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The CHAIRMAN (United States of America): I call to order the forty-

seventh meeting of the Sub-Committee on a Treaty for the Discontinuance of lluclear
Weapon Tests.

If no other representative wishes to speak, I shall make a statement in my
capacity as representative of the United States.

Before I begin, I should like to take note of the fact taat this fority-seventh
meeting of the test ban Sub-Committee of the Zighateen-Nation Committee on
Disarmament is something in the nature of an anniversary. Ls Mr. Tsareyiin and
Sir Michael VWright will recall, tae Conference on the Discontinuance of iluclear
deapon Tests at the time of its recess last January held its three hundred and
fifty—thirc meeting. How, if my arithmetic is correct, this is the four hundredth
formal tripartite meeting on negotiations to end all nuclear weapon tests. I am
sorry to say tnat this is not a very auspicious anniversary. If someone had told
me at tane three hundredth meeting that we would still be negotiating one aundred
meetings later, I would have replied that I hoped he was wrong. In this connexion,
I recall that I myself said at the tarce hundredt: meeting:

"It taxes my imagination to think that the Conference might still be

floundering in the same sea of indecision innumerable meetings hence."

(GEN/Dire /2V. 300, .10)

While tae length of this Conference is a direct measurc of our failure to
reach agreement, and therefore a deep disappointment to my government and to me
personally, I am reliably informed that the negotiations for the Austrian State
Treaty lasted for a similar number of meetings. I sincerely hope that our success
can be measured in the same terms as those in which that conference was successful,
and that we Go not find ourselves here again without a test ban agreement after
another 10C meetings.

But we Ynow that the difficulties in Moscow with respect to the negotiation of
the Austrian Treaty were not with its terms — tlat is, with the terms of the Treaty -
as Chairmen Zhrushchev has since mace known, but rather were connected with the
opposition for political reasons of certain elements in the Soviet Union to agreeing
to any treaty at all. Ve hope that the Soviet Union will realize very soon that

a nuclear test ban treaty on sound lines is indeed required to and all nuclear
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tests in cll environments and that it will speedily sign the United Statcs-United
Kingdom cousrehensive draft treaty (INDC/58), the berms of which are, I submit,
equally beneficial to both sides.

Yesterday, in plenary saeeting, a number of interesting and important statements
were mace. I particularly noted that the representative of Zthiopia toox tae
trouble, in tae course of his comments, to point out that paragraph 2 of General
Assembly resolution 1762 4 (XVII) (ZI2C/63) chould in effect be considered as a goal
of our encdeavours (ENDC/PV.87, p.16,. Paragrarh 3 on a comprehensive treaty,
and paragradh 6 on an interim agreement, on the obher hand, should be consicered as
the means Foxr reaching that goal. This seems 1o me to be a very helpful receding
of the intent of the General Assembly and an apt means of clarifying whet our
purpose ncre should be - for which we thank the representative of Ethioniz.

In sun, it seems to me that we should all strive for an arrangement by waich
we could ceose all nuclear tests in 21l environients for ever, under acequete and
effective internationsl control. That is the ozl which bota the United lingdom
and the United States seclk. The way of reaching that goal is to agree on &
comwrehensive and effective treaty which will evolve as a result of a sevilement of
the remaining differences between tie negotialting sides on the effective control of
underground tests. ‘

Or, failing this, let us hope we can reach agreement on an interin basis using
the Unitel States-Uniteé Kingdom -ertial treaty ban (ENDC/59) accompaniel 3y a
suspension of undergrounc tests uncer "adequate assurances for effective detection
and identification of seismic events by an international scientific commission"
(resolution 17624 (XVIL), para. 6), along the general lines we have projoseg in our
comprehensive treaty - an agreement which would of course have to be adequately
financed anc staffed.

In either type of arrangement, winether permanent or interim, there will have
4o be certoin essential features to assure adeoquate control. Those features
will fall into the three important areas of verificabion inherent in the eigat-nation
memorandun (ENDC/28) waich have been incorporated in our draft comprehensive treaty.
To recall these for a moment, I am sveaking about an adequate system of ocvservation

or detection nosts around the world, an intercational scientific commission, and
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the necessity for adequate and effective identification by the cormission of
seismic events through a number of obligatory on-site inspections on tiae territory
of the country in which the unidentified event occurs.

I snoulc like to ciscuss in some detail what my delegation believes 4o be the
essential features of each of these narticular areas of verification. 1 saould like
to begin with what has apparently become the most difficult area, that is, the
question of obligatory on-site inspections.

My delegation believes, as indeed it seems to me almost all the otler celegations
here believe, with the Dossible exception of thae Soviet bloc for politiczl rather
than scientific reasons, that any truly effective system must include acdecuate
means by waich seismic events will be identified - that is, distinguishal. This
procedure is based ujon the premise that all States should be assured thet no
undergrounc tests are taking place. The only :ieans of which we know for _iving
that assuraiace is by providing for adequate and effective icdentification of
seismic events,

This identification could be effected in cune of two ways, as my United ingdom
colleague so lucidly sointed out yesterday (ZIDI/7V.87, po. 9 and 10). Tirst, we
could loox ot or identify all of t2e unidentifiel events, os seems to me is implied
in the eight-nation menorandui. Cr, secondly, we could looizr at only a selected
number of itlese unidentified events on a quota basis, as was originally su;gested by
the Soviet Union and as is provided in article 7III of our araft comprehensive
treaty (Z15C/58).

The reasons why we have to examine the actual geographicel site of =2ay un-
identifiec seismic event should be zbundantly clear. ‘e now know that it is not
possible through seismic means alone to identify, that is, to distinguis: from
earthquaizes, an underground nuclear test. On this even the Soviet scientists,
writing in Izvestia of 11 November 1962 (ENDC/67), apparently agree — and this is
in fact in accordance with our understanding of what the Soviet secientists do agree.

For tlese noted Soviet scientists indieate no means of identifying exslosions,
but rather discuss a number of means which are useful for the identificotion of
earthquaizes. Je cannot identify explosions seismically because seismometers have
no way oi cistinguisning between all earthquakes and explosions. Rater,
seismometers can only indicate thct some earthquakes teke ploce. According to our
scientific information ~ and if I om wrong I would be very Zadoy to be corrected —~

there are penerally taree possible wrays of doing this.
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First, since nuclear explosions result in an outward movement of the ecrth
around tie Darticular event in all directions from the point of origin, seismometers
in all directions should clearly incicate that a compressioncl wave was Tormed at the
time of +tae detonation. But, unfortunately for our purposes, there cre some
earthqualiies viich also act in this way. On tae other hand, = large majority of
earthqualzes involve movement in some directions at the source of the earticueke,
which is invard rather than outwarc. In-the case of these articular eerticuakes,
seisnmomevers on some azimuths can distinguish this inward o rarefacticnzl motion.
These ecrtihcuakes wita rorefactionel first motion, as it is colled amony seis- '
mologists, can therefore be identified by instruentation.

dowever, in many cases of swmall earthquakes and explosions, the signols at the
site of ¢ number of seismic observoation or detection staticns are too smoll in
compariscn with the level of normal background ncise at the site to ceterzine
accurately vhether these signals originated wita & compressional or rarefactional
movenent of the earti. So this icentification criteria can only point us thae
existence of some earthquakes, wita &1l other events remaining unidentified.

