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The.CH!IlliwAN (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. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from 

Russian): Today I should like to dwell on certcin arguments 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 of control. The objective factors of the present time require a new 

approach to the solution of this question. Yet our partners in the negotiations 

the United States of Junerica 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 international control, it would be difficult 

to verify the implementation by States of an agreement on the cessation of nuclear 

weapon te-sts. The statements mn.de by Mr. iiusk, Lord Home, Mr. Dean and Mr. Godber 

at the previous meetings were devoted to attempts to justify this thesis. 

In tho first place, we must point out most emphatically that this assertion 

of the Western Powers is groundless and untenable. 

Everyone knows, of course, that no international control over nuclear 

explosions is being 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 to 

the creation and further development and improvement of various kinds of 

instruments and apparatus for measuring the parameters and determining the effects 

produced by nuclear explosions in various environments in the atmosphere, under 

water, underground and at high altitudes. Subsequently, the business of 
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developing methods of detecting and identifying nuclear explosip:ns, the business 

of improving i~struments and apparatus for recording thefi!e .ex:p~~sion; hJ:~.:.s alsq 

been extensively developed in countries not possessing or testing nuclear weapons. 

As you see, all the development in this field went on and is goina on within 

the national framework, .and this development already many years, ago attained so 
.... . 

high a level that it enabled nuclear explosions to be recorded. by national cont.ro l 

systems at enormous distances. 

In this connexion it is worth while reminding you, gentlemen, of an ev,ent 

which occurred over twelve years ago. When a nuclear weapon explosion. was 

carried out in the Soviet Union in the autumn of 1949, the world immediately learned 

about this event not from a communication coming from the Soviet. Union, but from 

a statement by the President of the United States of America, Mr. Truman. He 

learned of the Soviet nuclear explosion from the reports of the United States 

service for the detection of nuclear explosions •• The same can,be said of a 

series of subsequent nuclear explosions carried out in the Soviet Union. 

On the other hand, the Sov:j.et. Union recorded United States nuclear explosions 

by its own national system. Significant in this respect was the report of the 
' . 

telegraph agency of the Soviet Union, TASS, which.published in 1958 a long _list of 

nuclear explosions carried out in the United States of America in that year, 

together with the exact time and site of these explosions. Therefore, when the 

Western repres,entatives say that national systems of detection are inadequate 1 

they realize perfectly well that their assertions do not correspond to the truth 

and are untenable. Today nobody can deny the fact that it is possible by mt:>ans 

of national detection systems to record and, consequently, to identify not only 

nuclear explosions in the atmosphere, under water and in outer space, but .also 

underground. I ~ill give you a few examples from recent experience. 

It is well known, for instance, that the underground explosion .oarried out by 

the United States of America in the state of New Mexico, on 10 December 1961 wa,s 

recorded by the national stations of Sweden, Finland .and Japan at distances of 

many thousands of miles from the site of the explosion, Recently an uncerground 

nuclear explosiop was carried out in the Soviet Union. 

previously carried out underground nuclear explosions. 

The Soviet Union ho,cl not 

But in order to expose 

before the eyes o.f the whole. world, and by the hands o£ the Americans themse,lves, 

the baselessness of their assertions that they cannot record and .identify an 
: . _, l ... . 

underground exp.losion b~ mean~ of their ovm national detecti?n systems, we deciJ.ed 
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to carry out such en explosion in the territory of the Soviet Union, We made no 

advance announcement about it, The United States i~tomic 

Energy Commission announced this explosion on almost the same day. What does 

this fact indicate? It indicates that the United States of ..:llllerica possesses such 

means of detection as enable it to record an un~erground nuclear explosion even if 

it is carried out n,t great depth and at a place many thousan•:ls of miles distant 

from its own territory, What then is now left of the United States assertion 

that national detection systems are inadequate for exercising control over an 

agreement on the cessction of nucleur weapon tests? .A.bsolutely nothinc. 

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 h'1nd.s of the America,ns themselves that national 

detection systems a,lso unerringly identify underground nuclear explosions, And 

if the United States of America continues to assort that national control systems 

are unacceptable to it and insists on international control, then it is now clear 

to everyone that they are not doing so bocause national detection systems do not 

gua=antee control over compliance with an agreement, but because national control 

provides no opportunities for carrying out intelligence and espionage, Indeed, 

to accept national control would mean missing an opportunity to use control for 

intelligence purposes. International control is an altocether different matter. 

It would create favourable opportunities for the activities of foreign intelligence 

agencies, Therein lies the true reason for the fidelity of the United States of 

America and the Uni tod Kingdom to so-called international control. But we will 

never agree to opening our territory tc the activities of foreign intelligence 

services. 

Knowing beforehand that the Soviet Union will not agree to such control and 

nevertheless still insisting on it, the Western Powers are simply se.eking for a 

pretext in order to scuttle an agreement on the cessation of tests and to carry out 

nuclear tests in the atmosphere, on which the UniteJ States Government has already 

decided. 

Another argument has recently '..leon put forwarJ here by the representatives of 

the United States and the United Kingdom for the purpose of attacking the Soviet 

Unionls proposal for the use of national detection systems for exercisinr; control 

over compliance with an acreement of the cessation of nuclea,r weapon tests. The 
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representatives of the Western ?owers both in the Sub-Committee and in the 

Eighteen-Nation Committee, in attempting, on the one hand, to bolster up their 

own position involving the demand for the establis~~nt of international control, 

and, on the other hand, to knock the ground from under the Soviet proposal for 
') ,-

control based on the use of national detection systems, have gone so far as to 

engage in manifest distortion of the position of the Soviet Union and the course 

of the negotiations. They have asserted that in the previous stage of the 

negotiations, that is, before 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 purposes, 

and that it is only now that the Soviet Union has begun to ~~ve these fe~rs. 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 uninformedon the 

subject. This is what really happened. 

As early as the beginning of the three Power negotiations in December 1958, 

that is, ove~ three years ago, I pointed out as the representative of the 

Soviet Union at that conference that the persistent demands of the Western Powers 

to send numerous foreign technical personnel into a country was not due to the 

.requirements of control. These demands were obviously being made for other 

specific purpo~es, namely, for intelligence purposes. 

I shall refer to some of the statements we made in 1958 and 1959 et the 

three Power Conference in Geneva. Thus, for instance, on 10 December 1958, at 

the twenty-second m7eti:p.g ( GEN/DNT/PV .22, p .18), I said that the presence of 

; ,numerous foreign. technical personnel in control posts could not be justifieC. by 

the requirements of control. I pointed out that these foreigners would. roam 

about the country with special objectives, busying themselves with reconnaiSsance 

matters. 

Again, at the seventy-first meeting on 12 March 1959 1 that 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 considerations should not prevail at the Conference and cast their 

shadow over us (GEN/DNT/Fv-.71, p.ll). 

During:subsequent negotiations, both in 1959 and in 1960, not to speak of 

1961, a rather stubborn discussion was carried on between us at the Geneva. thru~

:i.'ower Conference, in the course of which we had constantly to expose the persistent 
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attempts of the Western i'owers -- the United States and the United Kin::;clom to 

secure the most favourable conditions for the use of the control machinery in 

the int.erests of their intellL:;ence services. This is shown by the ceo.seless 

efforts of the Western :L·owers durinu these yee1rs, aimed at extending the network 

of control posts, staffinu them entirely with foreign SI)ecialists, and insisting 

that the majority of the staff of control posts should consist of foreicners, 

that the number of ins?oction8 should be as larGe as possible, that inspection 

teams should be composeu entirely of foreigners, that only foreiGners should be 

observers on aircraft carryini:{ cut special flichts. It was for the same purposes 

that the Western rowers persistec: throughout this period ~n trying to secure for 

themselves a :predominant, commanC',ing position in the so-calleC, international cont1o 1 

oraaniz£1tion. 

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 stru{?glc c,cainst this tendency 

of the Western l'owers. In the cours\3 of these discussions we pointed out quite 

frankly to the WestGTn :i.'mvers what we perceived, what they were J.riving at n,nd 

what their dema~ds stemmed from. ·vie repeatedly told them thc.t their demands 

were based on the interests of their intelligence services and that they were 

trying to secure favourable conditions for using the control mc.chineiy for 

espionage :purposes. \'le clare not close our eyes to this; we cannot allow this 

and will not agree to it. 

