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FOREWORD

The present publication is the latest in a series of volumes 
that have been issued annually since 1960. It contains basic 
documents on arms control and disarmament developments 
during the year. The work of the United States Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency is described in the 12th annual 
report, which is printed at the end of the documentary 
material.

The papers are printed chronologically. They are preceded 
by a topical list of documents and followed by a chronologi- 
cal list. Other reference aids include a bibliography, an index, 
and lists of abbreviations, international organizations and 
conferences, and persons. The papers were compiled by 
Robert W. Lambert with the assistance of Ruth Ihara and 
Jean Mayer. Useful suggestions were also received from other 
officers of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency.

Technical editing was done in the Editorial Services Branch 
of the Publishing and Reproduction Division, Department of 
State.
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Cooperation in Europe 
CTB—comprehensive test ban

CW—chemical warfare/weapons 
DMZ—demilitarized zone 
doc.—document
DOD—U.S. Department of Defense 
DRV—Democratic Republic of Viet

nam
E./—Economic and Social Council 
E N D C -  E ighteen-nation Disarma

ment Committee^ 
E P A -E nvironm enta l Protection 

Agency 
ERS—earth resources satellite 
E U R A T O M -E uropean  Atomic 

Energy Community 
Ex.—Executive
F AO-Food and Agriculture Or

ganization 
F A S -F e d e ra tio n  of American 

Scientists 
FRG—Federal Republic of Germany 
FY—fiscal year
GBA—Gauribidanur [seismic] array 
GDR—German Democratic Republic 
GNP—gross national product
H.-House [of Representatives, U.S.

Congress]
HFS-Hagfors [seismological] Ob

servatory 
H J. Res.—House Joint Resolution 
HMSO-Her Majesty’s Stationery 

Office
H.R.—House of Representatives 
H. Res.—House of Representatives 

resolution 
IAEA-International Atomic Energy 

Agency
ICAS—Interdepartmental Committee 

for Atmospheric Sciences 
ICBM —intercontinenta l ballistic 

missile
ICRP-International Commission on 

Radiation Protection 
ICRU—International Commission on 

Radiation Units and Measure
ments

INF.-Information document^ 
lUPAC—International Union of Pure 

and Applied Chemistry 
JCS-Joint Chiefs of Staff 
jt.—joint 
Kt-kiloton

XV
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kton—kiloton
/L.-document of limited distribu

tion, working document^ 
LASA—large aperture seismic array 
LD-lethal dose 
LP-long period
MASF-Mnitary Assistance, Service- 

Funded
MBFR—mutual and balanced force 

reductions 
MIRV —m ultip le  independently-

targeted reentry vehicle 
MIST—minor isotopes safeguards 

techniques 
MRV—multiple reentry vehicle 
msr—missile site radar 
NAC—North Atlantic Council 
NADGE-NATO Air Defense Ground 

Environment project 
NATO—North Atlantic Treaty Or

ganization 
NCA-National Command Authority 
NIE—National Intelligence Estimate 
NM—nautical miles 
NOAA—National Oceanic and At

m ospheric Administration 
(U.S.)

NORSAR—Norwegian Seismic Array 
NPD—nuclear power demonstration 

reactor
NPT—nonproUferation treaty 
NSC—National Security Council 
O AS—Organization of American 

States '
O A U—O r ganization for African 

Unity
OPAN A L—Organization for the 

P ro h ib itio n  o f N uclear 
Weapons in Latin America 

PAR-perimeter acquisition radar 
P.L.-Public Law 
PRC-People’s Republic of China 
prov.—provisional 
pt.—part
pub.—published, publication, pub- 

Usher
W  ,—proces verbal (verbatim 

record)^
R&D—research and development 
rept.—report 
RES.—resolution^ 
rev.—revision, revised ̂
R.S.-Revised Statute 
S/—Security ^ouncO^
S.—Senate
S A AC —Seismic Array Analysis 

Center

SAL—strategic arms limitation 
SALT—Strategic Arms Limitation 

Talks
SART-Strategic Arms Reduction 

Talks
SASP—seismic array station proces

sor
SCC—Standing Consultative Com

mission 
SD—standard deviation 
SEC—section 
sess,—session
S IP R I-S tockho lm  International 

Peace Research Institute 
S.J. Res.-Senate Joint Resolution 
SLBM—submarine-launched ballistic 

missile
S L C M -submarine-launched cruise 

missile 
SP—short period
SRAM—short-range attack missile 
S. Res.—Senate Resolution 
SSBN—fleet ballistic missile sub

marine
SSR—Soviet Socialist Republic 
Stat.—United States Statutes at Large 
TIAS—Treaties and Other Inter- 

national Acts Series^
U C R L—University of California 

Radiation Laboratory 
U.K.—United Kingdom 
ULMS—undersea long-range missile 

system 
U.N.—United Nations 
UNESCO—United Nations Educa

tional, Scientific, and Cultural 
Organization 

UNGA-United Nations General As
sembly

UNSCEAR—United Nations Scien
tific Committee on the Effects 
of Atomic Radiation on Man 
and His Environment 

UNTS—United Nations Treaty Series 
U.S.—United States 
U .S.A . —(1) United States of 

America, (2) U.S. Army 
USC—United States Code 
USMC-U.S. Marine Corps 
USN-U.S. Navy
U.S.S.R.—Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics 
UST-United States Treaties and 

O ther International Agree
ments^

VFW—Veterans of Foreign Wars 
VLPE—very long period experiment
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VLP—very long period 
WDC—world disarmament, confer

ence
/WG—working group ̂

YKA—Yellowknife [seismic] array 
WHO—World Health Organization 
WWSSN —W orld-wide Standard 

Seismograph Network

* Abbreviation used in documents of United Nations organs or international 
conferences served by the United Nations Secretariat.

