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;:The ··cHAIRMAN (Bulgaria) .(t~anslation_-froni ·French): I ·declare· -ope·n -·the· .. 

one hundred···and ·sixth,:.:mee:ting· of· .the- Confei-ence of 'the 'Eighteen-·Natiori ·conimittee . · 

on Disarmament. 

-"Nr~ ··- CAVAL~T.TI (Italy) ( trap.slation from French).: ·At last ~Jednesday'·s 

meeting 'the·- Co~itte€ heard a number of interesting ·statem.gnts,. S'Orrie,.-of-.:which:.-made 

a positive -·~ontributio~ :to our work. . ··r should like to. mention. specially the. 

st'atement ::by' ·the representative :of Burma, who very pertinently· summariz'ed. ~the present. 

state ·. of.-'our ·work. I was particularly in ~agreement with Mr·. · Barrington when. he ._.-_~ 

said -~hat ··we should . not give way to' discouragement arid- shoul~ continue '6u:t efforts 

unremittingly iz( or~er to· secure an agreement on· tests (ENDC/PV .105·, p.8) ~ ----~ .Since.·­

the beginning of the present session my delegation has been insi_st.:i.ng--:tna.t · ... -,, 

negotiat_ions ·:'on the prohib~tion of tests should .:ha:ve priority arid sh6uld,·oo 

~onducted in a thorough manner; since the. importanc~: of what ':is :at stake ~-in· 'these··':_.·· 

negot'i·ations can escape on on:e. In'this connexion I entirely s~are ·Mr. Barrington's 

opi~io;n; ~ince I too am convinced that if ·we do . not make progre s& towards_ the ... solu.ti.on 

of ~he problem of tes_ts, .our efforts to secure general :and c·omplate -di~~.n.t. -ID~Y 

prove futile as well. :: · ... _ 

I ~so listened atten:tively to the. statements of the ~epre~e~:tatives :of - ~- .:;·: 

~oma!lia: (~., _pp.ll ~t seq • .). and· Po_land (~., pp~26 · et seq.). _ -}'1y j,.mpr~ssi,:On_· .. · 

was that those statements~: _while polemi.cal, attempted tl)· go. tq: tb.e he~rt .of :_the.- :­

pro'Ql_e_~• . _· · Indee_d, _:they- put··_forwa:td' certatn concrete t~chnica;L .vie:ws·· wh~ch __ ,_- while 

controversial~ seenied to indicate a de·sire to enter intq.· a. tho:rough. d~~c:ussion·.··- ·. -_ 

~-~--- T~~~a:pkin'-s ·stat~me~t·· .(ibid., pp·~4l·~·et seq.),- which foll:o.w.ed- those _·of--hi~·· ,t<--·. 

·Ronran~an' and 'Polish. col.ieagues, :unfortunately convinced. me th11t' :the· Soviet Uni'on: '\Ja.s, 
4. • • ~ 

on t_h.e· ·conirary, 'adhering· to it-s rie~ative·- pos-ition. _>Mr-._ T~araplcin··.,r.aaffirmad that 

any ·discussion of tho·se·· questions ·which the 'vleste:rn; deleg?Ltions ·and the delegations 

o~ ~he non-aligned coti.nt~ies · hav~ stibmitt~d to the -Conference 1o16u).d be useles-s ·arid 

merely· a' waste ·•of. t-ime as: long . a:s- ·there was ito agreement on"'th~ number' of, .. inspections 

and automatic stations.. · ·· ·: ·~ · ·-:-. 

. I agre-e that.·: we must 'not' [waste· our'.-·t~e ~- . However'. at ·recent meetiilg'Sc certain 

delegation-s:.rrom the soci~ist -, ~6nntri~s·' hav~ ,. c·ontinued t·o _pu.t. :'forward -st.e-rile· 

polemical arguments of a political nature which certainly do not help the ·progress 
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of: ?1lr work.- Last. tledne·sday· we- he·ard···the Polish representative .leave the subject 

of tests in order once more to. make unjustified attacks upon the NATO multilateral 

force or. upon the Fede~al Republic of Germany (~., p.32). 

Xhe ideas of the Western Powers on the multilateral force 'have already been 

explained. The day before yesterday they were reaffirmed by President Kennedy at 

a press conference. The object· of this force, ·the creation of whicp is at 

present under examination, is quite the opposite of that which the delegations of 

the socialist countries are trying to attribute to it. One of its purposes is to 

prev~nt effectively the spreaci'or nuclear weapons. Moreover,_ there is ·nothing 

secret or mysterious or machiavellian · i_n the creation of this force; everyone ·can 

read repo.rt~ in our newspapers of the conversations which are taking place be.tween 
. . . 

the NATO countries. 

Concerning the Federal Republic of Germany, :t should like once more· t.o. remind 

you. that,,_ like Italy and. the other V.Iestern countries, it is a member of a defensive 

alliance whi_ch has given concrete proofs of its ·character- and of its des~re for 

peace. Mo~eover, it has given a solemn undertaking to its European allies not to 

possess or to manufacture atomic weapon~. I believe it is the only 'c~untry in the 

world to have given such an undertaking. Thus, to multiply attacks on the 

multilateral force and on the Federai ~epublic of Germany can only lead to confusion . 

of.idecis and distract.the.c'omrD.ittee's attention froin i-ts present·task, which is to 
' . 

conclude an agreement on the prohibition of nucl~ar tests. 

Let us therefore return to this task, so fundamentally important. for ··world 

peace and for the fate of this Conference. When we of the we·stern deleg~tions make 

effo~ts to speed up the negotiations by suggesting the discussion of serious and 

important problems, the Soviet delegation accus·es us of trying to put the cart before 

the horse (ENDC/FV.l04,_p.39). In fact we ~re asking that both the cart and the 

horse should.ba discussed. If we wish to do our job, we cannot dispense with 

either of them; above all, we do not want to run the risk, when w~ have agreed on 

the horse, of finding that we have no cart because there is no agreement-on methods 

of i~~pection •.. 

To me the Soviet delegation•-s attitude is inexplicable. It seems no longer 

t~ accept. sys~ems which ~~-have already ad~pted without difficulty in our negotiations 
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and .. 'I.Y.hich are .quite nqr;m~ in any ··kind of.: negotiations~· 
' .' . - Taka ':t'he· method which we 

have used .. 6urse.l:ves ~~ prepa~~~g. th~ ··te~:s ·so. far drawn up· by ·the Camm:itt:e~. 9n ·. 

general.~nd oc;>mplete disarmament. .In .this process, as in the question ·:or tests, 

the Committee encountered .considerabla ·differances of opin~o~·on ce~tain pr~blems. 

That did not prevent us,. however, from pursuing the examination ·of ·other questions 

. and establishing texts by. common agreem3nt' t..rhil'a leaving certain se·ctions '•bla~k 

or adopting alter;nati:ves. : Thu~, for example, the diff3rences of ?Pinion .. · 

concerning the durat;ion of a treaty on g~neral and complete dise.rmam::;at' and the 

duratiqn of the first . ~te..ge. were considerable i ·.but they did not preven~ ·the 

continuation and. ~he. development of our work• _ He were ·thus abl3 to draw up 

document--'Ei\JDC/40, ~he~e ·th? ·!).umber of ye~rs: pre-scribed: fo.r :the impi~~ent~ti~~n· ·of 

the treaty ~~~.·~eft ... · bla~,: .. , ~nd d~cum~n~ ENDC/55; wher~ tw9 alternatfves ... we'r~ :· ·. 

offered for th~ implementation of. the first stage· of the. treaty -~ that· is to·' say, 

either .two or three. years..':,· . .. 

On. f-.7 February.my. ~e~egation put .:forward a list of questioJ?.S (ENDC/PJ. .10)~_pp.6, 7) 

·which i!f ~y view the Conf'er~nce .could ·.examine .-imme-diately. This list has been 

·favour.able received by several. delagations,. whom I sh0uld like tq. thank •... Som~ 

dal~gations hav~ ·aiso made very· interest~ng remarks concerning qe~tai~ q~es~i~~~::: 
contaJned i~ this l~st, and t~at·should encourag2 us to begin immedi~tely a c~n~rete 

and cori~~rUct~ve effort i~ common. ·Barhaps my list is too lo~g and too_d~t~ile~, 

but fer th~ ... mo~ent it ~ould ··be s~fficiant to cdncentrate our attanti?.h_.upon. Just a 

few of the points I. hava ratsed, leaving the other points ·to b~ ·~x~fne:d lat~r~ 
Moreover, as I pointed out at that meeting, my list is ·•nly ~ndicative an~ __ airiis 

merely at providing a basis for a working plan while ·taking into account' all the 

proposals· which have been submitted by the delegations. 

In any ·case, .. if, as ::C hope, the Committee .Hi'shes to continua its efforts "for 

the rapid _conclusion .. of a test:-.ba·n. agree·:!nent, a· Hell-:ordere·d and concret$· method.·· 

of wor.~. w~ll have to be. adopt3·d .. 1n the hopa that _"l.vB ·may be ·c.b1e ·to be~in. 'drafting, a 

few initial agreeq· text.s·. Even if these t·exts ·-contain:~d blanks ·qr alternative's, · 
. 1 ' . ... . ... : 

they woufd constituta encouraging. progress.~ and w0uld facil.itate·-:·t-he · s·olut1on· ?f. 

problems at issue. That is what I wish to say -concerning. our ··~y~t··em ·of negotiation. 
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I ~.houJ.d .. -~~~o _li~~- t.o add a few words on the very controversial question 

of tlJ.e. number· of inspection~ and automatic stations. ·It seems to me that 

the acceptance of the principle .. of inspa<?tion by th~ .Soviet delegation -.­

wh:ich the_ Italian delegati.on .has noted with satisfaction -- ·.indicates that 

th3 Soviet Qovernment is now convinced that inspections. do not inyolve a .danger 

of e.spi_onage, or at laast that it will be possible to find reliab~a safagua-rds 

aga~nst that danger. That is also a point on which I should like to express 

my pleasure, since it indi-cates that mistrust has diminished. Howaver, if 

that is so, if it is recogni_zed that .~nspec~ions are not ac~s of espionage, 

why is there such a desperate resistance to acceptance of the number of 

inspections which is technically neces_sary? Measur(3s which ensure that an 

inspect~on will not present a danger to a country's security can ~aturally. 

provide the same_ s.ecurity for any reasonable hUIXlb~r of i~spections. 

