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The CII.AI.Rb'JAN (United Kingdom): I declare open the te!!-th_meeting of the 

SUb.:..d6mmittee on a Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests •. 

In'my capacity 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. 

of cont::i.~uillg our di:~cussions on this matter, and that our colleagues in, t~e plenary 

Conference will be most anxious to read of such developments as may take place here. 

In my capacity as representative of the United Kingdom I should like to make 

one' or two short opening remarks, and hope to have the opportunity of making some 

ftirther comments later. 

If my colleagues will bear· with me, I should like to sum up the position as I 

see it at this moment. We had considerable discussion in the plenary meet:ipg .,on 

Friday, :foilowing our last rne'et-ing here on Thursday afternoon (ENDC/SC.I/PV .9);. on 

the impo'rtant memorandu'm (ENDC/28) submitted by the eight neutral countries.. ~ere 

was a good deal of ·talk,· partic.ularly from our Soviet colleagues, .about whether this 

was "a basis for discussion", "the basis .for discussio:Q.'.', ,''a matter for discq.ssion", 

'· and s·o forth.· I do not propose to· spend time talking. about that tJ:tis. afternp9n. 

I think. that is"\mprofitable.;. I want actually to discuss the document. I want to 

see whf/re' it can help us forward. · That, in fact, y~.s JDY position previousl!, I;Uld 

it is now: I' believe we must not· get bogged down, in procedura~ points. I bdieve 

we hav~·got to look ftt these proposals and see whether they will help us. 

wh~t I want to do'. · 

That is 
'--:·· 

I want to clarify one point;, In his last interventipn in the: plenary meeting 

on Friday, Mr. Zorin said that on the previous day I had accepted the propos~:~.ls of 

the neutral countries, but on.the assumption that the principles to which I had 
. . . 

referred were accepted (ENDC/PV. 25, -page 35). He seeJDed to think that in some sense 

I was placing a limit on my acceptance of the proposa~s. J..fter that intervention 

by Mr. Zorin in the plenary meeting, I reminded the Conference {ibid.'·· page 41) 

oi' the three principles that I had enumerated at the meeting on Thursday. I should 

now like to repeat those three principles, as I enumerated them at the __ pl~nary 

meeting on Friday morning. 

' 11Pirst, it seems to rnf! that these Il(rw proposals no accept the principle 

of an international network of detection posts •••' 

II tSecondly, it did seem to ll.S that the memorandum accepted the 

principle of the establishrnen~ of an international body ••• ' 
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''I:The·.third principle • •• is as follows: 

(The Chairman, United Kiggdom) 

"'Then • ,. • there is the vi tal question of inspection., :H.ere i-t seemed 

to us that the memorandum did accept theprinciple of international. 

inspection • ••" (ibid., page 44,) 

Those were the three principles by which I qualified my acceptance o.f the document 

on Thursday and .which I reiterated o:h Friday .. 

On Friday I went on to say: 
111 should hav.e thought those principies were inherent in the document. 

Therefore, if Mr. Zorin does not think they·t;tre inherent in the:document, 

that is indeed an important statement." (ibidt_ -

As Mr.; Zorin said nothi.qg inreply, I am'assuming that he agrees that those: three 

. principles a.re inherent .. in the document. If my Soviet colleague this aft:ernoon. 

does·not agree that these three principles.a.:re inherent in the document,:( hop~ .he 

will say so, be.cause this is where ambiguity could be detrimental to what. I" am , 

~eeking to do, which is to carry us forward in oU:r 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 about one of those principles, and.here.I 

am trying to find a way forwa.'t'd. in negotiation.· .After the sterile discussions we 

have had recently., surely the best way to make progress is to choose .the one 

principle which is most likely to command general agreement. I would call my 

colleaguesr attention to the principle which seems to be very'clearly set £orth in 

the.document; the establishment of an international commission. What does the 

document say in regard to this? It states; 

"Furthermore, the feasibility of constituting by agreement an 

Inte~n~tional Commission, consisting of'a limited number of highly 

qual~fied scientists, possibly from non-aligned countries together with 

t~.e appropriate staff might be considered." (ENDC/2~ .• Jl~agraph:_ 4) 

It goes on to say that this commission should be entrusted with certain tasks, such 

as collecting the data that is provided and interpreting and analysing it; and then 

it g·oes forward into the other processes. What I am speaking about at this moment 

is the question of th;is, international body itself. I shouldhave thought that on 

this, at least1 we could all agree. I hope I am right if I ·suggest that the Soviet 

Union also is.prepa.red to envisage an international body which would process the 

information obtained from detection systems, whether they were national or 

international, and would draw appropriate conclusions from them. 
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(T~~-fE~i~~~-L United Kingdom) 

If I am r:i.ght in thinking that we have com.:non ground here, perhaps this is where 

wo can develop detailed. negoti~tio:;. once mo:rs in thi,-: .3ub--~ommi t.t·::Je. W0 ~ould 

discuss whether this in·:..ernational body should be compossG. entirely of scientists, 

or whether it shou:'.d also ::.nc1.ude gov}rnme;.1.t :c'0j>:"es;m·~atives, as we for our pa.,--:t 

have always felt :i..t sb.o-:Ilcl de. We should :1oxe to t.il~.rJ::. h·J\; lerge this body should 

be. ~lfe ought to cons ide:· its compo:::itL.~1 frmu the ·lO:i.nt of view of t.he nationality 

of its members. And of course ue ,s(:.cn;.hl i'TLnt ':o o.i.c; :mss its fur.ct:i ons in detail. 

This would seem to me t.c b£ g he l_·pfn1_ a~1d f:;:ui tful ·.,ay ol :p:o::u .:::eeding; but this is 

merely a suggest:i.on I a.n putting for;ml'd in ordu· :;o get some :real nego ~iation 

going here again. Frankly, I f-!lll ti:.:-eci of seeing us sitting .. ~ound ·this table making 

set speec:hes at one anothe:r. I wa>.1+, to eet in-to n2gct:i.atio•1 agfdn, and I am very 

ready tc u.se tbi3 joint memo:LandUJ.ll of t.h() eight neutral n~t:i.or.s ~..~o help us forward 

in this task. 

Before we conclude today 1 s meeting I -ray wish to discuss one of the other 

principles. But I am tryin,-r to get cU . .,~·-~~.~ 

joint m2morandum of the e:i.ght neutral nations as a basis and seeking points of 

agreement so t.ha~G \Ve ca:a maks progress once more in. thi_s fie]_Q. 