^Type of reactor that uses natural uranium, deuterium (heavy water), for a 
moderator and does not r^uire enrichment.

 ̂Title changed from Ei^teen-nation Committee on Disarmament in 1969.
 ̂Title changed to Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in 1969.
 ̂Issued sin^y in pamphlets by the U.S. Department of State.

^Volumes published on a calendar-year basis, beginning Jan. 1,1950.

505-954 0 - 74 -2



LIST OF PRINCIPAL ORGANIZATIONS 
AND CONFERENCES

Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD), 1969- (formerly 
Ei^teen-Nation Committee on Disarmament).

Announced at the United Nations, Dec. 13, 1961, and endorsed by 
General Assembly resolution 1722 (XVI), Dec. 20, 1961. Name 
changed to Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, Aug. 26, 
1969. 21st session, Feb. 29-Apr. 27, 1972; 22nd session June 20-Sept. 
7, 1972; Membership: Argentina, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Canada, 
Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia, France,^ Hungary, India, Italy, Japan, 
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, the Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan. Poland, 
Romania, Sweden, U.A.R., U.K., U.S., U.S.S.R., Yugoslavia. Perma" 
nent Co-Chairmen: U.S. and Soviet representatives. Committee o f the 
Whole: All members.^ Subcommittee on a Treaty for the Discontinu
ance o f  Nuclear Weapon Tests: U.K., U.S., U.S.S.R.

Disarmament Commission, 1952-
Established by General Assembly resolution 502 (VI), Jan. 1 1, 1952. 
Since 1959 the Commission has comprised all U.N. members. It did not 
meet in 1972.

Fourth International Conference on the Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy
Convened under General Assembly Resolutions 2309 (XXII), 2406 
(XXIII), 2575 (XXIV) and 2651 (XXV). Met in Geneva, Sept. 6-16, 
1972. Participated in by 84 States Members of the United Nations, 9 
specialized agencies and the IAEA, 8 inter-governmental organizations, 
and 16 nongovernmental organizations.

International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), 1956-
Established by Statute of Oct. 26, 1956. Membership: 103 in 1972. 
16th session of General Conference, Sept. 26-Oct. 3, 1972, in Mexico 
City.

Strategic Arms Limitation Talks Between the United States and the Soviet 
Union.

Announced July 1, 1968. p to e , sixth session, Nov. 15, 1971-Feb. 
4, 1972, Vienna; seventh session, Mar. 28-May 26, 1972, Helsinki. 
Second phase, first session, Nov. 21-Dec. 21, 1972, Geneva.

United Nations Conference on the Human Environment.
Convened in accordance with General Assembly Resolution 2850 
(XXVJ). Met at Stockholm, June 5-16, 1972. Representatives from 113 
countries participated.

United Nations General Assembly.
Twenty-seventh session, Sept. 19-Dec. 19, 1972.

‘ France has not participated.
^For the origind membership prior to the 1969 enlargement, see Documents on 

Disarmament, 1968, p. xvii.
^Has not met since 1962.
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Hsinhua News Agency Communique on Chinese Nuclear Tests,
January 9,1972*

China conducted a new nuclear test at 1500 hours (Peking time) 
on 7 January 1972. The Chinese Government declares once again 
that the conducting of necessary and limited nuclear tests by 
China is for the purpose of breaking the nuclear monopoly and 
nuclear blackmail by the two super-Powers. At no time and under 
no circumstances will China be the first to use nuclear weapons. 
The Chinese Government has all along stood for the convening of 
a world conference to discuss the question of complete prohibi
tion and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons and, as the first 
step, to reach a solemn agreement on the non-use of nuclear 
weapons by all nuclear countries at any time and under any 
circumstances. The Chinese Government and people are willing to 
strive for this goal together with the other peoples and peace- 
loving countries in the world.

Prague Declaration on Peace, Security, and Cooperation in
Europe, January 26, 1972^

The People’s Republic o f Bulgaria, the Czechoslovak Socialist 
Republic, the German Democratic Republic, the Hungarian 
People’s Republic, the Polish People’s RepubUc, the Socialist 
Republic of Romania and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
represented at the conference of the Political Advisory Committee 
of States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty held in Prague on 25 and 26 
January 1972, considered the recent course of events in Europe. 
They analysed these events from the standpoint o f their un
changing goal, which is to achieve the conversion of the European 
continent into a region o f permanent, enduring peace, a region of 
fruitful co-operation between sovereign and equal States, a force 
for stability and mutual understanding throughout the world. The 
partfcipants in the conference noted with satisfaction that further 
progress had been made in this direction.