Secondcly, we can also generally determine the depth within the earth o which
certain seismic events occurred, but on a world-wide basis we can only do t:is to
within about plus or minus 50 kilometres accuracy. The usefulness of tais
technique would be exponded if we could determine depth with greater accuracy
since normally man-mece explosions cannot be set off as deen in the eari: aos most
earthqueaizes generally occur. Therefore, we can by this tec.nique identify
many large, deep eartacuakes, but we cannot determine the excet depth of tihose events
which take »Hlace within the margin of error of thze technique, that is, 1.2 exanct
depth of events 30 to 60 kilometres below the carth's surface.” Sc tais technique
is useful Toxr identifying those eartiquakes waich take ploce ot rather icre
depths, but unfortunately it is not well enouy: refined at -Hresent to. discrininate
precisely those events wiich take 3lcoce beleow tle limits to waich man can nov
penetrate the earth from those above that 4init.

One final technigque is also useful in solving this problen. Large earviguakes
are usually oreceded and followed by fore-shoclzs and after—shocis, and tlesc

fore—snocizs and after—shocks can usuclly be icdentified by their strengi: ané location.
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With 211 three techniques it is clear that there will be some resicue of
unidentified seismic events which cannot be identified by instrumentation. This
unidentifiec residue will include both earthqucizes and events vhich might bDe nuclear
explosions., Lecording to our scientific informction — and again I stend supject
to correction -~ the only positive way which is left to identify the remaining
seismic events is to examine physically the site of the event.

The occurrence of & nuclear explosion can only be satisfactorily provel by the
collection at the site of radioactive debris resulting from the explosion. hgain,
this collection of racioactive Gebris can only be satisfactorily accomslisaed
for underzround tests by physical on~site iInspections. Tie timing of such
inspections after the event is important. Therefore, we believe inspections must
be obligatory, and our comprehensive draft treaty, under article VIII, »rovides
for this.

But in order to avoid the problen and the burden of inspecting every such
unidentified event, and in order to get agreement with the other side, we aave
agreed to on annual quota of such inspections, provided only that each sice, for
reasons of meximunm deterrence, is permitted to choose the particular events to
be inspected in the territory of the other side. This formula, as my United
Kingdom colleague pointed out yesterday, was originally a Soviet proposal cnc is
one which we have adodted as a good way of ensuring that States will be ceverred
from carrying out underground tests in violation of the treaty.

In sum, therefore, to be workable the trecty must provide for some Hositive
means of icentifying those seismic events which could be unierground nucliear
explosions. Since distant seismic equipment is incapable of identifying explosions,
this will 1ave to be done by physical on—site inspection. In order to zet agreement
with the other nuclear side there mcy well be an annual maxirum quota of suca
inspections, but the actual choice of events witain this noxinum quote should neither
be randon nor subject to chance or political pressures, but rather shoulc follow,
in any test ban treaty for maximum Ceterrence, the actual selection of an

wnidentified event for on—site insdection by the cther nuclear side.
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The second basic feature which any agreement would have to have is an adequate
system for the detection of seismic signals. Ve know that a number of —»roperly
and scientifically placed seismic detection stations, or observations sosts, would
be needed to record signels fronm the miovements of earthquakes which talze >lace
every yecr around the world. The United States and the United Kingdom aove
indicatec that they believe, on the advice of their scientists - and agein ve would
be glad to ciscuss this cdvice with our Soviet colleagues - that the tyne of

O

system orooosed in their draft comprehensive treaty includes provisions ior an

¥
o

adequate detection of seismic evenus. It will 5e noted that I use the vo
tdetection” and not "identification". e have carefully studied the number of
events waica would occur annually in the areas of significant interest cncd we
believe our Hroposals on detection or control posts would ensure a sufficient

degree of vorldwide coverage, so toot significant events would not escene cetection.

The United States znd the Unitec Zingdom have proposed that there should be
substanticlly fewer observation or detection stobions of all types in tae Coviet
Union tuon the 19 stotions formerly sroposed. In addition, they envisage that
the worlcwride network would be considerably spmeller than the 18C stetions of
all types sroposed by the Geneva Conference of Ixperts (22 iTUC/28, p. 21,. In
fact, the 'rorldwide network might consist of as few as 8C stations, provided that
adequate locations in good sites could be founc and agreement reached on nodern
instrunentotion and the training of versonnel.

Observation or detection posts for the detection of underground nuclecx tests
must be of extremely high quality. Those stations, if they are to be efficient,
nust be ecuipped with the latest and best instruments. The stations must ve
located, on the best scientific advice, in quiet sites or areas — and I caanot
stress strongly enough the importance of their location. Lost existing seismic
stations are not sufficiently well located, from the standpoint of noise xratio,
to detect very small seismic events well, In fact, most such detection stations
around the world were originally built to study tine large ecrthquakes waicl cause
property cdazage and which have been of concern to seismologists over the years,
Now we cre concerned with the spectrun cf seismic waves which lies in tae smaller
magnitude range. T¢ find appropricte locations for such stations requires

considercble research.
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The reason why sites for sueh stations must be looked for and chosen so carefully
is that there are present in the earth's crust smell seismic waves, set up by such
natural onenomena as the wind and the waves and by such cultural phenomena as
railroad, aighway and industrial noise. Those noises, called backgrounc noises,
tend to obscure the signals from such seismic events as earthquakes and nuclear
explosions. In the whole of the territory of the United States there are jerhaps
only cne or two existing stations which meet the nighest standards of bota
instrumentation and site location for control posts. Those are, of course, the
recent stotions built under Ircjaet Vals, (see ENDC/45) which the United States
is now financing and carrying on in an effort to improve the ability of {tlose
stations to detect and identify nuclear explosions. For this reason our draft
treaty orovides for the construction of new national stations as well as for the
use of existing stations. The new stations would be constructed in regions where
they were necessary to f£ill gaps in existing systems and also in places selected
for their cuiet location.

It is also clear that the loss in quality in accepting stations in less quiet
locations could not necessarily be nmade up by increasing the number of »Hoorly
located stations reporting to the system. In the United States—United Jlingdom
draft treaty primary reliance would be placed on newly constructed national
stations, for precisely the reasons which I have outlined. Preliminary surveys
conducted by the United States in Projact Vela show in fact that large numbers
of existing stations throughout the world would not be adequate for the tasi, even
if they were re-equipped with modern instrumentation.

Nevertheless, those existing stations, if properly supplenented by ithe new
national stations I have just described, would be useful for two major tasZs, as we
see it. Pirst, they would help to fill in the gap in the time period wien new
national stoabion sites were being selected and the stations built and put into
operation. In our draft treaty we have proposed that those stations shoulc be
relied upon for approximately six months in the early life of the treaty - a period
to begin six months after the entry into force of the treaty and to lasv until the
new stations were finished, which would be twelve months after the treaty's entry
into force (ENDC/58, art.VII, para.3). Seconcly, the existing university and
government stations would serve as a useful sudplement in cases where tae adaditional
data whica they might have collected could be usecd in the evaluation of < varticular

event.
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The new stations,'oh‘fﬁe”other hand, would be funded by the international
cormission and built to commission specifications, and their personnel would be
trained by the commission. Those stations would, however, be nationally ianned
and operated under international supervision. The new national stations would have
to be located in very quiet areas or sites to ‘ensure maximum operating effectiveness.