Thus you see that, as far back as 1958 and 1959 1 our necotiations reflected 

the struggle of the Soviet Union a.co,inst the persistent attem:?ts of the Western 

Powers to obtain legal possibilities of develo)ing their intelligence and espionage 

network in the territory of tho Soviet Union under the guise of an international 

control system. But at that time, that is two or three years 11p;o, the Western 

:Powers were still able to delude som0 people with their demand. for interna tiona! 

control, since the instruments an~ apparc.tus of those days, as well as the 

methods of recordinG nuclear explosions, did not reveal with the same inclis:;_:mtable 

obviousness as they do today tl1eir effectiveness in the matter of detGctinc and 

identifyin[; nuclear explosions at creat distances. At the present time the 

equipment and methods of detection and identific11tion have made great adv11nces; 

the effectiveness with which nucleo,r explosions cen be identifi 

environment and at enormous distances has considerably increased. 

in any 
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I will refer to several facts. At the Conference on the Discontinuance of 

Nuclear Weapon Tests in January 1962 I pointed out that recently many geophysical 

methods of detecting and identifying nuclear explosions, including underground 

ones, had been considerably improved. Tho Soviet experts who as far back at 

1958 predicted an inevitable increase iu the decisive power and range of these 

methods have turned out 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 times greater than was estimated by the United States experts. 

It is well known t~~t in the Soviet Union, the United States and the 

United Kingdom a number of very promisine:; methods of identifying underground nuclear 

explosions have been proposed. In a number of countries apparatus for the 

automatic selection of seismic events of a certain kind are being successfully 

developed. In this connexion I should like to draw attention to a report by the 

~cientific correspondent of the British newspaper, !He Evening News, at the 

beginning of January 1962. It stated that research carried out by the 

United Kingdom J~tomic Energy il.uthority with hypersensitive recording apparatus 

had made it possible to devise a method for detecting underground nuclear 

explosions by measuring their effect on the earth1 s magnetic field. The 

correspondent of !he Evening Ne~ noted that, in the opinion of British scientists, 

the practical application of this method will make it impossible for any country 

to conduct clandestine nuclear tests. 

Here is ar")ther exam;>le. On 2 5 Mn.rch 7 just three days ago, The Sundiw Times 

published an ar-~icle by the pP.per 1 s scien·!iific correspondent, :Mr. Marf5erison 7 on 

a new method of detecting nuclear explosions worked out by British experts. The 

article states that a new British method of detecting clandestine underground 

bomb tests comes into Ol)eration this week. This method, which was recently 

mentioned by the ~rime Minister1 is said to be the best in the world. The 

detection station at Eskdalemuir in the Lake District should be able to distinguish 

with greater certainty than has previously been possiule between underground 

bomb tests and minor earthquakes, 

As the article points out, methods of detecting nuclear explosions have been 

considerably 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 distinguishec" from tremors caused by traffic, industrial operations 1 

minor earth subsidences and the pounding of waves on the shores, i.e. from a 

background of noise. It is also stated that a new method of calculation based 

on electronic techniques has been developed., under which a number of seismoc;raphs 

can be used simultanocusly, thus providing much more detailed information on the 

yield, type, direction and force of the explosion. 

The new method of interpretin;_; explosions mekes it j)Ossible to draw r" clear 

distinction between nuclear explosions and an ordinary earthquake. This is one 

example of the remarkable progress made in devising now methods of detoctins 

nuclear oxplosions a.nd in improving instrumen-bs for recordinG them. 

The exanr;_:Jles I ha.ve [{iven and the :points I have made by no mon,ns exhn,ust the 

arguments thn,t might be given to demonstrate tho ren,l possibility of rvciprocul 

control over compliance with an agreement on the cliscontinua.nce of nuclen,r weapon 

tests through the use of national systems of control. 

i'lith the mouern development of science, technolot:;y n,nJ. ;:eophysical observations, 

the Soviet proposal for control over nucleHr explcsions is pra.cticable and effective. 

There are no, I emphasi.ze, no scientifically justified objections to the Soviet 

proposal for reciprocn,l control through the use of natiotlal systems of detecting 

and identifying nuclen,r explosions. 

Now the nuclear i)owers 1 and not only the nuclear :i?owers but also mn,ny 

non-nuclear countries, cn,n reliably control any nuclear explosions, i.e. cn,n 

detect and identify them by means of their own nn,tional systems of detection. 

The necessity to set up an international control system for this purpose no longer 

arises. 

Howover, the United States and the United Kingdom, bn,sing themselves on 

far-fetched, highly artificial, ancl I would even sn,y improbable situations, 

continue to insist on internationn,l control. They believe that a system of 

international control would give wide opportunities for devolopinc an espionage 

and intelligence network in the territory of the Soviet Union. It is precisely 

this fact which makes them so insistent in their demn,nJ for tho establishment 

of international control. But it has now become absolutely obvious that the 

Western :cowers, in rejecting nn,tional control cmd insisting on international 

control, are guided not by the requirements of control but by the interests of 

their own intelligence services. 
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't:he fact 'that, United s+,ates milHary ci:::-cle.s are extremely interested in 

carrying out espionc.,::~e and .l.nteiligence work in the 'territory of the Soviet Un:UJu 

was quite openly mentioned th:irtean dc..ys ago by such a hit;hly placed officicl as 

Mr. Gilpatric, Dernty Secreta!'y of Defence of -the United Stc.tes. Addressinrr tho 

membor0 of the association C1-~' -'-J...o nl "'"tr·o:t".:i.t:s industry <Jrt 1.5 :Ma:cch this year in 

Washi?Jgton, Mr, Gil.patric s·tated iha:b, for the p~rpose of strikii!.g remote tcLcgets 

in the Soviet Union, it -·- that. is to say the Unitoc, S+·rd;,es -·- mu::rb obtain 

d.etail•~d inform:d,icn on tne :yr-;te'n of' onemy targsts and. determine the doc;r•3e of 

liut .12 shell not you 

th::o info:rma-iJion; ~;he!'efore :i.~ is clec.r· ·eo eve!'yone i·,Ile:t 1 in i:Jrepa::icg- yonr ple.ns 

for nuclea.r bombinrJy you will t:ey ·brJ obtain sl:(;h in:fo:cm~:d.ion b~- m:?ans cf espion;::,ge 

Ilut you must 

unClerBvund -- .cince you C:r"! not ;.;aiYG~ ·'~v :mJ.st [).::; cleu:..· +,o yo'.l that ~·re will neV(;'r 

ag::..·e0 ·to this 1 e.nd I cr.n m1Iy rGpe:::.t ;··hct. \''e ho,va 21.l:coady told you m:;re than cnoe: 

nar.wly ·i1hat vro ha,re no wish to o::r;a;;o in sn:..;h n~·~ivi-cies ln ;:.he territory of our 

pa:dme:::s, bti.t ·;ie 'wilJ no'::; aJ .i.'J.· oc:1 ovm 'terri+ory 'vo be ope:1ed cp tc the <tetivj_·~ies 

of fo:r:::ig1.1 int.elligence SGL'lii:ias 1 as is G:esL. a.:l by Mr" Gil::,'n.':.ric ar:d o·bhers. 

W:hen W'G ag:t'EJHU i::1 lC)58 ~·,o diSCUSS the \lUGStion of a t!'eaty 0!2 the 

discontinuance of nucl.;::a:r. woupou best;:; i;ogether with thcj c'Sta:blis.1..1Jer:.t of 

on i.his quest.ion ·-- w2 p:!:oposed that t.hese negot.iat:(ons Ei'lonld lD concluJed within 

e. period of two tc "~hree wcc:b::; ~·- WOlJ.ld be a turning poiJ.t in -til:e in·~ernation:?,l 

channel o.f pea sful co-ezJ::,tc:r,~.e J.n::J. vruld lea.c: to prop·ess in ";;he field of. 

the discontinuance of ·t.e::;b~ yrh:i. , ~-s :w·t o. disannamont 

accep'-• Such a position is Gll the more f1ec sin~e, in view of its 

organization and functions 1 i.nt.ernat:i.ona1 cont:col be widely utilized for 

int.elligence P'Irposes. I~1te:-national (~ontrol: i: di ,-o:cced from measures of 
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disarmament, would therefore s€riously 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 general and complete disarmament. 