A most important role in the unification of all the forces which 
favour peace and co-operation in Europe is played by the 
proposals of the socialist States for the strengthening of European 
security and the convening for that purpose o f an all-European 
conference, which are contained in the Bucharest declaration of 
1966,^ the Budapest appeal o f 1969“* and the Berlin declaration

iA/8654 and S/10503, Jan. 11,1972.
^A/8661 and S/10537, Feb. 11,1972. 
^Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 407420. 
^Ibid., 1969, pp. 106-109.
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of 1970.® These proposals by the States Parties to the Warsaw 
Treaty, together with other actions and initiatives they have taken, 
constitute a broad programme for peace and contribute to the 
creation of a new political climate in Europe.

An increasingly significant contribution to the common cause 
of peace in Europe is also being made by other European States. 
Some of them are placing the interests of European peace firmly 
in the forefront of their policy, and this has a beneficial effect on 
the situation in Europe.

I

The participants in the conference note the great positive 
significance o f the recent strengthening of contacts between 
European States belonging to different social systems and of the 
development of political contacts among them, especially in the 
form of consultations on matters o f mutual interest. This 
facilitates a realization among European States that they have 
common long-term interests in the sphere of peace and co-opera
tion.

As a result o f the efforts and the constructive contribution of 
the States participating in the present conference, and also of the 
efforts and constructive contribution of other States, relations 
based on peaceful co-existence between European States are 
becoming ever more firmly established. In this connexion, the 
participants in the conference note the importance o f the 
principles o f co-operation between the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics and France which were recently adopted at the close of 
Soviet-French negotiations at the highest level.®

The easing of tension on the European continent is also 
furthered by the widening of economic, commercial, scientific, 
technical, cultural and other ties between European States.

Mutual relations between European nations are growing 
stronger and are becoming ever more diversified. European public 
opinion is becoming increasingly active in the struggle for the 
further relaxation of tension and for peace and security in Europe.

The States represented at the conference expressed their 
gratification at the fact that the results achieved through the 
relaxation of tension in Europe are being consoUdated where 
necessary by appropriate instruments which are binding imder 
international law.

The Political Advisory Committee regards the commencement 
of the ratification of the treaties between the Soviet Union and 
the Federal Republic of Germany’ and between the Polish

Senate Foreign Relations Committee, o n  Germany, 1944-1970 (S. Com. 
print, 92d Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 876-879.

^Ql.New York Times, Oct. 31,1971, p. 1.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 403-404.
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People’s Republic and the Federal Republic o f Germany* as a 
positive step. The entry of these treaties into tbrce will be in the 
interests not only o f the actual signatories but of all European 
States; it will lead to a consolidation of the foundations of 
European peace.

The States participating in the' conference stressed the positive 
significance o f the quadripartite agreement o f 3 September 1971 
on matters relating to West Berlin® and also o f the agreements 
between the Governments of the German Democratic Republic 
and the Federal Republic of Germany^® and between the 
Government o f the German Democratic Republic and the West 
Berlin Senate.^ ‘

A major factor in the strengthening of peace is the growing 
international recognition of the German Democratic RepubUc. 
Further progress in this direction, including the establishment of 
relations between the German Democratic Republic and the 
Federal Republic of Germany in accordance with the rules of 
international law, will be an important contribution to the cause 
of peace, security and co-operation.

The participants in the conference call for the settlement 
without further delay of the question of the admission of the 
German Democratic Repviblic and the Federal Republic of 
Germany to membership in the United Nations.

The participants in the conference note with satisfaction that an 
exchange of views is taking place between the Governments of the 
Czechoslovak Socialist Repubhc and the Federal Republic of 
Germany on matters outstanding in relations between those two 
countries, and above all on the recognition of the Munich 
Agreement as having been invalid ab initio. They express support 
for the just demands of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic and 
consider that the achievement of agreement will contribute to the 
improvement o f the situation in Europe.

The taking of these steps MU contribute to the rapid and" 
thoroughgoing elimination from relations between the Federal 
RepubUc of Germany and the socialist countries of the conse
quences of a long period of mistrust and tension and to the fuU 
normaUzation of those relations, which will in turn promote a 
further easing of tension on the European continent and the 
development of co-operation between all European States.

The States represented at the conference of the Political 
Advisory Committee welcome the prospect o f further positive 
changes in Europe. At the same time, they are aware o f the 
continuing activity in Europe of those forces which are interested 
in maintaining tension, in setting one group of European States 
against another and in preserving opportunities to stir up conflict 
yet again on the European continent. The facts, including very

^Documents on Germany, 1944-1970, pp. 884-885.
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 27,1971, pp. 318 ff. 

^'^Ci.New York Times, Dec. 12,1971, p. 3.
“ Cf. ibid., Dec. 18,1971, p. 3; Dec. 21, 1971, p. 18.
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recent events, show that these forces cannot conceive of European 
politics outside blocs and are strivmg more than ever to intensify 
the arms race on the European continent. The States Parties to the 
Warsaw Treaty cannot but draw from this the appropriate 
conclusions with regard to their security. However, they are 
convinced that the ahgnment of forces in Europe is now such that 
the opposition of those who are against an easing of tension can be 
overcome if a unified and consistent effort is made to consoUdate 
peace.

II

The States participating in the conference express their convic
tion that at the present stage collective, joint actions by European 
States directed towards strengthening European security are 
particularly important and completely feasible. In this connexion, 
they express their support for the convening as soon as possible of 
an all-European conference on questions of security and co
operation, to be attended on a basis of equality by all-European 
States as well as the United States and Canada.