There is also provision in the United Kingdom~United States draft treaty for
such internastional stations as might be deemed necessary by the commission and
agreed to by the parties or governments concerned (ibid, para.l). Interactionally
manned and operated stations might be useful in the further promotion of international
co-operation in seismic research and in training seismologists from less well
developed coreas, so that national seiswmic services might be begun or up-graced. It
would be necessary also to continue progr&mmes of seismic research for imdrovement
in the devection system, and those research programmes might well be facilitated
by the acdition of several new truly international stations to the networi.

In adcition, seismic data will need to be relialiy and accurately revorted.

4 functioning network of posts must zct as a system, and to use the words in the
eight-nation memorandum, there must be "continuous observation" (ENDC/28, -Hara. 3).
This phrase means that stations in the main system will have to report around the
clock the continuous observations which they malke. While reports flow into the
international scientific commission headquarters, there will also be a neeé for
arrangements to provide for a two-way flow of information. In order to analyze
data properly, the commission will also need to know the tynes of instruuents on
which the data has been recorded. In addition, the report will have to be
processed on a rather rapid and continuous %asis so that unidentified events can
be picked out from the mass of other data for vossible selection for 6n—§ite
inspection.

The cquestion of the use of automatic seiswmic stations hes been sugéested. In
contrast to the seismic arrays which will most likely be instclled at tae new
nationally manned detection stations or observation stations, these automatic
seismic stations might »rove to be a supplement rather than & replacementv for the

necessary nonned stations.
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Arrays, we have lound, are superior to automatic stations in that taey have the
advantage of combining the output from a number of stations while at the scme time
effecting o certain cancellation of the background noise. Under normal circun~
stances, o ten-element array should increase the signal-to-noise ratio by
about a factor of three and detection capabilities in the first seismic zone by
approxinately a fachbor of 1.5 in aigvance, Similarly, an array station at only
an average location in termns of baclkground noise wouid be as good as one could
reasonably exvect the test aubomatic station to ve.

Finally, because of the combination of several recording instruments =os
compared with a single inglrument in a "black box", we have found that arrays give
rnnuch more confidence in the quality and reliability of conclusions drawn chout a
particular signal. For example, a single weak »ulse showing on a "blacl box"
inzstrument could well be in doubt. sut if one also has the confirmation of having
recorded the same signal on the several instruments of an array, then
interpretation 3hovld be much more reliablea.

Nevertheless, thewe will be important problems to be considered in connexion
with -the Dossible Lirniing elezlronically or by elecbtrical cable of automatic
stations with manned array stations. Perhaps a certain number of automotic
stations will be useful in recording aftershocks of earthquakes, which, os I have
already indicated, is a promising means of assisting in the identification of
earthquakes and distinguishing them from nuclear events.

Work will also have to go forwerd on the problem of calibrating any automatic
stations which we might find useful to incorporate into an overall control system.
This will be a particularly difficult problem to solve, as will that of ensuring
that toe zutomatic stations are properly located. We have asked the Soviet
delegation for its ancwers to such questions and we hope it is studying tae
answers to these questions; uwntil we are able tc see a little more clearly what
its proposal might involve, it will be extremely difficult for us to recch a
meaningful evaluavion of i,

Nevertheless; I should like to emmhasize at this point that nothing we have
seen or read or which our scientists have seen or read leads us to helieve taat
automatic stations can be used to revlace a system of manned control posts with
suitable arrays of seismic’ instruments, or to reduce significantly the number
of necessary, obligatory on-site inspections required to identify seismic

evenwss.
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It thus seems from my review of the control system tnat an adequate control
system nust satisfy several important parameters: first, with regard tc
individuzl stations, there must be = number of 2igh quality stations at cuiet
sites. These stations for the most nart just co not exist at the present time,
Use shoulc also be made of existing stations to supply supplementary dztc ané
these stations, in some cases, coulc be upgracec and incorvorated into the system,
There woulc have to be a uniformly hizh quality of instrumentation. Dae josts
would have to be manned by able, well~trained local nationals and would be operated
on a standercdized and internationally co-ordinated basis. Stations should
operate instruments continuously.

Second, with regard to the systen, there rmust be a communications netirorl
for the interchange of information. Standard reporting forms would be necessary
and all data nmust be adequately centralized for rapid processing and analysis.

These narticular specifications would apply to any system of detection stations
for the monitoring of nuclear weapon test cessation in the underground environment.
Such a system would be built and based on existing networks wierever possible,
but would involve a high degree of international co—operation and supervision.

The third area which I would like to examine for a moment is the internstional
commission, which will be the central governing body for » test ban control
organizetion., Such a body will be charged witl tihe paramount responsibility for
ensuring the proper functioning of tae overall control system. This corxission
will be concerned with the appointment of officials, the raising of finances, the
processing ond evaluating of data, the issuing of necessary reports anc tae
appropriate relations with the United Nations and with the »arties to the Zest
ban treaty.

In adcition, we believe that basic to any commission's task should be the
question of assuring that truly objective researca is conducted at all tires and
that the results of such objective research are properly incorporated into tle
system as renidly as possible.

A1l taose general principles underlying the areas of an effective verification
system waich I have just discussed are, I believe, suited to any type of cgreement

we may reacli concerning a cessation of underground tests.
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Those principles would have to underlie any permanent arrangement on testing
into which we might enter. At the same time, similar princinles of effective
detection and identification of seismic events would also have to be followed, my
government believes, in the solution of the question by an effective interim
agreement. This position of my government does not, of course, mean that the
exact modalities would have to be precisely the same in each case, nor does it
mean that the size and scope of the control system as it relates to the environments
other than underground would necessarily have to duplicate in all phases in an
interim agreement the features .f a vermanent arrangement. But the imperative is
clear, and that is that effective control under this system be assured at all
times either in an interim arrangement or a permanent arrangement.

Yesterday the representative of the United Kingdom made some very irportant
points in regard to wnat the United States and the United Kingdom would be azble to
accept and what they would not be able to accept (ENDC/PV.87, pp. 4 et sec).

In my statement today I have talked of the principles underlying any effective

control arrangement, and, by way of example, I lhave mentioned and discussed particular
modalities of control, Certainly, it is clear that the Soviet Union now aas before
it the four alternative arrangements for reaching agreement set forth yesterday

p.13). Those alternatives are:

£

by the representative of the United Xingdom (ibia,
first, a comprehensive treaty without on-site inspection, if the Soviet Union can
produce clear and satisfactory séientific evicdence that all underground events
can indeed be satisfactorily identified by existing national detection systems;
second, the United States~United Kingdom comprenensive treaty (ENDC/58) witz its
mininum amount of necessary control, together with the continuation of adcéitional
necessary seismic research; thira, the United States-United Kingdom partial ban
treaty (3NDC/59) together with the interim arrangement for effective detection
and identification recommended.in paragraph 6 of.resolution 17624 (XVII); fourth,
a partial ban treaty, as suggested by the ﬁnited Kingdom and the "nited Stotes, to
s top tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water, while negotiations
continue for an effective cessation of underground tests along the general lines
of the draft comprehensive treaty.

The United States and the United Kingdom would prefer, of course, to ban all
tests in all environments for all time under effective international control along

the lines of the draft comprehensive treaty. The Soviet Union can accedt any one
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of those alternatives or can choose several for further exploration or furtier
scientific research and for further ciscussion if it wishes to discuss taex in
detail with us. But only in this way, through a careful exploration anc
discussion of the issues so cogently set forth in the statement of the United
Kingdom ané along the general lines of the United States-United Kingdoi: craft
comprehensive treaty, can we hope to make progress. We can then brealr free

of the curtein of silence which the Soviet Union seems to have dropped over all of
the answers to our many carefully framed questions, answers which we neel in order

to begin recl negotiations. I submit that now is the time to lift that curtain

and to get on with negotiation.

