recess.-" . (ENDC/PV ~ 96, p .10) 

·:That was even before the,: recess -- let alone· before. the break in the work bf the 

. three~Power Committee,.· So I hope· we·· shall -not be continually faced with· an argument 

that· .1 t· is ·useles~ to discuss these matters because they have already· been: di-soueeed 

before. 

-"The fact· of the matter is-unfortunately and· I regretted to -note ·that our 

Soviet· colleague made this abundantl-y ~lear this-- morning -..:.·that we are. cont-inually 

being faced with an· .. attempt to elevate ·the whole·· question ·or the nllinber of on---site 

inspections into a point of principle. If I may, I should like on this point to 

quote what -the ·repre-sentative· of Canada said at our last· :.meeting. He said:' 

·. "The··representatives ''of- the Sovi~t Union have suggested in -other contexts· 

.. · that ·:after agreeing· on a principle i1. ··is. ·normal to -·di'scuss its application~ 

:,.:Well, ·the principle of ··on.;.;site inspection has ·been agreed ·upon) ···and 'the 

number' of such inspections is a· matter of ·the ap:Plic·at·i-on :of that· principle." 

Prec-i'sel:y' ·so.~ ·-I ·do ··n:ot s:ee .. how. 'the ;point 'could be ::mo·re suec inctli 'or clearly ::expressed. 

: The qus-stion 'bf the 'litimber is not a .pt'inciple iri itself/. btit an ··application of a~-,·· 

... :principle·, ··.··It:·is-'a v0ry important· . .a:pplida'tion· indeed·,, but··· .. a:ot··the 6n.I.y· one·:: ··it ·seems 

··.to··me. that the very :'impo'rtant ~m€ftters ·-... ~ ··t" ... repeat t not -~matterS· o·f 'deta.il .:~~ which .the 

United States representative pr~sented to us this morning are equally ap~lications of 
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the same·prineiple, and are of major importanee before we ean eonsider in the proper 

·context, w:p.at it is on whiah we are ·trying to· ree"ah agreement.· 

· I th.ink we must be alear on that point, or we shall not make progre~s in our work .. 

I have. the feeling that a great many of us around this table would suhscribe to those 

very wise· words of the Canadian representative, .. and that it is on that principle that 

we should go forw~rd with our work.. What we need to do·, as I see it., is to'· try to 

ascertain, in a spirit of total comprehension, that whiah is generally aceep~able as 

the framework of a treaty. We cannot have. that total comprehension unless we agree 

to study the~e o~he:r im:po::r.:~ant ~pplications of prin~~ple, ·· 

I- took dovm --accurately, I hope-- some words which ·the representative of 

Romania used at the end of his observations this mornlng. I ·understood him to ·say 

that what is required is to put aside _everything wh~ch prevents honest-minded people 

from understanding what the true issue is. If I have not quot.ed him aeeurately, I 

hope he will accept that that was at least the general intentipn of his words. I 

couJ.d not agree_ more. That is what I am aski;ng that_ we should be allowed to do. 

I took down also a phrase used by the Soviet representative. If I understood 

him rightly, he said that_ what wa~ required was to reaoh agre~ment on inspec-tions in 

cc:-;:.·al, Again I entirel:y agreeo It is in that spir·it that we should now agr·ee to 

stucy very carefully what the United States representative has told us, and not to 

shirk issues. Certainly,the United Kingdom delegation is perfectly pre~ared.to go on 

trying to e±plai_n itar. point .of view on the question of numbers; but what we ~sk is· 

that our colleagues who feel differently from u~ on that point will do us the 

courtesy -- and, more than ~hat, do the Co_nference the serviee -- of st~9-y1n~ the 

impor·~ant applications of principle regarding the .question of inspection which are 

p".lt forward to them by their colle~gues. 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of $ovi~t Socialist Republics) ,(.translat~on from Russian): 

In order that the United Kingdom ·representative may have no misunderstanding about 

what I s.aid, I w:tll explai~ that when we urge tl::a.e Un1ted States to agree with us· o~ 

the··· question of inspection, all the members of the Committee present here know quite 

·~v-ell that .we are referring to 'che prop<?sal for two to three inspep.tions; and you alone, 

Si~ Paul; try to imply·that we ~re merely asking the united States to agree with us on' 

inspection in general~ Vfuat· does asking that vie reach agreement on i-nspection in 

general merui? This is a hollow p~ase, devoid of·.any material contei?-t• One can agree 
on inspection in generai and then hold up everything on technical details. 
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That is just what the.United:··-states is driving o.t;-,.·but we; will not agree to it, 

be--ca1.tse ·~e ··.set a ··very high .Value on· em agreement· on the. ,c·ess·ation of te-s:ts · and wish 

to abhi~ve ·it._.· ·Ir.·vve v-rere to agree· to c,?.rry on technical discussions ·.without·· an · 

agreement .. dn the. ·ins·pectlon .quota', the' inevitable result would: be to lead the - .. 