The participants in the all-European conference would be able 
to formulate practical measures for the further easing of tension in 
Europe and make a start on the establishment of a system of 
European security.

The participants in the conference are of the opinion that 
European security and co-operation require the establishment o f a 
system of obligations which would bar the threat or use of force in 
relations between States in Europe, give all countries a guarantee 
of protection against acts of aggression and promote the well-being 
and prosperity o f all nations.

The States participating in the conference of the Political 
Advisory Committee favour the general recognition and practical 
implementation in the political life of the European continent of 
the following basic principles governing European security and 
relations between States in Europe:

Inviolability o f  frontiers: The present frontiers between
European States, including those which came into being as a result 
of the Second World War, are inviolable. Any attempt to infringe 
them would constitute a threat to European peace. For that 
reason, the inviolability of the existing frontiers and the territorial 
integrity of the States of Europe must continue to be strictly 
observed, and territorial claims by one State against another must 
be completely excluded.

Non-use o f  force: There should be no use or threat of force in
relations between States in Europe. All matters at issue between 
them should be settled exclusively by peaceful political means, by 
means of negotiations in accordance with the fundamental 
principles of international law in such a way as to avoid any threat 
to the legitimate interests, peace and security of peoples.

Peaceful co-existence: The historical development of Europe
has led to the formation of States belonging to two social systems:
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socialism and capitalism. The difference between these systems 
should not constitute an insuperable obstacle to the development 
of all aspects of relations between them. Having excluded war as 
an instrument of poUcy, the European States belonging to various 
social systems can and should establish mutual relations on the 
basis of agreement and co-operation in the interests of peace.

The foundations o f  good-neighbourly relations and co-operation 
in the interests o f  peace: Good-neighbourly relations between
European States should develop on the basis of the principles of 
independence and national sovereignty, equal rights, non
interference in internal affairs and mutual benefit. This approach 
should become a permanent policy in relations between States in 
Europe, a permanent factor in the life of all European nations, and 
should also lead to the development of good-nei^bourly relations 
and mutual understanding among States in the various parts of 
Europe. Efforts must be made to transform relations between 
European States in such a way as to overcome the division of the 
continent into military-political groups.

Mutually beneficial ties between States: In conditions of
peace, mutually beneficial ties of a varied nature between 
European States should be greatly expanded in the realms of 
economics, science, technology, culture, tourism and protection of 
the environment. In its turn the development o f such ties, by 
giving a material content to the striving of European nations for 
peace, tranquillity and prosperity, will strengthen the stability of 
the system of security and co-operation now emerging in Europe.

Disarmament: In the interests of strengthening international
peace, European States must contribute in every possible way to a 
solution of the problem of general and complete disarmament, and 
above all of nuclear disarmament, and to the implementation of 
measures to limit and halt the arms race.

Support for the United Nations: The goals of European States
in international affairs correspond to the provisions of the United 
Nations Charter: to promote the maintenance of international 
peace and security and the development of friendly relations and 
co-operation among States. The States of Europe support the 
United Nations and are in favour of strengthening it in accordance 
with the provisions o f the United Nations Charter.

By making these lofty principles and goals the basis of relations 
between States in Europe, the all-European conference will take a 
decision of great historical import. It will be the beginning of 
fruitful co-operation which can make Europe genuinely peaceful.

At the all-European conference it will also be possible to agree 
on specific guidelines for the further development of mutually 
beneficial ties between European States in all spheres, for the 
elimination of all forms of discrimination, inequaUty and artificial 
barriers. Co-operation in the rational exploitation of the raw and 
energy resources o f Europe, in efforts to improve industrial 
potential and increase the fertility of the soil and in the 
application of the achievements of the scientific and technological

\
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revolution will multiply the possibilities for increasing the 
prosperity of the European nations. There will be a still greater 
increase in mutual enrichment through the exchange of spiritual 
values and of knowledge of each other’s culture and art.

It would be desirable to establish at the all-European conference 
a permanent body of all interested participating States so that 
after the conference the joint search for agreement on further 
steps in the same direction could be continued.

In the opinion of the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty, all 
the above questions should form the basic subject-matter of the 
agenda of the all-European conference.

The States represented at the conference of the Political 
Advisory Committee believe that the all-European conference can 
be convened in 1972, and they regard as a favourable factor in this 
connexion the statements made by a number of Western European 
States to the effect that they are of the same opinion.

The participants in the conference of the Political Advisory 
Committee appreciate the views of the many States which are 
calling for the commencement of the preparatory work required 
for the all-European conference in order to hasten its convening 
and contribute to its success. They consider it desirable to adopt 
the proposal of the Government of Finland for the holding in 
Helsinki of multilateral consultations with the participation of all 
the European States concerned as well as the United States and 
Canada. The States participating in the conference again confirm 
that they have decided to designate representatives to participate, 
together with the representatives of other States, in multilateral 
consultations air»ed at reaching agreement on matters connected 
with the preparation and organization of the all-European con
ference. They note that the proposal f®r multilateral consultations 
as a method of preparing for the all-European conference has now 
gained the support of all interested States, and they call for the 
commencement of multilateral consultations at the earliest pos
sible date.