Horeover, we .. have baen told that the .Soviet Govermnent set the number 

at three inspections because it believed that three insl?9ctions would be. 

sufficient to secure an agreement and.thAt this was the number as~ed for by 

the ·western nuclaar Powers. Today the Soviet Government knows .that it 

misin~erpreted the ideas of the West, or .~ather did not completaly grasp them, 

Thus the data which determined the Soviet decision have been modified, and i'f, 

as I .believe, the Soviet Government st.ill sincerely desires the. conclusion 

of an agreement, it should re-examine the situat~on, .taking into account the 

gestures of goodwill made by the We~tern nuclear Powers and also the discusstons 

that have taken place here • 

. After the explanations.given by the Unit·3d Kingdom and the Un~ted States 

representatives, the Sovi~t delegation cannot fail to understand that the 

Wastern delegations are not asking for seven inspections with the object of 

imposing their own conditions on the other negot~ators. That would.be 

inadmissible in any honest negotiations... . The figu_re seven is not .f.l purel_y 

fanciful one. It is based on very serious ecientific data, which so far 

have not. been countere.d by any __ ~t~e~ valid and documented scientific data, .. 

and it is j~1stified·by tha.se- dat~ •. 
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·The rt.;t'lrJ.rks nD.clG .1:-..st ~:.Jecl ... nc;s'.Jo.y by the R)n2.nia.n re-:presentative (ENDC/FV ,105, pp.ll 

et seq.) ~n now~ invalidate the Jbjectivity.and loyalty of the United States 

position, I think that positiJn is confirmed by those remarks, even if the 

technical data vary, as is only natural, \v.ith the development of science and the 

increase· of kno~ledg8, Moroovcr, it is difficult to tell whether errors have 

been ma.de on the S0vi0t side in the evaluation of technical data on tests; because, 

in spite of all the appeals -v.re have nade here, th-3 Soviet Union has never consented 

to reveal to us its lmoNlcdge in this field, or to inforn us of the dugree of 

perfection ·of its instruments and the scientific observc.tions wh.ich its: scientists 

have achieved, 

In regard to the automatic stations, I think that the very name "black boxes" 

which has .been_given to them jus~ifies a request for clarification. Here, too, 

both sides should give us a technical definition and provide a few explanations·• 
c ' 

In any ca~e, tho little t~at. 1-vo .knovl of the "black boxes 11 does not appear to 

justify th~ Soviet delegati)n's reluctance to accept a more extensive control by 

means )f the.s~ a~tomatic stati·:)ns. I do not understand how the installation ·of seven 

or eight automatic stati.Jns· could inconvenience the Soviet Union, As we knOvl, these 

stations arc to b8 unmanned., established on fixed sitos, and s~rviced only by teams 

which periodically, on agreed dates, would r~move the records from the control · 

equipment. All this would be controlled very strictly and, as we know, VfOUld be 

.attended by every possible guarantee. If, as I believ\J, the Soviet Union recognizes 

t~at a contr0l team would not engage in acts of espionage, th8n it can scarcely 

believe that automatic stations will be used as a ·means for conpromising··· So"viet 

security or.for discovering s0crets which the Soviet Unian has a right to preserve. 

In any case it ·seens t:J· me that, siinply in order to satisfy the security requirements 

of the Soviet Union and to 1nrork out an arrangement vrhich will give it entire satis­

facti~n, it would be useful to study :ilnr:.1ediately all the pro"'rision·s that should 

accompany.the creation, instaJ.lation and utilization of automatic stations. 

I .have already spoke~- of parallel negotiations on the number of inspections and 

of automatic statiQns and :Jn. other more important problems. Several delegations 

here have used the sarne term "parallel work", or have put forward ·a similar notion. 

That is a logical and rational system. In particular, it is the only system which 
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can be employed if w~ desire, as we·do desire, to explore all avenues which could 

lead' 11 ). an agreement. .It is nvw for the Soviet dele gat ion to decide whether this 

concre~e and constructive .method is to be adopted; and my delegation sincerely 

hopes that the S?viet delegation 1-rill end by accepting it. I do n:)t believe that · 

world opinion, v-rhich has focused its attenti0n and its h::>pes upon this Conference's 

work, c.'Juld understand such art opposition )f principle or could ·regard it as 

justified. 

Sir Paul IV"J.ASON(United. K.ingdpm): I have listen,ed with great interest to 

what today' s first speaker, Mr ~ Caval.letti; has .Just said, and I hope iri the c~urse 

of my )bservations to take up one. or two of the points he has made •. 

1 sh)uld like t) .begin my .observations by payirig trioute, as Mr. Cavalletti 

did, to· the most interesting and ~tatesman1ike speech whic~ was made at our last 
i • 

meeting by the represent_ative of Burma (ENDC/PV .105, · p.6).. My delegation, and I 

myself' agreed· with almost everyth~ng that he said. 'tile agreed with him when he 

suggested that we sh)uld put the work of this C'Jnference; and the stage which we 

have reached, into the perspective ·'Jf the past history of our discussions~ It is 

indeed true that we have come a long way since those early days, and not merely a 

long way in the point of ti~e~ We agreed wit~ the suggestion which he made to us 

that 'tve could sti~l regard our situation in this Conference in a spirit of re·asoned 

optimism~ I think that·would be a fair rendering of his words. We· agreed with 

him also when he po~ted to the sense of urgency with which we have to conduct our 

discussions~ We agreed with what ·he said about the efforts which both sides -- if 

I have t) call them that -- have made to. try to enlarge thle area of our common 

understanding and agreement. Perhaps I may say that I sometimes wish we could hear 

a little nure from our ~astern colleagues in. recognitiJn of the efforts -- and they 

are serious efforts -- which have been made by the Western nuclear Powers to enlarge 

that area )f agreement. 1·'le on our part have· never failed to make due acknowledgement 

of the eff Jrts :>f our Easte~n c~lleagues in that directi:)n. 

We agreed in partic~lar with qnp observatiQn made by ~fr .• Barrington 't'lhen he 

said: 
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in -regard t·J on-site ins~~ection it v!ould be difficult to come t.:> agreement 

on n~bers 1vithJut an understanding being reached sirnultaneously on the 

fundanental's -- I repeat, on the fundarnentals -- of the m:Jdalities of inspecti<?n; 1 

(ENDC/PV .10?, PP• 9,10.) 

That is a ~-J:fnt which I also h)pe to take up latGr in the~ course of my observations. 

I think there is ~:n fac:t perhaps only one PC?.int ,)n vrhich I a1::1 not quito sure 

that I could entirely agrGb: vr.Lth v..rhat the representative of Bu:rna s.aid. If I 

·understo Jd hirA rightly, he scvi:10d to :iJ11ply that if we 1verc to e1:1ba_rk on a discussion 

of general and cDmplete ·disarmru:tent or of collateral measures at this stage, 1.ve 

sh~uld b~· running av:ray from IJUr respons-ibilities (~., p·.10). I think he suggested 

also that there was little prospect. of pr-:Jgress on those subjects. I entirely agr.ee, 

of cJu~se, that our best chance of early success in this ComErl.ttce lies in the 

nuclear tests issue. It is quite clear that agreemen~ on a test baq would provide 

ah. immense stimulus to ·our other WDrk,. and I most certainly think that we should 

continue t'J c·')ncentrate on the test-ban question. 

But I suggest that we ought not to .forget that our main task h~re is to harii.Ber 

out an agree!"nent on genercl and conplete disarmai·nent. .That, after all, is what 

the Eighteen Nati~n c.')Lmlittee was established for. vJe hav0 a very great deal. of 

work t J d J bef .>re \-Ie cc:-n even claim to be in sight :Jf agreement. We have an 

agreed ~gepda, which·we ~re :Jnly aboutanc-third of the way through, and I imagine 

that ·~J'e . .ctann.Jt hope for p:Jsitivc results until v..re have completed that agenda in 

what might be called a first reading. Therefore, ev0n if our discussion :Jf nuclear 

tests d·Jes n )t lead to l!iyc:ediate results, I do not think tpat we ought to lose sight 

of our ultinate goal. 

Then again, quite apqrt from our major goal ·:Jf genera.1: and :complete disarnamen~, 

we· should perhaps consider tha~ we have an intermediat0 goal -- I might describe. 

it .as a stepping stone towards general and complete disarmament and that is the. 

reachi~g .)f agreement on collateral measur~s. I do not cla~ that the possibilities 

offered by pr::>posals under that heading are as potentially stimulating as is the 

pJssibilitr Jf .a nuclear test ban •. They are not. But the goal seems to me to be 

well w·Jrth pursuing, because apythin_g wh;i..ch leads· to the e~iluination of suspicion 

and the creation ·)f confidence between us mus.t hGlp. us t.'Jwards our final goal.-
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Th-e United Kingdom delegati:Jn therefore reiaains ::11Jre than r.eacly to discuss any 

·collateral measures 1vhich the co-Chairi!lEln may agree to r.econc_1eild to. us; . ~:r;td. if at 

any t:~.ne Ne find ourselves irrev)cably deadlocked· 'JVcr the .tost-:-ban issue, I myself 

tpink that vv-e should seri.jusly consid~r. turuing to then. 

That being • J 
sale~, it is of cou.rsa· a f2.ct tha,t tho test bar1 r.emains our iEJmodiate 

concern: and ,Jn this I sl:r:n1ld like first t'J tako up S0El8 _points:· 1-vhich were rnde in 

the discussion· a;t .Jur l.e,st neeting, on 6 Harch (IfJDC/PV .. 105). 1:i'e 1vere then presented 

by severn.l; o.f .Jur East EurJpean c:)lleagues vri ~h tht; arg1..1.ment thc?.t the cla:i.n of the 

·v·festern nuclear Powers t:J found their ~lroposai for on-site ins)ectiJns on. scientific 

and technical c Jnsiderati jns vJas ill-conceived ancl unjustifiable. That argtl!~lent ·was, 

I t~Jugh~c, adL1irably aq.swe::~rcd by our United States colleague, Mr. Stelle (ibid.); 

but I should like to make a few g8neral cOEE:~nts. 

In 1958 the experts based th~:;ir report (EXP/NUC/28) on the possibility of 

inspecting every unidentified event -- I eE1ph_asize the l".r~rd 11 ~vcry11 -:-- which C()Uld be . 

suspected lf being a nuclear 1rveapon GXl)losion. They sugzested criteria for determining 

th~se events.. l .. s vv-e all krnw, the:: Soviet Union vms represented .Jn the Coumittee of 

Experts and end Jrsed the experts r rcp_)rt. They were Vi:Jrking on the b;3:sis of the 

inforoation then available •... Since. then nc'vv infor:mc.tion has· be~n ·acquired, and 

g)vcrnments have _been able t.) ao_just their conclusions acc~rdinlgly- I have nJ doubt 

myself that if a nevi COITri1ittee )f experts wero to be est-ablished·, today :lt would 
c . 

arrive at diff0rent conclusions fran tli..)se reached. by the 1958 comr,.1ittee. It 1tPuld 

do so because >f the neH· inf)nnati:)n avail;.:bl0; but the new information is avail·able 

and is made public sol~ly becaus~ the ~·Jest ht?,S carried out research. 