Committee into ·a quagmire .of ~ndless steril·e dispute3,- -and ·.then we would certainly 

never.• be.-·abl~ to. reach 'agree~ent on ._this matter .• : -;tje' .must me~ke. the most of the · 

existing. possibilities for ·-a~ .~-g~eement •.. If you let the. :Gommittee bec.ome ,involved 

in technical discussions ~rith~~t- ·ian· agreement ·on -:the: m.ain. q~es.tion, all these 

possibilities 1v.ill quickly disappear. 1rtJe do not want such . a harmful and dangerou~ 

.. cour.se tp be .tak~n :in ou~ disGussions. 

: ... : ~ . . .. . . 

.. -
. Mr. STELLE (United St~tes _of America): 

. . . . . . ~ ~ . . 
The Soviet representative has 

. . .. .. 
just Ch9rged the United States with wanting to discuss the general arrangements 

for ·o~~-~ite ~~pec~~on. b·e·d~us~ it -wants to torpedo the. ~-onfe~e~ce~· I do n~t ~eed 
• f o ' • •' I ' • "(t ' ' 

to _g~ve any reasdns ~hy that charge is not true, It seems. to me that from what 
. \ .. 

ha~ ?een said to~ay, and n~t only by repre_sentatives or' the 1rlestern Powe.~s. ~ this 

Conference, it is quite· ~lear that the' arrangements for ins.pec.tion, particuiarly 
• • • I ~ '., ' .. . -

when we are b~th_ talking -about small numb~·r·s' e.re just a~ iniport~t as the.' nuinbers 
j ' ' ~ )o •• • ~ I 

: .. '} 1. ,: ' ••• : 

themselves. They are, as our United Kingdom coll~ague has made so abundantly 
.. ~ . . . .. 

._ 1 1 • i,'r' 

clear' equal. to .. the numbers as important. appiications of- the .. accepted ,principle 
1-- •. ·•· t· ' •. ' . 

of on-site': ~spec~ion_,•. 
·It seems 'to ·ine tha·t the Soviet. representative's point is not well taken when 

h~;·.:-says \tha:t we would -be discussing. these arrangements in a vacuum, Th~ .. n:iJmbe.rs 
•• • I •• '. • • •• : t • - • •• • I' . . . . . '\• .i. . . . . -: L • • ~ • • • • • I • •• ' 

that the Soviet Union is proposing are two to three. We hadtproposed e1ght to ten, 

and we have p~oposed, in the context of arr~ge~e~t-~ which I··.have. outliried·. this . 

.nlo.rriing .. ,_:for., th~~ ... Oonuni t tee,. -the nwri.oor' seven. ..:,le ·:are ·not·: in: a· _yac:uum. a_;s. far as 

:the· number·s ·~of on~site ·inspections e.re concel:'n_ed;:-·both 'or··us "are talking about a . 

number of in~p·ect1ons which' can ,b_e ... express.ed· by .a.'s:i:ngle 'digit. ~·ve are ··in a 

:vacuum. as ·=rega:rds any ide·a ·of what the .soviet Uriion 's views ··are .on· what ·inspections 

should· .-be;· ::.how-.'.they .should be :triggered,. .·how the teB.!'IlS should. be staffed,.<what 

-areas should --be ,op·en· to search,- what .. should.:be the functions . .- of·· an ··in_s,pectd..on team. 

That is·the vacuum,-. and-it is the-vacuum we :must. fill by agreement befo;re:we can· 

get a .treD.ty, 

·-



ENDC/PV.l08 
33 

(}~. Stelle, United States) 

It is our sincere belief that a discussion of these arr~ngements and our proposals 

on them would not· be a· lengthy process. Ne think our. proposals are -fair; if the 

Soviet-representative believes they are not, we sh?uld like to hear that 'expressed. 

If he ho.s c..ny changes he w·ants to propose, we should like to hear them ·eXJ)ressed.. 