Ill

The States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty consider that the 
interests o f strengthening European security would also be served 
by agreement on the reduction of armed forces and armaments in 
Europe. Their fundamental position is that the question of 
reducing both foreign and national armed forces and armaments in 
Europe should be settled in a way that does not prejudice the 
interests o f the countries involved in such a reduction. The 
consideration of this problem and the determination of methods 
of solving it should not be the prerogative of the existing 
mihtary-political alliances in Europe. An appropriate agreement 
can be reached on the method of conducting negotiations on the 
matter.

4:

* *
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The People’s Republic of Bulgaria, the Czechoslovak Socialist 
Republic, the German Democratic Republic, the Hungarian 
People’s Republic, the Polish People’s Republic, the Socialist 
Republic of Romania and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
are convinced that historical developments have brought Europe 
to an important tviming point. The year 1972 can bring the 
European nations not only new hope for lasting peace and security 
but also real progress towards their realization. It is the highest 
duty of all States to work actively towards that goal.

FOR THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF BULGARIA:

(Signed) Todor ZHIVKOV 
First Secretary o f  the Central Committee 
o f  the Bulgarian Communist Party, Chair
man o f  the State Council o f  the People’s 

Republic o f  Bulgaria

(Signed) Stanko TODOROV 
Chairman o f  the Council o f  Ministers o f  the 

People’s Republic o f  Bulgaria

FOR THE CZECHOSLOVAK SOCIALIST REPUBLIC;

(Signed) Gustav HUSAK 
General Secretary o f  the Central Com
mittee o f  the Communist Party o f  Czecho

slovakia

(Signed) Ludvik SVOBODA

President o f  the Czechoslovak Socialist 
Republic

(Signed) Lubomir STROUGAL 
Chairman o f  the Government o f  the 

Czechoslovak Socialist Republic

FOR THE GERMAN DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC:

(Signed) Erich HONECKER 
First Secretary o f  the Central Committee 
o f  the Socialist Unity Party o f  Germany

(Signed) Wolfgang RAUCHFUSS 
Deputy Chairman o f  the Council o f  
Ministers o f  the German Democratic 

Republic

FOR THE HUNGARIAN PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC:

(Signed) J anos KADAR 
First Secretary o f  the Central Committee 
o f  the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party
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(Signed) Jeno FOCK 
Chairman o f  the Hungarian Revolutionary 

Workers’ and Peasants’ Government

FOR THE POLISH PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC;

(Signed) Edward GIEREK 
First Secretary o f  the Central Committee 

o f  the Polish United Workers’ Party

(Signed) Piotr JAROSZEWICZ 
Chairman o f  the Council o f  Ministers o f  the 

Polish People’s Republic

FOR THE SOCIALIST REPUBLIC OF ROMANIA:

(Signed) Nicolae CEAUSESCU 
General Secretary o f  the Romanian Com

munist Party 
Chairman o f  the State Council o f  the

Socialist Republic o f  Romania

(Signed) Ion Gheorghe MAURER 
Chairman o f  the Council o f  Ministers o f  the 

Socialist Republic o f  Romania

FOR THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS:

(Signed) L. I. BREZHNEV 
General Secretary o f  the Central Com
mittee o f  the Communist Party o f  the 

Soviet Union

(Signed) A. N. KOSYGIN 
Chairman o f  the Council o f  Ministers o f  the 

Union o f  Soviet Socialist Republics

Prague, 26 January 1972

Statement by Under Secretary of State Irwin to the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee: Sea-Bed Arms Control Treaty, 
January 27, 1972‘

It is a pleasure to appear before this Committee in support of 
the President’s request that the Senate give its advice and consent 
to ratification of the Seabed Arms Control Treaty, or to give it its 
full name, “The Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of 
Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the

Seabed Arms Control Treaty: Hearing Before the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
United States Senate, Ninety-second Congress, 2d sess., on Ex. H 92-1, Treaty on the 
Prohibition o f the Emplacement o f Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons o f Mass 
Destruction on the Seabed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof pp. 2-4.
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Seabed aiid the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof.”  ̂ At the 
outset I express our gratitude for the important contribution of 
the Junior Senator from Rhode Island. He has done much to show 
the way in this important field of arms limitation. His declaration 
of principles and draft treaty were initiatives of real significance. 
He has been a leader in this important area. The Administration is 
most grateful for his contribution.

The rapid advance of science and the major progress made in 
space and marine technology since World War II have led to a 
growing awareness of the urgent need to reach agreement, through 
arms control negotiations, to prohibit weapons o f mass destruc
tion in areas where they have not yet been introduced. The Outer 
Space Treaty is an example of a preventive step in this regard 
already taken by the international community. The seabed is the 
last frontier of man on this planet. The treaty now before you is 
designed to prohibit the spread of nuclear weapons and other 
weapons of mass destruction to this new environment.

NEGOTIATIONS, SIGNING, RATIFICATION,
AND ENTRY INTO FORCE

The treaty was worked out with great care at the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament at Geneva and at the United 
Nations General Assembly. Many nations played an active role in 
the negotiations. The question of preventing an arms race on the 
seabed was first included on the agenda at Geneva in 1968. 
Negotiations continued through 1969 and 1970, with the tabling 
of the final draft at Geneva on September 1, 1970. The treaty was 
then referred to the United Nations General Assembly and was 
commended by a vote of 104 to 2, with 2 abstentions. It was 
opened for signature at Washington, London and Moscow on 
February 11, 1971. At present 8 6  States have signed the treaty 
and 23 have ratified it. The treaty will now come into force when 
ratified by the three depositary governments—the United States, 
the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union.

