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The CHATRMAN (United Kingdom): I declare open the fourth meeting of

this Sub~Committee, to consider again the problem of the discontinuance of nuclear

weapon tests., Does any representative wish to speak?

Mr, TSABAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Hepublics) (translation from

Russian): Today I should like to dwell on certain erguments put forward by the
representatives of the Western Powers to justify their position on the cessation
of nuclear weapon tests,

Both at the plenary meetings of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament
and in the three Power Sub-Committee set up by the Committee for the purpose of
examining the problem of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests, the representatives
of the United States of America and the United Kingdom continue stubbornly to
insist on their old position, demanding the establishment of an international
system cof control, The cbjective factors of the present time require a new
approach to the solution of this question, Yot cur partners in the negotistions -~
the United States of America and the United Kingdom ~- do not wish to take this
into account, Their representatives here, falling into contradiction with the
facts, declare that unless there is internationel control, it would be 2ifficult
to verify the implementation by States of an agreement on the cessation of nuclear
weapon tests. The statements made by Mr, Rusk, Lord Home, Mr. Dean and Mr, Godber
at the previous meetings were devoted to attempis to justify this thesis.

In the first place, we must point cut most emphatically thet this assertion
of the Western Powers is groundless and untenable,

Everyone knows, of course, that no internatiomal contreol cver nuclear
explosions is beinpg exercised and that nowhere in the world is any international
system of control in existence, Nevertheless, during the whole of the time
since nuclear explosions began (except, perhaps, the very first explosion) the
world has not been in a state of ignorance regarding the nuclear weapon tests
conducted by the Powers. The fact is that, first in the countries where these
weapons are being produced, the appearance of nuclear weapons gave a powerful
impetus to the investigation of methods of recording nuclear explosions and teo
the creation and further development and improvement of various kinds of
instruments and apparatus for measuring the parameters and determining the effects
produced by nuclesr explosions in various environments -- in the atmosphere, under

water, underground and at high altitudes, Subsequently, the business of
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developlng methods of detectlng and 1dent1fy1ng nuclear exp1051pns, the business
of improving 1nstruments end apparatus for recording these exp1051ons has.alsg -
been exten51vely developed in countrles not possessing or testing nuclear weapons,

As you see, all the de#elopment in this field ﬁent dn and is going on within
the natlonal framework, and thls development already many years; ago attained so
hlgh a level that it enabled nuclear explosicns to be recordwd by natlonal convio 1
systems at enormous d1stances. ;

In this connexion it is worth while remlndlng you, gentlemen, of an event
which occurred over twelve years ago, When a nuclear weapon explosion was
‘carried out in the Soviet Unlon in the autumn of 1949, the world immediately learned
about thls event not from a communication coming from the Soviet Union, but from
a statement by the Pres1dent of the United States of America, Mr, Truman, He
learned of the Sov1et nuclear explosion from the reports of the United States
servicg for the detection of nuclear explosions. . The same can be said of a
se?ies of subsequent nuclear‘explosions carried out in the Soviét Union,

- On the other hand, the Soviet Union recorded United States nuclear explosions
by 1ts own natlonal system. Slgnlflcant in this respect was the report of the
telearaph agency of the SOV1et Unlon, TASS, which published in 1958 a long list of
nuclear exp1051ohs carrled cut 1n the United States of Amerlca in that yeor,
together with the exact tlmeVaqd site of these explos;pns. Therefqrg, when the
Western rebregentatives say thétAnatioﬁalrsystems of detection are inaéequate;
they realize perfectlvaeli that their assertions do not correspond to the truth
and’are untenabie. Today nobody can deny the fact that it is possible by means
of national detection systems to record end, conégquently, to identify not only
nucleafbexplosions in the atmosphere, under water and in duter space, bﬁt:also
underground. - I will give you a few examples from recent exnurlence. «

It 1s well known, for 1nstance, that the underground explosion earried out by
the Unzted States of Amerlca in the state of New Mexico on 10 December 1961 was
recorded by the ngtlonal stations of Sweden, Flnland;and Japan at d;stances Qf‘.
many thousands ofvmilés from the site of the explesion, ARecently an unlerground
nuclear exploszan was carrled out in the Sovlet Union, Tﬁe SoYiet_Upion hed not
previously carrled out underground nuclear explosions. But:in drder to expdse
before the eyes of the whole world, and by the bands of the Amerlcans themselves,
_ the baselessness of thelr assertlons that they cannot record &nd 1dent1fy an

underground explosion by means, of thelr own natlonal detectlon systems, we u601u94



ENDC/SC.1/PV.4
5

(Mr, Tsarackin, USSR)

tc carry cut such an explosion in the territory of the Soviet Union. We made no
advance announcement obout it,  And what happened?  The United Stotes .Ltbcmic
Energy Commission announced this explosion on almost the same day. ¥haot deoes
this fact indicate? It indicates that the United States of imerica possesses such
means of detection as enable it to record an underground nuclear explosicn even if
it is carried out at great depth end at a place many thousands of miles distant
frem its own territory. Vhat then is now left ¢f the United States assertion
that national detection systems are inadequate for exercising control over an
agreement on the cessoticn of nuclenr weapon tests?  Absolutely nothing.

The United States, by announcing that it had recorded the underground nuclear
explosion carried out in the Soviet Union, thereby refuted its own argument about
the impossibility of detecting underground explosions by national systems, Thus
it has now been proved by the hands of the Americans themselves that national
detection systems also unerringly identify underground nuclear explosions, And
if the United States of America continues to asscrt that netional contrel systems
are unacceptable to it and insists on international control, then it is now clear
+0 everyone that they are not doing so because national detection systems do not
guarantee control over compliance with an agreement, but because national ccntrel
provides no opportunities for carrying cut intelligence and espionage. Indeed,
10 accept national control would mean missing an opportunity tc use control for
intelligence purposss, International contrel is an altogether different matter,
It would create favourable cpportunities for the sectivities of feoreign intelligence
agencies, Therein lies the true reason for the fidelity c¢f the Unitecd States of
Asmerica and the United Kingdom to so-called international control. But we will
never agree to opening our territory tc¢ the activities of foreign intelligence
services., k

Knowing beforehand that the Soviet Union will not agree to such control and
nevertheless still insisting on it, the Western Fowers are simply seeking for a
pretext in order to scuttle an egreement on the cessation of tests and to carry out
nuclear tests in the stmosphere, on which the United States Government has already
decided,

Another argument has recently been put forward here by the representatives of
the United States and the United Kingdom for the purpose of attacking the Soviet
Union's proposal for the use of national detection systems for exercising control

over ccompliance with on agreement of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests. The
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representatives of the Western Yowers both in the Sub-Committee and in the
Eighteen-Nation Committee, in attempting, onkfhé'one hand, to bolster up their
own p051t10n 1nvolv1ng the demand for the establlshment of international control,
~and, on the other hanﬂ, to knock the ground from ﬁnder the Soviet proposal for
,control based on thb use of natlonal detection systems, have gone so far as to
engage in man;fest dlstcrtlon of the p081t19n of the Soviet Union and the course
of the negotiations. They have asserted that in the previcus stage of the
negotiations, that is,kbefore 28 November 1961, when it submitted its new proposal
for consideration by the three Power Conference, the Soviet Union did not fear
that international control could be used for intelligence and espionage purpcses,
and that it is only now that the Soviet Union has begun to have these feors, But
~ that is a manifest untruth, obviously‘intended for an audience that has not
followed in detail the course of the negotiations or are quite uninformed on the
subjeet, This is whot really happened ‘
A As early as the beglnnlng of the three Power negotiations in December 1958,
A that is, over three yeaTs ago, I pointed out as the representative of the
Soviet Union at that conference that the persistent demands of the Western Towers
to send numerous foreign technicaiyﬁefsonnel into a country was not due to the
requirements of control, These‘démands wefe obviously being made for other
specific purposes, nanely, for intelligence purposes,

I shall refer to some of the statements we made in 1958 and 1959 at the
three Fower Conference in Geneva, Thus,kfor instaﬁce, on 10 December 1958, at
the twenty-second meetlng (GEN/DNT/fV 22, p.18), I said that the presence of