~ve on the Vvestern side have frequently off.ered to collab:Jra.te 1.1lfith the Soviet 

Union L"l that research. That offer remains open, ·but the So"viet Union has consistently 

ignored it ·)r refus8d it.. It v.IiJ-1 nJt take part in a joint effort with us t:J reach 
~ 

agreed conclusiJ~s on tbe effectiveness Jf existing detection methods, nor Nill it 

make available tJ us the informatiJn 1rvhich it" claims to have ·and on rJhich it .cl~:in1s 

tq base its present attitude ~n negotiations for a n1:1cl.ear weC::;_JOn te.st ban. 

I should have left the m&ttor a,~ that point h9-d it U<)t been for some 

observati·Jns V~rhich were :made at ?Ur 1-:,st 1~1oeting by our cpllea .. sue. from Poland. 

As I uhders~oJd !1im, Hr •.. Blusz~ajn. iaplied (~:SNDC/PV .105, p.30) that the· 

position of the Hestern PoHcrs -- 111hen• .. they· claim to bc:.se .thcmsclv~s on a 

scientific assessment in their est~nation of the nwuber Jf inspections wqich 
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I think 

he., i:mplied_·tl:l~t' ttr~t ·. -w.p.s ··so because the· scientific ev.idene..e.· i.t.self had ·left 

them; ·s~ ··.:to, .~pe.Etk, ·stpanded. ·.= • I:·:think he implied alseY. thnt the· \vest ern Powers now 

based tb...em~elve:s i:n .. ;_that matt.er primarily upQh what he ·.·.·calle¢l·poli tical and technical 

criteria •. :··· ln~.II].y opinion that is.' a completely inaccurate ·e-stimate· of the position 

of the;.1.~,T~s.tern',fi.uclenr PoY{ers, and .therefore I feel· I shoUld t·ake a minute or two 

to try to set the record straight. 

· ·· · Wherever the position of the VJe stern Po\.Jers has bee·n modified, it has bee·n 

modified against the bn~kground ·of our scientific assessment' or'' the events· that 

wlll: remain unidElntified in any one yeDr in the. Soviet Unit>ii> I'hop'~;· there:·wili be ,no 

mistake. about that point; the \;Jestern nuclear Powers: have. not~ ce.nsed. t6 base the 

size· 6f the quota which they· seek ;n ·a fundamental s'clentific ·as~essment~ · · · ·ou.r· · 
position is based on the best s~ientific evidence ~e ·can' :obtain of ·th'e nu!nbe.r' bf( 

. seismic eve'nts of a significant ... size which wouid.· be likely t6·;~··o'c'Clir .. in the·; sov'fet~' 
f , • ' I , , : ' 1 ••' ,• • :( • i, • : • : '• •• ' ' ~ • 

Unior{ ·evkry y·~ar, and which without ·on.:...site ·inspection ·it. iJould not··oe~ pO'ssible to 

id~~t:try·: as' being· due to natural cause's. ·. · The number. ~O.y 'obvi~usly · v~ a·i·li·tt1E3, . 

. fro~ ye~ to·· year, but it is possible on the basis of our ~cie.nt:tri.c~'a&ri~~-1 '{8· ,· '.· 
get a fci:i.r ·approximation of it. '··· ·, ~·._.:~.·l --~ 1 \:··.:~_:· :t-·· •· 

. • ~ · ,_... r i "' ; · ,. j 

·If_. our as'se:ssrrient is disputed --·that is· to· say·, if: the.: sdV'iet Uni·O"rt' has 
·evidence t'b otfe·r .·to:· show that we -are wrong··_,:_ then~_. as· has ·be~~ sb.io.·''m~rty. ti~k·s ,' .. 
the-: Wes.terrt ·nuclear Powers are more than ready to dis.cu·~~:.: the'· mkit~~:r:'~rid, -. ~f ·= · 

they are convinced, to review their position. But if no contrary eviaence l~ .. ; 
pr.odticed, w~ ... ·.~st· c:Cintinue to base oursel~·es·· on the: evi~·en~~: that .is ~va~labie 
to us. Thereafter{ of .course, w~ must make ·a judgement: about how m~ny of.thos~ 

urtidentiffed .. eyents we consider it necessary to .. inspect in 'otd~r to provide ·a 
. . . . ~ . . " 

deterren.t ··to any: ·c.ountry which may· cons~der violating a test ban ·and carrying · · 

out one·or more.undergr:bund nucle·ar·weapon tests a year. That;is.;the.id~a of the 

quota. .... i!'•t '·: ,l• 

The decision on.the size of·the quota, that 'ts to ·say on the number of 
t' t' I• 

·uri.i.dentffied ~events!; a: yet;tr which. we wish to in~pe~t' ;·in. or.der· to provide a 

det~~rent·, is -of, .cours·e· a p;oli tical· .o.-ne.. The· conceptiori ··of: a d~terrent. is, 

we ad.mit, polit:i:c·al• -, Further~o'i·e/ oU:r': decision on the si~e··~r· T-he qu.ota."iiiust 

be affected' also by our understanding of .. t~e manr:e.r .,i~ .w.~i~~ ir:-s.~~?\i?hs w~ll .. 
be carried out. .To. be e-ffect:fve irispec~tiohs. ~u.st b~· q~i·~i{~ i~parf.1.·al, a~d . 

' • • ' ' I ~ ' i ' ' 

unimpeded. OUr· Uriited. States colleague dealt ~ith that: I)oirit. ·a(' our ·i'ast meeting 
• • • 1 , • •• '•":.. •~ \ ~ .... i •, ''• • , t • • ~ • ., :' \ • • 

1 

• ' ~ ~' • ' 

at some length, and I do not thJ.nk. ·that I need to. go J.nto it any further at present. 

'- ...... 
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Thus the fact remains that we continue to base ourselves in essence.· on the· 

best scientific evidence available to us of the number of ·unidentified events 

we may expE?ct in any year in the· Soviet Union.. l~e do not think that it ·"is 

reaso.nable to attempt to arrive at a. figure for the quota on any other ba~is:. 
I 

r" hope that that- explanation 1t1ill now serve. to set the record straight and that 
our attitude will not be open furthor to ;:lisconc~pti?n• 

In the light of what I haye been saying; I am bound.to confess that I find 

critiqism of the attitude of the \:Jestern nuclep.r Powers singularly misplaced, 

and in us~ng those words I am_making a good ~nglish understatement. But I shall 

be a little more frank when I say that it is ve~ hard to bear when I hear -- as I 

was compe.lled to hear last Wednesday -- allegations made by our colleagues from 

Bulgaria and from the Soviet Union that Western scientists have shown themselves 

tendentious and devoid of objectivity (ENDC/PV .10l5., p.42). I must say 

respectfully but very firmly that I think ~llegations of that kind are totally 

improperi I am quite convinced that they carry no weight whatever either in this 

Conference or in the minds of public opinion at large·. It is very regrettable 

that they are made, because they can only serve to make the feelings of those who 

are trying. to reach an agreement more tense. I am bound to say that we in the 

West would never think of making such charges against Soviet scientists. Indeed, 

our only complaint,is that we are too seldom allowed to hear and to know about 

their work. 

We in the West have certainly modified our posi tio.n considerably. We have done . 

so in the interests of achieving a nuclear weapon test ban; but we have done so 

also on what we believe to be sound technical grou~ds which we are prepared at any 

time to discuss with the Soviet Union. Moreover, we have not modified our position 

on numbers only; we have modified it on the whole conception of international 

control and verif~cation; and, as I have said, we have done so on g~ounds which 

we are more than r~ady to explain and to discuss. The Soviet Union, on the other 

hand, offers us a position which it. refuses to explain until we have acc~pted it. 

We are _told nothing except that it is a political position. It is not explained 

to us --·not at all-- what it would mean in practice; we are simply asked to 

accept it if we want agreement. 

May I therefore summarize the position of this matter as I see it at the 

moment? The Western nuclear PowE?rs offer a number both of on.:si te inspect~ions and 

of automatic stations, and they offer to justify those numbers with detailed facts and 
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arguments. ·The Soviet Urii.on snys··that it will not listen to our facts: ·or our 

arguments, and· suggests that our number is -larger than its own beco.p.se·-we wish 

to use the extra :number of inspections and the extra nunib~; 6r autdm~tic·detection 
stations for espionage • · · We say that we· are· prepared t"o ·. di.s'~uss an; measures· ~hich 
the Soviet Union likes to ·ensure that no inspection and no detection post ·is used 

for espionage. That was· a po"int to which our Italian colleague rE1ferred e·arlier 

this.·morning. The Soviet Union refuses; it continues to say that we must first 

accept its numbers; unless that is done, nothing else can be discussed even in 
; 

broad ?utline -- nothing ~t all. 

J;re we to be totally discouraged by that position? I noticed that.· .our Italian 

. colleague mentioned (Supra, p. 6 ) that at the meeting on 1 l1crch Our·. Soviet colleague 

had suggested that we in the West, by proposing that we ·might have discussions on 

all matters of· importance relating to the conclusion of a· ·nuclear test ban treaty, 

were attempting to put the cnrt before the horse (ENDC/PV.l04, p.39) --- the horse, 

as I understood.it, befng ·the necessity to reach: agr~ement on the question of· 

numbers, the cart being the question of discussing the nuzn~rous probl,ems of the ' 

greatest importance which have to be decided outside that particular iss~e. 

Sometimes, in my more pessimistic moments, I feel that the picture .which comes.to 

one '·s. mind is that of the horse being allowed to gallop rather' wildly Shead wl th 

lvlr• Ts·arapkin and his Eastern European colleagu:es perched, perhaps a: little 

·i precariously, astride it, while the rest of us are left, somewhat disconsolately, 

·to push the cart on its way as best we can. 

I said that that is a picture which comes to me in my more pessimistic moments. 

In fact, however, I. do not think tbat it is the real picture·; and if I may take 

.the time of the c·onference for -a .few ·minutes more I will explain why. It involves 

going- back to· the very·: early days· of the co·nf'ererlCe and. to an experience which in 

fact does not properly- concern the Conference at all but concerned the· original 

·three-Power ponference to discuss c-essation of nucl~a.r weapon tests, of which · 

· at··least three people here, 1-.fr'. Stelle, IV.tr. Tsarapkin:, e.nd I myself, have a certain 

amount'or direct knowledge. 

At the second meeting of· that Conference, on 3 Novembel: 1958, Mr. Tsarapkin 

submitted an ·agenda ( GEN/DNT/2) for the Conference. According to that .age·nda the 

Conference· would have been obliged firs't to conclude an agreement on the cessation 

of nuclear weapon tests and then -- but only ·the·n _ _: to disqus·s ·provisions concerning 
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the ,contr.ol." .. ·ov.e.r .the .. observance of the agreem~nt., The 1tJestern representatives 

argued that that proposal· was hardly logical.. We said that· it amounted to asking 

the parties to an agreement to sign it without knowing what they wer~ undertaking 

·.or what guarantees they would have that other· parties would observ~ that .agreement. 
'. As._I recall, we continued to argue that point for seve~al weeks -- for at least 

as long, at a~ rate, as we have been sitting here since we re-convened in Febru~. 