ARTICLES I, II AND IV

Article I sets forth the principal obligation of the treaty. 
Article I prohibits parties from emplacing nuclear weapons or 
other weapons of mass destruction on the seabed and the ocean 
floor beyond the outer limit of a coastal “seabed zone” as defined 
in Article II. The definition in Article II provides that the outer 
limit of the “seabed zone” shall be coterminous with the 1 2 -mile 
outer limit of the zone referred to in Part II of the 1958 Geneva 
Convention on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone.^

To make clear that none o f the Seabed Treaty’s provisions 
affect the position of any party regarding law-of-the-sea issues, a 
broad disclaimer provision is included as Article IV.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 7-11. 
^15 UST 1606.
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VERIFICATION PROCEDURES IN ARTICLE III

The verification procedures are contained in Article III. Parties 
may undertake verification using their own means, with the 
assistance of other parties, or through appropriate international 
procedures within the framework of the United Nations and in 
accordance with its charter. These provisions will help parties 
assure themselves that the treaty’s obligations are being observed 
without interfering with legitimate seabed activities.

TREATY IS WORTHWHILE ACCOMPLISHMENT

We believe that this treaty, while a modest step in the arms 
control field, is unquestionably a worthwhile accompUshment. It 
would ban emplacement of weapons of mass destruction on nearly 
70 percent of the earth’s surface, an area of almost 140 million 
square miles. As the United Nations Secretary General U Thant 
noted when he addressed the Geneva Conference in February 
1970:

The elaboration and submission to the General Assembly of an agreed draft treaty on 
the prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass 
destruction on the seabed and the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof would constitute 
an important step in preventing the danger of the spread of the nuclear arms race to a 
vast area of our planet Such a treaty would take its rightful and honored place with the 
Antarctic Treaty/ the Outer Space Treaty,® the Treaty of Tlatelolco® and the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty’ in reducing the areas of the world and the surrounding 
environment which are subject to the nuclear threat...

We consider that this treaty, together with the entry into force 
in March 1970 of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the convention 
banning the possession of biological weapons and toxins, success
fully negotiated at Geneva in 1971 and soon to be opened for 
signature,® and the initial subsidiary SALT agreements, signed last 
September 30,^” gives a promising start to the disarmament 
decade of the 1970’s. We caimot, of course, rest on our laurels. 
Each phase of arms control and disarmament negotiations forms a 
part of a continuing and cumulative process. Each step must be 
followed by another to build up an international structure of arms 
control agreements with the aim of ensuring the security of us all. 
As President Nixon has said:

. . .  arms control presents both a necessary and a promising road towards a stable, 
secure world in which true peace can exist. There are many problems to be solved and 
the answers will not come easily, but with determination and perseverance, we can 
prevail.̂  ^

Mr. Chairman, the -world has no more urgent interest than 
reducing the danger of war, and above aU, nuclear war. The treaty 
will help prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and other

Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556 
llbid., 1967, pp. 38-43.
Ibid., pp. 69 ff.

'Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
°CCD/PV.450. p. 8. 

j^Posf, pp. 133-138.
Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 634-639.
Ibid., 1970, p. 703.
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weapons of mass destruction to a new environment of our planet 
and will help reduce the possibility of exploiting that environment 
for military gain. The treaty represents a positive, practical step, 
albeit a limited one,, toward helping to preserve this new seabed 
environment for the benefit of mankind. I therefore respectfully 
urge that the Senate give its advice and consent to ratification.

Statement by ACDA Assistant Director Leonard to the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee: Sea-Bed Arms Control Treaty,
January 27,1972* >

I am pleased to appear before the Committee today to present 
testimony in suppqrt of the President’s request that the Senate 
give its advice and consent to the Treaty on the Prohibition of the 
Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass 
Destruction on the Seabed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil 
Thereof.^ The successful negotiation of this treaty is due in no 
small measure to the efforts of the Junior Senator from Rhode 
Island and I would like to join Under Secretary of State Irwin in 
thanking him for his leadership and support. I would also like to 
endorse very strongly the gracious tribute which you, yourself, 
have paid to Mr. Pardo who might be called the other father of 
this treaty.

Senator Pell. I thank you very much.
Mr. Leonard. In broadest outline this treaty would ban 

emplacement of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass 
destruction on the seabed beyond a narrow band along the coast. 
We believe it is a practical and timely step toward protecting the 
seabed environment. The treaty was opened for signature at 
Washington, London and Moscow on February 11, 1971. Sixty- 
two states, including the United States of America, the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist RepubUcs, signed the treaty in Washington on that 
date. A number of other states have also signed the treaty in one 
or more of the three capitals. At present 23 states have ratified the 
treaty. Ratification by the three depositary governments—the 
United States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union—is now 
required to bring the treaty into force.

This treaty is the product of several years of discussion and 
negotiations at the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
at Geneva (CCD) and at the United Nations. It represents an 
outstanding example of how an important multilateral instrument 
can be developed with the participation and significant help of 
many countries. I would like to outline the process which resulted 
in the treaty now before you.