Sir l.ichael 72IGHT (United Xingdom): In my statement yesterdey in tae

plenary meeting I outlined in some detail and in the most friendly manner to our
Soviet colleague four alternative forms of agreement, any of which, in tie view of
the United Zingdom, would be within our grasp to conclude before 1 January 1563.
Today, Mr. Cheirman, you, in your cavacity as renresentative of the Univec States,
also have s»ooken of those four alternatives, and I think it must be clear to our
Soviet colliecague that those four alternatives, in so far as tae United Zingcom
and the United States are concerned, are open to his government.

We are erproaching now the date on which we have to revort the results of our
negotiations to the United Nations General Assercly, and only three weells beydnd that
we shall crrive at the date of 1 January 1963. It is my hope that our Joviet
colleague, after having heard the statement of our Chairman on behalf of tae
United Stotes and my own statement, finds himself today in the position to give us
a positive response to what we have offered to aim. I should like to asz him to
give us tae favourable word which I await and vhich I know that our Chairman, as
representative of the United States, is also awaiting. Devending upon ais reply,

I might wish to make some further remarks.

<}

ir. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation fron

Russian;: Loday, specking as representative of the United States, you re—stated
your old Hosition which is unacceptable to the other side. You again insisted

on compulsory inspection and an international system of control. We are .2ost
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disheartened by this. It shows, moreover, that the western Powers are not
preparec to come to an agreement on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests in
all environnents. e are compelled to note tanis with great regret, especially
as the western Powers now have before them four possibilities of quickly reaching
agreemenyv on a rutually acceptable basis. I emzhasize, on & mutually cccentable
basis.

The first possibility is to conclude a comprelensive agreement on tie basis
of the eigat-nation memorandum (Zif5J3/28) which srovides for the use of national
detection systems.

The second possipility is to reacl agreement on the basis of a particl treaty
about waich the United States speals (ZINDC/59),3roviding for the cessation of
nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, under water and in outer space, with an
addition to the effect that side by side with this partial agreement the Stetes
shall assume obligation under the treaty not to carry out underground tests either
while negotiations on the cessation and prohibition of underground nuclear weapon
tests are in progress and until this agreement is concluded between us.

The taird possibility — acting in accordance with paragranh 2 of resolution
17624 (X711, (ENDC/63) adopted by the General Lssembly on 6 November 1952 - is to
cease all nuclear weapon tests and to continue negotiations between ourselves
with the ain of achieving agreement on a comprehensive treaty prohibiting all
nuclear weanon tests and all nuclear explosions., Consequently, here agein there
is a perfect possibility of coming to an agreement and continuing our nejotiations
for a comprehensive treaty in an atmosphere of calm.

The fourth and finel possibility is to agree on a comprezensive treaty on the
basis of the use of national means of deiection in combination with autometic
stations, about which we have alreacly spoken on several occasions.

These -four possibilities are cpen to the western Powers and we hope tazt they
will change their rigicd and intransigent position, will talte & step forweri and
will agree to one of these possibilities viich would lead to agreement bein; reached
on rmutuelly acceptable conditions, on conditions scceptable to both sices. What
we have Deen talking about to-day is »purely your Hosition, the position of the
western 2overs, on waich you have been insisting since 1958 ancd on the vasis of

which it is impossible to reach agreement no metter how many meetings we 2old with
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you here, I am sure that another four hundred meetings, anc various otler
enniversaries such as the one you noted to-day, are likely to go by. if yeou

continue insisting on these demands vwhich are utterly unaccedbtable to tie cvaer
side, we way well have eight hundred meetings with you here, merhaps even o
thousand, I do not Xnow aow many more, but there will still be no agreezent on the
cegcabion of nuclear -reapon tests. It is necessary to see: for mutually acceptable
solutions. Lt present I should like to emphasize once again, we have a very
peculiar situation. On the one hand, there is no longer so great a gull Detween us;
we are divided only by our disagreement on the question of underground nuclear
weapon tesvus. Ve have already & common viewpoint, since you have now admitied
+he correctness of the point of view of the Soviet Union thet nuclear weajon tests,
nuclear ex»losions in the atmosphere, under water and in outer space, can eifec-
tivelv be recorded ard identified by means of existing national systems and
that for this purpose there is no need for any international system of observation,
any inssjection or any on—site verification.

.t present the only disagreement between us is on the question of uncerground
nuclear tests. This difference is not so great, and we are prepared to iare
a move to ueet you, altaough we helieve that we could reach agreement on uncerground
nuciear ex>losions as well with the use of national detection systems willout any
additionol iieans of control, and it is only in going forward to meet you taot
we provpose the establishment of zdditional means of control in the form o¥ automatic
seismic sveatvions. It is a queer business: we mede this proposal, nov decause we
needed to ¢o so — we,caﬁ sign an agreement to-day even without automatic seismic
stations - bubt in order to meet you, yet we met, on your part, with whaet I sould
2211 suei o testy reaction. You irmediately rejected this »roposal, in waich we
are not so nerticularly interested, but which e Hut forward merely in orler to
meet yvour nosition in regard to increasing the effectiveness of control. Tour
reaction to cur proposal for autometic stations surprised us to the utmost, but
on the otier hand this reaction of yours to our proposal for automatic seiswic
stations shows that the western Powers are not interested in any form of control
if i does not entail the dispatching of on—site inspection teams with foreign

personnel. 1f there is the possibility of sending foreign agents into tae
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territory of the Soviet Union, then this is acceptable to the western Povers,

but if we sropose some other means of control which would increase the effectiveness
of control but would nct entail the sending of foreigners intc the territory cf

the Soviet Union, you reject it, you express doubts, you find a dozen diiTerent
sretexts in order to minimize the value of this jroposal, and so on. Sut this
shows once again that tae only thing you are really interested in is in sending
foreign nersomnel into the territory of the Soviet Union. Tou are not inverested
in these weans of control which would increase its effectiveness, but woulc not
require t:e sending of foreign agents into the territory of the Soviet Union in the
guise of controllers or inspectors.

I siould like once more to emshasize that thae western 2owers have Defore them
the four nHossibilities which I have just mentioned. These nossibilities are open
Yo you. Jou can take ony one of them or any ccrbination of taem, just as you wish.
All tnat is required now is good will on your vart. If you show this goocdwill,
politicel wisdom and farsightedness, then, of course, the way to a mutuaily

acceptable azreement will be open.