But it seems vel'"'Y clear to me that we just shall not make progress towards a trenty 

- towards the treaty 1tJ"hich I sincerely beiieve every representa~"ive···a.round th~s 

table desire·s· -- uriless we can g~t on 1vith the ·work of finding out 1"lhat we are 

talking o.bout when· we are talkin·g about on-site inspections. I also sincerely 

believe that an agreement on th0 gsneral range o£ e1rro.ngements :tor on-site inspections 
\ 

would make.our task of agreeing on a number of inspections easier. I hope we can 

get on ~th the job. 

11r. TS.ARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics}(translation from 

Russi.:tn): I wish to reply to the United States represen~o.tive, Hr. Stelle. He has 

just said tha.t the number of inspections is importc.nt and that the arrangements for 
. .,. 

inspection are just· as important. ~;!e do not object to d~scussing the method of 

carrying out inspection after we have an .agreement on inspection_ ~nd, consequently, 

when we know that inspections will be carried out. But nt present 1.ve have no 

agreement on inspection at all; y0t you want to involve us in abstract controversies 

about how irispe.ction ~ould be carried out. ' Since we have no n.greement, we fn.il to 
. . . 

understand why we should. discuss the methods of carrying out inspection. We cannot 

agree to negotiations on n question which is pointless and devoid of any real 

significance. 

The fact that the United StGtes objects to n no~nl procedure for the discussion 

of the question of inspection shows once 2,gu.in that it is in fo.ct torpedoing the 

negotiat-ions, I would remind the members of the Committee in regard to the questions 

of ."~hnt inspecti~n _is:J how it should be. cnrried out_, who· should ...f?:rm.:_th~ i!:~spection 

.teruns, what they should do, _,;_nd_ wh~t tne arec., of inspection should be, that the 

Unit~d Stntes has .dr~gge~ out Qll these questions for four ye~rs and compell~d us 

to d~scuss them. Jmd who..-t n.re the results of t,hose four yeQrs of negotiations on 

the technical aspects? Nothing. ~~Je have no agreement. If v.;e agn.in follow tnis. · 

path into~ vJ'hich ~he Unit~d Sto.tes. is once more trying. to drag: 1,1s, we shall go ·on 

tnlk:iilg for another ten yec.:ps., but there l.rill be no n.gre~ment. 1~~'hen··we are agreed 

on t"\.vO to three inspections, however, the way to an agreement. will be open. But that 

is precisely whn.t the UnitGd Stc..tes obviously does not vUlnt. 
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Mr. ·Stelle, I hope this exchange of views· between t1vo o;f the delegntions ~Jill not . •, 

go on. for eyer. 

£.fr. STELLE (United States of America): I. do not intend to go on for 

ever. I would just like to say quite frankly that I did not understQn.d some of the 

things the· Soviet representative said. I shotlld like to reQd them in the verb~tim 

record 3.!ld ~eply at a le.ter ~eeting, if reply is vmrrnn~ed .• 

The CHP..IRlt~~ ( Can.:tda): Does any other representative 1.dsh ·to speak? If 

not, I should 11ke to place before the Committee a recommendation by the co-Chairmen, 

which I will read: 

11The .. co-·Ctiairmen recommend to the Committee that ns a-·general ·rule 

the .. Monday plenary meetin~ of each w~ek should be devoted to n discussion ....... 
. . 

of the ·test bnn. The two other meetings should be allotted to discussion 

of g~neral and ·c~mplete disar~ent, beginning with items 5(b) and (c) ·of 

document ENDD/52. However, if there Qre d~legations.whi?h wish to m~ke further 
. .~ 

statements on the test ban, then one of the two remaining meetings -- that ~s~ 

either on vvednesday or on Friday.-- could be. _devoted. ~o test ban p~oble~s. 

11The· meeting on Friday, 15 1-i?..rc~, should be open for discussion on 

both general d~sar.mament nnd test ban questio~s. 
11No agreement 1ro1-as reached betv.reen the co-Chairmen on an agenda for. 

the co~mnittee of the (:1Thole 11 
I 

' . 
That is the recommendation of the co-Chairmen, ~nd I should be glad to have 

. ' 

the views of any representatives _on the procedure 1vhich is recommended to the~. 