^Seabed Arms Control Treaty: Hearing, pp. 4-9. 
Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 7-11.
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PROCESS WHICH RESULTED IN TREATY

In 1967, the United Nations decided to engage in a thorough 
examination of the question of reserving the seabed underlying the 
high seas for peaceful purposes.

The question of preventing an arms race on the seabed was 
included in the agenda adopted by the Geneva Disarmament 
Conference in August, 1968. Concrete negotiations on this issue 
got underway at Geneva the following year. Initial discussions 
focused on the scope of a possible prohibition, the seabed area to 
which the prohibition should apply, and procedures for verifying 
compliance with the prohibition.

After extensive discussion, the United States and the Soviet 
Union reached agreement on the text of a joint draft treaty, tabled 
at Geneva on October 7, 1969, to prohibit the emplacement of 
nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction on the 
seabed.^

Other members of the conference proposed various amend
ments to this text, some of which were incorporated in a revised 
U.S.-Soviet draft dated October 30, 1969.'*

This draft was reviewed by the United Nations General 
Assembly in the autumn of 1969. A number of additional 
amendments were proposed at that time and the U.N. called on 
the Geneva Conference to continue its work on the draft treaty.

During the 1970 session at Geneva, the United States-Soviet 
Co-chairmen twice revised the joint draft treaty to incorporate 
amendments that had been developed at New York and also 
amendments reflecting further suggestions by other conference 
members. Many countries had expressed the view that a way 
should be found to give aU parties to the treaty (and in particular, 
coastal states), an opportunity to take part in verifying the treaty 
prohibitions. Throu^ detailed consultations and negotiations, the 
United States and Soviet sponsors o f the treaty developed 
procedures that would assist all parties in assuring themselves that 
the prohibitions of the treaty were being observed.

The progress achieved at Geneva was reflected in the tliird 
version of the Co-chairmen’s joint draft treaty, which was tabled 
on April 23, 1970,* and in the final draft tabled on September 1, 
1970.®

On December 7, 1970, by a vote of 104 to 2 (with two 
abstentions) the General Assembly voted to commend this treaty 
and requeued that it be opened for signature and ratification at an 
early date.^

Let us now turn to the principal provisions of the treaty itself.

\lbid., 1969. pp. 473-475. 
\lbid., pp. 507-509.
Zlbid., 1970, pp. 185-188. 
Vbid., pp. 475-479.
^Ibid., pp. 680-681.
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PREAMBLE OF TREATY '
A ,

\  The Preamble has five paragraphs. The first recognizes the 
\;ommon interest of mankind in the use of the seabed for peaceful 
purposes; the second stresses the positive value of preventing a 
nuclear arms race on the seabed; the third states that the treaty is 
a step toward the exclusion of the seabed from the arms race; the 
fourth expresses the conviction that the treaty is a step toward 
general and complete disarmament; and the final preambular 
paragraph affirms that the treaty will further the purposes and 
principles of the United Nations Charter without infringing the 
freedom of the high seas.

PRINCIPAL OBLIGATION OF TREATY

The principal obligation of the treaty is set forth in the first 
paragraph of Article I. It provides that the parties undertake not 
to emplant or emplace nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass 
destruction on the seabed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil 
thereof beyond the outer limit of a “seabed zone” as defined in 
Article II.

The prohibition also extends to structures, launching installa
tions or any other facilities specifically designed for storing, 
testing or using such weapons. Facilities specifically designed for 
using such weapons would not be exempted from the prohibition 
by virtue of the fact that they could also be used for other 
purposes. The prohibition would not, however, apply to facilities 
for research or for commercial exploitation which are not 
specifically designed for storing, testing or using weapons of mass 
destruction.

For the purpose of this treaty, submarines and other vehicles 
which can navigate in the water above the seabed, without being in 
contact with the seabed, are to be viewed in the same way as any 
other ship and thus do not fall within the prohibitions of the 
treaty. The treaty would, however, prohibit nuclear mines 
anchored to or emplaced on the seabed.

EXCEPTIONS TO TREATY’S PROHIBITIONS

The second paragraph of Article I provides that the prohibitions 
that I have just discussed also apply within the 12-mile coastal 
“seabed zone.” The basic treaty prohibitions therefore would 
apply landward to the bkseline which forms the outer limit of the 
internal waters of the coastal state. There are, however, two 
express exceptions to this provision. The first exception is that 
within the “seabed zone” the undertakings of paragraph 1 do not 
apply to the seabed beneath the territorial waters of a coastal 
state. The sovereign authority and control of a coastal state party 
over its territorial waters and the seabed beneath those waters 
within the “seabed zone” would remain completely unaffected. In 
other words the seabed beneath the territorial waters of a coastal 
state party within the “seabed zone” would be simply beyond the 
scope of this treaty. The second exception is that the prohibitions
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of this treaty would not apply to the coastal state party itself 
anywhere within the “seabed zone” off its coast. This would be 
the case regardless of the breadth of the claimed territorial sea. As 
you know, some countries including the United States claim a 
territorial sea of less than 12 miles. Regardless of varying claims 
with respect to the territorial sea the treaty would accord equality 
of treatment to all coastal state parties as to their own activities 
within the 12-mile zone off their coasts.