I would leave it the't"'3 at this moment and hope that my colleb,gues will be able 

to respond" I appeal par-~im1l2.rJ.y ~;o my Soviet colleague new to enter into real 

negotiation again here 2 ::J.!l.d, to respond by tell~.ng us what he thinks in regard to the 

principles I have enumerated. -·- or to the other p:::-i::.~ ::iple" Vfe should build on this 

and not waste time talk;_ng about i:.he has~.r: on which we a(:~ept the document. We 

should use i-t for real negotiation, w-b:i.ch is w.iJ.at. the· e.;_glr~ neutra). nations asked 

us to do. 

M1·. TSJ •. RAP!f!B. (Union of Soviet Socia3.ist Eepl:.blics) (translation from 

R;q_£sian): The united Kingdom rep~·esenta.tive has j:;.s-t smnmed up the present 

situation of our talks on the Cliscont.inuance of nuclear weapon tests, now that the 

eight non-aligner: countries I proposals (ENDC/28) ha·re been discussed at meetings of 

the plenary Committee and the Sub--Co!1ll;.!ittee. In doing so he dealt ~rith the 

substance of the matter.· It seems adYisable that I also should sum up the position 

as representative of JGhe 3oviet Unior;.. 

As we understa-nd it, we must new look for a mr.t,.:ally-acGeptable solution based 

on the proposals submitted for Oli::'. consideration oy the eight non-aligned States· 

for that purpose, 
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(Mr. Tsara;ekin 1 USSR) 

It will, of course, not help matters if each of us tries to return to his old 

position. In order to advance the talks 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, and were 

ready to take them as a basis for further negotiations. Y.r. 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 venture to quote from the speech made by Mr. 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: 
II ... We have two extreme positions here". (ENDC/SC.I/PV.9, FF:;ge 5) 

One position is that of the Western Powers, the other that of the Soviet Union. 

He went on to explain tbat -

"J.nything between those two positions is a compromise". (ibid.) 

He ga,ve a quite definite opinion on the proposals of the eight non-aligned 

countries, and said: 

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

compromise •••• between these two clearly-defined positions". (ibid.} 

He also said that a solution of the problem of discontinuance of tests -

"•·• has to be based on a compromise of some sort. 11 (ibid.) 

At the 25th plenary meeting of the Committee Mr. Dean, the United States 

representa.tive, enswered in the following words the 3oviet representative fs 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 ••• 11
• (El-JDC/PV.25, p.nge 21) 

Those were Jvir. Dean's words. 

At the same meeting the United Kingdom representative, w~. Godber, said the 

same thing several times. Moreover, according to a Press Association report, 

when he returned to London during the Easter recess he said that the non-aligned 

States' plan lacked precision but nevertheless called it a good basis for the talks. 

I will say frankly that we find this statement of Mr. Godber 1s encouraging. 
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(Mr. Tsarapkin, USSR) 

Let us nee now· just what the compromise put forward by the eight non-aligned 

countr:..es cons of. ~~~ 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 

trCJaty on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests of 18 .b.pril 1961 (GEN/DNT/110) 1 

as subE"equently amended. by them '(ENTIC/9) 0 The other position is that on which the 

Soviet Union stands, and whi.ch ~-s defined. in its draft agreement of 28 November 

1961 (ENDC/11). 

What is there extreme about these two positions? 

First: the United States and the United Kingdom require that the treaty shall 

lay down a definite quota of twelve to twenty inspections a year. The Soviet 

proposal of 28 November 1961 does not provide for any inspection. Those are two 

extreme positions. 

In the:i.r memorandum the eight non-ali~ned coun+.r:l.es permit visits to the 

territory of States where a suspicious and significant event has been located, or 

on-site 7erification, For that purpose the parties to the treaty could invite the 

international commission to visit their territories and/or the site of the event 

the nature of vrhich was in doubt (ENDC/28.1 P_<:~:!agraph 4). 

This proposal of the non-aligned countries is, of course, a compromise between 

the two extreme positions- that of the Western Powers and that of the Soviet Union. 

The Soviet Union accepts this compromise proposal of the non-aligned States. 

Do the Western Powers also accept it! It is important fol' us to know that. If they 

accept it: then vre may be considered to have agreed on one of the most important 

compromise proposals made oy the non-aligned States, and we can move aheed. 

The second matter is the international authority. The Western Powers 1 draft 

treaty provides for the est-ablishment of an international control organization 

headed by a control commission directing a wide system of international control 

posts. The 3oviet draft agreement does not provide for any international authority, 

since compliance with commitments is to be verified by each party, using its own 

national system, of detection of nuclear and. thermonuclear explosions, not by an 

international authority. There ycu have two more extreme positionso 

The eight non-·aligned countri<:s propose in their memorandum the establishment 

of an international commission consisting of a limited number of highly-qualified 

s,zientists, possibly from non-aligned countries, together with the appropriate 
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(v~. Tsarapkin1 USSR) 

staff. This commission should be entrusted with the tasks of processing all data 

received from the national observation posts, and consult with States parties to the 

agreement on measures for clarifying and assessing a suspicious 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-aligned countries. It is important to us to know 

whether the Western Powers are willing to accept it. If they are, then we can 

settle for a second very important compromise proposal 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 national 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 April 1962. The Soviet Government 

declared officially on 19 April (ENDC/32) that it was prepared to examine the 

proposals set forth in the memorandum of the non-aligned countries as a basis for 

further talks. 

We are now awaiting a completely firm answer from the Western Powers to the 

question whether they accept these compromise proposals of the eight non-aligned 

countries as a basis for further talks. 

If Mr. Dean and Mr. 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 bases 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 1 then the way to a rapid agreement between us will be opened. We very 

much hope it will be. 

