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The CHAISMAN (United States of America): I declare open the twenty-sixth
meeting of the Sub~Committee on a Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear eapon
Tegts,

I think my colleazues would like me, as Cheirman, to thank Mr, Cornil and the
Secreterist for their cheerful co-operation in extending their services to us as
we meet during o recess of the full Conference.

Ls Chairman, also, I should like to welcome vo our negotistions the new
representctive of the United Kingdom, Mr. Smithers, and to take the unprecedented
cpyortunity of welcoming the return to these negotiations, after his first absence
from them in over four years, of the distinguished representative of the Soviet
Union, Ikr, Tsarapkin.

And now I have a statement to make in my cepacity as representative of the
United States. We begin todey the first of our meetings during the recess of the
plenary Conference, These meetings were first proposed by my delegation as a
logical extension of Presidant Kennedy's response to the Mexican proposal that we
try to reach agreement on & cut-~off date for testing.

As regresentatives will all recall, the Soviet representative, Mr., Kuznetsov,
on 29 Lugust 1962, (ZNDC/PV,T76, ». 23) indicated that the Soviet Government would
be agreeable to a termination of testing on 1 January 1963, President Xennedy
in his news conference that same day indicated his acceptance of that idea, when
he said:

"The world will welcome an agreement thet a way should be found to

ston all nuclear testing abt the end Aof this year."

ir. Dean then, with the support of the reoresentative of the United Hingdom,
nade the proposal of the United States and the United Kingdom to continue the
meetings of this Sub-Committee during the recess., The proposal was made in the
following terms, and I should like to quote them ot the oubtset of this meeting so
that there should be no misunderstanding of my delegation's position on our
negotistions, Mr., Dean soid at our seventy-seventbh meeting:

"Therefore, the nuclear Powers at the Conference must work even harder

than they have worked up to now in order to meet this cut-off date,

Ve sincerely hoje that the Soviet Union will give us an indication that

it is prepered to negotisbte on the basis of our two tresty proposals and

to reach agreement as soon as possible,
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In order to meet the cut-off date my Government, after consultation
with the United Kingdom, formally -rojoses bo the Conference that
our Sub=-Commivtee on & Treaty for the Discontinuance of Mucleor Weapon

m

esvs should cortinue to meet during the recess veriod." (ZNDC/PV.77, p. 38)

This was, of course, a proposzl put forward by the United States and the
United Kingdom without any conditions as to acceptance, except that we continue
to meet in the Sub~Committee as we did duringz the period of time when Tlenaries
were meeting and thet we do our utmost %o reach speedy agreement on o test ban,
Mr. Dean clarified the thin%ing of the United States delegation on this subject
when he said, at the time of the Soviet acceptance of the proposal, st the eighty-
first meeting on 5 September 1962:

"4s I understand it now, the Soviet representative feels that he
should be free to advance anything that he pleases in discussioas in the
Sub-Committee and in our continued negotiations during the recess.

I quite agree. So from our discussion I take it that we are agreed

thet the Sub-Committee should conbinue to meet —= T hope, here ir

Geneva == with each delegation completely free to negotiate on whatever

basis it believes will be fruitful." (ENDC/PV.@I, . 35)

It is clecr therefore thot we are here with no wreconceived cgreed ideas of
vhe actual direction which these negotictions might toke in order Vo recch agreement.
It is my delegction's view thot, since it is we vho have proposed convinuing
negotiations, it is incumbent uson us to seb the course for the next period of
negotiations; or, if thot is not possible, ct least to see us oub of the harbour
safely.

In clearing the harbour there is, in my delegction's view, little utility
in not recognizing the rocks znd shonls which lie in our course., e would not be
honest with ourselves or with our negotinting partners if we did not “oint these
out, In fact, one of the mcjor efforts of this period of intensive negotistions
ouzht to be to foce these issues boldly -nf straightforwardly., iy delegation
believes that we con 2ll ngree that the main aren of concern to us in these
negotiations is the question of underground tests s=nd the proper conmtirol or

o)

verification of their cessotion.



ENDC /8C,1/PV.26
5

(The Chairmen, United States)

The control of undergrouad tests is a subject on which 5 good many of those
million=-pilus worcs and those seven hundred speeches, to which Iir. Xuznetsov recently
referred in plenary session, heave bec:n expended, These tests have been the cerniral

1,

question of our ncgotiations., It is within this problem that we find our main
cren of curreny dissgreement, [Snd ir one sense our srean of dissgreement is
somewhat narrower than the vhole queciion of verification of undersround tests.
We all recognize that thcre are three cardinsl cuestions connected with the
effective verificztion of underzround tesis. These 72articuler “roblem areas cre
AN -

clearly statel in the eight ncbtion memorondum (WNDI/20) and are inherent in the

negotictions —rior to the submission of thot document. We refer of course to thc

[}

system of detection stations Vo zicl up the signals from underground cvents; the

internationsl scientific commission, whose duty it is to scnalyze and reach some
conclusion about those events; ond finclly the question of the necessary on-site
inspection by which the cormission can mcoke the final determination of the nature
of any event.

As is clear to 211, my dele~obtion believes that there are probably only o
few, if any, mejor differences in psrinciple between us regarding the guegtion of
the network of detection stotio-s and the international scientific commission.

We have made proposals concerning these questions in our draft comprehensive

test ban treaty (=NDC/58). These proposals teke into account the eight nation
memorandum and they take into cccount past positions on these questions put forwerd
by the Soviet Union ot tris Conference ond elsewhere. In essence we are not,
appoarently, for cpnort on thesc dissucs.

There is, however, one question on which we still sppear to be apart. This

the zroblem of obligatory on-site inspections to assure +the

is, of ccurse,
positive identification of seismic events which con be detected by distent
instrumentation, but which remcin unidentified.

It is on this question thot we have run into such firm opposition from the
Soviet Union cnd its delegation —— firm osyosition o “ositions odvenced by the
United Ctates and the United Xingdom, cnd indeed to positions which only a very
short time ngo were advanced by the Soviet delegation itself,

The Soviet Union's stavements on the question of obligatory on-site inspection
and its opposition to it are in effect o kind of two-sten opposition =— a sort

of defence in depth, The Soviet Union first has told us with resdect to on-site
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inspection thot Soviet science and Soviet scientists cen detect all underground
nuclear events. It hos then gone on to imply very strongly that they can also
identify ell, or »rcctically =11, of the evernts which they can detect.

