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Compendium of Verbatim Statements on Verification

Preface

This volume is compiled from the Provisional Verbata of the United
Nations Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament (ENDC) which met in
Geneva from 1962-1969. It contains the major statements made on the issue of
verification of arms control and disarmament proposals. It is intended to be used
as a resource volume to provide easy access to statements on national positions
on verification and to aid those who wish to investigate the development of
those positions over a period of time.

The statements are presented in chronological order. To aid in the use of
this volume, the List of Verbation Statements by Issue organizes the statements
according to the arms control issue being discussed. There were eight major
issues discussed in the ENDC: complete and general disarmament, the cessation
of nuclear tests, the cut-off of production of fissionable material, a freeze on
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, a comprehensive test ban, a chemical and
biological weapons prohibition, the non-proliferation treaty, and the prohibition
of nuclear weapons on the sea-bed. The List of Statements by Nation organizes
the statements by nation. A coded reference is included in this list to indicate
the issue being discussed in each statement.

The statements were originally compiled during a study on national
positions on verification conducted in 1983 at the Centre for International
Relations for the Department of External Affairs. The collection was expanded
in 1984 during a period of research at the United Nations Institute for

Disarmament Research, Geneva, which was made possible by the Department of

P




External Affairs. The assistance of Mrs. Mary Kerr, who diligently transcribed
the statements and assisted in the proof-reading, has been invaluable in

preparing these volumes.




Reference
ENDC/PV.3
ENDC/PV.4
ENDC/PV.5
ENDC/PV.5
ENDC/PV.5
ENDC/PV.6
ENDC/PV.6
ENDC/PV.8
ENDC/PV.8
ENDC/PV.8
ENDC/PV.8
ENDC/PV.10
ENDC/PV.13
ENDC/PV.13
ENDC/PV.13
ENDC/PV.13
ENDC/PV.13
ENDC/PV.13
ENDC/PV.13
ENDC/PV.14
ENDC/PV.14
ENDC/PV.14
ENDC/PV.14
ENDC/PV.15
ENDC/PV.15
ENDC/PV.15
ENDC/PV.18
ENDC/PV.18
ENDC/PV.20
ENDC/PV.21
ENDC/PV.21

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

p.9
pp.17-18
p.7
pp.9-13
pp.38-40
p.8
pp.20-21
pp.l1-15
pp.24-24
pp.29-30
p.30
pp.9-10
pp.6-8
pp.10-11
pp.15-13
pp.25-26
p.33

p.tl
pp.47-48
p.10

p.l>
pp.18-19
pp.25-26
p.7
pp.11-14
p.16

p.>
pp.3-9
pp.27-28
p.6
pp.20-22

Nation/Speaker

Brazil/de San Thiago Dantas
Canada/Green

UK /Home

UK/Home

India/Menon
Poland/Rapacki
Ethiopia/Yifru
USA/Rusk

USSR /Gromyko

UK /Home

Brazil/de San Thiago Dantas
USA/Rusk
Burma/Barrington
USA/Dean

USA/Dean

USA/Dean
Italy/Cavalletti
USSR/Zorin
Sweden/Edberg
Czechoslovakia/Hajek
Romania/Macovescu

Mexico/Padillo Nervo

"UK/Godber

USA/Dean
USA/Dean
USSR/ Zorin
USA/Dean
USA/Dean
USA/Dean
Italy/Cavalletti

Brazil/Assumpcao de Aranjo

iii

Date
16.3.62
19.3.62
20.3.62
20.3.62
20.3.62
21.3.62
21.3.62
23.3.62
23.3.62
23.3.62
23.3.62
27.3.62
2.4.62
2.4.62
2.4.62
2.4.62
2.4.62
2.4.62
2.4.62
3.4.62
3.4.62
3.4.62
3.4.62
b.4.62
44,62
44,62
11.4.62
11.4.62
13.4.62
16.4.62
16.4.62
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Reference

ENDC/PV.21
ENDC/PV.23
ENDC/PV.23
ENDC/PV.23
ENDC/PV.24
ENDC/PV.24
ENDC/PV.24
ENDC/PV.24
ENDC/PV.25
ENDC/PV.25
ENDC/PV.26
ENDC/PV.28
ENDC/PV.29
ENDC/PV.30
ENDC/PV.31
ENDC/PV.31
ENDC/PV.31
ENDC/PV.32
ENDC/PV.32
ENDC/PV.33
ENDC/PV.3%
ENDC/PV.34
ENDC/PV.35
ENDC/PV.36
ENDC/PV.37
ENDC/PV.37
ENDC/PV.38
ENDC/PV.38
ENDC/PV.38
ENDC/PV.38
ENDC/PV.39

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

pp.27-33
pp.13-15
pp.29-30
pp.39-40
p.8

p.16
p.24
p.37

p.7

p.14
p.18
pp.25-26
pp.26-28
pp.25-26
pp.6, 8
p-35

p.50

p-10
pp-24-26
p.21
pp.17-18
p.23
pp.36-58
p.13
pp.3-10
pp.28-29
pp.lO--ll
pp.22-23
p.39

p.47
pp.8-9

Nation/Speaker
USSR/ Zorin
USA/Dean
Czechoslovakia/Hajek
UK/Godber
USSR/Zorin
USA/Dean
Italy/Cavalletti
USA/Dean
UK/Godber
USSR/Zorin

Canada/Burns

Czechoslovakia/Hajek
USA/Dean

India/Lall
Nigeria/Atta
USSR/Zorin
USSR/Zorin

UK /Wright
USSR/Zorin

Brazil/de Mello-Franco
Mexico/Padilla Nervo
Czechoslovakia/Hajek
USSR/Zorin
USA/Stelle
USA/Stelle

USSR/ Zorin
Poland/Naszkowski
Canada/Burns
UK/Godber
USSR/Zorin
Bulgaria/Tarabanov

iv

Date
16.4.62
18.4.62
18.4.62
18.4.62
19.4.62
19.4.62
19.4.62
19.4.62
20.4.62
20.4.62
24.4.62
26.4.62
2.5.62

 3.5.62

4.5.62
4.5.62
4.5.62
7.5.62
7.5.62
8.5.62
9.5.62
9.5.62
11.5.62
14.5.62
15.5.62
15.5.62
16.5.62
16.5.62

16.5.62

16.5.62
18.5.62

Page
32

36
38
40
41
41
42
42
43
43
b4
45
45
47
48
49
50
50
51
52
53
54
54
55.
56
58
59
60
61
62
62




Reference

ENDC/PV.39
ENDC/PV.39
ENDC/PV.39
ENDC/PV.40
ENDC/PV.40
ENDC/PV.41
ENDC/PV.42
ENDC/PV.45
ENDC/PV.47
ENDC/PV.47
ENDC/PV.48
ENDC/PV.49
ENDC/PV.49
ENDC/PV.50
ENDC/PV.51
ENDC/PV.52
ENDC/PV.52
ENDC/PV.54
ENDC/PV.55
ENDC/PV.55
ENDC/PV.55
ENDC/PV.60
ENDC/PV.63
ENDC/PV.64
ENDC/PV.64
ENDC/PV.64
ENDC/PV.66
ENDC/PV.66
ENDC/PV.67
ENDC/PV.67
ENDC/PV.67

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

pp.16-19
pp.36-37
pp.43-45
pp.33-35
pp.47-48
pp.34-35
pp.17-19
pp.12-13
pp.7-9
p.37
pp.38-39
p.32
pp.37-38
pp.36-39
pp.8, 14
p.15
pp.22-24
pp.23-31
pp.42, 46-47
pp.49-51
pp.69-70
pp.27-28
pp.34-35
pp.13-17
p.19
pp.46-47
pp.20-22
P45
p.ll
pp.20-21
pp.26-29

Nation/Speaker

Brazil/de Mello-Franco
USSR/ Zorin
UK/Godber
Burma/Barrington
India/Lall

USSR/ Zorin

USA/Dean

USA/Dean

India/Lall

USSR/Zorin
USA/Stelle
Italy/Cavalletti
USA/Dean

USA/Stelle
USSR/Zorin

USA/Dean

USSR/Zorin

Brazil/de Mello-Franco
USA/Dean

USSR/ Zorin

USA/Dean
Canada/Green
Czechoslovakia/Hajek
Sweden/Myrdal
USSR/Zorin
UK/Godber
Canada/Burns
USSR/Zorin
UK/Godber
Czechoslovakia/Hajek
India/Lall

Date
18.5.62
18.5.62
18.5.62
21.5.62
21.5.62
24.5.62
25.5.62
30.5.62
1.6.62
1.6.62
4.6.62
25.6.62
25.6.62
6.6.62
7.6.62
8.6.62
8.6.62
9.6.62
13.6.62
13.6.62
13.6.62
24.7.62
30.7.62
1.8.62
1.8.62
1.8.62
6.8.62
6.8.62
8.8.62
8.8.62
8.8.62

Page
63

66
67
68
70
71
72
74
75
76
77
78
78
79
&1
32
33
&4
87
89
90
90
91
92
95
96
96



Reference

ENDC/PV.67
ENDC/PV.68
ENDC/PV.68
ENDC/PV.68
.ENDC/PV.68
ENDC/PV.68
ENDC/PV.69
ENDC/PV.69
ENDC/PV.69
ENDC/PV.69
ENDC/PV.70
ENDC/PV.70
ENDC/PV.70
ENDC/PV.70
ENDC/PV.72
ENDC/PV.72
ENDC/PV.72
ENDC/PV.72
. ENDC/PV.73
ENDC/PV.73
ENDC/PV.74
ENDC/PV.74
ENDC/PV.75
ENDC/PV.75
ENDC/PV.75
ENDC/PV.76
ENDC/PV.78
ENDC/PV.79
ENDC/PV.80
ENDC/PV.80
ENDC/PV.81

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

p.33
pp.11-18
pp.23-27
p.32
pp.36-37
pp.46-47
pp.8-10
pp.l4-16
pp.34-36
pp.40-41
pp.22-26
pp-28-30
p.35
pp.39-42
p.9

pp.25
pp.27-28
p.35
pp.l6-17
pp-21-23
pp.5-6
pp.33-34
pp.7-10

pp.21-23

pp.48-49
pp.12-13
pp.8-9
pp.19-25
pp-15, 18
pp.45-49
pp.l1, 22

Nation/Speaker

USA/Dean
USA/Dean
USSR/Zorin

USSR /Zorin
USSR/Zorin -
UK/Godber
USA/Dean
USA/Dean
UK/Godber
UK/Godber

UAR /Fattah Hassan
Czechoslovakia/Hajek
Canada/Burns
USA/Dean
UK/Wright
India/Lall
India/Lall
USA/Dean

USA /Dean
USA/Dean
USA/Dean

USSR /Kuznetsov
USA/Dean

UK /Godber

USSR /Kuznetsov
USA/Stelle
Burma/Barrington
USA/Dean

UK /Godber
USA/Dean
USSR/Kuznetsov

Date
8.8.62
10.8.62
10.8.62
10.8.62
10.8.62
10.8.62
14.8.62
14.8.62

14.8.62

14.8.62
15.8.62
15.8.62
15.8.62
15.8.62
20.8.62
20.8.62
20.8.62
20.8.62
22.8.62
22.8.62
24 .8.62
24.8.62
27.8.62
27 .8.62
27 .8.62
29.8.62
3.9.62

3.9.62

5.9.62

5.9.62

5.9.62

Page
101

102
106
109

110

111

112

114
115
117

119

121

123
123
126
126
127

128

128
130
132
132
133
135
137
138
139
140
144
145
148




Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

Reference Nation/Speaker Date Page
ENDC/PV.108  pp.6-9 USA/Stelle 13.3.63 186
ENDC/PV.110  pp.23-26 USA/Stelle 18.3.63 188
ENDC/PV.113  p.9 USA/Stelle 25.3.63 190
ENDC/PV.114  p.40 USSR/Tsarapkin 27.3.63 191
ENDC/PV.116  p.17 ~ USSR/Tsarapkin 1.4.63 191
ENDC/PV.122  pp.9-10 USA/Stelle 19.4.63 192
ENDC/PV.123  pp.29-30 USSR/ Tsarapkin 22.4.63 193
ENDC/PV.123  pp.37-38 USSR/Tsarapkin 22.4.63 195
ENDC/PV.123  pp.39-40 USA/Stelle 22.4.63 195
ENDC/PV.129  pp.23-24 Poland/Blusztajn 8.5.63 196
ENDC/PV.132  pp.7-8 USSR/Tsarapkin 15.5.63 197
ENDC/PV.132  pp.33-35 USA/Stelle 15.5.63 198
ENDC/PV.135 p.4l USSR/Tsarapkin 22.5.63 200
ENDC/PV.138  pp.24-25 USSR/Tsarapkin 29.5.63 200
ENDC/PV.140  p.27 USSR/Tsarapkin 5.6.63 201
ENDC/PV.142  pp.8-9 Nigeria/Mbu 10.6.63 201
ENDC/PV.145 pp.13-14 Romania/Macovescu 17.6.63 202
ENDC/PV.152  pp.6-7 USA/Stelle 16.8.63 203
ENDC/PV.152  pp.l4-16 USSR/Tsarapkin 16.8.63 204
ENDC/PV.154  p.17 Sweden/Baron von Platen 22.8.63 205
ENDC/PV.156  pp.23-24 Sweden/Myrdal 29.8.63 205
ENDC/PV.162  pp.18-19 USA/Foster 31.1.64 206
ENDC/PV.163 p.2% USSR/Tsarapkin 4.2.64 208
ENDC/PV.l64 p.9 USA/Foster 6.2.64 208
ENDC/PV.166 pp.18-19 USA/Foster 13.2.64 209
ENDC/PV.172  p.l1 Canada/Burns 5.3.64 209
ENDC/PV.172  pp.17-18 USA/Fisher 5.3.64 210
ENDC/PV.173  pp.9-10 Bulgaria/Lukanov 10.3.64 211
ENDC/PV.173  pp.19-20 UK/Sir Paul Mason 10.3.64 212
ENDC/PV.174  pp.6-8 Sweden/Lind 12.3.64 213
ENDC/PV.174  pp.18-20 India/Trivedi 12.3.64 215

viii



Reference

ENDC/PV.81
ENDC/PV.84
ENDC/PV.34
ENDC/PV.85
~ ENDC/PV.85
ENDC/PV.85
ENDC/PV.86
ENDC/PV.86
ENDC/PV.86
ENDC/PV.87
ENDC/PV.88
ENDC/PV.88
ENDC/PV.88
ENDC/PV.88
ENDC/PV.89

ENDC/PV.90

ENDC/PV.90
ENDC/PV.94
- ENDC/PV.9%4
ENDC/PV.94
ENDC/PV.95
ENDC/PV.96
ENDC/PV.99
ENDC/PV.100
ENDC/PV.101
ENDC/PV.101
ENDC/PV.103
ENDC/PV.103
ENDC/PV.104
ENDC/PV.105
ENDC/PV.107

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

p.46
pp.14-15
pp.19-23
pp.16-18
pp.23-25
pp.35-37
pp.16-19
pp.30-31
pp.46-47
pp.7-8
pp.9-10
p.14

p.29
pp.40-41
p.6
pp.14-15
pp.27-28
pp.15-16
pp.20-21
pp.31-32
p.33
pp.10-14
pp.20-21, 23
pp.26-27

pp.24-26, 29-30

p.44
pp.6-7
p.24
p.20
pp.23-25
pp.7-8

Nation/Speaker

UAR/Fattah Hassan
Sweden/Edberg
Sweden/Edberg
Canada/Burns
India/Lall
Mexico/Padilla Nervo
USA/Dean
USSR/Tsarapkin
UK/Godber
UK/Wright
Brazil/Assumpcao de Araujo
Czechoslovakia/Kurka
UAR/EI-Zayyat
USSR /Tsarapkin
USA/Dean
USSR/Tsarapkin
USA/Stelle
USA/Dean

USA/Dean

USSR /Tsarapkin
Ethiopia/Alamayehu
USA/Foster
USA/Foster
Sweden/Myrdal
USSR/Kuznetsov
USA/Stelle
Italy/Cavalletti
USSR /Tsarapkin
USA/Foster
USA/Stelle
USA/Stelle

vii

Date
59.62
28.11.62
28.11.62
28.11.62
28.11.62
28.11.62
3.12.62
3.12.62
3.12.62
5.12.62
7.12.62
7.12.62
7.12.62
7.12.62
7.12.62
10.12.62
10.12.62
19.12.62
19.12.62
19.12.62
20.12.62
12.2.63
18.2.63
20.2.63
22.2.63
22.2.63
27.2.63
27.2.63
1.3.63
6.3.63
11.3.63

Page
148

149
150
152
154
155
157
159
160
le6l
162
164
le4
165
166
le6
168
169
170
171
172
172
175
176
178
180
181
182
183
183
185




Reference
ENDC/PV.174

ENDC/PV.175 .

ENDC/PV.175
ENDC/PV.175
ENDC/PV.175
ENDC/PV.178
ENDC/PV.178
ENDC/PV.178
ENDC/PV.178
ENDC/PV.181
ENDC/PV.182
ENDC/PV.182
ENDC/PV.182
ENDC/PV.183
ENDC/PV.184
ENDC/PV.184
ENDC/PV.187
ENDC/PV.188
ENDC/PV.188
ENDC/PV.191
ENDC/PV.192
ENDC/PV.193
ENDC/PV.193
ENDC/PV.195
ENDC/PV.197
ENDC/PV.197
ENDC/PV.199
ENDC/PV.207
ENDC/PV.207
ENDC/PV.209
ENDC/PV.209

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

pp.49-51
pp.13-14
pp.19-21
pp.25-27
p.36
p.21
pp.29-30
pp.37-39
p.53
pp.38-41
p.14
pp.17-20
p.45
pp.9-11
pp.17-18
p.39
pp.59-60
pp.8-9
pp.12-13
p.9

p.15
pp.11-14
pp.22-23
p.36

p.7
pp.13-16
pp.16-17
pp.19-20
pp.22-24
pp.11-12
pp.28-29

Nation/Speaker
USSR/Tsarapkin
Czechoslovakia/Zemia

Canada/Burns
USSR/Tsarapkin
Italy/Cavalletti
Canada/Martin
Czechoslovakia/Zemla
USA/Fisher
USSR/Tsarapkin
USSR /Tsarapkin
UAR/Hassan
Canada/Burns
USSR/Tsarapkin
UK/Mason

USA/Fisher
Canada/Burns
India/Nehru
Brazil/Correa do Lago
USA/Foster
USA/Foster
Nigeria/Obi
USA/Foster
Canada/Burns
USA/Foster
USA/Timberlake
Czechoslovakia/Pechota
USA/Timberlake
USA/Timberlake
USSR/Tsarapkin
UK/Tahourdin
USSR/Tsarapkin

ix

Date
12.3.64
17.3.64
17.3.64
17.3.64
17.3.64
26.3.64
26.3.64
26.3.64
26.3.64
7.4.64

9.4.64

9.4.64

9.4.64

14.4.64
16.4.64
16.4.64
28.4.64
9.6.64

9.6.64

18.6.64
23.6.64
25.6.64
25.6.64
2.7.64

9.7.64
9.7.64

9.7.64

13.8.64
13.8.64
20.8.64
20.8.64

Page
216

217
218
219
221
222
222
223
224
224
226
227
229
230
231
232
233
234
234
235
236
236
238
239
240
240
242
243
244
246
247



Reference

ENDC/PV.211
ENDC/PV.213
ENDC/PV.213
ENDC/PV.215
. ENDC/PV.218
ENDC/PV.222
ENDC/PV.226
ENDC/PV.228
ENDC/PV.229
ENDC/PV.230
ENDC/PV.230
ENDC/PV.230
ENDC/PV.231
ENDC/PV.234
ENDC/PV.237
ENDC/PV.237
ENDC/PV.242
ENDC/PV.246
ENDC/PV.246
ENDC/PV.246
ENDC/PV.247
ENDC/PV.248
ENDC/PV.248
ENDC/PV.254
ENDC/PV.256
ENDC/PV.256
ENDC/PV.256
ENDC/PV.257
ENDC/PV.259
ENDC/PV.259
ENDC/PV.259

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

pp.>-11
pp.44-45
pp.>4-55
pp.50-52
p.l4
p.18
pp.l1-13
pp.10-11
pp.19-23
pp.8-9
p-17
pp.22-23
p-34
pp.l13-14
pp.7-8
p.22

p.21
pp.8-10
pp.24-25
pp.36-37
pp.16-23
pp.8-9
p.30
pp.16-22
pp.4-9
pp-13-16
p.24
pp.31-32
pp.16-17
pp.25-30
pp.31-32

Nation/Speaker

USA/Timberlake
USSR/Tsarapkin
Czechoslovakia/K lusak
USA/Foster
USA/Foster
Sweden/Myrdal
Canada/Burns
Nigeria/Obi
USA/Foster
USSR/Tsarapkin
Czechoslovakia/Cernik
USA/Foster
Canada/Burns
Poland/Goldblat
UK/Lord Chalfont
Canada/Burns
Ethiopia/Aberra
Mexico/Gomez Robledo
USSR/Tsarapkin
USA/Fisher
Sweden/Myrdal
USA/Fisher
Poland/Blusztajn
USA /Fisher
Sweden/Myrdal
USA/Foster
USSR/Roshchin
Bulgaria/Lukanov
USA/Foster
UAR/Khallaf
USSR/Roshchin

Date
27.8.64
3.9.64
3.9.64
10.9.64
27.7.65
10.8.65
24.8.65
31.8.65
29.65
7.9.65
7.9.65
7.9.65
9.9.65
16.9.65
3.2.66
3.2.66
22.2.66
8.3.66
8.3.66
8.3.66
10.3.66
15.3.66
15.3.66
4.4.66
14.4.66
14.4.66
14.4.66
19.4.66
26.4.66
26.4.66
26.4.66

Page
248

252 .
253
253
255
255
256
257
259
262
263
263
264
265
266
266
267
267
269
270
271
276
276
277
281
284
286
287
288
289
292




Reference

ENDC/PV.269
ENDC/PV.269
ENDC/PV.271
ENDC/PV.271
ENDC/PV.272
ENDC/PV.272
ENDC/PV.277
ENDC/PV.277
ENDC/PV.279
ENDC/PV.281
ENDC/PV.286

ENDC/PV.287.

ENDC/PV.289
ENDC/PV.293
ENDC/PV.29%
ENDC/PV.295
ENDC/PV.300
ENDC/PV.306
ENDC/PV.309
ENDC/PV.312
ENDC/PV.315
ENDC/PV.319
ENDC/PV.319
ENDC/PV.320
ENDC/PV.323
ENDC/PV.325
ENDC/PV.326
ENDC/PV.327
ENDC/PV.327
ENDC/PV.327
ENDC/PV.329

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

p.10
pp.26-27
pp.22, 24
pp.26-31
p.7
pp.15-16
pp.4-6
pp.13-14
p.15
pp.>-8
p.9
pp.26-27
p.l4
p.15

p.7, 11
pp.22-23
pp.7-11
pp.7-8
p.9

p.7
pp.J3-6
pp.5>-10
pp.12-14
pp.16-19
pp.>-9
p.16

p.8
pp.10-11
p.16
p.22
pp.J5-6

Nation/Speaker

India/Trivedi
Mexico/Gomez Robledo
USSR/Roshchin
USA/Foster
Canada/Burns
Czechoslovakia/Cernik
USA/Fisher

Burma/U Maung Maung
UK/Lord Chalfont
Sweden/Myrdal

USSR /Roshchin
Mexico/Garcia Robles
Bulgaria/Christov
Brazil/Azeredo da Silveira
UAR/Khallaf

Burma/U Maung Maung
Sweden/Myrdal
Canada/Burns
Sweden/Myrdal
USA/Foster
Sweden/Edelstam
UK/Mulley
Canada/Burns

USA /Foster
Sweden/Myrdal
USSR/Roshchin
Poland/Goldblat
Sweden/Myrdal
Czechoslovakia/Winkler
Nigeria/Alhaji Sule Kolo
Canada/Burns

Date
30.6.66
30.6.66
7.7.66

7.7.66

12.7.66
12.7.66
28.7.66
28.7.66
4.8.66

11.8.66
25.8.66
21.2.67
28.2.67
14.3.67
16.3.67
21.3.67
30.5.67
20.6.67
29.6.67
11.7.67
20.7.67
3.8.67

3.8.67

8.8.67

17.8.67
24.8.67
29.8.67
31.8.67
31.8.67
31.8.67
12.9.67

Page
293

294
295
296
299
300
300
302
303
304
306
306
307
307
307
308
309
312
313
314
314
315
318
319
321
324
324
325
326
327
327




Reference

ENDC/PV.331
ENDC/PV.332
ENDC/PV.333
ENDC/PV.334
- ENDC/PV.356
ENDC/PV.357
ENDC/PV.358
ENDC/PV.358
ENDC/PV.359
ENDC/PV.362
ENDC/PV.363
ENDC/PV.366
ENDC/PV.367
ENDC/PV.368
ENDC/PV.370
ENDC/PV.373
ENDC/PV.376
ENDC/PV.377
ENDC/PV.378
ENDC/PV.378
ENDC/PV.381
ENDC/PV.385
ENDC/PV.386
ENDC/PV.387
ENDC/PV.389
ENDC/PV.391
ENDC/PV.392
ENDC/PV.397
ENDC/PV.399
ENDC/PV.400
ENDC/PV.401

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

pp.10-11
pp.4-9
pp.6-9
pp.13-15
pp.7-8
pp.15-17
pp.6-7
pp.21-22
p.>
pp.6-7
pp.8-11
p.7
pp.7-10
pp.12-17
pp.9-10
pp.15-16
pp.6-8
pp-4-8
pp.6, 8-9
pp.11-12
pp.27-28
pp.5-8
pp-18-19
pp.6-7, 12-15
pp.12-14
pp.12-14
pp.13-14
pp.12-13
pp.7-11
pp.10-11
pp.3, 7-10

Nation/Speaker

Mexico/ Castaneda

Canada/Burns
UAR/Khallaf
India/Trivedi
USSR/Roshchin
USA /Fisher

UK /Mulley
Canada/Burns
Poland/Blusztajn
Romania/Ecobesco
Sweden/Myrdal
USSR/Roshchin
UAR/Khallaf
USA/DePalma
India/Husain
Czechoslovakia/Winkler
Romania/Ecobesco
USSR/Roshchin
USA/Foster
Canada/Burns
UK/Mulley
Sweden/Myrdal
USSR/Roshchin
UK/Mulley
Canada/Burns
Sweden/Myrdal
Italy/Caracciolo
USA/Smith
Sweden/Myrdal
USSR/Roshchin
USA/Fisher

xii

Date
19.9.67
21.9.67
26.9.67
28.9.67
14.12.67
18.1.68
23.1.68
23.1.68
25.1.68
6.2.68
8.2.68
16.2.68
20.2.68
21.2.68
27.2.68
5.3.68
11.3.68
12.3.68
13.3.68
13.3.68
16.7.68
30.7.68
1.8.68
6.8.68
13.8.68
20.8.68
22.8.68
25.3.69
1.4.69
3.4.69
8.4.69

Page
328

328
332
334
335
336
333
339
340
340
341
343
344
346
349
350
351
352
355
356
357
358
36l
362
364
366
367
368
369
372
373




Reference

ENDC/PV.402
ENDC/PV.404
ENDC/PV.404
ENDC/PV.404
ENDC/PV.405
ENDC/PV.409
ENDC/PV.409
ENDC/PV.410
ENDC/PV.410
ENDC/PV.411
ENDC/PV.413
ENDC/PV.414
ENDC/PV.414
ENDC/PV.415
ENDC/PV.415
ENDC/PV.415
ENDC/PV.416
ENDC/PV.421
ENDC/PV.422
ENDC/PV.423
ENDC/PV.423
ENDC/PV.423
ENDC/PV.424
ENDC/PV.424
ENDC/PV.424
ENDC/PV.426
ENDC/PV.428
ENDC/PV.429
ENDC/PV.429
ENDC/PV.429
ENDC/PV.430

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

pp.20-21
pp.6-8, 12
pp.22-23
Pp.28-31
pp.23, 25
pp.l4-15
p.22

p.8
pp.19-20
pp.6-7, 9
pp.6-8
pp-7-9
pp.11-14
pp.7-17
pp.23-26
pp.30-31
pp.25-26
pp.33-35
pp.17-19
pp.14-15
pp.19-20
pp.27-28
pp.l4-15
pp.17-22
pp.31-32
pp.20-22
pp.11-14
pp.16-19
pp.25-27
pp.35-37
pp.13-14

Nation/Speaker

USSR/Roshchin
UK/Mulley
India/Husain
Canada/Ignatieff
Sweden/Myrdal
USSR /Roshchin
Romania/E cobesco
Canada/Ignatieff
Italy/Caracciola
Nigeria/Alhaji Sule Kolo
Brazil/Frazao
USA/Fisher
Italy/Caracciola
Sweden/Myrdal
USA/Fisher
USSR/Roshchin
Japan/Asakai
UAR/Khallaf
Sweden/Myrdal
Italy/Caracciola
USSR/Roshchin
Brazil/Frazao
Canada/Ignatieff
Japan/Asakai
Romania/Ecobesco
Mexico/Castaneda
India/Husain
Czechoslovakia/Lahoda
Pakistan/Shahi
USSR/Roshchin

Mongolia/Dugersuren

xiii

Date
10.4.69
17.4.69
17.4.69
17 .4.69
22.4.69
8.5.69

8.5.69

13.5.69
13.5.69
15.5.69
21.5.69
22.5.69
22.5.69
23.5.69
23.5.69
23.5.69
3.7.69

22.7.69
24.7.69
29.7.69
29.7.69
29.7.69
31.7.69
31.7.69

31.7.69

7.8.69

14.8.69
19.8.69
19.8.69
19.8.69
21.8.69

Page
376

377
379
330
382
383
384
384
384
385
387
388
390
393
400
402
403
404
406
408
408
409
410
412
415
bkle
418
420
422
424
425



Reference

ENDC/PV.430
ENDC/PV.430

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

Nation/Speaker
pp.20-21 Nigeria/Alhaji Sule Kolo
p.34 Ethiopia/Zelleke

Date

21.8.69
21.8.69




Complete and General Disarmament

Reference
ENDC/PV.4
ENDC/PV.5
ENDC/PV.5
ENDC/PV.6
ENDC/PV.10
ENDC/PV.21
ENDC/PV.23
ENDC/PV.23
ENDC/PV.24
ENDC/PV.26
ENDC/PV.29
ENDC/PV.30
ENDC/PV.31
ENDC/PV.31
ENDC/PV.31
ENDC/PV.33
ENDC/PV.35
ENDC/PV.36
ENDC/PV.37
ENDC/PV.37
ENDC/PV.38
ENDC/PV.38
ENDC/PV.38
ENDC/PV.38
ENDC/PV.39
ENDC/PV.39
ENDC/PV.39
ENDC/PV.39
ENDC/PV.40

pp.17-18
p.7
pp.9-13
pp.20-21
pp.9-10
pp.27-33
pp.13-15
pp.29-30
p.16
p.18
pp.26-28
pp.25-26
pp.6, 8
p.35

p.50

p.21
pp.36-58
p.13
pp.3-10
pp.28-29
pp.10-11
pp.22-23
p.39

p.47
pp.8-9
pp.16-19
pp.36-37

pp.43-45 .

