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The CHAIRMALN (United Kingdom): I declare open the tenth meeting of the

Sub-Committee on avaéaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear'féapon.Tests, '

In)m§ gapacity as Chairman I think it is my duty to remind my colleagues, and
indeed myself that we have been charged by the plenary Conference with the task
Cof” contxnulng our dlscu331uns on this matter, and that our colleagues in the plenaxy
Conference will be most anxious to read of such developments as may take place here.

In my capacity as fepresentative of the United Xingdom I should like to make
one or two short APéning remarks, and hope to have the opportunity of making some
further comments later. | ‘

If my colleagues will bear w1th me, I should like to sum up the position as I
see it at this moment. We had conslderable dzscu331on in the plenary meet1ng on
Frlday, f0110w1ng our last meeting here on Thursday afternoon (ENDC/SC 1/pv. 9), on
the’ lmportant ‘memorandum (ENDC/28) submitted by the ezght neutral countrles. .There
was a good deal of - ‘talk, particularly from our Soviet colleagues, ‘about whether this
 was "a basis for dlscu3510n" Ythe basis for discussion', "a matter for discuss&On",
" and so forth, I do not propose to spend time talking: about that this afternaon.

%I think that is- unprofitable; I want actually to diseuss the dpcument.v I want to
see wheré' 1t‘can‘he1p uSVforward;' That, in fact, was my Qosition previbgsly, and
it is now. I believe we‘must‘hot'get bogged down, in.procedural. points.“iiﬁglieVe
we have got to look et these proposals and see whether. they w111 help us. That is

" what I want to do, ‘ o S id‘ |
" 1 want to clarify ome point. In his last intervention in,tﬁe plénafy'ﬁeeting
on Friday, Mr. Zorin said that on the previous day I had accepted the proposals of
the neutral countries, but on the assumption that the prlnclples to whlch I had
referred were accepted (ENDC/PJ.25, page 35). He seemed to think that in some sense

I was placing a limit on my acceptance of the proposals. 4ifter that,inﬁervention
by Mr. Zorin in the pleniry meeting, I reminded the Conferencg,‘ibid.,;page 41)
of the three principles that I had enumerated at the meeting oh‘Thﬁrs&a&li‘I should
now like to repeat those three principles, as I enumerated them‘at the:piéﬁary‘
meetlng on Priday morning. « | ‘ Vk\ | |

"IRirst, it seems to me that these new prnposalq do accept the prlnclple
of an international network of detecthn posts’,..‘k
"*Secondly, it did seem to us. that the memorandum accéﬁted the

‘principle of the ‘establishment of an international body ...!'
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“The -third prineiple .., is as follows:

"!Then. ... there is the v1ta1 questlon of inspection. Here it seemed
to us that the memorandum dld accept the principle of- 1nternat10nal
inspection ..." (ibid., Eage 41) ,

' Those were -the. three principles by whlch I quallfled ‘my acceptance of the documett
on Thursday and which 1 reiterated on Friday.

- On Friday:I went on to say:

'T  should have theught fhose principies were inherent in the document,

Therefore, if Mr. Zoriﬁ does not think they are inherent in theidocument,

that is indeed an 1mportant statement. u (1b1d)
4is Mr. Zorin said nothing in reply, 1 am ‘assuming that he agrees that those three
«prlnczples are inherent. .in the document 1if my Soviet colleague this afternoon

does not agree that these three prlnclples are inherent in the document, I hope he
w;ll say so, because this is where amblguxty could be detrimental to what. I am
'§eeking to do, thch is to carry us'forward’in our discussion. It would be very
helpful if our Soviet colleague could let us know whether, in fact, he does accept
«without reservation those three very simple principles. |
At this stage I want to say a word azbout one of those principleé, and here:1
am tryxng to find a way forward in negotlatlon. Lfter the sterile diScussiona~we
have had recently; surely the best way to make progress is to choose the one é
principle which is most likely to commend general agreement, I would 0311 mf‘
golleagues! attention to the principle which seems to be very ‘clearly set forth in
the document: +the establisﬁment of an international commission, What does the
document say in regard to this? It statess: : .
"Purthermore, the feasibility of constituting by agreement an :

~ International Comm1351on, conslstlng of a limited number of highly

quallfled sclentlsts, p0331bly from nonnallgned countries together wlth

the appropriate staff mlght be con51dered." (ENDC/28, paragraph 4) :

It goes on to say that this comm1551on should be entrusted with certain tesks, such
as collecting the data that is prov1ded and 1nterpret1ng and analysing it; and then
- it goes forward into the other processes. What I am speaking about at this moment
is the question of this 1nternat10nal body itself, I'should”have’thought that on
this, at least, we could all agree, I hope I am rlght if T suggest that the Soviet
Union also is. prepared to - env1sage an 1nternat10na1 body which would process the
information obtained from detection systems} whether they were natlonal or

international, and would draw appropriate conclusions from them.
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If I am right in thinking that we have common ground here, perhaps this is where
we can develop detailed negotiatidn cuce more in this 3ub-Commiitze. We zould
discuss whether this inlernational body should be composeé entirely of scientists,
or whether it shouvld alsc Znclude govermment vepresoniatives, as ve for our part
have always felt it shouled do. We should have to thirk how lerge this body should
be. We ought to consider its compesiticn from the noint of view of the nationality
of its members. And of course we should went %o discuss its functions in detail.
This would scem bto me ¢ be o helpful gad fruisful wey of proeceeding; but this is
merely a suggestion I an pubtting forward in order %n get some real negoiiation
going here again. Fraokly, I am $tired of seeing us sitting cound this table making
set speeches at one another, I want to get inbto nezgetistion agein, and 1 am very
ready tc use this joint memorandum of the eigh® neutral notions %o help us forward
in this task.

Before we conclude todayls meeting I =ay wish %o discuss one of the other
principles. But I am tryiﬁg to get Aie mriieon sedng at g stage by baking +the
joint memorandum of the eight neutral nations as a basig and seeking points of
agreement so that we can makes progress once more in this field,

I would leave it ther= st this moment and hores that my colleagues will be able
to respond. I appeal particuleriy %o my Soviet colleague ncew to enter into real
negotiation again here, and to respond by +elling us what he thinks in regard to the
principles I have enumerated -—~ or to the other prinziple. We should build on this
and not waste time talking about the hasis on which we aceept the document. We
should use i% for real negoviation, which is waat %he‘eigh% neutral nations asked

us to do.

Mr. TSLRAPKIN (Unicn of Soviet Socialist Repvbliecs) {translation from

Rugsian): The United Kingdom representative has just swimed up the present
situation of our talks on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests, now that the
eight non-aligne countries! propesals {ENDC,/28} have been discussed at meetings of
the plenary Committee and the Sub--Committee, In doing so he dealt with the
substance of the matter. I{ szeems adviseble that I also should sum up the position
as representative of the 3oviet Union.

 As ﬁe understand i%, we must now leok for a mutually-aceeptable solution based
" on the proposals submiited for cur considerztion by the eight non-alignedystatQS‘

for +that purpose.
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It will, of course, not help matters if each of us tries to return to his old
position. In order to advance the taliks we must start by basing them on the
specific proposals of the eight non-aligned States. That will be our starting
point,

At first sight it looks as if both the Soviet Union and the Western Powers
regarded the proposals of the non-aligned States as compromise proposals, end were
ready to take them as & basis for further negotiations, Ur., Godber has just given
us further confirmation of this. The representatives of the Western Powers have
said so in as many words at previous meetings of the Committee and the Sub-Committee.

Nevertheless, I wventure to gquote from the speech made by kr. Godber at the
meeting of the Sub~Committee on 19 April, Comparing the respective positions of the
Soviet Union and the Western Powers in the talks on the discontinuance of tests,
he said:

"... We have two extreme positions here", (ENDC/SC.1/PV.9, page 5}

One position is that of the Western Powers, the other that of the Soviet Unionm,

 He went on tc explain that - ‘

"Lnything between those two positions is a compromise”. (ibid.)

He gave & quite definite opinion on the proposels of the eight non-aligned
countries, and said:

"The proposals of our eight non-aligned colleagues were intended as e

compromise .... between these two cleerly-defined positions". (EEEQ;)
He alsc said that a solution of the problem of discontinuance of tests -

"... has to be based on a comﬁromise of some sort."” (ibid.)