“he second ster in this kind of "backword two-ster' of Soviet opposidion to
on-site inspection hoe “een built on Soviet ollegations of espionage or
intelligence gcthering -y the Vest.,

In this case the Soviet delegation heos soié@ thet even if there needed to be,
end were, on-site insvections, the VWest would ex;loit those inmspections for
purposes of espioncge. The point of view of the Soviet delegction therefore
appears Vo be that its scientists cre correct and thet ours in the West are wrong.
Buv, vhe Scviet Union continues, even if the Vestern scientists are right, the
West primerily desires inspections for the purpose of discovering militory
secrets in the Soviet Union,

Since both these Jroblems == that is to say the basic scientific need for
on-site inspection and the question of espionage --— seem to be of some ren
concern to vhe Soviet Union, my delegation believes that they should be discussed
in this Sub-Committee frankly ond ir detnil in the hope that we cen get our
negotictions moving more quickly in this aren where disagreement rather +han
accord now prevails.

First is the problem of the scientific need for on-site inspections. This
is a question which hog been discussed in the Conference maony times ond in great
deteil. At this point, however, my delegation believes there aore cerbain woints
which we could profitably cover again to make our =osition clear to the Soviet
delegotion.

Yo hegin with, we cll know that o certain number of undereoround evends will

be delected every yecr v o sysvenm of detection stobions. These evembs will

ar

include of course o number of carthquokes and oiso, if the ex.losions ure
sufficiently large, ¢ number of underground nuclceer explosions. If we ore o sign
an effective test bon trecty, there will, of course, be no nuclear ex’losions,

But if the treaty bon is to be effective we must have some assurance thict the
treaty will operate to deter ony State which mirht usdertoke clandestine nuclear
explosicns. The only rclieble ond effective deterrent we have been able to discover
thus for is to make jositive identification of cny nuclear explosion underground

o likely occurrence,
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However, it is here thot we run into the question of distinguishing all the

earthquakes from underground nuclear weopon tests. I think thet both sides are
reed that we con, through distant instrumentation, detect a certoin number of

such underground events. Ve differ of course as to the number., Soviet
scientists indicate that alli such events will be detected, but "gll" is a
cavegorically large group of events, «nd we believe that, on the basis of our
scientific advice, that cbove a certain threshold of seismic magnitude most,
but not all, events will be detected,

3ut once we detect this number of events - 2ll events, as the Soviet
renresentative soy, or a certain number, os our scientists say -- we differ
merkedly as to how to identify the truc nature of the origin of the detected events.
It wresent there is nothing in the seisnmic signals received by ghetions to
t0 demonstrate specificolly ond nositively thet the detonation is of nuclear origin.
A certain number of earthquckes may, however, be identified, and the criteria for
this identification are included in the United Stetes=United Uingdom draft treaty
(mmC/58) in erticle VIII, which deals with on-site inspection, In this case
only o very few cvents will Le identifiel cos earthquakes =- for exem;le, events
yvaose depth of focus is Delow sixty kilometres, or very large events in the deep
ocean.

Some have questioned the United Stotes statements on this subject by pointing
10 the ennouncements of the United Stuates detectiorn of the French vests in the
Saharea in early Moy and to the detection of the Soviet underground tests in
Centrel Siberiz on 2 February last., Iowever, I should point out thot both of
those tests took lece in aseismic arces cnd in known atomic testing grounds, They
were not identified by seismic instruments, but rather their lecation coupled with
the very large size of the events -- between forty to fifty kilotons in ecch

that there was

case == made the probability of their being nucleor events so hi
no sursrise when the United Stetes announcement of the tests was loter confirmed.
Recent scientific findings by United States scientists have not altered our
basic belief concerning the difficulties of identification of nuclear weapon tests
with distant insvrumentation. These findings have indicated thot there will
»robabily be somevhot fewer earthquakes corresgponding in magnitude to an explosion

of o given yield occurring each year in the Soviet Union thon hitherto there were
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believed to be. In addition, we have improved our ability to detect nucleor
weapon tests, With this improved detection capability we will of course heave
detected a considerably larger number of events which will have to be identified.
The question with respect to these additional events discovered as both detection
and identificetion increase is what degree of risk a State is willing to undertake
with respect to these evernts which, although detected, cannot be identified.

The Unived States believes that it can accept the capability represented
by the system to detect underground nuclear events outlined in the United Stctes
and United Hingdom draft comprehensive treaty (3INDC/58), However, the United
States believes that there must be some positive means of identification of events
detected by that system. Our scientists have indiceted that they believe that
the only way the events detected by the network of observation posts can eventually
be identified is through on-site inspection, The Soviet representatives aslear
to differ with us on the neced to conduct inspections to establish the true noture
of the origin of any event, Up to this point, howeéver, we hove not seen or heard
eny evidence upon which the Soviet revresentatives have based their findings.

Much as we should like to believe what the Soviet Union has told us, we can only
assume, in the absence of such evidence, that our own present assessment is true.

This being the case, the United States has carefully weighed the risks 4o its
national security of & test ban treaty and it believes that eny treaty must
include thot amount of international inspection which is necessary to give
assurance thet a treaty is not being violated., It is our belief that the
proyosal espoused by the Soviet Union, both scientifically ond after a careful
balancing of the risks on the basis of that scientific knowledge, does not provide
the necessary degree of assurance; nor does it act as an effective deterrent
against e State which might wish to underteke clandestine tests,

My delegation would now like to turn to the second series of Soviet objections
to the obligation to facilitate on-site inspection. As we have pointed out
earlier, the Soviet Union has stated that the West desires on-site insvection in
Soviet territory for espionage purposes. But let us look at this assertion in some
deteil, |

The Soviet Union, both in the test ban Sub=Committee and in the plenary
meetings of the Eighteen Nation Committee, has charged that the West see:s military

date on the Soviet Union, and in particular target informstion. Let us see if
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inspection under the test ban would actuclly »rovide the type of information which
the Soviev Union charges thot the United Stotes is seeking., Terzet intelligence
would require o vast omount of information about the precisc location of the other

side's offensive nuclear sitrike casability, including the vrecise locations of

-

each of its offensive milles and Dombers. Such intelligence requires Precise
location of each of these nain torgets,

But to use o auclear test bon system of on=site insvection to gather such
information would cppear to my delegation to be the worst sort of woy to approcch
the problem, Indeed, the chief of any intelligence organization who did so would
not remcin long in his job. To begin with, there would be very few inspections on
Soviet territory caoch year, There would De none at all under the United Statcs—
United Xingdom draft treaty if there were no events eligible for on-site
inspection, while as o maximum there would be fewer than the twelve to twenty
proposed by the United States cnd the United Kingdom in Moy 1961,

Each area %o be inspected would derend upon the occurrence of some natural
event; that is, of course, if no underground nuclear tests were conducted. The
natural events, of course, vould occur ot rondom places ond in any case roughly
all of those natural events would occur in the approximeiely 15 per cent of the
territory of the Soviet Union vhich is seismic. This mecns that 85 per cent of
the territory of the Soviet Union would "¢ so rarely inspected that it would not,

t

» novionel security donger for the Soviet Union.