pp.33-35

List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Nation/Speaker

Canada/Green
UK/Home

UK/Home
Ethiopia/Yifru
USA/Rusk

USSR/ Zorin

USA/Dean
Czechoslovakia/Hajek
USA/Dean
Canada/Burns
USA/Dean

India/Lall
Nigeria/Atta

USSR/ Zorin

USSR/ Zorin

Brazil/de Mello-Franco
USSR/Zorin
USA/Stelle
USA/Stelle

USSR/ Zorin
Poland/Naszkowski
Canada/Burns
UK/Godber
USSR/Zorin
Bulgaria/Tarabanov
Brazil/de Mello-Franco
USSR/ Zorin
UK/Godber
Burma/Barrington

Xv

Date
19.3.62
20.3.62
20.3.62
21.3.62
27.3.62
16.4.62
18.4.62
18.4.62
19.4.62
24.4.62
2.5.62
3.5.62
4.5.62
4.5.62
4.5.62
8.5.62
11.5.62
14.5.62
15.5.62
15.5.62
16.5.62
16.5.62
16.5.62
16.5.62
18.5.62
18.5.62
18.5.62
18.5.62
21.5.62

12
32
36
38
41
44
45
47
48
49
50
52
4
55
56
58
59
60
61
62
62
63
66
67
63



Complete and General Disarmament

Reference
ENDC/PV.40
ENDC/PV.4l1

"ENDC/PV.42

ENDC/PV.45
ENDC/PV.47
ENDC/PV.47
ENDC/PV.48
ENDC/PV.49
ENDC/PV.49
ENDC/PV.50
ENDC/PV.51
ENDC/PV.54
ENDC/PV.55
ENDC/PV.55
ENDC/PV.55
ENDC/PV.63

- ENDC/PV.64

ENDC/PV.66
ENDC/PV.66
ENDC/PV.67
ENDC/PV.67
ENDC/PV.67
ENDC/PV.68
ENDC/PV.68
ENDC/PV.68
ENDC/PV.68
ENDC/PV.68
ENDC/PV.73
ENDC/PV.73

List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

pp.47-438
pp.34-35
pp.17-19
pp.12-13
pp.7-9
p.37

' pp.38-39

p.32
pp.37-38
pp.36-39
pp.8, 14
pp.23-31
pp.42, 46-47
pp.49-51
pp.69-70
pp.34-35
pp.46-47
pp.20-22
p.45

p.ll
pp.20-21
pp.26-29
pp.11-18
pp.23-27
p.32
pp.36-37
pp.46-47
pp.16-17
pp.21-23

Nation/Speaker
India/Lall

USSR/ Zorin

USA/Dean

USA/Dean

India/Lall

USSR/Zorin
USA/Stelle
Italy/Cavalletti
USA/Dean

USA/Stelle

USSR/ Zorin

Brazil/de Mello-Franco
USA/Dean

USSR/Zorin

USA/Dean
Czechoslovakia/Hajek
UK/Godber
Canada/Burns
USSR/Zorin
UK/Godber
Czechoslovakia/Hajek
India/Lall

USA/Dean

USSR/ Zorin
USSR/Zorin
USSR/Zorin
UK/Godber

USA/Dean

USA/Dean

xvi

Date
21.5.62
24.5.62
25.5.62
30.5.62
1.6.62
1.6.62
4.6.62
25.6.62
25.6.62
6.6.62
7.6.62
9.6.62
13.6.62
13.6.62
13.6.62
30.7.62
1.8.62
6.8.62
6.8.62
8.8.62
8.8.62
8.8.62
10.8.62
10.8.62
10.8.62
10.8.62
10.8.62
22.8.62

22.8.62

Page
70

71
72
74
75
76
77
78
78
79
81
84
&7
&9
90
91
96
96
98
98
99
100
102
106
109
110
111
128
130




List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Complete and General Disarmament

Reference Nation/Speaker Date Page
ENDC/PV.74 pp.33-34 USSR /Kuznetsov 24.8.62 132
ENDC/PV.75 pp.48-49 USSR/Kuznetsov 27.8.62 137
ENDC/PV.76  pp.12-13 USA/Stelle 29.8.62 138
ENDC/PV.81 pp.l1, 22 USSR/Kuznetsov 5.9.62 148
ENDC/PV.114  p.40 USSR/Tsarapkin 27.3.63 191
ENDC/PV.122 pp.9-10 USA/Stelle 19.4.63 192
ENDC/PV.129  pp.23-2% Poland/Blusztajn 8.5.63 196
ENDC/PV.132 pp.7-8 USSR/Tsarapkin 15.5.63 197
ENDC/PV.135 p.4l USSR/Tsarapkin 22.5.63 200
ENDC/PV.138  pp.24-25 USSR/ Tsarapkin 29.5.63 200
ENDC/PV.140 p.27 USSR/ Tsarapkin 5.6.63 201
ENDC/PV.152 pp.6-7 USA/Stelle 16.8.63 203
ENDC/PV.152  pp.l4-16 USSR/ Tsarapkin 16.8.63 204
ENDC/PV.156  pp.23-24 Sweden/Myrdal 29.8.63 205
ENDC/PV.163 p.2% USSR/Tsarapkin 4.2.64 208
ENDC/PV.172  p.l1 Canada/Burns 5.3.64 209
ENDC/PV.173  pp.9-10 Bulgaria/Lukanov 10.3.64 211
ENDC/PV.173  pp.19-20 UK/Sir Paul Mason 10.3.64 212
ENDC/PV.174  pp.6-8 Sweden/Lind 12.3.64 213
ENDC/PV.175 pp.13-14 Czechoslovakia/Zemla 17.3.64 217
ENDC/PV.175 pp.19-21 Canada/Burns 17.3.64 218
ENDC/PV.175 pp.25-27 USSR/ Tsarapkin 17.3.64 219
ENDC/PV.175 p.36 Italy/Cavalletti 17.3.64 221
ENDC/PV.178  p.2l Canada/Martin 26.3.64 222
ENDC/PV.178  pp.37-39 USA/Fisher 26.3.64 223
ENDC/PV.178 p.53 USSR/ Tsarapkin 26.3.64 224
ENDC/PV.181  pp.38-41 USSR/Tsarapkin 7.4.64 224
ENDC/PV.182 pp.17-20 Canada/Burns 9.4.64 227

ENDC/PV.183  pp.9-11 UK /Mason 144,64 230

xvii




List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Complete and General Disarmament

Reference
ENDC/PV.184 p.39

ENDC/PV.187  pp.59-60
ENDC/PV.188  pp.12-13
ENDC/PV.248  p.30

ENDC/PV.259  pp.16-17
ENDC/PV.259  pp.31-32

Cessation of Nuclear Tests

Reference

ENDC/PV.3 p.9
ENDC/PV.5  pp.9-13
ENDC/PV.5 pp.38-40
ENDC/PV.6  p.8
ENDC/PV.6 pp.20-21
ENDC/PV.8 pp.11-15
ENDC/PV.8 pp.24-24
ENDC/PV.8  pp.29-30
ENDC/PV.8  p.30
ENDC/PV.13 pp.6-8
ENDC/PV.13  pp.10-11
ENDC/PV.13  pp.15-18
ENDC/PV.13  pp.25-26

ENDC/PV.13 p.33
ENDC/PV.13 p.41
ENDC/PV.13 pp.47-48
ENDC/PV.14 p.10
ENDC/PV.14 p.15

Nation/Speaker
Canada/Burns
India/Nehru
USA/Foster
Poland/Blusztajn
USA/Foster
USSR/Roshchin

Nation/Speaker

Brazil/de San Thiago Dantas
UK/Home

India/Menon

Poland/Rapacki
Ethiopia/Yifru

USA/Rusk

USSR/Gromyko

UK/Home

Brazil/de San Thiago Dantas
Burma/Barrington

USA/Dean

USA/Dean

USA/Dean

Italy/Cavalletti

USSR/ Zorin

Sweden/Edberg
Czechoslovakia/Hajek

Romania/Macovescu

xviii

Date
16.4.64
28.4.64
9.6.64

15.3.66
26.4.66
26.4.66

Date
16.3.62
20.3.62
20.3.62
21.3.62
21.3.62
23.3.62
23.3.62
23.3.62
23.3.62
2.4.62
2.4.62
2.4.62
2.4.62
2.4.62
2.4.62
2.4.62
3.4.62
3.4.62

Page
232

233
234
276
238
292



List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Cessation of Nuclear Tests

Reference Nation/Speaker
ENDC/PV.14 pp.18-19 Mexico/Padillo Nervo
ENDC/PV.14  pp.25-26 UK/Godber
ENDC/PV.I5  p.7 USA/Dean
ENDC/PV.15  pp.ll-14 USA/Dean
ENDC/PV.15 p.16 USSR/ Zorin
ENDC/PV.I8  p.5 USA/Dean
ENDC/PV.18 pp.8-9 USA/Dean
ENDC/PV.20 pp.27-28 USA/Dean
ENDC/PV.21 P.6 Italy/Cavalletti
ENDC/PV.21 pp.20-22 Brazil/Assumpcao de Aranjo
ENDC/PV.23  pp.39-40 UK/Godber
ENDC/PV.24 p.8 USSR/ Zorin
ENDC/PV.24  p.24 Italy/Cavalletti
ENDC/PV.24 p.37 USA/Dean
ENDC/PV.25 p.7 UK/Godber
ENDC/PV.25  p.l4 USSR/ Zorin
ENDC/PV.28 pp.25-26 Czechoslovakia/Hajek
ENDC/PV.32 p.10 UK/Wright
ENDC/PV.32 pp.24-26 USSR/ Zorin

ENDC/PV.34 pp.17-18 Mexico/Padilla Nervo

ENDC/PV.34 p.23 Czechoslovakia/Hajek
ENDC/PV.52 p.l5 USA/Dean
ENDC/PV.52 pPp.22-24 USSR/ Zorin
ENDC/PV.60 pp.27-28 Canada/Green
ENDC/PV.64 pp.13-17 Sweden/Myrdal
ENDC/PV.64 p.19 USSR/ Zorin
ENDC/PV.67  pp.26-29 India/Lall
ENDC/PV.67 p.33 USA/Dean
ENDC/PV.69 pp.3-10 USA/Dean

xix

Date
3.4.62
3.4.62
4462
4462
4462
11.4.62
11.4.62
13.4.62
16.4.62
16.4.62
18.4.62
19.4.62
19.4.62
19.4.62
20.4.62
20.4.62
26.4.62
7.5.62
7.5.62
9.5.62
9.5.62
8.6.62
8.6.62
24.7.62
1.8.62
1.8.62
8.8.62
8.8.62
14.8.62

Page
23

24
25
26
28
23
29
30
30
31
40
41
42
42
43
43
45
50
51
53
54
82
83
90
92
95
100
101
112



Cessation of Nuclear Tests

Reference

ENDC/PV.69
ENDC/PV.69
ENDC/PV.69
ENDC/PV.70
ENDC/PV.70
ENDC/PV.70
ENDC/PV.70
ENDC/PV.72
ENDC/PV.72
ENDC/PV.72
ENDC/PV.72
ENDC/PV.74
ENDC/PV.75
ENDC/PV.75
ENDC/PV.78
ENDC/PV.79
ENDC/PV.80
ENDC/PV.80
ENDC/PV.81
ENDC/PV.81
ENDC/PV.84
ENDC/PV.84
ENDC/PV.85
ENDC/PV.85
ENDC/PV.85
ENDC/PV.86
ENDC/PV.86
ENDC/PV.86
ENDC/PV.87

pp.l4-16
pp.34-36
pp.40-41
pp.22-26
pp.28-30
p.35
pp.39-42
p.9

pp.-25
pp.27-28
p.35
pp.5-6
pp.7-10
pp.21-23
pp.3-9
pp.19-25
pp.15, 18
pp.45-49
pp.l1, 22
p.46
pp.l4-15
pp.19-23
pp.16-18
pp.23-25
pp.35-37
pp.16-19
pp.30-31
pp.46-47
pp.7-8

List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Nation/Speaker

USA/Dean
UK/Godber
UK/Godber
UAR/Fattah Hassan
Czechoslovakia/Hajek
Canada/Burns
USA/Dean
UK/Wright
India/Lall

India/Lall
USA/Dean
USA/Dean
USA/Dean
UK/Godber
Burma/Barrington
USA/Dean
UK/Godber
USA/Dean
USSR/Kuznetsov
UAR/Fattah Hassan
Sweden/Edberg
Sweden/Edberg
Canada/Burns
India/Lall
Mexico/Padilla Nervo
USA/Dean

USSR /Tsarapkin
UK/Godber
UK/Wright

XX

Date
14.8.62
14.8.62
14.8.62
15.8.62
15.8.62
15.8.62
15.8.62
20.8.62
20.8.62
20.8.62
20.8.62
24.8.62
27.8.62
27.8.62
3.9.62
3.9.62
5.9.62
5.9.62
5.9.62
5.9.62
28.11.62
28.11.62
28.11.62
28.11.62
28.11.62
3.12.62
3.12.62
3.12,62
5.12,62

Page
114

115
117
119
121
123
123
126
126
127
128
132
133
135
139
140
144
145
148
148
149
150
152
154
155
157
159
160
lel



List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Cessation of Nuclear Tests

Reference
ENDC/PV.38
ENDC/PV.88
ENDC/PV.83
ENDC/PV.88
ENDC/PV.89
ENDC/PV.90
ENDC/PV.90
ENDC/PV.94
ENDC/PV.9%
ENDC/PV.94
ENDC/PV.95
ENDC/PV.96
ENDC/PV.99
ENDC/PV.100
ENDC/PV.101
ENDC/PV.101
ENDC/PV.103
ENDC/PV.103
ENDC/PV.104
ENDC/PV.105
ENDC/PV.107
ENDC/PV.108
ENDC/PV.110
ENDC/PV.113
ENDC/PV.116
ENDC/PV.123
ENDC/PV.123
ENDC/PV.123
ENDC/PV.142

pp.9-10
p.l14
p-29
pp.40-41
p.6
pp.14-15
pp.27-28
pp.15-16
pp-20-21
pp.31-32
p.33
pp.10-14
pp.20-21, 23
pp.26-27
pp.24-26, 29-30
p.44
pp.6-7
p.24
p.20
pp.23-25
pp.7-8
pp.6-9
pp.23-26
p.9

p.17
pp.29-30
pp.37-38
pp.39-40
pp.8-9

Nation/Speaker

Brazil/Assumpcao de Araujo
Czechoslovakia/Kurka
UAR/EIl-Zayyat
USSR/Tsarapkin
USA/Dean

USSR /Tsarapkin
USA/Stelle
USA/Dean
USA/Dean

USSR /Tsarapkin
Ethiopia/Alamayehu
USA/Foster
USA/Foster
Sweden/Myrdal
USSR/Kuznetsov
USA/Stelle
Italy/Cavalletti
USSR/ Tsarapkin
USA/Foster
USA/Stelle
USA/Stelle
USA/Stelle
USA/Stelle
USA/Stelle
USSR/Tsarapkin
USSR/Tsarapkin
USSR/Tsarapkin
USA/Stelle
Nigeria/Mbu

xxi

Date
7.12.62
7.12.62
7.12.62
7.12.62
7.12.62
10.12.62
10.12.62
19.12.62
19.12.62
19.12.62
20.12.62
12.2.63
18.2.63
20.2.63
22.2.63
22.2.63
27.2.63
27.2.63
1.3.63
6.3.63
11.3.63
13.3.63
18.3.63
25.3.63
1.4.63
22.4.63
22.4.63
22.4.63
10.6.63

Page
162

164
164
165
166
166
168
169
170
171
172
172
175
176
178
180
181
182
183
183
185
186
188
190
191
193
195
195
201



Cessation of Nuclear Tests

Reference
ENDC/PV.145

Cut-off of Production of Fissionable

Reference

ENDC/PV.132
ENDC/PV.164
ENDC/PV.166
ENDC/PV.191
ENDC/PV.193
ENDC/PV.193
ENDC/PV.207
ENDC/PV.207
ENDC/PV.215
ENDC/PV.246
ENDC/PV.256
ENDC/PV.281
ENDC/PV.306
ENDC/PV.401
ENDC/PV.414
ENDC/PV.415
ENDC/PV.416

List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

pp.13-14

pp.33-35
p.9
pp.18-19
p.9
pp.l1-14
pPp.22-23
pp.19-20
pp.22-24
pp.50-52
pp.36-37
pp.13-16
pp.>-8
pp.7-8
pp.5, 7-10
pp.11-14
pp.23-26
pPp.25-26

Nation/Speaker

Romania/Macovescu

Materials

Nation/Speaker

USA/Stelle
USA/Foster
USA/Foster
USA/Foster
USA/Foster
Canada/Burns
USA/Timberlake
USSR/Tsarapkin
USA/Foster
USA/Fisher
USA/Foster
Sweden/Myrdal
Canada/Burns
USA/Fisher
Italy/Caracciola
USA/Fisher
Japan/Asakai

xxii

Date
17.6.63

Date
15.5.63
6.2.64

13.2.64
18.6.64
25.6.64
25.6.64
13.8.64
13.8.64
10.9.64
8.3.66

14.4.66
11.8.66
20.6.67
8.4.69.
22.5.69
23.5.69
3.7.69

Page
202



List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Freeze on Strategic Nuclear Delivery Vehicles

Reference

ENDC/PV.154  p.17
ENDC/PV.162 pp.18-19
ENDC/PV.174  pp.49-51
ENDC/PV.175  pp.19-21
ENDC/PV.178  pp.29-30
ENDC/PV.184  pp.17-18
ENDC/PV.197 p.7
ENDC/PV.197  pp.13-16
ENDC/PV.211  pp.5-11
ENDC/PV.213  pp.44-45

ENDC/PV.237  pp.7-8

ENDC/PV.248  pp.8-9

Non-Proliferation Treaty

Reference

ENDC/PV.172  pp.17-18
ENDC/PV.174  pp.18-20
ENDC/PV.187  pp.59-60
ENDC/PV.195 p.36
ENDC/PV.226  pp.l11-13
ENDC/PV.230  pp.22-23
ENDC/PV.277  pp.4-6
ENDC/PV.29% p.7, L1
ENDC/PV.295  pp.22-23
ENDC/PV.300  pp.7-11
ENDC/PV.319  pp.12-14
ENDC/PV.325 p.l6

Nation/Speaker

Sweden/Baron von Platen
USA/Foster
USSR/Tsarapkin
Canada/Burns
Czechoslovakia/Zemla
USA/Fisher
USA/Timberlake
Czechoslovakia/Pechota
USA/Timberlake
USSR/Tsarapkin
UK/Lord Chalfont

USA /Fisher

Nation/Speaker

USA /Fisher
India/Trivedi
India/Nehru
USA/Foster
Canada/Burns
USA/Foster
USA/Fisher
UAR/Khallaf
Burma/U Maung Maung
Sweden/Myrdal
Canada/Burns
USSR/Roshchin

xxiii

Date
22.8.63
31.1.64
12.3.64
17.3.64
26.3.64
16.4.64
9.7.64
9.7.64
27.8.64
3.9.64
3.2.66
15.3.66

Date
5.3.64
12.3.64
28.4.64
2.7.64
24.8.65
7.9.65
28.7.66
16.3.67
21.3.67
30.5.67
3.8.67
24.8.67

Page

205
206
216
218
222
231
240
240
243
252
266
276

Page
210

215
233
239
256
263
300
307
308
309
318
324




Non-Proliferation Treaty

Reference

ENDC/PV.326 p.8
ENDC/PV.327 pp.10-11
ENDC/PV.327  p.l6
ENDC/PV.329  pp.5-6
ENDC/PV.33]1  pp.10-11
ENDC/PV.333  pp.6-9
ENDC/PV.334  pp.l3-15
ENDC/PV.356 pp.7-8
ENDC/PV.357  pp.l5-17
ENDC/PV.358  pp.6-7
ENDC/PV.358  pp.21-22
ENDC/PV.359 p.J
ENDC/PV.362  pp.6-7
ENDC/PV.363  pp.8-11
ENDC/PV.366 p.7
ENDC/PV.367 pp.7-10
ENDC/PV.368  pp.12-17
ENDC/PV.370  pp.9-10
ENDC/PV.373  pp.15-16
ENDC/PV.376  pp.6-8
ENDC/PV.377  pp.t-8
ENDC/PV.378  pp.6, 8-9
ENDC/PV.378 pp.11-12

List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Nation/Speaker

Poland/Goldblat
Sweden/Myrdal
Czechoslovakia/Winkler
Canada/Burns
Mexico/Castaneda
UAR/Khallaf
India/Trivedi
USSR/Roshchin
USA/Fisher
UK/Mulley
Canada/Burns
Poland/Blusztajn
Romania/Ecobesco
Sweden/Myrdal
USSR/Roshchin
UAR/Khallaf
USA/DePalma
India/Husain
Czechoslovakia/Winkler
Romania/Ecobesco
USSR/Roshchin
USA/Foster

Canada/Burns

xxiv

Date
29.8.67
31.8.67
31.8.67
12.9.67
19.9.67
26.9.67
28.9.67
14.12.67
18.1.68
23.1.68
23.1.68
25.1.68
6.2.63
8.2.68
16.2.68
20.2.68
21.2.68
27.2.68
5.3.68
11.3.68
12.3.68
13.3.68
13.3.68

Page
324

325
326
327
328
332
334
335
336
338
339
340
340
341
343
344
346
349
350
351
352
355
356



Comprehensive Test Ban

Reference

ENDC/PV.182
ENDC/PV.182
ENDC/PV.188
ENDC/PV.192
ENDC/PV.209
ENDC/PV.209
ENDC/PV.213
ENDC/PV.218
ENDC/PV.222

ENDC/PV.228

ENDC/PV.229
ENDC/PV.230
ENDC/PV.230
ENDC/PV.231
ENDC/PV.234
ENDC/PV.237
ENDC/PV.237
ENDC/PV.242
ENDC/PV.246
ENDC/PV.246
ENDC/PV.247
ENDC/PV.254
ENDC/PV.256
ENDC/PV.256
ENDC/PV.257
ENDC/PV.259
ENDC/PV.269
ENDC/PV.269
ENDC/PV.271

p.14
p.45
pp.8-9
p.15
pp.11-12
pp.28-29
pp.54-55
p.l4

p.18
pp.10-11
pp.19-23
pp.8-9
p.17.
p.34
pp.13-14
pp.7-8
p.22

p.21
pp.8-10
pp.24-25
pp.16-23
pp.16-22
pp.4-9
p.24
pp.31-32
pp.25-30
p.10
pp.26-27
pp.22, 24

List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Nation/Speaker
UAR/Hassan
USSR/Tsarapkin
Brazil/Correa do Lago
Nigeria/Obi
UK/Tahourdin
USSR/Tsarapkin
Czechoslovakia/Klusak
USA/Foster
Sweden/Myrdal
Nigeria/Obi
USA/Foster

USSR /Tsarapkin

Czechoslovakia/Cernik

Canada/Burns
Poland/Goldblat
UK/Lord Chalfont
Canada/Burns
Ethiopia/Aberra
Mexico/Gomez Robledo
USSR/Tsarapkin
Sweden/Myrdal
USA/Fisher
Sweden/Myrdal
USSR/Roshchin
Bulgaria/Lukanov
UAR/Khallaf
India/Trivedi
Mexico/Gomez Robledo
USSR/Roshchin

XXv

Date
9.4.64
9.4.64
9.6.64
23.6.64
20.8.6%
20.8.6%
3.9.64
27.7.65
10.8.65
31.8.65
2.9.65
7.9.65
7.9.65
9.9.65
16.9.65
3.2.66
3.2.66
22.2.66
8.3.66
8.3.66
10.3.66
4466
14.4.66
14.4.66
19.4.66
26.4.66
30.6.66
30.6.66
7.7.66



List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Comprehensive Test Ban

Reference

ENDC/PV.271
ENDC/PV.272
ENDC/PV.272
ENDC/PV.277
ENDC/PV.279
ENDC/PV.281
ENDC/PV.286
ENDC/PV.289
ENDC/PV.309
ENDC/PV.312
ENDC/PV.315
ENDC/PV.319
ENDC/PV.320
ENDC/PV.323
ENDC/PV.327
ENDC/PV.332
ENDC/PV.381
ENDC/PV.385
ENDC/PV.386
ENDC/PV.387
ENDC/PV.389
ENDC/PV.392
ENDC/PV.399
ENDC/PV.401
ENDC/PV.402
ENDC/PV.404
ENDC/PV.404
ENDC/PV.404
ENDC/PV.409

pp.26-31
p.7
pp.15-16
pp.13-14
p.15
pp.>-8

p.9

p-l4

p.9

p.7

pp.>-6
pp.5-10
pp.16-19
pp.>-9
p.22
pp.4-9
pp.27-28
pp.>-8
pp.18-19
pp.6-7, 12-15
pp.12-14
pp.13-14
pp.7-11
pp.J, 7-10
pp.20-21
pp.6-8, 12
pp.22-23
pp.28-31
p.22

Nation/Speaker

USA/Foster
Canada/Burns
Czechoslovakia/Cernik
Burma/U Maung Maung
UK/Lord Chalfont
Sweden/Myrdal
USSR/Roshchin
Bulgaria/Christov
Sweden/Myrdal
USA/Foster
Sweden/Edelstam
UK/Mulley

USA/Foster
Sweden/Myrdal
Nigeria/Alhaji Sule Kolo
Canada/Burns

UK /Mulley
Sweden/Myrdal
USSR/Roshchin
UK/Mulley
Canada/Burns
Italy/Caracciolo
Sweden/Myrdal
USA/Fisher
USSR/Roshchin
UK/Mulley
India/Husain
Canada/Ignatieff

Romania/Ecobesco

XXvi

Date
7.7.66
12.7.66

- 12.7.66

28.7.66
4.8.66
11.8.66
25.8.66
28.2.67
29.6.67
11.7.67
20.7.67
3.8.67
8.8.67
17.8.67
31.8.67
21.9.67
16.7.68
30.7.68
1.8.68
6.8.68
13.8.68
22.8.68
1.4.69
8.4.69
10.4.69
17.4.69

17.4.69

17.4.69
8.5.69

Page
296

299
300
302
303
304
306
307
313
314
314
315
319
321
327
328
357
358
361
362
364
367
369
373
376
377
379
380
384




List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Comprehensive Test Ban

Reference Nation/Speaker Date Page
ENDC/PV.411  pp.6-7, 9 Nigeria/Alhaji Sule Kolo 15.5.69 385
ENDC/PV.4l4  pp.ll-14 Italy/Caracciola 22.5.69 390
ENDC/PV.415 pp.7-17 Sweden/Myrdal 23.5.69 393
ENDC/PV.415 pp.23-26 USA/Fisher 23.5.69 400
ENDC/PV.415 pp.30-31 USSR/Roshchin 23.5.69 402
ENDC/PV.416  pp.25-26 Japan/Asakai 3.7.69 403
ENDC/PV.424  pp.17-22 Japan/Asakai 31.7.69 412
ENDC/PV.429  pp.16-19 Czechoslovakia/Lahoda 19.8.69 420
ENDC/PV.429  pp.25-27 Pakistan/Shahi 19.8.69 422
ENDC/PV.429  pp.35-37 . USSR/Roshchin 19.8.69 424
ENDC/PV.430  pp.13-14 Mongolia/Dugersuren 21.8.69 425

Chemical and Biological Weapons

Reference Nation/Speaker Date Page

ENDC/PV.387 pp.6-7, 12-15 UK/Mulley 6.8.68 362 |
ENDC/PV.391  pp.12-14 Sweden/Myrdal 20.8.68 366 ’
ENDC/PV.40%  pp.6-8, 12 UK/Mulley 17.4.69 377 |

Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons on the Sea-bed

Reference Nation/Speaker Date ‘ Page
ENDC/PV.397  pp.12-13 USA/Smith 25.3.69 368
ENDC/PV.400 pp.10-11 USSR/Roshchin 3.4.69 372
ENDC/PV.405 pp.23, 25 Sweden/Myrdal 22.4.69 382
ENDC/PV.409  pp.14-15 USSR/Roshchin 8.5.69 383

ENDC/PV.410  p.8 Canada/Ignatieff 13.5.69 384

Xxvii



List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons on the Sea-bed

Reference Nation/Speaker Date Page
ENDC/PV.410  pp.19-20 Italy/Caracciola ' - 13.5.69 384
ENDC/PV.41l  pp.6-7, 9 Nigeria/Alhaji Sule Kolo 15.5.69 385
ENDC/PV.413  pp.6-8 Brazil/Frazao 21.5.69 387
ENDC/PV.414  pp.7-9 USA/Fisher 22.5.69 388
ENDC/PV.42]  pp.33-35 UAR/Khallaf 22.7.69 404
ENDC/PV.422  pp.17-19 Sweden/Myrdal 24.7.69 406
ENDC/PV.423  pp.l4-15 Italy/Caracciola 29.7.69 408
ENDC/PV.423 pp.19-20 USSR/Roshchin 29.7.69 408
ENDC/PV.423  pp.27-28 Brazil/Frazao 29.7.69 409
ENDC/PV.424 pp.14-15 Canada/lIgnatieff 31.7.69 410
ENDC/PV.42%¢  pp.31-32 Romania/Ecobesco 31.7.69 415
ENDC/PV.426  pp.20-22 Mexico/ Castaneda 7.8.69 416
ENDC/PV.428  pp.l1-14 India/Husain 14.8.69 418
ENDC/PV.430 pp.20-21 ~ Nigeria/Alhaji Sule Kolo 21.8.69 426
ENDC/PV.430 p.34 Ethiopia/Zelleke 21.8.69 427
xxviii




Brazil

Reference

ENDC/PV.3
ENDC/PV.8
ENDC/PV.2!
ENDC/PV.33
ENDC/PV.39
ENDC/PV.54
ENDC/PV.88
ENDC/PV.188
ENDC/PV.293
ENDC/PV.413
ENDC/PV.423

List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Explanation of Issue Codes