¥.1r. BLUSZTAJN (Poland}: _1:!e ·note ·with satisfaction thttt some measure· of 

agreement has been reached between the two co-Chairmen regarding our future programme 

of work. ·· · Froin what the Chairman hi:l;s JUst··· read, it V~rould nppear 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 ackno~rledge ·the: fact that no· 

agreement has been reached with regard to the agenda of· the Committee of ·the \:~1hoie. 
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I realise thn.t it might not have been advisable· for the two co-.Ch:1irmen ·to spell out 

in detail ·the re.asons· for their disagreement. Before we e.ccept this statement of · 
. . 

our· two co-Chairmen, I :would suggest that vte hedr from both of them the ree.-sons. for 

their'disagreement, and'that we devote one ·of our next' meetings to t~e discussion of 

the agenda of .the Committee of the ~!hole. ln any case, my delegation "tvould 1ike to 

make some comments .. on the way it envisages the programme of 'IJITOrk for the Committee 

of the vfuole. 

·.· Tho CH.AIID;L'Jl ( Cane.d.:.) :· I tnko it· th~t the suggestion of tho rcprGscntat.~ve 

of Poland is that, ~t the next·meeting or on some suitable occasion, the co-Chairmen 

should explain their viewpoints .on the subject matter ~f collater~l· me~sure~ "~J~mich. 

might be taken up :in the Conuni t tee of the ·trtThole, and thus explain to thE? :. Commit tee 

why it has not been possible to reach an agreement. From the document that I have 

had passed_to me I take it thn.t r:llthough no agreement 'tl}'as reached, it does not. me~IJ. 

that their discussions on the me.tter have come to an end. Therefore, if the - · ·­

representative of Poland agrees, perhaps we might leavG the explanations or statements 

from the co-Chairmen on this particular mn.tter until another meeting: .... TA!ould that 

be acceptable? 

¥w. BLUSZTAJ.N (Poland): Yes, thnt would be entirely acceptable, to me. 
I 

Let us ~ay that we devote our meet.ing on Friday to a discussion of this. p~oblem. 

Mr. Ci~.VALLETTI (Italy)(tr3nslation from French): I am·sur~ th·at.ail. 

delegations, particularly my own, desire .the Committee of the \nJhole to re_s~e its 

'V'Iork. I presume that that ·is how we a~e to understand what you, Mr. Cha~p, .. have. 

just· read out: namely that the two co:..c:qairmen intend to continu.e thei.r ~!forts 

to reach agreement.. . .. I think that we must have confidence. in our two .co-Chc;.irmen, 

and wait until they .reach a decision whi9h I hope will.lead to the res.umption of 

the '~ork ·of the Committee of the Whole. 
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.~:J. ~:~ .. Ivir-• ·:-Bk~INGTON. (Bl.l:l'ma): Itr views on this matter have al~eady been 

state.d .very ·pl-ear:ly;· I· think, and· I do not propose to repeat them.- Let me start 

by~, sayi,n.g .that, if the other memb~rs of the Corrunittee do not obje9t to the ·procedure 

which· you. have outlined ·today, lf~. Chairman, I would not wish to stand· in the way, 

. except' in one regard, 

... I th~k it· has always been understood that the question of nuclear "testing 

could be brought up by any delegation a~ any time without any previous notice. 

That, Ithink~ has been the position which we have all acc~pted before. But the 

proposal which you have just put before us, ~1r. Chairman, would im.ply.·that on at 

least one· of the three days each week the question -·of nuclear testing could not . 
be brought up at.all. I do not know if I am right in ·interpreting it in that 

fashion; ~ut if I·am, I should merely like to suggest that we go back to what had. 

been arranged previously. \ATe can work on the basis of an understanding;· but t do 

think it is important that·we should leave it open for any delegation which .so wishes 

to rais~ the question ·of nuclear testing at any meeting 1~thout any prior notice. 

· The·CHAIRMAN (Canada): In.reply first.to the representative of Burma, 

my underst.:mding is that, in accord.ance with the rules which were adopted ·by 

agreement between the co-Chaiv.men in the early stages of our discussion, in the 
I • ~ 

plenary meetings any delegation, in spite of any subseqrient arrangements' which 

may be made8for the ~genda, is at liberty to bring up any subject at any time. 

It. I am wrong, perhaps one o£ the co-Chairmen would correct me. 