]

indeed could not, sresent

-

The areas which would in comdarative terms be subject to a somewhat larger
number of inspections lic around Yhe perirhery of the Soviet Union in rather
remote and under-developed regions in which there could be little or no national
security donger to the Soviet Union and little target irformation of value,

In addition, no inspections would "¢ underteken unless an event had been
located according to agreed criteric, aond vhile we have not calculated the
mathematical probebilities of cn enrthguake occurring close to a military
installation in the seismic arecs of either the United States or the Soviet Union,
it seems to us thot the chances would be nothematically very small indeed.
Furthermore, the creo to be insvected around the epicentre as located by an
objective international commission cnd staff would be extremely small, Hitherto,

as Mr. Tsarapkin lnows well, we have groposed that the nrun subject to inspection
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should be between 200 square kilometres and 500 square kilometres, depending

upon the location of the detection instruments picking up the signal from the
event in question. Now we are proposing a number of square kilometres which,
because of our present reliaonce on national staticns which would probably be
placed further apart than the network proposed in the 18 April 1961 draft treaoty
(BNDC/9), will probably be somewhat larger than our former proposal for 200 square
kilometres and somewhat smaller than 500 square kilometres.

The United States and the United Kingdom have also in the past been and are now
willing to explore with the Soviet Union the means by which o team would proceed to
the inspection area and carry out its inspection in the most efficient and unobbtrusive
possible manner. We have indicated our concern in numerous ways, and in particular
have proposed that teams be organized and transported in a woy designed to eliminate
any possibility of espionage. We have pointed out that we would be willing, on
Soviet territory, to permit the teams of inspectors to be taken to the inspection
site in Soviet aircraft, flown by Soviet pilots, over Soviet designated flight
routes. e have also indicated thaot we would be willing to undertake any
reasoncble crrangements to restrict the work of an inspection team to the designated
inspection area. We have clso offered to permit o number of Soviet observers to
accompany and watch over the work of an inspection team to ensure that the team did
not underteke activities which would be prejudiciesl to Soviet security.

My delegation believes that we have made all possible, reasonable and forth-
coming proposals concerning the modalities of the conduct of on-site inspection in
Soviet territory. However, if there is something which we have overlooked ond which
the Soviet Union believes to be important, we would be happy to consider it with the
Soviet Union in the hope of being able to work out o mutually agreeable arrangement
on obligatory on-site inspection,

Another area of concern in which the United States and the United Kingdonm
have attempted to meet Soviet fears of espionage is the question of the comwosition
of the teams designated to conduct an on-site inspection. The representative of
the Soviet Union, Mr, Tsarepkin, has engaged in the past in long negotiations with
us over the staffing of on-site inspection teams. Mr. Tsarapkin will recgll
that the United States and the United Xingdom originally provided that teoms in

the Soviet Union should be made up of nationals of the United States and
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United Kingdom, and thot teams in the United States and the United Kingdom should
be composed of Soviet nationals. He will also recall thot the United States and
the United Kingdom, in an effort to pxovide for os impartial a stoff of inspectors
as possible, proposed the inclusion of a certain number, clbeit & limited number

at thet time, of nationcls of States not allied with the United States, the

United Kingdom and the Soviet Union in teans inspecting territories of those States.

Mr. Tsarapkin will also recognize, we believe, that the United Stcotes and the
United Xingdom have now come o long way towards meeting the Soviet Union on this
issue in our new proposal in our new draft comprehensive treaty for the staffing
of on-site inspection teams. In our new droft treaty it is now clear that only
one prohibition exists with regard to teanms inspecting the territory of cny State -
a prohibition which precludes the membership on the team of nationals of the State
being inspected, his far-reoching change now means that there is no requirement
for United States and United Kingdom nationsnls in inspections conducted in the
territory of the Soviet Union. We would hope that qualified United Stcotes and
United Kingdom notionals would be oppointed to such tcams, but as I noted before,
there is no mandatory requirement that such appointments be made.

In sum, therefore, it seems thot the use of truly international ond objective
on-site inspection teams should go far towards assuring the Soviet Union that these
teams will not be used in o monner detrimental to the security of the Soviet Union.
To charge, as the Soviet Union has done in post meetings, that on-site inspection
constitutes a danger to Soviet national security even before on-site teoms have
been constituted, seems to my delegation & most unhelpful way to proceed. Certainly,
the international inspectors will have no other duty but their duty to the
commission to determine the origin of any particular seismic event. Our draft
treaty cerefully spells out that the international civil servants of the commission
are not to receive insbructions from ony govermment, and govermments also undertake
not to try to influence the international inspectors in the carrying out of their
duties. To charge that these some inspectors would be agents of the NATA Powers
for the collection of intelligence is clearly, I submit, irresponsible.

Therefore, what my delegation, with the support of the United Kingdom delegation,
has prooosed with regard to Soviet charges thot on-site inspection would be used
as a means of espionage, is o series of carefully circumscribed measures for

carrying out inspection.
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Inspection, no matter how carried out, would not provide the type of data
which is required for military or target intelligence. In =ddition we have mode
it clear that we honestly seek in oll possiblé ways to organize the international
comnmission's inspection teams and to set forth their procedure of work in o
manner best calculated to prevent the acquisition of information detrimental to
any State's national security during the conduct of an on-gite inspection,

Again, if these sofeguards are not sufficient to assure the Soviet Union
that inspections will not be used for espicnage, then we must ask the Soviet Union
to spell out more clearly the aress in which it believes inspection teams might
work against its best interests. We would be harpy to consider objectively and
reasonably any conditions which the Soviet Goverrment may wish to spell out, It
is my Government's earnest wish that we reach agreement on a test ban as soon as
possible, If there are areas in which the Soviet Union has doubts or requires
further clarification, we would hope that the Soviet Union would be forthcoming so
thet we may give those areas our closest attention and study,

In conclusion, my delegation believes it should be clear to all that the
Soviet Union has not made a convincing case with its argument that Soviet science
provides the answer to the identification problem. The only way this case can be
made convincing, both to us and to 2ll members of this Conference, is for us to
exomine in detail the evidence upon which the Soviet Union bases its stotenments
that 2ll tests can be detected and presumably identified, The United States has
presented its evidence to the members of this Conference., It stands ready to
emplify this evidence ot any time. If the Soviet Union were to do the socme, it
might meen that we could begin to make progress on the question of o nuclear test
ban.