The CHAIRMAN (United Kingdom}: Before asking whether any other 

representative would like to speak, perhaps I should take up one point that the 

representative of the Soviet Union made, 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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Th~ rep::cesentative of ~he SoYiet Union :ceferred to the remarks which I first 

made in ou.r meeting of the 3:-:.b-Commi-~te on thursday, 19 1.-t,ril (ENL'CISC.I/PV.9), 

which I rep8at.ed at the plena.ry me of the Conference on F'riday1 20 J~pril 

(ENDC/FV. 25 
2 

5 ) 7 and whlc:< the representatiYe of India did me the honour 

also of repeating at the plenary meeting on FTiday (ibid,_, page 45), I arn referring 

to my eta;bement wit,h respect -~o the question of tho two cJxtreme positions" 

Now our So·ri::;t coll..<agu.c is usurclJ.y so ;:.re-:::ise 1n w~1at h-:; says that I \'las a 

li.'ttle surprisGC: -1:-o find ·the.t in tl,.,.is case he cvas not quite ~lear about what 

I said, or perhaps did no·t Ytish to be wholly olee"r on one aspect of what I said. 

i'lh'lt I said, quite clearl:,r: W2-S: 

"It seer.1s to m,~ that. '!(() have tuo extreme positions hero. We have 

tht: positi~.m S9t out in -the qXpert.s' report of 195&~/ on ·which ~, ... ~ aU based 

our discussions up 'lutil 28 Novembc:r 1961. Th€'J experts t report 0f 1958 

laid ~own that evary disputed event should be inspected, that every event 

of which there was not certainty s:1ould be inspected. That is at one end 

of the sce.le ., J1-h the othe:.: end. of the scale ere the Soviet Union pro,osals 

of 28 November 1961 that no eYent should be :;.nspected under a.ny circumstances. 

If one accepts t~<~C.t these are the two extreme posit~_l)n;:;, then anything 

betvreen those t>vo positions is a compromise. II u:~mc/sc. I/PV. 9 9 p_~ge 5) 

Ho\7eve~:, 'tr'hen I listenec to -the represEmtative of the 3oviet Union, he sought, 

unless I ~nisundersto0d him 7 -to tak.e the 3oviet position of 28 November 1961 (ENDC/ll) 

as one extrr~me_, w-ldch was perfect,Jy correctr but at the ot,her extreme he took the. 

Western position of 18 l~:Pril 61 (.ENDC/9}, whi(;h was something qui-&c different 
1 I 

f th t t ~of :1_9~)8~1 • rom · e oxper s · repor ., __ . Th.;; point vras that ~.:.he experts 1 report called 

for all events to be cted$ the Soviet posi-{:;ion called for no event to be 

b;;:tween t>.e two position~ would be something iha:t wouJ. d call for some events to bs 

inspect eO.. 

'l'hat seeus to be borne out. ciearly in what I seid~ an(', it seems to have been 

endo::csed by what ·the r9p::caseutative of said at the plenary meeting on' Friday .. 

I am merely m-:1.rl:inz the point now because I do not wish there to be any mismider­

standing in relation to this .:::tatoment. :L hope my So,riet colleague will note the 

point. 

That is all that I feel I can s2.y o.t tni1:i momen'te I would certainly hope to 

have the 0pportunity of' ret'urn:i.ng later to some of the interesting points arising· 

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

. J/ EXP/NUC/28 
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Mr. TSkRAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation 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 CB.i;.IRM.J..N (United Kingdom): The difficulty is that the statement has 

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

original statement appears in the verbatim record of the ninth meeting of the 

Sub-Cor:-mittee, document ENDC/SC.I/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) 1 

and the representative of India also quoted from it at some length (ibid., 

page4~). It has been repeated several times. I hope this reference will help the 

representative of the Soviet Union. 

Mr. TSARA.PKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) {translation from 

Russian)l 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 April 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 did not refer to the 18 April 1961 position. I referred to the position under the 

experts• report of 1958, which said that all events would have to be inspected. 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (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 and that of the United States 

are reflected and set out in your draft treaty of 18 J.pril, not in the experts 1 

report at all. If we are speaking 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 Aprilt as later 

amended. I consider that I was right to refer to that document and not to the 

experts' report. 
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The CHi.IPJv:li.N (United Kingdom): I do not wish to pursue this point much 

further; to do so would be discourteous to our 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 Soviet 

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 ~pril 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 1 .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. TSiill.b.P'tUN (Union of Soviet Socialist r?.epublics) (translation from 

Russian): When you talk of extreme positions you mean, not the extreme position3 

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 1s position, 

and the Soviet Union proposal. You are de&ling with the question at different 

levels. If we are m~~ing comparisons or distinctions, we must compare comparable 

things. We must compare positions of :3t":1tes. But you were comparing the experts• 

report with the Soviet Union's proposal of 28 November, and the two ere not 

comparable. For the purposes of comparison we must take your present position and 

our present position. Those can be compared. 

The ~IID.til.N (United Kingdom): I must point out1 for the sake of 

clarity, that I am entitled to compare what I like with what I like, and in my 

speech I made it abundantly clear that I was referring to two extreme positions. 

I did not at all say that one was my position; I was taking two extreme positions 

and pointing out that one involved inspection of every event, the other of none, 

and that 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. DEAN (United States of America)s I have listened with the greatest 

interest to the statements made today by the representatives of the United Kingdom 

and the Sovie.t Union. I shall refer to them later in my remarks. 
# < • ••• ~ 

In our discussion of a test ban treaty at the twenty-fourth .and twenty-fifth 

plenary meetings, we all agreed that we should give earnest consideration to 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 a 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 will lead us to a mutually­

acceptable solution of the problem of a nuclear test ban treaty. 

We are indeed gratified that the Soviet delegation has apparently shown some 

willingness to re-examine its own position on this matter. Nevertheless, in the 

view of my delegation, much exploration of the Soviet position will be required 

before the extent and scope of any real change in the Soviet position which this 

may inv.OlY~ .. ll~COJII.es apparent. 

I believe it is now clear to all that the two sides have been unable to reach 

an agreement on the former bas~s of our negotiations. This does not mean, I submit, 

that we should or could abandon all of our former carefully and patiently worked out 

scientific end technical ideas about 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 it1 that we are going to begin in an 

objective spirit to explore in detail one of our bases for negotiation. 

In this respect, therefore, the joint memorandum of the eight Powers has 

brought a new approach to our negotiations. Much of that memorandum of course 

remains to be clarified and explored. My delegation conceives of such exploration 

and clarification as the next major task in our negotiations. Through this 

process -- and I say this hopefully we m~ soon reach the point where detailed 

negotiations can take ple.ce. 