At the 25th plenary meeting of the Committee Mr. Dean, the United States
representetive, enswered in the following words the doviet representative's question
whether the United States would accept the eight-nation memorandum as a basis for
further talks:

"The United States is quite prepared to accept the eight-nation memorandum -~

indeed, we welcome it — as one of the bases ...". (ENDC/PV.25, page 21)

Those were Mr, Dean's words.

4t the same meeting the United Kingdom representative, Mr, Godber, said the
same thing several times, Moreover, amccording to a Press hssociation report,
when he returned to London during the Easter recess he said that the non-aligned
States? plen lacked precision but nevertheless called it a good basis for the talks.

I will say frenkly thet we find this stetement of Mr. Godber's encoursging.
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Let us seé‘né& just what the compromise put forward by the eight non-aligned
countrieé consiste of. Mr. Godber said that the compromise would be between the two
extreme positions. We have in fact before us two extreme positions., One of these
is the position on which the Western Powers stand and which is defined in their draft
treaty on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests of 18 Lpril 1961 (GEN/INT/110),
as subrequently amended by them (ENDC/9). The other position is that on which the
Soviet Union stands, and which is defined in its draft agreement of 28 November
1961 (ENDC/11).

%hat is there extreme about these two positions?

First: the United States and the United Kingdom reqguire that the treaty shall
lay down a definite quota of twelve to twenty inspections a year. The 3Soviet
proposal of 28 November 1961 does not provide for any inspection. Those are two
eﬁﬁreme positions,

Inytheir memorandum the eight non-aligned countries permif visits to the
‘territory of States where a suspicious and significant event has been located, or
on~site verification, For that purpose the parties to the treaty could invite the
intérnational commission to visit their territories and/or the site of the event
the nature of which was in doub‘t’(ENDC/28J paragraph 4).

This proposal of the non;aligned countries is, of course, a compromise between
the two exireme positions -~ that of the Western Powers and that of- the Soviet Union,

The Soviet Union accepts this comprdmise proposal of the non-aligned States,

Do the Western Powers also accept it? It is importent for us to know that. If they
accept it, then we may be considered tc have agreed on one of the most important
compromise proposals made by the non-aligned States, and we can move shead.

The Second matter is‘the internastional authority. The Western Powers! draft
treaty provides for the establ&shment of an international control organization
headed by a control commission directing a wide system of international control
posts. The 3Soviet draft agreement does not provide for any international authority,
éince compliance With'commitments is to be verified by each parity, using its own
national system:of detection of nnclear and thermonuclear explosions, not by an
international authority. There ycu have two more extreme positions.

The/eight non~aligned couniries propose in their memorandum the establishment
of an international commission consisting of a limited number of highly-qualified

scientists, possibly from non—aligﬁed countrieés, together with the appropriate
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staff. This commission should be entrusted with the tasks of processing 211 data
received from the national observation posts, end consult with States parties to the
agreement on measures for clarifying and assessing a suspiciocus event.

This proposal of the non-aligned countries, as you see, is also a compromise
between the Soviet Union's position and that of the Western Powers, We accept the
compromise proposal of the non-apligned countries. It is important to us to know
whether the Western Powers are willihg to accept it. If they are, then we can
settle for a second very important compromise proposel put forward by the non-
aligned States.

Furthermore, the non-aligned countries propose, in order to provide continuous
observation and effective control, that, in addition to the existing national
observation posts, new nationel posts should be established by agreement and that
the data from these posts would also be supplied to the international commission
for processing. The Soviet Union has likewise no objection to this proposal by the
non-aligned countries; nor do we think that the Western Powers can object to it,

These are the fundamental compromise proposals of the eight non-aligned
countries contained in their memorandum of 16 4Lpril 1962. The Soviet Government
declared officially on 19 4pril (ENDC/32) that it was prepared to examine the
proposzals set forth in the memorandum cof the non-aligned countries e&s a basis for
further talks,

We are now gwaiting a completely firm answer from the Western Powers to the
question whether they accept these compromise proposals of the eight non-zligned
countries as a basis for further talks.

If Mr. Dean and lMr., Godber were sincere when they stated at the 25th plenary
meeting of the Committee that they agreed to examine the non-aligned countries!?
compromise proposals as one of the beases for further talks, and if the Western
Powers are not going to try to cling to their old positions, as the representatives
of India and other non-aligned countries have earnestly implored both them and us
not to do, then the way to & rapid agreement between us will be opened. We very

much hope it will be.

The CHAIRMAN (United Xingdom): Before asking whether any other

representative would like to speak, perhaps I should teke up one point that the
representative of the Soviet Union mede, because there seems to be a misunderstanding
based on the quotation which he read out with regard to my remarks the other day.

I think it is very important that this should be correctly understood.
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The representative of the Soviet Union referred to the remarks which 1 firsy
made in our meeting of the 3ub-Committee on Thursday, 19 Lvril (ENDC/SC.1/PV.9),
which I repeated at the plenary mesiving of the Conference on Friday, 20 spril
(ENDCKPV,257 pags ' 5 }; and which the representative of India did me the honour

also of repeating a2t the plenary meetbing on Friday (ibid., page 45). I am referring

A

to my stetement with respect bo the question of the two oxtreme positions.

Now our Sowvizt colleaguve is ususily so precise in what he says that I was a

little surprised o find thet in this case he was verhaps not quite clear ebout what
© said, or perbaps did nov wash o be wﬁolly clear on one aspect of what I said.
What I said, quite clearly, wes: ' k
"It seens to me that we have two extreme positions here. We have
the position sst out in the experts' report of 1958lx on which wa a1l based
our discussions up uvatil 28 November 1961, The experts! repcrt of 1958 '
laic down that every disputed event should be inspected, that every event
of which there was not certainty should be insgpected. That is at one end
of the scele. A% the other end of the scele ere the Soviet Union proposals
of 28 November 1961 that nc event should be inspected under any circﬁmétances.
f one accepts that these ars the two extreme positions, then anything

.
kR
btetween those 4wo positions is a compromisec." (ENDC/3C.I/PV.9, page 5)

However, when I iistened to the representative of the Soviet Union,‘he sought,
wnless I misunderstood him, to take the 3oviet position of 28 November 1961 (ENDC/11)
as one extreme, whkich was perfectly correct, but at the other exitreme he took the
Western position of 18 Loril 1961,{ENDC/9}, which wes something quite different
from the experts! repord of 1958l/. The point was that the experts! report called

for 21l events tc b

O

inspected; the Joviet position called for ne event to be
inspected, and I said bhat anything beiween wos a2 compromises the compromisé
between the twe positions would be something vthat would call for some events to bz
inspected. |

That scews 10 he borne out clearly in vhat I said, and it seems to hévevbeen
endorsed by what the representetive of India said at the plenary meeting on‘Ffidayu
I am merely making the point now because I do not wish there to be any misunder—
standing in relation 4o this statemen’t. I hope my Soviet colleague will ﬁoté the
point.

That iz 21l that I feel I can say ot tais momenv. I would certainly hobe'to
have the oppovitunity of reidurning later to some of the interesting points ariSing'

out of the statement made by the representative of the Soviet Union,

1/ EXP/AUC,28
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Mr, TS4RAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (trenslation from

Russian): Mr. Chairman, you quoted yourself just now in order to correct what I

said. Will you please tell me the number and page of the record?

The CHLIRMAN (United Xingdom): The difficulty is thet the statement has

been quoted so many times that it can be seen in s0 many different places. The

original statement appears in the verbatim record of the ninth meeting of the
Sub-Cormittee, document ENDC/SC.1/PV.9, prov. page 6 of the English text., I quoted
from it at length at Friday's plenary meeting of the Conference (ENDC/PV.25, page 28),
' and the representative of India also quoted from it at some length (ibid.,
page 45.). It has been repeated several times. I hope this reference will help the

representative of the Soviet Union,

Mr, TSARLPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republies) (translation from

Russian): Perhaps we might continue clarifying this text. I think I quoted you
quite accurately. I do not understand what you found inaccurate in my account of

what you said,

The CHAIRMAN (United Kingdom): What I found inaccurate was that the

representative of the Soviet Union, after referring to my statement, went on to say:
Yes, we have two extreme positions ~- the Soviet position of 28 November 1961 and
the Western position of 18 4pril 1961. That is what I understood him to say. The
representative of the Soviet Union was basing his argument on my comments in which
I d4id not refer to the 18 4pril 1961 position. I referred to the position under the
experts! report of 1958, which said that all events would have to be inspected.