With regard to the charges that on-site inspection could be a vehicle Tor
espionage, ry delegation believes we have done all we possibly can do to assure the
Soviet Union that we are willing to do all we reasonably can to minimize any danger
to Soviet security thot might be brought about by on-sitc inspection. Ve have
proposed a number of steps, yet none of these proposals, to the knowledge of my
delegation has yet been commented upon by the Soviet delegation. Indeed, these
proposals have merely been greeted by a repetition of the Soviet charges thot the
West desires espionage or intelligence information about the Soviet Union. The more
we have tried to meet the Soviet point of view on this question, the louder the

Soviet Union has repeated its allegetions about espionage,
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After a carefulianalysis of both of these Snviet objections to the United States-
United ingdom proposals, I am led to believe that it is not these questions but
some other problem which prevents the Soviet Union from accepting the fair and
equitable United States-United Kingdom draft treaty -- or at least prevent it as yet
from opening meaningful negotiations., It may well be, thercfore, that there is
some political problem or question which prevents the Soviet Union from accepting
an c¢ffective test ban treaty,

0f course, one conclusion might be thet the Soviet Union desires to continue
with nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere for whatever military advantage the
Soviet Union believes it can derive from such tests, This conclusion is borne out
by the fact that the Soviet Union interrupted its unilateral undertaking not to
test over o year ago and has since been testing intensively in the atmosyphere, he
fact that the Soviet Union wishes to cnntinue its tests in the atmosphere is also
substantiated by the Soviet refusal up to now to accept the Vestern proposal for
& partial ban on tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water.

Certainly, self-assurance about the scientific basis for ihc adequate verifica~
tion of all tests or some insecurity about espionage cannot, as my delecgation has
just pointed out, be a major cause for the Soviet refusal as yet to accept an
effective test ban.

Perhaps the precedental nature of the acceptance of on-siteinspection is
disturbing to the Soviet Union, But here again the principle that thc nature and
extent of inspection or control should be sufficient to ensure adequate observancc
nf disarmament obligations is clearly set forth in the joint statement f agreed
principles (ENDC/5) in principle six which the Soviet Union has accepted, iy
Government firmly believes that the consequences of the small quota of obligatery
on-site inspections in the Soviet Union cannot be worse than the continuance of
nuclear tests in the atmosphere. This is particularly true when the very principle
of inspection has apparently been accepted by the Soviet Union in the joint statement.
It cannot therefore be itrue, as has sometimes been implied, that the Soviet Union
wishes to avoid establishing the precedent of inspection in connexion with an
agreement such as the test ban,

Unfortunately, therefore, the only conclusion my delegatiecn is able to reach
at the prescnt moment is that the Soviet Union simply desires to continue tests,
or, for some other reason which it is not prepared to make nnown to us, refuses

to accept the necessary inspections to guarantee an effective test ban.



SIDC/SC. T /EV, 26
14

(The Chairman, United Staies)

In doing so the Soviet Union tekes on its shoulders the hcavy conseguences of
blocking o test ban treaty. If it were not for this atbttitude of the Soviet Union we
could recch agrecement today on a measurc to ban tests in those enviromments uzon
which we are agreed there is no need for additional controls. We might clso in tre
very necr fubture, given the good will on the Soviet side which, unfortunstely, has
not as yet appeared, reach agreement on a comprehensive test ban treavy.

However, if the Soviect Union continues to thwort progfess on any sort of = tesb
ban agreement which provides for cffective gontrols, it will also *hereby be bl2:king
progress on general ond complete disarmament. Many delegations of this Confercuce
have reccognized that o test ban, for a number of reasons, has come to be considercd
the first step on the road to general ond complete disermament. Whether we ogree
with this anglysis or not ond whether we accept it or not is immaterial, since fco 2
large portion of the world this has become an accepted wey of thinking., To continue
to block e efforts to achieve a test ban therefore does much to set back th:
world's hopes for disarmoment.

My delegotion earnestly hopesthat Soviet acceptance of the United States-Unzted
Kingdom proposal to continuc our negotintions during the recuss with o view ‘o
reaching ecrly agreement on o test ban, in time to meet the agreed cut-off dote of
1 Januery 1963, may be the prelude Yo nrogress on the port of the Soviet Union.

My delegotion very much hopes thot the Soviet representative will hove
something to tell us todry about the guestion of on-site inspection or any olher
stuabling blocks on our noth to on effective test Lan. I believe I can speck for both
Western delegotion. in stoting thet we both look forward with much interest to what
¥Mr. Tsoropkin is going to soy to us today, in the hope thot there will be at lepst
some small sign of movement. If this is the case, then we con snecdilygged down to
the work which we are here to do,

Thet is 211l I have to say ot this time =as represenfativé of the United Stetes.

Vr, SMITHZRS (United Kingdom): Mr, Chairman, I should like to thonk you
for your kind welcome to this Committee. )

My collesgues in the Committee, who have had so much experience of nuclear test

3

art

negotiations, will understand the thoughts which pass through my mind as I take 7

in these di-cussions todey for the first time. The hopes of ordinary men cond women
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throughout the world are certainly fixed upon us., For them, the testing of nuclear
devices is symbolical of mankind's difficulties in the struggle to manage its affairs
wisely end for the common good. How heppy men and women throughout the world would
be if we in this room were able to agree on behalf of our Governments to call a halt
to the testing of weapons of nuclear destruction, and thus to open the way to
co—operation in the development of nuclear science and technology for the peaceful
purposes of mankind, It is the policy of Her siajesty's Government to seek such a
result, We know it to be the wish of the whole British people and we know it to be
in the interest of ordinary men and women everywhere, Such an agreement would be
symbolical of a real desire by the major Powers to reconcile their differences and
to begin that era of co~operation for the common good to which mankind hes looked
forward for so long, and which is certainly within our reach,

But, if these are the desires of mankind, it is equally certain that they view
with disappointment and dismay our failure here to bring them te fruition,

Certainly that disappointment is acutely felt by Her iajesty's Government and by the
British people as a whole, But if our prolonged and patient efforts t-~ find the
means of agreement heve so far not succeeded, we in Britain are resolute in refusing
to accept that agreement is impossible, We refuse to despair, On the ccentrary, as
we consider the very narrowness of the issues which divide the Soviet Union and the
Western Powers and the breadth of common interest which should unite them, we arec
convinced that agreement is possible provided that the will to reach agreement

exists on both sides.