What Mr. Zorin sa.id at the last plenary meeting., when he accepted the joint 

memorandum as one of the bases for negotiations, leads me to believe that he in 

part shares this view. If this .is true -- and I hope it is --, we shall have no 

difficult1 in proceeding in our work of clarification and elaboration and further 

study of the joint memorandum. This is exactly the process which my delegation 
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(Mr. Dean, United States) 

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 

elements 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 want to discuss with 

my Soviet 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 meetings to explain in detail the position of 

my Government on the ve.rious elements of the joint memorandum. I sincerely hope 

that my Soviet colleague will, as soon as possible, embark on constructive and 

informal questioning and 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? IV1y answer to 

this question is that after careful study there would appear to be four main 

elements in the joint memorandum which will have to be. considered in working out 

an adequate and effective nuclear test ban agreement. These four elements are in 

fact basic principles which underlie the means for assuring the observance of a 

nuclear test ban. 

I believe the eight Powers have told us that in any verification arrangements 

we ought to provide for: 

(1) Effective detection through an international network of control posts 

which may be based on existing national systems, supplemented by 

international stations or a combination of both; 

(2) An international organ or body whose duty will be receiving and 

processing data from the control posts, and thereafter taking action 

on the basis of the dc:.,ta it receives and analyses from this new 

system of control posts; 

(3) Some effectivE, means of establishing the identity of any detected 

event where data from the detection apparatus are in themselves 

inadequate to determine whether a nuclear explosion or a natural 

event took plrcce; and 

( 4) L.n obligation -- I repeat, obligation -- on the part of the country 

on whose territory the unidentified event has tal-ten place to allow 

this international organ or body the right to identify the event in 
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the only way possible -- that is 1 in the only way at present known 

to science -- by sending to the territory of the country where the 
. . 

upidentified eyent has taken place an objective, scientific inspection 

team which .will. report ba.ck to that international organ or body. 

These last t~o pri~~iples are of course particularly imvortant when we consider 

the problem of the identification of underground or underwater events. I believe 

that both sides should be able to agree that these are the basic principles under­

lying the suggestion of the eight nations and the basic principles to which we must 

now address ourselves. They are certainly familiar principles, but our task now is 

to re-examine them in the light 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, agreement on the basic principles I have mentioned only points 

the way towards the specific modalities that will have to be worked out in order to 

set up such a system of verification. I believe we should also now explore in more 

detail, on the basis of the ~rinciples in the eight-Power memorandum, certain of the 

elements which will have to be considered when they are put to work in a verification 

system. It is on this point that science and technology can come to our aid in our 

efforts to design, build, install and operate, at least in part, an adequate 

verification system. We realize that the eight nations must have had certain 

scientific technical ideas in mind when they conceived the broad outline of a 

verification system. For our part, we will certainly look forward to their 

participation with us in further exploration of those areas as we proceed with our 

negotiations .. 

I would now like to discuss very briefly some of my delegation's ideas with 

regard to each of the four basic principles. First let me consider the international 

control post network. To begin with, I would like to point out very briefly some of 

the elements which my delegation believes should be taken into account in the design 

of a network of control posts for the detection and identification of nuclear tests. 

In the first instance, an effective system should be capable of detecting a 

sufficiently large number of tests in all environments -- outer space, high altitude 

or the atmosphere, on or under water and underground -- to give real assurance that 

a potential violator will be deterred from undertaking clandestine tests. As I 

have said in the past, the United States has an open mind on this subject, within 

the limits of available objective scientific data. We are willing to re-examine 

with all or any of the participants in the Eighteen Nation Committee -- including 



E~~/SC.I/PV.lO 
15 

(wa. Dean, United States) 

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. 

Now 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 impart,ial 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, 

locating and, where possible in the atmosphere, outer space, under water or under­

gzvund, identifying nuclear explosions 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 

necessary degree of assurance and which, through mechanical, technical and other 

safeguards, will also provide reliable, scientific and trustworthy data. We are 

willing to examine this question. There are many aspects of this problem which 

will need to be explored carefully. I can only say that we are certainly prepared 

to go into all suggestions and to undertake in concert with others the objective 

tecilllical 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, a point of principle with which, in our last two plenary meetings, 

w~. Zorin was apparently in agreement. 1Khat is required in our view is the 

creation of e~ international body which will bex 
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(1) armed with an agreed and objective series of criteria against which to 

check. recorded data. from prope.rly placed control posts with appropriate instrumen­

tation in order to determine, wherever possible, that a nuclear test has or has not 

taken place; 

(2) provided with agreed criteria with which to isolate those data which are 

only indicative of the fact that a. test could have taken place1 where it is not 

possible by the use of data. from detection systems instrumentation to ensure that 

a test has not taken placeJ 

(3) equipped with procedures and methods to ensure that the data 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 

the body may draw. 

A third point which will require elaboration will be the solution to the 

problem of ident~fying those events or happenings which are detected but which 
/.t. 

cannot be identified by the control .post network.. Here,' the international control 

body should be able to perform a useful function by exercising its impartial and 

scientific judgement as to what events require identification. 

I believe there are no divergent views among us on the necessity for 

determining whether a.nuclear test has taken place. In that one aspect of the 

problem I certainly hope that all members of this Conference are in agreement. 

But the process of· establishing 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 all questionable events be identified. It does hold the 

view, however, that there must be a capability to identify positively a limited 

number of doubtful cases. We defer to science and to technology to tell us how 

that identification can be accomplished. We have 1 however; felt that the manner 

of selecting cases for identification and the number so selected should be 

determined scientifically and objectively, in such a way that a potential violator 

would be deterred from conducting clandestine tests. 
',,' 

We accept the fact that the joint memorandum is put forward as one of the 

bases for our negotiation, as a political compromise in this respect, the details 

of which are left for the Sub-Commi:t.tee to work out. We feel 1 nevertheless, that 

~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 and 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 system 

of verification in the joint memorandum. 

To recapitulate the position of the United States on the question of on-site 

inspection is as follows: (l) We believe that certa~-n 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 absence of other proven scientific methods, a test ban 

trea.ty should include an obligation I repeat, an obligation -- on the part of 

the participating States to permit an effective number of inspections on the basis 

of agreed criteria to identify such detected events. '!fe also believe that adequate 

identification is fully provided for by the joint memorandum, and we hope that the 

Soviet Union will feel itself gu:i-ded by -:;.1e joint memorandum in this respect as 

well. 