·.Mr. Tsarapkih said at that· time, as he .is saying now; that the W~st was putting 

the. c~t before the horse; and l\1r. Or111sby-Gore, as he then was, countered, .l. 

recall, by say~ng that the West was be~ng asked to .. buy 11 a pig in a poke" --. a 

phrase which, as I remember, caused a little difficulty both.to Mr. Tsarapkin a~d 

to the interpreters; but if there is still any misunderstandfng on tha_t point I 

think it will be quite easy to correct it by looking. up the records of the time. 

However, what _I wish to say is that ·eventually the three parties found it possible 

so to arrange their discussions in the general interests of·ma~ing progress. that 

there· ensued a pe!iod. of fruitful negotinti_on which lasted., with its ups and, downs 

for more than two years ~nd which did succeed in producing the greater part of an 

agreed draft .treaty. 

I wonder whether the position in· which we find ourselves.today has ~ot some 

points of resemblance with. that posit~on. When I think of that, I f~el ~opeful 

that with patience and perseverance history may repeat _itself. This is where ·I 

pick_up again the quo~ation which I used ct th~ beginning of my speech from ·the 

remarks o~ our colleagu~ frGm Burma. I do not want tp think in t~rms of·. one side 

making concessions to the other. I.think that the phrase "making concessions" is 

a hateful term, and I use the strong .word- deliberately when I thi.nk of it· in terms 

of this Conference. We· around this table are not ~ere trying to make debating 

po~nts at ~ach other's expense,.,_ and we are not here, I hope, simply to. think of 

ourselves as two sides almost .i_nevitably and inextricably~ opposed. Surely we 

are here, . all of us, ·to try to reach agreeii).ent, to try t,o .. exte.nd the area of 

agree~en~ a~ widely as possible; : and that we can do only if we have the greatest 

amount of ~now~edge and ~~e greates~ ·degree of free~om .to discuss all matters. of 

importance. When I say "of importance" I am not talking about de_tail, I am 

talking ahout matters_. which are of .fundamental .:i,mportanpe.to the conclusion of a 

treaty •. 

. I am not trying to advoc~~e .any single .form of procedure in, order to bring about 

the kind of._ resul ~ .I have in mind. ~'1any suggestion~ ha,ve been made. Our Italian 

colleague reminded us again this morning of some of the points which he has made in 

the past, and he made some suggestions about simplifying o~ streamlining his p~oposals. 



.·EliJDC/PV .106 
17 

(.Sir Paul Mason, United Kingdom) 

Other colleagues al-;1,_ rpl?ld the· table have also made prn.posals, and, as the United . .. .. .. . .. . .. 

Kingdom delegation has said in the past and will say again, we remain prepared to 

accept any o:n:e of tllose pr\Jposals _wh;i.ch may_ prove to unlock the door of prog~ess; 

but we ·are not wedded- to f~rmal deci~ion~,_ we are not wedded to fermal methods 

. of procedure-• 

. ·. I sometimeE?. envisage som~thing happening -- as indeed happened in 1958 -­

which would result in our ~lipping into a di~cussion, if I may us~ the phrase, 

of matters which we all think imptlrtant, and in our being able to·; q_uestion each 

.. :other and to -answer each othe·r in greater· ·freedom than happens at __ present. I do 

'not feel at all co'nvinced that the exchanging of set speeches -- to whi~h, .of 

course, I have to 'plead guilty myself this· morning is -the right way of 

proceeding. ' 

/IVe in the Uhi ted Kingdom del ega ti~n feel that the infetrmal meeting tha-t we 

had a few days ci,.g() was· o·f real valu·e. We feel, as my delegatitln has said many 

times, that the reconstitution of the test-ban Sub-Committee would pr.ovide a. 

much better forum. There ·are many other and less formal ways of working. than 

1r1hat we are . doing at present, which I think could help us to set in motion the 

right kind of exchange of views'~~ the exchange of views without which we shall 

not suc9eed in achieving ~ur goal. 

I am somewhat encouraged to believe that we might suc-ceed in :r;eaching a 

·working methdtf· of that kind by ·1r1hat I think I have !~!gathered ·:from our. Sovi.et 

· c·olleague himself in svme of his recent statement's• I hepe I am !)..Ot :misquoting 

·or misinterpreting him, ·but I have the impression, for example, t?a~ :he had 

indicated that, if 1ve could accept. the S"viet proposal ~n th.e number of inspections 

and the number of automatic sta t{ons' today, we cou1d embark at· once· ·on discu·ssi~n 

·of the moda?i.'ti.es of ~nsJte'ction -and det·ection (ENDC/PV.I05,p.41) •... · As our United 

States colleague has pointed ou~ ·-(ibid;·, p.21), that surely must imply that the 

Soviet Union has fu1ly tho~ght" . .-through its ideas about the way in which, the 

inspection and detection system ~ould work; ~nd, if that is so, it must surely 

not be 'too difficult for· the Soviet Union to decide at least ·to let·. us know what 

those thoughts are. 

Similarly, I _think:_.:.· anct 'again I h"-!pe I am correct .th~t Mr •. Tsarapkin has· 

gi vEin~, us to undei'·stand t"ha t he believes ·~hat, if we ·were to accept the Soviet 

proposal on numbers,· everythin·g. e'lse could· be .sett1ed quickly. That must surely 

that Soviet thirtkd:ng·on the other problems 

i·s fair?yt clos·e· t'o our. own, ·and oUl' ewn thinking has ·been made abundantly clear on 

many oocasiens over the past mon~hs. 
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In 'conclus·ion I wo,uld say that., despite some S-ense of discouragement as a 

result of ottr recent meetings, I~ like our colleagQe from Burma,· am not despondent. 

We in the .United Kingdom delegation shall continue to do everything in our power 

to promote real negotiations and to reach agreement. We shall·be patient; we 
. ., 

shall be hopefu~; and·we shall not stop trying •. 

Mr •. TSAR.APKIN (Union of Soviet Socfalis·t .Rep'\lblics) (translation from 

Russian)g It seems_ to _us that the tim~ has come to analyse the· results of almost· 

a mon~h '~ discussion in the Eighteen Nation. Committee and to ass·~ss the pres~nt 

situation. During :that time the atteption of the members of the Committee ._P,as 

been mainly concen~rated on the ~uesti9,n of the prohibition cf nuclear we~p•n 

tests. That, ~f course, does not mean that the 'other ~uest~ons be~ore the 

Commi "t tee have lost their importance. On the con t'rary, the dangerous development 

of .international affairs _demands more than ever before that the :efforts of the . . n . 

Committee should be directed with renewed vigour and energy towards solving the 

cardinal problem of o.ur time~ namely, the p·reblem o_f genera.l and complete 

disarmament, and towards agreeing on measl..Wes aimed ~1a t co~solida ting peace. 

Among those measures are the proposals contained in the Sovie~ Uni~n's 

_dec!aration on renunciat·ien of the use of foreign terri t.Jries :;fer stationing 
• • • ~ I ·~ 

strategical means of deli very of nuclear weapjons (ENDC/75), and t~e draft non-' . . .. 

aggressisn pact between the States parties to the ljlJarsaw :Tr_eaty. and the States 

parties to the North 1\..tlantic Tre_a ty ..._(ENDd/77). These proposals, of course, 

must be consider_ed by the Committee and pwsi ti ve decision.s on them must b~ . taken, 

·if we really desire to decrease i11:.terna.tional tensien and to re·meve ~he danger 
. .. , . . ~ . ' . . 

of war. ·It.is worth :r>~cal.ling th.at resolutien 1767 (XVIr)·of the G~neral Assembly 

of .21 N~vember 1962 directly rec.ommends the Eigh~_een;: Nation Commi tt:_ee to gi v:-.e 

special att.ention to measures of that nat_ure • 

. However, we shall return to thi$ .. )J.Ues~ion; later.. Today w~ l.ntend to set forth 

;certain conclusions which, in our view·, follow fr.om the discussions .that have 

taken place on t.he prohil?;i. ti.on_ of n.uc)..ear _weap~n test~. 

A.t recent meetin5s we have. heard various assessments of ,the .si~ua.tien. which 
- • • ".!; •• 

has come about ~~ our negotiations on th~ prohi bi tio~ ·o!. 1:_:r~'?le~r t.ests.. We:.; have 

h~ard SUC};l. assessments a.~ "cons.:tructi Ve .scep_t:i,cism" .1 ·er '.1 .\(aU~iouS .eptimi_sm" • -.,' 

T;rere are certain grounds for these far from_ ~noouragipg,,. oo~ifraq.ictery assessments: 
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they reflect the contradictoriness of the situation uhich has come about in our 

negotiations. On the one h~nd, as a l~esul t of the important concessions made ·by 

the Soviet Union, there emerged. a possibili t;,r of .reaching agreement on a 

compromise, mutually-acceptable basis. On the main issues ---the inspection . 
quota, on which the Soviet Union has in fact gone all t~1e w·ay -to meet. the wis·hes 

of the United Sta,tes side as expressed during informal conversation~ and the ·questi·c.r. 
il 

of au~omatio seismic stations and. their l<:>cation -- there are no real differences, 

but there are differences not deri vint; from the substance of the mat·ter. which 

have been artifically created by the ·::estern Pow·ers. On the other hand, the 

:possibilities of an agreement on the prohibition of nuclear weapon te·sts are 

becoming more slender; new obstacles are being placed in the way ~f ~gTeement and 

the negotiations are again at~ deadlock. For our·part, we must say.~uite frankly 

that the pre~ent situation is causing us definite concern for the fate of our 

negotiations. 

The Soviet Government has don~ everything possible to create the most 

favourable conditions for a speedy solution of the problem. of the prohibition of 

nuclear weapon tests. \Ve have made a decisive concessiqn on inspection. The 

representative of :Burma, Ivi:r. Barrington, in comparine:, the situation which existed 

in regard to the prohibition of nuclear tests at the very beginning of the ~rork 

of t~is Committee ~ith the present situation, spoke about a "revolution 11 

(ENDC/PV.lo5,p .• ?). 'i'hat evaluati~n is indeed fully applicable to ·the changes C'f 

p~sitibn adopted by our Government for the sake of achieving.an agreement• They 

1-vere fundamental and real,ly revolutionary changes in our position. 