Negotiations on this question took place durina 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 deadlock was reached which ruled out all 

possibility of agreement. In order to break tho deadlock in the negotiations, the 

Soviet Government submittec a new proposal on 28 November 1961 (GEN/DNT/122) 

providing for a new and different ap~roach 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 arise in any 

attempt to settle this ~roblem 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 :L'resident Kennedy of the United States and Prime lv~inister 

Macmillan of the United Kingdom, set out in their letter of 3 September 1961 to 

Mr. N.S. Khrushchev, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union 

(GEN/DNT/12C). In this letter they proposed that control 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 ~roposal of 

President Kennedy and i'rime Minister Macmillan, extending national control to 

nuclear tests at hish altitudes and under water. This extension by the 

Soviet Union of the scope of the acreement 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 national systems. Clear.ly, the 

only agreement on the discontinuanca of nuclear weapon tests which is of any 

real value is one which ends all and every kind of test and leaves no loopholes 

in this matter, For this reason the Soviot Union thour;ht it essential that the 

agreement should also cover under6round nuclear explosions. Since, however, the 

United States stubbornly opposed this, the Soviet Union, takin;;; the attitude of 
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the U'hit"ed States into account, limited its proposal with regard to underground: 

nuclear explosions to the institution of a moratorium pend.inc the fur-ther 

development ofmethods of control over such explosions. 

The Soviet Government also submitted a draft treaty on this question to the 

Western Powers. However, this proposal by the Soviet Union also failed to obtain 

the approval or support of the United States QJlG the UniteJ Kinr,dom. Furthermore, 

the United States Government adopted a provocative attitude: having broken off 

the three-Iower negotiations for an agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear 

we'apon tests, it decided, shortly before the work of the Eighteen-Nation 

Commi ttee-tH.l~ Disarmo.ment began, to resume atmospheric tests of nuclear weapons in 

addition to the underground nuclear explosions it has carrieC:. out. These acts 

by the United States Government show that the United States has deliberately 

adopted a course of addint; to the difficulties and creatine impossible conditions 

for the negotiations on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests. The 

United States is doinc all this so that nothinc; may prevent it from carrying out 

tests of nuclear weapons. 

In order to confuse the issue, muddy the waters, and U15hten the hea:vy 

responsibility which the United States has assume·cl by initictinu a new stage 

in the arms race, certain people in the UniteclStates haYe energetically begun 

to circulate rumours to the effect that the Soviet Un{on itself is ·very eager 

for the United States to carry out nuclear tests' in the atmosphere in order 

to use this fact as justi'fication for the carrying out of c new series of its 

nuclear weapon tests 'by the Soviet Union. 

Nothing could 'be more absurd than these United States fabrications, since, 

if they were true, what could be simpler for the United States than to decline 

to carry out its nuclear tests and thereby prevont the Soviet Union from using 

the United States nuclear explosions as a pretext for carryinG out a new series 

of nuclear weapon tests of its own? But this the United States does not wish to 

do, Instead, it has decided to resume nuclear tests in the atmosphere and thereby 

to give a new impetus to the arms race in the field of nuclear weapons. In 

acting in this way, the United States is revealin,'J itself to the whole world as 

the instigator of an intensified arms race. 

The Western J:'owers also put forward the following argument to justify their 
. ' 

demiind for the establishment of internationcl control. International control 

(inspection) is allegedly essential in those cases where a dis?ute arises between 
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the parties because of the suspicion that one party has co.rriec out a clandestine 

nuclear explosion in violation of the treaty. The represento.tives of the 

United States and the United Kingdom assert that such a dispute may arise whenever 

one of the parties, on the basis of data provided by its nationo.l detection system, 

asserts that an event suspected of being a nuclea.r explosion has taken place in 

the territory of the other party, while the other party, basing itself on the data 

provided by its national detection system, denies the aller_:a·bions made against it. 

Such a dispute, so the representatives of the Western Powers 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 ~owers will strictly observe such an agreement and 

will not violate it. It is on this understanding that the Soviet Union is 

conducting the present negotiations with the ·western I"owers. J-..s was stressed by 

Mr. Gromyko, the Foreign lviinister of the USSR, observance of a treaty on the 

discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests, once it has been signed, would involve 

the honour of States, ancl a government which committeed a violation of the 

international agreement on the discontinuo.nce of nuclear weapon tests would be 

discredited. 

After all, we do have examples to show that complicated international questions 

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 control and verification. I 

have in mind the treaty concluded two years ago providing for the use of Antarctica 

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 Conference as was shown durinc; the discussions on the 

treaty on Antarctica, we would today be able to announce to tl1e whole worlC that 

an agreement !tad been concluded which would 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 .1.'owers also adopt an honest approach to their oblic~ations with regard 

to the discontinuance of nuclear wen.pon tests, there will be no dan:::;er of a 

violation of this treaty or of any relevant internutional a,::reement 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 concecles the possibility of one o:f the :parties experiencing 

some uncertainty or doubt concerninG: a particular signal received by recording 

instruments, in such cases the States 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 1 would like to say a few words. It is that 

the United States representatives have devoted their statements almost exclusively 

to arguments of a technical nature and have tried to give the impression that they 

were concerned at the technical difficulties of detecting nuclear explosions. In 

this connexion 1 they have again begun to discus•s the idea of conveninG o. conf:ei2'ence 

of scientific experts who would compare data on the efficiency of existing means 

of detecting and identifying nuclear explosions. They pro:;;1ose all this with the 

alleged aim of r-emovinc obstacles in the way of agreement. r · 

Some people may form the idea that 'the basic issue is really of a technical 

nature, as the Western ?owers are tryinR to assert. The Soviet delegation, 

however, considers it its duty to remind you that the scientific experts of the 

three Powers, the United States, the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom, met 

several times during the Geneva Conference. The United States has used a variety 

of technical arguments at these meetings simply in order to complicate, confuse and 

drag out the negotiations ad infinitum. It has clearly been endeavourinr; to 

submerge the basic politfcal issue in fruitless technical discussions o.nd thus to 

discard and brush aside the ;>eoples 1 demand for an immediate ban on tests·of all 

types of nuclear weapons. 

Much has already been said here about the deterioration in the atmosphere. 

of the work of the Conference which has been caused by the decision of 'the 

United States Government to :resume nuclear tests in the a·tmosphere at the end of 

April this year. vre are now hearinc here sanctimonious protestations by the 

United States and United Kingdom representatives of their r.llecedly ardent desire 

to put an end to all nuclear tests. At ·the same time, the final preparations 

for the new nuclear explosions are being carried out in the nuclear test,ing 

grounds of the United States and the United Kinc-dom; the finishing touches, as 

it were, are being o.ddeu. ·In order to instil :tJessimism and c sense of fatality 
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in the opponents of nuclen.r tests and to stifle their protests 1 the United States 

papers are publishint; 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. Sit:;"'lificant in this respect is the view expressed by a s:;_:Jecial 

correspondent of The New York Horn.ld Tribune, Don Cook, 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. 

'.'1e n.re re~J.lists c.md believe in fn.cts, not in the statements by United States 

representatives which are designed to distrn.ct our attention. J .. nd 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 11 talk and test11 , which 

means carrying on nego"t,iations and conductinG tests, has agnin begun to o;ppear 

frequently on the pages of the United States :Press. 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 :i:lowers 1 talk of the 

need for further technical discussions is, purely und simply, a diversionary 

manoeuvre, an attempt to evade a political solution of the problem of cliscontinuin.::; 

tests by substituting futile discussions on the technical aspects of the problem 

of control. 