CBW: Chemical and Biological Weapons
CGD: Complete and General Disarmament
CNT: Cessation of Nuclear Tests
C-0O: Cut-off of Production of Fissionable Materials
CTB: Comprehensive Test Ban
FRZ: Freeze on Strategic Nuclear Delivery Vehicles
LA: Latin American Nuclear Free Zone
NPT: Non-Proliferation Treaty
SB: Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons on the Sea-bed

g 2 = 2

Speaker Date

p.9 de San Thiago Dantas 16.3.62
p.30 de San Thiago Dantas 23.3.62
pp.20-22 Assumpcao de Aranjo 16.4.62
p.21 de Mello-Franco 3.5.62
pp.16-19 de Mello-Franco 18.5.62
pp.23-31 de Mello-Franco 9.6.62
pp.9-10 Assumpcao de Araujo 7.12.62
pp.8-9 Correa do Lago 9.6.64
p.15 Azeredo da Silveira 14.3.67
pp.6-8 Frazao 21.5.69
pp.27-28 Frazao 29.7.69

xXix

Issue Page
CNT 1
CNT 12
CNT 31
CGD 52
CGD 63
CGD 34
CNT 162
CTB 234
LA 307
SB 387
SB 409




Bulgaria

Reference
ENDC/PV.39
ENDC/PV.173
ENDC/PV.257
ENDC/PV.289

Burma

Reference
ENDC/PV.13
ENDC/PV.40
ENDC/PV.78
ENDC/PV.277
ENDC/PV.295

Canada

Reference
ENDC/PV.4
ENDC/PV.26
ENDC/PV.38
ENDC/PV.60
ENDC/PV.66
ENDC/PV.70
ENDC/PV.85
ENDC/PV.172
ENDC/PV.175
ENDC/PV.178

pp.3-9
pp.9-10

pp.31-32
p-14

pp.6-8
pp.33-35
pp.8-9
pp.13-14
pp.22-23

pp.17-18
p.18
pp.22-23
pp.27-28
pp.20-22
p.35
pp.16-18
p.ll
pp.19-21
p.21

Speaker

Tarabanov
Lukanov
Lukanov
Christov

Speaker

Barrington
Barrington

Barrington

U Maung Maung

U Maung Maung

Speaker

Green
Burns
Burns
Green
Burns
Burns
Burns
Burns
Burns

Martin

XXX

List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Date

18.5.62
10.3.64
19.4.66
28.2.67

Date
2.4.62
21.5.62
3.9.62
28.7.66
21.3.67

Date
19.3.62
24.,4.62
16.5.62
24.7.62
6.8.62
15.8.62
28.11.62
5.3.64
17.3.64
26.3.64

Issue Page
CGD 62
CGD 211
CTB 287
CTB 307
Issue Page
CNT 13
CGD 68
CNT 139
CTB 302
NPT 308
Issue Page
CGD 1
CGD 44
CGDh 60
CNT 90
CGD 96
CNT 123
CNT 152
CGD 209
FRZ,CGD 2138
CGD 222




Canada

Reference

ENDC/PV.182
ENDC/PV.184
ENDC/PV.193
ENDC/PV.226
ENDC/PV.231
ENDC/PV.237
ENDC/PV.272
ENDC/PV.306
ENDC/PV.319
ENDC/PV.329
ENDC/PV.332
ENDC/PV.358
ENDC/PV.378
ENDC/PV.389
ENDC/PV.404
ENDC/PV.410
ENDC/PV.424

Czechoslovakia

Reference

ENDC/PV.14
ENDC/PV.23
ENDC/PV.28
ENDC/PV.34
ENDC/PV.63
ENDC/PV.67
ENDC/PV.70

pp.17-20
p.39
pp.22-23
pp.11-13
p.34
p.22

p.7
pp.7-8
pp.12-14
pp.>-6
pp.4-9
pp.21-22
pp.11-12
pp.12-14
pp-28-31
p.8
pp.14-15

p.10

pp.29-30
pp.25-26
p.23

pp.34-35
pp.20-21
pp.28-30

List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Speaker

Burns
Burns
Burns
Burns
Burns
Burns
Burns
Burns
Burns
Burns
Burns
Burns
Burns
Burns
Ignatieff
Ignatieff
Ignatieff

Speaker
Hajek

Hajek
Hajek
Hajek
Hajek
Hajek
Hajek

xXXxi

Date
9.4.64
16.4.64
25.6.64
24.8.65
9.9.65
3.2.66
12.7.66
20.6.67
3.8.67
12.9.67
21.9.67
23.1.68
13.3.68
13.8.68
17.4.69
13.5.69
31.7.69

Date
3.4.62
18.4.62
26.4,62
9.5.62
30.7.62
8.8.62
15.8.62

Issue Page
CGD 227
CGD 232
c-0 233
NPT 256
CTB 264
CTB 266
CTB 299
C-0 312
NPT 318
NPT 327
CTB 328
NPT 339
NPT 356
CTB 364
CTB 380
SB 384
SB 410
Issue Page
CNT 22
CGD 38
CNT 45
CNT 54
CGD 91
CGD 99
CNT 12]



Czechoslovakia

Reference
ENDC/PV.38
ENDC/PV.175
- ENDC/PV.178
ENDC/PV.197
ENDC/PV.213
ENDC/PV.230
ENDC/PV.272
ENDC/PV.327
ENDC/PV.373
ENDC/PV.4:29

Ethiopia

Reference
ENDC/PV.6
ENDC/PV.95
ENDC/PV.242
ENDC/PV.430

India

Reference
ENDC/PV.5
ENDC/PV.30
ENDC/PV.40
ENDC/PV.47
ENDC/PV.67

p.l4

pp.13-14
pp.29-30
pp.13-16
pp.54-55
p.17

pp.15-16
p.16

pp.15-16
pp.16-19

pp.20-21
p.33
p.21
p.34

pp.38-40
pp.25-26
pp.47-48
pp.7-9

pp.26-29

Speaker
Kurka

Zemla
Zemla
Pechota
Klusak
Cernik
Cernik
Winkler
Winkler
Lahoda

Speaker
Yifru

Alamayehu
Aberra
Zelleke

Speaker

Menon
Lall
Lall
Lall
Lall

xxxii

List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Date
7.12.62
17.3.64
26.3.64
9.7.64
3.9.64
7.9.65
12.7.66
31.8.67
5.3.68
19.8.69

Date

- 21.3.62

20.12.62
22.2.66
21.8.69

Date
20.3.62
3.5.62
21.5.62
1.6.62
3.8.62

Issue Page
CNT 164
CGD 217
FRZ 222
FRZ 240
CTB 253
CTB 263
CTB 300
NPT 326
NPT 350
CTB 420
Issue Page
CGD, CNT 6
CNT 172
CT8 267
SB 427
Issue Page
CNT 4
CGD 47
CGD 70
CGD 75

CGD,CNT 100




India

Reference
ENDC/PV.72
ENDC/PV.72
ENDC/PV.85
ENDC/PV.174
ENDC/PV.187
ENDC/PV.269
ENDC/PV.334
ENDC/PV.370
" ENDC/PV.404
ENDC/PV.428

Italy

Reference
ENDC/PV.13
ENDC/PV.21
ENDC/PV.24
ENDC/PV.49
ENDC/PV.103
ENDC/PV.175
ENDC/PV.392
ENDC/PV.410
ENDC/PV.414
ENDC/PV.423

pp.25
pp.27-28
pp.23-25
pp.18-20
pp.59-60
p.10
pp.13-15
pp.9-10
pp.22-23
pp.11-14

p.33

p-24
p.32
pp.6-7
p.36
pp.13-14
pp.19-20
pp.l1-14
pp.14-15

List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Speaker Date
Lall 20.8.62
Lall 20.8.62
Lall 28.11.62
Trivedi 12.3.64
Nehru 28.4.64
Trivedi 30.6.66
Trivedi 28.9.67
Husain 27.2.68
Husain 17.4.69
Husain 14.8.69
Speaker Date
Cavalletti 2.4.62
Cavalletti 16.4.62
Cavalletti 19.4.62
Cavalletti 25.6.62
Cavalletti 27.2.63
Cavalletti 17.3.64
Caracciolo 22.8.68
Caracciola 13.5.69
Caracciola 22.5.69
Caracciola 29.7.69

xXxxiit

Issue Page
CNT 126
CNT 127
CNT 154
NPT 215
NPT,CGD 233
CTB 293
NPT 334
NPT 349
CcTB 379
SB 418
Issue Page
CNT 19
CNT 30
CNT 42
CGD 78
CNT 181
CGD 221
CTB 367
5B 384
CcT18,C-O0 390
SB 403




Japan

Reference
ENDC/PV.416
ENDC/PV.424

Mexico

Reference
ENDC/PV.14
ENDC/PV.3%
ENDC/PV.85
ENDC/PV.246
ENDC/PV.269
ENDC/PV.287
ENDC/PV.331
ENDC/PV.426

Mongolia
Reference
ENDC/PV.430
Nigeria
Reference
ENDC/PV.3!1

ENDC/PV.142
ENDC/PV.192

pp.25-26
pp.17-22

pp.18-19
pp.17-13
pp.35-37
pp.8-10

pp.26-27
pp.26-27
pp.10-11
pp.20-22

pp.13-14

pp.6, 8
pp.3-9
p.15

Speaker
Asakai

Asakai

Speaker
Padillo Nervo

Padilla Nervo
Padilla Nervo

Gomez Robledo
Gomez Robledo

Garcia Robles
Castaneda
Castaneda

Speaker

Dugersuren

Speaker
Atta

Mbu
Obi

Xxxiv

List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Date
3.7.69
31.7.69

Date
3.4.62
9.5.62
28.11.62
8.3.66
30.6.66
21.2.67
19.9.67
7.8.69

Date
21.8.69

Date
4.5.62
10.6.63
23.6.64

Issue Page
CTB,C-O 403
CTB 412
Issue Page
CNT 23
CNT 53
CNT 155
CTB 267
CTB 294
LA 306
CTB 328
SB 416
Issue Page
CTB 425
Issue Page
CGD 48
CNT 201
CTB 236




List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Nigeria

Reference Speaker Date [ssue Page
ENDC/PV.228  pp.l0-11 Obi 31.8.65 CTB 257
ENDC/PV.327 p.22 Alhaji Sule Kolo 31.8.67 CTB 327
ENDC/PV.41l1  pp.6-7,9 Alhaji Sule Kolo 15.5.69 CTB,SB 385
ENDC/PV.430  pp.20-21 Alhaji Sule Kolo 21.8.69 SB 426
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ENDC/PV.129  pp.23-24 Blusztajn 8.5.63 CGD 196
ENDC/PV.234  pp.13-14 Goldblat 16.9.65 CcT8B 265
ENDC/PV.248  p.30 Blusztajn 15.3.66 CGD 276
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ENDC/PV.3 Brazil/de San Thiago Dantas 16.3.62 p.9

The technicians of the nations most advanced in nuclear science are, I believe,
agreed on the possibility of effective control of tests under water, in the atmosphere
and in the biosphere, without more thorough on-site inspections and checks being
necessary. We therefore consider that these tests should be suspended immediately. As
regards underground tests, studies should be undertaken without delay to determine the

minimum degree of on-site inspection that is essential to ensure that the undertakings
given are being fulfilled.

ENDC/PV.4 Canada/Green 19.3.62 pp.17-18

One of the most fundamental problems requiring this kind of examination is the
question of verification. Canada's willingness to contribute to a verified system of
disarmament has been demonstrated by the offer which my Government has made, and
which still stands, to throw open its northern areas for inspection in exchange for
comparable rights in corresponding areas of Soviet territory.

In the opinion of my delegation, the best way to achieve a realistic solution of the
problem of verification is to avoid any further discussion in the abstract. In other
words, we should avoid abstract debates on the word "verification®. Instead, there
should be careful examination of each measure of disarmament together with the
specific verification procedures to ensure that all States carry out that particular
disarmament measure. In other words, let us take a measure of disarmament and with it
study the verification needed for that measure, rather than studying verification in
general.

Let us take an example from the Soviet draft Treaty to illustrate my point. Article
5 provides for the elimination of certain means of delivering nuclear weapons and for
the cessation of their production. Paragraph 3 of this article provides that the imple-
mentation of these measures should be verified by inspectors of the international
disarmament organization.

The language of the Soviet draft Treaty suggests that substantial inspection over
this measure of disarmament would be allowed. What we need to clarify is how much
the inspectors are to be allowed to see and the conditions under which they would
carry out this work. Having obtained that clarification, the Committee would then be
able to judge how adequate the inspection arrangements would be for verifying the
execution of this particular measure.

In pursuing an examination of the problem of inspection, particularly in the area of
disarmament which I have just mentioned, the application of sampling techniques as
suggested by the United States representative should facilitate agreement. This
approach ought to go a long way towards removing fears that inspection will be out of
balance with disarmament or be used for any illegitimate purpose. We sincerely believe
there is great hope of reaching an agreement on the question of verification through
some type of sampling procedure.

ENDC/PV.5 UK /Home 20.3.62 pp.7

...l wonder whether we are not apt to talk of verification as a sort of private affair
between the United States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union, about which it is
possible to sit back and be rather critical or detached. Of course, it is much more than
that. There are a number of places in the world where armed forces are today ranged
facing each other; there are a number of countries which are in dispute with their
neighbours. As I look around the table, I see that there are some countries represented
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here who are in dispute with their neighbours and whose armed forces are standing to.
It is not only in Europe that this is the case. 1 therefore think that we should remem-
ber that each one of us is going to be called upon to disarm and each one of us is
going to be asked to decide whether we can accept the word of our neighbour that he
has in fact disarmed. So verification is not a private matter between the nuclear
Powers; it lies at the very heart of the problem of disarmament for every one of us
here in this room.

When we come to a detailed discussion, I think that what we have to do is this. We
- have to try to marry disarmament by stages with a system of verification which is
sufficient to give confidence in three respects: that the arms which it is agreed should
be destroyed are in fact destroyed; that the men it is agreed to demobilize are in fact
disbanded; and that the weapons which remain cannot be a menace to peace.

ENDC/PV.5 UK/Home 20.3.62 pp.9-13

I think the Committee needs to ask itself what objection there is to this cut of
armaments across the board in stages as proposed by Mr. Rusk. Only one answer has
come so far — and it came from Mr. Gromyko when he said that there should be no
verification of arms which remained after agreed quantities had been destroyed, and
that no control of replacements was acceptable because any inspection of that nature
would mean espionage.

Quite clearly, at a very early stage of this Committee's work, unless we are to be
completely halted, we shall have to have clarification from the Soviet delegation as to
the amount of verification that the Soviet Union would feel justified in accepting in
the field of general disarmament. If I may say so, this is not very clear from the draft
treaty which Mr. Gromyko has given us.

But I would like to illustrate the difficulties involved in verification in the field of
nuclear tests. As I understand it, the Soviet Union argues. like this: all explosions are
detectable by national systems and identifiable, and therefore there is no need for
inspection. As [ said to the Committee at our meeting last evening, we have no evi-
dence as yet from the scientists which would support that argument. But let me
suppose, for the sake of argument, that Mr. Gromyko's proposition is true. Even so,
throughout the world in any given year there will be a number of doubtful noises which
are heard. Now, supposing there is a dispute, as there is bound to be, between the
scientists of the Soviet Union and the scientists of the West or other parts of the
world, about some unidentified explosion. Who decides who is right? And unless some-
body can decide, what happens? Mr. Unden put his finger on the point very clearly
yesterday evening. [ will give an illustration to the Committee based on something
which happened only about ten days ago. There was a very loud explosion near South
Georgia — not Mr. Gromyko's South Georgia, nor Mr. Rusk's South Georgia, but our
South Georgia; there is a sort of innocent geographical "troika" at work in this matter.
The only way in which we could tell what that explosion represented was by going and
looking. But we could go and look because this happened to be a place which was open
to us to inspect. But if that unexplained noise had been in Soviet territory, we could
not have gone to see. Therefore, if the right of an international team to go and look
were denied, the side which was in doubt would be bound to assume that there had
been a deliberate test. Why otherwise the refusal of inspection? And so the dreary
round of tests would begin again. If there is no possibility of even the minimum of
inspection, then there is really no effective test ban at all. We are not interested in
espionage. All we seek is the absolute minimum of verification machinery. And again
here I would like to ask Mr. Gromyko one question, because this has to be faced at an
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early stage in our consideration. If Mr. Gromyko would not agree to United States and
United Kingdom or allied inspectors going in to explain an unidentified event, whom
would he allow in? Is he really saying that no national of an unaligned country can be
trusted to act as a member of such an inspection team? He said himself -- in fact I
heard him say it and so did we all — that he would not expect others to take the word
of the Soviet Union. Well, who is to testify? Not, I take it, someone from the com-
munist bloc? Would he accept nationals of non-aligned countries in the inspecting
teams, or does he say that no national of a non-aligned State can be relied upon not to
indulge in espionage? This question must be answered, and I pray that it will not be
answered in the negative, because if it is, in this matter of a nuclear test ban I do not
see how we can make any progress and help the world.

I would like to tell Mr. Gromyko that we in the United Kingdom want to
co-operate with him, in the field of nuclear tests and in the field of general disarm-
ament, in devising the absolute minimum system of verification -~ for verification there
must be or we will not gain the confidence to begin the ban on tests, let alone to
attack the problem of wider disarmament. I welcome Mr. Zorin's proposal to establish a
sub-committee of the three Powers. If we can agree on the minimum system of verifi-
cation, well and good. If we cannot, then we will have to bring it back to the main
Committee. [ have dealt at some length with the problem involved in verification,
because it is only that which stands between us and the conclusion of a nuclear test
ban tomorrow.

Mr. Gromyko in his memorandum last week stated that:

"It will be the implementation of disarmament measures, and not the
armed forces and armaments retained by States at any given stage, that
will be subject to control. (ENDC/3, page 8)

This is in the field of general disarmament.

[ wish I could agree that this was enough, but I think this Committee will feel that
there would be no international confidence if any State accepted a prescribed reduc-
tion and then refused to allow, under any conditions, verification that its remaining
war potential did not exceed the limits agreed. Nations wage war with the weapons
they possess and not with those that have been destroyed. In this connexion I shall be
particularly interested to know how Mr. Gromyko will react to the sampling techniques
of inspection, because I myself believe that they hold considerable promise.

Therefore, for my part, I feel we can arrive at the result, which we all want, of
general and complete disarmament by a combination of the conceptions in both the
United States and Soviet plans, namely, a continuous programme of disarmament pro-
ceeding at the highest practicable speed, with inspection of those arms which are
destroyed and the minimum machinery of verification for the forces and arms which
remain., There may at one time have been a great military advantage in secrecy — I do
not think any of us would deny that — but as there is now no military advantage in
war, where do the profits of secrecy lie? That is why verification lies at the centre of
our discussions.

FHH KX

Here I come back to the necessity to isolate and give most patient attention to the
questions raised by the word "verification'; to how to deal with unidentified events and
disputed events in the field of nuclear tests; to ways and means of making sure that at
the time we move from one stage of general disarmament to another the arms which
remain cannot menace the peace. And in particular, and I repeat what I said just now,
we should give attention to the sampling techniques of inspection. That seems to me
very important and it should be studied with particular care. I am afraid I have
probably bored the Committee by repeating this so often, but back and back again I
come to the question of verification as the point on which the success or failure of our
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Conference will turn.

ENDC/PV.5 India/Menon 20.3.62 pp.38-40

Then comes the question of detection. It has been said in another place that it is
not a question of detection: it is a question of creating confidence in peoples all over
the world that testing is not taking place. We make the following suggestion.

, We are not prepared to say at the present time whether every explosion is detect-
able or not detectable., At the same time we submit that ours here is not an academic
exercise. We are not trying to find out whether anything can be exploded in a labora-
tory or whether there could be an earthquake which could be mistaken for an explo-
sion. By and large, is it possible to find out whether anybody is violating a treaty?

Secondly, this Conference meets on the basis that agreements will be made and
kept; otherwise why should we meet, why should we try to make agreements if we are
sure beforehand that they will be broken? We can naturally make provision against the
temptation on the part of people to get round them. Therefore we would say that any
kind of agreement which by and large is feasible should be sufficient for the purpose —-
Mr. Unden called it a provisional agreement. Whatever we do, if there are more explo-
sions, what will happen to the work of this Conference and the atmosphere of peace
and confidence that must be created in the world? There is nothing so dangerous as
turning people into cynics in this matter.

We welcome the statement made by the Soviet Union yesterday that it is prepared
to enter into new discussions, here or elsewhere. We also welcome the response made
by the United States and the United Kingdom. For three years the ingenuity of men of
several nations has been found wanting with regard to reaching a settlement. These
negotiations should go on while we are here, if possible. For years these tests have
been regarded not only as dangerous to mankind in their immediate effects, but also as
the engine of nuclear war. We have a right to see that every attempt is made to reach
agreement, If the initial efforts do not lead at least to a temporary agreement for the
cessation of nuclear tests, then I think it is the bounden duty of this Conference to
put this matter before a special committee appointed for that purpose.

We would also suggest that if the idea is that one cannot take for granted the
results of the detection efforts by any one of the three countries involved in this
matter —- that is to say, if the United States is not prepared to accept the judgement
on this score of the United Kingdom or the Soviet Union, or the other way round — it
may be worth considering whether scientific detection stations could be established by
national efforts in other countries or could be internationally established. If it is
possible to spread bases all round the world or to manufacture these weapons in large
quantities, it should also be possible to establish these peace stations in various parts
of the world, in countries that are only partly committed or are uncommitted to the
two blocs. Then, in the event of an explosion, the results would come in from every-
where. Today we measure radiation, and the results are internationally communicated.
We may adopt a similar procedure. Therefore, as a compromise measure, it could be
agreed for the time being that we should have other monitoring stations from which
results would be received. If all the data collected pointed to one result, there would
be no difficulty; if there were differences of opinion, then it would be for us to
consider what could be done about them.

The main explosions we are worried about at the moment are explosions in the
atmosphere and the biosphere. These, it is admitted on all sides, can be detected, and
the committing of such explosions -~ there is no other word for it — would be a viola-
tion of an international agreement. If there was a straightforward agreement between
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the nuclear Powers that there would be no more explosions and, if any were detected
afterwards, that would be proof of the violation of the international treaty. That is
all, in any case, that we could do. There is no way, except in a world State, of sending
people from one place to another in order to enforce a treaty.

However difficult may be the problem, however much we may distrust anybody else,
the very basis of this Conference is that there should be agreements. Yet agreements
cannot be left merely to trust. They must be on the basis of the undertaking of inter-
national obligations, and countries which violate international obligations will face the
consequences. That is the way of international life as we know it today.

We have no desire to exaggerate this problem of explosions, but it has got so much
into the mental make-up and fears and apprehensions of people and nations that it has
almost come to be regarded as the acid test of what the great countries are prepared
to do. People ask themselves: "If they are not going even to stop tests, how will they
abolish weapons?" How are we to explain this to our people?

The same applies to the means of carrying these nuclear weapons. A number of
mathematical and other arguments have been put forward by the Secretary of State of
the United Kingdom in regard to this weapon or that weapon, This can be discussed
but, when the Soviet Union has such formidable weapons as long-range rockets, the
destruction of these weapons cannot but be a factor of safety to the rest of the world.
Therefore, while there may be holes in this, we may plug these holes; but we should
not throw the baby out with the bath water, which would happen so far as nuclear
tests are concerned, if this Conference did not at least bring about the suspension of
such tests. While we are sitting here, tests are being contemplated by one country. It
Is unfortunate that in the period of suspension the Soviet Union broke the suspension
that obtained and there was an explosion, about which we all protested at that time.
But in that period of fifteen or eighteen months it was not a question of a lack of
detection, it was not as though explosions had taken place clandestinely; what
happened was that the suspension was disregarded, for whatever reasons, and there was
the well-known explosion.

Therefore, it appears that the whole problem of detection is being projected
disproportionately and given too much precedence. It really is not a problem, but a
conundrum. We suggest that there should be an immediate agreement to make an
agreement -- and a resulting cessation of tests - pending a treaty. This Conference
should appoint some machinery to go into this matter in order to reconcile the
different positions.

We make the suggestion for what it is worth — we do not make a proposal -- that
inspection stations on a scientific basis may exist and could be established on national
or international initiative, in various parts of the world so that the network of detec-
tion would be closer. The more people who watch, the less avoidance there will be.

It seems that most of these questions, at the present moment, at any rate, are con-
cerned with explosions in the air and above the air. With regard to the air, looking
from the ground will not help. If the Soviet Union wants people to go there, the United
States wants people to go to the United States; we are not against it. It is good for
traffic and other things. But this should not be put as an impediment to what very
much concerns the people of the world.

ENDC/PV.6 Poland/Rapacki 21.3.62 p.8

The Polish delegation, like many other delegations, can see no justification for
postponing the conclusion of a final agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear tests.
All the available information indicates that nuclear explosions are detectable and
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identifiable without the need for inspection.

To anticipate that doubts will arise regarding the character of recorded phenomena
is pure speculation. Such doubts have not arisen for a number of years, or have been
dispelled without recourse to control on the spot. Yet there is no reason to believe
that the technique of detecting nuclear explosions has regressed during this period.

ENDC/PV.6 Ethiopia/Yifru 21.3.62 p.20-21

The lesson, the conclusion as regards these specific subjects is therefore that we
should not be technical to the point of losing sight of our goal and that a pragmatic
approach may very well lead us to a better result. It is such an approach that compels
us to agree with the statement of the delegation of Brazil that:

" "The technicians of the nations most advanced in nuclear science are, |
believe, agreed on the possibility of effective control of tests under
water, in the atmosphere and in the biosphere, without more thorough
on-site inpsections and checks being necessary. We therefore consider
that these tests should be suspended immediately. As regards underground
tests, studies should be undertaken without delay to determine the
minimum degree of on-site inspection that is essential to ensure that the
undertakings given are being fulfilled." (ENDC/PV.3, page 9)

In this connexion we fail to understand why an adequate system of international
verification cannot be developed which could be used when national systems of verifi-
cation were challenged. Is it not possible to devise an international scientific system of
verification where an appeal could be lodged to resolve differences in results of
national detection systems? It seems to me that this area deserves exploration by
scientific experts, for, if the answer is positive, surely the present controversy over
detection and verification would fall to the ground, clearing the way for prompt action
on the treaty. .

On the main subject of general and complete disarmament, the feeling of the
human race is equally clear. Certainly it was because of the pressure of world public
opinion that the literature of disarmament was recently crowned by the eight Agreed
Principles of the two major Powers. It is to us worth noting that there is in fact quite
a broad basis for agreement as regards the necessity of control and verification of
general and complete disarmament, although, as was amply demonstrated the other day
by the statements of the major Powers, the details that separate them are decisive. It
is such considerations that compel us to appreciate the statement made at .the
Commonwealth Prime Ministers’ Conference of 13 March, 196l. It reads in part as
follows:

"Disarmament without inspection would be as unacceptable as inspection
without disarmament. Disarmament and inspection are integral parts of the
same question and must be negotiated together; and both must be made as
complete and effective as is humanly possible. It must, however, be recog-
nized that no safeguard can provide one hundred per cent protection
against error or treachery. Nevertheless, the risks involved in the process
of disarmament must be balanced against the risks involved in the
continuance of the arms race."

In other words, recognition of the fact that inspection and verification of disarm-
ament are necessary should not blind us to the fact that these cannot be one hundred
per cent perfect, nor should it be a burden which in the end may very well defeat our
overall purpose and goal. It would not serve to go bankrupt by establishing a gigantic
and costly system which would collapse when tested by the realities of national life.
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To make any system of controlled disarmament work there must be a commensurate act
of faith in its success.

ENDC/PV.8 USA/Rusk 23.3.62 p.l11-15

Because of the United States Government's great desire to put an end to all tests
of nuclear weapons, we are willing to sign a safeguarded treaty, with effective inter-
national controls, even though the Soviet Union conducted over forty tests last fall.
However, we are willing to ignore these tests only if in return we can be assured that
testing will actually be halted. We will not again make our security subject to an
unenforceable and uncontrolled moratorium, whether this be in the form of a verbal
pledge or a pseudo-treaty such as the USSR proposed on 28 November 1961
(GEN/DNT/122).

What we need above all in this field is confidence and not fear, a basis for trust
and not for suspicion. To get this is the major purpose of our insistence on effective
international arrangements to ensure that nuclear weapon tests, once outlawed, do not
in fact ever occur again.

You will remember that the atmosphere for agreements on disarmament questions
was not too favourable in 1958, especially after the collapse of lengthy negotiations in
London during much of 1957. Accordingly, in the search for a more promising approach
to the issue of a nuclear test ban, the United States, the United Kingdom and the
Soviet Union decided to try to resolve the technical questions first before proceeding
to a consideration of political questions. This path led to a conference in Geneva in
July and August 1958 among the scientists of eight countries, that is, of the three then
existing nuclear Powers plus France, Canada, Poland, Czechoslovakia and Romania.

On 20 August 1958 these experts unanimously agreed on the details of a control
system which would be technically adequate to monitor a treaty ending all tests of
nuclear weapons (EXP/NUC/28). Before | September 1958 the recommendations of the
scientists had been accepted in toto by the Governments of the United States, the
United Kingdom and the Soviet Union. Essentially these same technical provisions
formed the basis of the draft test ban treaty presented by the United States and the
United Kingdom on 18 April 1961 (ENDC/9).

I believe it would be helpful to review some of the technical aspects of controlling
a test ban.

The words "detection" and "identification" are the key to an understanding of the
technical aspects of verification. A great many methods have been devised by scien-
tists to record the innumerable happenings of a geophysical nature which take place
around us. Earthquakes are registered by seismographs; hydro-acoustic apparatus
records sounds in the oceans. I have mentioned these two particular types of instru-
ments because they, along with various other devices, also happen to be capable of
registering signals which are emitted by nuclear detonations. What we call detection is
merely the capturing of these diverse signals.

Detection, however, is only half the story; in fact it is rather less than half. The
primary concern is to know exactly what has been recorded or detected. For example,
the signal received on a seismograph from an underground nuclear explosion looks like
the signals received on a seismograph from many types of earthquakes. Signals which
may come from a small nuclear detonation in the atmosphere may be difficult to
detect. In each case, the overwhelming difficulty confronting any control system moni-
toring a nuclear test ban is how to differentiate among the various recordings or
detected signals, how to tell which is a natural phenomenon and which is a nuclear
explosion.




This was exactly the issue that faced the scientists in Geneva in mid-1958. It is
the very same issue that faces us on control today. The answer of the scientists was
that where doubt existed the only way to clear up the mystery was to utilize some
form of on-site inspection. This is still the only answer available to us.

In regard to underground tests, except for quite large ones like the Soviet blast of
2 February 1962, the technical situation is unchallenged by anybody and was even
readily admitted by the Soviet Government on 28 November last when it put forward
its new test ban scheme based on existing monitoring systems. For these underground
. events which are detected but which cannot be identified by expert interpretation of
the seismic recording, the only way to determine what has happened is to send an
investigating team to the spot. The events could be earthquakes or secret nuclear
tests. And there could be some hundreds of such events per year in the United States
and in the Soviet Union.

There is no scientific method not involving inspection that can identify positively a
seismic event as a nuclear explosion. If our Soviet colleagues have reason to believe
otherwise, they should come forward with their new scientific evidence.

This technical situation provides a further important reason for including the
Soviet Union in the world-wide control post network. The spacing between the control
posts in the Soviet Union should be exactly the same as it is in the rest of the world.
In order to have the best chance to eliminate a seismic event from suspicion without
conducting an inspection, that is, by means of the interpretation of the seismic record-
ing itself by experts, it is essential to have readings from control posts on a global
basis, including those within the United States and the USSR. Without instruments in
the USSR, one-sixth of the land mass of the globe, many more seismic events in that
country become suspicious.