Let me conclude my remarks by summarizing the views of the United States on 

the issues contained in the joint memorandum: 

(l) There appears to be agreement now between the two sides that the joint 

memorandum can be an effective and useful document and that it can be one of the 

bases, but not an exclusive 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; and (c) the need for 

an effective means to io_::mtify certain events which might be nuclear explosions. 
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The United States delegation will approach these negotiations for a nuclear 

test ban in a spirit of objective scientific examination. 

My delegation 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 concluding a test ban. The Soviet 

Union has promised speedy aereement 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 s~ with regret that I do not 

think that we have heard this as yet from our Soviet colleague. I can assure the 

Soviet representative that the United States stands ready to continue our work to 

reach a conclusive agreement in the same spirit of give-and-take negotiations with 

which we have always faced the problem of concluding en effective nuclear test ban 

treaty. 

I come now to a point with which I believe that you, Mr. Chairman, have already 

dealt adequately and effectively. .Aiter the plenary meeting last Friday, I wanted 
• '•'t'"" 

to be sure that the representative of India had correctly understood the substance 

of your remarks at the Sub-Committee meeting on the previous Thursday afternoon. 

When I was listening to youin the Sub-Committee on Thursday afternoon, it seemed 

to me very cle;u. that you ·w·ere making a sharp distinction between the 19'8 report 

of the Geneva experts, which held that every suspicious event had to be identified 

by on-site inspection, and the Soviet Union position of 28 November 1961. 

., ~ ... 

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that, as the Indian representative noted on 

Friday last, you were actually contrasting the position held by the experts in 1958 

that all unidentified events had to be subject to ~n-site inspection with the fact 

tuat the 3oviet 28 November position provided for no on-site inspections. 

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 called for 

on-site inspection for a limited number of unidentified events. While I fully 

recognize that there might be a difference of opinion about the various positions 

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 an attempt to meet the Sov~.9t pcint! of view. 

,·,. 
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In factf we moved towards the Soviet point of view in some twenty respects. 

Eut far from moving forward from its agreement last year to fifteen control posts 

and three on-site inspections, the Soviet Union suddenly, in its proposal of 

28 November 1961, said it would accept no international system and no on-site 

inspection. 

Therefore, I think it is somewhat unfortunate that the eight new members of the 

Conference, or even those who have taken part in previous disarmament 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 silence interpreted as an agreement that our position of 18 April 

1961 was or is an extreme position. I think we have tried in every way to meet the 

points of view of our Soviet colleagues. We have done our best, within the limits 

of our present state of scientific knowledge, to arrive at a nuclear test ban 

t't'eaty wliich would not go beyond scientific necessities and at the same time would 

not unduly trespass upon Soviet territory or in any way constitute espionage. 

Again, I realize that anyone could have a different point o.fview, but I did want 

t5'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 April draft 

treaty position was an·extreme position. 

J~. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from 

Russian): The United States representative has just told us that he does not regard 

the United States position as extreme. But then, no one expected ~rr. Dean to agree 

that his position is extreme. It is not only we: his colleagues in these talks, 

who regard 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-aligned States have said so quite 

definitely: 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. 

What the United States representative said today sounded as though the United 

States were ready tri take the proposal in the eight-nation memorandum as a basis; 

but his conrments show that the United States is still pulling back to its former 

extreme position even on the highly important question of whether the coni,:::ol posts 
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should be operated nationally or be international, or whether inspection should be 

obligatory- compulsory ~ or carried out on~ by invitation of the country, as the 

eight~nation memorandum proposes. On that subject I should like to remind v~. Dean 

of a passage in the statement by the representative of India, lfr. Lall, who 

declared on behalf of the non•aligned states which submitted the @emorandum that 

·hiJ.e positions of the two sides participating in the talks on the discontinuance of 

nuclear weapon tests had led the Conference into a blind alley and could not get 

H; out. He said: 

"I trust and sincere~ hope that when the three delege:!:.ions resume 

negotiations, taking as a basis this joint memorandum of ours -- and I 

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

negotiations --they will not go back to either of their extreme positions." 

{~C/P'I[,25...Lpage 48) 

knd later he said: 

"There is 'no go' on the basis of the two extreme positions •••• Please 

do not go into these negotiations on the basis of those two extreme 

positions .n (;J;bid) 

Why do the non-aligned states continual~ and insistently e::t:_n·ess this con.rern? 

rt.:y do they make these anxious and pressing appeals to the princi::;eJl parties to 

these talks not to return to their old positions? Becaus~ they are genuinely 

concerned for the future of the talks. They 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 release us from deadlock. That is proved by the whole 

l-~istory of the talks. Our consciences -- ours and yours, I;,ir. Dean, iilr. Godber -­

tell us quite plainly that the old 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 mutual~­

acceptable basis by agreeing to the proposals of the eight non-~ligned states. We 

have told you again tod~ that we accept the main propositions of the memorandum 

of 16 April of the non-aligned States; we acce:;:>t those proposals as compromise 

proposals, as a basis. for ou:r further talks. And if the United states and the 

United Kingdom represent~tives would consent, would s~ merely one little word to 

indicate their willingness to take this memorandum as a basis, we could quickly 

dravr up the necessary agreement and this question could be settled. Unfortunately, 
however, what 'Mr. Dean b.as said means that t:1e United states is quite unable to 

detach itself from its old positions. The United States representa.tive again 
confirmed this in the observations which he made tod~ on the memorandum. 
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But I would beg Air. Dean to reconsider his attitude to the memorandum of the 

eight non-aligned States, and I strongly urge him not to follow the false and 
' 

dishonest line of treating the memorandum of the eight non-aligned 3tates as though 

it were a document restating his old position on international control, inspection 

and control posts. Nothing of what he said appears in the memorandum. 

I beg Mr. Dean to take the memorandum as it is, just as the eight non-aligned 

countries 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 start commenting on it, 
; 

discussing it and interpreting it as you have today, we shall again face a deadlock 

and nothing else; and this endeavour of the non-aligned 3tates to bel::? 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 Kingdom colleagues 

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 reflecting 

their old positions on these cardinal issues of our talks. 

I did not get a clear idea of what Mr. Dean said today from the interpretation, 
' .'· '·~ . 

and I shall have to study the verbatim ~ecord of his speech carefully. I think I 

shall have to return to this matter again, and perhaps say something about his 

statement today in addition to what I have just said. 