Furthermore, as we look at the disturbed state of the world around us and
consider the very rapid growth of science and technology, we believe that the reaching
of agreement about a cessation of nuclear tests is a matter not only of the utmnsv
importance, but also of urgency, Every day that passes terds to make the problem
wider and more complex and therefore more dangerous and more difficult of solution.
For this reason, we desire to see¢ an effective test ban in operation by 1 January
1963, Not only do we desire this and think it to be in the interests of the whole
of mankind; we also believe the conclusion of such an agreement to be perfectly
within our reach by the time specified, provided that the will to agree exists upon

both sides,
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Wi%h-thdge cbougbts in mind, and remembering how quickly the weeks and months

ore slipping by, the United States Government and Her Majesty's Government proposcd

vhat we in this Cormittec should continue tc search for agrecment in a further series

of meebings; instead of going into rocess with the Disarmanment Conference, With this

“uost in mindg, I oam sent hors by my Government, while my friend and calleagﬁe,

Yo, Godber, is in New York at the United Nations General Assembly, for no other

pu.post bub to work with my United States and Soviet colleazgues in search of agreement.
It 1s . % lezsth some comfart in whet has hithorio been 2 bleek and rother

nogotiaticn thas our Soviet colleagues have egreed to coatinue the talks.

1, Trexapkin hae come sneciolly from Moseow in response to this Anglo-fmerican

initiative, I aotice that my Daily Telegiaph this morning wernz me about

iFor Mr. Smithers this will be & tes’ing experience in moie
cenccs than one.  The redoubtable Tesarapkin, after a spsll in

Mescow, 18 agein heading ths Russian delegation.

“Thie uily and forceful debater has complete mastery of the
nfinitely complex background te the lesb-ban question.!
fver thle rath-r alarming warning, however, The Daily Telegrooh goes on to assvre

e that

"z, Stelle uvadoubbedly has qualities to metch Mr. Tsavepkin.

Zo end My, {mithess chould meke an effective team.!
Woea, I hope 1% may he so. But more fortunately still, from my cervices as a

Gilemate o the Undted Nations, I remember Ms, Tsarapkin very wcll not merely as a
wiy and forceful debetor bub as a Trienaly and charming personality.
tirzuiched predecessors, with whon my delogation hac always had a

plansaat perionas reletionship, seem to have been tound by instructions from thei.
viversaoent. o ceize vmar every noint of diflicevlty only for the purpocs of magnilfyiag
ie rad ol declaring it to be insoluble, I venture to express the hope that
Ya, Travepsin has not come all the way from Moscow to Geneva cnly to disnlay the came
avvitede,

7 Governnent recognizes the existence of the difficulties, But it see’t %o
digruss them with the Sovie Union not *n ordexr tc show how great those difficulties

are Jub, on the contrary, %o sec whether, by detailed examination and negotiatbion,
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we can find the means to remove them and thus to reach agreement. For this purpose,
as Mr, Stelle has already said this afternoon, we have already made numcrous and
important concessions to meet the Scoviet Union's point of view. These were
cnunerated in Mr. Godber's speech to the full Conference as lately as 5 Septcmber.
Perhaps Mr. Tsarapkin has been able to find time to look at that speech. If he has
done so, he can be left in no doubt at all as to the view of my Governnent,

We believe that these are strictly practical problems bearing directly upon
the well-being of mankind., They are only soluble by strictly practical and detailed
measures,  Lgrecments in principle are valuavle sc far os they go. They are e
beginning. We are agreed in principle upon the general lincs of the cight-Power
memorandum, But the authors of that document were themselves the first to
recognize, as Her Majesty's Government does, that broad generalizations will not
provide a solution to these problems., From acceptance of the principles of the
memorandum, they and we recognize, we must proceed to work out detailed hcads of
agreement; and from these details of agreement practical acts must follow, In
other words, as Mr, Stelle has already made clear, we from the West have come here to
negotiate, as the eight Powers expect and desire us to do. To enable detailed
discussion to take place we have put forward proposals based upon the agreed principles
of the memorandum. This is the purpose of our two draft treaties., They are
intended as a start to serious negotiations. Sc much of the contents of our drafts
has been agreed in previous negotiations with the Soviet Union that the area of
disagreenent, one would imagine, should be relatively small, though it may be very
inportant,

It is the desire of Her Majesty's Government to reduce the difficulties to the
smallest number and to narrow them to proportions which are suéh that wc can reach
agree.acnt,  The world is full of troublesome and dangerous problems of one kind or
another. But, if we are to make progress in thesc talls, wc must concentrate our
attention upon the immediate practical difficulties which we for our pert wish to
solve,

From a study of the record of the negotiations, I notice that Mr, Tsarapkin's
predecessors here have frequently dragged into the discussion all kinds of acrimonious
matters which arise between East and West in ;juite othor spheres. Now I appreciate,

and it is important to remember, that in these days all problems in the world are
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cu.ectly or indirectly related to one another in some degree. But it often scems
to be the Soviet attitude that unless we can solve all cur problems we shall solve
rone. We shall never make any progress that wey. I am surc that it will serve no
useful purpose to vring into this strictly ovractical nepotistion, upon & strictly
limited out excecedingly important matter, all sorts of polemical complaints about
ctaer matters, If I were to try, I could thinl up and expatiate upon all sorts of
complaints against the Soviet Union about other matters, and could relatec them to
this debate., But I am sure that that would serve no useful purpose. Quite the
contrery, and I do not propose to do it, I hope Mr, Tsarapkin shares this view anc
aositude,

Let us then begin, not by declaring 2ll the matters upen which we disagree,
out, first of all, by cmphasizing those on which we are agreed. Surely thus far
the Soviet Govermment should be avle to go. Let us then take the remaining matters
aad, onc by one, examine them in detall to see whether there is eny way of narrcwing
wne differences between us. This surely is the minimum amount of co-operation
recessary if any negotiation is to take place, and it is certainly the lcast that the
people of the world expect of us,

The existence of such 2 negotiation, of course, presupvoses that somebody has
oreccduced % least a tontative draft, cerrying the general vrinciples of tne eight-Power
mennrandum forward into some detailed and proctical suggestions, This is what the
Waotorn Powers have tried to do in their draft treaties,

S> far the Soviet Unilon has refused to negotiate on these practicol details
vrich simply have tc be settled if we are to agres; 1t has refused even to consider

et atvenpt to translate the eighi-Power memorandum into »rocetical terms in s draf?

reaty, in spite of the fact that it has so Zur iade ne proposals of its own.,  So

L

wrems 18 the Soviet Union's attitude that it has not mercly refused to say how
mish of our own drafts is acceptable, but, contrary te its usual practice of enlarging
upon the difficuluies which prevent it from agreeing with we, it will nov cven say in
Jdetall which perts of our drafts are not acceptabnle to it and what zltcraticns it
would expect from us to neke thei accepteable.