In connexion with atmospheric tests the conclusive means for identifying the true
nature of a detected event is to acquire a sample of the air near that event. If the
event was man-made, this will show up during a chemical analysis of the air sample.
For medium and large atmospheric nuclear detonations the radioactive debris will
become part of air masses that are certain to move beyond the boundaries of the
country concerned. This method is not reliable, however, for small atmospheric tests.

In recognition of this the 1958 scientists recommended the installation of air
sampling equipment at every control post. Even then, they anticipated that in certain
instances some question of identification would still remain, and for this they proposed
the use of special aircraft flights conducted over the territory of a specific country to
capture air samples. Naturally, to the extent that control posts within a country did
not exist where radioactive air sampling could take place, there would be just that
much greater need of special air sampling flights.

Although American scientists have for the past several years been actively seeking
new methods of detection and, even more, of identification of possible nuclear explo-
sions, and although there are some promising avenues of investigation which may be
proven In the next few years, the fact is that very little has been discovered up to

date to justify any significant modification of the conclusions and recommendations of .

the Geneva scientists of 1958. Soviet scientists essentially agreed with this at our last
joint meeting with them on a test ban during May 1960 in Geneva. Therefore, when we
contemplate the cessation of nuclear weapon tests by international agreement, we must
still look to international control arrangements similar to those proposed in 1958 to
give the world security against violations. But the faster we have tried to move toward
the Soviets in these matters, the faster they seem to move away from their earlier
positions. '

The draft treaty which the United States and the United Kingdom proposed in April
1961 (ENDC/9) reflected the recommendations of the 1958 experts. It also incorporated
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into its terms a large number of political and organizational arrangements for the test
ban control organization on which the three Powers had already come to agreement at
the test ban Conference or which went far towards meeting previous Soviet demands.
Eastern and Western nations were to have equal numbers of seats on the control
commission, which also had places for non-algined nations, and there were detailed
provisions for an equitable division by nationality of the international staff, as the
USSR had sought. The fact that many of the administrative and organizational provi-
sions for the future international disarmament organization, as set forth in the Soviet
document tabled here on 15 March (ENDC/2), are similar to the provisions of the
United States-United Kingdom draft test ban treaty of last year demonstrates that the
Soviet Union can have no serious objection to large portions of our proposal.

Indeed, when all is said and done, the fundamental Soviet complaint about the test
ban control system to which it seemed to agree in 1958, 1959 and 1960, and which its
own scientists had helped to devise, is that it would facilitate Western espionage
against the Soviet Union. But the facts are otherwise. The proposed system would not
have any potential for any espionage which would be meaningful in terms of present-
day military requirements.

The truth is that under the United States-United Kingdom draft treaty, control
posts in the USSR would be immobile units with fixed boundaries. No site could be
chosen for a control post in the USSR without the specific consent of the Soviet
Government. No foreign personnel on the staff of any control post would have any
official need to leave the boundaries of the post -- except when entering and leaving
Soviet territory — and it would be up to the Soviet authorities to decide whether such
personnel should be permitted to leave the post. Within the post one-third of the
technical staff and all of the auxiliary staff would be Soviet nationals, nominated by
the Soviet Government. In these circumstances, surely nothing taking place within the
post could remain unknown to the Soviet Government. '

The situation concerning on-site inspection teams would be equally devoid of
espionage possibilities. The area to be inspected would be predetermined on the basis
of seismographic recordings. There would be no random selection of the geographic
site. To get to the site of the inspection the teams would have to use transport fur-
nished by the Soviet Government. They could carry only specified equipment related to
their immediate task. Although no Soviet nationals would be members of the inspection
team, half of the team would be nationals of non-aligned countries, and the Soviet
Government would be invited to assign as many Soviet observers as it wished to verify
the activities of the inspection team.

I should also stress that the size of the inspectable area would in any event be
limited to the territory within a radius of about eight or, in some cases, thirteen kilo-
metres from the point, the so-called probable epicentre, where the unidentified seismic
event was presumed to have taken place. This radius would involve an inspectable area
of 200 or, in some cases, 500 square kilometres. The Soviet Union has territory of over
21 million square kilometres. Therefore it can readily be seen that even if there were
twenty inspections per year in the USSR, and even if each of these inspections oper-
ated within a 500 square kilometre area, less than one-twentieth of one per cent of
Soviet territory, that is, less than one part in 2,000, could ever be subject to inspec-
tion in any one year.

Finally, no espionage would be feasible on the occasional special air sampling
flights which might take place over Soviet territory. The plane and its crew would be
Soviet, and Soviet Government observers could be on board. The only foreigners would
be two staff technicians from the control organization who would manage the equip-
ment taking the air samples and who would ensure that the plane actually flew along
the route previously prescribed.
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ENDC/PV.8 USSR/Gromyko 23.3.62 pp.23-24

We have stated, and I want to state again here, that there is every possibility of
ensuring proper control, proper observation over compliance, and, moreover, strict
compliance with an international agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon
tests. Science and technology have now attained such a level that there is no difficulty
in recording any explosions of nuclear weapons and establishing whether they were
explosions of nuclear weapons or — as Mr. Rusk has said here -- natural events.

_ Of course, someone may say that he is not altogether familiar with the latest
achievements of science and technology in this field. We concede that this may be so.
Science and technology in this field, the production and manufacture of appropriate
instruments, have not reached a uniform level in all countries. But the Western Powers,
which are trying to criticize the Soviet Union for its position on this question, are well
aware of the real situation. They know quite well that we know it; they also know
quite well that we know what the situation is in reality. Nevertheless, they go on
asserting day after day that the achievements of science do not at present make it
possible to distinguish nuclear weapon explosions from natural events.

As we know, science is the same everywhere and the laws of nature are one and
the same. We cannot concede that these laws of nature are more favourable to the
Soviet Union than to the United States. Nor can we concede that the United States is
incapable of possessing and producing instruments of the same quality as the Soviet
Union for recording nuclear explosions. What of the much-vaunted technology of the
United States?

We are quite sure and we know that the United States possesses excellent equip-
ment which is as capable of recording nuclear explosions as our own. So the position is
that we have the same science and the same laws of nature in operation, but two
policies. One policy in this matter is the one being pursued by the Soviet Union, which
is honestly pressing for the immediate conclusion of an agreement on the discontin-
uance of nuclear weapon tests. The other policy is the one being pursued by the United
States, the United Kingdom and certain others of their NATO allies. They are doing
everything possible to prevent the signing of an agreement on the discontinuance of
nuclear weapon tests,

Those who try to criticize us sometimes raise the question of the possibility of a
treaty on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests being violated. We hold, and the
Soviet Government is convinced of this, that if the States - and at present a limited
group of States is involved — if the States which solemnly put their signatures to a
treay on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests adopt a fully responsible attitude
towards compliance with this undertaking, there will be no reason to doubt that a
treaty on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests will be observed.

I can say with complete authority that so far as the Soviet Government is con-
cerned, if it signs a treaty on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests, it will
stnctly comply with that treaty. If the Western Powers also approach their obligations
with regard to the discontinuance of tests honestly, there will be no danger of the
violation of this treaty or of any relevant international agreement on the discontin-
uance of nuclear weapon tests.

In trying to reassure us that we need not fear the estabhshment of an international
system of control in the territory of the Soviet Union, they tell us:

"Well, we Western Powers will come to you, we will send our controllers
and inspectors into the territory of the Soviet Union, while you, the
Soviet Union, the Soviet Government, will send your inspectors and
controllers into the territory of the United States, the United Kingdom
and certain other States."
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But we have no desire to establish our system of control posts or, in other words, our
intelligence posts in the territory of the United States, the United Kingdom and other
countries. We have no such desire. The proposal for this questionable deal does not,
therefore, attract us.

Apart from anything else, if a treaty on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon
tests were signed, its observance would involve the honour of States. Let us imagine
that there was a country whose government committed a violation of the treaty. That
government would be discredited as a violator of an international agreement.

ENDC/PV.8 UK/Home 23.3.62 pp.29-30

Mr. Rusk spoke to us this morning about detection and location, and it is quite
clear to the Committee that there is a genuine difficulty in distinguishing between a
nuclear explosion and an earthquake. Our scientific advice is the same as that of the
United States, namely, that our instruments are not yet accurate enough to fulfil all
these functions and to distinguish between an earthquake and a nuclear explosion. Mr.
Gromyko's instruments may be better. We do not know what he knows, but if he knows,
let him tell us what he knows so that we may also know. Several times we have asked
the Soviet Union whether in this respect they would allow our scientists to talk with
theirs on this subject. The Soviet Union has always refused this request. [ renew it
now. Will Mr. Gromyko allow the Soviet scientists to talk with our scientists and to
come to a common agreement about these matters? I hope he will say "Yes", because
this would be a constructive thing to do and we might come to a common agreement
upon 1it.

Then again, in the field of general disarmament there has never been an agreement
between East and West on what amount of verification should be employed to satisfy
us all. But as Mr. Rusk has reminded us, in the field of nuclear tests there has been an
agreement. It was signed not so very long ago by the Soviet Union, Poland, Czecho-
slovakia, Romania, France, Canada, the United Kingdom and the United States. Their
scientists drew up a plan on which all of us agreed — eight of the countries members
of the Committee. There were two recommendations in that plan: one that there should
be an international detection system and the other that there should be an interna-
tional system of inspection and control. That was agreed by all the scientists of those
countries sitting round this table and it was accepted and agreed by the Governments
of the United Kingdom, the United States and the Soviet Union. There is a treaty in
existence, there is a proposal in existence, to which we have all put our names.

Mr. Gromyko said that we ought to call a spade a spade. I am all for it. But the
Soviet Government did not at that time say one word about espionage. I suggest that
each of us should look at this treaty very seriously. If we possibly can, we should get
back to it, because this was a very remarkable achievement. The scientists of eight
countries, including East and West, all agreed on a project, and it was accepted by the
Governments of the three nuclear Powers.

One of the chief remaining disputes, as lately as September of last year, let us
remember, was about the number of control posts — we said we wanted twenty in the
Soviet Union, and the Soviet Union said, I think, it wanted fifteen -- and the number of
people at each post. Why has all this good work been thrown overboard, and why can
we not resurrect it and get back to work on it again? For that is a practical plan., The
answer, of course, which Mr. Gromyko gives is that the world situation has changed for
the worse. But even if we admit that it has, is it not all the more necessary to get
down really to signing a treaty? I would make an appeal that we should do that.

There is one other matter which is really worth pinpointing because I think there is
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a good deal of misunderstanding about what is the purpose of inspection of unexplained
events. It is not to put the Soviet Union into the dock. It is specifically designed to
clear the Soviet Union or to clear the United States or the United Kingdom if charges
are made that we are testing when we are not. That is the purpose of verification.
When a suspicion arises that tests have been made, we want someone who is qualified
to be able to come and say, "That was not a secret test; it was an earthquake.," That
is the sole purpose of verification: to make sure that a country is not unjustly accused
and to give confidence to the world when an accusation is in danger of being made. As
~ far as I know — and I do appeal to Mr. Gromyko on this — the Soviet Union is now the
only country in the world which will not gladly offer that service to humanity. I do beg
him, therefore, to think again. \

Now, Mr. Gromyko says that there will be no dispute; that if there is an explosion,
it will be a fact, it will be known to everybody and apparent to everybody, and there
will be no dispute about facts. But there are constant disputes about facts. The
Chinese are on Indian soil, but the Chinese deny it. Only ten days ago I had to tell Mr.
Gromyko that the Berlin air corridors were full of metal chaff dropped from aero-
planes; he denied it absolutely. Now, this is a fact that somebody ought to go and
decide upon, to say whether I am a liar or he is mistaken. Somebody impartial really
ought to go and look in these cases and say "yes" or "no".

ENDC/PV.8 Brazil/de San Thiago Dantas 23.3.62 p.33

-..The discontinuance of nuclear tests and every other aspect of disarmament require
that each State be afforded absolute certainty that its security will not be endangered
and that it will have means of verifying whether the agreements concluded are really
being fulfilled.

It is obvious that all inspection depends, in the first place, on very accurate know-
ledge of the technical means available for verifying the implementation of the clauses
of a treaty. An exchange of scientific information is essential, in order that States
may have the same stock of knowledge and technical means for verifying the implemen-
tation of the agreements concluded. At the same time, it is clear that means of
inspection must be provided, insofar as our common need requires.

The idea of disarmament without inspection is just as unfeasible as the idea of
inspection without disarmament is unacceptable. These two extremes are closely
related. The right of verification is the counterpart of disarmament and, just as we
must reject any type of verification not closely connected with disarmament, we must
also reject the idea of a disarmament that is promised, agreed or declared without the
corresponding means of verification. In order to achieve a balance between these two
extremes work is obviously needed — work carried out in all good faith, and to which
we are sure the nations assembled here in this Committee have a contribution of good
will to make.

ENDC/PV.I0  USA/Rusk 27.3.62  pp.9-10

The United States basic position with respect to verification is known to the
Committee. It is that secrecy and disarmament are fundamentally incompatible; but it
is also that the measures agreed to must be subject only to that verification which is
necessary in order to determine whether the agreed measures are in fact being carried
out. This is the only manner in which disarmament can proceed with the certainty that
no State will obtain military advantage by violation or evasion of its commitments
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during the disarmament process.

A major problem of past general disarmament negotiations has been the lack of
opportunity to explore the key question of verification thoroughly, objectively and
constructively. This Conference provides such an opportunity. The United States is
willing to consider seriously any proposed verification system in the light of the degree
of assurance of compliance that it would provide, and in the light of the significance
of possible violations. The United States recognizes that considerably less than total
access to a nation's territory may suffice.

For example, it is possible, we believe, to design an adequate verification system,
based on the concept that, although all parts of the territory of a State should be
subject to the risk of inspection from the outset, the extent of the territory actually
inspected in any step or stage would bear a close relationship to the amount of disarm-
ament and to the criticality of the particular disarmament measures.

The United States believes, as I suggested on 15 March, that this concept could be
implemented by a system of zonal inspection which would be generally applicable to
measures eliminating, limiting or reducing armaments and forces. A system of zonal
inspection would limit the extent of territory actually inspected during the early
phases of disarmament; it would require far fewer inspectors than would be required to
verify implementation of disarmament simultaneously in all parts of a nation from the
outset.

At the same time it could have complementary provisions providing for full verifi-
cation of arms destroyed and full verification of limitations on declared facilities such
as test sites, or missile launchers, or factories or military laboratories. As disarmament
proceeded, there would be increasing assurance -- as more and more zones came under
inspection — that no undeclared armaments or forces were retained and that no clan-
destine activities were being pursued. Such a zonal approach, we feel, would meet the
Soviet requirement that full inspection be related to full disarmament and our view
that inspection should develop progressively with disarmament.

The United States.is prepared now both to make suggestions as to the details of
such a plan and to explore the possibility of designing a zonal verification system
which would be applicable to an agreed programme of disarmament.

Organizational arrangements must be worked out to put disarmament and verifica-
tion measures into effect.

ENDC/PV.13  Burma/Barrington 2.4.62 pp.6-8

After the most careful and earnest consideration, it seems to us that the claim of
the Soviet Union that all nuclear explosions can be detected and identified by means of
national detection systems, and that no international control is therefore necessary,
leaves one vital question unanswered. It is: What happens in the case of a dispute as to
the facts of a particular event? It may be said that there could be no dispute, because

-all national systems involved would give the same result. But we are not sure that this
answers the question. After all, however good they may be, the instruments which
record the events do not get up and speak. What they do is to record data which
trained personnel interpret. It is therefore not inconceivable that interpretations may
differ. How would a difference of this kind be resolved unless there were in existence
some impartial international scientific body acceptable to all the nuclear Powers whose
function would be to settle such disputes, if necessary after making such enquiries and
inspections as may be considered by it to be essential? Such a body would, by its very
function, have to work in close co-operation with all national systems. Obviously such
an international scientific body should not be any more elaborate than it needs to be.
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But of the need for such a body, my delegation has very little doubt. Without it, every
dispute as to the facts of any event would imperil a nuclear test ban treaty; with it,
the probabilities are that every dispute would be found to be the result of genuine
misinterpretation. We make this categorical statement because of our confidence that
no State which signed a nuclear test ban treaty would think of engaging in clandestine
tests. Thus the existence of such an international scientific body would seem to be
inseparable from a successful test ban treaty.

On the other hand, my delegation seriously wonders whether such an international
- scientific body need be as elaborate as that envisaged by the two Western nuclear
Powers represented at this Conference. If our understanding is not incorrect, the
principal cause of concern would appear to be the difficulty of distinguishing between
certain types of earthquakes and under ground nuclear explosions. There seems to be
relatively less concern about the ability to detect and identify other nuclear
explosions, that is, those under water, in the atmosphere or biosphere. This would
appear to be borne out by the observations contained in chapter IV of the report of
the Conference of Experts which met in 1958 (EXP/NUC/28). But if this is correct,
the next question that arises is, how significant from the military point of view are
underground nuclear tests, particularly those with a low yield which are difficult to
distinguish from earthquakes? This is a matter of some importance because it stands to
reason that if they do not, in fact, have much military significance the urge to indulge
in them will not be pgreat. After all, even underground explosions are expensive
under takings.

In this connexion we cannot help but be impressed with the fact, to which Mr.
Zorin referred, that during the three-year voluntary moratorium, which ended with the
Soviet Union's resumption of tests in 1961, neither side had ever charged the other
with any violation, although each must have received hundreds of earthquake signals
from within the territory of the other. Mr. Dean has explained that the United STates
scientists did indeed record hundreds and hundreds of seismic or acoustic signals during
these three years, that some of them had aroused suspicion, but that the United States
had kept silent because it could not identify any of the events with certainty as a
nuclear explosion, and also because it did not wish to voice suspicions in a way that
might interfere with the test ban negotiations.

My delegation believes that in fact none of these signals which aroused suspicion
was due to nuclear explosions, just as it believes that none of the signals recorded by
the Soviet scientists, during the same period, of events in the United States had its
origin in nuclear tests. However, that is only by the way. The significant fact is that
the standard which the United States Government applied in those cases was apparently
that of military significance. In other words, had any of the signals which United
States scientists recorded been suggestive of a militarily significant event it is unlikely
that the United States would have refrained from voicing its suspicions. Could not the
same test be applied now? Is it essential that any system of international control over
a test ban treaty should be such as to be able, theoretically, to identify every suspi-
clous event, regardless of its military significance? Might we not be running the risk of
losing sight of the forest by peering too closely at the trees? Might not a less elabo-
rate international system, perhaps omitting control posts from the territories of those
who object to them, but with the right of conducting an agreed number of properly
safeguarded on-site inspections by the international control organ, serve all our
purposes just as well?
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Our criterion has always been the creation of an effective international control
system to monitor the actions of States signing a nuclear test ban treaty, so as to
ensure that each fulfilled its obligations under that treaty. Within the broad limits of
that criterion we have done everything possible to accommodate Soviet worries and
Soviet desires.

The draft treaty which the United States and the United Kingdom tabled in Geneva
on 18 April 1961, together with its several subsequent amendments (ENDC/9), repre-
sented not the mere beginning of negotiations but rather their culmination. Incorpo-
rated in that draft were all the results of over two years of hard East-West discussion
of all treaty details, and the constructive changes which we and the United Kingdom
have offered in the last eleven months. We have gone continually forward to meet
Soviet demands.

Thus it is that the two Western Powers now offer to sign immediately a totally
comprehensive treaty with the so-called threshold eliminated. This treaty would ban all
nuclear tests in all environments. But let me be clear: although the Geneva experts had
worked out this system, and although we had been discussing this treaty with the
threshold, when we offered to sign this totally comprehensive treaty we did not ask for
any more control posts, despite the fact that the number of events would be vastly
increased, and we did not ask for a greater number of on-site inspections. On the
contrary, we tried to work out a system between seismic and non-seismic territories in
the Soviet Union.

So, starting from the basis of the control system unanimously recommended in 1958
by Soviet, United Kingdom, United States and other scientists (EXP/NUC/28), we have
devised carefully-thought-out political and organizational safeguards for incorporation
into our draft treaty, to assure the Soviet Union both of complete equality in control
operations and of the minimum of essential detection, identification and verification
activities within Soviet territory. )

At the same time, we have offered the Soviet Union even greater inspection oppor-
tunities in our respective territories. East and West would have absolute parity on the
top policy-making control commission, on which three non-associated nations would also
sit. The nationals of Eastern and Western countries would also have numerical equality
at every control post and at the system headquarters, at every level, from top to
bottom. Nationals of non-aligned nations would also serve at these installations. All
auxiliary services would be supplied by nationals of host countries. Indeed, the Soviet
Union has been granted a veto right over the appointment of the administrator of the
control system, over the adoption of the total annual budget, over any major changes
in the control system and over all amendments to the treaty.

An annual maximum ceiling of twenty inspections per year in the vast territory of
the Soviet Union has been proposed by the West, even though the Soviet Union could
carry out up to forty inspections per annum on the smaller territories of the United
Kingdom and the United States. Although the Geneva experts suggested thirty-seven
control posts for the continent of Asia, we have constantly examined this question with
our scientists. The number of control posts on Soviet territory has been reduced from
the original twenty-eight to nineteen, which our scientists tell us is the lowest level
consistent with carrying out the 1958 recommendations of the scientists. But the num-
ber remains proportionally higher for the United States and United Kingdom territories.

At the request of the Soviet Union, provision has been made for the expanded use
of the nationals of non-associated countries on inspection teams, and we have proposed
during the last month, as [ have just indicated, to put a very low ceiling on the number
of annual inspections in the aseismic or non-earthquake parts of the Soviet Union,
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which constitute the bulk of Soviet territory. We have offered to discuss our data on
this question with the Soviet Union, but so far it has declined to discuss such data.

I cannot emphasize too stronly, moreover, that whatever control arrangements the
United Kingdom and the United States ask the Soviet Union to accept to monitor a test
ban treaty, we are more than willing to install in our own countries. We do not seek
one iota more of international control than is necessary, but we cannot settle for less
than is essential to protect free world security.

ENDC/PV.13  USA/Dean 2.4.62 pp.15-18

It can thus be seen that, right up to the time when the Soviet Union announced its
unilateral resumption of nuclear weapon tests in August 1961, it fully supported the
experts' report and the concept of an international control system. Of course, the two
sides were still not in agreement on many political and organizational questions sur-
rounding the control system to be embodied in the nuclear test ban treaty, but there
were very few apparent disagreements on the technical measures or on their necessity.

Despite this, after the Soviet Union had unilaterally resumed its nuclear tests in
September 1961, the Soviet Government made a complete about-face by announcing to
an astounded and disbelieving world that no international control system was necessary
and that the controls recommended by the Geneva experts in 1958 could all be sup-
planted by so-called national detection systems. :

Permit me to describe in some detail the nature of the international control system
which the experts recommended in 1958. This will enable a better appreciation of just
what drastic changes the Soviet Union is now advocating.

The 1958 experts faced the problem, as we do today, of monitoring four environ-
ments to ensure against clandestine testing. These four environments were the atmo-
sphere to a height of about 50 kilometres, high altitudes above 50 kilometres, outer
space, on and under water, and under ground. :

. The scientists in 1958 found that if a system were to be effective it would have to

consist of a global network of control posts, of a system of far-earth and solar satel-
lites, and of a headquarters for worldwide control operations, for data analysis and for
administration. Regarding control posts, with a world total set at 170 to 180, specific
figures were given for the number of posts to be put on each continent, on ocean
islands and afloat -- that is, on specially equipped vessels.

The key to the effective use of control posts was their global distribution and
their systematic spacing at regular distances — 1,700 kilometres apart in aseismic, or
non-earthquake, areas and 1,000 kilometres apart in seismic areas. Any gaps in this
network would in turn cause gaps in control effectiveness. Of this there can be no
question, because many seismic signals which emanate from either earthquakes or
underground nuclear detonations fade with distance and become lost unless stations or
control posts relatively near to the disturbance are so situated as to record signals.
The multiplication of control posts many kilometres away will not help if the signals
emanating from the event itself are lost. '

All control posts were to be equipped with instruments to detect possible atmo-
spheric and underground nuclear tests, namely electromagnetic detectors, acoustic
detectors, chemical analysis equipment for processing air samples for radioactivity, and
seismographs. Control posts near oceans were also to have hydroacoustical detectors
for possible underwater nuclear tests, and about one-third of the control posts were to
have optical scanning devices for possible nuclear tests above the atmosphere but
below those more distant areas of outer space which the planned far-earth or solar
satellite systems could monitor.
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I have been recently reviewing, for the past six or seven months, this system of
the 1958 experts, and I have on many occasions raised the question which the represen-
tative of Burma has brought up this morning. I have repeatedly asked for conferences, I
have repeatedly asked for more data, and I have been assured by all of our foremost
scientists, including those at universities, that the system of the Geneva experts is not
too elaborate, that it is necessary and that it is not possible to monitor the specific
under-water tests which the representative of Burma mentioned without this system of
control. If anyone has any additional scientific data to contribute on that point, I
would be only too happy to receive them.

To supplement atmospheric controls on the ground, regular and special aircraft
sampling flights over oceans and national territories were provided for. These special
aircraft flights were specifically intended to follow up unidentified atmospheric events.
To achieve adequate underground controls it was envisaged that a certain number of
on-site inspections would take place at the sites where suspicious seismic events were
believed to have occurred.

There has been so much confusion about this question of underground controls that
it merits some additional explanation. This is especially pertinent since we now know
that, apart from tests in outer space, underground tests are the hardest to monitor
effectively, even with an international system, and also that very distinct and impor-
tant military gains in nuclear weapons can be made by such tests. The tests in the low
kiloton yield can be of tremendous military significance in the anti-missile field even
though they may not be of importance in the development of weapons themselves.

The first problem in monitoring underground tests is to discover that something has
occurred — in other words, to detect seismic signals which indicate that a seismic
event has taken place. The second problem is to know approximately where this seismic
event took place. The third problem is to learn the exact nature of the event, namely,
whether a natural earthquake or man-made, and therefore a possible nuclear explosion.

Seismographs by themselves can record seismic events, but each individual seismo-
graph around the world registers only a very small part of all seismic events, namely,
of all earthquakes. To ensure maximum detection of all significant seismic events,
including possible underground nuclear detonations in the small-yield ranges, and to
ensure that each seismic event will be monitored from all sides, it is essential to have
a global control post network of the type recommended by the scientists who met in
Geneva in 1958. '

A less complete network would noticeably affect the number of seismic events
detected, but, even more important, it would have a tremendously adverse effect on
the number of seismic events which can be accurately located in a geographical sense
and which can then be identified as to type.

The objective of any control system over underground nuclear tests must be to
distinguish any such tests from the great mass of normal and natural seismic events,
that is, from the annual total of thousands of earthquakes of all sizes. The 1958
experts noted that some seismic events, though only those of relatively large size,
could, after being detected, be identified as earthquakes merely through examination of
the seismographic record by specialists. These scientists would, in those particular
cases, recognize that certain of the recordings could have come only from earthquakes.

However, the experts also recognized that there was no way — I repeat, no way —
in which any seismic event could be identified as an underground explosion merely by
interpretation of the seismographic record. Even worse, the experts declared that in
many instances it would be quite impossible for the scientists, using the equipment
recommended for the international control system itself, to identify a given seismic
event positively as being non-nuclear in origin, that is, as an earthquake. Such an
event would therefore be left in the dubious or suspicious category. To achieve the
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identification of such events it would be necessary to send an inspection team to the
site of the seismic event.

Here again the prime importance of a regularly-spaced global network of 170 to
180 control posts becomes evident. This network is essential in order to have the
maximum chance of being able to identify a detected seismic event as an earthquake
from the seismographic recording alone, without any on-site inspection. It is also essen-
tial for those cases where an on-site inspection is necessary, because it will give the
best chance for pin-pointing the probable site of that seismic event, namely, the exact
.spot which the inspection team will want to visit.

From what I have said it is clear that mere detection by distant instrumentation
cannot be sufficient, for distant instrumentation does not at all provide for identifica-
tion, which is the real aim of a control system over possible underground tests. The
inter-relation between the problem of detection and the infinitely more difficult and
complex problem of identification occurs again and again throughout the report of the
1958 experts, to which the Soviet scientists and their Government subscribed without
any reservation. They have never challenged this report on scientific grounds with
scientific evidence, nor, so far as I am aware, has anyone else.

I am sorry to have bored the Conference with all these details — for boring I know
it is — but I hope that all of us around this table may now have a good idea of the
control system which the experts recommended and which is the technical foundation
of the draft treaty of 18 April 1961 which the Western Powers have proposed
(ENDC/9). As my earlier quotations from the verbatim records of the Conference on
the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests indicated, the Soviet Union also supported
this control system right up until July 1961.

However, what had been scientifically indispensable for the Soviet Union in July
1961, lo and behold, became totally superfluous for political reasons in November, after
the Soviet Union had completed its 1961 test series; and ever since and to this very
day the Soviet Union has been trying, quite unsuccessfully, to defend this departure
from a scientific basis, this total about-face.

In a situation such as this it seems only logical to say ‘that a very heavy. burden,
indeed, of proof falls on the Soviet Union to demonstrate that there is some basis for
its completely new but scientifically unsupportable position. The Soviet Union now finds
itself in the position of challenging the correctness not only of the United Kingdom and
the United States point of view, but even of the views which it, itself, expressed
repeatedly and strongly right up until last year.

ENDC/PV.13  USA/Dean 2.4.62 pp.25-26

There are also other political side facets of a nuclear test ban control system. The
Soviet Union proclaims that its refusal to agree to international controls, despite all
the safeguards we have Introduced, is based on the real possibility of their misuse for
espionage purposes. Of course, we have analysed this line and we have shown its utter
groundlessness. This may be why the Soviet Union now also seeks to justify its opposi-
tion to international control on the alleged technical adequacy of so-called national
systems. I suspect that this more recent theme has really been thought up to remove
some of the need for a total Soviet reliance on the charges that an international
control system to monitor the nuclear test ban treaty would make it possible for the
West to advance its alleged objective of spying upon the Soviet Union.

But this announced Soviet fear of espionage was with us in 1958 at the start of
the Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests. The United States and
the United Kingdom have made great efforts to satisfy any reasonable Soviet concerns
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in this field, always provided that it could be done without undermining the effective-
ness of the international control system. The history of the negotiations shows that
weeks and months were spent patiently working out compromise solutions for many
issues, such as the composition by nationality of the inspection teams and the staffs of
control posts and the international headquarters. I gave some detalls in this respect at
the outset of my remarks today.

The result of all this lengthy negotiation was a system absolutely devoid of any
espionage potential. We have done our best to meet all Soviet desires in this respect.
This fact makes irrelevant the frequent accusations by Soviet representatives that the
United States desires to use the nuclear test ban system to conduct espionage in the
Soviet Union. This is not correct, of course. It can have nothing whatsoever to do with
the issue of whether the carefully devised measures of control over a test ban which
we and the United Kingdom advocate might be able to serve any intelligence aims
which any country might harbour towards another. As Secretary Rusk clearly showed in
the detailed analysis incorporated in his speech here on 23 March last (ENDC/PV.8,
p.14 et seq.), no espionage danger could arise.