Mr •. STELLE (United States of America): I believe you are quite correct, 

¥1r. Chairmcm. The general ruJ.es of procedure under which the Comrriittee has been· 

operating provides in a familiar phrase that, whatever agenda is.agreed, whatever 

~tem· is agreed on for general discussion on' any particular day - ' 
114. Noth:ihg contained herein is. 'intended to preclude any delegation 

from r~ising and discussing nny subject or proposal in any pl·eriary session 

of the Committee." (EI\JDC/52) •. 
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Mr. Ts~·iliAPKIN (Unio~ of Soviet Socialist Republics) ( trc.nslation .from 

Russian): I should like also to remind the representative of Burma, Mr, 

Barrington, that v.re are all bound also by General ~'i.ssembly resolution 1767 (XVII) 

of 21 October 1962.. Paragr-aph 2 of this re·solution calls upon our Corrnnittee 

to give primary attention to the pr·Jblem of general and complete disarmament. 

Ivioreover, this res·Jlut:"....>p requests the Eighteen Nation Committee t.1 submit a 

report on the pr1gress of its ~~rk not later than the second week of April. 

Everyone attaches due i~mportance to the question of the. cessation of nuclear , 

weapon tests, in whicb we have ·been very much engrossed. This ha~ been reflected 

in the reconu-n.endati:~n v.rhich we have submitted on behalf of the two co-Chairmen. 

It shows ho~"' much we tc.ke into consideration in the -work of the Eighteen Nation 

Committee, and ir.rill continue to take into consideration in the future, the 

:ilnportance of the questiJn of the cessation of nuclear weapon test.s. 

We prJp1se that in the future, out of three meetings a week, one or even two 

might always pe dev.:)ted to the cessation of tests. But at: .. 1east one meeting 

should be set aside f')r the cardinal problem :Jf ou·r time _..:. general and complete 

disarmament. I think that thi~ recommendatiJn is a sound.· one· and in accordance with 

·the oblige.tiJns placed upon. ~s by the General l· .. ssembly. It was already a month 

yestE?rday since vTe began our work, and we. still hav8 nJt come ·to the question 

of general and c.::>mplete disart::.ament. Those were the considerati:Jns which 

guided us ~men we reached agreement on .the question of the 'reco~~endation of 

the co-Chairmen. I think that the representative of Burma.will appreciate our 

humble eff ·)rts and will n~t object to the proposed procedure. 

lVIr. Tli.RLB.:..NJV (Bulgaria)(translati)n from French): I do not intend 

at this stage to .discuss this question at length, but I should like t·J take the 

opportunity of saying tha~ we agree in principle wit~ the co-Chairmenrs 

reco:maendati)n. vle are also in agreement \vith the representative of·· Burma when 

he says that, as long as there are seri.Jus is·sues in connexion vri.th the cessation 

·Jf nucle~r tests t ') be considered by the Committee, any delegation vrill be at 

liberty t.J bring them up. e.t any plenary meeting of our Conference. 
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(~~. Tarabanov, Bulgaria) 

As we understand it, the co-Chairmen t s recommendati-Jn has been fra.mecl with 

a view "t?. o_~g~.i~.tng __ 9ur "tvork ,Jn a clearer basis so as t:> enable delegations 

to prepare their. stat~nents. 

I think that .when ~ir. Stelle, the United States representative, qu )ted the' 

first sentence of .paragraph 4 of the co-Chairmen's recomr~endatiJns. concerning 

the pr .~.c.edure t.:> be f o 11owed : 

-"Nothing C)ntained herein is intended tD preclude any delegation ·from 

raising and discussing any subject or pr·::>pDsal in any plenary session of 

the Comrnittee11 (ENDC/52), 

he did so t 0 indicate his agreement that the question of nuclear -tests Jcould be 

raised. No doubt the representative of Burma was a little concerned regarding 

the last sentence of this paragraph, which reads: 
I 

"The pres.ent arrangeL1ents are not intended to apply to the c::>nsidera:tion 

during plenary sessiJns ·Jf the question of a treaty for banning nuclea_r 

weap:>n tests and of questions relating to the 'WOrk of the Connnittee of 

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

I think that, in acc:Jrda.nc~ with the· arrangements we have made and with the· 

consent of all members of the Committee,· we should put that quest-ion on the 

agenda. 