T T LTI

Sir Lichael VRIGEY (United {ingdor): I o not know whether it was u

sorrow or 7y astonishment that was greater as I listened to the statemenv -r2ich
has just been made by the representative of the Soviet Union,

In the first place, I made the same appeal to him yesterday as we male at the
United Nations General Assembly in MNew York to Lr. Zorin (4/3.1/PV.1250, 5.26),
namely, to jive — either to us or, if the Soviet Government feels some nesitation
about that, through the Secretary-General of the United Nations ~ the mowledge,

which bot: .». Tsarapkin and lir. Zorin have publicly claimed tlat the Socviet

Governent Hossesses, of how to identify all underground events. wr. Lorin was
silent in response to my appeal. 1ir. Tsarapkin is also silent in ressoase to my

appeal. i can only note that wita regret.
Secondly, if I heard Lir. Tsarejkin correctly, e said taat the western rowers,
the United States and the United Zinglom, were wurning down, or had turazsl Jown
o ’ & H b4

the Soviet sroposal concerning the "vlack boxes®.
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I do not know how lir. Tsarapkin can reconcile what I understood hiz to say with
my own stotemnent of yesterday. I will read again one or two extracts froz that
statement. I said: ' ”

"By 211 means let us discuss the possible use of 'black boxes' anc see
waether it may aels to narrow the gap between the two sides and to
recuce tae requirements both for the use of conventionsl detection
statlons and even, perhaps, for the number of on-site inspections,”

(‘_:J.u_,\./ ;] 8 /. P 13/

I went on ‘o say:

"I should like, tnerefore, formelly to prodose that a neeting be convened

of coisetent exnerts from the Jest, from the Soviet Union and, if tesired,

from otaer count;les which hove such experis to examine viere and lov far

tne use of 'black boxes' could be helpful in improving .ieans of cetection

anc. icentification. If there is a hope of naklnf yrogress in this wey,

do not let us throw it away, Zven without o meeting of experts, we are

prederec to go into this matter with the representative of the Sov1eu Union

as tooroughly as we can do witlout experts to help us.' (101d )
Those were rny words yesterday. -0 it is possible to reconcile with tlose
statements what I thought I hearc ir. Tsarapkin say to the effect that we refused
discussion or consideration of the "black box! oroposal is absolutely veyoné my
comprehension.

Next, I noted thot the Soviet remresentative Hut forward what he scic were four
alternative nossibilities for reacaing agreement by 1 January 1963. I Zistened
to them attentively - cnd, of course, I will examine them carefully waen I see the
verbatizn record — but as I heard taem they all seemed to have one thing in cowmmon, and
one most reiarkable factor in common, namely, that all four of them were in
contradiction to paragreph 1 of General Assembly resolution 1762 B (XV1L,, ox to
paragraph 6 of General sssembly resolution 1762 4 (XVIL) (31120/63).,  4is T neard

them, eccl of his four alternatives was directly contrary to the resolubion which the

United llations recently »assed.
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I wes even more astonished vaen he went on o say that the factor vaich was
cormon to the vestern offers represented a purely western position. dor from
represeating & purely western position, the factors which underlie our icur
offers represent the views of all those countries which voted in the Genera

Assembly for resolutions 1762 4 znd 3 (XVII).

has just scic to us. So far from being helpful and constructive, I =iz o
I find it {iscppointing and negative, and for that reason I aom bound to maie some
additional remarks which I had hoved it would not be necessary for me to liarze

today.

These remarks are inspired by the thought that in operative paragrap: I of
resolution 1762 A (XVII) we have been called upon by the United Nations General
Assembly "... to negotiate in a sHirit of mutusl understanding and concession in
order to reacn agree.ent urgently, bearing in mind the vital interests of =aniind;".

I have been casting my mind bacz in order to recall tae attitude waicl tae

AT

Soviet Zovernment has been taking in this matter since we assomivled here ol tae

beginning of the Eighteen-Nation Conference, anl %o see hou far that atitivude
natches tle attitude which is enjoined upon us by the United ilations, I <o not
want to so into too great detail, but I am consvreined at least to say i2is. e
came here in Iarch 1962 —-repared 1o negotiate on tle basis of our draft trecty

of April 1961 (ENDC/9) as modifiec to meet Soviet objections. The Soviet
representotive refusec. e offere’ to negotiate either about the details or

about the iain prineinles involved in the eight-nation memorancu. The Soviet
representative refused to engage in such negotiation. de continues to refuse now,
even in tae light of some of the interpretative corments macde cCuring the last

few meetings by some of the sponsors of the eight—nation memorandum. Je carried
out researca without Soviet co—omeration ~ co—overation for waich we hal csied, but
which wes refused ~ and on the basis of that research we produced a new craft
comprehensive treaty on 27 August last (EN2C/58;. Te did not »ut it forwerd on a
take—it-or-leave-it basis, We offered to negotiate upon it. The Soviet
representative refused. e offered as an alternative, and as a step towards a
compreheasive treaty, o draft nartizl treaty (EHJC/59), and <re offered to negotiate

on that. The Soviet renresentative refused. 7Te offered to Ciscuss in Cletail
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Soviet objections o international on-site verification, ané to do what we could

to meet them. The Soviet representative refused. e offered to discuss in detail
the inforsetion available to us and to the Soviet Union about the capability of
existing detection stations. The Soviet representetive refused. Je nove offered
to discuss the possibilities inherent in the use of "black boxes"., The Dub~-Committee
has heard tolay the refusal of the Soviet representative to pursue my offer of
yesterdey tc conduct such discussion. Finally, we have of{ered to discuss the
suggestions put forward for an interim agreement covering uncerground tesvs in the
terms of “aragraph 6 of resolution 1762 4 (AVIL;. The Soviet representative has
refused.

In t2e lost few months that we have been here this meltes at least z total of
eight »lzin, blunt, categorical "Noes" -~ categorical "Nyets" - from the Soviet
Governient %o constructive initiatives on our Dart. idoreover, these refusals
have not been accompanied by any resl attempt on the part of the Soviet rebresentative
to justify them, On the contrary, they have been accompanied by sweeping and
unsubstontiated statements about the arms race, about warmongering in the Test, and
about a zreat many factors totally outside the scope of our discussions lhere and
wotally wnjustified.

I feel constrained today to put this situation clearly on the recoré. We know
.of course that the Soviet Union finds the concept of international inspection on
Soviet territory difficult to accept. We understand that this objection is based
on a fear of eépionage - we do not share it, but we understend it - and taat is why
we on our side have talken these arguments of the Soviet Union seriously into account
and have attempted to meet them as we shall go on attempting to meet taem. Vhat
disturbs us and discourages us so Jrofoundly is tae way in waich our efforts are
b rushed asice. dow can we draw any other conclusion but taat the Soviet Union does
not — at any rate for the mouent, and I hope it is only for the moment - woal a
tést ban treaty?

I -rill not repeat at any length what I seid yesterday about our »osition, which
I think is in such striliing contrast to the record of the Soviet Union, but I would
repeat, as the United States representative hos repeated today, that there lie

before us alternatives which are »lainly in accorcance witl: the views exoressed by
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the overwielming majority of the United Nations General Asseisbly, propossls vhich
would enzble us to meet the deadline we have been asked to meet and waic: would give
us an agree.ent by 1 January 1963, I think iv is not toc much to asiz of 2o
Government -fiich has claimed to supdort so winoleheartedly tze objectives Zor which
the Unitec Ilations stands that it commly with tiese United lations resolutions

and acce~t the alternatives based unon them waic: we are offering in an citerpt to

meet the ceadline before us.

1. TSARAPITI (Union of Soviet Socialist ;epublics) (translation frorn.

Russian, : Yne representative of tie United Xinicow has just told us tast Lis
delegation, 1is government, is striving for an a_reement on the cessation of

nuclear reason tests. I have never aeard the United Kingcom representatives

state anyiring else ana, indeed, it -jould be strange to hear them state anytaing
else here. Uf course, you have tc saout that you vant an agreement. ~ut your
pesition, your actions and your derands that an agreement siould give you o
guarantee oI corpulsory inspection ané an international syster: of control completely
expose you as the osdonents of an agreerient.