Since I have already bored the Committee with all this tendentious details, I shall
not of course repeat all Mr. Rusk said then, but his statement showed that foreigners
would be a minority at each fixed control post and that such foreigners on host
country territory would be under constant Soviet supervision at all times. The exact
sites of the control posts themselves could not be chosen without Soviet Government
approval. Foreigners on inspection teams would be under constant supervision by Soviet
Government representatives. The amount of equipment that foreigners could carry
would be limited, they would be able to carry out only prescribed technical tasks. The
area subject to examination during each on-site inspection would be small and at the
most would never exceed more than one part in two thousand of Soviet territory in any
one year. Moreover, most of this work would be carried out in the earthquake areas of
the Soviet Union far from centres of military or industrial activity. Finally, all the
occasional air-sampling flights would take place in Soviet planes with Soviet crews and
with Soviet Government observers under fully controlled conditions and along predeter-
mined, Soviet-approved flight routes. It is clear that no one interested in espionage
would undertake it by means of the control and inspection system embodied in the
United States-United Kingdom nuclear test ban treaty. That treaty and its operation
simply cannot be used for espionage.

In my remarks today I have indicated, [ believe, why international controls over a
test ban treaty are essential and why those controls must take the form of an interna-
tional system. [ have shown that there are no logical reasons why the Soviet Union
should fear such a system, and that the United States and the United Kingdom have
displayed continuing negotiating ingenuity to try to allay Soviet fears. Indeed, even the
Soviet Union, in its memorandum of 26 September 1961, said that it would be .ready to
accept certain fixed observation posts manned by foreigners on its territory, to reduce
Western fears of any surprise attack by the Soviet Union. Yet, by definition, this
would not be a disarmament measure, whereas a test ban would be, and a test ban
would eliminate all further tests in all further environments.

If the Soviet Union is willing to accept fixed observation posts manned by
foreigners in connexion with the carrying out of a surprise attack, what grounds exist
for rejecting an international control system as part of a nuclear test ban treaty?

ENDC/PV.13 Italy/Cavalletti 2.4.62 p.33

Such questions have, I believe, already been raised during the previous discussions.
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The representative of Burma referred to them, too, in his brilliant statement this
morning. The reply made to this kind of question has been that once the agreement is
concluded, it will certainly not be violated and that we must have confidence in the
signature which each party will append to a treaty prohibiting nuclear tests. But that
would be assuming the solution of a problem which has not been solved. I have no
doubt, or at least I hope, that at the end of our work we shall succeed in re-establish-
ing full confidence among us all. But that is an aim which it will cost us many more
efforts to achieve.

I should like to recall in this connexion that Mr. Segni, the Italian Minister for
Foreign Affairs, in his statement of 28 March 1962, stressed the need for "a sincere
effort on the part of all of us to break down ... the wall of misunderstanding that
separates us, thereby re-establishing a psychological climate that is not built on
distrust" (ENDC/C.1/PV.l, p.l11). It is precisely through the establishment of mutual
international control that we shall be able to do this. There is no other way. By
affirming that mutual confidence justifies solely national control, we should be revers-
ing the terms of the problem and making it more difficult to reach a conclusion. On
the other hand, it is obvious that the international control of tests must be confined to
what is strictly necessary for this purpose. And it is precisely with this object in view
that the United States and the United Kingdom delegations in the Sub-Committee have,
in an undeniably conciliatory spirit, as Mr. Dean told us today, made concrete and pre-
cise proposals allowing of no extension of control beyond those limits, so as to provide
a full guarantee that control will never become espionage. Within these narrow limits,
however, international control is essential, for without it an agreement on the discon-

.tinuance of tests would no longer be a contribution to world security, but a new
element of doubt and uncertainty. It would not provide that improvement in the inter-
national situation which we all so eagerly desire.

ENDC/PV.13 USSR/ Zorin 2.4.62 : p.41

....from the standpoint of the Western Powers the question of detecting and identifying
nuclear explosions gives rise to doubts only in respect of a certain category of under-
ground nuclear explosions.

As everyone knows, we have no such doubts. As regards nuclear explosions in the
atmosphere, in outer space and under water, doubts concerning their detection and
identification are minimal and in practice could be entirely discounted. Many of the
representatives who have spoken here today referred to this point. It is established
that in respect of tests in the atmosphere the United States and the United Kingdom,
as Mr. Kennedy and Mr. Macmillan stated in their joint proposal of 3 September 1961,
"are prepared to rely upon existing means of detection, which they believe to be
adequate, and are not suggesting additional controls."(GEN/DNT/120)

As appears from President Kennedy's statement at his press conference of 29
March 1962, the United States is insisting on inspection and on international control in
general primarily because it believes that without them it is impossible to check
"whether a seismic event was an earthquake or an explosion'. Mr. Dean confirmed this
in his statement today. Quite obviously, however, the United States and the United
Kingdom, in resting their case chiefly on their doubt whether underground nuclear
explosions can be detected and .identified, are at the same time insisting on interna-
tional control over all categories of nuclear explosions, including explosions in the
atmosphere, although the statement of 3 September to which I have just referred shows
that they then considered -- and they still consider — the existing national system of
control to be adequate.
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The question inevitably arises why the United States and the United Kingdom are
frustrating attempts to conclude a treaty on the discontinuance of all nuclear weapons
tests on the ground that the Soviet Union rejects an international control system,
Whereas even they admit that without this system of control any violation of a treaty
on the discontinuance of tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water can
be detected by the existing national system of control.

ENDC/PV.13 Sweden/Edberg 2.4.62 pp.47-48

We hope that with bonne volonté it will be possible - perhaps with an approach
somewhat different from the one applied so far — to find a solution which will satisfy
seemingly contradictory demands.

For example, would it not be worth while to examine whether a solution to the
problem of continuous control could be found on a non-political, non-military, purely
scientific basis — through a network of observation posts already established for the
purpose of scientific advance and technological progress in the fields of meteorology,
seismology, geophysics, measuring of radioactive fallout, etc.? Close daily co-operation
in many of these fields already exists, even though certain technical and administrative
improvements could no doubt be made. Would it not be worth considering to what
extent we might rely on these observation posts for a complete and continuous regis-
tration and identification of such phenomena as are relevant in this context?

The reliance would thus primarily be on institutions established for peaceful, scien-
tific purposes — an independent endeavour objectively to detect possible explosions
and, to a certain degree, to identify their origin and nature. As Ambassador Dean has
brought up the experience of Swedish scientists, I wish to say that, to the best of my
knowledge, there is no real or marked discrepancy between the views of American
scientists and our own as to the detectability and possibility of identifying seismic
events. Obviously this does not mean that science and technology in other countries
may not possess more profound knowledge and more refined instruments than those
known to us today.

When we speak about existing posts and institutions, we think of them as linked
together and closely collaborating in an international chain. If we follow this idea,
would it not be logical if observations and data from different fields were reported to
and collected in an international scientific centre, possibly acting within the frame-
work of an already existing international organization, or associated with such an
organization? Thus we should be able to base our efforts on, and further develop, the
scientific collaboration already established.

Further, would it not be possible to attach to such an organization or agency a
limited number of scientists of high standing and integrity, possibly from non-aligned
countries, who would constitute a commission which, by analyses of data on radioactive
fallout as provided for by General Assembly resolution 1629(XVI), and of seismic events
and other available facts, could consider the possibility or probability that a test had
been undertaken in violation of the treaty?

In this connexion, the question arises whether any additional verification would be
needed to supplement the observations and analyses in those cases where there was a
possibility or a probability that nuclear tests had been undertaken. It is not my inten-
tion to bring forward any definite ideas in this context, but only to raise the question
whether the existence of such cases should not be seen in the light of possibilities of
identification actually existing at any given time. Scientific and technological progress
seems to be decisive as to the need for further verification. Against this background,
and in view of the fact that the only possible sanction against a party which had vio-
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lated the treaty would be the right of the other parties to withdraw from the agree-
ment, it might be asked whether a system should not be considered under which inspec-
tion in specified concrete cases would require the consent of the party concerned in
accordance with certain established procedures, with other parties enjoying the right
of withdrawal from the agreement in case such consent was not given and if the proba-
bility of such a test in breach of the agreement had been duly established.

ENDC/PV.14 Czechoslovakia/Hajek 3.4.62 p.10

...The settlement of the question of the discontinuance of nuclear tests in principle
would, of course, be facilitated by reaching agreement on general and complete disarm-
ament. Not only the question of the cessation of tests but all questions connected with
control would then be settled within its framework.

In addition to these proposals, there are other proposals which would provide for
the discontinuance of tests before the attainment of the agreement on general and
complete disarmament. I have in mind particular the proposal of the Soviet Union of 27
November 1961 (ENDC/!1), which envisages the cessation of all tests, in the atmo-
sphere, in outer space and under water, to be controlled by the existing national
control instruments, and a moratorium on all underground tests until agreement has
been reached on the establishment of an appropriate control system within the frame-
work of general and complete disarmament. This proposal takes into account the posi-
tion of the Western Powers, which regard the question of underground nuclear tests --
and this position. was stressed once again yesterday -- as the main problem. Therefore
the Government of the Soviet Union has proposed that underground tests should not be
included in the treaty on the banning of all tests until a control system has been
established within the framework of general and complete disarmament, and that a
moratorium should be declared on them.

We appreciate with sympathy the effort on the part of neutral countries to attain
an immediate discontinuance of nuclear tests, an effort reflected yesterday in the
statements of several representatives, in particular the representatives of Burma,
Ethiopia and India. We associate ourselves with their appeal not to admit an impasse in
the work of the Sub-Committee on a Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon
Tests.

We feel that it would be useful at least to adopt the suggestion made in the first
few days of the work of the Conference by the delegation of India, and supported by
the delegation of Burma (ENDC/PV.5, p.37), to the effect that all nuclear Powers
should refrain from carrying out any tests during the Committee's deliberations. This
would be, I am sure,.an important contribution to the effort to reach agreement on
general and complete disarmament in the shortest time, and thus also to solve defini-
tively the problem of nuclear tests.

ENDC/PV.14 Romania/Macovescu 3.4.62 p.l5

Nobody denies the need of control as concerns the prohibition of nuclear weapon
tests. But if on 3 September 1961 there was no need of international control because
the existing means of detection were adequate — as is stated in the Kennedy-
Macmillan letter, there is even less need of an international control now. The means of
detection and identification have improved and are constantly improving, and this
permits us to assert that efficient control can be carried out by using national means
only.
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On the other hand, we must stress that the method of national control presents the
great advantage of excluding the very idea of the collection of military information —
for which international control creates indisputable possibilities. This greatly helps to
improve international relations, to remove suspicion and thus to establish an atmo-
sphere necessary to successfully tackle the great issues which today face us on the
international plane.

I would like to draw attention to another aspect of the problem. During the three
years when the moratorium between the nuclear Powers was in force, no nuclear
weapon tests were carried out and no international control was exerted. Although
there was no treaty, no government ever manifested any suspicion that others were
secretly carrying out such tests. There existed the minimum of confidence necessary to
any understanding. Neither individual nor States can come to an agreement if there is
no mutual confidence that obligations assumed will be respected.

ENDC/PV.14 Mexico/Padillo Nervo 3.4.62 pp.18-19

It is difficult to understand how disarmament negotiations can continue while a
competition in nuclear explosions is going on. We do not think that any progress can be
made in the negotiations on general and complete disarmament without first discon-
tinuing nuclear explosions and guaranteeing, by means of a contractual obligation and
adequate international control, that such tests will never be resumed.

We have listened to and carefully considered the views expressed by the represen-
tatives of the nuclear Powers, as well as the arguments by which they support their
respective positions. We realize that in the last analysis a treaty on the discontinuance
of nuclear tests cannot be kept in force by coercive measures. There could be only two
kinds of sanction for the violation of such a treaty: (a) the moral condemnation of
public opinion, and (b) the reprisal consisting in the fact that the other side would be
freed from the obligation it had contracted.

Unless we rely on good faith and respect for contracted obligations, no method or
system of verification will guarantee the effectiveness of such a treaty. But it is
essential to recognize that a system of minimum verification is necessary to overcome
suspicion and to promote an atmosphere of mutual trust. The acceptance of a minimum
of international control might help to create a favourable climate for carrying out such
a complicated and difficult task as disarmament.

The idea of minimum international control has been justified by the need to
identify suspicious seismic phenomena when it cannot be determined whether they are
due to natural causes or to an explosion.

The disagreement, as it appears from the statements we have heard, centres on the
ability or inability of national detection systems to identify the nature of the
phenomena recorded. The Soviet Union says: "National means are sufficient. The
United States and the United Kingdom say: "The existing instruments may be able to
record a seismic phenemenon, but they cannot identify it, and inspection is necessary
to settle doubtful cases."

Since this is the matter in dispute, it would seem logical to conclude that both
sides should submit to the decision of a third party, which would be an international
scientific body called upon to examine the data, the instruments and the results of
national observations supplied by the different countries. After examining the data and
reports furnished by the nuclear Powers in support of their respective arguments, the
international scientific body would decide whether one statement or the other was
scientifically correct. Once the opinion of an international scientific body had been
obtained, negotiations could be resumed in the light of the impartial opinion of that
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body.

Another suggestion which might be considered — as the Swedish delegation so aptly
pointed out (ENDC/PV.13) — is to agree that in cases of doubt as to the true nature
and origin of a phenomenon recorded by the various national stations, an international
scientific body may apply to the government of the country in whose territory the
epicentre of the recorded phenomenon was situated for additional reports and data,
which would be confirmed by direct observation carried out by that body. This would
be a form of minimum international control which should be politically unobjectionable
and would preserve every Government against unjustified doubts or suspicions due to
error, confusion or inefficiency in the observations provided through international
co-operation in the recording of seismic phenomena.

I do not think that the emphasis should be solely on the scientific aspect of mini-
mum of international control. Acceptance of the principle of a minimum of interna-
tional verification would also have important political and psychological repercussions.
It would provide a guarantee against unjustified doubts and suspicions and would help
create an atmosphere of mutual trust which would facilitate progress in the various
stages of general and complete disarmament.

ENDC/PV.l4  UK/Godber - 3.4.62 pp.25-26

....At this stage the United States and the United Kingdom, in a desire to further the
work of the Conference, tabled on 18 April 1961 a complete draft treaty incorporating
all these agreed articles and the two agreed annexes (GEN/DNT/110). There were, of
course, still some outstanding issues, but those outstanding issues were not concerned
with the principle of international supervision. They were not concerned with the
degree of that international supervision. They were not concerned with the question
whether or not there should be international control posts on the territories of the
nuclear Powers; they were concerned with how many control posts there should be.
They were not concerned with whether there should be on-site inspection to identify
events which might be suspected of being nuclear explosions; they were concerned with
the number of on-site inspections which should be permitted in any one year.

At this stage, in putting forward their draft treaty, the United States and the
United Kingdom said that their position was still completely flexible, and that their
draft treaty was fully negotiable. We have maintained that flexibility ever since. One
or two representatives have talked about the rigidity of the positions on both sides,
but I do submit that the Western Powers have been flexible and are flexible today, and
we will be only too glad to continue with that flexibility if we can see some move
from the other side.

We have made constant efforts since that time to meet the Soviet Union wherever
it has expressed objections to our proposals, save only that we wish to maintain the
principle, for so long accepted by the Soviet Union, of a minimum of international
verification. This point is something on which I must lay particular emphasis. Yesterday
there were suggestions in the speeches of some of our colleagues that both sides were
adopting these very rigid attitudes, but, as I say, this really is not the case.

[ would repeat that we have put forward a number of proposals since we tabled our
draft treaty designed to understand and to meet the Soviet objections. All our alterna-
tive proposals are for a system less rigorous and involving less inspection and less
control than that recommended by the experts of both Western and communist
countries in 1958, These experts proposed an international inspection of every unidenti-
fied event. This was the agreement between the two sides. We, for our part, proposed
international inspection of, at the very most, one in every four or five of those
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detected events.

In general, we have even gone so far as to say we would scrap all the work done
at the Geneva Conference and start again from the beginning if the Soviet Union would
accept the basic principle of a minimum of international verification. That was our
position, and it is our position today.

The Soviet Union, on the other hand — and I regret to have to say this, but one
must speak frankly — has been rigid and it is rigid today. To our great dismay, the
Soviet reaction to our draft treaty was a categorical refusal to discuss any of its
details. Soviet representatives since then have categorically refused to discuss a single
one of our subsequent proposals. Worse than that, they have progressively withdrawn
from some of the more important provisions on which agreement had previously been
reached.

Finally, at the end of August 1961, the Soviet Union announced and carried out its
huge series of tests. Then, on 27 November it submitted new proposals (ENDC/I1) which
completely repudiated the whole basis on which the negotiations had been proceeding
and which offered a treaty — or agreement, as they called it — embodying no form of
international verification, no impartial check whatsoever, on the observance of the
obligation not to test.

These are the melancholy facts. They cannot be gainsaid by anyone around this
table. What are the reasons? Perhaps I could briefly recount some of them.

First, the Soviet representatives have argued that a new situation developed in the
world last year which made it impossible for the Soviet Union to accept any element of
an international control system on its territory. [ must say that [ really do find this an
incomprehensible argument. .

Mr. Zorin yesterday referred to the question of Berlin, but if East-West relations
were exacerbated over the question of Berlin, [ must say definitely that the responsi-
bility for this lies at the door of the Soviet Union. [ do not want to introduce argu-
ments over Berlin here; we have enough problems without referring to that. But one
must frankly accept that fact. Indeed, so far as we can see, nothing relevant had
happened in the international situation except that the Soviet Government itself had
resumed the race in nuclear testing. Surely that makes the need for a test ban with a
minimum of international verification greater rather than less.

ENDC/PV.15 USA/Dean 4.4.62 p.7

We want to sign an effective nuclear test ban treaty, but we have never been
willing, and we are not now willing, to accept any control arrangements which would
not, by means of their prospective operations, pose a considerable risk of discovery to
any potential violator. By this we mean a risk of such size that any rational govern-
ment, debating whether to attempt a secret nuclear test, would be likely to be
deterred by the risk of disclosure from making the attempt.

Mr. Padilla Nervo, the representative of Mexico, who has had great experience in
the field of disarmament, observed very correctly at our last meeting that there are
only two sanctions which can be applied when a violation of a treaty commitment not
to test has occurred. These are, first, the moral condemnation of the violator and,
second, the resumption of testing by other Powers.

Judging by what happened in the world last September when the Soviet Union
violated its own pledge not to test again if the United States and the United Kingdom
did not do so first, [ am not sure that the hoped-for moral condemnation is an especial-
ly powerful sanction, although of course it might be stronger if a treaty instead of a
unilateral pledge were being violated. And the freedom to resume testing may be small,
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and indeed cold comfort to another nuclear Power if the violating State has already
obtained a lead of many months by its surprise misdeed. Indeed, it may well be too late
not only for the nuclear Power, but for the world.

Be this as it may, however, it is evident that these two sanctions will never
become available to aggrieved parties if the secret violation is not brought to light, or
is not brought to light in time, or if the scientific data remain in confused dispute
between the two nuclear sides. This fact reinforces the need for making sure in regard
to a nuclear test ban treaty, as in regard to control arrangements over all other
disarmament measures, that an effectively functioning international mechanism or
organization exists which is technically and scientifically sound and which is accepted

by all States as objective and impartial.

As the representative of Burma wisely observed at our meeting on 2 April
(ENDC/PV.13), adequate controls must be international controls, because otherwise
there would be no way of settling any dispute between rival nuclear Powers by some
impartial body. If data as to whether a certain event took place were always subject
to dispute, anything could take place without the world's becoming aware of the true
facts. :

ENDC/PV.15  USA/Dean 4.4.62 pp.11-14

As I said at the meeting of the Conference on 2 April (ENDC/PV.13), the experts
from both the Soviet Union and the Western countries at the Conference of Experts
here In Geneva in 1958 know all about the so-called national systems, but those
experts rejected any significant reliance upon them. It may be enlightening to the
other delegations if I read a short excerpt from the verbatim record of the twelfth
meeting, on 12 December 1959, of Technical Working Group No. 2, to which I have
referred earlier this morning. The leader of the United States scientific group, Mr.
James Fisk, then said:

"The trustworthiness and reliability and character of the information that
would come from the national stations are not on a par with those of the
information that would come from the control stations. That is the point;
we have been over it before; you understand well enough."
(GEN/DNT/TWG.2/PV.12, page 71)

To this the leader of the Soviet scientific group, Mr. Fedorov, responded
immediately:

"That is also our view., We are not very enthusiastic about our own instal-
lations. Our seismologists are always arguing among themselves and with
the people who have to keep up the stations. Such criticism is very
useful, and it certainly is published by our Press. But it is not on the
basis of data collected by our stations that we would change the entire
control system, and we do not draw important conclusions from such data.
We believe that in examining the control system we must always remem-
ber that the data which we intend to obtain from national seismic stations
will have an auxiliary character" —-
I repeat Mr. Fedorov's words, "will have an auxiliary character" —

"I think that we agree on that point; we agreed on it last year."(Ibid.)

Here there is agreement between the United States scientists and the Soviet scien-
tists that the national detection systems are not reliable and that there has to be an
international control system. So far as I am aware, there have been no scientific data
advanced to change that view. Yet today the Soviet Union would have us rely exclu-
sively on just those national systems which, according to its own chief scientist, were
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meant to serve only as auxiliaries. We still know of no scientific break-through that
would alter this estimate made of the national stations in 1959. I think that is true of
our scientists and of the Soviet scientists.

On matters such as these we frankly cannot understand why the entire world must
accommodate itself to the pseudo-scientific contentions of our nation. We in the West
are more than willing to subject ourselves to international controls and to international
inspection, and many other countries, such as India, have expressed a similar willing-
ness to have nuclear test ban control posts on their territories in any useful number.
We do not understand why exceptions must always be made for the Soviet Union,
especially when it is one of the nuclear Powers, in regard to which effective interna-
tional control is especially important.

What is true of control posts is equally true of the need for control arrangements
that allow for the on-site inspection of suspicious seismic events by internationally
staffed inspection teams. It was heartening to my delegation to note that most of the
speakers in the last two days recognized that provision for such international inspec-
tion must be an essential element of any adequate control system over a nuclear test
ban. They are vital and essential for the identification of the great bulk of detected
seisimic events.

We remain convinced that the international control system which we have proposed
carries with it no risk whatsoever of espionage for the Soviet Union. We have gone
into great detail at several meetings to show why this would not be possible under the
precisely spelled out terms of control embodied in the United States-United Kingdom
draft treaty. We have shown, moreover, that the Soviet position on test ban controls is
inconsistent with its position on controls not only over other disarmament measures,
but even over such collateral measures as protection against surprise attack.

I ¥ %% %

In conclusion, let me summarize the United States position:

First, we want a nuclear test ban treaty in which we and the world can have
confidence and to which we can entrust a vital aspect of our security; a treaty which
gives reasonable assurances that not only the United States but every other country in
the world is stopping all nuclear tests and is unable to conduct them in secret without
being effectively uncovered as a violator.

Secondly, up to the present time all the scientific data on hand lead us to believe
that only an international control system providing for a global network of regularly
spaced control posts, for aircraft sampling flights, for on-site inspections of some
unidentified seismic events and for an internationally staffed and organized head-
quarters organ offers an adequate technical basis for control.

Thirdly, only such an international system offers politically sound control, since
without it there would be no possibility of obtaining impartial data, settling disputes
about data, and offering objective evidence to the world of the honest implementation
of the nuclear test ban treaty.

Fourthly, nevertheless we are not wedded to any single formula for such an
adequate international control system, and we are flexible on all specific details in
instances where the adequacy of controls will not be endangered. To this end, we are
prepared to examine carefully every suggestion made here to help resolve the present
impasse.

Fifthly, at the same time and with the best will in the world we honestly cannot
find even an iota of convincing evidence in the speeches of the representatives of the
socialist countries to support the Soviet position; to support the rejection of the inter-
national control system which the Soviet Union itself accepted for three years; to
support the advocacy of national control systems, which the Soviet Union itself spurned
for an equal period; to support the Soviet refusal to provide scientific data to bolster
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its new-found advocacy of national systems; to support the complaints about an espio-
nage danger which the Soviet Union refuses to discuss in concrete terms; and to
support the distortion of the United States-United Kingdom offer of 3 September last —
in short, to support the Soviet Union's denial of one of the basic principles of disarma-
ment, namely, effective and adequate international controls.

ENDC/PV.15 USSR/ Zorin b.4.62 p.16

....the possibilities of the better use of national systems of detection and identification
should be carefully weighed. This idea was also expressed by some representatives of
neutral countries, in particular by the representatives of Sweden and India. I think they
laid special stress on this point.

We entirely agree that this subject should be given serious consideration. We are
profoundly convinced that it would be sufficient to limit ourselves to national systems
of detection and identification. Qur conviction is based on the real facts of life, since
all nuclear tests have been detected and identified by national systems of detection.
No one has refuted these real facts, and that includes the representatives of the
United States and the United Kingdom. Nor has any one refuted the fact that the
United States and the United Kingdom themselves admitted the adequacy of the exist-
ing system of detection, that is to say, the national system, for the discontinuance of
nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere. No one has refuted this, nor are you in a
position to refute it now. I shall return to this question later, but can reaffirm even
now that the United States and the United Kingdom representatives have been unable
to adduce any data which would contravert their own statements of 3 September 1961,
(GEN/DNT/120)

We must therefore consider seriously the possibility of the better use of national
systems of detection and identification, for we are profoundly convinced that these
systems suffice to provide guarantees against possible violation of a treaty on the
discontinuance of nuclear tests, although we ourselves think — and no one has refuted
this either -- that if, during the three years of our negotiations, there was not a single
violation, why should there be any such violations after the conclusion of a treaty?
That is something no one can prove.

These are all real facts of life. No one is able to refute them. And no one has
attempted to refute them.

But what is the position which the Umted States and the United Kingdom now take
up in this connexion? We listened attentively to the detailed statement made by the
United States representative, Mr. Dean, at the beginning of our debate. We also
listened with attention to his statement today. The earlier statement was filled with a
huge number of references to technical data and details of every kind, the purpose of
which was to prove that not all tests can be detected. But the gist of all these argu-
ments was that not all underground nuclear tests could be detected. As for other types
of tests, no technical data were adduced.

ENDC/PV.18 USA/Dean 11.4.62 p->

As far as the two Western nuclear Powers are concerned, there is only one major
obstacle to the conclusion of a nuclear test ban treaty. Thls is the refusal of the
Soviet Union to agree even to the principle, much less to the minimally essential sub-
stance, of effective international control to monitor the enforcement of a test ban
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treaty. This is crucial because, much as the United States and the United Kingdom
desire the cessation of all nuclear weapon tests — and they do — they cannot enter
upon any such commitment until they have reasonable assurance that technically effec-
tive, impartial and internationally acceptable means of detection and identification will
be available to maintain a continual check on the implementation of the treaty's provi-
sions by all signatories.

ENDC/PV.18 = USA/Dean 11.4.62 pp.&-9

Let me now set forth the position of the United States.

One: We sincerely hope that any nuclear test ban treaty which is signed will not
be violated. But, frankly, as with any other measure of disarmament which vitally
affects interests of national military security, we just cannot afford to take unreason-
able risks in this regard.

Two: We have been very constructive, very scientific and very reasonable, but we
must require that any treaty provide for an adequate and effective system of control.
To us, adequate and effective control must mean international control as spelt out by
the Geneva experts in 1958, Only objective international control can produce data and
analyses of data which will generate world-wide confidence; and only a network of
international control posts, only international on-site inspection procedures, and only
an international headquarters can meet scientific requirements for effective operations.

Three: Moreover, despite many statements to the contrary, and despite very
thorough research by our scientists, we know of no recent scientific advancements
which would in any significant or material way modify the conclusions and recommen-
dations of the scientists of the eight countries, including the Soviet Union, who met in
Geneva in 1958 and who advised the creation of an international control system.
Indeed, we note that as late as July 1961 the Soviet Government also approved of
these scientific conclusions, arrived at in 1958,

Four: Finally, we cannot understand concern about the misuse of the control
system for espionage purposes. The procedures envisaged are themselves the product of
long negotiation and compromise between the Soviet Union and the West, and analysis
of such procedures shows no possibility whatsoever for misuse.

63623 3 3% %

First, on the need for any control facilities at all, whether international or non-
international, which involve detection, identification and inspection, it is my belief
that the position of the United Kingdom and United States is scientifically unassailable.
Too much has been said by Mr. Gromyko, the Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union, and
too much has been included in the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles of 20
September 1961 (ENDC/5) to leave any doubt that in this world, torn by mutual doubts
and suspicions, some sort of reliable system of verification is essential to monitor the
implementation of agreements which impinge on the sensitive national security interests
of States. To think otherwise, I admit, could be suicidal. The Soviet side has on occa-
sion argued that such controls are appropriate only in the case of disarmament agree-
ments, whereas, they claim, a nuclear test ban treaty is not a measure of disarmament.

For our part, we have pointed out that a nuclear test ban treaty, by blocking the
development of ever-newer nuclear weapons, would indeed be a genuine step of preven-
tive or anticipatory disarmament. However, quite apart from such questions of defini-
tion and semantics, I think that it must be accepted that controls are appropriate over
any measure, such as a nuclear test ban, which so directly affects the international
military posture of any nuclear Power and which, therefore, can play a major role in
the international military balance of power.
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ENDC/PV.20  USA/Dean 13.4.62 pp.27-28

Let me make my Government's position clear to all the representatives at this
Conference in order that there cannot be any mistake about it. The United States is
not only prepared to sign, but wants to sign, an adequate and effective treaty which
would ban all nuclear tests, in all environments — outer space, atmosphere, high alti-
tude, on or under water, underground — without any restrictions. All we ask is that
that treaty be along the lines of the very carefully worked out draft of 18 April 1961,
(ENDC/9) which the United Kingdom and the United States tabled at the Conference on
the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, and which has been circulated to all
Members of the United Nations and to the members of this Conference.

We proposed a number of amendments to that draft treaty. We did so because of
statements made to us by Soviet representatives that if we would meet them on certain
points that would materially clear the path to the signing of a treaty. I think we have
made some twenty highly constructive and imaginative proposals in this respect.

In making some of these proposals, we had to take very real political risks; in an
attempt to get this treaty we have gone far beyond the present state of science in
these fields. When we decided to remove the threshold and have the treaty apply to all
events, including underground events, we did not ask for more control posts or more
on-site inspections. This again was a major offer which we made in an effort to get
the Soviet Union to sign an agreement.

We have offered to divide the Soviet Union into seismic and aseismic areas and to
take that into account in establishing the number of inspections. This would mean that
there would be a very limited number of inspections in the heartland of the Soviet
Union, which is principally non-earthquake territory. We have repeatedly asked the
Soviet Union to comment specifically on what is wrong with our treaty or with our
various proposals. We have repeatedly asked the Soviet Union to tell us what is wrong
scientifically with the report of the 1958 Geneva Conference of Experts (EXP/NUC/28)
in which they concurred. The United Kingdom and the United States have been negotia-
ting with the Soviet Union on this matter practically every day for the past three
years. During all this time we have kept the Conference open. We have at all times
told our Soviet colleagues that we are quite willing to receive their ideas and to sit
down and discuss this matter with them.