I have, ho11ever, asked fJr the floor f;r another reason. I should like to 

,trge the co-Chairmen t.J give seri:>us. c·)nsideration, as suggested by our Polish 

colleague, tJ·what are called collateral questions. In the difficult situation 

in which 1.ve are placed concerning certain issues, the soluti·::>·n of collateral 

questi·Jns might create a better ·atmosohere h:>th 1\rithin this Conference and 
.>.I 

outside it. T.tJe might perhaps in this way be able to reach agreement on the 

issue.s ~ve are propJsing to ~s.cus_s-, and aqovE? .. ~11 on the cessation of nuc-lear 

-tc:5t-s, as all the members of this Cqmmittee ·wish.· ~ve: ·must not ·forget that the 

soluti:>n of collateral .questions would iinprove the atmosphere of discussions in 

this Committee. In common with our Polish colleague, therefore, I urge the co-Chair.men. 

between n'::>w and Friday to make arrangements for discussing these collateral 

measures, so that at·our next meeting we .may have the definite view,or decision, 

of the co-Chairmen, whic.h would be in the form :Jf a reconrr..r1endation to ·the 

Committee. 
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(l\1r. Tarabanov, Bulgaria) 

. · YVe Sh8uld als) have ·an Jpportu~ty at our next meeting "(jf dis'cussing the 

prJcedure to be ad)pted iri the Coromittee of the ~fuole for dealing 1~th the other 

questi··Jns on ~ur Conference's ~~gencla, especially those designed to facilitate our 

W)rk and t:> create a better atmo'·sphere. 

There d:>es n)t seem to be any opposition t.) the discussion of gene·ral and 

cvmplete disarmament; but at 1Jur neA.rt neeting we should like to have a proposal 

fr)m. the co;..Chairmen concerning collateral questions vrhich the Com:dlittee could then 

C·:>risider. 

Mr. Bl'.RRINGTON (Burma): I think I have already made it clea·r that, 

vrhile I have reservati )ns ab)ut that, I do n Jt pr )pose to stand in the way. Ho\Arever · 

alth;Jugh I ·think the quJtation t) vvhich the representative of Bulgaria has just 

referred thr)v.rs a little doubt on the procedural situation, v.rhich 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 

prJposal of )Ur co-Chairmen. But I personally regard it as· important· .. ·that it should 

be possible f >r any delegation which fe·els strongly enough about it to raise the 

question ·)f the cessati-Jn :>f nuclear tests at any plenary m~eting of thA Corm:n.ittee 

'tritho':lt, as I' say, necessa.rily 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. 

I feel that probably the sense of th~ meetinG .~ ~ · 

in line with the vie_,,r expre.ssed by the representative of Burma: that is to say, 

that in pr~ceeding on the lines_ pr"C)?.Jsed by the co-Chairmen it is still to be 

underst)Jd that ·any delegation wishin~ to ·raise questions relating to the nuclear 

t.est ban .at any plenary mee~ing should be entitled to do so. 

Hr. STELLE (United States of Lrn.erica): I certainly do nJt dissent 

fr·:>m that. But my interpretati ;n vf our agreed pr::>cedure is that' .it does not 

· ~efer only .tQ c~uestions of the nuclear test ban, and that every representative 

has a right t·J raise any question ,::.t all that he desires at any plenary meeting 

of the c.)mmittee, withJut prior n )tice. 
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The CHAIRlVL'tN (Canada): , If no other representative 1tvishe~ t·') speak, I 

shall take it that the proposals recontr£Lended by the co-Chairmen are adopted, ~~Tith the 
I 

understanding that any delegntion is free t') raise the questi'Jn of the nuclear tGst ban 

at any plenary meeting, until we get an agreement. 

It was so decided. 

Ivir. Ts.: •. H .• ' .. PKIJ.\J (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from 

Russian): , Ls can be seen fro:o. the recommendation of the co-Chairmen just. adopted, 

the last sentence says that no agreement we.s r~ached on an agenda for the Committee 

.· of the ii·lh·Jle. Owing to lack of time, th~s h2.s not be8n expl~ined today; but 

ap;?arently the Comr.littee v.rill be intere~~ed to know 1.vhy this question remained 

unsettled and what the differences are; and apparently they "~t\Jill wish to exchange 

views.. I think it v.rill be convenient t-:) do so at our next ~eeting, as the 

representative .of Poland has suggested. 

The C~-!AIRI."\1i~ (Canada) : I thought it had be8n agreed tha.t such an exchange 

of views might take place after consultation in the ~eantime between the co-Chairmen. 

If that is acceptable tJ the co-Chainnen, naturally the rest of the members of.the 

CorNuittee are always prep~red to adhere to their decisi0ns on procedure. 

The Conference decided to issue the following comrrunigue: 

"The C8nference of the :Sighteen-Nati')n Comr.littee on Disarmament today held 

its one hundred and eighth p~enary meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, 

under the chairmanship of ¥IT. 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 .the Conference will be held on Friday, 15 March 1963, 

at 10.30 a.m. 11 

The ~eeting rose at 1 p.m. 