Bven in regard to automatic stations. You nave just said, Sir iiclezel, that
you do not reject tais idea, but, on the contrary, you accent it. dow <o you
accept 1¢7 You yourself have just quoted something that is just the oopusite
of what you say. Jou have jJust quoted from ycur statement of yesterday et you
are prenared to discuss the proposal for automatic seismic stations anc see tc what
extent these "black boxes" night reduce the number of contrsl nposts ancd, —-erhaps,
the numver of inspections and that & ieeting of exnerts be convened for tiis
purpose anc SO on. Agein you tacli on to this sHromesal insdection anc intvernational
control and thereby you completely reduce to nought the aim which this -rozcsal
pursues., Jou switca even this provosal on to tihe rails of your oléd »osition,
namely, cor—ulsory inspection ané international contrsl, Tae represenvevive of
the United States said the same vhen he told us today, as he had told us beiore on
many occasiocns, that suvomatic seisiic stations can unly be a supplenent vo the
system orososed by tae western Powers and not o reslocement for it. This eans
that autciatic seismic stations can be acceptel Ly you for tie equipmenv of the
control system only togetaer with and as an inte;ral part of your syster, whien

-

is basec on compulsory inspection and international control posts.
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This is your »osition. The core of your position remains just as unaccedtable.
You have meintained this position since 1958. This position of yours Tills any
possibility of reaching agreement on a mutually acceptable basis.

In its resolution 1752 A (XVII) the General Assembly called on the nuclear
Powers to conduct consiructive negotiations, that is to negotiate in o sHhirit
of mutual understanding ond concession. The Soviet Union has shown Zoodiwrill and
made a great concession. Je accevtel the compdromise proposals contained in the
eight-nation memorandum as a basis for negotiavion. This means that, i you too
accepted the eight-nagtion memorandu, we shoulcd conclude an sgreement, zné we could
have done this long ago on the basis of a national system of control witliout
compulsoxry inspection. However, the western Zowers decline such an a_reeient and .
this metiod of solving tae question has, in fact, been rejected by you.

fe have agreed to vhe western Droposal for z »artial treaty, but we Jave
just one request to malze of you: merely to 2ac to tais particl treaty v.e
provision that while negotiations on tae prohivition of underzround nuclear
weapon tests are in progress the Siotes shall assuae the obligation not Lo conduct
undergrounc nuclear explosions. That is the gist of our request. Jhat we
should lie is that while these negotiations.are going on, and until we oonclude
an agreement on the formal prohibition of underground nuclear tests as well, we
should not e negotiating here on tae cessation of nuclear tests to tae
accompaniizent of the ominous thunder of underground nuclear explosions. Let the
earth go on revolving quietly in space. Let it not be disturbed by nuclear
explosions at great denths. But you have rejected this proposal of ours &also,
although it is completely in accord with paragraph 2 of resolution 1762 L (Z7IL).
Therefbre, wfaen you reject this proposal of ours, you are alsc rejectin,
paragraph 2 of the resclution which wos adopted almost unaniiously on 5 ilovernber.
You are %eizing upon yourselves a grect responsibility when you reject this humane
and mutuclly acceptable nroposal of tae Soviet Union.

You refuse to agree to implenent paragrasir = of the resolution as it stands,
without linizing it to eny conditions. The nuclear Powers sre bound to Jive effect
to this seragraph of the resolution and to carry on their negotiations unvil they

reach a subtually acceptable agreenent. You refuse also to do that. Fin21ly, you
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refuse ¥5 mae use of tle proposal for automatic seismic stotions, I have slready
explained 0% you do this. You éo it by linzing this provosal with t2e cemand for
ingnecticn and international control. Thus you recuce to nought this -Hromosal
as well, is a matter of fact, the Hosition waich you waintein, the ohicseology
which you use, your arguments on techinical subjects and so cn, all tais is set
going esnecially for tle purpose of somehow creating a smcke-screen arounc your
negative Hosition in regard to the cessation of all nuclear -reavdon tests for all
tine, e Jove already “old you redeatedly tach United Stetes instruments -
I mean, ~oove all, seismic instrutents - are not inferior to Soviet instruents.
In tryin; 2% o1l costs to secure inspection, United States specialists, as well
as the nolitical representatives aere, are continually throwing exaggercbed doubt
in their stcotements on certain technical aspects of an agreement on tie cessation
of tests. Zou teke hypothetical éifficulties created by your inagination for
realities, and you try to make out that they ere really existing difficulties.

£11 tais taken together creates, of course, an extremely unfavouradle
atmosphere for our negotiatioms. In this resvect, the United dingdom —erresentative
is partizulerly zealous. He has aggravated the atmosphere of the negotiziions to
the extrene, as well cs the langucge which is used ih our {iscussions, «ni e even
tries to ualte accusations against tie Soviet Union. dor instance, tae Uaited
Kingdom rejresentative has just listed eight refusals on the Dart of tle Joviet
Union. £il this is & purely demagogic perforiiznce, Sir idichael. Thav is how
everyone understands it. You couldl scrape to;ztler another twenty— eight or even
one auncred and twenty-eight such refusals whici are irrelevent. Tou vake your
position vihica is absolutely unaccestcble to tie Soviet Union, you divice i} into
senarate elements anc you say that the Soviet Union rejected this and taat elenent;
you say ©aat it nas made eight refuscls, but in foct they are all elements of your
unaccentr .ble yosition. £11 et we aave rejected relates to inspection, fiich is
unacceptonvle to us. Tou can divide your position into one hundred and wwenty—eight

elements conc reckon up taat we have rejected cne hundred and tventy—ei 1t elements.

But everyone will understend that you are Juggling, Sir kichael. e reject one
thing. /e reject your claim in regard to inspection. We reject your clain in

regard to international control posts. No metter how you divide this in's separate
elements, it will be of no avail, Sir iiichael, You will not surprise anyone by doing

this, but you will unmasiz yourself.,
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Sir ldchael 2IGAT (United Zingdom): I note with regret the statements

of the Soviet representative, but I am more than content that his reaarts ond mine
at yesterdéey's plenary meeting and at this present meeting of the Sub-Jomzivtee

should stend on the record.

The CHAIRULH (United Stetes of Americz): If no other representative

wishes to speak, I will make some brief remarks in my capacity as representative
of the United States.

I+ seeizs to me sbuncdantly clear that the delegations of the United ZinzCom
and the United States lave said, and I think I can repeat it - but if t:e represen~
tative of tle United Xingdom did not say so tocay he will correct me - vact we are
quite preszared to sit down with our colleagues {rom the Soviet Union and negotiate
our compreiensive draft treaty (31DC/58). Ve are also quite preparec to oving
our scientists here and to explore all means anc methods for cetecting anc
jdentifying seismic events and trying to work out ways and means of acuvually
identifyin; 2 seismic event short of ohysical on-site insvection ~ whiclk, according
to the advice of our scientists, will always be necessary with respect to a2 certain
residue in each year of unidentifiec events. Te are quite »repared to sit cown
with our Coviet colleagues and examine the existing national systems, t1e
instrumentstion of those systems anl the personnel.

It mey be that I did not understand his woras corfectly, but I uncerstood my
Soviet collecgue to say that the eight-nation menorandum srovides only for tae
setting up of a system on the basis of existing sosts, Of course, the second
sentence of »aragraph 3 of that memorandum reads:

"Suecl & system might be based anc built upon already existing nationai

networizs of observation posts and institutions, or if more appropriate, on

certoin of the existing posts designated by agreement for the purmose
together, if necessary, with new posts established by a; reement." (Eﬂgg[g§)
The last sentence of that same paragraph reads:

"Imorovenents could no doubt be achieved by furnishing posts wita noxre

advenced instrumentetion.” (ibic.),

as I triec 4o indicete in my first statement todoy.
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as to the Soviet representative's statement that the eight-nation iceorandum
provides only for on-site inspections by invitation, I woulc point out to 2in that
the second sentence of paragraph 4 reads:

"Mais Commission should be entrusted with the tasks of »Jrocessing all

date received from the agreed system of olservation posts and of redcriing

on cay nuclear exnlosion or susvicious event on the basis of thorouz: and

objoctive examination of all the available data." (ibid.)