: numerous foreign technlcal,personnel in control posts could not be justified by

the requirements of control. I gointéd out that these foreigners would roam
about the country with special objectives, busylng ‘themselves with reconnaissance
matters, I
Again, at the seventynflrst meetlng on 12 March 1959, thet is likewise more
than three years ago, I appealed to the representatives of the United States and
the United Kingdom‘to exclude reconnaissance considerations from our work, in order
that these consideraﬁions‘should not prevail at the Conference and cast their
‘shadow. over us (GEN/DNT/“V 71, p.ll). '
During  subsequent negotlatlons, both in 1959 and in 1960, not to spesk of

1961, a rather stubborn dlscusslon was carried on between us at the Geneva three-

- vower Conference, in the course of which we had constantly to expose the persistent
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attempts Qf the Western Yowers -- the United States and the United Kingdom ~- io
secure the mosj favourable conditions for the usc of the control machinéfy in

the interests of their intellipgence services. This is shown by the ceaseless.
efforts of the Western vYowers during these years, aimed at extending the network
of control posts, staffing them entirely with fcereipn specialists, and insisting
that the majority of the staff of control posts should consist of foreigners,

that the number of inspections should be as large as possible, that inspection
teams should be composed entirely of foreigners, that only foreigners should be
observers on aircraft carrying cut special flights, It was féf fhé same‘purboses
that the Western Powers persisted throughout this period in tryinb tc secure for
themselves a predominant, commanding pesition in the so=-called internatiohal contiwo 1
organization,

The discussions on such questions as that of the composition and powers of
the Control Commission, the question of the composition of the supreme administrative
body of the control system etc., were stages in the sﬁruggle against this tendency
of the Western iowers, In the course of these discussicns we pointéd out guite
frankly to the Weéierﬁ vYowers what we perceived, what they were drivihg at and
what their demands stemmed from, We repéatodly t01d them that their demands
were based on the interests of their iﬁielligehce services and that ihey were
trying to secure favourable conditions for using the control machinery for
espionage purposes., We cdare not close our eyes to this; we connot allow this
and will not agree to it. . k

Thus you see that, as far back as 1958 and 1959, cur negotiations reflected
the struggle of the Soviet Union apgainst theapersistent attempts of the Western
Yowers to obtain legal possibilities of develoging their intelligence and espicnage
network in the territory of the Soviet Union under the nuise of an international
control system, But at that time, that is two or three years apo, the Western
vowers were still able to delude some people with their demand for internnticnal
control, since the instruments ani apparatus of those days, as well as the
methods c¢f recording nuclear explosions, did not reveal with the same indisputable
obviousness as they do today their effectiveness in the matter of detecting and
identifying nuclear expleosions at great distances., At the present time the
equipment and methods of detection and identification have made great advances;
the effectiveness with which nuclear explesions con be identified in any

envirconment and at cenormous distances has considerably inereased,
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I will refer to several facts, 4t the Conference on the Discontinuance of
Nuclear Weapon Tests in January 1962 I pointed out that recently many geophysical
methods of detecting and idéntifying nuclear explosions, including underpround
ones, had been considerably improved, The Soviet experts whe as far back at
1958 predicted an inevitable increase iu the decisive power and range of these
methods have turned cut to be completely right,
It can be said that the increase has been even more rapid than was previously
expected, Seismologists in the Soviet Union have already succeeded in proving
that the accuracy with which the epicentres of earthquakes can be located is
approximately ten itimes greater than was estimated by the United States experts.
’ It is well known that in the Soviet Union, the United States and the

United Kingdom a number of very promising methods of identifying underground nuclear
explosions have been proposed. In o number of countries apparatus for the
automatic selection of seismic events of n certain kind are being successfully
develcped, In this connexion I should like to drow attention té a reportrby the

scientific correspondent of the British newspaper, The Evening News, at the

beginning of January 1962, It stated that research carried out by fhe
United Kingdom Atomic Energy Authority with hypersensitive recording apparatus
had made it possible to devise o method for detecting underground nuclear
explosions by measuring their effect on the carth's magnetic field, The

correspondent of The Evening News ncted that, in the opinion of DBritish scientists,

the practical application of this method will make it impossible for any country
to conduct clandestine nuclear tests,

. Here is arother example. Cn 25 Moarch, just three days ago, The Sunéﬁy Times

pubiished an article by the paper's scientific correspondent, HMr, Margerisoﬁ, on
a néw‘method of detecting nuclear explosions worked out by British experts. The
article states thaet a new British method of defecting clandestine underground
boﬁb tests comes intc operation this week, This method, which was recently
mentioned by the Yrime Minister, is said to be the best in the world. The
detection station at ESkd&lemuir in the Lake District’should be able to distinguish
’with greater certainty than haé previously been pOSSible between underground '
bomb tests and minor ecarthquakes. o

As the article points'out, methods of detecting nuclear explosions have been
consi&erably improved in the United Kingdom, as has the construction of seismographs,

thus enabling earth tremors resulting from the explosion of nuclear bombs to be
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more clearly distinguished from tremors caused by traffic, industrial operations,
minor earth subsidences and the pounding of waves on the shores, i.e, from o
background of noise. It is also stated that o new method of calculation based
on electronic techniques has been developed, under which s number of seismopgraphs
can be used simultanccusly, thus providing much more Jdetailed information on the
yield, type, direction and force of the explosion,

The new method of interpretin: explosions mekes it possible to draw o clear
distinction between nuclear explosions and an ordinary earthquake, This is one
example of the remarkable progress made in devising new methods of detecting
nuclenr explesions and in improving instruments for recording them,

The examples I have given and the points I have made by no means exhaust the
arguments that might be given to Jdemonstrate the real possibility of reciprocal
control over compliance with an agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon
tests through the use of naticnal systems of control,

With the modern development of science, technoloegy and geophysical observations,
the Soviet proposal for control over nuclear explcsions is practicable and effective,
There are no, I emphasize, no scientifically justified objections to the Soviet
proposal for reciprocal control through the use of national systems of detecting
and identifying nuclear explosions.

Now the nuclear rowers, and not only the nuclear Yowers but alsc mony
non-nuclear countries, can reliably contrel any nuclear explosicns, i.e. con
deteet and identify them by means of their own national systems of detection,

The necessity to set up an international control system for this purposce no longer
arises.

However, the United States and the United Kingdom, basing themselves on
far-fetched, highly artificial, and I would even say improbable situations,
continue to insist on international control, They believe thot a system of
international control would give wide opportunities for developing an espionage
and intelligence network in the territory of the Soviet Union. It is precisely
this fact which makes {hem so insistent in their demand for the establishment
of international ccontrol. But it has now become absolutely obvious that the
Western iowers, in rejecting national contrcl and imsisting on internaticnal
control, are guided not by the requirements of control but by the interests of

their own intelligence services,
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The fact that United States military circleg are extremely interested in
carrying out espionage end intellipence work in the Yerritory of the Soviet Union
was quite openly mentioned thirteen days ago by such 2 highly placed official as
Hr. Gilpetric, Depnty Secretary of Defence of +he United Stotes. Addressing the
members of the association oFf **e nlaetronics indus try on 15 March this year in
Washingbon, Mr, Gilpatric stated dhatu, for the purpose of striking remote targéts
in the Soviet Union; i% -~ that is to say the United States —- must obtain
detailed information on the zysiem of ememy “argsis and determine the degires of

certainty with vhich thess targebs can be reached. Dub e shall nob give you

everyone thet, in preparing yonr Hlans

o

th's ipnformation; “Hherefore i% is clecr +
for nuclear bombing, you will tuy 4o obtein such informetion by means of espionnge
and intelligence activities in the “evritory of the Joviet Usion,  But you must

undersvand -~ cince you £re not naive, 1t must be clear +o you thab we will never
agywez to this, and I can only repe&t vhet ve hove already told you more than cnee:

nanely +that we have no wish o onpage in snch asbivities in the territovy of our

Q

‘paveners, but we will nod alio ovr ovn ferritory to be opened up tc the activities
of foreign invelligence servifss, as is Qesivzad by Nr. Gilradric aund others,
When we agreed in 1938 %o discuss the question of a treaty on the

scontinuance of nuclear weapon tests together with the esbablisament of

fay
e

internstional control, ovr atsitude was based on the view thet a speedy agreemen’
on this question -~ we proposed thad these negodistions shouwlld bz concluded within

a period of two tc three weels -— wonld be a turning poiant in ke international

¥

givwation, that such an sgrecmevd wonld steer intermationnsl reiztions into the

channel of pea =2ful cow-ez and w-uld lead Yo progress in the field of

gensral and complete disaTooment, To ouw greed wegres, these lhopes were noit
realized. = As a reguls of the sggressive policy of ths Western owers which
belong to the NAT0O bloe, ths sebtiemendt of disammemens problens came to