If our 1rJestern colleagues, and particularly· the United States, had re-mained 

true to their word and had not retreated from their own propo:s?-ls' we sh·<;>;uld not 

now be speaJ~ing of a deadlock 1·ihich threatens our. negotia.tions, but we might 

already be putting the final touches to the details of an agreement, or even have 

already signed it. H\ri'Vfeyer, w~ are no-vr faced w·i th the fact that the ·Uestern 

nuclear Powers refuse to accept the mutually-acceptable compromise pr~posals of· 

the Soviet Union which, in regard to in spec ti~n, as I have alr.ead;y- emphasized on 

several occasions, fully meet the 1·1ishes 1·:hich they expressed to us only a .fe~r 

·months ago. After ob~aining these imp~ft~~t ·co~cessions from the Soviet Union-; the .. 
1rfestern Powers vrrongly ~valuated tl~~s manifestation of goodwill on our part ari'd 

yielded· to thetemptation to set about getting furth~r concessions from the 
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Soviet. Union by bargainin& .. • The Un·i ted States put forw·ard ·ne1·r demands for an 
i~creas.ed quota of inspections and an in·creased number of· automatic seismic 

stations·.·· 

How .do the United States and the United Kingdom justify· their rejection· of 

the S.qviet Union '·s proposal for a quota of two to three an.nual inspections and 

the installation of. thre·e automatic seismic stations on the terri tery of··:each. of 

the ,nuclear Powers? Although this question has already been touched on here·, it 

needs to be taken -up once again, ·because this· is precisely wher·a lies· the ·reason 

for the la,ck Of SUCCeSS· of the nevT attempts Of· the ·committee to.: SOlVe the problem 

of the prohibition· of nuclear tests. 

The. United States and the United Kingdom representatives. ·"try. to cover up 

their ne.g~ti ve pos,i tion by reference·s) to science·. Let us analy"s·e to ·what extent 
. . 

these .references to science ·are well ·founded. tn this regard '·our task has been 
. l. . . 

considerably simplified as a result of the statement made by the representative 
I 

of Romania., .. )Jlr. Mac.ovescu, who adduce.d (EI.,:DC/PV .105 ,pp .11 et seq). some extremely 

interesting,_ and eloquent fac.ts showing ho~r "solid" the sc'ientific basis of the. 

United States 1 position is·. I am referring to the discussion· between · 

Senator Hu.m:p4rey and Y.ir. Foster, w·hich shows quite clearly how· arbitrary and 

precarious ~as the basis, _how unreliable or utterly erroneous-were the data and 

conclusions, -q.n9,erlyine5· the demand of the United States for a· greater number of 

insp,eotions in -the Soviet Union. To put .i-t mildly, they ·wer·e· based on a gross .. 
error, OJ:.' P.e:t;;haps even on something worse~ In the pa-ssage quoted, I<ir. Foster 

said~ 

'~ •.. • •. I am not sure it 1-vas arithmetical,·. -but -this ·was the· effect of it.,.. 

(rpNDC/PV •. lOS_i p.l3) 

~[e can .~ay qu;i.te defin.:it~ly that this wa-s, not a mistake but a· deliberate move, 

an~ w~ .~.hall. :pr_ove th:L~. 

Mr .• Stelle, in J;'eplying; to the repr.esentati ve of·: Romania·~ on· the one· han·d· 

admitted th,e -~~th~ntici ty of the facts ci.te-d by :r:Ir. riiacovescu, and we draw. the 

a tten t~<?n of tJ?,~. m~mbers of the C.qmmitt.ee to this (ibid., p .18 }• · On the oth~r 

hand, Mr. S.~e~le. ~ried to. jus:tify .. the.: United States. 
. . .- .. 

However,· the methods he used 

~n doing _so .. are of ... p.o avail .~o him ·.in. this task. ·Mr. Stelle·. omitted· to mentien 

several p~ints wh~_~h ·_:p~t the. actions of the United .State~ :;in their· right pers:peoti ve .. 

Tr[e will fill in. th~ . .-~g~ps left by Kr ~ Stelle. ·' 
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The United States representative explained that the Government of the United 

States, in putting forward its demands in regard to the number of inspections 

on the· territory of the Soviet Union, fell victim to its own faulty data derived 

from the nuclear tests in the autumn of 1958, Hr. Stelle said: 

"Those data, on analysis, moved things in 1r.Jhat might be said to be the 

wrong direction." (ibid, .P• 19) 

In his own words, the results of the undergrow1d tests in the autumn of 1961, the 

conclusions from which, incidentally, were drawn by the United States at the end 

of the sunnner of 1962, 11moved the· problem in the right direction ••• " (ibid.) 

vfuat is the conclusion to be drawn? The conclusion is that for four years 

we draw your attention to this period --:- for .four years the United States built 

its position and based its demands on erroneous data, \rvas this an accidental 

mistake of v1hich the United States Government was unaware? It was not. And here 

are the facts to substantiate this. 

At the Geneva meeting of scientists of the United States, the Soviet Union and 

the United Kingdom in November and December 1959, the Soviet scientists drew the 

attention of their United. States colleagues to the lack of scientific foundation of 

the conclusions by means of which the United State.s tried to justify its demand 

for a higher number of inspections. I will guote from the statement made by the 

Soviet scientists on 18 December 1959: 

"Having uncovered many errors as mentioned above, and even some misrepresen~ation, 

in United States statements and documents, the Soviet experts note that they all 

tend in a single direction -- towards reducing the estimates of the control 

system's effectiveness. The Soviet experts therefore cannot ~egard these· 

sh~rtcomings as resulting from carelessness or coincidence and have come .to 

. the conclusion that there has been tendentious use of one-sidely developed 

material for the purpose of undermining confidence in the control system." 

(GEN/DNT/TI~G 2/9, Annex 2, p. 8) 

It will be of .interest to the members of the Committee to compare two more facts. 

At the aforementiqned meeting of experts, that is in late 1959, the Soviet scientists 

pointed out tha~ the number of earthquakes would be two to three times less than was 

asserted by the United States experts. At that ti."ne the United States e:h'])erts 

categorically disputed this contention of the Soviet scientists. And here is what 
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was saiq -liter~lly a few days ago by Mr. Adrian Fisher, Assistant ·ni~ector of the 

Uni.ted __ State:s Arms Control and Disarmament ~gency, in a letter he wrot·e to ~ 

Washington Post and which appeared in that ne~spaper on 4 March 1963. I will gu~te 

these: words of Mre Fisher: 

"\liTe now know also that the number of earthqua~es in .the USSR is less by 

a factor of 2l than we previously believed."· 
. i 

You 'see what ~s-happeriing •. A responsible United Stat"es spokesman has finally 

admitted the accu~acy of the conclusions arrived.at by Soviet scientists as far 

back ;:ts, 1959, although lir' Fisher is doing this four ;Years later. 1.-J.hy do I put 

forward these facts?· Mer~ly to show that the ·United States Government was not 

unaware that the .data on which it based its demands were incorrect.·' 

What has the United States Government .. done? Has it admitted the error . \ 

that was made? Not at all. In reply to the conclusions of the Soviet scientists 

the President of the United States made a statement on 29 December 1959 to the 

effect that the Government of the United St.ates was ending the mo!'atorium on· 

nuclear tests and :was freeing itself from its commitment to refrain from conducting 

such tests. As i~ well lmown,. alre.ady at ··that time active preparations for new 

nuclear we?pon tests _were being carried on in the United State·s. · 

In the light of these facts, Ivlr. Stelle's. endeavours to make out ·that· the 

-Government. of the Un~ted States was the. victim of a mistake are quite·linconvincing. 

No, there. ~as no mistake; there was· a ·:de-finite politi.cal line, an unwillingness 

~o com~.: t.o an agreement ·on the 1prol1ibition o.f nuclear weapon tests, and all ··the 

controversies and references to science and techniques served merely as a 

plausible pretext for blocking an .agreement on the prohibition of nucl·ear weapon 

tests •. 

-~ve can also point out another· .;fact.. . The Soviet delegation has drawn· ·the· 

Committee r s attention to the very peculiar approacq. q~ .. ~-11:~ .. tin;Lt.ed · .. States GOVernment 

~o the question of.an inspe~ti.on· quota ... The territ-ory of the United States is 

consid~.rably more seismic than tl)s terri tory .of the Soviet Union. This has been 

menti9ned by such a world authority in the field of seismology.as Dr. Richter. · 

. Neverth~less, knowing t_he. mistrust wh~ch the United State-s· shows towards sci~ntists 
I 

who q.o not toe the of.t;i~ia~. line. of the United States: Government,,· which is determined 
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.in this matter. by the Penta?on and the United States Atomic Energy Commission·, we 

have referred to the statements of another United States scientist,.Dr. Latter, who 

is in the.employ of the Atomic Corrunission, so that it is to be ass~ed that his 

statements are convincLDg evidence with which the United States Government also 

can agree. According to the data of Dr. Latter, at least three times as many 

seismic events occur each year in the territqry of the United States as in the 

territory of the Soviet Union. If a scientific approach were adopted in determinli!g 

oners position-- as the United States delegation claims to have done~, then 

the United States should propose for its territory an ins9ection quota at least 

three times as great. However, the United States has not done so. In this case 

also it co~pletely ignores science, 

Mr. Stelle tried to justify this deliberately ~ne-sided.United ·stat~s approach 

with arguments about the size of the territory of the Soviet Union. BUt what has 

the- size_ of· a- territory to do v.rith the matter? After all, you link the ·inspe~ti~n .. 

quota. to the number of seismic events. And. are there not three times as many 

seismic events in the territory of -the United States as in the territ·ory ,...f the 

Soviet Union? Then 1~y inspect a territory if it is quiet, and no earth tremors 

or seismic event$ occur there which could be confused with underground nuclear 

explosions? 

There can only be one reply: the only purpose is to rrumnage in that tcrrito~y 

and try to find out something that might be of interest to the United States 

Intelligence Servic~ and the United States chiefs oi' staff. The longer our 

discussion goes on, the clearer it becomes that the crux of the mat~er lies not 

in any scientific questions but in political questions. There are virtually no 

technical or scientific problems that \lrould hinder an agreement on the prohibition 

of test-s. And, of course, it is no mere chance. that at recent meetings the :,vestern 

delegations have changed front and have been trying to deflect the discussion from 

the inspection quota to other issues. If we stand on the ground of genuine science 

and take the real facts into account, we can say 1~th confid~nce that the use of 

the ·existing means of detection 1vould guarantee such control· as would preclude . 

violation of the agreement. Even if a State were to venture to carry out clandestine 

explosions -- wnich we.do not be~ieve to be likely-- it would immediately be 

unn1asked and would stand before the tribunal of the nations as a violator of the 

agreement. 
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, It is enough to picture. to oneself the system of control which is already 

with~· th~ bounds of the achievable to realize what .. powerful means it.would ~ave 

at its disposal. This has already been menttoned here on several ~ccasions, but 

I should like ·to make it clear once again. 

First, the control system would. have at its disposal the data received from 

the national means of detection which me3:ny States now possess. 