The plain fact 1s that the Soviet Union cleims that it necds to maintoin a docrse
of secrecy with regard to its internal affairs which the other negotiating Powers

have never aspired to and do not now ask for, If tho Soviet Union was willing to
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accept the measurcs of inspection and verification which crc perfectly acceptable

to the Western Powers, aeasurcs which we have proposed ond which we stend willing

to implement fully in cur countries, then we would alrecdr, it secms, have been able
to agree Yo halt nuclear testing in the prosent negotiaobions, It is thais insistence
by the Soviet Unicn upon a degree cof secrecy which the great majority of States do
not nced or desire, it is this clone, which hes deprived tihe peoples of the world of

an agreenent to ccase nuclear testing. If the Soviet Unicn nust chocse potween on

.1 which it surrcunds its

}J-

the onc hand, abandoning even a fraction of *h

(':

. secracy v
affairs; or, on thc other hand, the failurc of thesc negotiations, it has up to now
made it clear that it will choose the latter,

But although the Western Powers might simply have rcfussd to make any concession
to this unreasonable demand for a specially privileged position on the part of the
Sovist Union, that has not in fact been our ~tftitude. On the contrary, as Mr. Stelle
has mede clear today, we have been indefatizoule in cur search te find ways of meeting
the Scviet demands, unreasonablc though those dewands nay oo, so that ithc Soviet Union
may be willing to reach agreement with us. That is a main purpose of 1y presence
here today.

I think it would not be unfair to say that en impartial observer, considering
the many important concessions made by the West to meet the Soviet point of view,
considering the Soviet Union's refusal to melic any concession whatever nut rather its
withdrawal to a more extreme position than that it occupiocd only a year ago,
considering the Sovict Union's insistence upon naintaining a degree of internal
secrecy in its country which none of the other nuclear Poucrs finds Nnecessary,
considering that the Soviet Union appears to attach more imgortance to meintaining
that secrecy than to an agreement to ban nuclear tests, and considerin; the stubborn
refusal of the Soviet Union to enter into any detailed discussion of thae problem ~-
that is to say, to negotiatc about it -~ I think such an imnartial observer cculd be
excused if he concluded that it is the desire of the Soviet Government te avoid
coming to an agreement to halt these tests, Sertainly that i1s a view which is
becoming nore and nore widespread in the world at large and particularly amongst

neutral opinion.,
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Let me assure Mr. Tsaraplkin that this sorry situation is no source of
satisfaction to the United Kingdom Government and people but, on the contrary, one
of profound regret and apprehension for the consequences, It is our hope that he
has come from Moscow with new instructions -- with instructions to negotiate upon
practical details and with instructions to work for agreement. Fer Majesty's
Government wishes to conclude &n agreement or agreements which will »ring all nuclear
testing to a halt., A1l our peoples expect no less of us., We wish to reach such
agreements in time for thes to operate on 1 January 1963, Mr, Tsarapkin's
predecessors here in Geneva have had instructions, it appears, to speak the words
which have carried despair to the peoples of the world., My Government hopes that
Mr. Tsarapkin comes here empowered to join with us in speaking the words of hope
which the peoples of the world long to heer -~ empowered, that is to say, to negotiate

for the purpose of reaching agrecment,

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

Russian): Mr. Chairman, first of all I should like to associate myself with what

you have said in regard to our new colleague, Mr, Smithers, as the representative of
the United Kingdom in our Sub-Committee, end to express Tthe hope that his presence
will perhaps be accompanied with more favourable prospects for the work of our
Sub-Committee than has been the case in the past,

Secondly, I should like to zxpress my thanks to Mr. Stelle and also to
Mr., Smithers for the words of welcome which they addressed to me in connexion with
my reappearance here after a certain intcrval,

Now I should like to turn to more important matters, that is, to the substance
of the negotiations which we are conducting here.

I have listened attentivcly to what the representatives of the United States and
the United Kingdom have had ‘Yo say at todey's meeting.  Once again they have made
international control the subnject of their statements. Soth of them have tried %o
prove the necessity of obligatory international inspection. We can only express our
regret at this stubborn desire of our Western colleegues %o install an international
system of control on the territory of the Soviet Union.

Now I should like to give o brief description of the present stage of our
negotiations on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests,

The negotiations on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests have entered a

new stage. This stage began when on 2¢ November 1961 the Soviet Union
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put forward a proposal (ENDC/11) envisaging that control over tne cessation of nuclear
weapon tests would be carried out; not by an international system but bv means of
national systems of detecting nuclear explosions. The Soviet Government :es
repeatedly explained to the Western Powers with thoroughness and great watience the
regasons wnich require a new approach to the solution of the problem of the cessation
of tests, if we really want to solve this problem and not have never-ending fruitless
disputes and bickerings, The incessant intensification of tre arms race and the
military oreparations of the Western Powers, which is characteristic of the oresent
time, precludes any possibility of concluding a treaty on the cessation of nuclear
weapon tests bhased on the estgblishment of international control and obligatory
internaticnal insnection, In the circumstances where there 1s no agreemasnt on
disarrament and the military preparations of the Western Powers are being increasingly
intensified, any international control, any intsrnational inspection on the territory
of the Soviet Union could be easlly used by the Western Powers for the pur-oses of
intelligence work and esplonage. That is something the Soviet Union cannot tolerate.
For tihls reason the joint proposal of the United States and United Kingdom of

27 Avgust (ENDC/58), which provides for the establishment of internationsl control
and obligatory inspection, cannot serve as a basis for further negotiations; nor can
it serve 2s a basis for agreement. Ve should like to express tie hope that the
Western Powers will finally take this fact into account and will in the future not
divert the attention of the Sub-Committee to useless disputes concerning urese
unaccentable proposals,

However, the absence at the present time of the possibility of reaching
agreement on tine cessation of all nuclear weapon tests on the hasis of the
establishment of international control does not at all mean that there are no other
possibilities of reaching agreement on this important question with due regard to the
difficulties exiceting at the present time. It is possible for us to reasch agreement
on the cessabion of all ruclear weapon tests on the basis of control over compliance
with such an agreesuent turough the use of existing naticnal systems of detecting
nuclear exnlosions. Thils was the new approach proposed by the Soviet Union on
28 November 1661, Tois new approach has also been recognized as a basis for agreement
by all the non-aligned States, and they have stated this in their joint memorandum of
16 April 1932 (ENDC/28). Ti.e possibility of reaching agreement on the basis of such

a new approach i1s also recognized by the Western Powers themselves, who have already
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agreed ofiicially to come to an agreement on the cessebion of nuclesr wesscn tests
with the use of national cystems of zcntr 1,that is to say, without international
coatrol and without intermational inspection. The ftrouble, uovever, iz fthat hers
again the Uestern Powers chov the irconsistency reculiar to them and refuse to extend
such an sgreement to undergrourd nuclear wesvon tests <2 wall, o)
of a comprerensive ban on nuclear weapon testg, that is the zrohibition of all tests
in any environmzat -- in the atmosphere, ia outer sprcs, mmicr weter and undergy- -
the Western Powers propose that we I1inmi% oviselves to & partial cgreerent. This meons
that the lnited States wishes to keen ite handsc “7ze to centlinue - - “ear vesnon tests.
We should like to stress that in this matter there cenm be no half-wsr solvtions.