Mr, TSLRLPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republies) (translation from

Russian)s When we speak of the two positions, we mean the positions adopted by the
countries, the States., The position of your State end that of the United States
are reflected and set out in your draft treaty of 18 Lpril, not in the experts!
report at all. If we are spesking of the positions, I am right, and Mr. Godber was
wrong in calling the experts'! report your position; for your position is not
defined in the experts! report, but in your draft treaty of 18 4pril, as later
amended., 1 consider that I was right to refer to that document and not to the

experts! report,
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The CHLIRNALN (United Xingdom): I do not wish to pursue this point much

further; +to do so would be discourteous to cur United States colleague. But in
fact it is abundantly clear that I referred to two extreme positions, and I spelled
out what those were. It is perfectly proper for the representative of the 3oviet
Union, if he wishes to do so, to refer to the position of the Western Powers in its
draft treaty, but he is not entitled to use my words "extreme position" as explaining
the Western position of 18 April 1961, That was the Western compromise position and
not the extreme position., In other words, the representative of the Soviet Union is
not entitled to try to put words into my mouth with regard to the "extreme position".
He may interpret it, of course, however he wishes, but he should not assume, or

seek to assume, that he is interpreting what I have said in using the words '"extreme
position", because I used them in relation to the experts' report of 1958 and not in

relation to the draft treaty of 18 April 1961. I hope this is now clear.

Mr. TSLRLPKIN (Unicn of Soviet Sociszlist Republics) (translation from

Russian): When you talk of extreme positions you mean, not the extreme positions
between the States on the two sides represented here, but the extreme position
between the experts! report, which is neither your side's nor our side's position,
and the 3oviet Union proposal., You are dealing with the question at different
levels. 1If we are meking comparisons or distinctions, we must compare comparable
things, We must compare positions of 3tates. But you were compering the experts!
report with the Soviet Union's proposal of 28 November, and the two zre not
comparable., For the purposes of comparison we must take your present position and

our present position. Those can be compared.

The CH4IRMALN (United Xingdom): I must point out, for the sake of

clarity, that I am entitled to compare what I like with what I like; and in my
speech 1 made it abundently clear that 1 was referring to two extreme positions.

I did not at all say that one was my position; I was teking two extreme positions
and pointing out that one involved inspection of every event, the other of none,
and thet therefore a compromise must be between those two. If the Soviet
representative wishes to refer to the two positions of the two delegations prior
to the present time, he is fully entitled to do so, but not to use my words from

last Thursday in support of his argument. I hope that is clear.
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Mr. DE4N (United Stetes of America): I have listened with the greatest
interest to the statements made today by the representatives of the Unlted Klngdam
end the Soviet Union, I shall refer to them later in my remarks., »

In our discussion of a test ban treaty at the twenty-fourth and twentyhfif¥£
plenary meetings, we all agreed that we should give earnest consideration £o the
eight-Power memorandum submitted to us with respect to a proposed nuclear test ban
treaty. Each side, I submit, has demonstrated by this act a certain spirit of
initiative and e willingness to consider the ideas of the eight Powers represented
at our Conference., My delegation intends to approach the coming discussion in that
‘same spirit, in the hope that this objective discussion wili lead us to a mutually—v
acceptable solution of the problem of a-nuclear test ban treaty.

‘We are indeed gratified that the 3Soviet delegation has appaiently shown some
willingness to re-examine its own position on this matter. Nevertheléss, in the
view of my delegation, much exploration of the Soviet position will be reqﬁiﬁedv:
before the extent end scope of any resl change in the Soviet pcsitioﬁ which this
mey involve becomes apparent.

I believe it is now clear to all that the two sides have'ﬁéeﬁ unable to reach
an agreement on the former bases of our negotiations. This dbes not mean, I submit,
that we should or could sbandon all of our former carefully and patiently worked out
scientific end technical ideas sbout location and spacing of control posts and
detection and identification with respect to a nuclear test ban treaty. The
acceptance of the eight-Power memorandum as one of the bases, but not the exclusive
basis, for negotiations means, however, I take it, that we are going to begiﬁ in an
objecetive spirit to explore in detail one of our bases for negotiation.

In this respect, therefore, the joint memorandum of the eight Powers has
brought & new approach to our negotiations. Much of that memorandum of course
remains to be clarified and explored. My delegation conceives of such exploratlcn
and elarificetion as the next major task in our negotiations. Thraugh this
process -- and I say this hopefully -- we may soon reach the point where detailed
negotiations can take pleace. .

What Mr, Zorin said at the last plenary meeting, when he aceépted the joint
memorandum as one of the bases for negotiations, leads me to believe thaf he in
part shares this view. If this is true —- and I hope it is -, we shall have no
difficulty in proceeding in our work of clarification and elaboration and further

study of the jeint memorandum, This is exactly the process which my delegation
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believes the eight nations had in mind when they made their suggestions. We must of
course examine with great care the document before us, learning which of its
clements both of our sides can accept and which of its elements can be built upon
and elaborated to reach our goal of an adequate and effective nuclear test ban
treaty. In the course of exploring the joint memorandum I will went to discuss with
my 3oviet colleague certain of its elements upon which the views of the Soviet
delegation, so far at least, are not altogether clear. I shall by the same token

be prepared at this and at our future mectings to explain in detail the position of
my Government on the various elements of the joint memorandum. 1 sincerely hope
that my Soviet colleague will, as soon as possible, embark om constructive and
informal questioning end exchanges so that the process of making the positions of
both‘sides clear can begin,

I want to turn now to the joint memorandum itself. To begin with, what
precisely is it that the eight nations are trying to suggest to us? My answer to
this éuestion is fhat after careful study there would éppear to be four main
elements in the joint memorandum which will hgve to 5e<coﬁsidered in working out
an adequate and effective nuclear test ben agreement. These four elementé are in
fact basic principles which underlie the means for assuring the observance of a
nuclear test ban.

1 believe the eight Powers heve told us that in any verification arrangements
we ought to provide for: '

(1) Bffective detection through an internationzl network of control posts
which may be based on existing national systems, supplemented by
international stations or a combination of bothj

(2) 4n international organ or body whose dutyAwill be receiving and
processing date from the control posts, and thereafter taking action
on the basis of the data it receives and analyses from this new
system of contrcl posts;

(3) Some effective means of establishing the identity of any detected
event where date from the detcction apparatus are in themselves
inadequate to determine whether a nuclear explosion or a natural
event took places and

(4) in obligation —- I repeat, obligation —— on the part of the country
on whose territory the unidentificd event has taken place to allow

this internstional organ or body the right to identify the event in
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the only wey possible -- that is, in the only way et present known

to science -- by sendlpg to the territory of the cdﬁﬁtry where‘the .
unidentified évent has teken place an ijective, scientific inspéctién 77.
team whlch wlll repcrt back to that 1nternatlona1 organ or body. -

These last two prlnﬂlples are of course partlcularly 1mportant when we con31der
the problem of the 1dent1flcatlon of underground or underwater events. 1 belleve
that both sides should be able to agree that these are the basie principles under- ;
lying the suggestion of the eight nations and the basic nrlnclples to which we must
now address oursélves. They are certainly familiar prlnclples, but our task now is
$0 re-examine them in the llght of the terms of the joint memorandum to see if we
can find answers to the questions as to their exact meaning which have arisen and
will arise. However, agrecment on the basic pr1ncaples I bave mentioned only u01nts
the way towards the specific modglities that will bhave to be worked out in order to
set up such a system of verxflcatlon. I believe we should also now explore in more
detail, on the basis of the nrlnclples 1n the eighi~Power memorandum, certain of the
elements whlch w111 have to be con51dered when they are put tc work in @& ver1f10at1on
system., It 1s on thls p01nt that science and technology can come to our ald in our
efforts to de31gn, build, 1nsta11 and operate, at least in part, an adequate
’ verlflcatlon system, We reallze that the eight nations must bhave had certaln
301ent1flc technlcal ideas in mind when they conceived the broad outline of &
verlflcatlon system. For our part, we will certalnly look forward to their
participetion w1th us in further explorgtlon of those areas as we proceed w1th our
negotiations. ‘

I would now like to discuss very brlefly some of my delegatlon s 1deas with
regard to each of the four basic prlnclples. Flrst let me consider the 1nternat10na1
control post network. To begin with,‘I would like to point out very briefly some of
the elements‘whiéh &y delegation believes should be taken into account in the design
of & network of control posts for the detection and identification of nuclear tests.
In the first instance, an effective system should be cépable ofkdetecting e
sufficiently large number of fésts in all environments -- outer space, hiéhvaititude
or the etmosphere, on or under water end underground -~ to give real assurance that
a potential v1olatcr will be deterred from undertaking clandestlne tests. As I
have said in the past, the United States has an open mind on this subject, within
the 1imit$ of available objective scientific date. We are willing to re-examine

with all or any of the participants in the Eighteen Netion Committee —- inecluding
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such representatives of the eight nations as may wish to participate or as may be
designated ~- the type, manning, location and equipping of a control post network
which will give all of us reasonable assurance that nuclear tests, wherever
conducted; will be detected.