But, as we have already demonstrated, the bnsic issue does not lie in the 

technical difficulties of detecting nuclear explosions. In reality there ere 

no such difficulties. A positive solution of tho problem of discontinuine 

nuclear tests is heine obstructed by the policy of the United States and its 

NATO allies, which, in chasing the mirage of nuclear superiority, wish to secure 

freedom of action to conduct tests of new types of nuclear weapons. This was 

frankly stated by Mr. Kennedy, the President of the United Statos, in his speech 

on 2 March, when he emphasized that, in order to ensure its superiority over 

others in the field of nuclear arms, the United States must not confine itself 

to theory nor must its activities be restricted to laboratories or to unclersround 

sites. 

It was just this policy o£ ensuring United States superiority in t~e field 

of nuclear arms which was the argument used by ~'resident I~ennedy to justify the 

United States Government 1 s decision to resume nuclear tests. 
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But this is ~n extremely dangerous course, If one State decides that it 

is necessary to conduct a new series of nuclear tests so cs to ensureits military 

superiority or advantcce, it must be realized that other States possessing nuclear 

weapons will follow suit. In this connexion 1 I would like to recall the following 

warning given by Mr. ·Khrushchev, the Head of the Soviet Government. 

"Everyone should understand that if the United States carries 

out a new series of test ex:plosions in the atmosphere while it is 

already ccrrying out underground explosions, the Soviet Union will 

be compelled to reply by conducting tests of its own. Tl1e United 

States Government will therefore acquire no military superiority in 

tlli s way • 11 

The United States anU. the United Kingdom should understand that their 

attempts to start a race over nuclear weapons tests in order to gain military 

superiority for themselves will not bring them the desired results. Dy 

resuming nuclear weapons tests, the United States is assuming a heavy responsibility 

for opening a new and even more dangerous phase of the arms race. 

The Soviet Union would not wish to compete with the United States in the 

production and stockpi:in(:; of lethal weapons. We should like to achieve unity 

of effort in regard to genuine disarmament. The Soviet Union, in striving after 

this, is prepared to sisn forthwith a 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 aclvantages and does not impair 

the security interests of States. Jnly on such c basis can agreement be reached 

in present day conditions. All that is needed is the goodwill of our Western 

partners; the matter rests with them. 

Mr. DEAN (United States of J:.merica): I am indeed scddened to hear the 

statement this afternoon 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. Chairman, your Government cmd mine have at all times done their level 

best to work out an effective and adequate nuclear test ban treaty with the 

Soviet Union under effective international controls. We have tried to assure 

our Soviet colleague that we are not interested in any sense in espionace. In 
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the draftinB of the treaty we have tried to make this abundantly clear by setting 

up the international headquarters in Vienna, by eiving the Soviet Union equal 

voting rights with the West on the top control commission, A.nc 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 ccn do nothing except to carry out its duties on a completely 

scientific, internationa.l civil service basis. There would be little or no 

possibility for espionage. 

But, as I said, I shall read the record cmd in some detail at a further 

meeting of this Sub-Committee set the record straight. I aGJ a.fraid the 

situation has been placed in a fa.lse perspective by our Soviet colleague this 

afternoon. 

At the informal meeting of the Committee on the afternoon of 23 March, 

Mr. Zorin talked at some length about technical control problems. I am very 

sorry that, unfortunately, on this highly technical subject, particularly by 

using interchangeably the words "detection11 and "identification", Mr. Zorin 

only added to the general confusion. This led Mr, Zorin to insist that 

some advancement in national "detection" methods had ut the same time advanced 

the ability to "identify" by distant instrumentation whether a particular 

unidentified event occurring on some nation's territory was in fact an 

earthquake or a man-made explusion. This, I submit, is of course completely 

and totally inaccurate. Jetection and identification are vastly and fundamentally 

different and must not be confused. Nuclear explosions ccnnot, I repe~t 1 
be identified at gre~t distances, I know of no improvement in the fielc of 

identification. I hc~e we will not allow these serious efforts here to arrive 

at an effective and adequate test ban treaty to be influenceC. by the pseudo

scientific jargon of fiction writers in this field. 

All this has only added to my general feeling that some members of the 

Soviet delegation hav-e forgotten some very basic concepts concerning control 

problems which are fully spelled out in the Geneva ~xperts 1 report of August 1958, 

( EXP /NUC /28) • I would urge my Soviet colleacues to re-rc:nd and re-study the 

interrelationship, under an international test ban treaty system, between the 

number of control posts and the number of necessary on-site ins~ections for the 

identification of uniC.entified events. 
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I shall return to this specific problem of 11 detection" and n identification" 

in a few moments. But I should like to suggest now that, in rejectinE the 

Geneva experts' report of 1958, which the Soviet experts signed, the Soviet 

delegation may have erased from its mind even the contents of that Jistinizuished 

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 March (ENJC/8) was 

that the USSR had been opposed for a long time to international controls for 

monitoring a ban on nuclear weapon tes~ 

But let us look at the record itself. No; the record. will not su:p:;?ort 

any such contention. Indeed, the Soviet Union is only a very recent convert 

to the thesis that the recommendations of the Geneva experts of 2C August 1958, 

which it approved, can be totally uisregarded, For example, on 15 June 196C, 

at the 214th meeting of the Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon 

Tests, Mr. Tsarapkin said, as the Soviet representative, in referring to the 

1958 Geneva experts' report: 
11 ••• 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 Kin8dom." ( GEN/JNT/PV .21L'tz pase 5) 

Similarly, at the two hundred and seventy-fourth meeting on 21 March 1961 

Mr. Tsarapkin acain ceclared: 

" ••• the Soviet Union has been and is still opposed to any revision of the 

conclusions of the Geneva Conference of Experts ••• " (GEN/DNT/I'V.274, -page 6) 

Indeed, even the aide-memoiro of the Soviet Government to the United States 

of 4 June 1961 (GEN/DNT/111) states: 

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

international control must be established over the cessation of tests. 11 

The Soviet note of 5 July 1961 (GEN/JNT/113) to the United States also speaks 

favourably of the support which the Governments of the United States, the 

United Kingdom and the Soviet Union cave 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 Geneva experts in 1958. 

l:.n this the Soviet note said& 
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"But even if the control system is to some extent inadequate, this can by 

no means be :pleaded as an obstacle to acreement, since, as science and 

engineerin~ :progress, increasin0ly efficient instruments will be designed, 

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

I have repeated the foregoinc quotations c.t some lengtl1 to demonstrate 

exactly what the representatives of the Soviet Government were saying officially 

right up to the time when the Soviet Union began its unilc.teral resumption of 

nuclear weapon tests in Auuust 1961. 

Not only did the Soviet Union re~eatedly 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-related elements of detection and identificc.tion, 

was to some extent inacequate. 

Despite this, a mere four months later, on 28 November 1961 1 the Soviet 

Government had made a complete about-face by announcing to an astcundeC and 

disbelieving world that no international control system was necessary end the 

controls recommended by the Geneva experts in 1958 could all be supplanted by 

so-called 11 national11 detection systems, without any international heo.clquarters 

system to monitor the location of the equipment ct the 17 to 18~l control posts 

throughout the world, the selection and trcininz.t of the scien·Hsts, and the 

evaluation of the reporting of the control stations. The Soviet Union ascribed 

this about-face to vast advances in instrumentation which allegedly made all this 

feasible. Vlliat precisely these advances are has remained a complete mystery. 

We await enlightenment. 

This statement of 28 November 1961 hes remained the Soviet line to this 

day even though, if there are any of these sreat new advances in instrumentation, 

they could have occurred only in the four months between the Soviet note of 

5 July 1961, when the Geneva system of 1958 itself was still held by the Soviet 

Union to be somewhat incdequate, and 28 November 1961, when, in the view of the 

Soviet Union, national detection systems alone had somehow suc~enly become :;.wrfect 

not merely for "detection" but apparently also for the infinitely more difficult 

and com~lex problem of identification of the t~2e of event as well. 

All of this may make sense to our Soviet colleagues, but I say it is 

completely bewilderinc to the rest of us and, I submit, to the world. It stands 

to reason that a control system as envisaged by the 1958 Geneva, experts' re]ort, 

which, by the admission of the Soviet Union itself, as I have just shown, was 
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appropriate a~~ necessa~ for three years, cannot have become totally obsolete 

in four months in 1961, especially since not the slightest scientific evidence 

to refute this report has so far 'been adduced. 