E3

Decome LnCTens:

standstill, the infernct

race was intensified, and the dwnger of wal continuel 4o prow. SRR

4

In such ecircumstances the inshitution of an imsernatiznal control system over
the discontinuance of vesvs, which, a5 you yvourselver Imovy is 2ot o disalmamont
measure, would be tentamount to conbrol without disyrmsment, which we cannot
actepi, Such a position is gll %he move jastifiec since, in view of its
organization and tunctions, inbernational control aighd be widely utilized for

intelligence purposes. Taternational control. 17 divowrced from measures of
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disarmament, would therefore seriously affect the security interests of States.
For these reasons the Soviet Government informed the United States Government at
the end of 1960 that, in its view, the problem of the discontinuance of nuclear
weapon tests together with the establishment of international control should be
settled in conjunction with the problem of gemeral and complete disarmament,
Negotiations on this question took place during 1961 but without success, since
the United States refused to accept this Soviet proposal., Thus, as a result of
the obstinacy of the United States, a new deadlcck was reached which ruled out all
possibility of agreement. In order to break thc deadlock in the negotiations, the
Soviet Government submitted a new proposal on 28 Ncvember 1961 (GEN/DNT/122)
providing for a new and different apprcach to the solution of the problem of
nuclear weapon tests.

This new approach makes it possible to settle the problem of the discontinuance
of tests, without encountering the difficulties which inevitably arisc in any
attempt to settle this problem on the basis of international control, The new
approach proposed by the Soviet Union accords, both in principle and in substance,
with the proposal of President Kennedy of the United States and Prime Minister
Macmillan of the United Kingdom, set out in their letter of 3 September 1961 tc
Mr. N,S. Khrushchev, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union
(GEN(DNT{IZC). In this letter they proposed that contrel over compliance with
an agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere
should be carried out by the existing detection systems, that is to say, by the
national systems, without recourse to other methods of control, that is to say,
to international methods of control.

The Soviet Union merely expanded and broadened this propcsal cf
Fresident Kennedy and r¥rime Minister Macmillan, extending natioﬁal control to
nuclear tests at high altitudes and under water. This extension by the
Soviet Union of the scope of the agreement is fully justified, since nuclear
explosions at high altitudes and below water can be equally easily detected by the
existing systems of control, that is to say, by notional systems, Clearly, the
only agreement on the discontinuence of nuclear weapen tests which is of any
real value is one which ends all and every kind of test and leaves no lcopholes
in this matter, For this reason the Soviet Union thought it essential that the
agreement should also cover underground nuclear explosions. Since, however, the

United States stubbornly cppesed this, the Soviet Union, taking the attitude of
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the United States into account, limited its proposal with regard to underground’
nuclear explosions to the institution of a moratorium pending the further
development of methods of control over suech explosions, '

The Soviet Government also submitted a drafd treaty on this question to the
Western Yowers. However, this proposal by the Soviet Union also failed to obtain
the approval or support of the United States and the United Kingdom, Furthermore,
the United States Govermment adopted akprovocative attitude: having broken off
the three-Tower negetiations for an agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear
weapon tests, it decided, shortly before the work of the Eighteen-Nation
Committee-on' Jisermement began, to resume atmospheric tests of nuclear weapons in
addition to the underground nueclear cxplosions it has carried out. These acts
by the United States Government show that the United States has deliberately
aéopted a course of adding to the difficulties and creating impossible conditions
for the negotiations on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests. The
United States is doing all this so that nothinz may prevent it from carrying out
tests of nuclear weapons,

In order to confuse the issue, muddy the woters, and lighten the heavy
responsibility which the United Stotes has assumed by initiasting a new stage
in the arms race, certain people in the United States have energetically begun
£6'circulate rumours to the effect that the Soviet Union itself is very eager
for the United States to carry out nuclear tests in the atmosphere in order
to use this fact as justification for the carrying out of & new series of its
nuclear weapon tests by the Soviet Unien. '

Nothing could be more absurd than these United States fabricaticns, since,
if they were true, what could be blmnler for the United States than to decline
to carry out its nuclear tests and thereby prevent the Soviet Union from using
the United States nuclear explosions as a pretext for carrying out & new series
of nuclear weapon tests of its own? DBut this the United States does not wish to
do, Instead, it has d901ded to resume nuclear tests in the atmosphere and thereby ™.
to glve a new 1mpetus to the srms race in the field of nuclear weapons, In
acting in this way,‘the United States is revewlln itself to the whole world as
the 1nst1gator of aﬁ intensified arms race. ‘ '

:' 'The Western Towers alsc put forward the following argument to justify their
dém&nd for the ‘establishment of international contrcl. - International control

(inspection) is allegedly essential in those cases where o cispute arisés between
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the parties because of the suspicion that one party has carried cut a claendestine
nuclear explosicn in vioclation of the treaty. The representatives of the

United States and the United Kingdom assert that such a dispuie may arise whenever
one of the parties, on the basis of date provided by its nationasl detection system,
asserts that an event suspected of being a nuclear explosion has taken place in

the territory of the other party, while the other party, besing itself on the date
provided by its national detection system, denies the allepations made against it,
Such a dispute, so the representatives of the Western Fowers assert, can be settled
only by carrying out an international on-site inspection,

We regard this argument as artificial and far-fetched, The Soviet Union acts
on the assumption that, having voluntarily signed an agreement on the discontinuance
of nuclear tests, the nuclear Powers will striectly observe such an egreement and
will not violate it, It is on this understanding that the Soviet Union is
conducting the present negotiations with the Western Dowers. 4s was stressed by
Mr, Gromyko, the Foreign hinister of the USSii, observance of & treaty on the
discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests, once it has been signed, would involve
the honour of States, and a government which committeed a viclation of the
international agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests would be
discredited,

After all, we do have examples to show that complicated international questiocns
can be settled promptly, given the mutual consent of the parties to the
negotiations, and can be settled on the basis of agreements which contain no
conditions of any kind concerning international contrel and verification, I
have in mind the treaty concluded two years ago Hroviding for the use of hAntarctica
for scientific research work and for abstention from all military preparations
and the carrying out of nuclear tests on this continent. If the same goodwill
had been displayed at our Conferencc as was shown during the discussions on the
treaty on Anterctica, we would today be able to anncunce to the whole world that
an agreement had Eeen concluded which wculd save mankind for all time from the
dangerous consequences of nuclear weapon tests,

So far as the Soviet Government is concerned, if it signs a treaty on the
discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests, it will comply with this treaty. If
the Western irowers also uddpt an honest approach to their chligations with regard
to the discontinuance of nuclear wegpen tests, there will be ne danger of a

viclation of this treaty or of any vclevant international agzreement on the
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discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests; no misunderstandings or doubts will then
arise on either side,

But even if one concedes the possibility of one of the parties experiencing
some uncerteinty or Jdoubt concerning a particular signal received by recording
instruments, in such cases the Stotes concerned could resort to consultations:
during which they could exchange the relevant data obtained from their national
- detection systems, Such consultations would remove any uncertainties or doubts,

- if and when they arose,
There is another point on which I would like to say o few words, It is that
- the United States representatives have devoted their statements almost exclusively

to arguments of a technical nature ond have tried t¢ give the impression that they
were concerned at the technical difficulties of detecting nuclear explosions, . In
this connexion, they have again begun to discuss the idea of convening o conference
of scientific experts who would compere data on the efficiency of existing means
of detecting and identifying nuclesr explosions,. They propose all this with the
alleged aim of remeving obstacles in the way of agreement,

Some people may form the idea thot the basic issue is really of a technieal
nature, as the Western rowers are trying to assert, The Soviet delegation,
however, considers it its duty to remind you that the scientific experts of the
three Towers, the United States, the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom, met
several times during the Geneva Conference. The United States has used o variety
of technical arpuments at these meetings simply in order to complicate, confuse and

drag out the negotiations ad infinitum, : It has clearly been endeavouring to

"~ submerge the basic political issue in fruitless technical discussions and thus to
discard and brush aside the peoples! demand for an immediate ban on tests of all
types of nuclear weapons.