The next sentence reads:

"Ll sorties to the treaty shoulid accept the obligation to furnish tae

Jo:r ission with the facts necessary to establisn the nature of any

suspicious and significant event.” (ibid.) -
that is, 211 parties to the treéfy siould accent tae "obligatioﬁ" to furnish the
comnmissica with the facts necessary.

Parcgradh 5 reads:

"Should the Commission find that it wes unable to reach a conclusion

on tie nature of a significant event, it would so inform the party on wfaose

territory that event had occurred, and simultaneously inform it of tae

poirts on which urgent clarification seemed necessary. The party anc

the Jommission should consult as to what further measures of clarification,

including verificetion in loco, would facilitate the assessment." (ibic.)
Ls I reacd the words "including verification in loco", they are supposec o izean the
same thing as a physical on-site inspection.

The lest sentence of paragrapi 5 reads:

"The sorty concerned would, in accordance with its oblijation referred to

in Horsiraph 4 above, give soeedy and full co-operation to facilitate tbae

assass.ent.” (EEEQ.)
This, as I have just said, might include "verification in loco" pursuant to thae
obligatinn of the party to give speedy and full co-operation to facilitale the
assesspent., ~

As i recd paragraph 4, the last sentence has nothing to do with tihe fact that
the party is under obligzation to invite the commission to mete an on—-site inspection;
that last sentence merely means that if a party itself wishes to clear its owm good

name it could invite the commission; but I do not read the last sentence of
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paragrapt 4 as subtracting from the obligation on the party to invite tae
commission to make an on—-site inspection. I taink I am correct in saying taat
quite a nuider of tne eight non-aligned countries read the memorandum in tae same
way.

As to these automatic stations, bo which I also adverteé in my statement today,
we are guite prepared to sit down and to discuss them with our Soviet colleagues.

I have already, at various meetings, asked thei: o number of guestions about taese
automatic stetions, and their sole answer so far, as I recall it subject ©o
correction, is that we siould agree on them in Hrinciple, anc that then, alver
having agreec upon then in princinle, we could ciscuss the deteils.

4Ln ol colleague of mine once said that when you agreed to sometiing in
princinle, you agreed, for example, that someboly, somehow or other, would borrow
some money. You dié not know who, you had not agreed on the interest rate or
what proverty would be pledged for it or when it would be paid back, or 20V, Or in
what kin¢ of currency, but otherwise you had agreed in principle.

As I say, we are quite prepered to study these automatic stations. I have
been trying to get a good deal more information from our scientists anc Irox the
scientists of the non-aligned States which are new to this Conference. 1 have been
trying to find out what kind of arrays of seismometers, or .ow many, woulc be put
into one of these autometic stations, and how much they woulé weigh. I an told

that perhass each automatic station would weiga from 4,00C to 5,000 1b.,

[

and that e would have to know waether there would be airfields in the Soviet Union
where tae sircraft whiclh would carry these autormatic stations to their sites and take
them back to the headquarters in Vienna fdr srocessing coulcd land, andé waether
there woull h1ave to be hoisting equipment there to unload them and to Hut taem
into place.

hsgain, I have been looking into the question whether, in trying to finc the
best place for the location of these automatic stotions, itvmight not e -Hossible
to place soie of them in the most cesirable narts of the Soviet Union beczuse of
the noise ratio, because of snowfall, because of conditions in the spring, because
of temperature, because of lack of roads, or as I have said, because of lacl of
suitable girfields. I have been trying to determine also whether one oxr mnore of
these autormstic stations ought to be connected electronically or by electric cable

vith one or more of the other detection or observation posts, and so on.
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Acecording to the information e have received from our scientists so far, it

B

would sce— thet these sutomatic stations would :aterially complicate the sis atem,
They woulc, I am inforued, make lae system consicerably more expensive, onl,
except seraans in the case of a small number of carthquakes with respect to the
criteriz of first motion, would not add materially to solving tae proole.. of
identification. In fact, taking ints consideration the manpower and the expense
involved, +the work could be done on a much more efficient and effective basis
by a sma’l number of observation posts placea in quiet locations with oce
instrunentation and proverly trained personnel. Those detection stations, so
instrumerted and so located, would provide a more efficient system anc Derlals,
after they 1ad been exverimented with for a number of years, night even eveatually
be more cificient in cutting down the number of actual physical on-site inscections
that might hove to be ade.

I am not approaching these automatic stations in any dogmatic sense or in
any sense oI suggesting that we lnow the answers relating to them. Our scientists
tell us ~heb, as things stend at nresent, they co not thinlz they woulc. be &
substitute for nmodern array stations because it would be possible to have eny
more arr~ys in a normal station then would be nossible in one of these autounatic
stations- It is my further understanding taat if anything were to hassen to any
of these automatic stations, and if for any reason tiney were not vertical, taey
might net work very effectively, anc in their ability to icdentify certain signals,
if they cormrised only single seistometers as coainst an array of seisiometers,
they woull not be as efficient.

But let me be clear. ALs far as we are concerned, we are quite pretared
to bring our scientists here, as I understand the United Xingdom is, tc discuss
this whole cuestion of automatic stations until we have fully explored it ith
the scientists from the Soviet Union. We do not intend in any sense tc be

dogmatic or in any sense to lay down the law with respect to these automatic

stations. ‘Je are quite prepared to discuss our scientific evidence. Je axe
quite prepared to discuss the drart of our comprehensive treaty. ‘de baint it

is correct, but if the Soviet representatives can prove tc us that the tlieories
on wiich it is drafted are not correct, we are quite ready to listen to eany

additional scientific cata that they zay wish to adduce.
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Je do believe thet on the basis of our Projeot Vels, c¢f the work dcae by
United Jinjcom scientists and our own scientists, we have orocuced a draft treaty
providing fer a relatively small number of detection stations and a relstively
small number of on-site inspections which, as I have said before, we are cuite
willing tc cpportion between seismic and aseiszic areas on thae territory of thae
Soviet Union. Je are cuite willing to listen %o anything within reason vaica will
enable us tc get together on this cuestion of l:o7 we can sign & comprezensive
treaty wiicld will ban all tests in 211 environ:eats.

Since e first submitted our lvclt treaty (CI2C/9), on 13 April 1951, we have
made a lar_ e nurber of changes. Tlere was tae so-called veto list (GZI1/2110/29).

We unaerstcoc that if that were met tae Soviet Union wouléd be willing to sign, and
I submit we dave met that veto listv in so far os it can be interpreted on any
reasonanle Dasis. &G there was the fact thav the original breaty did not anply
to those seismic events vhich registered on the seismic scale of magnitude below
4,75, v wes indicated to us that if that tareshold could be removed, a ngjor
obstacls to signing the treaty also would be removed. That threshold has now
been renovecd. There were various rejresentations made to us with ressect to the
appointzent and the removal of tae administrator, The views of the Soviev Union
have been et on those counts, as indeed they nave on the count of equal renresen~
tation on the scientific commission, and on a number of other points.