Secreta~ Rusk, in his statement at the plenary meeting on 23 March (ENDC/PV.8), 

re~iewed the technological situation, and I think there can be no scientific doubt 

whatsoever that this is a completely accurate picture of the current state of 

affairs. If it 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 internationo.l control system, there 

just can be no effective monitoring or appropriate international supervision of a 

nuclear weapon test ban treaty. 

The system recommended in 1958 by the Geneva experts would have a specified 

capacity for detecting the seismic, atmospheric and under-water si~1als which 

might be generated by any clandestine nuclear detonations in violation of a test 

ban treaty. The system recommended in 1959 by the high altitude experts and 

incorporated in the Western draft treaty of 18 April 1961 1 would have a similar 

capacity for tho detection of signals generated in outer space. 

As we all know, however, the detection of o. particular event that cannot be 

identified as to type is by itself not enouah. It only o.rouses suspicions about 

w~aF the type of event may or may not have been. The only way to allay 

suspicions is by knowing what has actually taken place. I submit that this is 

not a question of honour. 

This process of ln1owing, which we call identification, is entirely dependent 
':• 

~m.the installation of the international Geneva system round the world, including 

the system headquarters, the appropriate number of control posts, aircraft 

sampling flights and on-site inspections. 

Different kinds of earthquhl~es give different kinds of seismic signals, many 

of which. cannot be distinguished 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. 

The best 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. Let me be very clear: you may eliminate certain earthquakes 

by app.ropriately located instrumentation, but you simply cannot identify by 
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instrumentation alone the remainine events as nuclear explosions. This is n. 

very important and fundamental distinction that must not be overlooked. If it 

is overlooked, great and vast confusion results auQ improper conclusions may be 

drawn. 

This leaves, at best, a large fraction of events whose nature is unknown. 

To achieve even this result requires that strong signals be received at several 

stations in various directions appropriately located from the epicentra of the 

disturbance. These sienals fadn 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 roletively few cc.ses where the identification of 

seismic events as earthquakes can be accomplishec merely on the basis of expert 

interpretation of the seismic signal as recorded by appropriately located 

seismographs, it is fundamental a,n<l indispensable to have recordings made by e. 

properly spaced global network of the type called for in 1958 by the experts' 

meeting in Geneva, to which the Soviet experts subscribed and to which the 

Soviet Government gave its approval. 

It stands to reo.son that, in o.ddi tion to being scientifico.lly essenti[;l 1 an 

international control system has at least one other unique a,ttribute. Instead 

of being a system oporated by any one nation or group of nations, it is an 

internationally-based arrangement in which the Soviet Union, the West c.,nd the 

non-associated Statos would. all be represented. Its charter would have been 

arrived at by international agreement; its procedures would have been 

internationally approved; its carefully selected and tro.ined scientific sto.ff 

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 circumst2.nces 1 the datC~. recorded and analysed by such an ac;oncy has 

an international standing which no data collected_ by national detection systems 

alone could possibly have. Without o.n international system, whether we like it 

or not 1 we could never eliminate the problem cf the possible f2.lsification or 

suppression of national data, .1.'..n internation2.l system has its objectivity 

guaranteed, and this means that its fiudings would not be open to challenc;e. 

On the other hand, the data and findings of non-international systems could 

easily be challenged by o,ny other Sta,te seeking to hide a treo.ty violation on the 

ground tha,t the data wore not adequate or complete or that the national system 
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was inadequate or that its collection of data had not been properly supervised, 

or for dozens of other reasons, Contradictions between the national data 

announced by two oountries 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 possible that 

nations would be apt to take sides in this argument according to their political 

alignments, rather than according to the scientific facts, 

Moreover, national detection systems have a fatal flaw in that they make 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 hoc 

basis after the unidentified event has 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 place within a relatively few 

days after a nuclear explosion above ground has occurred, it may be impossible to 

collect samples of the radioactive debris to determine what in fact has occurred. 

It must also be pointed out that nothing which happened during the recent 

Soviet test series in 196! has any bearing on this problem. This is because 1 as 

the Soviet Union told us beforehand, its test series largely involved medium and 

large nuclear detonations 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 

atmospheric explosions are the easiest to detect by a non-international system, 

We can imagine how very different it woulu be if we were dealing with unannounced, 

seoret detonations in any environment which the violator attempted to hide. We 

would have major problems even of detection, to say nothing of the more important 

and essential fact of identification. 

At the informal meeting on 23 March, Mr. Zorin came up with a conclusion 

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 ·negotiations until the Soviet Union began its new series 

last August. This proved, he claimed, that what the nuclear Powers declared 
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publicly could be believeQ; and this would ~11 be even cle~rer ~fter a 

formal treo,ty with national detection systems :.;,lona had been signell. He impli.::d 

that no controls at all were needed. To drive his point home he added that the 

West must surely have received hundreds of earthquake signo,ls from within the 

USSR during thesG three years of negotiation and yet, he said, the West had never 

accused the USSR of havin~ conducted an underEround nuclear test because we in the 

United States supposedly knew that none had taken place on the territory of the 

USSR. I am sorry to cliffer, but the fact is that although we in the United States 

knew that tho United States itself was not conducting any nuclear tests we did. not 

know at, all what was taking place on the terri tory 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 1vlr. Zorin. Yes, indeed, cur 

scientists did record hundreds and hundreds of seismic or acoustic s s during 

those three years of negotiation, and some of them may have looked as if they 

could have been caused by a secret undergrounJ nuclear detonation, or perhaps by 

very heavy chemical explosions, or perhaps by earthquakes. But how could we say 

anythinrs at all? We had no data enabling us to i(lentify one detected sisnal 

from another as a nuclear explosion; we had no right whatsoever to seek an on-site 

inspection; we did not wish to voice suspicions in a way that might interfere 

with the test ban nec;otiations. So we had to keep our silence, with our many 

unconfi~med suspicions, some of which did emerge in the press or in public 

statements by private inJividuals. Yle had no way of combatinr; those sto..teoents. 

'ile had to hope that we would soon have a treaty with the Gen0va control system so 

that at last the system coula monitor just what was indeed going on in tho Scviet 

Union in regard to possible clandestine testin;:;. I submit that nothinc could 

prove more clearly the need for an international control system 1 for whether the 

Soviet Union was or was not ·!iestintr, many people in tho United States believed 

that during this period the Soviet Union was secretly testinc;, and all we, the 

Government, could say wets that wo had no evidence. 

I submit that no so:;;histry will hel~; the Soviet Union out of the totally 

illogical position in which it now finds itself. 

summer it made it abundantly clear that it was 

All through last and 

a control system that did 

not have a built-in Soviet veto ric;ht over all O:i?eraticns n.m'- that did not 

otherwise tend to hamstrinr; control cctivities. The Soviet Union demanclec such 

limitations on control on the grounds of a supposed dane:er that the West micht 
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misuse the carefully worked out international control system with all its 

carefully built-in safeguards against espionase. We had hoped that we had met 

all the fears of the Soviet Union with respect to espionage in these very 

carefully worked out provisions of the treaty. All through this period however, 

as I showed at the start of my statement today, the USSR recoc;nized 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 not 

eubmit to the full sco~e of such controls except in connexion with a treaty on 

general and complete disarmament. 

Last November 1 when the test ban to.J.ks resumed and when the USSR had completed 

its series of tests, the Soviet position, lo and beholdt was entirely changed. 

By then 1 for completely political and not scientific reasons, the Soviet Union 

not only refused to accept the Geneva control system because general disarmun1ent 

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 to make it even more positive that no effectively

controlled international test ban treaty can ever be signed. 

On 15 March 1962 the Foreign :Minister of tho USSR, Mr. Gromyko, sj_)e.1king at 

the second meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 

Disarmament, said: 

I 

"The Soviet Union wishes to have the necessary guarantees that ··he 

disarmament obliaations that have been agreed upon will be strictly carried 

out and that there are no loopholes which will permit the clandestine 

production of amjressive armament~ once the process of general and 

complete disarmament has be5~n. Our country does not intend to talw 

anyone at his word, least of all States which have established closed 

military alignments, are pursuing a policy of building Uj? armaments 

and have placed their military bases as close as possible to the Soviet 

Union. Nor do we expect others t.o take us at our word". 

repeat that: "Nor do we expect others to take us at our word. 11 

"The Soviet Union is a firm advocate of strict control over disarmament." 