Secondly, there would be the data rec~ived from automatic. seismic stations 

on the territories of the nuclear Powers, and the data received from automatic .. 

seismic stations on the territories of neighbour.ing States ~- of course with the 

agreement of the governments concerned·. 

Further, on-site inspection. 

I~ny of those ·who have spoken in the Committee have drawn attention to the 

eXten'si.ve systems for observing ·.·sei"smic . events and experimental nuclear explosions 

w~.ch are already at the disposal of States. It was pointed out pere in particular 

tha·,-· ··at the .conversations· ~hi~h took :plac·e· in New York an.d 1rvashington in January 

and February 1963, the.United Stat~s ~ubmitted a list of 76 observation stations 

in the- .. territory of the United States. ··The Soviet Union submitted, .for its part, . 

a list of 73 stations ope.rating in the Soviet Union. 1rJ'e may a.lso recall the state­

ment mad.e on 1 August by the Swedish representative, Mrs. ~zyrdal, who pointed out 

that ~00 seismic st~tions are a~ present working throughout the world (E~mC/PV.64. p.ll~ 

To .this it is nece~sary to add that t~e technical equipment ·of these stations is 
' ',· .. 

being improved from year to. year and that they are being constantly provided with 

new and better ·instruments. 

At one ot our·meetings the United States representative,·lfr. Stelle, remarked 

that, even after the conclusion of a nuclear te?t ban agreemant,.the United States 
. . 

intended to rely in r~gard to. control first and foremost on the national stations 

of ·the United States. What does that mean? ·It means that by·means of ·its own 
. . . 

national observation stations alone the United States is in a position to ensure 

its·· control over other States in regard to Underground nuciear explosions. 

Consequentiy the· United States is already in a position to- .verify wh~ther the 
. ·. . . '· . . . ' 

Soviet Union is carrying out its obligations~ and. it <.-an do so ~·ve~ without 

availing itself of.the data from Soviet Seismic stations. In fact, that is what 

~he United States is already qolng ·at present. 
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In_ this connex:io~.-I_ sha~~.take the liberty of quoting an extract.fro.m a letter 

wr.i:tten by the .Deputy Di~ect.o~ of -the _United States Arms Control and Disarmament 
. . . 

Ager).?~Y, Mr o Fisher~ and pu?lishe,d in The· vlashington 'l:£2.§! on 4 Na.rch o ·:rvrr o Fisher 

empha.s ize~? . 

"Thanks to recent knc;>v!~edge and to the ·experience gained in our 

study of seismic ·events in the Soviet Union~ we know today that the· 

areas of- interest can be ~ontrolled with the halp ·of a le:ss exte.nded 

s.y.s-tem~ in .lf:Thich the main method for the detection of events in the 

Soviet Unio.t?;. would be. represented··by United States national pos.ts · 

st.affe~ w~th United States pe~sonpel and located outside the 

_boundaries of the USSR" 11 • . ~ . . . . ' . . . . 

H~wev.er, if we wish· to .eval~:J-~te correctly the possibilities of co'ntrol,- we "·must· 

al~o ta-k(3 into account th~ following circumstance. After the c.onclusion of an·- · .. ·· 
o .. •• MO o' ·-·' 0 

agreement~ we shall not be 9ealing merely with a collection of national ·observatioR 
,•• •• I • • ' ' ' 

systems functioning in isolation. After alljl we envisage establis.hihg··an ·international 

centre whJch _will receive· da~a -from practically all the. countries. in the .. world·. Irt 

that ... case the Ur:tited Stat~.sJI ·in aodition to the. information. received from its, bwil ··. 
. •,·' ,. - .. 

nat~onal mean?~ will- have _at··its oisposal data from many. other States, including data 

from Soviet ,seism~<? .. ~tations.~. All that taken together will enable the United States 

to ha~e a ele~r p~cture of all seismic events in the Soviet Union • 

.. _Unt~l- qu~te. re_cently the vJestern Powers kept· repeating that they could ·not trust 

the ·n?--tiona],. s;t~~i.:·qn~ of the- opposite side. We know that this mistrust is completely· 

groundless and rather artificialo Nevertheless~ in view of such statements on the 

part of .t_he. We.s.te:rn Pow.ers and in order~ to "facilitate agreement~ the ·soviet Government 

put forward .a proposal which makes it possible to eliminate ·any elements of mistru·st 
. \ 

9f na:tiona.-1· :means of .. verifying ·.the. fulfilment' of an agreement ori the cessation of 

nuclear v.Teapon. tests-. 

Such ~e·ans are· .au.tomat'ic seismic stations-·. 

In orq~r- to ensure contro'.l over the proper·- functioning· of national observation 

systeln$~ _a.large number· of. automatic seismic stS.tions is n·ot 'at all necessary'. After 

cons .. ultihg .our~ scientists j the Soviet Government put forward a proposal for the 

installation of three automatic seismic stations on the territory of each of the 

nuclear Powerso That proposal of ours is based on the obvious fact that natiopal 

seismic stations are interconnected. All of them record on their instruments the 
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same seismic eventso This recording is effected in strict sequence of time determined 

by -the speed with which the seismic waves of various kinds trave·rse the earth's crust 

in various environments and at different -·d-epths" ·consequently· ev-ery seismic_ ev-ent is 

-recorded at a number of stations. Therefore it is sufficient to be· assured of one 

reading~ say, at one automatic _station, to obtain assurance-of the correctness of the 

work of the whole network of stations. 

The foregoing review of the possibilities guaranteed by national means of 

observation shm.vs that, in or·der to ensure the fulfilment of a treaty prohibiting• 

nuc~ear tests, there is no real need for on-site inspectiono That is the situation 

at present". And if we look at the immediate prospects, in this regard too there are 

interesting data which show quite definitely that still more effective new methods of 

detecting and identifying underground nuclear explosions, still more efficient 

recording instruments, will be perfected in' the near -future. New, complex, highly­

sensitive and highly-selective seismic.stations will Qe created. I should like to 
' refer to the following facts. 

1. At the beginning of January 1962 -~ that is, more than a year ago 

information on tests _carried out by the United Kingdom Atomic Energy Authority with 

the use of recording instruments was published in the United Kingdom. These tests 

made it possible to work out·a method of detecting underground nuclear explosions by 

measuring their_ effect on the earth's magnetic field. It was ·pointed .out in this 

report that,_ in the opinion of the United Kingdom scientists, the pract;tcal use of 

this method would make it impossible for any country to carry out clandestine nuclear 

tests. 

2. In ~~rch 1962, ~xactly a year ago, reports were published in the United 

Kingdom Press on another new method of detecting nuclear explosions worked out by 

United Kingdom specialists. It was noted in the reports that even the United· Kingdom 

Prime Minister, Mr. ~acmillan, had spoken about this new method of detecting 

underground nuclear explosions. Tha station concerned which detects nuclear 

explosions· is situated at Eskdalemuir in the Lake District. It was' pointed out that 
I '· 

this station would be able to distinguish between underground nuclear explosions and 

small earthquakes with greater accuracy than had previously been thought possible. 



ENDC/PVol06 
27 

(Nr. Tsarapkin 2 USSR) 

-It was also point..ed out that a new.method of calculation had been-evolved in the 

United Kingdom which makes it possible to use simultaneously· a combination of 

seismographs and -thus-to obtain more detailed information about th~ scale, type, 

.·direction and force· of an explos'iono This new method 'of evalllating explosions makes. 

it possible to distingllish clearly between a nllclear explosion-and an ordinary 

e·arthquake. 

3. In October 1962, approx:iro.ately four months ag?, the Technolog'ical Institute 

of California announced that a devic·e had been invented in the United States which 

alltomatically distingllished tremors· of the earth 1 s crust caused by ·earthquakes from 

tremo-rs caused by nllclear explosions. This device is a combination of seismographs 

and an electronic compllter o. It was constrllcted at· the. ·request of the ·United States 

Air Force·, ··c~rtainly not for the purposes of control over an agreement on the 

prohibition of.nuclear:weapon tests~ but for the very opposite-- for certain' control 

and ·me·asuring ot>erations in connexion iNi th nuci'ear \v-eapon tests. The· scientists 

consider that the automatic analysis of seismic events carried out·· by this device 

speeds·Hp ·the det·ection of nllclear· explosions at great distanceso: The well-known 

American· -seismologist who inv-ented this machineJJ Dr. ·Frank Press, said in October 1962, 

according to the Associated Press Agency~ 

"The apparatus permits the fixing of the movement of the earth's crust· 

·in the. whole seismic. sp€ctrum and guarantees great precision· and breadth· 

in its useo The .··scope of the apparatus is limited only. by the imagination 

.of the scientists. 11 

That is what Dr. Frank Press said of the capability of· this apparatus." 

. The three facts which I have cited are intere·sting becalls·e ·they· indicate even 

more clearly the baselessness of the position of the United.States on the·prohib.ition 

of undergrollnd nuclear tests, and. the baselessness of its cl~ims in regard to 

inspe·ctiono Nevertheless, for the' sake· of achieving an agreement the Soviet Government 
' . 

~greed to two to three inspections a year on Soviet territory. As we· have -emphas·ize·d 

i:•·epeatedly Jl this was a political decision prompted by good will. It was a great 

Political coricession for the sake of achieving.an agreement. 
. . 

By agreeing to an inspection quota~ we ~ent beyond what:was suggested by the 

non-aligned States in their joint memorandum a year ago (ENDC/28). At that time they 
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suggested that agreement be reached on inspection by invitation. Now we have in fact 

accepted th-e inspection qu<;>ta named by the representatives of the vJestern Powers o 

Thus ·the Soviet Union, as the head of ·the Soviet Government, Nr o Khrushchev Jl 

recently emphasized in h~s statement, has done everything possible to clear the ground 

for the speedy achievement of an agreement, 

An absurd and intolerable situation is created by a position based on incorrect 

assumptions not corresponding .to reality. For four yeamth~ achievement of an 

agreement on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests was prevented by the position 

of the United States~ a p~sition whichJI as the United States side has now admitted 

after a delay of four years.:~ was based on error~, or -- it wo_uld be more accurate to 

say -- on a deliberate distortion of facts o. This has already been ~ndicated with 

sufficient clarity •. Now we are again wasting time and missing the opportunity for 

agr.E?eroent owing to the same basically fallacious position of the United State·s •. 