Much has already been said here about the deteriorstion in the atmosphere
!of the work of the Conference which has heen caused by the decision of ‘the
United States Government to resume nuclear tests in the atmeosphere at the end of
April this year. We are now hearing here sanctimonious protestations by the
United States and United Kingdom representatives of their sllegedly ardent desire
to put an end to all nuclear tests. A4t the same time, the final preparations
for the new nuclear explosions are being carried out in the nuclear testing
grounds of the United States and the United Kingdom; the finishing touches, as

it were, are being added., In order to instil pessimism ond o sense of fatality
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in the opponents of nuclear tests and to stifle their protests, the United States
papers are publishing reports that no power on earth will force the United States
Government to renounce its decision to resume nuclear weapons tests in the

atmosphere too. Significant in this respeet is the view expressed by o special

correspondent of The New York Heranld Tribune, Don Ccok, who, quoting an official

United States source, wrote recently that the United States tests would now be
resumed without further delay regardless of pressure from neutralists or propaganda
considerations,

We are realists and believe in facts, not in the statements by United States
representatives which are designed to distroet cur attention,  Aind the facts
show that the United States is trying to use the negotiations on the discontinuance
of nuclear tests simply as a screen for its preparations for the resumption of
tests and as a screen for the tests themselves, The phrase "talk and test", which
means carrying on negobtiations and conducting tests, has again begun to appear
frequently on the pages of the United States I'ress. - These words most aptly express
the United States policy of continuing its military preparations and further
improving its nuclear weapons under cover of the negotiations, ‘

Against the background of these facts all the Western Yowers' talk of the
need for further technicel discussions is, purely and simply, o diversionary
manoeuvre, an attempt to evade a political solution of the problem of discontinuing
tests by substituting futile discussions on the technical aspects of the problem
of control,

But, as we have zlready demonstrated, the basic issue does not lie in the
technical difficulties of detecting nuclear explosions, In reality there ore
no such difficulties. A positive solution of the problem of disccntinuihg
nuclear tests is being obstructed by the policy of the United States and its
NATO allies, which, in chasing the mirage of nuclear superiority, wish torséguré
freedom of acticn to conduct tests of new types of nuclear weapons, This'was
frankly stated by Mr. Kennedy, the ¥resident of the United States, in his speech
on 2 March, when he emphasized that, in order tc ensure its superiofity over
others in the field of nuclear arms, the Unitel States must not confine itself
to theory nor must its activities be restricted to laboratories or to underground
sites, o

It was just this policy of ensuring United States supericrity in the field
of nuclear arms which was the argument used by President Kennedy to justify the

United States Government's deeisicn to resume nuclear tests.
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But this is an extremely dangerous course, If one State decides that it
is necessary toc conduct 2 new series of nuclear tests so s to ensure its military
superiority or advantage, it must be realized that other States possessing nuclear
weapons will follow suit,. IgAthis connexion, I would like to recall the following'
warning given by Mr. Khrushchev, the Head of the Soviet Government.,

"Gveryone should understand that if the United States carries

out a new series of test explosions in the atmosphere while it is

already carrying out underground explosions, the Scviet Union will

be compelled to reply by conducting tests of its own. The United

States Government will therefore acquire no military superiority in

this way." '

The United States and the United Kingdom should understand that their
attempts to start o race over nuclear weapons tests in ordér tc gain militery
superiority for themselves will not bring them the desired results. By
resuming nuclear weapons tests, the United States is assuming & heavy responsibility
for opening a new and even more dangerous phase of the arms race,

The Soviet Union would not wish fto compete with the United States in the
production and stockpiiing of lethal weapons, We should like to achieve unity
of effort in regard to genuine disarmement. The Soviet Union, in striving after
this, is prepared to sign forthwith & treaty prohibiting nuclear weapons tests and
providing for the use of national detection systems for verifying compliance with
the treaty.

Such a solution of the question is in accordance with the interests of all
countries, does not give anyone any military sdvontages and does not impair
the security interests cf States. Unly on such 2 basis con agreement be reached
in present day conditions, All that is needed is the goodwill of cur Western

partners; the matter rests with them,

Mr, DEAN {United States cf America): I am indeed saddened to hear the
statement this afternocn by our colleagues from the Soviet Union. I shall have
to reserve my right to study his remarks and in due course set the record straight.
Mr. Cheirman, your Government ond mine have at all times done their level
best to work out an effective and ndequate nuclear test ban itreaty with the
Soviet Unicn under effective international controls, We have tried to assure

our Soviet colleaguc thot we are not interested in any sense in espionage. In
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the drafting of the treaty we have tried to make this abundantly clear by setting
up the international headquarters in Vienna, by giving the Soviet Union eqﬁal
voting rights with the West on the top control ccmmission, and by giving the
Soviet Union the right of unanimous selection of the administrator, and so forth,
Indeed, there are many carefully worked out safeguards in the‘treaty so that the
treaty organization can do nothing except to carry out its duties on a completely
scientific, intermational civil service basis. There would be little or no
possibility for espionage.

But, as I said, I shall read the record and in some detail at a further
meeting of this Sub~Committee set the record streight. I anm afraid the
situation has been placed in a false perspective by our Soviet colleague this
afterncon, ,

At the informal meeting of the Committee on the afterncon of 23 Maréh,

Mr. Zorin talked at some length about technical control problems., I am very
sorry thet, unfortunately, on this highly technical subject, particularly by
using interch&ngeabiy the words "“detection" and "identification", Mr, Zorin
only added to the general confusion, This led M¥r, Zerin to insist that

some advancement in national "detection" methods had at the same time advanced
the ability tec "identify" by distoant instrumentation whether a particular
unidénﬁified event occurring on some nation's territory was in fact an
earthquake or a man-made exgl@sion. This, I submit, is of course completely
and totally inaccurate, Detection and identification are vastly and fundamentally
different and must not be confused., Nuclear explosions connct, I repeat,

be identified at great distances, I know of no improvement in the field of
identification. I hope we will not allow these sericus efforts here to arrive
at an effective and adequate test ban treaty to be influenced by the pscudo-
scientific jargon of ficticn writers in this field,

All this has only added to my general feeling that some members of the
Soviet delegation have forgotten some very basic concepts concerning control
problems which are fully spelled out in the Geneva experts' report of Lugust 1958,
(EX2/NUC/28) . I would urge my Soviet colleagues té re-reod and re-study fhe
interrelationship, under an international test ban treaty system, between the
number of control posts and the number of necessary on-site inspections for the

identification of unidentified events.
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I shall return to this specific problem of “detection" and "identification"
in a few moments. But I should like to suggest now that, in rejecting the
Geneve experts' report of 1958, which the Soviet experts signed, the Soviet
delegation may have erased from its mind even the contents of that distinpuished
report, In fact, the impression given both by Mr. Zorin in his remarks today
and by Foreign Minister Gromyko in his plenary speech of 23 Harch (ENX/8) waos
that the USSK had been opposed for a long time to international controls for
monitoring a ban on nuclear weapon testy

But let us look at the record itself. Ney +the record will not support
any such contention. Indeed, the Scviet Union is only a very recent convert
to the thesis that the recommendations of the Geneva experts of 20 August 1958,
which it approved, cen be totally disregarded, For example, on 15 June 1960,
at the 214th meeting of the Conference on the Iiscontinuance of Nuclear Weapon
- Tests, Mr, Tsarapkin said, as the Soviet representative, in referring to the
1958 Geneva experts' report:

",.. we are profoundly convinced of the correctness of the

conclusions and recommendations made by the scientists of the

eight States, and approved by the Governments of the Soviet Union,

the United States and the United Kingdom." (GEN/UNT/PV.214, page 5)

Similarly, at the two hundred and seventy~fourth meeting on 21 March 1901

Mr. Tsarapkin again declared:
", ,.the Soviet Union has been and is still opposed to eny revision of the

conclusions of the Geneva Conference of Experts..." (GEN/DNT/IV.274, page 6)

Indeed, even the aide-memoire of the Soviet Government tu the United States
of 4 June 1961 (GEN/DNT/111) states:

"The Soviet Union, just as the United States, considers that strict

international ccntrol must be established over the cessation of tests,"

The Soviet nocte of 5 July 1961 (GEN/UNT/113) to the United States alsoc speaks
favourably of the support which the Govermments of the United States, the
United Kingdom and the Soviet Union gave to the recommendations of the 1958
Conference of Experts, In fact, this Soviet note of 5 July 1961 goes on to
state that the United States, early in 1959, raised some doubts about the adequacy
of part of the treaty control system recommended by the Genewva experts in 1958.

on this the Soviet note saids
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"But even if the control system is to scme extent inadequate, this can by
ne means be pleaded as an obstacle to agreement, since, as science and
engineering progress, increasingly efficient instruments will be designed,

and consequently the control system will be improved," (GEN/DNT/113, page 4)

I have repeated the foregoing quotations ot some length to demonstrate
exactly what the representatives of the Soviet Government were saying officially
right up to the time when the Soviet Union began its unilateral resumption of
nuclear weapen tests in Aupust 1961.

Not only did the Soviet Union repeatedly approve the 1958 experts! report
but, as late as last July, it admitted that the Geneva control system recommended
by the experts, with its inter-reloted elements of detection and identification,
was to some extent inacequate,

Despite this, a mere four months later, on 23 November 1961, the Soviet
Government had made a complete about~face by announcing to an astounded and
disbelieving world thet no international control system was necessary and the
controls recommended by the Geneve experts in 1958 could oll be supplanted by
so-called "national®™ detection systems, without any international headquarters
system to monitor the location of the equipment ot the 17> to 180 control posts
throughout the world, the selection and training of the scientists, and the
evaluation of the reporting of the control stations., The Soviet Union ascribed
this about-face to vost advances in instrumentation which allegedly made all this
feasible. What precisely these advances are has remained o complete mystery,

We await enlightenment,

This statement of 28 November 1961 haes remained the Soviet lime to this
day even though, if there are any of these great new advences in instrumentation,
they could have cccurred only in the four months between the Scviet note of
5 July 1961, when the Geneva system of 1958 itself was still held by the Soviet
Union to be somewhat inadequate, and 28 November 1961, when, in the wview of the
Soviet Union, national detection systems alone had somehow sudlenly become perfect
not merely for "detection" but apparently alsoc for the infinitely more dirfficult
and complex problem of identification of the type of event as well.

411 of this may moke sense to our Soviet colleagues, but I say it is
completely bewildering to the rest of us and, I submit, to the world. It stends
to reason that 2 control system as envisaped by the 1958 Genevo experts' report,

which, by the admission of the Soviet Union itself, as I have just shown, was
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appropriate agq necessary for three years, cannot have become totally obsoclete
in four mqnths;in 1961, especially since not the slightest scientific evidence
to refute this;report has so far been adduced.

Secretary Rusk, in his statement at the plenary meeting on 23 March { ENDC/PV, 8),
rev1ewed “the technologlcal situation, and I think there can be no scientific doubt
whatgoever that this is & completely accurate picture of the current state of
affairs, If if'is not, then let us examine the scientific evidence, Let it
be laid on the table, let it be brought forward so that all can see and examine
it, Let us have the scientific data themselves.

The facts demonstrate that, without an international control system, there
just can be no effective monltorlng or appropriate international supervision of a
nuclear weapon test bon treaty. .

The‘system recommended in 1958 by the Geneva experts would have g gpecified
capacity for deteéting the seismic, atmospheric and under-water signals which
might be generated by any clandestine nuclear detonations in violation of o test
ban tréaty. The system recommended in 1959 by the high altitude experts and
incorporated in the Western draft treaty of 18 April 1961, would have o similar
capacity for the detection of signals generated in outer space,

As we all know, howeéer,'the detection of a particular event that cannot be
identified as to type is by itself not enough,. It only arouses suspicions about
what pﬁe type of event mey or mey not have been, The only way to allay
suspicibné ié‘by knowing what has nctually taken place. I submit that this is
not a questidn of honour, , ‘

This process of knowing, which we call identification, is entirely dependent
on the 1nstallat10n of the internstional Geneva system round the world, 1nclud1ng
the system headquurters, the appropriate number of control posts, aircraft
sampling fligﬁts and on-gite inspections,

Differeht kinds of earthquakes give different kinds of seismic signals, mény
of which cannot be distingniéhéd from those resulting from man-made explosions.
Hence it is not possible to identify any seismic signal as clearly caused by an
unnatural or man-made explosion, v

The bes£ that can be done by seismic means is to identify some events as
~actual earthquakes, and hence to rule these out as possible unnatural or
.man-made explosions. Létjme be very clear: you may climinate certain earthquakes

by appropriately located instrumentation, but you simply cannot identify by
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instrumentation alone the remaining cvents as nuclear explosions, This is a
very important and fundamental distinction that must not be overlooked, If it
is overlooked, great and vast confusion results and improper concluéioné may be
drawn,

This leaves, at best, & large fraction of events whose nature is unknown.
To achieve even this result requires that strong signals be received at several
staticns in various directions appropriately located from the epicentre of the
disturbance. These signals fado with distance, and consequently the appropriate
location of these control stations in both seismic and aseismic areas is very
important.

Hence, even in these still reletively few cases wherc the identification of
seismic events as earthquekes can be accomplished merely'on the basis of expert
interpretation of the seismic signal as recorded by appropriately located
seismographs, it is fundemental ond indispensable to have recordings made by a
properly spaced global network of the type called for in 1958 by the experts!
meeting in Geneva, to which the Sovict experts subscribed and to which the
Soviet Government gave its approval,

It stands to reason that, in addition to being scientifically essenticl, an
international control system has at least one other unique attribute, Instead
of being a system operated by any one nation or group of nations, it is an
internationally-based arrangement in which the Soviet Union, the West and the
non-assocliated States would all be represented, Its charter would have been
arrived at by international agreement; its prﬁcedures would hove been
internationally approved; its carefully selected and trained scientific staff
would come from the broad spectrum of nations. The work of all the control
stations would be evaluated at the headquarters in Vienna.

In such circumstaonces, the data recorded and analysed by such an apgency has
an international standing which no data collected by national detection systems
alone could possibly have. Without an international system, whether we like it
or not, we could never eliminate the problem of the possible folsification or
suppression of national data, 4n international system has its objectivity
guaranteed, and this means that its findings would not be open to challenge.