(ENDCJpV.2, page 11) 
Despite this statement, the Soviet Union is now asking the United States and 

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

violations of a test ban treaty. References to so-called "national systems of 
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detection" add nothing substantial to a naked verbal plodce. Yet the Soviet Union 

must know that the West, for its own security, cannot take the risk of rclyin£s 

upon the Soviet word thn,t the USSH will live up to non-intorne-tion[1lly su:pervised 

test ban pledces, We require tho assurn,nce tll::ct comos from a teclmic~tlly sound 

control syst0m of supervision, detection and ilentification, To deny this is 

deliberately and intentionally to ~revent a sounc test bn,n troc,ty. 

Speaking of rolir1r1ce on the unverifiecl worcl of the USSR, I must refer to the 

situation surroundinc the recent moratoriun on tostinr. In or~er tc relieve itself 

of some of the he::1vy res:;;Jonsibility which it boars for ho,vinc; unleashecl a renewed 

wave of nuclear testinc upon t~K worlc'. in Aur!ust 1961, the Soviet Union h<:cs become 

very fond of claiminc tlmt it wo,s under nc, otlicc,tion to rnc~intciin the unofficial 

and informal moratorium among the United States, the Un:i.tocl Kinc:lorn Q,nd t~1e USSR 

which was then in existence, Indeed, Foreicn Minister Gromyko himself put 

forward such a view at the eight plenury meetinc: of this Conference on 23 March 

(ENDC/PV ,8, paqe 21) 

Unfortune1tely, such assertions do not square with tho rocord as set ::lown in 

the documents of tho Conference on the Discontinue-nee of Nuclear WeallCn Tests, 

The last Soviet Government statemEmt on t.h<:i morD,torium WD,S m'1i'cc on 28 "'.u:::;ust 1959, 

After discussing previous statements by the representatives of the Unite~ StD,tes 

and the United Kin[;:.lom Governments en a tfJmr,or[1ry testin1_:; moro,toriW'1 1 t~1e Soviet 

declaration conclude(, as follows: "The Council of Iviinisters cf the USSR ilGS 

resolved not to resume nuclear tests in the Soviet Union i:i' the Western Powers 

do not resume the testinc; of atomic and hyclrocen weapons. Only in the CD,SO of 

resumption by them of nuclear weapon tests will the Soviet Unicn be free from this 

pledge", This Soviet declaration vras never rescincled, 

The Soviet Government has recently citeJ President 2isonl1ower 1 s announcement 

of 29 December 1959 as D,n excuse for tho Soviet test resum)tion on l Se~tember. 

That announcement seticl that the United States no lonr;or considered itself bouncl 

by the unilateral no-testing moratorium, but held that it vms henceforth free to 

test if it so chose, It can be seen that this c.nncuncement could not in any way 

have altered the voluntary obligation assumed by the USS!t on 28 Aursust 1959, 

because the obligation w::1s based on the actuo,l uon-occurrencc of Unitecl States and 

United Kincdom nuclear wea:,Jon tests, It was not at all based on the existence of 

United States and Unitec_ Kingdom pledc;es re 1-;arc~inc this matter, 
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In this ccnnexion it is instructive to r(:fer -~o the staterr;ent made on 

14 Junua.:r.y 1960 by Premier Khrushchev i:'l ar. ad.d:ress to t'lr> St:.::_Jreme Sc~riet. Among 

with a vio":'r to saf'eguo.rcling th(; mo favou:ca.ble cor~di 'tior:s for ~he ;ror:dns out L1 

on ";he di~;con-tinuanco of tests, wiJ 1 continue the very near future of o.L 

Another si.atem<':n·~ was m~;\cto c:t the two hunC:rc;d and fourt?enth meeting of the 

Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests by the Soviet representative, 

This stntemen't .was incdc on 15 June 1960, tl-::o,t is: .9.lmo~t six. 

months after :.dent Eis9nhowor 1 s c,mwuncemo:nt. ~lw United Statos position •. 

Cn tha;b occasion Mr. Tsc.rapkin wcr:tec:. the Dn:i. ted .3ta,tes aud the United Kingdom 

against oaxrying ot:t unclear deto!lations in the o,? research .explosions wi thoq.t 

Soviet app::-oval and wH.hou,l; of ·tbo (l_..:;v.:.i.ces to 'be explodeu. He addei! 

tha·b if the United. Sto;tes o:r. t.he Ur1i-l:,8d Kin~Sc'lom ~lid concbJ1.:t .such C.etonatiol').s~ then 

11 In that case the Soviet Union will consi.dGr itself free from the 

to resutLe them in order to im1;rove it:; 

woapcn3 for the purpo.::;e of the security of N10 country. 11 

I sub:ni t t'b.:.1'C· :10thing cou1l. l'C; clea:rer them ·0h.at the ussr still felt it.self 

~9 can lecitirrately ask, therefc~e, 

announceme:c:'.:.s b11.foxe 30 Aueust 1961 to teLj_ 

t!1e w-orld lihat ~·'t, wn.s frooi.ng ik:olf of this obligo.:t.ion. I lmow of nolle, so the 

I sny because Soviet en+.cti'les hnve so;:wtimes -tried to me,kc it 

app0a~: J~hat t!~a he.ad:i:\::;_ oi' relo;t~.vely sm<>,ll-yield nuelaa-r e:;:plosions carried out 

by l<'::'c.nJe withoat '"ny c·:,'l or technicc.l informc,-!:.icn frc:n :~h.:: United States or the 

Uni-t.ed. I(ingdo::~ :i.ll J.960 et:td 1961 somehow ch~1ged thi~ Sovie~ obligation. Of 

cours·e it ~f1)~ bG n.o"f,pcl ti1'.1 t i,he '1bove-ci ted stntgment. by Ivlr. Ts<:1:-apldn on 

15 J:me 1960 VT!'J,:J macle after the fir~t Frcn~h test, and it did not even refer to 

that test as al<jerin;:; ~he u-.:l:i.lat.erc.l ?ovi.~ t 

T.,ate:r- on, it is 1j:;:ue, Mr. Tsa.rcpki.n did up 

pled>::c. 

subjvc-t oi l!'rench testin0 

explicitly. 
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the fourth and most rcce~t French test, and it is worth quotinc ~1em here because, 

again 1 ·(;here we.s no cleclc,rati::.m th~t the Soviet UniGn ccnsidered itself free from 

its no-testing oblicat1nn, 

In fact, Mr, Ts~nc}Jkin said a.t the three :mndred and sixth meet in::; on 

18 May 1961: 

11 If Fre.nce continues to Cf1rry out nuclear ,•iea~:-on tests "v11o Soviet Union 

will be compelled ·to resume nuclear tests c.s wull 1 for we G.c not l'mnt to 

find ourselves in ~ ~osition of inequali~y, without ri]its and ~dvantaces 

eq~al -~,o thosn of ·t.hu NATO 1J1oc 1 wit.hin which nucleu,r 'NO~:;_::ons are t>cinr; 

tested anC. im]HOved, 11 ( GEN/JNT /PV, 306, ·Jr.:.,;e 26) ·------------<--J---
The fact is that Fnmce ·Ed rwt eonduct c.ny nucleo.r too-~s between 18 Er"y and 

30 August last, but even without boinc able tc invoke this transparent )rotext, 

and Jespi te its unil~torc.l •non,torit:m :;)led[~'8: tl1c USSR did resume its own tests 

unilaterally by 1 Se~iumber 1961, 

The presen-t attituc:.e of J0he 8wrio-ii Union seens tcJ be ~uicled. by a c:u-~ermination 

that testing shall not cease an~ that the ussa sh~l~ be free to continue the 

weapons development which it started in 1961 oven w}.-1ile we w·ere negotiatinl; here. 