We consider it our duty to .warn the members of the Committee against attempts to 

deflect it from solving the basic questions and to push the negotiations into the 

path of technical discussions. Today the representat1ve of Italy, ~~o Cavalletti, 

ag~i~ raised this question (supra, p.7 ), reminding us of the list of technical 

questions which he had submitted and which he would like to discuss without agreement 

on the number of ins~ections and the number of automatic seismic stations. It would 

not be enough to say that this would be a useless coureo; -it must be said that this 

would be a harmful courseo At present the sit~tton is quite clear. In order to 

make progress we must reach agreement on the inspection quota. and on the number of 
~ 

automatic seismic stations. Discussion of other technical and administrative 

ques_tions would. not ·help us, but would only divert attention from the main issues 

~wa_~ting solutio~.-

At the meeting of 6 ~~rch Mr. -Stelle again stated that the Soviet proposal. of a 

quota of two to three inspections a year was "unacceptable to the United States" 

(ENDC/PVol05_,, p.21) o And he has been repeating this statement at every meeting, 

although the ?oviet Union has accepted the United States own proposal on the number 

of inspections_, which was t~ansmi t ted to us by the Uni te.d States unofficially. . There 

· is no j_ustifica tion for the. unwil~ing~1.ess of the Un,i ted States to come to an .agreement 

on that fundamental questiono 
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In the circumstances:, t.1hat sense is· there in dealing t.1ith secondary technical 

matters if there is no agreement on the main question of·an·inspection quota? 

It is clear that there is no real sense in doing so o ·ltJhatevor may be .d.one on' tho 

re~ining issues, there can be no agreement t.1ithout solving the problem of the 

inspection.quota. The only result of such vJOrk would bo, at best, an empty 

discussion divorced from reality, a befogging of people's minds .. with a semblance 

of nego~iations, or, at worst, new differences and the creation of ·more obstacles 

in the way of agreement. We came here to try to find a solution· .to the nuclear 

test ban. problem, not .to participa:te in att.Jmpts to covur up virtual inactivity 

or even sabo~age. 

On the other hand, if agreement is reached on tho inspection quota and the 

number of automatic seismic stations; then all the other questions vJill fall. 

into place and wide possibilities will be opened up for thoir successful and 

rapid solution. 

'As we have emphasized on several oc~asions, the Soviet delegation is ready 

to begin tomorrow the .discussion of all other technical, organizational, financial 

and administra~i ve i.ss.ues, if vJo reach ag.reement today on the inspection quota 

and on the number of automatic seismic stations. Vie do not want merely t.o talk 

and disput~; we want a bus~nesslike discussion for the purpose of achieving 

agreemento We point out once again that the possibilities for such a business­

like discussion and agreement will open up when we have a single basis~ agreement 

on the· inspection guota and on the number of automatic seismic stations. 

If the United States delcgati.on is really interested in a nrational" way of 

conducting negotiat~ons, as Nr. Stelle has stated,_ the pt;tth t·o this is wide open. 
I 

The United States delegation has only to do one thing -- accept its _own figure for· 

the inspection quo"ta -which a short. time ago the.rcprcsentc..tives of the United States 

-and the United Kingdon considered sufficient for achieving_agree~ent~ From all that 

has been said it is clear that tha We!3tarn Powers aro blocking tho \.Jay to an 

agreement on the prohibition of nuclear t~stso 

The Soviet delegation understands thu motives by uhich the reprosontativcs 

of the. non-aligned countries aro guided in oxprossing thoir vie-ws on th~ possibility 

of a so-called parallel ~iscussion of 'questions~ lrJG boliovo they 1-1ant· someh.ow to 

help us. to move forward. Unfortunately thuso views arc of little holpo Quit0 
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frankly, such a proccdura in our negotiations would play into·the ·hands. of those 

who are trying to complicato .them and.lead them again into an impasso~ Parall~l 

consideration of the inspection quota and other technical and organizational 

questions -woyld 'afford wido opport,~uiities fo·r fighting against an agreement to all 

those who do not want one and intend to submerge tho solution of tho problem of 

the inspection quota in a bog of unending, fruitless ·tectnical controvorsieso 
. . 

Th~ danger of this turn of affairs appoars 'fairly clearly in tho statGmont of 

the United states representative .. Mr. Stelle said quite definitely that the 

Unite~ States makes the question of the inspection quota depend upon various 

factors, such as the numerical size of inspection teams, their composition according 

to nationality, the area for inspection and so on (ENDC/PV .. l05, pp821 et sego)o 

vJhereas hitherto the United States delegation has ba_sed itself mainly on the 

relationship between the number of seismic events and tho inspection quota, which 

prevented and is still preventing the achievement of agreement and which was and 

· is in essence a ps·eudoscientific pretext for demanding a larger quota of 
~ 

inspections, now the United States and its \{estern partners are trying to find 

further relatio~hips ~hich, as has been pointed out by a n~ber of delegations, 

have no bearing whatsoever on the question of an inspection quotao 
. 

The 

repr~sentative of the United~States could find no convincing arguments to answer 

the quest.ion put by the representative of Czechoslovakia concerning what 

·relationship there could be between·the nationality of the members. of inspection 

teams and the number of inspections. But the if.Jestern ·Powers continue to insist 

on switching the work of the Committee to secondary technical and other questions~ 

All this is being done, I stress once again, to complicate thG situation, in 

order to divert the attention of the Comruttae from the solution of the basic 

questions and at the same t'ime, of course, .to conceal tho fact that the 1,Jestern 

countries are moving backwards.. Thus, from vJhatever angle we vievJ the pos·ition 

of the Western Powers, we cannot fail to come to tho conclusion that in their 

policy the upper hand is taken by the forces which are oppo~ing the cessation'of 

nuclear tests. It is precis'ely for this reason that, daspite all the efforts of 
I 

both the Soviet Union and other members of th8 Committee who are anxio~s to achieve 

an agre.ement, ne.w difficulties and obstacles are co.nstant~y cropping ·UP on the 

path of the negotiations o vJe cannot disreg9-rd 'the statement· made by !vir. Stelle at 

one of our recent meetings to the effect that the United States sees no need to set 
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any time -limit ~or the conclusion of an a,greoment on the prohibition of nuclear 

weapon testso In effect h~ expressed himself in favour of an unending and fruitless 

discussion in the. Committee. This remark of the United States representative 

reflects -a definite line o;f the United States aimed at prolonging the negotiations. 

The questi.6n of prohibiting nuclear 1.veapon tests cannot be c·ons'idered in 

isolatipn from .the events ·taking place in the world o 1~Je are bound to· consider the 

positions _of the· participan~s in this Conference in the light of the policy they 

carry· out and in thf?. context of their actions in· practice o Therefore~ .in evaluating 

the position .of the W~stern PovJers, we cannot disrcgc;.rd uhat is nov: happening in 

the United· States, where a vast campaign is b~1ing carried on against ·the .conclusion 

of an agreement on the prohibition or' nuclear 't·Jeapon tests o This campaign includes 

a growing number of highly-placed individuals to whom tho press of the United .States 

very willingly opens its pages. 

The situation creatad in regard to the cessation of nuclear weapon tests is 

beginning t.o pert~b· the vJorld with ever increasing intensity. 'A bitter· struggle 

is developing over this questiono The reactionary and militaristic .. forces which 

oppose an agreement on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests 'cannot reconcile 

themselves. to such an agreement, and are mobilizing o.ll their forces and all the 
' 

means at ~heir disposal to prevent our negotiations from being successful.· This· 

is the main reason for the gloomy fact that the agreement for which negotiations 

have been going on in Geneva for almost five years has not yet been achieved·o · 

We must .consider the position of the Uostern .Powers in these negotiations 

.. also in connexion with the violent activity for the implementation of various 

plans designed to intensify the nuclear armaments race and bring more· States into 

it. While the UnitBd states delegation is sitting here together with us, 

emissaries of the United States Government are touring European capitals in an 

attempt to implement a.plan for the creation of a NATO multilateral ·nuclear forceo 

The question inev~tab]yarises ~ to VJhich negotia~ions does the United States attach 

importance? To which does it -give its preference?. After.all, they are mutually·· 

exclusive. One cannot· go ,in two opposite dirGctions at th0 sama time -·- one the 

v.~ay to disarmament and the other the way to speeding up the armaments race. 
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Day by da~, events reveal to us new aspects of the plan for the creation of a 

multi1ateral .NATO force~ Yesterday we heard' of submarines armed with nuclear 

miss~l~s, and carrying a mixed crew... Today vJe hear of vJarships with· nuclear ·. 

missiles.. The WeE!t German Bundeswe.hr is gro'\ving more and more insistent in its 

demand for missiles with nucloar warheads.. The circle of States that 'tvill .be 

given access to nuclear \-Jeapons is being widened.. The catalogue of nuclear weapons 

that will be handed over to other States which· are allies of the United States is . 
also growing" But if a large number and a larger variety of nuclear we·apons. are 

necessary~ then nuclear tests will also be nec.essary to create such i.-Jeapons 0 • · 

The whole world knows that. the United State$ is-now carrying out such nuclear 

weapon tests. But, faced. with the determined demands of the peoples. of the world 

to. put an end to such nuclear tests, the United States is trying to find. ways to 

cover up its negative policy .. 

. We have already drawn attentio~ to the tendentious and often grossly distorted 

way in \-Jhich the nucle.ar test ban n~gotiations are reported in the United States 

Press. At .the end of.February, for example the Associated Press deliberately 

spread false and distorted information about one of our meetings with a sensational· 

h9adline to the effect that the. Soviet delegation rej-ects black boxes.. It. should . . . . . ~ 

be borne· in mind that all. this is not harmless· reporting likely· to provoke merry 

laughter, but a malicious attempt to create around our negqtiations such an. 

atmosphere and draw :~uch a picture of them as would hinder to the g~eatest extent 

the achievement of an agreement., The representatives. of the United States are 

contributing to this to the .extent of their potvers and capacities· at· this. Conference. 

The United· States delegation is obviously. trying to lend fuel to'the canvaign 

which is ~eing developed in the United States ~gainst an agreement on a nuclear· test 

ba,n.. Tak~ a look at the kind of .h_eadlines, taken from. the statements of !vir .. Stelle., 

which are appearing in the United States Press .. The day before.yesterday the 

New Yor~ Times of 7. JYia.rch 1963 publish~d under screaming headlines a r~po.rt .fro~ Geneva 

maliciously·distorting the subst~nce of tho ~ttJr ~nd saying tha~ tha·Soviot ·Union 

"demands capitul~tion of the Hcstarn Po-wers 11., that it i1dvlivers . an ~ti!1¥itutl" 1 and so. on. 

Anyone can see that such an evaluation of the position of tha other side, coming from 

the official representative here of tho United States, serves only to inflame 
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pc.,ssions in the United States over this ·question, with t~1e obviol,ls purpose of. tightening 

the_ screw further, dri v.ing G.· deeper. wedge,. i1ea-ting. up tne senti~ents opposed to ~en 

agreement;- and closing the ps.th to the echievement of. 6-greement. . . 