The most important thing we have to do, however, is to accept the non-aligned 

States 1 proposal as a compromise. We cannot e.t ?resent see anything else equivalent 

to these proposals of the eight or acceptable as a solution of the problem of 

discontinuance of tests. 

I again emphasize that any e.ttempt to force the discussion of this question 

into the rut of your old positions would be a very dangerous diversionary manoeuvre 

and would inevitably bring the whole matter into another deadlock. And I would 

warn my United States and United Aingdom colleagues against the temptation of 

embarking on such a course. 

'ile expect that careful study of the situation and a correct evaluation of the 

Soviet Union's goodwill in agreeing to these compromise proposals of the eight 

non-aligned States will enable the United States and the United Kingdom 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 

fulfil our expectations. 
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~ ... D,F.J.i,N(United States of America): It seems clear to me that the 

participation. of the eight nations in our Sub-Committee on nuclear testing W'ould be 

very helpful. · Ato,ur plenary meeting last Friday it was suggested, and I believe 

ea.ch of our :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-Committee 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 one or two 

comments relating to our discussion this afternoon. 

Before we conclude our general ~iscussion today, I should like to take up one 

point which has already been dealt with, and then I should like to develop another 

point which I think is rather importru.:~.t. I indicated at the beginning of this 

afternoonts 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 quite clear relates to the references tha.t 

have been made to the statement which I made in the Sub-Committee on Thursday and 

to the comments that it drew not only here this afternoon 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 understanding of the intervention of Mr. Lall on Friday was that he 

did fully understand the significance of the position. I did not think that he 

misunderstood the position. However, if he did1 no doubt he will take the opportunity 

to make that clear. But I understood him to accept that position, because what I 

said was so abundantly clear. Although it does appear in the record so many times, 

perhaps I should repeat it just once more. I said: 

"It seems to me that we have two extreme positions here. We have 

the position set out in the exper·ts t report of 1958 on which we all based 

our discussions up until 28 November 1961. The expertsr report of 1958 

laid down that every disputed event should be inspected, that every event 



ENOC/SC.I/PV .10 
23 

(The Chairman, United Kingdom) 

of which .there was not certainty should be inspected. That is at 

one ~nd of the scale. At the other end of the scale are the Soviet 

Union proposals of 28 November 1961 the..t no event should be inspected 

under any c:.t.rcumstances." (ENDC/SC.I/PV .9 z page_2) 

I said then that those are two extreme positions. I repeat that now: they are 

the two eztreme positions. But of course, as everyone knows, the Western position 

e,E. set out in our draft i:.reaty of 18 .h.pril 1961 was by no meuns an ext.reme position, 

and certainly I should never have said that it was. It was indeed a very carefully 

worked out compromise, a compromise basing itself in very large degree on what our 

3oviet colleagues themselves had agreed to at that time, as Ntt. Tsarapkin knows 

bet.+,er than anyone else. We were seeking to build on agreements that had been 

:reached at that time with a compromise. The effective point of the compromise, to 

which I was really drawing attention in that intervention, was that it did provide 

for a quota of on-sit.;; inspections. 'l'hat was why I made it so clear. 

In the next paragraph, after referring to the proposals of the eight non­

aligned nations, I said: 

ttif they are a compromise, then by definition, as I have tried to 

set out, they must imply some on-site inspection. tt' (ibid.). 

I reaJly could not hava made it clearer than that, and I do think it was understood. 

That being so, 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 scid that he entirely agreed with my statement that in fact 

thin was a compromise between the two 8X+,reme positions. It seems to me that this 

was quite clear, 

I want to come to that I em just referring to it again now -- in relation to 

the ,other point that I wish to make. I said earlier that I WEts suggesting on€! 

subject which we might take u::;> profitably and follow. It has been tquched on by 

boti: my colleagues here todey, and we can no doubt study it again further. But, in 

tha ligh-t of >vhat our 3oviet colleague has said today, there is still one point on 

which I am -very far from being clear. This is s point on which I have tried to get 

clarification ever since Mr. Zorin made the statement in the plenery meeting on 

Thursday morning ·tha~ he accepted the joint memorandum of the eight nations as a 

besic, of discussion. I asked him in the :plenary meeting just what that meant and 

ju3t how far it took u~. I stated that Mr. Zorin: 
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has made great play with the fact that he says he has accepted 

the proposals of the eight unaligned countries as a basis of negotiation, 

but he has in no way refuted what I pointed out to him in the message 

from Mr. Khrushchev which he read 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. 11 . (ENDC/PV.24, page 45) 

What I was referring to was that Mr. Khrushchev in his message had made 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 that the Soviet Union would never agree to this. It seemed to me that it 

was impossible, if one accepted that statement, to accept at 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 can draw is 

that it accepts ·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 

discussion7 while at the same time being determined never to extend any such 

invitation. I hope that is not the case. But if it is not the case, we are still 

entitled to a clearer assurance on that point. I asked a question in this regard 

on Thursday morningt again on Thursday afternoon and again on Friday morning. 

However, as far 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. 

At the meeting of the Sub-Committee on Thursday afternoon, 19 April, I said to 

the representative of the Soviet Union at that meeting, k~. Zorin: 

"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 eight-nation document?" (ENDC/SC.I/Py.9, page29') 

I asked that question and received no reply. On Friday morning, at our last meeting 

before the Easter recess, I referred to this once more. And 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 Th~rsday, as though they were detracting from the eight­

Power memorandum; he -t,hought, there was particular significance in the fact that I 

had said~ 

"assuming the principles to which I have referred are accepted." 

(ENDC(PV. 24, page 13) 

In my last intervention on Friday I reminded my collePgues of what those three 

principles were, as I haYe done here again today. The third of those principles, 

as I spelt it out t,hen, was this. I said: 

"Then, of course, there is the vitul question of inspection. Here it 

seemed to us that the memorcmdum did uccept the principle of 

interne.tional inspection. n (ENDC/PY .25, page· 41) 

It has not been confirmed or denied to me whether the Soviet Union does accept 

and is prepared to honour the principle of international on-site inspection. Does 

it accept? That is the question to which I want an answer, I 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 fur which I 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 would ask 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 could and would, if necessary, take place on Soviet territory. 

I ask this because 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 to this document,, it is important that we should be quite clear. 

Our Soviet co.lleague in his last intervention seemed to suggest that it was 

wrong of our United States colleague to be seeking to develop things in relation to 

what is in the eight-PowE:r document.. Of course it is not wrong to do that. 