We hope that the USSR ,.,"ill refluct upon its position be£'ore it is too lo.te tc 

stop this cycle of testing, 

We are willing to ignore the Soviet test ser~_es of last autumn and to si:.m 
-.) 

a realistic, effective l:ctt.ernational Jv1·eaty now ~e.se~1 en our c:.raft of 18 .·~)ril 1961 

with its proposed arnenc1mcmt~ wh:i.ch were workecl ou-:; at the roquost of the Soviet 

Union (EN.JC/9), We are willin~ that that treaty shouli bo u cornplete ancl 

comprehensive treaty. \Te are ':::i.llinc; to try to work out with the Soviet Union 

some basis upon which -tho number nf inspecticni3 cs,lled for by 0ho treaty would 

be relateJ to the numbur o:f inspections in seismic c,rec,s a:1c t~1e number of 

inspections in non-seismic arer..:o, sc ill~t if the So,tiet Uni;J~l u,c>reeJ wi t~1 our 

scientific data, the number oJ:' on-si to ins}Jecticns in the hoo,:rt-land of -the 

Soviet Union would be reduced, If' 1 I say, we:: ccm work out this i.nte:::nc.tion::1l 

system of control bo.sed U:JOll this clrc.ft treo,ty with the am0nc.lments we hrove made 

in order to make it o,ccel_)to.ble to th,? Soviet U11.ion, w0 woulll. LJG prepo,reG. tc force 

our proposed tosts~ although we rnust 1 of course, be o,ssurcd that tho treaty woulcl 

contain acleg_uate interr;c.tir.;nal centrals for lJo·~h cletoctir;n and ic:.entification 

based on Jvhe so-fa:.: unchaJ.lonc;ed recommcnci.ations contained i:u the 1953 Genevs 

Conference of Experts 1 rl:!l)ort, 
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I submit that our two Governments have done everything possible to satiRfy 

the Soviet Union on this point of espionage. iTe have chanced the treaty several 

times in several r~spects in an effort to satisfy them on this point. Wo have 

studied this treaty ;vi th great o;-.re to seo if there is anythinc also which 1 with 

safety to the scientific character of the treaty, could be eliminated and. we are 

satisfied that there is no basis for this charce of espionage. We are quite 

prepared, as I say, to sign this international treai:.y with its built-in con-t.rols, 

but we cannot be so.tisfied ;dth anything less tho.n such an internationally 

controlled treaty, or with any international treaty shorn of its most vital and 

effective features. \Te o.re quite prepared to be as constructive as we can and to 

be as patient as we ca.n, in negotiating -l;hi's treo.ty with the Soviet Union. We 

cannot expose ourselves, however, to the risk of the kind of clu-ndestine Soviet 

tests in any environment which occurred last Se:,:;tember. 

Moreover, with res.i_Ject to underc;round tests, we agree with Prime Minister 

Khrushchev, who stE~tec1 on 9 September last that important -;rec.pons developments 

could be co.rried out in that environment. 

The time is growinG short. We again urge the Soviet Union to negotiate 

constructively with us upon this internaJiii.onal dro.ft treaty, to abandon this 

newly-found and completely unrealistic idea of national systems of detection, and 

to adopt a position favouring a sound "'nd effective international control treaty, 

which truly accords with the wishes and the needs of humanity anQ of mankind. 

The CHt ... IPt.rviiu'IJ' (United Kingdom): I would like, in my capacity as 

representative of ·the United Kingdom, to say a few words. I would reserve my 

position to comment more fully on what the representative of the Scv-iot Union se.id 

earlier this afternoon, but there are one or two imm8diate comments that I feel 

I must make. 

The representative of the United States, in his opening rema.rks, sai(: that 

he was profoundly saddened at the speech we ho.c listened to. I must echo those 

sentiments. 11-s I listened to this unfolding of' t,he story w·hich -:.he re:~nesentctive 

of the Soviet Union ?Ut before us, it seemed to me to be so unrelated t0 reality 

as to be almost a fairy tale. i'Te have had given to us acain this afternoon 

arguments in relation to this uattcr which, it is true 1 we hcve heard. many times 

before but which t;eem to be wholly unrelated to the facts, 
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I had thought when we met with cur colleacues from thE~ otl1er deleeo,tions 

one day last week that I <letected a somowhat more realistic attitude on the part 

of the Soviet delet;o.tion, but I fer:,r that that idea has been completely eliminated 

by what we have been forced to listen to this afternoon. I :1ope very r:mch that 

the representatives of the other nations in this Conference will stuJy the speeches 

that have been made this aftGmoon, particularly that of the representative of 

the Soviet Union, because I think i·t d.oes show so clearly the very serious 

difficulties that we o,rc up a[)'ainst in seekint; to make proGress in this m:1tter. 

This is what depresses me most of all. 

Indeed 1 when the ro?resentativu of the So-.,riet Union went ro far o,s to say 

at one stage, referrine to the proJ.JOS<~c1 forthconing series of United States tests, 

that -- and I quote his words 11 tho United States is revoc,linu itself to the 

whole world as the instir_;ator of an intensifieC:~ o,rms race", it, did not seen to 

occur to him in any way tllat this was a direct result of the c,ctions of his own 

Government, c,ctions for which the Soviet Union is completely, absolutely 

responsible. I wonrlarec:., when he sai.l it, how many peo:;;>lo he ·thought vrould 

really be taken in by ·this sort of thir:g. It sooms to me to be judgins the 

intelligence of cur colleagues ir, other dele[;f'.tions as very low if one is coinrr 

to talk in this extrc.vc,cunt wc,y anc: on u basis which seems to we to nave no 

justification at all. I wondered, as I listeneJ to the representative of the 

Soviet Union, whether it might not he,ve been more a:;;propriatc in this J1l1rticular 

regard to have shown for once a little hwnility -- a little humility for having 

been responsible for n.r;ain st~rtinG this race 1 which, once i·t was starto~'.., would 

obviously be very difficult to stop, 

shoulders of the Soviet Union. 

The res:Jonsibility rests squarely on the 

Nevertheless t;hey themselYes could now, if they wished -- if they were 

ready, if they were will inc t,o eome to acreement -- stop further tests. They 

have the opportunity. The Western nations hc,ve stood by their trec,ty proposals. 

They have not merely stood by them: they have advanced. their :;:)osition tc try and 

take account of some of the objections of the Soviet Union. But what cl0 w·e meet 

in response? We moet this entirely nec;ative attitude anc1 wo ;:;et this torrent 

I hesitate to use c, strong word. -- of words which seeks to justify the 

position taken up by the Soviet Union. "\'le heard again the oll!. argwnent that in 

fact things had chan:=el!. so much tlmt there was no longer 'J.ny need for any 

international detection or inspection .__ the wore "inspecti0nu was not uso<l, I 
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think, but it was implicit in all that the Soviet representative said. ';'."hen he 

talked of weapon tests carried out in the Soviet Union twelve years ago beinc 

detected by United Sta,tes national systems, and when he talked of ~ having 

published in 1958 a lonz list of explosions carried out by the United States, 

what was he seeking to prove? That at that particular time the scientific 

developments were such that we need not have ha2 an international system? If he 

was, this seems an extraordin<1ry attitude to adopt, because at th<1t very time 

his own scientists hore in Geneva were agreeing with the scientists of the ·western 

nations that in fact an intern<1tionc.l system was necessary. This was endorsed 

by his own Government aGain and again. It was endorseu when the Soviet Union 

voted in the United Nations, both in 1959 and in 1960, for a test ban under 

effective international control. It was endorsed as late as 10 June 1961 when 

Prime Minister Khrushchev, in a letter to ?resident Kennedy, said "The Soviet Union, 

just as the United States, considers that strict intern<1tional 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 going back and producing these old statements 

which have no bearinc on the situation? The fact is that there was agreement 

among the three Powers concerned up to the very moment when the Soviet Union 

started its massive series of tests last autmnn. Up to thet moment thoro was 

agreement that an internation<1l system was necessary. Even at that moment, so 

far as I am aware, the Soviet Union c1id not r<pudiate the need for international 

verification. It was only when they came back on 28 November that they brought 

forward this wholly new :Qroposal, this proposel for which they hav-e produced no 

justification at all. They have produced no serious justification for the 

abandonment of these systems, these checks which we have soucht to estu.blish 

and for which there was wide Soviet n.creement over such a lone period. 