We believe.that.there era still possib~lities of coming tq an ~greement; but .&s 

m~y. representatives here neve ·rightly obse~ved~ we aust not let these pos~ibilit~es 

C.isappear. · 

The Soviet· Union i~ itdieresteC.. in c:.Il r.greement on the prohibition of nuc~e_e.r ~e~pon, 

tests, but, of course, on· e :.::mtuLlly-c~cceptable b&sis. The Soviet Government ~esires 
~ . . . . . .. . . 

to conclude s~ch an -~gr.ee:i1~nt because ~ t corresponds wi t .. 'l the in~er_est~ of t:q.e Sov~et_ . 

people, the ~'i:leri~un peopl-e, t:1.e British people and all the otl"\er peoples of the 'vorld, 
. ",• . 

and because it. corresponds ·vri·b~: the_ interests of the consolide.tion of peu~e in tne 

world. If the Western Powers stop_ seek~n~ for Wf?.YS to avoid en e:.g;reemeJ?-t e,ne. eceept 

th co1npromise l>roposal of the Soviet. U11ion, which goes & long wey to meet tl1.era1, v~rr 

little tiu1e will be require~ in ord!=r to have on the. Conf·erence teble £:ll agreed text 

for a tr?aty on the .cessation of all nucleGr we~pon tests. 

·the hands.of the Unite~ 3tetes. 

T~e _key to succass is in 

i-41". STELLZ · (Uni tee:. ·3tc.,tes o.f .t.werica.): I believe ·it goes wit-hout saying that 

there is much in the state~ent we have just hem-d fro.m ·the representative of the Sovi-et 

Uni,on '\Vi th which my delegation 4isagrees end nt wh{ch we f~-re distrubed. I em 

particularly disturbed by the tired· reiteration of the 'incccurate statement ·that the 

Uni t.ed States, whether officic,lly or unofficially, hr~s proposed tvro to three on-..si ~ 

inspections. No official representative of the United States has ev~'-' proposed two· to 

three on-site inspections, officially or unofficially. We have placed on the record 

the clear account of the ~ocr-ticular occcsion which has been ·made -the be .. sis for· thet claiin . . 
in ·official correspondence fro:;l the Soviet Union. I think the record is cle&' to· every 

member of this Committee.· The constant reiteration of that inaccurete .. stater.1ent is 

clearly one-of ·the all 'oo f~iliar attempts to establish the·untrue as true through 

mere repetition. 

The.- whole Soviet case thet the United Stctes has retreated from a pos·;i. t~on it hEd 

adopted, or that it is asking for more than it previously asked for, is false. We bad 

hoped we ·should hear no more of this after we had lei~ the facts ·on the table·~ We have 

heerd more of it, but it does not alter the situation. The President of the Uni:ted 

Ste.tes, -in_ a letter ·to· Chairme.n Khrushchev, (ENDC/74) stated the position of the 

Unit~d States on the number of inspections. He used the figures eight to ten. 
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The--·~a·c·.c~pt~bility of the figure of two or three 11as made crystal clear to the 

Soviet representatives whb·'took part in· the informal private discussions in New York 

and Washington in ··January'--· representatives who included Mr. Tsarapkin. We shall 

probably hear that distortion and inaccuracy again·., However, it is clear that·· it is · 

onlY be~ause the S~viet Union realizes the rigidity of' its present position, realizes 

that· ail.the:world ·knows the rigidity of· its present positibn, and realizes that all 

the world knows ;that that position has been and is unacceptable to the United· States; 

'i~hat··~e he~r:.: the.· stale· repetitions; ~f that particul~ distortion~·· 
, ·At the-same time the~e are ce~tain things in the statement we· have just heard 
• " • , .. • , r , , , • ~ • ,J •, • 

with whlch to s~me extent. my. d~~egat.ion can agree. . The· So~iet representative ··S'aid 

that th~ tw9 sides were closer together than. they had ev.en been before·. . He ascribed 

that to concessions by the Sov~et Uniono We will quite freely admit that· it arises 
'1. • .... ~· • • 

from moves on both sides. We have stated orir gratific~tion at the Soviet Union's. 

decision to .re-accept the ·p~inciple of on-site inspection. We have expre;sed our 
. , ... . . t . . ~ ! 

feeling -- our sin.cere feeling -~ that that was a very significant step and that 
• r' •• •• , •• 

it opened the way for serious and promising negqtiationse 

The two sides are closer together. We have in principle -- and our Soviet 

co·:U.eagu.e -ha"S:·fre.quen.tly in the past str.essed the importance o.f, ~greem,.ent i!l .. Principle--
.......... 

delineated· hetwee;n us .the general type of verification system ~ha~ bot_h =of us are 

prepared to accept. ·.~we may have dif.fe.rencef? ·ahout.)rhat ciegree ,of.,relianc.e we. place .,. 

on one or ·other part of that ·system,-· but_ we· are in agreement that it will be a system 

which:; in>·ac·cordance with the eight-nat·ion memorandum (ENDC/28), will place _its primary 

relian·ce· dn ·national systems.. \'le .-may ar'gue about what nation.al systems we are 

disC'ussing. · - :· '· 

· ... ·• '· ·= ·we· for :our -.p·art think· that our· primary reliance .will. be plc:~.ced ·upon our own 

·riat'i·onal· system.,:. supplemented .. ..,;_ 'and su.pplemented :-importantly .. --. by. the Soviet system, 

by automat-ic stations ···both inside ·and· 0utside ·the Soviet· Union, and, since our primgry 

interest: is the territory of· "the· Sbviet Urtiori, .. by- such :other stations as might aqd .data 

on what goes on inside the Soviet Union. Bpt we are agreed that the system should.be 

one which 'pl~ces priniary ·reliance b.n,.·natidrial systems.. Owing.~ to the ·welcome Soviet 

mo.V.e ·in again 'accepting 6n..:.aite: irispe6tion) w~ are·~agreed also=· that the: system should 

iridltide ebligatory· on-site· inspectipil. ;We are. agreed:also·that ·there, should·- be an 

interAat.ionB.l co.rnrtiission.; the. ·runetions·-' of·;which :,we :.have .not yet· spelled_ out in detail. 

So our Soviet colleagq.e· is quite .. · correct in saying·. that we are· closer .. to-. ag:z;-eeme\lt than 
we have ever been before-. . .. ., ~- . . . ~ .. .. : .. 
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Despite many of the things the Soviet representative had to say,_I took a certain 

degree of satisfaction in noting to what he devoted a considerable pa~_t of his 

statement~ Sir Paul Mason described· (Supra; p.l5) the situat~on which existed 

earlier in the three-Power te·st-pan negotiations, w,Pen there was in. fact a battle over 

the agenda, with the Soviet Union wanting to hav_e signed or ·disc~ssed a short document 

bearing ~he general obligation to stop tests, and with the Western Powers wanting to 
'I 

discuss the means by w·hich the observance of the obligation could be verified. 

Sir Paul Mason said that we never did really reacq an ag.enda agreement but eyentually, 

as it were' slipped . into talking, about what. each of us wanted to talk about, so ~~{it .. 

both of us were finally talking about the same things. The reason I say· that, despite 

much of what· was said. by our Soviet colleague today, I was somewhat. gratified by what 

he talked about in part is that it s~ems to me that perhaps actually,. at our l~s~ 

meeting and today, our Soviet and Eastern colleagues have not slipped into but plunged 

into a discussion of technical details. ·· 

We are glad to discuss technical details, and we will in due course make 

appropriate replies to wh~t has been said ·today ?Y our Soviet colleague and to what 

was said at our meet.ing on 6 March (ENDC/PV .105) by our Romanian, Polish and· Bulgarian 

colleagues. However, no'w that our Soviet colleague has entered into a discussion of ., 
highly technical deta.ils --· and that in great detail -·.;.. and has abandoned his 

insistenee that we talk about nothing except the number·of on-site inspections and, 

less importantly, the number of automatic stations, I think it should be a little easier 

for him ~o. move upward towards a somewhat greater range of generality and talk more 

about the general framework of the technical or political-technical basis of a treaty., 

something that we must have agreement o'n before we can sign a treaty • 

. r speak, of course, nf the general arrang~~ents on which w~ need to have 

understanding before the numbers about which our Soviet colleague wants to talk.can 

have any real meaning~ :r went into them in considerable detail in my statement at our 

last meeting, e.nd I do not intend to repeat them now. But before a number any · 

number -- of on-site inspections has relevance, we must know whether we are in general 

·agre·ement with our Soviet colle~gues on what triggers an inspection, who is to carry 
. . 

out such inspections, how large an ~ea may be s~arched, the shape of the area in 

general.terms, wh~t an inspection team can do when it gets to. the area in terms of its 

duty of looking for evidence of a possible violation. 
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Surely !f our Eastern friends can ·spend the time to go into detail as they have 

done at our l~st t~o meeti~gs ~~ and I do not decry this and we are quite willi~ to 

discuss it -- surely they can take the time to speak in general terms of their ideas 

regarding· what arrangements there shouid be' or at least respond to the questions we 

raised as long ago as the middle of January about whether or not they find, major 

elements of difficulty with the. ideas we have put for~ard· about what reasonable 

arrangements might be o I hope vJe shall progress to that st-~ge; and that it .\.Jill be soono 

I cannot, of course, accept the various accusations levelled at the' United States · 
. . 

t~day_by the .Soviet representativeo The attempt·to .make it appear as if the United 

States does not_ wa!lt, is trying to block, or i_s ·t-rying to delay a nuclear test ban 

treaty is without any foundationo We have sho~n 'in the positions VJe have taken at this 

Conference in the past and recently that· ·we are carrying out· our inst*ructions to do our 
" best to achieve a sound treaty arrangement o /~llegations that· the .United States does 

not want . a treaty ~nd is trying to block or delay it are false. 

I must take exception also to the 9bjections ¥tto ~sarapkin raised to_ the· ~se of 

the words "ultimatuni11 and "capitulation" in the United States press o The present 
. . . 

Soviet position is that of an ultimatum~ The present Soviet position does 'demand a 

capitulation by the United States to a figure vJhich the Soviet Union has known and 

knot<Js is unac.ceptable as the price of ,any treaty; and the S•~iet Union noVJ refuses 

although we hope this may change in the future == to discuss anything except. e. number 

which it knoVJs is unacceptable t:o the United Statesto That represents a position·which 

is an ultimatum, an ultimatum. to the .. effect .. that· ~he Soviet Union. will agree to a 

treaty only if there is capitulation·by the' United States. The United States v1ants a 

treaty; the United States·will not capitulateo 

The Conference decided to issue the following co~unigue: 

~'The Conference of .the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament today· 

held its one hundred and sixth plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations, 

Geneva, under th~ chairmanship of ·J:V.lr o Tarabanov, Deputy Minister for Foreign· 

Affairs and represent~~ive of Bulgariao 

"Statements VJere made by the representatives of ·rtaly, the United Kingdom, 

.the Soviet Union and the United States of Americao 

"The next meeting of the Conference '\·Jill be held on Monday, 11 !Jiarch 

1963, at 10o30 aomo 11 

The meeting rose at 1 pomo 