Now it was the Soviet Union which, by its series of tests last September, unilater-
ally violated the moratorium — a moratorium which the United States had scrupulously
observed. It would have been a perfectly normal reaction for the United States to
resume tests last September, although we had not prepared for them. However, in an
effort to save the world from further nuclear tests and in an effort to act in a com-
pletely responsible manner, we called upon our scientists to study this treaty again. We
presented this treaty and its principles to the United Nations. We have at all times
been open to suggestions on it.

ENDC/PV.21 Italy/Cavalletti 16.4.62 p.6

I wish to make the position of the Italian delegation perfectly clear, although it is
certainly quite clear already from the statements we made last Thursday (ENDC/PV.19).
The Italian delegation fully shares the concern of other delegations over the present
difficulties concerning an agreement on tests. But it cannot support a proposal for a
moratorium without any control, such as that submitted by the Indian delegation. Such
a moratorium would reduce our security and thus run counter to the disarmament
objectives we have set ourselves at this Conference.
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It is true that my delegation also has made appeals at previous meetings. First, it
appealed to the Soviet delegation to reconsider its rigid opposition to all international
control, which has so far prevented the conclusion of an agreement. Secondly, taking
into consideration the Soviet fears that international control might degenerate into
espionage, it asked for a thorough examination of this particular problem. The problem
iss How can international control be organized without any danger of espionage? For
that is, in fact, the central problem. I proposed a restricted meeting so that this ques-
tion could be very freely discussed. This is a good method, which was supported by Mr.
Krishna Menon, but was unfortunately not followed after his departure. My proposal
was rejected at once, and very hastily, by Mr. Zorin. I still hope that he will be willing
to consider it.

ENDC/PV.21 Brazil/Assumpcao de Aranjo 16.4.62 pp.20-22

The delegation of Brazil, acting on behalf of the delegations of Burma, Ethiopia,
India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden and the United Arab Republic, presents to the Confer-
ence of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament the Joint Memorandum the
text of which I am now going to read out:

"l. The delegations of Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria,
Sweden and the United Arab Republic at the Eighteen Nation Disarmament
Conference, deeply distressed that no agreement has as yet been reached
concerning a ban on nuclear weapon tests, address an earnest appeal to
the nuclear Powers to persist in their efforts to come as soon as possible
to an agreement prohibiting nuclear weapon tests for all time.

"The eight delegations are convinced that in making this appeal they are
speaking not merely on behalf of their own countries but for an over-
whelming world opinion, since nuclear tests are now the concern of all
peoples and all nations.

"2. They note that, in spite of the existing differences within the Sub-
Committee on a nuclear test ban treaty, there are also certain areas of
agreement, They think they have the right to expect that these areas will
be further explored and extended and in this connexion commend to the
consideration of the nuclear Powers the following suggestions and ideas.
"3. They believe that possibilities exist of establishing by agreement a
system for continuous observation and effective control on a purely scien-
tific and non-political basis. Such a system might be based and built upon
already existing national networks of observation posts and institutions or,
if more appropriate, on certain of the existing posts designated by agree-
ment for the purpose together, if necessary, with new posts established. by
agreement. The existing networks already include in their scientific
endeavours the detection and identification of manmade explosions.
Improvements could no doubt be achieved by furnishing posts with more
advanced instrumentation.

"4, Furthermore, the feasibility of constituting by agreement an interna-
tional commission, consisting of a limited number of highly qualified scien-
tists, possibly from non-aligned countries, together with the appropriate
staff, might be considered. This commission should be entrusted with the
tasks of processing all data received from the agreed system of observa-
tion posts and of reporting on any nuclear explosion or suspicious event
on the basis of thorough and objective examination of all the available
data. All parties to the treaty should accept the obligation to furnish the
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commission with the facts necessary to establish the nature of any suspi-
cious and significant event. Pursuant to this obligation the parties to the
treaty could invite the commission to visit their territories and/or the site
of the event the nature of which was in doubt.

"5, Should the commission find that it was unable to reach a conclusion on
the nature of a significant event it would so inform the party on whose
territory that event had occurred, and simultaneously inform it of the
points on which urgent clarification seemed necessary. The party and the
commission should consult as to what further measures of clarification,
including verification in loco, would facilitate the assessment. The party
concerned would, in accordance with its obligation referred to in para-
graph &4 above, give speedy and full co-operation to facilitate the
assessment.

"After full examination of the facts, taking into account any additional
data furnished to it as suggested above, the international commission
would inform the parties to the treaty of all the circumstances of the
case and of its assessment of the concerned event.

"The parties to the treaty would be free to determine their action with
regard to the treaty on the basis of reports furnished by the international
commission,

"6. The delegations of Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria,
Sweden and the United Arab Republic urge the nuclear Powers earnestly
to consider the suggestions put forward above, as well as other possible
suggestions, so as to save humanity from the evil of further nuclear
tests."

ENDC/PV.21 USSR/ Zorin l6.4.62 pp.27-33

....These obligations are set forth in part I, article 2, of the draft treaty submitted by
the Soviet Union for the consideration of the Eighteen Nation Committee (ENDC/2).

The purpose of this article is to lay down the basic obligations of States with
regard to control, to establish the main principles for carrying out this control and to
define in broad outline the structure and functions of the International Disarmament
Organization. These questions are dealt with in a more specific and detailed manner in
the relevant parts of our draft treaty, and we propose to speak on them at length
during the discussion of particular disarmament measures. In our opinion, this is the
soundest approach to the consideration of control matters and will enable us to make
more rapid progress.

The Soviet Government is a convinced supporter of the strictest international
control over disarmament. It bases this position on the belief that the implementation
of strict and reliable international control is an essential guarantee and a condition
sine qua non of the successful accomplishment of general and complete disarmament.
The Soviet Union's position on the question of control is governed by its wish to ensure
that the parties to the treaty have a firm assurance that general and complete disarm-
ament is being carried out honestly and conscientiously by all and that not a single
State is evading the observance of the disarmament obligations it has assumed. We are
not prepared to take any one at their word, particularly States which have organized
closed military alignments pursuing a policy of proliferating armaments and establishing
their military bases along the frontiers of the Soviet Union. We ourselves do not ask
that we should be taken at our word. The Soviet Government is in favour of the
strictest and most effective international control over disarmament measures.
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A perusal of our draft treaty clearly shows that at each stage the Soviet proposals
combine disarmament measures with reliable international control over the execution of
these measures. As Mr. N.S. Khrushchev, the Head of the Soviet Government, has
already explained on more than one occasion, the Soviet Union is prepared to accept
any proposal on control over disarmament that the Western Powers may put forward, if
they will accept the Soviet proposals on general and complete disarmament. This is the
principle underlying the solution to control problems contained in the draft treaty
proposed by the Soviet Union.

Having made these general remarks, I propose to pass on to a detailed examination
of article 2 of the Soviet draft treaty.

The first idea expressed in article 2, paragraph 1, of our draft treaty is that strict
international control should be established over the execution of the treaty on general
and complete disarmament. This paragraph provides that:

"The States parties to the Treaty solemnly undertake to carry out all
disarmament measures, from beginning to end, under strict international
control, and to ensure the implementation in their territories of all
control measures set forth in Parts II, IIl and IV of the present Treaty."
(ENDC/2, p.3).

As will be clear to all representatives, this provision corresponds to the first part
of paragraph 6 of the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotia-
tions, which was unanimously approved by the General Assembly of the United Nations
(ENDC/5, p.2). All representatives in the Committee have laid stress in their state-
ments on the need to establish strict international control over disarmament. In other
words, all delegations are in general agreement that strict and effective international
control should be estblished over the implementation of the treaty on general and
complete disarmament. It seems to us reasonable that this agreement should now be
given formal expression and should be reflected in the draft treaty.

Article 2 of the Soviet draft treaty also provides that, for the purpose of imple-
menting control over the observance by States of their obligations under the treaty,
there should be established:

".. an International Disarmament Organization including all States parties
to the Treaty ...

"In all countries parties to the Treaty the International Disarmament
Organization should have its own staff, recruited internationally and in
such a way as to ensure the adequate representation on it of all three
existing groups of States." (ENDC/2, p.3).

The posting of the staff responsible for inspection and control in the territories of
States will be arranged in such a way that they are in a position to start their duties
at the time States begin to carry out disarmament measures. Each party to the treaty
will have an obligation to ensure that control and inspection teams within its territory
have timely and unrestricted access to any place where disarmament measures subject
to verification are to be carried out. The parties to the Treaty will also be required to
submit to the International Disarmament Organization in good time any information on
their armed forces and armaments, armaments production and military appropriations
which may be necessary for the implementation of the measures included in a parti-
cular stage. All this goes to show that the allegations still being made that the Soviet
Union is proposing to begin with disarmament and only then to establish control can be
attributed only to bad faith and to an unwillingness to reach agreement,

The International Disarmament Organization will hold periodic conferences to
consider problems arising in the course of the implementation of control over disarma-
ment. The standing executive organ of the International Disarmament Organization will
be a Control Council consisting of representatives of the socialist countries, of coun-
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tries participating in Western military alliances and of countries which are not bound
by military obligations — that is to say, its composition will be based on the same prin-
ciple as that of our Eighteen Nation Committee.

The Soviet Government, in considering the functions, powers and procedure of work
of the International Disarmament Organization, came to the conclusion that there is no
need to introduce the principle of unanimity or the "veto" in this Organization and that
decisions can be taken by a majority of votes. In arriving at this conclusion, we took
into account the nature of the functions of the International Disarmament Organiza-
tion, which are to verify compliance by States with their treaty obligations, establish
that the measures included in a particular stage have been completed, and to submit
reports on these matters to States, the Security Council and the General Assembly of
the United Nations.

It goes without saying that the International Disarmament Organization is not and
cannot be entrusted with any functions involving preventive or enforcement measures
against States. The function of the International Disarmament Organization is to estab-
lish facts. If, in connexion with these facts, the need arises for measures to safeguard
peace and security, this will, as at present, be a matter exclusively for the Security
Council, the only body empowered to take such action under the Charter of the United
Nations.

Part V of our draft treaty is entirely devoted to the structure and functions of the
International Disarmament Organization. Article 2 contains only the basic, salient
provisions defining the nature of this Organization. In view of the fact that part V will
in due course be the subject of special examination in the Committee, we shall confine
ourselves at this stage to these brief observations on the International Disarmament
Organization.

The Soviet Government, in working out specific measures for control over disarma-
ment, has carefully reviewed and weighed up all aspects of this question and has
consistently supported the principle that at each stage the volume of control should be
in strict conformity with the volume and nature of the disarmament measures being
carried out at that particular stage. What are the advantages of such an approach to
the settlement of the control question? In the first place, this approach ensures strict
and reliable verification of the compliance by all States with each of the agreed
disarmament measures and, in the second place, it will in no way prejudice the national
security interests of States. It is disarmament measures that are controlled and veri-
fied, and not the armed forces and armaments remaining at the disposal of States at a
particular stage. We are deeply convinced that this is fully adequate for effective
verification of the fulfilment of disarmament measures by States.

It is sometimes asserted that we cannot be sure that States are complying with
their disarmament obligations, if we merely verify the fact that armed forces and
armaments have been reduced. Demands are accordingly made for the verification of
the levels of armed forces and armaments temporarily remaining in the possession of
States. Such assertions are quite unfounded. For even at present one side has no exact
information on the size of the armaments and armed forces of the other side. If, in the
course of disarmament, both sides reduce their armed forces to an agreed extent at
each stage, the threat of a military conflict will undoubtedly be lessened, even though
there will be no verification of the number of troops, guns, rockets and aircraft
remaining in the possession of States.

In recent years, it has become fashionable in certain countries to speak of a
"balance of terror", a "balance of fear" between East and West. Translated into ordi-
nary everyday language, these abstruse phrases seem to mean that, from the military
standpoint, an approximate balance of power exists between the two principal military
and political alignments. If this is so, then it is quite obvious that, if each side reduces
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its military power by a certain agreed quota of armaments and armed forces, there will
be no change in their relative strength. Under the Soviet draft treaty, the proportion
of the armed forces and armaments of States remaining uncontrolled will be reduced
stage by stage. After general and complete disarmament has been completed, control
will become absolute and general, because States will then have nothing more to hide
from each other — all armed forces will be disbanded, all weapons eliminated and there
will be no military secrets. This is what we consider to be genuine, effective control
over disarmament.

The demand for verification of the levels of the armed forces and armaments
remaining in the possession of States is quite another matter. This is control prior to
disarmament, control over armaments, and we have every reason to regard this as mili-
tary intelligence work and espionage. The United States proposal, or rather stage I of
the programme of disarmament proposed by the United States, provides an illustration
of what this would mean in practice.

The force levels envisaged in stage I would mean a reduction of approximately 15%
in the armed forces of the United States and the USSR. However, the demand for the
verification of levels would entail an inspection and examination of all the remaining
85% of their armed forces. A reduction of 15% would not, of course, substantially
weaken the military potential of States. But, on the other hand, it would enable an
aggressive State to station its intelligence agents in the territory of peace-loving
States and to collect information on their defence systems. It could then decide
whether to agree to further disarmament or to steer events towards war.

I must say quite frankly and plainly that the Soviet Union will not agree to such
control. With such an approach to questions of control nothing can be achieved.

The idea that every disarmament measure should be accompanied by such control
measures as are necessary for verifying that measure is expressed in article 2, para-
graph 2, of the Soviet draft teaty. Our draft treaty provides for extending the scope
of international control, stage by stage, to cover the sectors of the military machine
of States which are to be scrapped during the various stages of disarmament.

During the first stage, that control will cover the means of delivering nuclear
weapons to their target, foreign military bases and troops in foreign territories, since
it is these components of the military machine of States that are to be eliminated
during this stage. During the second stage, it will cover nuclear weapons themselves
and other types of weapon of mass destruction, and during the third stage, central and
local military establishments, military training institutions, etc.

Where armed forces and conventional armaments are concerned, the draft treaty
takes account of the fact that they will only be reduced during the first and second
stages, their complete elimination taking place in the third stage. It is for this reason
that during the first two stages it is proposed that control should be established over
the reductions of armed forces and conventional armaments and not over the troops
and armaments that will remain in the possession of States. During the third stage
armed forces and conventional armaments are completely eliminated and therefore
control over the implementation of this measure is comprehensive.

The reliability of the specific measures of control proposed by the Soviet Govern-
ment is demonstrated, for example, by the arrangements envisaged in the draft treaty
for the implementation of control over the elimination of the means of delivering of
nuclear weapons to their target during the first stage.

It is laid down in the relevant articles of the draft treaty that the International
Disarmament Organization shall have the necessary means and facilities for establishing
control over the elimination of missiles, military aircraft, surface warships, submarines
and other devices capable of being used as vehicles for nuclear weapons. For this
purpose, the draft treaty provides that international inspectors shall be present during
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the destruction of all types of vehicles for the delivery of nuclear weapons; they will
be present at airfields and in ports and during the destruction of launching pads. Inter-
national control will simultaneously be established over enterprises which previously
were wholly or partly engaged in maufacturing the means of delivering nuclear weapons
with a view to preventing any clandestine resumption of their manufacture.

These control measures cover all aspects of the process of eliminating the means
of delivering nuclear weapons and provide for free access by the International Disarma-
ment Organization and its inspectors to such installations as may be necessary for the
purpose of effective verification. They thus ensure that no one will be in a position to
evade his obligations with regard to this concrete disarmament measure.

The draft treaty prepared by the Soviet Government contains similar provisions
concerning the implementation of control over all other disarmament measures.

The Soviet draft treaty provides that, even after the entire programme of general
and complete disarmament has been carried into effect, the International Disarmament
Organization will continue to function and to exercise constant supervision with a view
to ensuring that no State secretly resumes military production or begins to re-establish
its armed forces. When general and complete disarmament has been achieved, the Inter-
national Disarmament Organization will have the right to inspect any place or installa-
tion in the territory of any State.

States parties to the treaty will supply the International Disarmament Organization
with information on the composition and disposition of contingents of police (militia).
International inspectors will have to exercise control to ensure that the numbers of
police (militia) and their firearms correspond to the levels agreed for each country.

The Soviet delegation has today explained yet another article of the draft treaty it
has submitted. We hope that our proposals relating to control over general and com-
plete disarmament will prove basically acceptable to all those who are genuinely
endeavouring to solve the problem of disarmament. At the same time, we are prepared
to give careful study to any proposals relating to measures and forms of control which
may be submitted by other States.

Finally, I would like to express my confidence that all the members of the
Eighteen-Nation Committee will try to reach agreement on general and complete
disarmament under strict international control, not on the establishment of control
without disarmament; in other words, control over armaments. We are convinced that,
if everyone genuinely desires to reach agreement, we will have no difficulty in coming
to terms on the question of control.

ENDC/PV.23 . USA/Dean 18.4.62 pp.13-15

During stage III the parties would continue the disarmament process which had been
started in stages I and II until they achieved the goal of general and complete disarma-
ment in a peaceful world. An additional measure which would have to be included in
stage III would be the reporting to the international disarmament organization of all
scientific and technological discoveries of possible military significance. The interna-
tional disarmament organization would be charged with establishing agreed arrange-
ments to ensure that these discoveries were not used for military purposes — to ensure
that some new scientific breakthrough did not reverse the process of general and
complete disarmament which had been so carefully achieved.

The duration of stage Ill, as I said at the beginning, is not specified. Rather it is
proposed that stage III "would be completed within an agreed period of time as
promptly as possible".

At the end of stage IIl, States will have at their disposal only those non-nuclear
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armaments, forces, facilities and establishments as are agreed to be necessary to main-
tain internal order and protect the personal security of citizens. States shall support
and provide agreed manpower for a United Nations peace force which would be pro-
gressively strengthened during Stage III until it had sufficient armed forces and arma-
ments so that no State -- I repeat, no State — could challenge it.

Except in connexion with the reporting of scientific discoveries in stage IIl, I have
so far not mentioned the international disarmament organization. The organization,
referred to as the IDO, will of course play an important role in the plan from the very
beginning.

The United States proposes the establishment of an international disarmament
organization which would have the function of verifying that countries lived up to the
obligation, or the several obligations, which they undertook in a disarmament agree-
ment. In describing the functions of this organization, the United States has given a
great deal of thought to the proper application of two principles which were set forth
in the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for disarmament negotiations which repre-
sentatives of the United States and the Soviet Union signed on 20 September 1961.

The first of these principles is:

"All disarmament measures should be implemented from beginning to end
under such strict and effective international control as would provide firm
assurance that all parties are honouring their obligations. (ENDC/5, page
2)

I think we can cut through all the unprofitable, unrealistic and tiresome exercises
in somantics as to whether a particular measure of control is control over 'disarma-
. ment" or control over "armaments" by pointing out that under this principle it is the
nature of the obligation that determines the type of control which is necessary.

Paragraph 3 on page 13 of the draft treaty outline sets forth the way in which the
United States has tried to put this principle into practice. Sub-paragraph (a) of the
paragraph points out that, where the obligation relates solely to the reduction of arma-
ments, the verification measures need relate only to the reduction process.

A good illustration of this point is our proposal that the United States and the
Soviet Union each transfer specified quantities of weapon-grade U-235 to non-weapon
purposes. All that is necessary to verify such a measure is that the IDO be able to
assure that the agreed quantities of U-235 — 50,000 kilogrammes, or whatever we
agree upon -- were indeed transferred to purposes other than for use in weapons and
that the IDO be able to inspect and verify that the agreed quantities continue to be
used for these non-weapon purposes. In verifying a measure of this kind, the IDO would
not look at the remaining stockpiles, because in this particular instance that has no
bearing on the measure — it does not relate to the specific obligation which the
parties have undertaken.

Sub-paragraph b of the same paragraph deals with the situation which exists when
the measure is one in which the parties agree to halt or limit production. An illustra-
tion of this sort of measure is the United States proposal to cut off production of
-.weapon-grade fissionable material.

Here again the IDO is required to have access to the relevant production facilities
and activities, wherever located, on the territory of the party to the treaty. In verify-
ing such a measure, we believe it would be reasonable to start with facilities declared
by the party, and the interest of the IDO in inspection areas where no facilities have
been declared is solely one of determining whether clandestine facilities exist.

Sub-paragraph ¢ on page 13 deals with the verification procedures which are
necessary when the obligation is one not to exceed agreed levels of armaments or
armed forces or not to engage in clandestine production activities. An illustration of
this type of measure would be the 2.1 million-man force levels proposed, the mainte-
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nance of inventories of armaments only at reduced levels, and the limitation on produc-
tion of armaments. In this sub-paragraph the United States has made an effort to live
up to the sound principle agreed to by the United States and the Soviet Union on 20
September 1961, in the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles, that the nature and
extent of such control depends on: .
"the requirements for verification of the disarmament measures being
carried out in each stage." (ENDC/5, page 2) :

The United States has restated the principle in stage I of the treaty outline in the
following way:

"The extent of inspection during any step or stage would be related to
the amount of disarmament being undertaken and to the degree of risk to
the parties to the treaty of possible violations." (page 13)

In its treaty outline the United States proposes, as an example of the means by
which this principle might be given effect, the concept of progressive zonal inspec-
tions. I think I should emphasize that this concept is proposed merely as an example.
All of us will want to give it further study, but it is the sort of measure towards
which we must work if we are to break the impasse which we have so far faced on
matters of inspection and verification.

Under this concept of progressive zonal inspections, the territory of each party
would be divided into an agreed number of appropriate zones; each party would declare
the total level, but initially not the precise location, of the armaments, forces and
other activities subject to verification within each zone.

These zones would be progressively inspected, starting at the beginning of stage I.
With the first 10 per cent reduction in armaments would come the inspection of the
first zones; with the next 10 per cent reduction in armaments, more zones would be
open to inspection; and so on until, at the end, when disarmament was general and
complete, there would be inspection of the entire territory.

The procedure for selecting the zones to be inspected would be such that the State
being inspected would have no advance notice of which zone would be chosen. More-
over, there would be necessary arrangements to prevent clandestine movements of
armaments into and out of the zone being inspected.

Under a system of progressive zonal inspection, production facilities which were
delcared would be subject to inspection wherever located. The progressive zonal
inspection would be the only means available to the IDO to check on clandestine
production.

ENDC/PV.23 Czechoslovakia/Hajek 18.4.62 pp-29-30

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would follow this method. I would like to
express the opinion of my delegation on the point now under discussion: that is, the
general obligations and the general character of control in a treaty on general and
complete disarmament such as we are preparing here. Yesterday the representative of
the Soviet Union opened this discussion in his remarks on article 2.

I think that all of us in this Conference agree that reliable and effective interna-
tional control is a necessary component of general and complete disarmament. The
realization of this general and complete disarmament presupposes that all participating
States will be assured of a maximum degree of certainty that all partners will strictly
honour all the obligations they have undertaken. Therefore it is necessary, it is logical,
that the agreed control measures should ensure reliable and effective verification as to
whether these disarmament obligations are being fulfilled. On the other hand, control
obligations and measures have a direct impact on the vital interest of each of the
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participating States in safeguarding security. Therefore it is necessary to ensure that
the realization of appropriate control measures should not go beyond the function of
control over disarmament. Control must not be a pretext for collecting information of
another character — namely, information of an espionage character. I think that this
has been recognized in our previous discussions by many speakers, and I will not dwell
on this general principle any longer. ,

Taking this principle into consideration, we should consistently proceed from it. We
should take into account that it is embodied in the Joint Statement of Agreed Prin-
ciples of the Governments of the United States and the Soviet Union, where it is stated
that control must be adequate to disarmament and that -

"the nature and extent of such control (should depend) on the require-
ments for verification of the disarmament measures being carried out in
each stage." (ENDC/5, page 2) 4

This adequacy of control has several aspects. First and foremost is the extent of
control measures, and one might say that this is the quantitative aspect. The extent of
control measures must correspond to the extent of the disarmament measures to be
undertaken and must not go beyond them. It cannot be permitted that activities not
directly linked with verification of the implementation of the agreed disarmament
measures be carried out under the pretext of control.

Adequate control also presupposes that the respective control measures are in
keeping with the verified disarmament measures as to their nature also. One might call
this the qualitative aspect of the adequacy of control. Control must be carried out by
the application of such methods and means as, on the one hand, will ensure a truly
reliable verification of the respective disarmament measures but, on the other hand,
will not make it possible to acquire other kinds of information which have nothing in
common with disarmament, and specifically with the corresponding step or measure of
disarmament. '

Finally, the adequacy of control presupposes that control depends on disarmament
measures also as far as the timing of the measures is concerned. There must be
assurance that the implementation of the respective disarmament measures will be veri-
fied from beginning to end. At the same time, it must not be admitted that any
measures should be introduced under the name of control earlier than the respective
disarmament measures begin to be implemented.

Having in mind these basic lines, the draft treaty submitted by the delegation of
the Soviet Union consistently proceeds from the principle of the adequacy of control.
The basic principles that should guide reliable control over general and complete
disarmament are formulated in article 2 of the draft. This article elaborates paragraph
6 of the Joint Statement. It adheres to that paragraph strictly and renders its basic
provisions concrete and precise. Therefore we regard this draft as the most appropriate
basis for the Committee's consideration of this question. .

The basic concept of the Soviet draft provides that in the process of general and
complete disarmament, along with the growing extent of disarmament measures the
extent of control should also expand, so that when general and complete disarmament
has been completed control will also be general and complete.

We welcome the fact that in some of their recent statements the representatives
of the United States and other Western Powers have recognized the principle of
adequacy; that control must be adequate to the extent of the disarmament measures
being carried out. It is a positive sign that the Western Powers agreed to formulate
this principle in the Joint Statement and that in some statements made in this Confer-
ence the delegation of the United States has also expressed agreement with this prin-
ciple. Of course we should like to see this principle applied in dealing with the practi-
cal consideration of how to ensure reliable control over the implementation of general
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and complete disarmament.

ENDC/PV.23 UK/Godber 18.4.62 pp.39-40

It seems to me that there are two separate issues to face. If one reduces by an
agreed number, that is one matter. But if one reduces to an agreed strength or to an
agreed level, that is quite another matter. Because if one is going to reduce to an
agreed level, then one must have some way of verifying that the reduction actually has
been made to that level. Of course, there is always the fact to be remembered that
when one is reducing to an agreed level there must be a check that that level has not
been exceeded by new production going on at the same time. But if one is reducing to
an agreed level, one must find a way of getting some sort of check which will not
bring into play the fears and anxieties which were expressed by our Soviet colleagues
and yet at the same time will give a measure of security to others of us who feel that
we must have assurances that an agreed level is in fact an agreed level and that it has
not been exceeded.

Reductions by an agreed number — and one suggestion in this respect was, I think,
put to us by our colleague from the United States this morning — that clearly could be
verified without difficulty. But when it is reduction to an agreed level, we have got to
find a way — and it is our duty around this table to find a way — which will satisfy
both sides.

In that context, then, I listened with very great care to what our United States
colleague said this morning on this question of what is sometimes called "sampling
techniques”. In the plan that has just been tabled, there is a suggestion for zonal or
sampling inspection - it is made quite clear that this is not put forward as a positive,
definite proposal, as being the only way in which the problem could be solved. Our
United States colleague went on to explain to us the provisions which the United States
had in mind in that regard. _ ‘

I think we have to look at this very carefully indeed. It does seem to me, and it
has seemed to me from the moment I first heard this suggestion — I think it was first
put forward at one of the Pugwash Conferences — that this does provide the elements
of a solution between East and West on this problem. [ hope that we can consider it
carefully and dispassionately.

As 1 understood my United States colleague this morning, he was saying that
countries will be divided into zones, and as one proceeded with disarmament, so one
would proceed with the zones. I understood him to mean -- I am not sure whether he
precisely said this and I do not want to put words into his mouth — that if one agreed
to 10 per cent disarmament, then one had the right to inspection of 10 per cent of the
territory of the other country. In other words, 10 per cent of the zones -—— however
many there would be — would be available for inspection, and they would be chosen by
the country on the other side. As one advanced to 20 per cent of elimination of arma-
ments, so one would advance to 20 per cent of zones.

It seems to me that if it is married mathematically in that way it does accept the
basic principle to which our Soviet colleague attaches so much importance — the basic
principle that the percentage of inspection must not exceed the percentage of disarma-
ment. If that be so, I do think there is merit in this proposal. However, if it does not
satisfy our Soviet colleague — and I hope very much it does -- then I would say very
sincerely to him that he has an obligation to make some other suggestion which will
help to overcome this difficulty. In other words, it seems to me that an imaginative
proposal has been put forward here; I hope it will be accepted; but if it is not
accepted it is not sufficient merely to rest on these declarations that anything which
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seeks verification of agreed remaining war potential is espionage, because to rest on

that is in fact to put the other representatives at this Conference in an impossible
position. We have got to find a way out of this difference. I think this suggestion is a
worthwhile one, but if it is not accepted we must have some other proposal from our
Eastern colleagues which really faces up to this problem.

[ was encouraged when Mr. Zorin said that his delegation was fully prepared to
study carefully any other proposals or measures which might be advanced by other
States. [ say to him that I very much hope he will study this suggestion, because it
seems to me that it does offer very definite advantages. In the same way, he recog-
nized the need for international control over —

".. enterprises which previously were wholly or partly engaged in manu-

facturing the means of delivering nuclear weapons with a view to preven-

ting any clandestine resumption of their manufacture." (ENDC/PV.2l, page

32)
Presumably, if he accepts that principle for nuclear weapon vehicles, he will also
accept it for other weapons.

ENDC/PV.24 USSR/ Zorin 19.4.62 p.8

The Soviet Government and the Soviet people have these aims close at heart.
Moved by the desire to bring about a speedy solution of the question of discontinuing
nuclear tests, the Soviet Government has approached the Western Powers many times
with concrete proposals to this effect. On 28 November 1961, at the negotiations on
the discontinuance of tests, the Soviet Government submitted its draft agreement, on
the basis of which it would be possible to put an end to all nuclear weapon tests for
ever. For control over compliance by States with their obligations under an agreement,
the Soviet Government proposed the use of national systems of detecting nuclear
explosions, which States already have at their disposal.

In the light of the latest achievements in science and technology, the adequacy of
national systems of detection does not and cannot give rise to the slightest doubts on
the part of those who are really concerned to ensure reliable control over the discon-
tinuance of tests. In this case, practice and experience entirely corroborate theory.
After all, it is a fact that all nuclear explosions conducted so far, whether by the
Soviet Union, the United States, the United Kingdom or France, have been recorded by
national systems of detection in various countries — no other systems have existed or
exist up to now. Nor do underground nuclear explosions constitute an exception in this
respect. Very convincing in this connexion was the detection of the underground
nuclear explosion, recently conducted in the Soviet Union, by the United States Atomic
Energy Commission - and not by means of any international control or the despatch of
inspection teams into USSR territory, but exclusively by means of national systems.
This means that the United States has at its disposal detection systems which are
adequate for recording underground nuclear explosions, however far from the United
States these explosions were carried out. The Soviet Union also has such detection
systems at its disposal, as have many other States.