We have asked them for this justification. In the plenary meeting of this 

Conference, my own Secretar~y of State, Lord Home, told them acain only the other 

day that, if, in fact, they say that international detection is unnecessary in 

any environment, they should produce their evidence and brinu forth their 

scientists and their instruments, a.nd prove their case. We have asked for this 

before, and I ask for it a.gain. If they say tha.t interna.tiona.l inspection is 

unnecessary, then I clo ask the representative of the Soviet Union to tell us 

plainly and clearly to our satisfaction, <1nd to the satisfa.ction of the non-aligned 
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nations at this Conference, how a,ny clisputo on a question of o.,ct can be :resclvec"!., 

To talk mere of consultation means nothin~ and can give no assurance at all, 

If the Soviet Union cannot r:ive a so,tisfactory fl.nswer, :;,nG. I must s:::-y thet 

none has ap~JeareJ. sc far, then I r0n,lly z:.o a:p~1cal to them onco more to c:,cce~~t 

t11o principle of international inspection, to accept this r:.s the only way to 

establish confidence an( to enable a treaty tc be s d. It really is not of 

great benefit to r;0 b1:0cl;: over tile 1::_ sterilu ::tr~j'ur;wnts, to 

sort of ritual dance t1:at haf' !;one on for so len:' in the Conference on the 

Discontinuance of Nuclear Wea~pon 'fnsts. 

Vi"hat people w·c,nt is a move f'orwarcl.. 

position and has tried to u,ccommuchte the Soviet Union. It is the res};;cnsibili ty 

of the Soviet Union to move fcrwarcl now. They have ull tho interest and all the 

incentive to agree now. ..i:..fter ::1.l1, it is they, t-:.nd they alone, who have tested 

in the last three years, and yet 1ro have told t~em that if they would acroc new 

there would be no more tests by the West. 

This is somethinc; which I really c:c urr::e the representc"ti ve of the Soviet Union 

to think about again. I think the pOOI)le of tho worlJ are entitled. to see some 

move forward on the :;:·art of tho Soviet Union, It is only the Soviet rejection 

of principles that they themselves accepted for more than three years, and, indeed, 

that they themselves ace until 28 November last, which is preventinc; 

agreement today. 

Therefore I make this further CV;J:JG<eol. :..to not let us CC'.rry on this lone 

Let us look to the future. 

us come to an acreoment quickly e.ntl soon, 

·Mr. TSAili .. ?I~IN (Union t)f Soviet Socidist li0publics) ( translo:tion from 

Russian): The stateoent~ uacle here t;J(~.ay by the United Stc;tes re:;Heseirb,tive, 

Mr. Jean, ancl the United re;)rosentative, :~r. Goc::bor, car.w immediately 

Let 

after our own stateuent ir:: which we ~;rrJsGntu:l Jotccilocl urr;wmmts in su:;;:Jort of a 

solution of the question of the ,:liscontinu!1nco of nuclear v:oa~>on tests bcsed on the 

utilization of national systems of ccntrcl. ~e Jomonstrated on the basis of 

conclusive data thl1t nn:tional systews vf contr::::l cere fully effective an:t :,doquate 

for the purposes of control, that tho UniteJ Statos rejects this Soviet :Jroposu,l 

for national control, net because ·b:lis lJro-;_JCsc,l cloes not ensure control over 

compliance with the acreement on tho discontinuancE.' of nucloc,r wea:Jon tests, but 
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because it interferes with the opportunities of the United States and its allies 

to undertake intelligence and espionage activitie3 in the territory of the 

Soviet Union and that it is precisely for this reason that they insist on 

international control< All these points were denonstrated and analyzed carefully, 

conscientiously and convincingly. 

said. 

I have no need to repeat all that has been 

Mr. Godber says we should produce some evidence to confirn our assertions 

about the effectiveness of a national system of control, but it seems to me that 

confirmation of the correctness of our assertions can be found in your own 

laboratories which are studying this matter, just as the United States laboratories 

are doing. You are asking that we should present evidence and, as I understand 

it1 . that a meeting of scientific experts should again be convened. We know the 

kind of sc~entists 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 all 

of these experts favour the establishment of a very wide network of international 

control and also, incidentally, support the continuance of nuclear weapon tests. 

This is particularly true of i:ihe scientists em1)loyod by the Rand Corporation, who 

are working in various laboratori(~S of the Pentagon, in the lc.boratories of the 

Atomic Energy Commission and in the laboratori0s of some of the largest 

United States monopolies connected with the supply of armaments -- nuclear and 

other -- to the United States Government. 

Answers. to all the questions that were put to us by the United States and 

United Kingdom representatives, to all their complaints and reproaches, to all 

their appeals and proposals, are contained in the statement which I made today, as 

well as in the statements made here during earlier meetings >'Vhen we discussed the 

question of the discontinunace of nuclear weapon tests. So far as I am concerned, 

I have nothing further to add. You will find th1He answers to all 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, just Cl.S we do not wish to rely on the United States 

for control over compliance with this agreement by the United States, should we 

succeed in reaching an agreement. We in fact proc~ed from the opposite premise1 

namely 
7 

that we shall yerify Uni·bed States compliance with the agreement, while 
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the United Stu tcs an(l the United KinGdon will themselves verify, throu:-)1 their 

own systems, the Soviet Union 1 s com)liance with the a::;reement. This is £>.n 

excellent idea. Surely no one could be a more exactin~ or a stricter controller 

than the other party to the az;recoent. You ro:prosent the op:c;osi to cam:;_:;. You 

will w-atch us while wo, with the r.dc~ cf our 01m system: will vmtch you. 

can be more effective tl1an this c,ppronch to tho ::Dluticn of the rroblem of control? 

Intornaticn<::-1 control ever the clisccntinw:mce of tests will sGl ve nothinq 

because internationoJ. centro! would use the s~me systems of d_etection nne: 

identification as n,re now used by states for the registration of nuclGar 

explosions, i.e., nation::tl systur.:s. Now th::1.t clistances are virtually of no 

consequence ancl th.:; sensitivity of' instruments tm2. equipment is such th::1.t it is 

possible to record, c1etoct n,nL~ identify nuclear ox:;_·losions thr:,t take i:lte,CO in 

the territory of other countries -- I umphasizo ~~,;u .. in -- the demand for internationC'.l 

control is unwarranted. Fhat we now have to Llo is not to settle the problem of the 

discontinun,nce of tests on the basis of international cuntrol, but to a:;ree to 

settle it on the basis of using national systens of control. I have quoted 

various examples, but you are not oven prepared to take theB into account; you 

let them go in at one uo.r and out cf the other anC:. you cL)sc your eyes when, for 

instance, we point out to you how you recorded our recent underc~rouncl ex:;_Jlosion. 

You do not wish to take account of tho fact that the United States underground 

explosion of 10 :Jecembor W[~S record.od in SweJ.on, Pinlsnd an~:. Japan. You de not 

wish to pay any attention to the :;;regress ma~o in the desic;ninc; and porfoctinc 

cf appliances, instruBonts and OC.LUil)ment, tc the increase in their sensitivity 

and selectivity. You do not wish to take this intc account, because you are 

possesse<l by a sinr;le fixecl idea, ncxwly that you must hn,vo internaticn:::,l control 

and nothinG less, notwithstandinG the fact that national control is a fully 

adequate and effGctivo substitute for your interne',tional control. But nn.tional 

control does not involv-e the difficulties, contr::.c1icticns c,ncl obstacles that 

inevitably n.rise when i'lG be;:in tc J.iscuss with you the question of the uso of 

international control. 

After some discussion. it wa,s :':ocide~l that 11 meetinr; of tho Sub-Committee 

would be tentatively fixed for 3 ~~.m. on Thurs;hy, 29 ivhrch 1962, and t:1::ot the 

Enr:;lish and Russian verbo,tir:l recorcls of thu ;.Jrosunt meetin,: vvould be :listributed 

to members of the ?lon[l.ry Conference en Thursdr:.y, 29 March 1952. 

The meetinn rose at 6.50 ~.m. 