On the other hand, the data and findings of non-international systems cculd
easily be challenged by any other Stote seeking to hide a treaty violaticn on the

ground that the data were not adequate or complete or that the national system
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was inadequate or that its coliéction of data had not been properly supervised,

or for dozens of other reasons, Contradictions between the national data
announced by two countries might be brought forward but there would be no means

of telling which national data were correct, Thus instead of clarification, the
world would have only arguments and polemics about what had happened, with no

real chance of inspection within a specified time and based on acceptable evidence
as to the probable location of the unidentified event. It is possiﬁle that
nations would be apt to take sides in this argument eccording to their political.
alignments, rather than according to the scientific facts,

Moreover, national detection systems have a fatal flaw in that they moke no
provision for objective examination of data or for inspection and other procedures
to identify suspicious events, Such procedures can operate properly only on a
truly international basis, |

Inspection and scientific teams must be carefully selected and adequately
trained well in advance, It is not enough to bring them together on an ad hoe
basis after the unidentified event hes occurred, with no experience of working
together as a team and no assurance that an ad hoc team would have adequate
equipment, Unless sampling flights can take placé within o relatively few ,
days after a nuclear explosion above ground has oceurred, it may be impdssible to
collect samples of the radicactive debris to determine what in fact has occurred,

It must also be pointed out thet nothing which happened during the recent
Soviet test series in 1961 has any besring on this problem., This is because, as
the Soviet Union told us beforehand, its test series largely involved medium and
large nuclear detonntions in the megaton range in the atmosphere. As we all know,
it is just in the larger yields of one-tenth of a megaton and higher that e
atmospheric explosions are the easiest to detect by a non-international systém:

We can imagine how very different it would be if we were dealing with unannounced,
sooret detonations in any environment which the violator attempted to hide, !Wé‘j
would have major problems even of detection, to say nothing of the @oreiiﬁpgrtapt
and essentlal fact of identification, o |
4t the informal meeting on 23 Morch, Mr. Zorin came up with a conc1u31on
which can only be called astounding., He said that there had been no testing by
the United States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union during the three years
of the nuclear test ban megotiations until the Soviet Union began its ne&»series

last August. This proved, he claimed, that what the nuclear Powers declared
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publicly could be believed; and this would allegedly be even clearer after a
formal treaty with national detection systems zlone had been signed, He dimplied
that no controls at all were needed. To drive his peint home he added that the
West must surely have received hundreds of earthquake signals from within the

USSR during these three years of negotiation and yet, he said, the West had never
accused the USSR of having conducted an underground nuclear test because we in the
United States supposedly knew thet none had tasken place on the territory of the
USSR, I am sorry to differ, but the fact is that although we in the United States
knew that the United States itself was not conducting any nuclear tests we did not
knew at all what was taking place on the territory of the Soviet Union.

Therefore, from the way I look at this problem, my conclusions would be
exactly the opposite cf those of our colleague Mr. Zorin, Yes, indeed, cur
scientists did record hundreds and hundreds of seismic or acoustic signals during
those three years of negptiation, and some of them may have looked as if they
could have been caused by a secret underground nuclear detonstion, or perheps by
very heavy chemical explosions, or perhaps by earthquakes, But how could we say
anything at 2117 We had no date enabling us to identify one Jdetected siznal
from another as a nuclear explosion; we had nco right whatsoever to seek an on-site
inspection; we did not wish to voice suspicions in o way that might interfere
with the test ban negotiations. So we had to keep ow silence, with cur many
unconfirmed suspicions, some of which did emergze in the press or in public
statements by private individuals. We had no woy of combating those stotements.
We had to hope that we would soon have a treaty with the Geneva control system so
that at last the system could monitor just what was indeed going on in the Scviet
Union in regard to possible clandestine testing., I submit that nothing could
prove more clearly the need for sn international control system, for whether the
Soviet Unicn was cor was not testing, many people in the United States believed
that during this period the Soviet Union was secretly testing, and all we, the
Government, could say was that we had no evidence,

I submit that no sophistry will help the Soviet Union cut of the totally
illogical position in whiech it now finds itself, 411 through last spring and
summer it made it abundantly clear that it was agoinst a control system that did
not have o built—in Soviet veto right over all operations and that did not
otherwise tend to hamstring control sctivities, The Soviet Union demanded such

limitations on control on the grounds of a suppcesed danger that the West might
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misuse the carefully worked out intermational control system with all its
carefuliy‘builtéin safeguards against espionage, We had hoped that we haod met
ell the fears of the Soviet Union with respect to espionage in these very
carefully worked out provisions of the treaty, All through this pericd however,
as I showed at the start of my statement today, the USSR recognized the
appropriateness and indeed continued to approve of the control system recommended
by the Geneva experts in 1958, It merely said that the Soviet Union would nct
cubmit to the full scope of such controls except in connexion with a treaty on
general ané complete disarmament.

Last November, when the test ban talks resumed and when the USSR had completed
its series of tests, the Soviet position, lo and behold} was entirely changed,

By then, for completely political and not scientific reasons, the Soviet Union
not only refused to accept the Geneva control system because general disarmament
had not yet been agreed on but even began to claim that the Geneva control system
was totally unnecessary. This amounts to piling one invented pretext on top

of another, each one intended tov moke it even more positive that no effectively-
controlled international test ban treaty can ever be signed,

On 15 March 1962 the Foreign Minister of the USSR, Mr., Gromyko, speaking at
the sccond meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on
Disarmament, said:

"The Soviet Union wishes to have the necessary gusrentees that “he
disarmament leigations that have been agreed upon will be strictly carried
out and that fhefe are no loopholes which will permit the clandestine
nroduction of agpressive armaments once the process of general and
complete disarmament has begun, Qur country does not intend to talke
anyone at his word, least of all States which have established closed
military alignments, are pursuing a policy of building up armements
and have placed their military dases as close as possible to the Soviet.
Union. Nor do we expect others to take us at our word".

I repeat that: "Nor do we expect others to take us at our word,"
"The Soviet Union is a firm advocate of strict control over disarmament.”
{ENDC/PV.2, page 11)
| Despite this statement, the Soviet Union is now asking the United States and

the United Kingdom to rely solely on the Scviet Union's word regarding possible

violations of a test ban treaty. References to sc—called "national systems of
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detection" add nothing substantial to a naked verbal pledge. Yet the Soviet Union
must know that the West, for its own security, cannot take the risk of relying

upon the Soviet word that the USSR will live up to non-~interncticnally supervised
test ban pled;es. We require the assurance thot comes from a technically sound
control system of supervision, detection and identification, To deny this is
deliberately and intentionszlly to prevent a sound test ban treoty.

Speaking of reliance on the unverificed word of the USSR, I must refer to the
situation surrounding the recent moratorium on testing. In order to relieve itself
of some of the heavy responsibility which it bears for having unleashed a renewcd
wave of nuclear testing upon the world in August 1961, the Soviet Union has become
very fond of claiming that it was under n¢ oblipation to meintain the unofficial
and informal moratorium among the United States, the United Kingdom and the USSR
which was then in existence., Indeed, Foreipgn Minisver Gromyko himself put
forward such a view at the eight plenary meeting of this Conference on 23 iMarch

(ENDC/PV.8, page 21)

Unfortunately, such assertions do not sguare with the record as set down in
the documents of the Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapcn Tosts,

The last Soviet Govermnment statement on the moratorium was made on 28 hugust 1959,
After discussing previous statements by the representatives of the Unitel States
and the United Kingdom Governments cn a temporary testing moratorium, the Soviet
declaration concluded as follows: "The Council of Liinisters c¢f the USSR has
resolved not to resume nuclear tests in the Soviet Union il the Western Powers

do not resume the testing of atomic and hydrogen weapons. Only in the case of
resumption by them of nuclear weapon tests will the Soviet Unicn be freec frem this
pledge", This Soviet declaration was never rescinded,

The Soviet Govermnment has recently citeld President Ziscnhower's anncuncement
of 29 December 1959 as an excuse for the Scviet test resumption on 1 September.
That announcement said that the United States no longer considered itself bound
by the unilateral no-testing moratorium, but held that it was henceforth free to
test if it so chose, It can be seen that this announcement could not in any way
have altered the voluntary obligaticn assumed by the USSR on 28 August 1959,
because the obligation was based on the actuasl non-occurrence of United States and
United Kingdom nuclear weapon tests, It was not at all besed on the existence of

United States and United Kingdom pledges regarding this matter,
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In this connexion it is instructive to rofer Yo the statement made on
14 Jenuary 1960 by Premier Khrushchev in ar address to %he Supreme Scviet, Among
cther things, he then said: "I would like tc re~emphasize thot the Soviet Covermment,
with a view to safeguarding the most faveurable conditvions for the woriing outb in
the very near future of ar agreement cn *“he discontinuance of tests, will continue .
tn abide by ite pledge not to rvenew experimerial nuclear explosiens in the
foviet Union if the Western Powewrs do nod start besting atomic and hydrogen
wesporms” .