Palliatives would never achieve our aim, /4r ggreem:at tc ston nuclear weason t 3,

. ] g 1 e

as all of us realige, ir intended 5o serve a. a dam, blocking ihe "my to tle fusrthe:
improvement of existing tyoes of nuclear weaspons or the creation of new models

such weasons, preventing t'.» further sprecd of auclecr wospons cnd slackening the
rece in the field of muclear wezpons. It i1s a welle-knowa truth that the hody of a
dam must be solid, equally durcble over the whole of its snrface in order to stand vp
to the lmpact ol thr forces pressing ageinst it. A ~ingle weel suol, not to mention

a crack, in the body of the dam would be enough for the wiole ¢am vo collansa.

it must be comprehensive, since cay exception from it would have the sze disastrous

ard catastrophic consequencas as a crack in ¢ dem., Such a nartial agreement would not
last long, " it would have ... a wery short life® (BNDC/EV.73._92.6), ag the

» A

ropresentative of Burma very aptly stated 2t tha plemers meeting on 3 Sevtembar, 4t
that neeting tne representative of Burma warned the ZJommittes that:

", .. a partial test ban treaty which came uo zriel covld casily

do mere torm then not hoving a partial tect ovor tresty es adld,

4-» 7\

There is vet another aspect
Mr. Dean, soeaking at the seventy-fifth meeting of the Eighteen tetlon Committee on
27 August, 1962, sald the followings

The United States Helievas that a workeble couprehensive test

ban treaty is urgently neceded® (ENDC,/PV.75, 0.7).
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Mr. Dean went on to say (ibid., p.1l) that such o treaty could serve to restrict
and inhibit other countries from producing their own nuclear weapons. If that

is really the concern of the United States, then its propos:l for a partial
agreement is directly contrary to, and utterly incompatible with, such & ccvcern.
One has cnly to take & peep intc the future tec see how it would evolve in the
conditions where the United States would continue to improve its nuclear weapons,
to realize that the partizl agreement proposed by the United States would be
illuscry. It would not be of any importance as a means of restraining the nuclear
arms race and preventing the further spread of this frightful weapon of mass
destruction in the world. One does nct have to be a highly experienced and
far-sighted diplomat cr statesman to foresee such a development of events, where
other States, whether nuclear or non-nuclezr, seeing that after the conclusion of
a partial agreement the United States was continuing its weapon tests, would consider
themselves entitled to engage in the same sort of testing. The representatives
of the United States and the United Kingdom should reslize that in this case the
question of the enviromment in which the United States woﬁld go on testing new
models of its nuclear weepons after the conclusion of an agreement -- whether
underground or nct =-- would have nc significance of principle for other States.
What would be of significsnce for other States wculd be first and foremost the

fact that the United States would continue to improve its existing models and to
create new types of nuclear weupons. This fact alone would give other States a
good reason to consider themselves free to carry out their cwn nuclear weapcn tests
in any environment which they choose, being guided, not by the United States plans,
but by their cwn plans and their own programmes fcr the development of nuclear
weapons.  Moreover, we must not lose sight of the fact that scientific and
technological progress in the field of creating and developing nuclear weapcns is
going on sc rapidly and is continuously becoming more simplified and accessible

to countries having the appropriate level of industrial development that a partial
agreement on the discontimuance cf nuclear weapon tests, as proposed by the

United States, even if all States complied with it, cculd not prevent the further
spread of nuclear wespons, nor could it prevent the appearance of these weapons in

other States which do not possess them at the present time. Such a development
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of events can only be prevented by the discontinuance of all types of nuclear
weapon tests, in the atmosphere, in cuter space, under water and underground.

We consider that this questicn could quickly be settled on the basis of the
proposal of the Soviet Union of 28 November 1961 (ENDC/11) or on the basis of the
proposal of the non-aligned countries of 16 April 1962 (ENDG/28).

If the United States and the United Kingdom are really striving to put an end
to all nuclear weapon tests, as they have repeatedly told us, then there should be
no obstacles in the path t¢ an agreement.

In striving to put an end to nuclear weapcn tests and to speed up an
agreement on this question, the Soviet Govermment agreed to the negotiations in
our Sub-Committee continuing during the recess in the wcrk of the Eighteen Nation
Committee on Disarmament. It goes without saying that the negotiations in the
Sub-Committee should not be used as a pretext to hamper the consideration of the
question of the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests at the forthcoming.
seventeenth session of the General Assembly.

The Soviet delegation is ready to exert every effort in order to solve the
problem of the discontinuance of all nuclear tests forever within the shortest
pogsible time, and that depends exclusively cn the goodwill of our Western

colleagues -- the United States and the United Kingdomn.

The CHATRMAN (United Stetes cf America): If I may speak in my capacity

as representative of the United States, I do not think r. Tsarapkin will expect

us to be happy about what we heard from him today. My delegatiocn will, of

course, look carefully at what he has had to say, but as I heard the interpretation
it did not seem as if Mr. Tsarapkin's absence from these negotiations has been
profited by to bring forth anything new or anything hopeful. We had hoped that

Mr. Tsarapkin would bring with him from Moscow a briefcase which contained at least
some slight sign of movement, but what we have heard today seems to indicate that

as yet the Soviet Union has not really budged at all from the most extreme of the
positions it has ever adopted, namely that which he put forward on 28 November, 1961
(ENDC/11). is I say, we will study what the Soviet representative has said in the
verbatim record. I hope that we may find hidden in some subordinate clause some

slight indication of something new. That is all T wish to say today.
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sincerely anxicus to try to forward these negotiaticns and I wonder whether it may

not be possible to throw some light on the nature of one Soviet difficulty with
which we appear to be faced, and if I might, therefore, askMr. Tsarapkin a question
through you, Sir. As I understand it Mr. Tsarepkin, addressing himself to the
partial test ban treaty which is one of the alternative texts which has been tabled
by the West, zdduced this as evidence of the desire of the United States to
continue underground testing. I do not understand how Mr. Tsarapkin reconciles
this with the alternative propcsal cf the United States and the United Kingdom
(ENDC/58) for  total test ban treaty subject to inspection because, of course,

our treaty proposals which wculd ban all kinds cf tests in all environments would
subject the United States to imspection. How then would the United States be

able to carry on their underground tests, as Mr. Tsarapkin alleges that it wishes
t0? Tt seems to me thet his argument here displays a misgiving which really has
no grounds or foundaticn, 2nd if he really believes that this is the motive of the
United States and really fears that this is the case then he must believe that the
United States is nct sincere in making its proposal for a monitored test ban in

all elements. If the Soviet Union felt that that were so it could prove it very
easily by taking up the offer that has been made by the United States and putting
it to the test., I should be grateful if Mr. Tsarapkin could elucidate that point
a little as it might enable us to dispose of at least one of the misgivings

which he appears to have in mind.