Mow I would like to say a very brief word about national detection systems.
As is well known, the United States has always believed that internationally manned
control posts would provide the most impartial and at the same time the most
scientific and trustworthy arrangements for the collection and transmission of data
on nuclear tests. Nevertheless, in the interest of trying to conclude a nuclear
test ban treaty with our Soviet colleagues, we are quite willing to examine
carefully, objectively and scientifically the character of the system upon which we
might eventually be able to agree. All we ask is that it be effective in detecting,
loecating and, where possible in the atmosphere, outer space, under water or under-
gryund, identifying nuclear explosioens to ensure that testing has in fact ceased.
The problems of standardized instrumentation, the spacing of control posts and the
reliability of data~reporting have always appeared to us to be greatly simplified
and made more objective and scientific by an internationally built and manned system.

However, it may well be scientifically and administratively possible to
construct, on the basis of the systems existing in many countries of the world, an
international, supplemented or integrated control post network which will give the
necegsary degree of assurance and which, through mechanical, technical and other
safeguards, will alsc provide reliable, scientific and trustworthy data. Ve are
willing to examine this question. There are many aspects of this problem which
vill need to be explored carefully. I can only say that we are certainly prepared
w0 go into all suggestions and to undertake in concert with others the objective
teclinical examinations which mey be required.

I turn now to a second point which appears to be implicit, if not explicit,
in the joint memorandum. This is the principle of an international scientific or
headquarters body which would process and analyse data reported to it by the control
stations. Here is an area on which there appears to have been a large measure of
agreement between the West and the Soviet Union in the past and upon which I hope
we may quickly be able to build in drafting our nuclear test ban treaty, It is, it
seems to me, @& point of principle with which, in our last two plenary meetings,
Mr, Zorin was apparently in agreement. What is required in our view is the

creation of an international body which will be:
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(1) armed with an agreed and objective series of criteria againstAwhiéh to
check recorded data from properly placed control posts with eppropriate ingtrumen—
tation in order to determine, wherever possible, that a nuclear test has or has not
taken pldce-

(2) prov1ded with agreed criteria with which to isolate those data which are
only 1ndlcat1ve of the fact that a test could have taken place, where it is not
p0331b1e by the use of date from detection systems instrumentation to ensure that
a test has not taken placey

(3) equipped with procedures and methods to ensure that the date showing ,
testing could have taken place are adequately investigated so that the true nature
of a particular unidentified event is scientifically established; and

(4) staffed with impartial, scientific personnel so that all participating |
States can have confidence and trust in the objectivity of whatever conclusions R
the body may drew. |

A third point which w111 require elsboration will be the solution to the
problem of zdentlfylng those events or happenings which are detected but whlch
cannot be ldentlfled by the control post network. Here, the international control
body should be able to perform a useful function by exercising its impartial and
scientific judgeméht a3 to what events require identifiecation,

I believe there are no divergent views among us on the necessity for
determxnlng whether a nuclear test has taken place. In that one aspect of the
‘problem I certalnly hope that all members of this Conference are in agreement.

But the process of establlshlng the nature of any particular detected event -
has been the subject of differing views on both sides. My delegation has not asked
and does not now ask that ell guestionable events be identified. It does hold the
view, however, that there must be a capability to 1dent1fy positively a limited
pumber of doubtful cases. We defer to science and to technology to tell us how
that identification can be accomplished. We have, however, felt that the manner
of selecting cases for identification and the number so gelected should be
determined scientifically and objectively, in such & way that a potential violator
would be deterred from conductlng clandestine tests. A

We accept the fact that the joint memorandum is put forward as one of the
bases for our negotxatlon, as a political compromise in this respect, the details
of which are left for the Sub~Committee to work out. We feel, nevertheless, that

eny political compromise on this subject must accomplish the single objective of
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stopping all tests for ever and that there must not be constant suspicion that tests
are taking place that cannot be detected and identified, This is the reason we
believe that‘inspection ard control should provide a reasonable degree of deterrence,
For, if we accepted an inspection arrangement which allowed clandestine tests to
proceed without a reasonable chance of discovery, we would be tossing aside the
substance of an agreement for the mere shadow of it., This would neither satisfy

nor reassure the people of the world of our most serious intention to stop all
nuclear tests in all environments. ,

In this respect my delegation shares with Mr. Gromyko the view that we should
not be called upon to trust the word of any one State. I think all the eight
nations are agreed in this; otherwise they would not have provided for a systenm
of verification in the joint memorandum.

To recapitulate the position of the United States on the question of on-site
inspection is as follows: (1) We believe that certain events will be detected but
remain unidentified. (2) We believe these events must be identified in sufficient
numbers to ensure that a test ban treaty is not being violated. (3) As of the
present, our best scientific advice is that on-site inspection of unidentified
events is the only way in which positive identification can be assured. (4) But we
have an open mind on the subject and we are willing to see this identification
carried out by any means demonstrated to be scientifically feasible and effective.
(5) We believe that, in the abserce of other proven scientific methods, a test ban
treaty should include an obligation -- I repeat, an obligation -~ on the part of
the participeting States to permit an effective number of inspections on the basis
of sgreed criteria to identify such detected events. ¥e also believe that adequate
identification is fully provided for by the joint memorandum, and we hope that the
Soviet Union will feel itself guided by *he joint memorandum in this respect as
well.

Let me conclude my remarks by summarizing the views of the United 3tates on
the issues contained in the joint memorandum:

(1) There appears to be agreement now between the two sides that the joint
memcrandum can be sn effective and useful document and that it can be one of the
beses, but not an exelusive basis, for further negotiations.

(2) There is also, on the basis of the joint memorandum, apparent recognition
of: (a) the necessity of an international network of control posts; (b) the
requirement for an international scientific headquarters body; end (¢) the need for

an effective means to identify certain events which might be nuclear explosions.
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 The United States delegation will approacn these negotistions for a nuclearx
test ban in & spirit of objective scientific examination.

“Ey deiegatioh intends and is indeed anxious to explore, on the basis of the
joint memorandum, any scientific aspects of the verification system which may be
required. Much remains to be done in our work of ccncludznn a test ban. The Soviet
Union has promised upeedy agreement on the basis of the principles set forth by the
eight new members of this Conference. I await with real interest what the Soviet
Union will be able to tell us in this respect. I say with regret that I do not
think that we have heard this as yet from our 3oviet collesgue. I can assuré the
Soviet representative that the United States stends ready to éontinue 6ur work to
reach a concluéive agreement in the seme spirit of give-and-take negotiations with
vhich we have always faced the problem of concluding =n effective nuclear test ban
treaty. 7 ,

1 come now to 2 point with which I believe that you, Mr. Chalrman, have already .
dealt adequa.tely a.nd effectlvely, After the plenary meetxng last Fr:.da,y, I wanted
to be sure that the representatlve of India had correctly understood the substance T%‘
of your remarks at the Sub-Cormi ttee meeting on the prev1ous Thursday afternoon. :'f;“
When 1T wes llstenlng to you in the Sub-Committee on Thursday afternoon, it seemed o
to me very cléar that you were meking a sharp distinction between the 1958 report
of the Geneva experts, which ‘held that every suspicious event had to be 1dent1f1ed ‘
by on-site 1nspectlon, end the Soviet Union position of 28 November 1961. ‘

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that, as the Indian representative note&;Bh
Friday last, you were actually contrasting the 9051t10n held by the experts in 1958
thet all unidentified events had to be subject to on-site inspection with the fact
that the Joviet 28 November posltlon.prov1ded for no on-site 1nspect10ns.