We still have to work out this question of how the treaty would be financed.

We have made a proposal to the Soviet Union on that score whaich, to the best of

ny reccllection, it has so far not answered. I do not quite see how we could be
any nore csen—-minded or any fairer tiaan we have been, and how it could normelly

be expectel tiat we would be willing to sit dova Zere and to agree in nrincinle

upon the <rexiting of automatic stations, without 2aving botli vhe Soviet sclentists
and our cwn scientists Zere to advise us what is the latest and most acdvencecd
scientific mowledge in this fielc. That is something waich I do nov reslly
believe any of the eight non—alisned nations, or indeed any reasonable erson, could
L

logically expect éitler the Unitel Fingdom or the United Stetes to do. Sut in so

i

far as there is any reasonable basis or any reasonable metlol of negotiation, the

United Zin;cor and tae United States are quite nredared to conduct suca negotiations,
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Lr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Zepublics) (translation Trom’

Russian): The representative of the United States has just said that in ais

opinion tie eight-nation memorandum states that tae observation system coull be
organized not only on the basis of the existing national networks of observation
posts and institutes but also on new Dosts. Ve c¢o not deny this. Yé have
already %old you repeatedly that we could agree, if necessary, also in regard to
new additional posts.

e consider, however, taat these new posts would be national posts. <hey
would be nart of the national observetion syster:, but would not at &ll have any
special international sitatus. That is my first remark.

ily second remark concerns the attempts of Ir. Dean to make out that the
eight-nation memorandum provides for obligatory inspection. Such an assevrtion
is not in accordance with the actual text of tie memorandun. So that there should
be no particular disagreements with you about the text, I shall read out tae
appropriate passages of the text of the memorandum in English. Paragranh 4
contains the following obligation:

(continued in English):

"A11 »narties to the treaty should accept the obligation to furnish
the Commission with the facts necessary to establish the nature of any
suspicious and significant event." (ENDC/28)

(continued in Russian):

Furtaer we read:

(continued in English):

"Pursuant to this obligation the parties to the treaty could invite..."
(ibic.) It is not "should invite": it is "could invite®,

(continued in Russian):

It is not for me to teach you Znglish. It is quite clear that taere is no
obligation that inspection should be compulsory.
Let us take paragraph 5 — and sgain I shell read it in Znglish:

(continued in English):

" ... should consult as to what further measures of clarification,

incluéing verification in loco, would facilitate the assessment." (ibig.)
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(continued in Russian):

There is one more phrase:

(continuec in English):

" ... would, in accordance with its obligation referred to in paragraph 4
above ..." (ibic.;

Ané naragraph 4 above reads:

" ... the parties to the treaty could invite the Cormmission ..." (iéiéa}
That is 211. It seems to we it is quite clear.

(continued in lLussian):

I shoulé like once agdin to draw your attention —in particular the avtention
of the rejresentative of the United Zingdom - to tae fact that the Prime iiinister
of the Unitec Zingdom, ILir. Macmillan, speaking in the idouse of Commons, fornulated
an assessaent of the eigit-nation memorandum and in the course of this assessment
he pointec. out that this memorandum ¢id not provide for obligatory inspection.
Those were the words of the Prime Minister of the United Xingdom. I have already
quoted them here, You can read them in the verbatim record (ENDC/SC.1/P7.15,

p. 18). Therefore, it is quite definitely understood that the eight-nation
nemorandur does not envisage compulsory inspection.

I heve another remarkx to make. The representative of the United States said
in regard to automatic seismic stations that before giving its agreement in
principle the United States would like to know various details concernin; tie size
of these automatic seismic stations, their weight, whether the size or external
shape of the seismic stations would cause difficulties in loading and unloacing, the
places whére they would be located, what the termerature would be in these places
(I do not ¥mow whether he is referring to the izean annual ox mean montaly temperature),
also wheiler there may be deep snow in these places, whether taere may ve a lack
of roads, what possibilities there would be of connecting these stations
electronically or by electric cable or with some other posts. I shoulc lile to
ask lir. Jean how these nurely tecimical details can prevent 2im from saying "Yes,
we accest your proposal in prineiple. Now let us record this agreement witn you
and let us discuss certain technical cdetails which need to Dde agreed upon."

If you were to act in that way, that would be really businesslike negotiation and

we would soon be able to reach agreement.
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I 2o not execlude anéd apparently, it will surely turn out, that when we reach
agreement in principle regarding the use of automatic seismic stations, we shall
discuss wita you a whole number of technical questions, Je are not avoiding them;
we do not wvant to evade then. 3ut "y do you want to put 2 technical liscussion
before agreement in principle? This is tantemount to putting the cart before the
horse.

I must say that when we talk with you about cuestions of control, aboub
certain funcemental questions of control; when we talk with you about our aroposal
for the use of automatic seismic stations, we are not asking you for anything more
than we ourselves accept. We wish to receive from you your agreement in principle.

This is a reasonable basis for agreement and I hope that after you 2ave had
a little time for reflection you will give your consent to the use of automstic
stations as an additional measure aimed at guaranteeing the western Powers
additional capabilities for control. I must emphasize, hovever, that tais is not
a supplement to.inspection, as you assert. e are prepared to agree to it on +the
condition laid down in the eight~nation memorandum, in which the use of n~tional
observation systems is mentioned and there is no provision, of course, for any
compulsory inspection.

It was in goinz forward to meet you and witl a view to increasing *ae
effectiveness of control that we out forward tuis idea of using automabic
stations,

You sey that ycu want to know vhat pig is in the poke. But there is nothing
in the vole. This proverb of yours is unsuited to the case in question, because
there is no poke and no »ig. de say to you: let us first agree in principle to
make use of automatic seismic stations and then we will worlz out the details
together. Let us agree in princinle on the use ¢f automatic stations and we will
also discuss with you the technical cuestions. avidently, it will be necessary
to agree on the parameters of these stations, where they should be located and so
on, Je Zave already mentioned to you even tiae locations of the stations waich
could be set up on the territory of the Soviet Union. You know this »Hroposal of
ours. Therefore your argument thaet you do not know where they would be located
is no longer valid. Te nave told you near which towns they would be located

(ENDC/PV.9C, p.15 ).  You know this. You also know how many stations tiere would
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be. As to waere taey would be located in other countries, that, too, coulcd be
agreed upon in consultation, of course, and in agreement with the countries
concernec. In any case, that is no obstacle to agreement. It is an izaginary
obstacle ~ich you have artificially created. If we approecia this question in a
businessiile way, all these obstacles will immediately vanish. That is ©t..e
situation. I hope that the representatives of tic western Powvers will tainlz over
the situction which nas arisen and if they really cesire te reach agreement on this
question os cuickly as possible, as we should lize to believe they do, tlen we

shall wndoubtedly find & way to agreenent.

Sir lichael JRIGET (United Zingdom): I should lilke te make one renark:

the fact tant at this late hour I am not proposing to corment upon the last
statenent of our Soviet colleague does not irmly that 1 agree with his stotement.

I reserve tie right to revert to sone of his reraris at a later date.

The CHAIRMAN (United States of America): If no otier representative

wishes to soeak, I suggest that tae next meeting should be held on Tuesicy,
10 December 1962, at 1C.3C a.nm. If anybody wishes to suggest a change in ‘tae
date later on, they are at liberty to do so, but at present we are agreel taat that

will be the Cate of the next meeting.

The meeting rose at 5.35 p.i.