-Another stotement was made ot the two hundred and fourteenth meeting of the
Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests by the Sovied representative,

5

Mr, Tsaravkin, This statemend wns mode on 15 June 19¢C, thot is, almost six

[

months after President Eisenhower's canouncement about the United States position..
Cn thet occasion Mr. Tsarapkin worned the United States asud the United Kingdom -
against carrying ouvt nuclear debtonations in the guice of rescarch .explosions withouyt
Soviet approvel and withoub inspection of the devices to .be exploded, | He,aﬂded,__
that if the United States or the United Kinglom Jid conduct such devonations, then
"In that case the Soviet Union will consider itself fres from the o
uniiateral obiigation it has assumed nos Yo carry oul ruclear explosions
“end will f2ind idself commelled to resume them in order fo improve its
weapons for the purpose of snsuring the security of the country,"
(GEN/DNT/PV.214. paze T)

vy e

I submit that othing could b2 clearer thon that the USSP still felv itself
bound by a unilaterald merpboriwn in mid-19¢0, e gan legitimavely ask, therefore,
whevher the USSR made ony subseguecnt ennouncemenss bhefore 30 August 1961 to tell
the world that °% was frecing itself of this obligation. I know oi none, so the
answer again nusht be negobive,

I say “hie becsusc Soviet representatives hove sometimes tried to make it
appear “hat the headiful of relavively smell-yielid nuclsar explosions carried out

hoe United Stotes or the

[t

by ¥ranse without may eli or technical informeiticn Ircm
United Kingden in 1960 and 1961 somehow changed this Soviev obligation, of
courge it zan be noted that the abovew~cited statement by Mr, Tsarapkin on

15 June 1960 was made after the first Frenzh test, and it did not even refer tq
that test as allering bhe unilateral Joviet no-testing pledee.

Tater on, it is true, Mr, Tserepkin did iokes up the subject of French testing

explicitly. However, uis last words on ‘he motter were given in May 1961 after
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the fourth and most recent French test, and it is worth quoting them here because,
again, there was no decloration that the Soviet Union considered itself free from

its no~testing obligation,

ga
In fact, Mr. Tsaropkin said ol the three hundred and sixth meeting on

18 May 1961:
"If France continues to carry out nuclesr weapon tests the Soviet Union
will be compelled to resume nuclear tests as well, for we &c not want to

find ourselves in o position of inequalivy, without rights and advantages

(g

Iy

equal Ho these of the NATO bLlce, within which nuclear weapons are being

tested and improved," {GEN/DNT /PV.306, wase 26)

The fact is that France 42d not conduct any nuclear tests between 18 Iliny and
30 August last, but even without being able tc inveoke this transparent pretext,
and despite its unilaterel moratorium pledge, the USSR did resume its own tests
unilaterally by 1 Sepuicmber 1961,

The present attitude of the Scviev Union scens to be guided by a deltermination
that testing shall not cease and that the USSR shall be free to continue the
weapons development which it started in 1961 even while we were negotiating here.
¥e hope that the USSR will reflect upon its positicn before it is too late to
stop this cycle of testing,

We are willing to ignore the Soviet test series of last autumn and to sign
a realistic, effective international {reaty now basced on cur Jraft of 18 April 1961
with its proposed aemendments which were worked ou’ at the request of the Soviet
Union (EEQQZE): We are willing that that treaty should be o complete and
comprehensive treaty. We arve willing to try to work oub with the Soviet Union
some basis upon which the number of inspecticns called for by the treaty would
be related to the number of inspecticns in seismic sreas and the number of
inspections in non-seismie areas, so that if the Soviet Union asreed with our
scientific data the number cf on-site inspections in the heart-land of the
Soviet Union would be reduced, If, I say, we can work out this international
system of control based upon this draft treaty with the amendments we have made
in order to make it acceptable to the Soviet Union, we would Le prepared te forge
our proposed tests, although we must, of course, be assured thet the trecty would
contain adequate interrnaticnal controls for both detection and icentification

based on %the so-far unchallenged recommendations contained in the 1958 Geneva

Conference of Experts' report,
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I submit that our two Governments have done everything possible to satisfy
the Soviet Union on this point of espionage. We have changed the tréaty several
times in several respects in an effort to satisfy them on this poinf. >We have
studied this treaty with great oare to see if there is anything also which, with
safety to the scientific character of the ireaty, could be eliminated and we are
satisfied that there is no basis for this charge of espionage. We are guite
prepared, as I say, to sign this internstional treaty with its built—in controls,
but we cannot be satisfied with anything iess than such an internationally
contrelled treaty, or with any intvernational treaty shorn of its most vital and
effective features, Ve are quite prepared to be as constructive as we coan and to
be as patient as we can, in negotieting this treaty with the Scviet Union, Ve
cannot expose ourselves, however, 1o the risk of the kind of clondestine Soviet
tests in any environment which cccurred last Sceptember,

Moreover, with respect to underground tests, we agree with Prime Minister
Khrushchev, who stated on 9 September last that important wecpons developments
could be carried out in that environment,

The time is growing short. We again urge the Soviet Union to negotiate
constructively with us upon this international draft treaty, tc abanden this
newly-found and completely unrealistic iden of national systems of dotection, and
to adopt a position favouring o sound and effective international control treaty,

which truly accords with the wishes and the needs of humanity and of mankind,

The CHAIRMAN (United Kingdoem): I would like, in my capacity as

representative of the United Kingdom, tc say a few words, I would reserve my
position to comment ﬁore fully on what the representative of the Soviet Union said
earlier this afterncon, but there are one or %wo immediate comments that I feel
I must make, ;

The representetive of the United States, in his opening remarks, said that
he was profoundly saddened at the speech we had listened to. I must echo those
sentiments, 48 T listened to this unfolding of the stor? which *he representative
of the Soviet Union put before us, it scemed tc me to be so unrelated to reality
as tc be almost a foiry tale, Ve have had given to us again this afternoon
arguments in relation to this matter which, it is true, we have heard many times

before but which seem to be wholly unrelated to the facts,
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I had thought when we met with cur colleagues from the other delegotions
one day lest week that I cetected o somewhat more realistic nttitude on the part
of the Soviet delegation, but I fenr that that idea has been completely eliminated
by what we have becn forced to listen to this afterncon. I hope very much that
the representatives of the other nations in this Conference will stuldy the speeches
that have been made this afternoon, particularly that of the representative of
the Soviet Union, because I think it Joes show so clearly the very serious
difficulties that we arc up against in seeking to make progress in this matter,
This is what depresses me most of all.

Indeed, when the representative of the Soviet Unicn went so far as to say
at one stage, referring to the proposed forthecoming series of United Stotes tests,
that -~ and I quote his words -- "the United States is revealing itself to the
whole world as the instigator of an intensifioed arms race", it 3id not scem to
occur to him in any way that this wos & direct result of the scetions of his own
Government, actions for which the Scviet Union is completely, absolutely
respensible, I wondered, when he said it, how many people he thought would
really be taken in by this sort of thing. It scems to me to be judping the
intelligence of cur cclleagues in other delegsntions as very low if one is going

1

to talk in this extrovegant way and on basis which seems tc me to have no

o

Justification at all, I wonderecd, as I listenel to the representative of the
Soviet Union, whether it might not heve been more appropricte in this poarticular
regard to have shown for onceé a little humility -- & little humility for having
beénviespénsible for apain starting this race, which, once it was started, would
obviously bé'véry difficult to stop. The =espongibility rests squarely on the
shoulders of the Soviet Union,

Nevertheless‘they themselves could now, if they wished -- if they were
ready, if they were willing to come to agreement -~ stop further tests, They
have the opportunity. The Western nations have stood by their treaty proposals,
They have not merely stood by them: +hey have advanced their position tec try and
take account of some of the cbjections of the Soviet Union, But what do we meet
in response? We meet this entirely negative attitude and we get this torrent
~~ I hesitate to use o strong word —- c¢f words which secks to justify the
position teken up Ly the Soviet Union,  We heard again the old argument that in
fact things had changed so much $hat there wos ne longer any need for any

international detection or inspection -- the word "inspection" was not used, I
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think, but it was implicit in all that the Soviet representative said,  Then he
talked of weapon tests carried out in the Soviet Unicn twelve vears ago being
detected by United States national systems, and when he talked of Tass haoving
published in 1958 a long list of explosions carried out by the United Stotes,
what was he secking to prove? That at that particular time the scientific
developments were such that we need not have hal an international system? If he
was, this seems an extraordinary asttitude to adopt, because at that very time
his own scientists here in Geneva were agreeing with the scientists of the Western
nations that in fact en international system was necessary. This was endorsed
by his own Government arain and again, It was endorsed when the Soviet Union
voted in the United Nations, both in 1959 and in 1960, for o test ban under
effeetive international control, It was endorsed as late as 10 June 1961 when
Prime Minister Khrushchev, in a letter to President Kennedy, said "The Soviet Union,
just as the United States, considers that strict international control must be.
established over the cessation of tests".