The nuclear test ban draft treaty which the United Kingdom and the United States
tabled on 18 April 1961 was, of course, already a compromise between the two extreme
positions mentioned by our United Kingdom colleague, in that we only celled for
on-site inspection for g limited number of unidentified events. VWhile I fully B
recognize that there mlght be a difference of opinion agbout the various posmt1oné
in our draft treaty as compared with the completely changed position of the Soviet
Union of 28 November 1961, the fact is that we believe that our draft treaty was
already en attempt to meet the Soviet poirt of view. ' |
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In faet, we moved towards the Soviet point of view inisome twenty respects.
But far from moving forward from its agreement last year to fifteen control posts
and three on-site ingpections, the Soviet Union suddenly, in its proposél of
28 November 1961, said it would aééept no international system and no on-site
inspection. B R o

Theréfore; I think it is somewhat ﬁnfortunate thaﬁ the eight new members of the
Conference, or even those who have taken part in previous disarmement talks, should
feel that we were saying that we had continued to put forward an extreme position
in relation to another extreme position. I fully realize that people may have
different points of view about this situation,:but I did not wish to remain silent
and to have that silehce interpreted as an agfeément that our position of 18 April
1961 was or is an extreme position. 1 think we have fried in every way to meet the
points of view of our Soviet colleagues. Ve have done our best, within the limits
of our present state of scientific knowledge, to arrlve at a nuclear test ban
treaty which would not go beyond scientific necessities and at the same time would
not unduly trespass upon Soviet territory or in any way constitute esplonage.
Again, I realize that anyone could have a different point oﬁﬁview, but I did want
148 make sure that no one would think from reading the verbatim record of our
Sub-Committee meeting that we had acquiesced in a view that our 18 Aprll dreft

t“eaty position was an ‘extreme posltlcn.

Mr, TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socidlist Republics) (translafion from

Russian): The United States representative has just told us that he does not regard
the United 3tates position as extreme. But then, no one expected Mr. Dean to agree
thet his position is extreme. It is not only we, his colleagues in these talks,
who regerd his position as extreme, but also all the non-aligned countries of the
world. Apart from himself, that is, no one regards his position as moderate. The
whole world apart from the Western Powers, which hold this position, considers it
extreme. The representatives of the non-gligned States have said so quite
defiﬁitely, and we have told him so many times. In this matter, therefore, his
opinion is contradicted by that of all the rest of the world.

¥hat the United States representative said today Sounded es though the United
States were ready tc take the proposal in the eight-nation memcranduﬁ as a baéis;
but his comments show that the United States is still pulling back to its former

extreme position even on the highly important question of whether the control posts
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stould be operated nationally or be 1nternat10nal, or whether ingsection should be
obligatory - compulsory = or carried out onLy by 1nv1tat10n of +the country, as the
e1ght~nation memorandum proposes. On that subJect I should like o remlnd dMr. Deen
of & passage in the statement by the representatlve of Indie, M¥v. Lall, who
declared on behalf of the non=aligned States which submitted the memorandum that
tae positions of the two sides participating in the talks on the ﬁiscohtinﬁance of
puclear weapon tests had led the Conferénce into a blind alley and could ﬁot get
iv out. He said: |
"] trust and sincerely hopé that when the three delegﬂtions resume

negotiations, taking as a basis thls JOlnt memorandum of ours = and I

feel they are going to take this as a bas1s and are going to resume

negotiations -- they will not go back to either of their extireme positioqs,"

(ENDC/PV.25, page 48) | -
ind later he said:

A "There is 'no go! on the 53515 of the two extreme positions ....?1ease
do not go into these negotiations on the bas1s of those two extreme
POSlthﬂS." (ibid)

Why do the non-aligned States continually and 1n31stently express this~con0ern?
Wy do,th&yvmake these anxious and pressing appeals to the princical parties to
these talks nét to return to their old positions? Because they are geﬁuinely
concerned for the future of the talks. éhey know that no agreement can be reached
on the basis of these old positions. To go back to them is to go back to deadlock.
These old positions cannot releaée us from deadlock, That is proved by the whole
history of the talks. Qur consciences =- ours and yours, Mr.vDean, ir. Godber -
tell us quite plainly that the o‘m positions will not get us out of the deadlock,
nor help us to make progress with our talks or to come to any agreement.

As far as we can see now, therefore, we can reach agreement on a mutually-
acceptable basis by agreeing to the préposals of the eight non-gligned S%ates. We
have told you agaln today that we accept the main propositions of the memorandum
of 16 Aprll of the nonwallgned Statesy we accept those proposals as compromlse
proposals, as a b531s for our further talks. And if the United States ‘and the
United Klngdam;represenﬁgtlves would consent, would say merely one little word to
indicate their willingnésg;fé take tinis memorandum as a basis, we could quickly

draw up the necessary ag reement\and this gquestion could be settled., Unfortunately,
however, what ir. Dean has said means that the United States is quite unable to
detach itself from its old positioms. The United States representative again
confirmed this in the observations which he made today on the memorandum.
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But I would beg hr. Dean to recon51der his attltude to the memorandum of the

elght non~allgned btates, and 1 strongly urge him not to follow the felse and
dlshonest 11ne of treating the memorandum of the eight non-eligned 3tates as though
llt were a document restating his old position on international control, inspection
an& control p&sts. Nothing’of what he said zppears in the memorandum. :

I beg Mr. Dean to teke the memorandum as it is, just as the eight non—éiigned
countrles have submitted it to us, without any of his comments, If we take this
memorandum as a basis, we shall soon agree. But once you stert commenting omn it,
dlscuss;ng 1t and interpreting it as you have today, we shall again face a desdlock
and ﬁothing else;y and this endeavour of the non-aligned 3tates to help our talks,
help us to reach an agreement and help us to get this business out of deadlock will
in its turn peter out ignominiously.

I address yet one more appeal to my United States and United Tingdom collesgues
to take the memorandum of the eight as it is, and not to read into it something
which it does not contain, or try to interpret it as a special formula rgflecting
their old positions on these cardinal issues of our talks. -

I did not get a clear ides of what Mr. Dean said todey from the 1nterpretat10n,
end I shall have to study the verbatim record of his speech carefully. I thlnk I
shall heve to return to this matter agkln, ‘end perhaps say somethlng about hls
statement today in addition to what I have just said. ‘ k

The most important thing we have to do, however, is tc accept ihe noﬁ-aligned
States! proposal as & compromise. #e cannot et present.see anyihing else equivalent
to these proposals of fﬁe eight or acceptable as a solution of the problem of
discontinuance of tests.

I agein emphasize that any sttempt to force the discussion of this question
into the rut of your old positions would be a very aangeroﬁs diversionary manoeuvre
and would inevitebly bring the whole matter intc another déadléck. Adnd I would
warn my Unlted States and United {ingdom colleagues agalnst the temptation of
emberking on such a course.

We expect that careful study of the situation and & correct evaluation of the
Soviet Union's goodwill in agreeing to these compromise proposals of the eight
non-aligned States will enable the United 3tates and the United ¥ingdom to surmount
these internal obstacles which are still hindering them from coming to terms with us
on this question. It is to be hoped that the further course of the talks will

fulfll our expectatlons.
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- Mpy- DEAN (United States of America): It seems clear to me that the
participation of the eight nations in our 3Sub-Committee on nuclear ﬂesting would be
- very helpful,. - 4t our plenary meceting last Friday it was suggested, and I believe
each of aqur delegations agreed, that it would be helpful to add some of the sponsors
of the eight-Power joint memorandum to the membership of this Sub-Committee on
nuclear testing. ‘

Therefore I would suggest that the Sub-Committee request the sponsors of the
- joint memorandum to select two or three, or such number as they choose, of these
delegations to join us in our work in the Sub-Committee, The expansion of the
membership of the Sub-fommittee might then be formally approved at a plenary
meeting of the Conference.