ENDC/PV.24 USA/Dean 19.4.62 p.16

I hope I shall not be misunderstood if I say that, after having carefully studied the
eight-nation proposal, the position of the eight sponsors still seems to us somewhat
obscure on the precise nature of the obligations that parties to the treaty are to
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undertake in regard to effective international control and objective, scientific on-site
inspections. We fully recognize and appreciate that the plan envisages that some
inspections will take place. But there still seems to us to be an element of voluntari-
ness left to the country in which the unidentified event occurred and in which the
inspection would take place, rather than an unquestioned right of inspection on the
part of the international commission, if it decided that such an inspection was
required. In our view, in any treaty that we may sign there cannot be any ambiguity
about the commitment of each party to agree to this effective international control
and to this objective, scientific on-site inspection taking place under certain specified
conditions. If this is left obscure and there is no right of inspection, there really is no
treaty or system at all, because the evidence can disappear during a long period of
argument.

Of course, we have never doubted that in practice -- no matter what the text of
the treaty might be — no team of on-site inspectors could ever physically force its
way on to the territory of a State where the unidentified event had occurred in order
to conduct an inspection. Nevertheless, if a State kept such a team — which had an
international right to make such an inspection — out of its territory in spite of a clear
treaty obligation to admit it, there could not be any question in international law as to
who had violated the terms of the treaty. But if there was ambiguity in the treaty on
this point, or on the relationship between the international control commission and the
several States parties to the treaty, and if the responsibility for preventing this on-site
inspection could not be laid firmly on any party to the treaty, this would affect the
decision of other parties to consider themselves free of their treaty obligations, and
the world would not know precisely what had happened.

I could mention a number of other matters on which it seems to us, after some
study, that the eight-nation plan would require considerable amplification. This applies,
for example, to the whole general area of organizational arrangements for the control
system, which would have to be considered not only in substance but in considerable
detail if the eight-nation plan were to become a basis for negotiation.

ENDC/PV.24 Italy/Cavalletti 19.4.62 p.24

The text proposed to us by the eight delegations will have to be interpreted and
amplified, and I think that for this purpose the individual statements made by the eight
delegations during the previous discussions will be particularly useful. 1 listened to
them with close attention at the time, and I had the impression that most of those
delegations accepted the principle and the necessity of international control. I am
therefore convinced that the eight nation memorandum embodies the substance of that
principle. It is clear that we ourselves cannot abandon the application of international
control even though it be very limited.

I hope that thorough study and amplification of the eight nation memorandum may
be of great help in our efforts to solve the basic problems to which I have several
times drawn the attention of the Conference. How can international control be organ-
ized without any possibility of espionage? On this question I think that the eight nation
memorandum may be most useful, and it is in this belief that I propose that the docu-
ment be referred to the Sub-Committee of the nuclear Powers for thorough study.

ENDC/PV.24 USA/Dean 19.4.62 p.37

....It is hard to understand why ‘it is said that highly technical questions cannot be
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injected into these negotiations, because fundamentally what we are dealing with is
probably the most difficult scientific question in the world. And when such a highly
technical scientific question is being dealt with, I submit, with great respect, that it
does not really aid the solution of the problem to say that such a question should be
considered without reference to highly technical scientific matters.

The United Kingdom and the United States delegations painstakingly drafted a
complete treaty (ENDC/9) which was tabled on 18 April 1961, just a year ago. We made
some eighteen or twenty amendments to it in an effort to meet the problems raised by
the Soviet Union. We have studied with the utmost care this problem of the spacing of
control posts as dealt with in the Geneva experts' reports of 1958 and 1959. It would
be a matter of very great concern to my delegation if a system of control posts were
worked out in which the spacing was not on a scientific basis.

We are certainly prepared to work with the eight new members of the Conference
and to give the greatest consideration to their memorandum. But I want to be very
clear and explicit; I do not want there to be any misunderstanding. The United States
Government will sign a treaty today with the Soviet Union which provides for effec-
tive, objective, scientific international control under the system set up by the Geneva
experts in 1958 and 1959, and which provides for objective, scientific, on-site inspec-
tions. We are prepared to listen to what any delegation has to say. However, should
there be any idea that we are going to rely again on any unpoliced, uninspected mora-
torium, on the word of the Soviet Union, the answer is that we will not. I want to
make that very clear, because we do not have any confidence in the word of the
Soviet Union. I am sorry, but that is the way it is. We are quite prepared to take part
in negotiations, but that requirement for objective, scientific effective international
control with adequate on-site inspections is fundamental.

ENDC/PV.25 UK/Godber 20.4.62 p.7

I have made it quite clear from the start that I welcome the proposals of the
neutral States; I have made it clear that I see certain elements in them which are of
real value; but equally I have made it clear -—- and I think there is no dispute about
this — that I do not think those proposals go far enough. Speaking entirely for my own
delegation and Government, I would say that if we are to make progress one thing is
absolutely necessary; that every party to the treaty should accept — nay, must accept
— the principle of the undisputed right of on-site inspection of at least a quota of
suspicious events, This has been fundamental to the United Kingdom position from the
moment we assembled here, and I think that has been made abundantly clear, time and
again. That was why, right from the start, I did query this particular position in the
proposals of the neutral States. I thought from our earliest meetings here that it really
had been accepted that there must be some effective way of settling a dispute as to
whether in fact a nuclear event had taken place or not.

ENDC/PV.25 USSR/ Zorin 20.4.62 p.l4

We propose that this document (ENDC/28) should be taken as a basis for our
negotiations. But this means that we propose that paragraph 1, paragraph 2, paragraph
3, and paragraph 4 which I have just read out, should be taken as a basis for the
negotiations. Consequently, we are prepared to discuss the possibility mentioned in
paragraph 4 regarding inspection.

Paragraph 5 states:
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"The party and the Commission should consult as to what further measures
of clarification, including verification in loco, would facilitate the assess-
ment. The party concerned would, in accordance with its obligation refer-
red to in paragraph &4 above, give speedy and full co-operation to facili-
tate the assessment." (ibid).

It says "in accordance with its obligation referred to in paragraph # above". I have
just quoted this obligation in paragraph 4. This obligation says "the parties to the
treaty could invite the Commission to visit their territories". In accordance with this
obligation we are prepared to accept also paragraph 5 as a basis for our negotiations.

What, then, is not clear to you? In the text of our statement, which has been
before you since yesterday, it is said:

"The Joint Memorandum suggests that control of the discontinuance of
nuclear tests should be carried out by means of national networks of
observation posts, that for the selection and processing of the data
obtained at these posts it is sufficient to set up an International Commis-
sion consisting of a limited number of highly qualified scientists, and that
the question of inviting the Commission for the purpose of verifying in
_loco the circumstances of the occurrence of any particular suspicious
“events should be decided by the States themselves." (ENDC/32, p.4).

What, then, is not clear to you? We are prepared to take as a basis for our negoti-
ations the proposals formulated in the paragraphs of the Joint Memorandum, including
paragraphs 4 and 5 concerning on-site inspection. Why, then, do you now put to us the
question of our attitude towards on-site inspection and so forth?

ENDC/PV.26 Canada/Burns 24.4.62 p.18

Let us consider a hypothetical case, to put the proposition in simple terms. Let us
consider that State "A" and State "B", under the disarmament treaty, are obliged to
destroy all their tanks in one step. State "A" has 2,000 tanks and so declares to the
international disarmament organization. State "B" has 3,000 tanks but declares only
2,000. Pursuant to the principle of verifying the destruction of armaments, the inspec-
tors of the international disarmament organization supervise the destruction of 2,000
tanks of each side. So at the end of this process State "B" has 1,000 tanks concealed
somewhere which could give it considerable military advantage from that time forward.
I have used tanks in my illustration, but members of the Committee will appreciate the
applicability of the point illustrated to other more important armaments — for example,
to intercontinental ballistic missiles.

This is why, in the view of the Canadian delegation, in whatever verification
measures we eventually adopt there must be fully adequate assurance not only that the
armaments which it is agreed to destroy have actually been destroyed but that no
State would be able, by false initial declaration, to gain a military advantage at any
stage of disarmament. And when I say "false initial declaration", may I again refer to
the principle Mr. Zorin enunciated? "We are not prepared to take anyone at their word
... We ourselves do not ask that we should be taken at our word."

The first few sentences on page 3l of the verbatim record for 16 April (ENDC/
PV.21) state the Soviet objection to measures of control which they consider would
allow a potential aggressor to obtain vital intelligence, putting their national security
in jeopardy before substantial disarmament had been effected. The United States and
its allies recognize this as a legitimate concern on the part of the Soviet Union. In
consequence, the United States, in its latest proposals, which were explained by Mr.
Dean at our twenty-third meeting and further explained today, has suggested methods
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of verification of compliance with obligations which are intended to give adequate
assurance to all concerned — "adequate" assurance, not "full' assurance -—- that no
evasion is taking place, while at the same time they do not lay any party open to
unjustifiable exposure of its military dispositions during the first stage of disarmament.

ENDC/PV.28 Czechoslovakia/Hajek 26.4.62 pp.25-26

The arguments invoking scientific and technical reasons and insisting on an interna-
tional system of inspection as a prerequisite for the cessation of atomic tests have
been revealed as empty. It is common knowledge in the broadest sectors of world
public opinion — an illustration of this is to be found in an editorial appearing today in
the serious bourgeois paper Le Monde — that explosions of all types, and atmospheric
explosions in particular, are quite reliably detectable by means of national detection
systems; and all tests carried out since 1945 have in fact been reliably detected in this
way. This fully confirms the position held by the Soviet Union and the other socialist
countries that the international system of inspection pressed for by the Western
Powers is completely unnecessary and in practice may serve primarily as espionage
against peace-loving countries which neither intend to bring about nor are preparing
for an atomic war.

It was exactly this generally-recognized fact that led the delegations of the eight
non-aligned countries members of our Committee, in an honest attempt to overcome the
impasse, to submit their proposal aimed at meeting both positions. All of us in this
Committee welcomed this noble and important initiative. The proposal in fact created a
new basis since it was a compromise between the position held by the United States
and the position held by the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union, striving to achieve a real
and speedy solution to this urgent question, agreed to adopt the draft of the eight
countries "as basic" for further negotiations.

The Western Powers first tried to hide their negative, and I must say, contemp-
tuous, approach to the draft behind a cloak of technicalities when they sought to strip
the eight-nation draft of its substance by putting a number of primarily technical ques-
tions. Later, they reluctantly agreed to discuss the draft, but immediately attempted
again to strip it of its very substance by what I must call their fantastic interpre-
tation, — that is to say, they attempted to remove its core and to smuggle in their
own untenable requirements of an international system of inspection, which, as we
know, in the past has stood in the way of agreement. At the same time they cynically
and insultingly ignored and finally flatly rejected the earlier constructive proposal by
the Government of India, supported by a decisive majority of all the States members of
the Committee and willingly accepted by the Soviet Union, namely, the proposal that
no nuclear tests should be carried out, at least while the negotiations were in progress,
thus ensuring minimum conditions for the course of the talks and their positive
outcome. And we witnessed yesterday their rejection of another — I would say an
extreme — version of this appeal, that is to say, that they should at least abstain from
carrying out tests during the period in which negotiations on the memorandum were
proceeding. This appeal was made by the Prime Minister of India, Mr. Nehru, and sub-
mitted to this Committee by our colleague from India, Mr. Lall.

ENDC/PV.29 USA/Dean 2.5.62 pp.26-28

The difference between the United States draft and the Soviet draft is that the
United States does not rely on the declaration alone for verifying the amount of arma-
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ments that must be destroyed — and hence the amount to be retained — during the
various steps of the first stage and on through the second and third stages. The pro-
posal of the United States provides for verification of the retained levels by means
which, I submit, are consistent with the statement in paragraph 6 of the Joint State-
ment of Agreed Principles that:

"... the nature and extent of such control depending on the requirements

for verification of the disarmament measures being carried out in each

stage." (ENDC/5, page 2)

I have already observed that the United States has restated this principle in its
proposal in the following way:

".. the extent of inspection during any step or stage would be related to
the amount of disarmament being undertaken and to the degree of risk to
the parties to the treaty of possible violations."(ENDC/30, page 13)

Under the United States proposal (ENDC/30, page 33) the obligation to disarm
begins immediately with the coming into force of the treaty. During the first six
months of the treaty the parties are required to effect a 10 per cent reduction in
armaments and to place them in depots under the supervision of the international
disarmament organization. They are to be destroyed, or converted to peaceful uses,
during the second six months of the year. This process is to be completed during the
second and third years of stage I

A similar process is to be carried out during stage II and stage III.

Sub-paragraph d of paragraph 2 of article A provides that:

"In accordance with arrangements which would be set forth in a treaty
annex on verification, the international disarmament organization would
verify the foregoing reduction and would provide assurance that retained
armaments did not exceed agreed levels." (ENDC/30, page 6)
This proviston does not mean that the United States would insist that every square inch
of the Soviet Union be inspected for basic armaments levels or for clandestine produc-
tion facilities before the first armaments were destroyed or the first production facili-
ties curtailed.

Quite the contrary is true. Under the United States proposal the first reduction of
10 per cent which I have described will have to be computed upon the basis of a
declaration by the parties themselves which will have been subjected to little, if any,
verification.

If a system of progressive zonal inspection similar to that which the United States
has suggested as an illustration was adopted, then some time during the first year,
perhaps at the same time as the first reduction in armaments was being made, the
international disarmament organization would actually be inspecting for armaments, not
in all of the territory of the parties to the treaty, but in only a relatively small
portion of the territory, consisting of one or more of a selected number of zones. The
results of this inspection would then be compared with the declarations made by the
parties themselves, not only as to their total armaments facilities but also as to the
amounts of armaments located in the various zones. If the results of the declaration
coincided with the results of the inspection, there would naturally be an increase in
confidence in the declarations in the other zones. :

I cannot, of course, accurately predict a precise mathematical relationship which
might exist between the percentage of the reduction and the percentage of the terri-
tory subject to inspection of the zone. But it is clear that they would be roughly equi-
valent. I am speaking, of course, of the reduction in the various steps in the stages. If
there were to be another agreement upon the reduction of, let us say, fissionable
materials, then of course other work might go on with respect to the verification of
the reduction of such fissionable material.
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But it is clear, I submit, that as the reduction under the treaty was taking place,
there would be a progressive increase in confidence as the progressive zonal inspec-
tions showed the actual armaments facilities to coincide with the amounts of arma-
ments facilities declared to be within the particular zones.

The United States has indicated its belief that, if such a proposal were adopted,
inspection would have to be extended to all parts of the territory of the parties to the
treaty by the end of stage IIlI, but in this the United States proposal differs only in
degree from the proposal of the Soviet Union which envisages similar rights of access
beginning after the completion of stage III instead of by the end of stage IIl.

In the case of limitations or prohibitions of production, the system of progressive
zonal disarmament would operate in more or less the same way. Initially the limitations
or prohibitions would be on the basis of declared plants and those plants would be sub-
ject to inspection wherever they were located. There would be no general right to
inspect the territory of the parties for clandestine plants. Reliance would have to be
placed upon the progressive zonal system to verify that no secret plants existed.

In putting forth this suggestion of progressive zonal inspection, and in showing how
it would relate to the reduction of armaments, the United States has tried to suggest
one method by which the extent of the inspection and the extent of disarmament could
proceed hand in hand. The United States does not insist on this method and is prepared
to discuss any other, provided it lives up to the criterion that the extent of the
inspection during any stage or step would be related to the amount of disarmament
being undertaken and to the degree of risk to the parties to the treaty of possible
violation.

ENDC/PV.30 India/Lall 3.5.62 _ pp.25-26

I should like to preface my remarks on that possibility by saying that it has some
relevance to the suggestion of zonal inspection which the United States has made and
which was defended by Mr. Godber yesterday. I should like to say straightaway that we
have nothing particularly against the =zonal inspection plan if it can be generally
agreed. I must say it is a bit like a game of chance: one covers a country with lines
and makes little squares and then someone pulls something out of a hat and says, "Ah,
it will be square 'X' tomorrow." I have no objection to that. It is a little bit like a
game of chance, but if it can be generally agreed we will certainly not stand in the
way.

At the moment I think we have to take note of the fact that it does not seem to
be finding a great deal of favour on both sides. Mr. Gromyko said things about it at
Moscow on 24 April which certainly were not favourable. [ do not believe that Mr.
Zorin said anything favourable about it yesterday. [ do not know whether others would
interpret his remarks differently, but I did not hear anything favourable about this par-
ticular matter. I will say, however, that there seems to be an element of misunder-
standing on the two sides about this matter, because Mr. Zorin, [ believe, indicated —
and he quoted from the United States plan in this regard — that the basic point in the
United States plan relating to this issue is that the control measures -should give
assurance that the retained arms are not more than stated. He drew from that the
logical conclusion that there would have to be controls in the whole country.

- On the other hand, both Mr. Dean and Mr. Godber were at some pains to point out
yesterday — as I believe was our colleague from Italy — that, though that would be
the logical consequence, in fact the United States plan was not going as far as logic
would lead the plan to go. They said that they were suggesting a selective system of
zonal controls which would relate at a given time to a small proportion of the country,
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increasing as the plan advanced.

I have repeated these two points of view because I think that there may be some
mutual misunderstanding, and we are very concerned in our delegation that misunder-
standings should be cleared up and that each side should find it possible at least to
understand what the other means by its plan. We do not look upon the zonal plan as
leading inevitably to total control over the country from the very beginning. However,
this is an issue which the two sides will undoubtedly discuss further between them-
selves. But the point I wish to make now is the one to which I drew attention a few
moments ago, namely, that as controls and disarmament progress there will be a lessen-
ing of tension and suspicion together with an increase of confidence.

Should this happen, I would like to suggest, for the consideration of the two sides
primarily concerned, a possible alternative to this whole idea of zonal inspection. I
would like to say again that I am not making the following suggestion as a firm pro-
posal. We have discussed it in our delegation and we feel that it might be beneficial if
the two sides were to think about it. Our suggestion is that as the disarmament plan
progresses it should be feasible for the two sides — in fact, for all those engaged in
disarmament — to address to the international disarmament organization invitations to
visit their countries, and to open up in this way from time to time to increasingly
larger areas of the countries concerned. In other words, as was done in connexion with
the nuclear test ban discussions, I would like to put an onus of responsibility on each
country by writing into our plan words which would indicate that it should be incum-
bent upon countries, in the improving situation, to see whether they would not be able
to invite members of the international disarmament organization to visit increasingly
larger areas.

It seems to my delegation that this would be a method of giving an added measure
of security to all of us. It would be a measure of expressing in the most acceptable
form the increasing confidence which we all believe would be an outcome of the
development of the disarmament plan as it progressed.

I should like to point out that this arrangement we are suggesting would, of course,
be in addition to the verification and control of actual destruction, elimination or
reduction of various weapons and of the armed forces. All that, of course, must be
done under effective control. But this is an additional measure which we believe could
well flow from the increasing confidence, the lessening tension and the lessening feel-
ing of suspicion which would undoubtedly accompany the disarmament plan. In fact, we
believe in our delegation that this type of invitation would be an appropriate accom-
paniment to the developing plans of disarmament.

ENDC/PV.31 Nigeria/Atta 4.5.62 pp.6, 8

~..We have had few concrete proposals so far about how to build up confidence
between the two parties. It has been suggested that when arms were actually being
destroyed the parties to the treaty would gain automatic momentum in their enthusiasm
to disarm completely. We have heard the other argument that any half measures of
disarmament which carries with it strict control over armaments may in fact encourage
the possibility of war. It is not my task to say which is right or wrong. However, my
delegation believes that verification, confidence-building measures and disarmament are
one and the same thing. These three elements must rise or fall together. Total verifi-
cation, total disarmament and total confidence-generating measures are one and the
same. If therefore we accept a small measure of disarmament, in our opinion we must
be prepared to accept a small measure of verification, and mutual confidence. It is left
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to us to choose what we may in the course of this Conference.
FHHHH RN R

With regard to verification and control, I revert to my previous contention that
verification, disarmament and confidence are one and the same thing. The less we had
of one the less we should have of the others. In this regard I will support the view
that 100 per cent reduction involves 100 per cent inspection. The problem, as I see it,
is that if we decide to have a 100 per cent cut in respect of our most lethal weapons,
we should have not only 100 per cent inspection of the weapons which are being cut,
but 100 per cent inspection of other less lethal weapons. This must be so if we ever
hope to achieve the necessary balance.

Again, suppose we decide to have a 30 per cent cut of certain arms. How do we
determine 30 per cent inspection measures? We are told that inspection should relate
only to the arms being destroyed or on the production line. If we destroy a very small
percentage of arms, say 5 per cent each year, I am prepared to accept the argument
that there will be no point in verifying what remains. As soon as we begin to destroy a
significant percentage, however, what remains becomes very important. In my opinion,
a 30 to 40 per cent cut is such a significant figure. Whether or not we should agree to
the non-inspection of the remaining arms until we reach a significant cut is a matter
to be discussed.

The real point I am getting at is that we must give further close study to the
proposal for zonal inspection, or similar proposals which would enable us to carry out
verification of armaments at a significant level. In the opinion of my delegation there
is a need to study further the proposal for zonal inspection in relation to the organi-
zation, composition and functions of the international disarmament organization. The
more it is a game of chance the more confidence it will generate. What matters,

however, is that the powers of an inspection body should be obligatory but not neces-
sarily subjective. '

ENDC/PV.31 USSR/Zorin 4.5.62 p.35

...The Soviet Union invariably maintained the position that, before considering and
agreeing on questions of control, it is necessary to reach agreement on the disarma-
ment measures. In past years the Western Powers have steadfastly opposed this, and
tried to put control in the foreground and to push the actual disarmament measures
into the background. A great deal of time was lost as a result of this approach by the
Western Powers, who endeavoured to turn control into an end in itself. And now in a
statement by Mr. Dean we find him recognizing that we should discuss the control obli-
gations concretely, having before us some idea of the substantive measures to which
these controls are to be applied (ENDC/PV.29, page 24). .

The Soviet draft treaty on general and complete disarmament and, in particular,
the first stage in this draft treaty, assumes the necessity of establishing strict interna-
tional control over the implementation of disarmament measures. I should like to stress
once more the main idea which guided the Soviet Government in drafting its proposals
regarding control. The Soviet Government carefully weighed all aspects of the question
and consistently followed the line that at each stage the volume of control must
strictly correspond to the number and nature of the disarmament measures to be
carried out. This approach makes it possible, on the one hand, to ensure strict and
impartial verification of each of the agreed disarmament measures and, on the other
hand, does not lead in any way to an infringement of the national security interests of
States. The implementation of disarmament measures, but not the armed forces and
armaments of States, are to be placed under control. We are convinced that this is
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fully adequate for effectively verifying that the disarmaments measures are being
carried out by States.

ENDC/PV.31 USSR/ Zorin 4.5.62 p.50

Further, you talk about inspection of the entire territory of States in connexion
with the 100 per cent reduction and elimination of the means of delivery of nuclear
weapons. Today you refer to Mr. Burns and asked: "Do you agree to the 100 per cent
inspection of the entire territory of the Soviet Union?" [ answered you yesterday and I
answer you today: as regards verification of the 100 per cent reduction or elimination
of the means of delivery, we agree to such verification throughout the territory of the
Soviet Union. What more do you need? You say that this does not guarantee, does not
provide any guarantee that verification will take place. Then what is it you want? I do
not understand. [ am telling you that we agree to 100 per cent verification and I add:
100 per cent throughout the territory of the Soviet Union. What more do you need?
What other verification do you need? You say that this provides no guarantee. Then
what would provide you with a guarantee?

You, in your plan, wish to reduce the means of delivery by 30 per cent; but you
wish to have 100 per cent verification and to keep the bases as well. That suits you,
but it is obvious to everyone that it cannot possibly suit any other States, because it
will be a manifest advantage for you; and besides, there will be 100 per cent verifica-
tion of all means of delivery of nuclear weapons of the Soviet Union without any
guarantee that after this 30 per cent reduction you will agree to a further reduction.

We may well ask which is more convincing: what we propose or what you propose.
We propose 100 per cent elimination of all means of delivery and 100 per cent control
through the territory of the Soviet Union. Why do you not accept this?

ENDC/PV.32  UK/Wright 7562 p.10

I now turn to the third element in the eight-Power memorandum, namely identifica-
tion and verification, including on-site inspection. [ want once more to state clearly
and simply the United Kingdom attitude on this point. It has already been explained
both by Lord Home and by Mr. Godber. Let me express it again. It is that the Western
position over international inspection is already, and has been since April 1961, and
indeed earlier, a compromise between two extremes, and a generous compromise. The
one extreme, the one pole, is the proposal of the 1958 experts, which Mr. Tsarapkin
himself joined in framing, that every unidentified event which might be suspected of
being a clandestine nuclear explosion should be liable to inspection. The other extreme,
the other pole, is the proposal of the Soviet Union, put forward on 28 November 1961,
that no unidentified or suspicious event should be liable to international inspection.

We are not going back to or standing upon the 1958 position, the extreme at one
end of the scale. The Western position, as I have said, has long been a compromise
between these two extremes. We are asking the Soviet Union to retreat from its
extreme position at the other end of the scale. A reasonable and fair compromise
would have been that 5[0] per cent of such events should be inspected. This would have
been a straight compromise. But the West has moved even far beyond that and has
asked for only one in four or one in five of such events to be inspected.

I repeat: We do not propose to go back to the 1958 position of inspection of all
such events. No, we are not asking the Soviet Government to agree to that, or even to
accept a compromise on a 50-50 basis. In our desire for an agreement we are leaning
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forward much further than that to meet the Soviet Union. On the other hand, we do
not accept the extreme Soviet position that there should be no obligation of interna-
tional inspection in the case of any unidentified or suspicious event. On this point we
are in favour of a compromise; and our understanding of the motives of the sponsors of
the eight-Power memorandum is that this has been put forward by them to facilitate a
compromise and not for the maintenance of extreme positions. If we had ever thought
that it represented an extreme position, our approach to it would no doubt have been
different. That, however, is not how we understand it. Our difficulty is with the Soviet
Government. Our difficulty is that we are by no means sure what the Soviet Govern-
ment, in accepting the memorandum as a basis for discussion, is saying on the all-

important problem of on-site inspection, the key problem for the resolution of our
difficulties.

ENDC/PV.32 USSR/ Zorin 7.5.62 pp.24-26

If one took the words of Mr. Dean and Mr. Godber out of context and did not
inquire into the substance of their position, one might get the impression that the
Western Powers have decided to renounce their extreme demands, which are clearly
unacceptable to the Soviet Union, and to devote themselves to seeking a reasonable
compromise. Today they have again tried to give this impression. But the records of
the Sub-Committee's recent meetings show that in reality the position of the Western
Powers remains basically unchanged on the main points at issue. It continues to give no
hope that the future course of our negotiations will be fruitful. The praise the Western
representatives have expressed of the non-aligned countries represents a rather clumsy
manoeuvre, designed to conceal, behind eulogistic phrases addressed to these countries,
the actual inflexibility of the United States and the United Kingdom positions on the
main points at issue and their refusal to accept the non-aligned countries' proposals as
they stand as an effective basis for an agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear
weapon tests.

In fact, the difference between the positions of the Western Powers and the Soviet
Union on the discontinuance of tests was and still is briefly as follows. The United
States and the United Kingdom demand the establishment on the territory of the Soviet
Union of an international network of control posts staffed by foreign personnel and
directed by an international control organization. The Soviet Union, however, proposes
that control over compliance with an agreement should be organized through existing
national systems of detection without establishing a network of international control
posts.

The United States and the United Kingdom continue to insist on having an interna-
tional control body with wide powers which could decide at its discretion to carry out
on-site investigations -- that is, to dispatch inspection teams. The Soviet Union's
proposal, which provides for the implementation of control by means of national
detection systems, has so far excluded the establishment of such an international body.

Finally, there is the question of inspection. The United States and the United
Kingdom continue to persist in their demand for compulsory inspection, carried out by
decision of the international control commission. The Soviet Union's proposal has not
provided, as 1 have just said, either for the establishment of any international control
body or for international inspection.

Those are, in brief, the main differences between the position of the Western
Powers and that of the Soviet Union.

When the negotiations on the discontinuance of nuclear tests were resumed in the
Eighteen-Nation Committee and in the three-Power Sub-Committee which it set up,
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they immediately reached an impasse because the United States and the United
Kingdom persisted in their attitude on these three main points of disagreement. Then
the eight non-aligned States represented in the Eighteen-Nation Committee, concerned
at the situation which has arisen and desiring to find some solution to this problem,
submitted their joint memorandum at the 2lst meeting of the Eighteen-Nation
Committee on 16 April. In this memorandum they proposed that both sides -- the
Western Powers and the Soviet Union — should come to an agreement on a new basis,
on the basis of the proposals set out in their joint memorandum. They propose:

(1) to organize systematic observation for nuclear explosions on the basis of exist-
ing national systems of detection;

(2) to constitute, for the purpose of processing and analysing data received from
national systems of detection, a small international commission consisting of a limited
number of highly-qualified scientists, possibly from non-aligned countries, whose func-
tions would include, in addition to processing and analysing data, consultations with
nuclear Powers on whose territory suspicious events might occur and requests to these
countries to furnish additional data;

(3) on the question of inspection, the non-aligned States point out in their memo-
randum that countries in whose territory a suspicious event occurred could invite the
international commission to visit their territories and/or the sites of the event the
nature of which was in doubt.

Those are the three main provisions which the non-aligned States have proposed
that the nuclear Powers should accept as a basis for a compromise agreement on the
discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests. ‘

As you see, these proposals of the non-aligned States do not coincide either with
the position of the Western Powers on these questions or with that of the Soviet
Union. Consequently they represent a middle course, a compromise between these two
positions. The attitude of the nuclear Powers to these proposals of the non-aligned
countries is a criterion, a touchstone by which we can easily determine whether one
side or the other is really seeking agreement or does not want any agreement except
on its own terms.

In this connexion it is significant that on 19 April, three days after the non-aligned
States submitted their proposals, the Soviet Government issued an official statement
(ENDC/32) describing the proposals of the eight non-aligned States as a serious attempt
to lead the negotiations out of the impasse and observing that the submission of these
proposals had been prompted by the sincere concern of the non-aligned States in
connexion with the situation which has arisen. The statement by the Soviet Government
expressed the view that, although not all the propositions in the joint memorandum of
the eight non-aligned States are equally clear, nevertheless it represents a constructive
contribution, since it takes into account in a realistic manner the existing possibilities
for a speedy solution of the problem of the discontinuance of nuclear tests. It stated
that the Soviet Government has come to the conclusion that the submission by the
non-aligned States of their proposals on the question of the discontinuance of nuclear
weapon tests gives rise to new hope for the solution of this question in the interest of
all peoples and that the Soviet Government expresses its willingness to study the
proposals of the non-aligned States as a basis for further negotiations.