These are things which the Soviet Union declared at that time; therefore
why try to distort the position by pgoing back and producing these old statements
which have no bearing on the situstion? The fact is that there was apgreement
among the three Powers concerned up to the very moment when the Soviet Union
started its massive serieg of tests last autumn, Up to thot moment there was
agreement that an internstional system was necessary. Zven gt that moment, so
far as 1 am aware, the Soviet Union did not repudiate the need for international
verification, It was only when they came back on 28 November that they brought
forward this wholly noew proposal, this propossl for which they have produced no
justification at all, They have produced no sericus justification for the
abandonment of these systems, these checks which we have scupght to establish
and for which there was wide Soviet agreement over such a long period.

- We have asked them for this justification. In the plenary meebing of this
Conference, my own Secretary'of Stete, Lord Home, tcld them agein only the other
day that, if, in fact, they say that international detection is unnecessary in
any enviromment, they should produce their evidence and bring forth their
scientists and their ihstruments, and prove their case., We have asked for this
before, and I ask for it again. If they say that internstional inspection is
unnecessary, then I do ask the representative of the Soviet Union to tell us

plainly and clearly to our satisfaction, and to the satisfaction of the non-aligned
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nations at this Conference, how any dispubte on o question of act can be resclved,
To talk merely of consultation means nothing and can give no ossurance at oll,

If the Soviet Union cannct give o satisfactory answer, ond I must scy that
none has appeared sc for, then I really dc appeal to them once more to accept
tae principle of internctional inspection, to accept this os the only way to
establish confidence ond to enable o treaty tc be signed, It really is not of
great benefit to po Dbeck over tie 01d sterile arpuments, to go back throush the
sort of ritual dance that has gone on for so lenr in the Cunference on the

Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapcn Tests.,

What pecple want is o move forward, The West has moved forward in its
position and has tried to sccommodote the Soviet Union. ¥ is the responsibility
of the Soviet Union {o move forward now. They have all the interest and 21l the

incentive to agree now, After 211, it is they, and they alone, who have tested
in the last three yoors, ond yet we hove told them that if they would agrec now
there would be no more tests by the Vest,

This is something which I really o urge the representotive of the Soviet Union
to think about apgsin, I think the people ¢f the world ere entitled t¢ sce some
move forward on the pert of the Soviet Uuion, It is only the Soviet rojection
of principles that they themselves accepted for more than three years, and, indeed,
that they themselves accepted until 28 November last, which is preventing
agreement tolay.

Therefcre I molic this further nppeal. —o nob let us corry on this long
discussion about whot hos hoppened in the past. Let us lock to the fuvure. Let

us come to an agreement guickly and socon,

Mr., TSARLPEIN (Union of Sovied Sceialist Hepublics) {translation from

Russien): The statements maede here tuday by the United States representative,

Mr. Jean, and the United Hingdem representative, Mr. Godber, cuome immediotely
after our own statement in which we presented Jdetailed arpuments in support of a
solution of the question of the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests based on the
utilization of nationali systems of comtrol. Ve demonstrated on the basis of
conclusive dete thot notional systems of contrel are fully effective and adequate
for the purposes of control, that the United States rejects this Soviet jroposal
for national control, nct becausc this propessl does not ensure control over

compliance with the arrecment on the discontinuance of nucleor weapon tests, but

Lo
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because it interferes with the oppcrtunities of the United States and its allies
to undertake intelligence and espionage activities in the territory of the

Soviet Union and that it is precisely for this reason that they insist on
international control. 411 these points were demonstrated and analyzed carefully,
conscientiously and convinecingly. I have no need to repeat oll tha’t has becn
said,

Mr, Godber says we shculd produce some evidence to confirm our assertions
about the effectiveness of a national system of control, but it seems to me that
confirmation of the correctness cf cur assertions can be found in your own
laboratories which are studying this matter, just as the United States laboratories
are doing, You are aesking that we should present evidence and, as I understand
it, that a meeting of scientific experts should again be convened. We know the
kind. of scientists you send here, I do not wish to cast doubt upon their
knowledge or competence, but at the same time we are aware that many, if not a1l
of these experts favour the establishment of o very wide network of international
‘control and also, incidentally, support the continuance of nuclear weapon tests,
This is particularly true of the Séientists employed by the Rend Corporation, who
are working in various laboratories of the Pentagon, in the laboratories of the
Atomic Energy Commission and in the laboratories of some of the largest
United States monopolies connected with the sunﬁly of armaments -- nuclecr and
other ~- to the United States Government,

Answers. to all the questions that were put tc us by the United States and
United Kingdom representatives, 4o all their complaints and reproaches, tc all
their appeals and proposals, are contained in the statement which I made today, as
well as in the statements made here during earliecr meetings when we discussed the
question of the diqcontinunace of nuclear weapon tesis. So far as I am concerned,
I have nothing further te add, Ydu will find there answers to a&ll the questions
that interest you.

The epoch, or era, of international control has passed, where the
discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests is concerned, but we are nevertheless not
demanding that you should rely on us for control over compliance with the
agreement by the Soviet Union, jﬁst as we do not wish to rely on the United States
for control over- compllunco wlth this sgreement by the United States, should we
succeed 1n»reach1n5 an agreement. We in fact proceed from the cpposite premise,

nemely, that we shall verify United States compliance with the agreement, while
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the United States and the United Kingdom will themselves verify, through their
own systems, the Soviet Unicn's compliance with the agreement, This is an
excellent idesa. Surely no one could be o more exacting or o stricter controller
than the other party to the agrecment, You represcat the oppesite camp. You
will watch us while we, with the aid of our own system, will wotch you. What
can be more effective than this cpproach to the solution of the problem of contrcl?
Internaticnal control cver the disceontinuance of tests will sclve nothingg
because international control weuld use the some systems of detection and
identification as are now used by states for the registraticn of nuclear
explosicns, i.e,, nationnl systems, Now that distonces are virtuslly of no
consequence and the sensitivity of instruments and equipment is such that it is
possible to record, detect and identify nuclear explosions that take placce in
the territory of other countries -- I emphasize ojein -~ the demand for international
control is unwarranted, ¥hat we new have to do is net to settle the problem of the
discontinuence of tests on the basis of international control, but to ajree to
settle it on the basis of using national systems of control, I have quoted
varicus examples, but you are not even preparcd to take them intc account; you
let them po in at one car and ocut cf the other and you close your eyes when, for
instance, we point out to you how you reccrded our recent underground explosion,
You do not wish to take account of the fact thet the United States unlderpround
explosion of 10 Lecember was recorded in Sweden, Finlend and Jopen. You do not
wish t¢ pay any attenticn to the progress made in the desiyming and perfecting
of appliances, instruments and equipment, to the inerease in their sensitivity
and selectivity, You do not wish te take this into account, because you are
possessed by o single fixed idea, nomely that you must have internationzl control
and nothing less, notwithstonding the fact that national contrel is o fully
adequate and effective substitute for your international contrel. But naticnal
control does not invelve the difficulties, contradictions ond obstacles that
inevitably arise when we beigin to discuss with you the questicon of the use of
international control,

After some discussion, it wos Zeeided that o meeting of the Sub-Committee

would be tentatively fixed for 3 v».m, on Thursday, 29 March 1962, and thot the

English and Russian verbatim records of the present meetin: would be digtributed

to members of the nlenary Conference on Thursday, 29 March 1952,

The meeting rose ot 6.50 1.m,.