The CHAIRMAN (United Kingdom): I wonder whether the representative of the

United States would mind if I were to defer consideration of his suggestion for a

few moments, because, as United Kingdom representative, I want to make ome or two
comments relating to our discussion this afternoon, |

Before we conclude our general discussion today, I should like to teke up one
~ point which has already been dealt: with, and then I should like to develop another
point which I think is rather important. I indicated at the beginning of this
afternoon’s meeting that I would deal with one point and that I hoped later to deal
with another point.

The first point that I want to make guite clear relates to the references that
have been made to the statement which I made in the Sub-Committee on Thursday and
t0 the comments that it drew not only here this afterncon from the representative
-of the Soviet Union but also at the plenary meeting of the Conference on Friday
from the representative of India.

My own understending of the intervention of dMr. Lall on Friday was that ﬁe
did fully understand the significence of the position, I did not think that he
misunderstood the position. However, if he did, no doubt he will take the opportunity
to meke that eleer. But I understood him to accept thet position, because what I
said was so abundantly clear. Although it does appesr in the record so many times,
perhaps I should repeat it just once more. I said:

“I{ seems to me that we have two extreme positions here., We have

the position set out in the experts! report of 1958 on which we all based

our discussions up until 28 November 1361, The experts® report of 1958

laid down that every disputed event should be inspected, that every event
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of which there was not certainty should be inspected. That is at
one e¢nd of the scale. At the other end of the secale are the Soviet
Union proposals of 28 November 1961 thet no event should be inspected

under any circumstances." (ENDC/SC.I/PV.9, page 5)

I said then that those are two extreme positions. I repeat that now: they are
the twe exireme positions. But of course, as everyone knows, the Western position
ag set out in our draft ¥reaty of 18 sLpril 1961 was by no means an extreme position,
and certainly I should never have said that it wes., It was indeed a2 very carefully
worked out éoﬁ?fomise, a compromise basing itself in very large degree on what our
Soviet colleagues themselves had agreed to at that time, as Mr. Tsarapkin knows
better than enyone else. We were seeking to build on agreecments that had been
reached at that time with a compromise. The effective point of the compromise, to
which I was really dra&ing attention in that intervention, was that it did provide
for & quota of on-site inspectiéns. That was why I made it so clear.

In the next paragraph, after referrihg to the proposals of the eight non-
aligned nations, I saids

"If they are & compromise, then by definitioh} as I have tried to

set out, they mus% imply some on-site inspection.™ (ibid.)

I really could not have made it clearer than that, énd I do think it was understood.

That being sc;, I was pleased when’I heard the representative of India approving
my intervention, He read out those words of mine, -and he read them out with
complete approval., He said that he entirely agreed with my statement theat in fact
this was e compromise between the two sx*reme positions. It seems to me that this
was quite clear.

I want to ccﬁe to that «- 1 em just referring to it again now -- in relation to
the other point that I wish to make. I said earlier that I wes suggesting one
subject which we might teake up profitably and follow., It has been touched on by
bot: my colleagues here today, and we can no doubt study it again further. But, in
tha 13

ight of what our 3oviet colleague has seid today, there is still one point on
which I

am very far from being clear. This is & point on which I have tried to get
clegrification ever since Mr. Zorin made the statement in the plenary meeting on
Thursday morning tha* he accepted the joint memorendum of the eight natiocns as a
basis of discussion. I asked him in the nlenary meeting just what that meant and

just how far it took us. T stated that ¥Mr, Zorin:
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" .. has made great'plavaith the fact that he says he has accepted

the proposels of the eight ungligned countries as a basis of negotiation,
but he has in no way refuted whet I pointed out to him in the message
from Mr. Xhrushchev which he reed into the record on Monday of this week.
"I would suggest that those two positions are not compatible. It is for

this reason that I want to be clear as to just exactly what our Soviet -

colleagues are offering us in this regard." (ENDC/PV.24, page 45)

What I was referring to was that Mr, XKhrushchev in his message had mede it
quite clear that he was not willing to accept any on-site inspection by anybody at
all, that he would not have any foreigners on Soviet territory for this purpose,

He said thet the Soviet Union would never agree to this. It seemed to me that it
was impossible, if one accepted that statement, to accept aot the same time what was
implicit in the eight-Power document,

Now it is perfectly true that this document, on the particular point of
inspection, states that parties to the treaty could invite the commission to visit
their territories. Well if one of the parties has said in advance that it will
never have foreigners on its territory, then the only conclusion one cen draw is
thet it sccepts this document as a basis on the understanding that it will never
invite the on-~site inspection which we hold to be essential. Therefore, it would be
» possible for a country to say that it accepted this document as a basis for
diséussion, while at the same time being determined never to extend any such
invitation. I hope that is not the caese. But if it is not the case, we are still
entitled to & c¢learer assurance on that point. I asked & question in this regard
on Thursday morning, again on Thursday afternoon and agein on Fridey morning.
However, as fer as I am aware, I still have not had a clear answer to it. Such an
answer would help us very much. It would be most helpful if we could have that
assurance,

4t the meeting of the Sub-Committee on Thursday afternoon, 19 4pril, I said to
the representative of the Soviet Union &t that meeting, Mr. Zerin:

"But you have not dealt with the specific question I put to you: Does

this in fact mean that you accept the principle of on-site inspection

which is implicit in the cight-nation document?" (ENDC/SC.I/PV.9, page29)

1 asked that question end received no reply. On Fridey morning, at our last meeting

before the Easter recess, I referred tc this once more. 4&nd then, Mr. Zorin

questioned -— and this again raises doubts in my mind -~ the three principles to
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which I had referred on Thursday, as though they were detracting from the eight-
Power memoréndum; he,thoqght there was particular significance in the fact that I
had said: | ,

"aésuming the principles to which I have referred are accepted.”

(ENDC/V.24, pege 13)

In myAlast intervention on Friday I reminded my collesgues of what those three

principles were, as 1 have done here again today. The third of those principles,
as I speit 1t out then, was this. I said:
"Then, of eourse, there is the vital question of inspeetion. Here it
seemed to usg that the memorandum did accept the principle of

interretional inspection." {ENDC/PV.25, page 4l)

it has‘not been confirmed or denied to me whether the Soviet Union does aécept
and is prepéred to honour the prineiple of international on-site inspection, Dees
it accept? That is the question to which I wani an answer, 1 listened very
carefully to what our Soviet colleague had to say this afternoon on this, but again
I thought he did not give that clear answer for which 1 have repeatedly asked.
I may be doing him an injustice here because from the interpretation it is not
always possible to pick up the meaning exactly. I shall study the verbatim record
with great care, but I'wouldvask my Soviet colleague to make it clear that he does
accept the principle of on-site inspection and that he does accept the fact that
on-site inspection codld and would, if necessary, teke place on Soviet territory.
I ask this becauge of the doubts which were raised in my mind by that very recent
memorandum from Mr. Khrushchev to my own Prime Minister, which seemed precisely to
deny that principle, I do think that if we are going to make the progress for which
I hope in regard itoc this document, it is important that we should be quite clear.
Our Soviet colleague in his last intervention seemed to suggest that it was
wrong of cur United 3tates colleague to be secking to develop things in relation to
whet is in the eight-Power document. Of course it is not wrong to do that.
Howevei we are acéepting this document tc help us along, we obviously have to get
a common interpretation so that we may each of us know precisely what would be
carried out in any agreemént we were able tc build on it. This is just one of the
dangers which seemed inherent in what appeared to be the over-emphasis of our
Soviet colleagues on using this memorandum as a basis for our discussions. However

we treat it as & basis for our discussions, we have to work out where we can build
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agreement round some of the ideas conteined in ity but, as I have made clear and
as my United States colleague has made clear in the past, this of course camnot be
exclusive. We are of course entitled to develop positions in relation to the
principlés set out in this document.