Mr, TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Sceialist Republics) (iranslation from

Russian): I can answer the United Kingdom representative straight away and
dispel the misunderstanding which hes arisen in his mind as a result cf my
statement.

First of all, I reject any attempt to qualify as unfounded my statement that
by its second proposal (ENDG/59) the United States intends to keep its hands free
in order to continue nuclear weapon tests underground. If it is unfounded, then
let the United States and United Kingdom add in their draft that they renounce the
testing of nuclear weapons not only in the atmosphere, above the atmosphere and
under water, but also underground. It they do that, then everything will be in
its place and then we shall believe that in its second proposal the United States
does not intend to keep for itself a free hand in regard to underground nuclear

explosions.
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True, the first United States~United Kingdom draft (ENDC/58) speaks about a
comprehensive treaty.  However, by acting in this way the United States does not
risk anything, because in the first draft treaty it agress to the prohibition of
all tests including underground nuclear explosions, knowing beforehand that this
draft treaty is absclutely unacceptable to the Soviet Union and that there is no
danger of the Soviet Union catching the United States out red-handed by agreeing
to this draft agreement.

Therefore, your argument, Mr. Smithers; that ‘the United States does not intend
to continue testing after an agreement, since it proposes in its first alternative
to ban all tests including underground ones, is not convincing. It doss not work,
I would say, since the United States first alternative is absolutely unacceptable.
No agreement can be reached on the basis of it.

That is the answer I wanted to give to the United Kingdom representative and

I think that everything is now quite clear to him in this regard.

Mr. SMITHERS (United Kingdom)+: I am very grateful to Mr. Tsarapkin for

answering at such length., It does certainly throw some light on the. position
which he has been putling forward.

I do not wantto trespass on his patience beyond what is reasonable but I
would like tc ask him cne further very brief questicn if he would be willing to
submit to that. If he feels that he has already answered sufficiently, I will
nct press it. I see no dissent, so perhaps I may put my further brief question
Wthh might possibly tend to reduce the mutual suspicions here.

I do not understand, if Mr. Tsarapkin says th&t the United States-United Kingdom
proposal for a test ban treaty in all elements is put forward, in effect, in the
belief that the Soviet Union cannct possibly accept it, how he reconciles that
with the fact that, on this questicn cf inspection, over the past months both the
United States and the United Kingdom have made radical alterations in their
proposals with regard to inspection which have quite clearly been all in the
direction of making it easier for the Soviet Union to’ accept the treaty. I would
ask him to consider that and to be reassured as to our motives in putting forward
the suggesticn for the test ban treaty in all elements, and we for our part would
be very happy indeed if he would take up the United States on that treaty and test

its willingness to reach agreement.
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Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Sccialist Republics) (translation from
Russigg): It may be the fault of the interpretation, but I did not find any

question in what you have just said.

Mr. SeITHERS (United Kinpdom): iday I just try again? Mr. Tsarapkin is
saying that the United States and the United Kingdoem know perfectly well that the
Soviet Union cannct accept their proposals for a test ban treaty in all elements
because of the inspection provisicns. I do not see how he reconciles that with
the fact that all the modifications which we have made in our positicn over the
past few months have been in the direction obviocusly of meking it easier for the
Soviet Union to accept inspection. It does not seem to scquare with his argument

that we do not believe that the Soviet Union could accept those proposals.

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

Russian): Your last comment, ifr. Smithers, cnly confirms the fact that you are

taking part in our negotiations for the first time, and perhaps you are not fully
conversant with the changes which have or have not taken place in the position of
the United States and the United Kingdom on this guesticn. But I can qguite
willingly explain to you that there has in fact been nc change of principle in the
pesition cf the United States and the United Kingdom on this question. Just as
the Western Pcwers insisted on an internaticnal control system, they are continuing
to do so. Just as they demanded cbligatory inspection, they are continuing to do
sos A few quantitative changes or modificaticns are of no importance in this

question.

Mr. SMITHERS (United Kingdom): May I thank Mr. Tsarapkin for his kind
patience in replying to my further question.

The CHAIRYAN (United States of America): If T may speak briefly as
representative of the United States: r. Smithers is with us here tcday for the
first time: I have been here before, and it seems to me that his questicn was a
completely valid one. The Soviet representative has put forward the argument that
the United States-United Kingdcm draft treaty was presented in the expectation that

it would be rejected by the Soviet Unicn, particulearly because of the provisions on
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inspection. But Mr. Tsarapjkin, wino has been here through all these negotiations,
with the exception of his recent brief absence, knows full well that there are vary
important changes which nave been made in the draft treaty which we tabled on

27 August,

We have accepted the idea of national manning and national overation of
detection stations including those on the territory of the Soviet Union. lle, to be
sure, stuck to the essential principle of obligatory on-site insovection against
possible clandestine underground tests, but we Lave, as I said at length today,
expressed willingness to consider a reduction in tie quota of annual inspections on
the territory of the Soviet Union. Ve have made moves on the composition of the
inspection teams, moves which were in the directions which the Soviet resresentatives
have asked for time and time again in the past, and we have made important
simplifications in our nroposals for an international scientific commission.

So it is apparent that the United States and the United Hingdom have made and
are making a very real effort to reduce the difficulties which the Soviet Union

appears to find in the question of inspection.

Mr, TSARAPKIN (Uﬁion of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from

Russian): 'hat you have been talking about, Mr, Chairman, renresents a few
quantitative modifications, but I was talking about qualitative changes. There have

been no qualitative changes in your position.

The CHAIRMAN (United States of America): As the representative of the

United States, may I Just say that it seems to me a very difficult task of
definition to state when a major gquantitative change becomes a qualitative change.
Also I find it very difficult to understand how lMr, Tsarapkin can say tﬁat there
have been no qualitative changes when we have shifted from the principle of
internationally manned and operated control stations to nationally manned and
operated control stations, which is, it seems to me, beyond disosute, a qualitative
change.

Does any other representative wish %o speak? If not, perhaps we might set the
time for our next meeting. If thnere are no other suggestions, I would propose that

we might meet on Tuesday, 18 September, at 3 o'clock.,
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iir, TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from

Russian) 2 That is the very day of the opening of the General Assembly.

The CHATRMAI! (United States of America): Does the representative of the

Soviet Union believe that our meeting here will in any way cause difficulties on the

opening day of the Assembly in New York?
If there is no objection, then, we will meet on Tuesday; 18 September, at 3 p.m.

It was so decided.

The meeting rose at 4.50 p.m.