However we are accepting this document to 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 agreement we were able to 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 a basis for our discussionsr we have to work out where we can build 
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agreement round some of the ideas contained in itJ but, as I have made clear and 

as my United States colleague has made clear in the past, this of course cannot be 

exclusive. We are of course entitled to develop positions in relation to the 

principles set out in this document. 

3o 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-site inspection to prove whether in fact any disputed 

event had been a nuclear explosion. It is 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 again 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 fundamental keys to this 

whole problem and to its solution, and it would help me very much if our Soviet 

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 was 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 quota of inspectionst but what I consider to be 

absolutely basic if we are to make progress in regard to this aspect of the 

proposals of the eight nations is that these inspections could take place and when 

the need arose would take place. It would help if we could have information in 

regard to that. 

The other principles which I have enumerated, which my United States colleague 

has enumerated, are matters which we can 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 greater 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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lf.r. TSJ:..ru..PKIN (Union of .Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from 

Russian): You see that the United ~ingdom representative, speaking-- admittedly 

in very guarded language-- about the non-aligned countries' compromise proposals, 

is now asking questions which only go to ?rove the desire of the Western Powers, or 

at any rate of the United Kingdom re~resentative, to steer our talks towards 

recognition of their old attitudes, especially on inspection. But I must again 

emphasize why the proposals of the eight non-aligned States on this subject are 

compromise proposals. 

Your earlier gosition, to which you f'"re apparently still clinging, is to fix 

some sort of annual quota f>r on-sitG inspection or verification which would be 

carried out compulsorily by decision of an international agency without the consent 

of the party on whose territory the inspection takes place. But the interpretction, 

the formulation of the question which Mr. Godber is now putting forward is not only 

not in accordance with, but conflicts with the contents of the proposal of the 

eight non-nligned States. We suggest that you should take this proposal, including 

the part dealing with inspection, as it is. J~l though the Soviet Union, in its 

proposals of 28 November 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 ~aragraph 4 of the 

memorandum, but accepts it as at present drafted, and not as :Mr. Godber_ and !Yir. Dean 

are trying to interpret it. We accept the wurding of paragraph 4 of the memorandum 

of the eight non-aligned 3tates. I will read it: 

".bll 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. Pursuant to this obligation the 

pr.rties to the trerty could inv-ite the Commission to v-isit their_ 

territories and/or the site of the ev-ent the nature of which was in 

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

That is the wording of the pro9osal of the non-aligned countries on questions 

connected with on-site verification. i/e accept it in the form in which those · 

countries themselves hav-e put it to us. If you accept this proposa.l 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 agreement 

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 }.lir. Khrushchev had said. However, if that is all my Soviet 

colleague can say, I must note this and consider it. But it does show the weakness 

here. And, after all, if we are to make progress on this memorandum we must know 

precisely how it is to be interpreted; w~ 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 e. thing in exactly the same way. I do not think there is any 

point in my putting the question again. I must take note of what my Soviet colleague 

has again said, but the fact remains that I have still not had a clear answer to my 

question. 

If there are no further comments on this, I should like to turn to the point 

raised by the representative of the United States concerning an invitation to some 

of our neutral colleagues to join us in our future deliberations. 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 States proposal; I wonder if the 

representative of the United States would like to refresh our memories as to how he 

suggested this should be done. 

~~. D~~N (United States of America): My suggestion was that our 

Sub-Committee should request the sponsors of the joint memorandum to select two or 

three, or whatever 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 Cl:lblRJ.'\d.AN (United Kingdom): ffould our Soviet colleague like to 

comment on this :proposal? 

Mr. TS.b.Rb.PKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from 

Russian): Mr. Chairman, you have again expressed dissatisfaction with the reply I 

have just given you concerning inspection. 

Ir1 view of this, I should like to read to you once more, the relevant passage 

from the statement by the Soviet Government dated 19 April: 
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n the question of inviting the Commission for the purpose of 

Yerifying in loco the circ~~stances of the occurrence of any particular 

suspicious .events should be decided by the States themselves. 1.11 these 

propositions undoubtedly deserve attention and could be a useful basis 

for reaching agreement on the discontinuance of all nuclear tests ••• 

... The Soviet Government expresses its willingness to study the ff 

proposals set out in the Memorandum of the neutralist States as a basis 

for further negotiations." (ENDC/32, ?age 4) 

So, you see, the Soviet Government, in its statement of 19 April, accepted this 

suggestion to invite the Commission, as it is formulated in the proposal of these 

eight non-aligned States itself. I will quote it again: 

"Pursuant to this obligation the parties to the treaty" (that is, the States) 

"could invite the Commission to visit their territories and/or the site of 

the event the nature of which was in doubt".; {ENIJCL28% :eage 2) 

The Soviet Government accepts this. I do not know what further evidence the 

United Kingdom representative needs. I cannot produce more authoritative tes-timony 

thau the a~tual statement by the Soviet Government to :9rove that it accepts this 

proposal of the non-aligned States. 

W'ith regard to the proposal by the United States representative that the 

Sub-Committee's membership should be enlarged, I hardly think that we are competent 

to settle this question. The Sub-Committee's composition was determined by the 

Committee itself meeting in plenary, and I d·:J not think we could decide the question 

in this discriminatory way by adding two or three members. \~y only two or three? 

i'fny not six, or eight? ·If you add six or eight, you in fact get nearly the whole 

membership uf the ple,nary Committee. (ife can therefore examine this 9-uestion either 

in this Sub-Committee with its present membership, or in plenary meetings with the 

participation of the non-aligned States. Then we shall not be slighti~g anyone or 

excluding anyone f!om participation in detailed discussions. Moreover, it seems to 

me that this ?rocedure 1 which we have so f~r been following, will be the most 

democratic end, what is most important, does not discriminate against unyone. 

J.t all event::? I must point out that, in my view, we are neither entitled nor 

competent to decide this question. Competence to decide this question is vested in 

the l)lenary Co~ittee. If you would like us to submit a unnnimous recommendation 

of some kind to the Committee 1 I would ask you to take account of the view I have 
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just expressed that it would be undesirable to permit any sort of discrimination, 

to exclude anyone or to invite ~:myone to discuss this very important matter. We 

consider that the present procedure providing for debate in this Sub-Committee as 

well as for debate in the plenary Committee with the partici~ation of all the 

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

The CHAI~Ul~ (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 course, the sentences to which he referred. It was because 

I was seeking clarification of those sentences that I asked him my question. And in 

that context I would remind him that that same statement, only three or four 

paragraphs earlier, refers specifically to Mr. Khrushchev 1s message to my own Prime 

Minister, which in fact raised my original doubts. Therefore those doubts, I fear, 

still remain. I am sorry I have not been able to get that clarification for which 

I asked. 