30 I come back to this particular principle which is of great importance,
whether in fact our Soviet colleagues do accept, and would accept when the occasion
arose, the need to have on-gite inspection to prove whether in fact any disputed
event had been a nuclear explosion. It ié‘no good for them to say that this could
be dealt with by instrumentation, There has to be this ability to have an inspection
if there is disagreement. I reminded the Committee agein on Friday of what my
leader, Lord Home, said in this regard: There will be cases of dispute, and if the
treaty is to be effective there must be ways of resolving such disputes. The only
way anyone can suggest that would be effective and would carry conviction with it
would be actual on-site inspection. This is one of the fundamentsl keys to this
whole problem and to its solution, and it would help me very much if our 3oviet
colleague could say that he does accept fully the obligations for on-site
inspection, as and when they would arise, |

I am not asking that all such events should be inspected. This is the
difference between the extreme positions I wes talking about, the extreme position
of the 1958 experts! report and the extreme position of the Soviet Union on
28 November last —— the one saying that all events should be inspected, the other
saying none, There could be a quots of inspectionsj but/what I consider to be
absolutely basic if we are to make progress in regard tb'this aspect of the
proposals of the eight netions is that these inspections could take place and when
the need arose would take place. It would help if we could have information in
regaxrd to that,

The‘other principles which I have enumerated, which my United States colleague
has enumerated, are matters which we cen discuss further, I am sure, and develop
more fully in the effort to find some basis for agreement. Our earlier discussions,
after all, covered these points in gfeater or lesser degree. We could go forward
with much greater confidence if my Soviet colleague could give me that assurance

which so far, in spite of repeated questioning, I have been unable to get.
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hr, TSARAPKIN (Union of Joviet Socialist 3eoubllcs) (translatlon from

Russian): You see that the United Zingdom renresentatlve, speaking —- admlttedly
in‘very guarded langusge -- about the non-azligned countries' compromise proposals,

is now asking questions which only go to prove the desire of the Western Powers, or
at any rate of the Unifed Kingdom representative, to steer our telks towerds
recognition of their old attituées, especially on inspection. But I must sgein
emphasize why the proposals of the cight non-~azligned 3tates on this subject are
compromise proposals,

Your cearlier sosition, tc which you sre epperently still clinging, is to fix
some sort of annual quota for on-site inspection or verification which would be
carried out compulsorily by deecision of an international sgency without the consent
of the party on whose territory the insnection tekes place. But the interpretetion,
the formulation of the question which kr. Godber is now putting forward is not only
not in accordance with, but conflicts with the contents of the proposal of the
eight ncn«aligned Sﬁatesu We suggest that you should take this oroposal, including
the part dealing with inspection, as it is. 4lthough the Soviet Union, in its
proposals of 28 No#embér 1961, completely rejected any form of international
verification end the creation of any kind of international agency, it now, in
consenting to accept the memorandum of the eight non-aligned States as a basis for
the talks, also accepts the statement of principle contained in paragraph 4 of the
memorandum, but accepts it as at present drafted, and not as Mr. Godber and Mr. Dean
are trying to interpret it. We azccept the wording of paregraph 4 of the memorandum
of the eight non-aligned 3tates. I will read it:

"£11 parties to the treaty should accept the obligation to furnish the

Commission with the facts necessary to establish the nature of any

suspicious and significant event. Pursuent to this obligation the

perties to the treety could invite the Commission to visit their

territories and/or the site of the event the nature of which was in

doubt." (ENDC/28, page 2).

That is the wording of the proposal of the non-aligned countries on questions

connected with on-site verification, #e accept it in the form in which those:
countries themselves have put it to us. If you accent this proposal of theirs,
one of the most important questions on which we disagree will thereby be settled
and done with, and the way will be opened to further talks and speedy agrcement

between us.
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The CHAIRMAN (United Kingdom): Thank you very much, but I am afraid that

does not answer my question, 'My question was a simple one; it related to the fact
that the acceptance in this form did not seem to carry one far enough when one
compared it with what Mr. £hrushchev had said. However, if that is all my Soviet
colleague con say, I must note this and consider it. But it does show the weskness
here. 4nd, after all, if we are to make progress on this memorandum we must know
precisely how it is to be interpreted; we must all interpret it in a similar way
if we are going to get agreement. It is no good having an agreement in which we do
not all interpret s thing in exactly the same way. I do not think there is any
point in my putting the question again., I must teke note of what my Soviet colleague
has again ssid, but the fact remains that I have still not had a clear answer to my
question. k

I? therc are no further comments on this, I should like to turr to the point
reised by the representative of the United States concerning an invitation to some
of our neutral colleagues to join us in our future deliberetions. Personally, I
would very much welcome this. I am afraid the subsequent discussion has rather put
out of my mind the precise form of the United Stetes proposaly I wondexr if the
representative of the United States would like to refresh our memories as to how he

suggested this should be done.

Mr. DEiN (United States of imerice): My suggestion was that our
Sub-Committee should request the sponsors of the joint memorendum to select two or
three, or whetever number they choose, of those delegations to join us in our work
in this Sub~Committee, The expansion of our membership, if agreed to here, might

then be formally approved by the plenary Conference.

The CHAIRMAN (United Xingdom): dould ocur Soviet colleague like to

comment on this proposal?

¥r. TS4ARAPKIN (Union of 3oviet Socislist Republies) (translation from

Rusgian): Mr. Chairman, you have again expressed dissatisfaction with the reply I
have just given you ccncerning inspection.
In view of this, I should like 1o read to you once more, the relevant passage

from the steatement by the Soviet Government dated 19 ALpril:
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(Mr, Tsarapkin, US3R)

M... the guestion of inviting the Commission for the purpose of
verifying in loco the circumstanbes of the occurrence of any particular
'SuSpiéiousievents should be décided by the States themselves. 4ll these
vprOPOSitiQnS undoubtedly deserve attention and could be a useful basis
for reaching asgreement on the discontinuance of all nuclear tests ...

"... The Soviet Government expresses its willingness to study the
nroposals set out in the Memorandum of the neutralist States as a basis
for further negotintions.” (ENDC/32, nege 4)

S0, you see, the Soviet Government, in its statement of 19 Lpril, accepted this

suggestion to invite the Commission, as it is formulated in the proposal of these
eight non-aligned 3tates itself. I will quote it ageins:
“?ursuant to this obligatién the parties to the treaty" (that is, the States)
"cbuid invite the Commission to visit their territories and[or the site of
the event the nature of which was in doubt™. (ENDC/28, page 2)

The Soviet Government acdepts'fhis. I do not know what further evidence the

United Xingdom representative needs. 1 cannot produce more authoritetive testimony
than the éétualys%atement by the Soviet Government to orove that it accepts this
proposal df fhe non-aligned States. .,

With regard to the proposal by the United States represeﬁtative that the
Sub-Committee!s membership should be enlarged, I hardly thlnk that we are competent
to settle this question.  The bub~Comm1ttee s composition was determined by the
Committee itself meeting in plenary, and 1 do not think we could decide the question
in this discriminatory way by addlng two or three members. dhy only two or three?
Wiy not six, or elgh+9 ~If you add six or eight, you in fuct get nearly the whole
membershlp af the plenary Committee. We can therefore examlne bhls .question either
in this Sub-Committed with its present membership, or in plenary meetings with the
participation of the non-aligned States. Then we shell not be silghtlng anyone or
excluding aryéne from participation in detailed discussiona;’ horeOVLr, it seems to
me that this procedure,. which we have so far been following, Wlll be the most
democretic and, what is most 1mp0rtant, does not discriminate against anyone.

41t all events I.must point out that, in my view, we ére»heither entitled nor
competent to decide this question. Competence to decide this question is vested in
the plenary Committee. If you would like us to submit o unenimous recommendation

of some kind to the Committee, I would ask you to take account of the view I have
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just expressed that it would be undesirable to;péfmit any sort of discrimiﬁation,
to exclude anyoné‘or“to invite enyone to discuss this very importent matter. We

consider that the piesent procedure providing for debate in this Sub-Committee os
well as for debate in the nlenery Committee with the participation of all the

States is the most correct and the most suited to our purpose.

The CHAIRMAN {United Kingdom): I should first like to make two comments
as United Kingdom representative.

In response to the first comment made by the representative of the Soviet
Union, 1 had the copy of the statement by his Government before me when he referred
me to it, I noted, of coérse; the sentences to which he referred. It was because
I was seeking clarifieation of those sentences that I asked him my question, 4And in
that context I would remind him that that same statement, only three or four
paragraphs earlier, réferS'épecifically to Mr., Khrushchev's message to my own Prime
Minister, which in fact raised my original doubts. Therefore those doubts, I fear,
still remain, I am sorry I heve not been able to get that clarification for which
1 asked,

On the second point —— the representation here of the neutral States —~ I am
sorry that our Soviet colleague takes this view, because I should have thought that
it would be helpful in this smaller body if we could have their participation,
Certainly we do not wish to make any invi&ious choice in this matter. T thought
the proposal of our United States colleague was that we should suggest to the eight
nations that they themselves nominate one or two representatives to join us. This
seems to me to be very reasonazble. If they do not want to do that, then naturally
they will tell us so. I should have thought that they could have told us here more
precisely what was in their minds in regard to the memorandum. They might have been
able to assist us in discussing it., 1 find it a very sound suggestion.