ENDC/PV.33 Brazil/deMello-Franco 8.5.62 p.21

In this connexion I should like to remind you of the statement made by the repre-
sentative of Nigeria at the meeting on 4 May:
"The real point I am getting at is that we must give further close study
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to the proposal for zonal inspection, or similar proposals which would
enable us to carry out verification of armaments at a significant level. In
the opinion of my delegation there is a need to study further the proposal
for zonal inspection in relation to the organization, composition and func-
tions of the international disarmament organization. The more it is a game
of chance, the more confidence it will generate." (ENDC/PV.31, page 9)

The delegation of Brazil considers that, as there is general acceptance of total
verification of the elimination of delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons, the system of
division into zones proposed by the United States may be considered to fulfil this aim
and at the same time to allay the fears expressed concerning espionage. It should also
be observed that, in the statement already quoted, Mr. Dean added the following
words:

"The United States does not insist on this method and is prepared to dis-

cuss any other, provided it lives up to the criterion that the extent of the

inspection during any stage or step would be related to the amount of
| disarmament being undertaken and to the degree of risk to the parties to
| the treaty of possible violation." (ENDC/PV.29, page 28)
| We know how very difficult it is to devise adequate verification and control pro-
| cedure on which the two groups could agree, but that procedure is essential if we are
E to draft a treaty on general and complete disarmament. It seems to us, therefore, that
F United States Zonal plan for the prohibition of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles could
| provide a basis for study by the Soviet Union delegation, which has already said that it
will agree to 100 per cent control over the complete elimination of these vehicles. If
| the procedure were found unacceptable, it would then be for the party unable to agree
E to make alternative suggestions, which would be studied in their turn.
i

ENDC/PV.34 Mexico/Padilla Nervo 9.5.62 pp.l7-18

| Any treaty freely concluded between sovereign States is based on the assumption
i that it will be faithfully observed. No State voluntarily signs and ratifies a treaty with
the deliberate intention of violating it; but it is natural that the parties to a treaty
should accept its obligations only after taking all possible political and legal precau-
tions against its violation or evasion. It must nevertheless be recognized, however, that
there is no possible provision whose inclusion in a treaty can provide an absolute
guarantee of its observance. In the last analysis the essential, and the strongest, safe-
guard for the parties is submission to the rule of international law and ethics and
respect for the pledged word. i

In the case of an international instrument such as the one we are now considering,
an act directly violating one of its clauses and an act giving rise to doubts. or suspi-
cions of clandestine violations would have the same effect. The inevitable result would
be the resumption of nuclear tests by both parties and the continuation of a race or
competition which it is to the advantage of all the nuclear Powers to stop in the high-
est interest of their own peoples and of all mankind.

With the present machinery of international co-existence, it is not possible to
guarantee the observance of a treaty by coercive means. The only sanction for its vio-
lation is the moral condemnation of public opinion and the fact that the injured party
is automatically released from the obligations it has contracted. If reciprocal honesty
and good faith had to be dispensed with entirely, States could not conclude any
freely-negotiated treaty and there would only be treaties imposed by the victor on the
vanquished.
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ENDC/PV.3% Czechoslovakia/Hajek 9.5.62 p.23

In fact a study of the records of the three-Power Sub-Committee and the discus-

sion which took place in the plenary Conference on 7 May (ENDC/PV.32) has again
made us aware that as regards the memorandum of the eight countries the delgations
of both the United States and the United Kingdom continue to follow a course aimed at
anything but truly facilitating the honest efforts manifested by the authors of the
memorandum. By a method which they call interpretation they attempt to ascribe to
the proposal of the eight countries elements which it does not contain. They attempt
to change the very substance of the proposal. The basic features of the proposal of the
eight countries, the features which make it a new basis for discussion, are exactly
those related to the establishment of a control system which would rely on the national
means of detection - means which, as is becoming even more evident, are fully suffi-
cient for the detection of all types of nuclear explosions anywhere in the world. In
fact, the recent French underground test, as reported by this morning's newspapers,
was detected by a United States control system; French sources have confirmed what
has been disclosed and published from United States sources.
' Another basic feature of the memorandum is that, instead of the wide and far from
flexible machinery of international control for which the Western Powers were press-
ing, it envisages the establishment of an international commission of scientists com-
posed primarily of representatives of neutral countries. :

Lastly, the memorandum solves the question of on-site inspection by proposing a
voluntary invitation by the parties concerned to this international commission.

Such, in fact, is the substance of the proposal submitted by the non-aligned
countries. I think this is clear to anybody at first sight, and intelligible to anyone
reading the eight-country memorandum. Is there really any sense in searching for, still
less building up, ambiguities and problems in these clear-cut proposals and principles?
What is needed is acceptance of these principles in a straightforward and unambiguous
manner, and on that basis further to negotiate and solve possible organizational and
technical details of the problem that may arise.

ENDC/PV.35 USSR/Zorin 11.5.62 pp.J6-58

Today Mr. Burns repeated the same question: do you include verification that there
are no hidden weapons? Very well, if we include it, then what follows from this? Now I
ask you: how do you envisage verifying the presence of these hidden weapons? Explain
this to us. This point is not only included in our plan but it is in yours as well. Explain
it. What do you have in mind when you speak of verifying the presence of hidden
weapons in the territory of a country of 22 million square kilometres? How will you
verify the presence of hidden weapons? Explain this, Mr. Burns. You are a military
man. Explain how you envisage searching for these hidden weapons. Will you send
agents to all parts of the country throughout the territory of the Soviet Union or the
United States? What will these agents do? It suffices to raise the question in its prac-
tical aspect for you to realize that such an approach to this question is unrealistic.

How do you envisage the process of verification in the territory of a country like
the Soviet Union or the United States? Will you send millions of people to verify the
presence of hidden weapons?

You are merely raising the sort of questions you do in the expectation that they
will embarrass those to whom you put them. But these are problems with which not
only we are faced and which affect our plan; these are problems with which you too
are faced and which affect your plan. Well then, out with it, answer us: how do you
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envisage verification?

In principle, we are in favour of it. Explain to us now, how you envisage this veri-
fication. What system of control do you envisage? At the informal meeting I said: it is
not without reason that you have now given up a 100 per cent verification of the
remaining armaments. It is not without reason that you have given it up, representa-
tives of the United States, because you realize that it is not feasible in practice. It
would require such a huge amount of money, such a huge number of people, that it
would be more costly than disarmament itself. So you shift over to a different system.
You propose a sampling, zonal system of verification. Why? Not because of our objec-
tions but because you yourselves have realized that your talk about a 100 per cent
verification of the remaining armaments and armed forces is impossible in practice.
You yourselves have realized this. Then why are you now putting to us the question:
How do you propose to verify whether there are hidden weapons? I put the question to
you: how do you propose to do this? Explain this to me.

The Soviet Union is proposing a well thought-out system of control over disarma-
ment. Under our proposals, the international disarmament organization will receive,
before the beginning of disarmament, the necessary information concerning the arma-
ments and armed forces which are possessed by States and which are to be reduced or
eliminated. Thus the amount of the impending reductions will be accurately known. The
actual implementation of the reductions of armed forces or the elimination of arma-
ments will take place under the eyes of the controllers, who will scrupulously verify
each operation of such reductions of armed forces and destruction of armaments.

The breadth and scope of control will continuously increase. One has only to read
carefully the first stage of the Soviet disarmament plan to see how wide a control we
are proposing. Controllers will be present at all places where the means of delivery of
nuclear weapons are being eliminated. By the way, [ take this opportunity to reply to
some extent to the question put by the representative of Sweden. Control would cover
not only missile storage depots or places where aircraft are stationed, but also missile
launching pads. Controllers will be able to inspect plants engaged wholly or partly in
producing nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. Finally, controllers will be present at the
places where divisions and other military formations are being disbanded.

In the stage II, this control will be extended not only by further control over the
subsequent reductions of armed forces, that is over the disbandment of further divi-
sions and military formations, but also by control over the atomic industry. This will
cover diffusion plants, plants for processing fuel elements, large reactors, plants pro-
ducing mechanical and other devices, atom bombs, etc.

The further widening of control in the stage IIl will have the result that the whole
territory of any State will be open for verification. In these circumstances, how can
one seriously talk about weapons being concealed? Such talk can have only one aim,
namely to confuse a clear matter, to sow the poisonous seeds of suspicion and to make
unnecessary and unjustified difficulties in achieving an agreement on disarmament.

ENDC/PV.36 USA/Stelle 14.5.62 p.13

First, advance notification of launchings would need to be provided in sufficient
time to permit the necessary pre-launch inspection of space vehicles. Such notification
should be provided with respect to all launchings of space vehicles and all launchings
of relevant types of missiles. In this connexion it should be noted that the General
Assembly resolution to which I have already referred provides for the furnishing of
information to the Secretary-General concerning all launchings of objects into orbit or
beyond. The disarmament programme should build on the experience to be gained in
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implementing this arrangement and should provide for advance, rather than post-launch,
notification.

Second, pre-launch inspection would need to be of a character which would provide
assurance that weapons of mass destruction were not aboard vehicles to be placed in
orbit or stationed in outer space. Inspection should be carried out in a manner presen-
ting the least impediment to the conduct of launchings.

Third, a network of ground-based and possibly space-borne instruments would be
needed to detect any unreported launchings. The extent to which such a network could
serve other disarmament verification purposes remains to be explored, but there is a
possibility that it might be part of a comprehensive system set up within the interna-
tional disarmament organization.

ENDC/PV.37 USA/Stelle 15.5.62 pp.3-10

The fourth question, also on the zonal inspection system, was directed primarily to
the United States delegation.. The question evidently takes as a point of departure the
suggestion that there might be initial overall declarations of the total inventories of
armaments within a country without regard to zones, but that declarations by zones,
and inspection of the selected zones, might be deferred for part of the first stage,
until a significant cut had been effected. We have proposed that the initial declara-
tions by zones should be made at the outset, and that inspection should proceed grad-
ually. In the case of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, for example, under our scheme
the parties would make a declaration at the beginning of the first year of the first
stage. During the first part of the first year, 10 per cent of the nuclear weapon
vehicles would be placed in a depot for destruction. During the second part of the first
year, verification of the retained level would proceed in accordance with the 2zonal
inspection method. This is one way that inspection might begin. We are quite prepared
to discuss detailed proposals such as this one, and we ourselves will have additional
suggestions to make. However, we must confess that the initial Soviet response to the
general suggestion of progressive zonal inspection has been so negative that we hardly
consider it fruitful to attempt at this time to negotiate details or changes in our
suggestions.

Mr. Edberg's fifth question is also addressed to the establishment and operation of
the zonal inspection scheme. As I have already noted, the references in the United
States treaty outline to zonal inspection, found in paragraph G 3 c of stage I in our
document ENDC/30, are rather general. We put this forward in the form of a sugges-
tion. Much remains to be spelled out, and that is why we solicit from our colleagues
serious and constructive comments which are directed towards enhancing the accept-
ability of the plan to all delegations.

The problem of how zones will be chosen for inspection is one of the issues left
open. The United States language is merely the following:

"The zones to be inspected would be selected by procedures which would
ensure their selection by Parties to the Treaty other than the Party
whose territory was to be inspected or any Party associated with it."
(ENDC/30, page 14).
In these circumstances, before a careful discussion here, we do not want to rule out
any method of selection, including that of drawing by lot. However, there are many
other possibilities. '

I should point out in this connexion that one method of applying our proposal would
be to put the responsibility on each party to divide up its territory, as it thinks most
equitable and desirable, into an agreed number of zones. Thus it is that, at least in the
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larger nations such as the United States and the Soviet Union, zones should be approxi-
mately equal from the standpoint of containing military objects. In such a situation, if
a party had itself expertly divided up its own territory, there should be no reason to
deny the opposite side the right to choose which zones should be inspected and in
which order the zones should be inspected. In fixing the zones, each country would
presumably take into account the deployment of its forces and armaments. We have no
fixed ideas as to what the criteria for drawing zones might be, how large zones might
be, whether they should have any particular shape, and so forth. We should like to
explore all these matters a great deal further. But, assuming for the moment that it is
up to the country to be inspected to divide itself up into zones, we think it follows
that it should be up to the countries interested in seeing that adequate inspection
takes place to take part in choosing the zone.
Ex e x t n 2 v d

Some of the same comments apply to our Swedish colleague's sixth question as
well. Nevertheless we feel we should add a few words about the problem of declara-
tions in connexion with control measures. As Mr. Zorin said yesterday, both the Soviet
and the United States disarmament programmes have provisions which call upon the
parties to furnish various types of declarations at appropriate times to the interna-
tional disarmament organization regarding specified facts and facets of their military
establishments. It is clear, therefore, that neither side regards declarations per se as
being damaging to military security, if they apply to the armed forces of a country as
a whole.

The question arises, however, whether military security might be adversely
affected if declarations applied not to the total armed strength of a country but only
to certain geographical fractions of that strength. In other words, the Soviet Union
might be willing to disclose its total strength in heavy tanks to the United States in
the course of implementing a treaty on general and complete disarmament, but it might
not be willing to say how many such tanks were in or around each major Soviet city or
position.

The United States zonal scheme, however, does not contemplate the creation of a
vast multiplicity of small zones. If it did it might well be said that a declaration about
military strength within each zone would provide useful information on the deployment
of armed forces and armaments. However, if the zones are fairly large in, let us say,
the United States and the Soviet Union, then it seems to us quite obvious that a
general declaration about military strength in a zone would tell little or nothing about
deployment which would be useful to any opponent for target use. The information
supplied would be useful solely for later cross-checking when the particular zone was
chosen for inspection.

Let me turn now to the seventh question. [ have already made some comments in
connexion with the fourth question, concerning when inspection might begin. The
seventh question also asks where inspection would take place: whether it would take
place where units or armaments were located or at special depots at which units and
armaments could be concentrated. In our outline treaty we have indicated flexibility
concerning this point. Permit me to call attention to paragraph 3 a of our document
ENDC/30. In that paragraph it is stated that the international disarmament organization
would verify reduction of armaments at "agreed depots" and reduction of armed forces
"either at the agreed depots or other agreed locations".(ENDC/30, page 13)

Practical considerations would obviously have to be paramount. We would have to
agree on what would be the most sensible and efficient place for verifying reduction of
particular types of armaments or reduction of armed forces. The answer might vary
from case to case. Clearly in cases of installations such as missile launching pads and
military production facilities, as our Soviet colleague stated yesterday, inspection
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would have to be on the spot. The same might be true in the case of inspection of
airfields and the like to ensure that they were converted to exclusively civilian uses.
In the case of nuclear delivery vehicles, our draft proposes destruction at selected
depots under supervision by the international disarmament organization. Other arma-
ments would be treated similarly.

ENDC/PV.37  USSR/Zorin ‘ 15.5.62 pp.28-29

I shall not enter into a difficult debate, but I shall draw your attention to specific
paragraphs of the Soviet draft treaty, to which, in particular, the representative of
India who spoke before me also drew attention.

Paragraph 2 of article 14 of our draft reads:

"The State parties to the Treaty shall provide advance information to the
International Disarmament Organization about all launchings of rockets for
peaceful purposes ..." (ENDC/2, page 12)
So you see that our draft treaty, in spite of the assertions of the United States repre-
sentative, does provide for advance information to be given to the international
disarmament organization about all - I stress "all" - launchings of rockets for peaceful
purposes.

Paragraph 2 of article 15 provides that the international disarmament organization
shall exercise control over the launchings of rockets and space devices for peaceful
purposes, and I quote:

"..Through the establishment of inspection teams at the sites for peaceful
rocket launchings who shall be present at the launchings and shall tho-
roughly examine every rocket or satellite before their launching". (ibid)

In my opinion, this is written quite clearly; the inspection teams of the interna-
tional disarmament organization or, in other words, the controllers, will be present at
the launching sites of rockets intended for peaceful purposes. They will not only
observe the launching of these rockets, but will thoroughly examine every rocket and
every satellite before their launching.

I also do not understand on what the United States representative was basing
himself when he asserted that the Soviet Union does not provide for any measures of
control over the production of boosters, as they are known in the United States, for
space vehicles. In this connexion I must draw your attention to article 5 of our draft
treaty. Paragraph 2 of this article contains a very clear provision for the discontin-
uance of production of all types of rockets and pilotless aircraft. Everything that has
been used for the production, testing and storing of this type of weapon will be liqui-
dated. There will remain the possibility of producing only one type of rocket, namely
rockets for the peaceful use of space. This, of course, includes space rockets and
boosters for them. It may be asked how this production will be carried out. I shall read
out paragraph 4 of article 5 of our draft treaty:

"For the peaceful exploration of space the production and testing of
appropriate rockets shall be allowed, provided that the plants producing
such rockets, as well as the rockets themselves, will be subject to super-
vision by the inspectors of the International Disarmament Organization"
(ENDC/2, page 6).

Perhaps the representative of the United States will understand more clearly, if I
especially draw his attention to the words "appropriate rockets". In Russian it means
rockets which are intended for definite purposes, and this, of course, includes all
rockets as well as boosters for large space rockets and vehicles,

So as to leave no doubts about the position of the Soviet Union on questions of
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outer space, I think I should sum it up briefly. This position is simple and logical. In
the first stage of disarmament all means of delivery of nuclear weapons, including mili-
tary rockets, are to be eliminated and destroyed. These measures, by removing the
danger of a nuclear attack by one State against another, will create a solid basis for
establishing control over the production of rockets for the peaceful use of outer space.
The production of these rockets, their use and the placing in orbit for various satel-
lites for the launching of space vehicles and so forth, will be carried out under inter-
national control. The international organization will be informed in advance about the
launching of these devices and its inspectors will be able to satisfy themselves that the
launching is carried out in full conformity with the announced programme and that the
rocket carries nothing except the necessary scientific instruments.

ENDC/PV.38  Poland/Naszkowski 16.5.62 pp.10-11

The Polish delegation is in full agreement with the representative of India, who
considers that acceptance of the principle of a two-thirds majority for substantive
decisions would save the control council from drawing conclusions that were incautious,
ill-considered or harmful. Adoption of the principle of a two-thirds majority is not
prejudicial to anyone. That principle gives everyone the same rights and the same
opportunities. It provides a guarantee for the minority that their interests will be
properly safeguarded. It is thus the most democratic and fair principle there is, and it
is of advantage to both parties.

The arguments advanced by Mr. Dean and repeated yesterday by Mr. Stelle con-
cerning the alleged risk of the Soviet Union capturing the votes of the non-aligned
States on the control council sounded strange here. As Mr. Zorin, the Soviet represen-
tative, rightly pointed out yesterday, it is not a question of capturing votes, but of the
use of persuasion which, thanks to this voting principle, remains open to all the
parties. Does the United States already have doubts about its arguments and its ability
to convince the other memebers of the council?

Mr. Godber, the representative of the United Kingdom, claims to see a contradic-
tion between the principle of the vote in the control council and article 40 of the
Soviet draft treaty. There is clearly no contradiction. Article 40 was included in the
treaty mainly to stress once more the specific nature of the functions of the control
council, which cannot have any rights that conflict with the Security Council's prerog-
atives under the United Nations Charter. The purpose of article 40, in our view, is
mainly to draw a clear line of demarcation between the functions of the control
council, which is called upon to establish facts, and those of the Security Council,
which is competent to take suitable measures in the event of a threat to the peace or
act of aggression. .

The second point I wish to consider is the idea of what is called progressive zonal
inspection. This proposal seems to show a recognition by the Western States that their
former ideas on this subject were lacking in realism and that it is materially impossible
to apply, especially over vast territories, the principle of total control over weapons
alleged to be concealed — in other words, that it is impossible to control all the arma-
ments of the other party in the absence of complete disarmament. Nevertheless, here
too, at the root of this new idea, there is a lack of logic; for this idea of zones still
implies the need for complete control and for inspection of the whole area of the zone
selected. So we are dealing with the same old concept of control over the retained
armaments of States, the only difference being that this control would be limited by
the confines of a particular zone, and thus much easier for those wishing to effect it.

We cannot accept the argument advanced yesterday by the representative of the
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United States, according to which disclosure of the overall levels of forces and arma-
ments situated in a particular zone can be of no significance from the point of view of
military intelligence if the zone is large enough. The size of the zone makes no differ-
ence to the fact that if complete control over armaments were to be authorized in
zones chosen by the other party, it would be prejudicial to the defences of the country
undergoing control.

In his statement of 11 May (ENDC/PV.35) Mr. Edberg, the Swedish representative,
asked the United States delegation how it proposed to apply the system of zonal
inspection to foreign bases. Mr. Stelle answer that question yesterday (ENDC/PV.37).
He said that if a country in which such a base was situated adhered to the treaty, the
base could be included in the system of zonal inspection. He thus envisages a situation
in which foreign bases would not be subject to any control if the country in which they
were situated had not adhered to the treaty or refused to negotiate an agreement with
the control organization. We know, moreover, that the United States plan accepts the
possibility of such a situation arising. It provides that the treaty on general and
complete disarmament, and its first stage, shall still come into force even if the
countries with a smaller military potential have not yet adhered to the treaty. It is
also well known that a large proportion of the United States bases are situated in the
territory of countries which can be described as not being of great military signifi-
cance. Is this approach to the problem consistent with the principle of maintaining the
balance while disarmament is being carried out?

ENDC/PV.38  Canada/Burns 16.5.62 pp.22-23

The position of the Western Powers is that we must consider the verification of
the measure before we know if it is acceptable, in conformity with the sixth Agreed
Principle which I have quoted previously: "All disarmament measures should be imple-
mented from beginning to end under such strict and effective international control as
would provide firm assurance that all parties are honouring their obligations" (ENDC/5,
p.2). If any measure is proposed which is incapable of being so verified, then it is not
in accordance with the Agreed Principles and should not have a place in the eventually
agreed treaty. And this -- at least in the view of the Canadian delegation -—- is the
case with the Soviet proposal for a 100 per cent reduction of nuclear weapon vehicles
in stage I. '

However, the Soviet representative may have intended to ask the Western nations
how they would propose to carry out verification of the measures in the United States
plan, that is, the 30 per cent reduction of nuclear weapons vehicles in stage I proceed-
ing by steps of 10 per cent at a time. We are certainly obliged to explain to this
Conference how, in our view, verification could be carried out. I will not attempt to
give a full explanation of the zonal sampling plan - that will, I assume, be done in due
course by the United States delegation — but would like to advance some illustrative
ideas which may give members of the Conference a notion of the practicability of this
general idea In terms of time and manpower. I should say that the figures that follow
are approximate and illustrative. No doubt later, when fuller studies of the zonal veri-
fication technique are available, we shall have much more precise estimates.

Suppose we say that under the United States zonal plan of verification when there
is a 10 per cent reduction in nuclear weapons vehicles and other armaments, 10 per
cent of Soviet Union territory, and of the territories of all parties, should be subject
to verification procedures. This would amount to 2,200,000 square kilometres for the
Soviet Union. In passing I would say that vast areas of the Soviet Union, like those in
my country, are not developed to the extent that a close examination of what they




61

might contain would be necessary. But suppose that a block of 220,000 square kilo-
metres, or one per cent, of Soviet Union territory is to be fairly carefully examined to
see that it only contains those armaments and armed forces which are supposed to be
there according to the agreement. Now, 220,000 square kilometres represents a square
of 465 kilometres each side. This is less than one hour's flight for a jet aircraft, which
could be taking air photographs; it is not a very long day's journey for a motorcar on
reasonable roads.

But, to get an idea of the number of men and the time required to make an inspec-
tion, it occurred to me to compare this to a topographical survey. Many years ago,
when I was engaged in this work, a surveyor with a plane-table could map about one
square mile a day, which is approximately 2.6 square kilometres. Making a detailed
topographical map of the area would probably be a longer job than looking through it
to see if there were any unauthorised armaments. If one divides 220,000 by 2.6 one
gets 85,000 man-days of work, that is to say, the equivalent of 500 men working for
six months. The 500 men might be doubled to allow for administrative and transport
personnel. Those figures are for one per cent of Soviet territory, and a simple multipli-
cation will show what would be required to inspect 10 per cent. Given modern methods
of transport and observation, it would be possible to examine such blocks of territory
within a relatively short space of time —- the six months I have suggested.

Of course, the inspection proposed in the United States plan would call for the
co-operation of the country in whose territory the inspection was being carried out,
and this co-operation really is the most important part in order to give reassurance
that compliance with the disarmament obligations is genuine. If the military and other
officials of the host country co-operated with the international inspectors, the latter
would only have to ask to be shown what was in a certain building or establishment
and it would be shown to them. This is really what would create the confidence that
disarmament measures were being carried out in good faith — the acceptance of the
obligation to show that there was nothing hidden "under the jacket".

ENDC/PV.38 UK/Godber 16.5.62 p.39

But, of course, there is this other factor which we should not forget: These control
officers, even if they were widely distributed throughout a country, could still be
ineffective as observers of the matters that they had been sent to verify if they had
insufficient freedom of movement. Such freedom is essential. If our Soviet colleagues
would concede that the controllers would have at least the same degree of freedom as,
for instance, all of us here in this room enjoy in this country of Switzerland, then I
think we would have moved closer together. I do emphasize that as a very salient point
in the effectiveness of the verification officers. )

Mr. Zorin has appealed to us to say how we envisage carrying out inspection with
the aim of discovering hidden weapons. I think Mr. Burns today gave us some very
graphic illustrations of how this could be worked out and what in fact would be
involved. We, for our part, in the United Kingdom have made a fairly exhaustive study
of the problems of verification and we shall be ready to discuss with our colleagues in
considerable detail what can be done and what cannot be done. Personally, I rather
doubt whether this is a matter which could be really satisfactorily dealt with in these
large plenary meetings. One has to face this fact: it does raise questions of very con-
siderable technical complexity. But equally I do not take the view that the right
approach is to seek to settle all the political problems and only then to deal with the
technical issues. The fact is that, in most questions of government nowadays, the arbi-
trary division between political, military and technical issues, leads one nowhere. This
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is true even in the restricted field of internal government within a country.

What we have got to try to do is reach a solution by a series of successive approx-
imations, if I can use a mathematical term here, in which political and technical views
are looked at alternately until some kind of solution satisfying everybody is hammered
out. I think we have got to think of the practicalities of this. I myself have in the past
proposed that it would be useful in certain circumstances to think in terms of sub-
committees; this might be one of the avenues where that thought could be followed.
But certainly such studies as we have made of verification techniques do not lead us to
the conclusion which Mr. Zorin sometimes seeks to put into our mouths: that 100 per
cent inspection of remainders is always technically possible; in fact, such studies as we
have made lead us to think quite the reverse.

ENDC/PV.38 USSR/ Zorin ' 16.5.62 P47

As you were unable to give an answer in the case of the two rooms which were
locked, do you really expect that the entire territory of any country — the United
States or the Soviet Union — will contain only open rooms? Surely you do not imagine
that this will be so? This only shows how unrealistic your approach is and how much it
smacks of propaganda, since only for propaganda purposes is it possible to talk of 100
per cent verification of what remains and to claim-that the Soviet Union does not want
this. I tell you that since we want 100 per cent elimination of armaments, we also
want 100 per cent verification in order to ensure that nothing remains. You say that
this is a change in our position. No. Our position has always been that 100 per cent
elimination should be accompanied by 100 per cent verification. This is what we have
always said. You ask how the Soviet Union thinks the detection of clandestine stock-
piles should be undertaken. My answer is that we should discuss this together. How do
you envisage the detection of clandestine stockpiles? After all, a number of provisions
in your plan also refer to clandestine activity. It will get you nowhere to attempt to
evade the issue by arguing that the Soviet representative should give an answer,
because an answer is required from you no less than from us.

We are realists and we therefore say that the verification of which you speak is
unnecessary. It is sufficient to verify what is reduced and for the destruction to be
verified visually by the controllers. This gives, if not a 100 per cent, then at least a
98-99 per cent guarantee that the actual disarmament process is proceeding correctly.

ENDC/PV.39 Bulgaria/Tarabanov 18.5.62 pp-8-9

In our opinion, however, the question is not whether we could control the disarma-
ment measures proposed in the Soviet draft - I shall revert to that point later - but
whether we agree to adopt the disarmament measures proposed by the Soviet Union in
its draft treaty, which are real disarmament measures. With regard to control, as the
Soviet representative has pointed out, once we agree on the disarmament measures to
be adopted, it will always be possible to agree upon the corresponding verification
measures.

In his statment on 16 May, the Soviet Union representative emphasized that the
difficulties and obstacles are in no way due to the alleged unwillingness of the Soviet
Union to say how many control posts and inspectors there should be on its territory,
but to the reluctance of the Western Powers to reach an agreement on general and
complete disarmament. He then said:

"These are all minor points." (he was referring to the information request-
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ed by certain Western delegations on the number of control posts and the
freedom of movement of inspectors in Soviet territory) "We can reach
agreement on all this; these are practical questions. But let us agree on
what you are prepared to accept in the matter of disarmament."
(ENDC/PV.38, pages 48-49)
The Soviet representative's conclusion that there are differences on disarmament
measures is, moreover, confirmed by many statements made by the Western delegations.

In his statement on 11 May, Mr. Burns, the representative of Canada, said:

"But as all delegations here have by now come to know very well, the
West does not agree with the way in which the Soviet Union proposes to
carry out disarmament for several other reasons besides those that we
have given in criticism of its inadequate provisions for control."
(ENDC/PV.35, page 38)

As we can see, it is not a matter of the corresponding control measures required
to verify the disarmament measures proposed by the Soviet Union; it is those disarma-
ment measures themselves that are not to the liking of the Western Powers.

Nevertheless, the representatives of the Western Powers continue, in their state-
ments, to make the organization of disarmament control one of the major obstacles -
the stumbling block - to all our efforts to reach an agreement on general and complete
disarmament. They continue to discuss the alleged inadequacy of control and verifica-
tion measures to be applied to disarmament measures which they are, a priori, unwilling
to accept. This only leads to the prolongation ad infinitum of our discussion on the
control of measures which appear unacceptable to the West for reasons other than
those the Western delegations advance in this Committee.

Thus we go on endlessly discussing control in the abstract, with the result that we
are not getting down to the work of formulating a disarmament programme and reach-
ing agreement on it. '

We consider that all discussion on control should be closely linked with the imple-
mentation of concrete disarmament measures. But the Western delegations are trying to
draw us into a fruitless discussion on methods of control and hypothetical disarmament
measures which they reject as such a priori. Some of them have even attempted to
justify this procedure.

ENDC/PV.39 Brazil/de Mello-Franco 18.5.62 pp.16-19

As I have already said, the question of control is closely linked with the problem
of confidence. It is the key to the whole system of disarmament; in every field, from
every aspect and in every attempt, this is the obstacle. It is when control comes up
that we hear these condemnations which, like a guillotine, decapitate the solutions pro-
posed. It was this same guillotine which decapitated the eight-nation memorandum on
the discontinuance of nuclear tests, and it is still working efficiently in the
negotiations on the treaty itself.

At our last informal meeting but one, I had occasion to ask the indulgence of the
countries, which have for years been at the centre of the negotiations on disarmament,
in regard to the statements of representatives of countries newly admitted to the
Conference, who are naturally less familiar with the subject. At the plenary meeting of
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