On the second point -- the representation here of the neutral States -- I am 

sorry that our Soviet colleague takes this view1 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 invidious choice in this matter. I 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 reasonable. 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. I find it a very sound suggestion. 

However 1 if our Soviet collea.gue is not willing to go along with such a 

suggestion, possibly he could consider 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 

so1 how that should be accomplished. I 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 it1 no doubt we can consider it further. 

If 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 

Jtussiag): I should like now merely to give you a,n answer on the subject of the 

Soviet Government's reply on the question of inviting the Commission to verify 

circumstances in loco (ENDC/32. p~e 4). 
You say that you still have doubts because a few lines earlier in this 

statement by the Soviet Government ther~ is a reference to the message of 12 April 

1962 from ~rr. :{hrushchev, Chairman of the Council of the Ministers of the USSa, to 

Mr. lV!acmi:pan, Prime 1'anister of the United Kingdom (ENDC/27). I did not think, 

however, that I needed to give any explanation. I sup~osed that it was just as 

plain ~.nd clear to you as to any othor reader of this statement by the 3oviet 

Government that entirely d.ifferent subjects are involved. The Soviet Government 1 s 

statement of 19 April certainly refers to l'llr. Khrushchev's message to h,r. ll{acmillan, 

Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, of 12 April 1962 7 but in what context, in 

what connexion? It says: 

"Trying somehow to cover up their dangerous policy, to divert the 

attention of the peoples from the actions of those who intGnd to increase 

still further the tempo of nuclear competition, the Governments of the 

United States and the United 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 thinisters of the us,:3R, N.S. i{hrushchev, 

in his message of 12 April 1962 to the ?rime Minister of the United Kingdom, 

Mr. Macmillan, in which he emphasized that it was a question of giving an 

opportunity to the organs of NATO to have their own agents. in our territory 
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under the pretext of internationa.l con1;rol, and in addition to military 

bases and troops stationed near the frontiers of the Soviet Union, to 

obtain our permission to carry on intelligence work in the territory 

of om· own country. But the Soviet Union will never agree to this. 11 

(EN:OC/32, page 3) 

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

spread system of international control. But the proposals submitted as compromise 

proposals by the non-aligned States on 16 April cannot possibly be supposed to 

contemplate the establishment of a wide-spread system of international control. 

That is one matter. 

The second matter is this. Our agreement to take as a basis the proposals on 

in.,ri ting the Commission to verify in loco the circumstWices of the occurrence of any 

particulaT 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 making 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 Disarmament Committee. We upheld and defended this idea, and 

we are gratified that non-aligned States are now co-operating with us in the 

consideration of disarmament problems. W'e are also in favour of non-aligned States 

considering problems of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests. It was at yotir 

~uggestion that the three-Power Sub-Committee composed of the United States, the 

United Kingdom and the 3oviet Union was set up. It was at yoursuggestion, not ours. 

We agreed to it1 and we are now discussing in it the cessation of tests. You 

wish the discussion of this matter to take place among a larger number of 

participants, to invite non-aligned States to take part. We warmly support this.' 

We certainly cannot agree that it is not due to us that a Disarmament Committee with 

eight non-aligned States among its members i~ COil.Sidering the questions before us. 

We believe that this is due to the Soviet Union and the position it has adopted. 

But you now apparently for some reason wish to cut down the number of non-aligned 

States to be given an opportunity of taking part in the discussion of the 

discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests, and to enlarge the Sub-Committee by two or 
. '· 

three. We will not accept such a reduction. We will not agree to it. · Why should 

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

part and others not? On what grounds? . How are we to decide which non-aligned States 
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axe to be invited and which are to b~ excluded from participation in the 

Sub-Committee's work-- by drawing lots or by playing pitch-and-toss? It would be 

wrong to divide thG non-aligned States into two groups, one worthy to take 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 came back to it. This would be wrong and, I thi~~, even insulting 

to the non-aligned States which were excluded. 

Everything considered, this proposal smacks to us of discrimination towards 

some non-aligned States, and is therefore unacceptable. il.t any rate, I personally 

cannot accept it. You can raise this question in plenary, or have it discussed 

between the co-Chairmen. I do not thirl~ that we here are competent to decide it. 

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

The CHAI~~N (United Kingdom)~ On the first of the two points our Soviet 

colleague refers to, it was just because of the extravagant language 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 p:::-ospect of getting further clarification 

at this moment, so I will lee.ve it there. 

On the second point, the question of neutral participation in our Sub-Committee, 

I thi~k that the Easter weekend has not done our Soviet colleague a lot of good; he 

does not seem to be in the best of humour this afternoon. I thought our United States 

colleague had put forward a very reasonable proposition, one which, I would remind 

ltrr. Tsarapkin, 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 about the worthy and the unworthy seems to be wholly 

beside the point. It would be entirely for the neutra.ls 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 take the matter u9 in plenary meetings. 

I thought it was the wish of our 3oviet colleague that we should carry forward 

as fast as possible not only our talks in relation to nuclear 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 importance; it just seemed to me to be u sensible proposal. However,. 
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perhaps we could all think further about it in the 1 ight of wha.t our Soviet colleague 

has just, said, although I am bound to say I em a little surprised at the vehemence 

of his reaction. 

Does any other representative wish to address the Sub-Committee? If not, then 

on the.question of the nexii meeting, I understand that the co-Chairmen ~e going to 

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 toput forward? 

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet 3ocialist Republics) (translation from 

Russian): I think Thursday is too far ahead. Perhaps we could do what we have done 

before when in doubt. I would suggest to our next chairman, NJ. Dean, that we should 

perhaps agree on the date of our next meeting a. little later -- that we should a~ree 

on the date say, tomorrow morning. 

'The CHAIRMAN {United Kingdom): I understand that is agreeable to our 

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

shall be happy to. agree to this proposal of our Soviet colleagJ.Ie. 

The. meeti.ng rose at 5.45 p.m. 