However, if our Soviet colleague is not willing to go along with such a
suggestion, possibly he could comsider it further and we might refer to it in a
plenary meeting in some way. We might be able, with the benefit of all our
colleagues present, and after our Soviet colleagues have had an opportunity to
consider it further ~- I realize it was a proposition put forward suddenly -- to get
agreement both on whether there should be additions to our Committee, and also, if

so, how that should be accomplished. 1 myself would certainly not wish to be so
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eXclusive in this body that we never welcomed anybody to join us. I would have
thought it would be very educative to them to be here with us and to participate in
our discussions., Perhaps we can give some further thought to this.

I certainly support the proposal which my United States colleague has put
forward. But if there is not unanimity on it, no doubt we cen consider it further.
1f necessary the suggestion can be raised in plenary after our Soviet colleagues

have had time to give a little further thought to it.

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from

§g§§igg): Y should like now merely to give you an answer on the subject of the.
Soviet Governmenti'!s reply on the question of inviting the Commission to werify
circumstences in loco (ENDC/32. page 4).

You sey that you still have doubts because a few lines earlier in this
statement by the Soviet Government there is a reference to the message of 12 April
1962 from kir. Xhrushchev, Chairman of the Council of the Ministers of the U333, Yo
Wr. Macmillan, Prime Minister of the United Kingdom (ENDC/27). I did not think,
however, that I needed to give any explanation, I supposed thet it was just as
plein and clear to you as to any other reader of this statement by the Soviet
Government thet entirely different subjects are involved. The Soviet Government's
statement of 19 4pril certainly refers to Mr, Zhrushchev's message to Ir., Kacmillan,
Prime Minister of the United Xingdom, of 12 April 1962, but in what context, in
what connexion? 1t says:

"Trying somehow to cover up their dangerous policy, to divert the
attention of the peoples from the actions of those who intend to increase
still further the tempo of nuclear competition, the Governments of -the
United States and. the Uhited Kingdom state that it is impossible to agree
to the discontinuance of nuclear tests unless a wide~spread system of
international control is established. But what purposes would be served
by such a system, if one takes into account that it is absolutely
unnecessary for verifying the fulfilment by States of their obligations
under an agreement? An exhaustively clear answer to these questions was
given by the Chairman of the Council of liinisters of the US3R, N.S3.. {hrushchev,
in his message of 12 April 1962 to the Prime Minister of the United Xingdom,
Mr. Macmillan, in which he emphasized that it was a gquestion of giving an

opportunity +o the organs of NATO to have their own agents in our territory
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under the pretext of international control, and in addition to militery
bases and trooﬁs stationed near the frontiers of the Soviet Uniom, to
obtain oﬁr permission to carry on intelligence work in the territory

of our own country. But the Soviet Union will never agree to this."
(ENDC/32, page 3)

.The reference here is to your demands for the establishment of a wide-

spread systéh of international comntrol. But the proposals submiited as compromise
proposals by the non-aligned States 6n 16 april cannot possibly be supposed to
contemplate the esteblishment of & wide~spread system of internationel comtrol.
That is one matter.

The second metter is this. Qur sgreement to take &s a basis the proposals on
inviting the Commission to verify in loco the circumstances of the occurrence of any
particular suspicious events, you must regard as a concession by us. In agreeing
to this proposal of the non-aligned States, the Soviet Union is certainly meking a
substantial concession., ,

With regard to the suggested participation of non-aligned countries, we are in
favour of this. So far from opposing it, we pressed for the inclusion of non-
aligned States in the Disarmement Committee. We upheld and defended this idea, and
we are gratified thet non-aligned States are now co-operating with us in the
consideration of disarmament problems, We are also in fevour of non-aligned Stetes
considering problems of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests. It was at yoﬁr .
suggestion that the three-Power Sub~Committee composed of the United States, the
United Kingdom and the 3Soviet Union was set up. It was at your suggestion, not ours.

We sgreed to it, end we are now discussing in it the cessation of tests. You
wish the discussion of this matter to teke plece among a larger number of
participants, to invite non~aligned States to teke part. We warmly support this.

We c¢ertainly cannot agrée that it is not due to us that e Disarmament Committee with
eight non—aligned St&tés émong its members is considering the gquestions before us.
We believe that thiskis due to the Soviet Union and the position it has adopted.

But you now apparehtly*fof some reason wish to cut down the number of non-aligned
States to be giveh'an opportunity of teking part in the discussion of the
digcontinuance of nuélear weapon tests, and to enlarge the Sub~Committee by two or
‘three. We will not aééept such & reduction. We will not agree to it.  Why should

a particular group of non-aligned Stetes be excluded? Why should some States take

part end others not? On what grounds? How are we to decide which non-aligned States



ENDC/SC.1/PV.10
33

(ir. Tsaravkin, USSR)

are to be invited and which are to be excluded from participation in the
Sub-Committee's work -- by drewing lots or by playing pitch-and-toss? It would be
wrong to divide the non-aligned 3States into two groups, one worthy to teske part in
the Sub~Committee's work and the other not. The worthy would attend the Sub-
Committee!s meetings, while the unworthy would wait in the Disarmament Committee
until the question ceme back to it, This would be wrong and, I think, even insulting
to the non-aligned States which were excluded.

Everything considered, this proposal smacks to us of discrimination towards
some non-aligned 3tates, and is therefore unscceptable. At any rate, I personslly
cznonot accenpt it. You can raise this question in plenary, or have it discussed
between the co—Chaifmen. I do not think that we here are competent to decide it.

In addition, I urge you to consider the remarks I have just made.

The CHAIRMAN (United Kingdom): On the first of the two points our Soviet

colleague refers to, it was just because of the extravegant langusge to which he
called our attention that my fears were first aroused. I am afraid they have in no
way been dissipated. There seems to be no prospect of getting further clarification
at this moment, so I will leave it there.

On the second point, the guestion of neutral participation in our Sub-Committee,
I think that the Eester weekend has not done our Soviet colleague a lot of good; he
does not seem to be in the best of humour this afternoon, 1 thought our United States
cclleague had put forward a very reasonable proposition, one which, I would remind
Mr. Tserapkin, was based on whether the neutrals would so wish in the first place,
and if they so wished, whether they would want to choose one or two from among
themselves, All this talk zbout the worthy and the unworthy seems to be wholly
beside the point, It would be entirely for the neutrals to decide if they wished
this to happen, and it would be for them to choose which ones would participate.

But of course all the neutrals, like the other members of our Committee, participate
whenever we teke the metter un in plenary meetings.

I thought it was the wish of our 3oviet colleague that we should cearry forward
as fast as possible not only our talks in relation to nueclear tests but those on
general and complete disarmament as well, I thought it would help to speed up the
work, and that was why I thought the proposition was put forward by our United States
colleague; for this reason I welcomed it. But of course this is not a matter of

tremendous importances it just seemed to me to be u sensible proposal. However,
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perhaps we could all think further sbout it in the light of whet our Soviet colleague
has just seid, although I am bound to say I em a little surprised at the vehemencé' B
of his reaction.: ; | | o : ,‘

Does any other representative wish to address the Sub-Commitﬁee?f,If not, then
on_the question of the next meeting, I understand that the cOQChairmen are going 1o
be fairly busy tomorrow afternoon on some other matter. Therefore, would it be '
convenient.if the next meeting were held on Thursday, or does anyone have any other

proposal to-put forward?

lr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet 3ocialist Republies) (trenslation from
Russian): I think Thursdey is too far ahead., Perheps we could do what we have done

before when in doubt., I would suggest to our next chairmen, Mr, Dean, that we should
perhaps aegree on the date of our next meeting a little later -~ that we should agree

on the date say, tomorrow morning.
v+ The CHAIRMAN (United Kingdom): I understand that is agreeable to our

United States colleague. I am always ready to end om a conciliatory note, and I

shall be happy to. agree to this proposal of our Soviet colleague.

The meeting rose at 5.45 p.m.