THIRD PARAGRAPH OF ARTICLE I

The third paragraph of Article I provides that the parties will 
not assist, encourage or induce any state to carry out activities 
referred to in paragraph one.

ARTICLE II. DEFINITION OF “SEABED ZONE”

Article II defines the “seabed zone” which I have mentioned 
above. It states that the outer limit of this zone shall be 
coterminous with the outer limit of the zone described in Part II 
of the Convention on the Territorial Sea and Contiguous Zone 
signed in Geneva on April 29, 1958.® Part II of that 1958 
convention provides for a contiguous zone wherein the coastal 
state may prevent infringement of its customs, fiscal, immigration, 
or sanitary regulations. This contiguous zone is defined as 
extending no more than 12 miles from the baseline from which 
the breadth of the territorial sea is measured in accordance with 
Part I, Section II of the 1958 convention. Although the outer limit 
of the “seabed zone” established by Article II of the treaty 
presently before you would be physically or geographically 
identical to the maximum outer limit of the contiguous zone 
established by Part II of the 1958 Geneva Convention, the two 
zones are separate and distinct in terms of their use and intent and 
should not be confused.

ESTABLISHMENT OF BASELINE

As for the baseline from which the 12 miles of the “seabed 
zone’’ of Article II of this treaty is measured, it is to be established 
in accordance with the provisions of Part I, Section II of the 1958 
Geneva Convention “and in accordance with international law”. 
Part I, Section II of that convention sets forth the basic 
international rules for delimitation of the territorial sea. It 
provides for the drawing of a “baseline” from which the territorial 
sea is measured to seaward; all waters landward of the baseline are 
internal waters having the same juridical status as the land 
territory of the state involved.

The normal rule contained in Article 3 of the 1958 convention 
is that the baseline is the low-water line along the coast. Other 
provisions, however, reflect exceptions to this rule. Article 4 
permits the drawing of “straight baselines” between the outermost 
islands or headlands in a limited number of cases where either the

*15 USX 1606.
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coastline is deeply indented or there is a fringe of islands along the 
coast. Article 7 permits the baseline to be drawn directly across 
the mouth of certain well-defined bays of a limited size, thtis 
enclosing such bays as internal waters.

Paragraph 6 of Article 7 excepts so-called “historic” bays from 
the size and other limitations of the enclosure of bays as 
established in the remainder of the article.

In order to make clear our position on these “historic” 
bays—bays over which a state has long exercised authority—we 
made the following statement part of the negotiating record at 
Geneva.

. . .  the provisions of Section II of the convention expressly do not apply to certain 
situations, such as ‘historic’ bays. It was for this reason that the language ‘and in 
accordance with international law’ was also included in paragraph 1 of Article II of the 
treaty. In those situations where the Section II rules are expressly inapplicable under the 
terms of the 1958 convention the rules of customary international law will govern the 
location of the baseline for the purpose of this treaty. Thus, the twelve-mile contiguous 
zone would be measured from the closing line across an ‘historic’ bay only if the waters 
were enclosed as internal waters in accordance with the rules of customary international 
law.®

Accordingly, except where coastal waters are enclosed as 
internal waters pursuant to an express rule of the convention, or a 
sea area qualifies as an “historic” bay under customary inter
national law, the low-water line would mark the inner boundary of 
the “seabed zone.”

I would like to mention at this point that for all participants 
one of the most difficult aspects of the negotiation of this treaty 
was to find a practical way to reach agreement on the boundaries 
for this arms control measure without becoming bogged down in 
extraneous questions relating to national jurisdiction and tl ê 
exploitation of the resources of the sea and of the seabed. The 
formulation I have just described is the result of intensive 
give-and-take and sensible compromise among the partipipants 
which made possible the achievement of this common goal.

ARTICLE lU. VERIFICATION PROCEDURES

The treaty’s verification procedures are set forth in Article III. 
The treaty provides that each party shall have the right to verify 
through observation the activities of other parties on the seabed so 
long as that observation does not interfere with such activities. 
This provision does not imply the right to enter a facility or to 
open up a piece of equipment on the seabed; it would, however, 
permit close observation of a facility or an object on the seabed as 
long as the requirement of non-interference with other activities is 
met. Provision is made for procedures for consultation and 
cooperation among the parties to remove any doubts concerning 
fulfillment of the obligations of the treaty and recourse to the 
United Nations Security Council should a serious question about a 
possible breach of the treaty’s obligations remain.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1969, p. 512.
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Parties may undertake verification pursuant to Article III of the 
treaty with the full or partial assistance of any other party. Since 
the prohibitions of Article I do not apply to coastal state parties 
within the “seabed zone” and, in light of the natural sensitivities 
of such governments about potential verification activities by 
others within the 12-mile zone off their coast, the verification 
provisions set forth in Article III are made applicable only beyond 
the “seabed zone” established by Article I.

ARTICLE IV. BROAD DISCLAIMER PROVISION

To avoid any possible implication of prejudice to any party’s 
position on law-of-the-sea questions, the treaty contains a broad 
disclaimer provision in its Article IV. This article states that 
nothing in the treaty shall be interpreted as supporting or 
prejudicing the position of any party with respect to existing 
international conventions or with respect to rights or claims 
regarding coastal waters or the seabed including continental 
shelves.

ARTICLE V. CONTINUING NEGOTIATIONS

In Article V of the treaty, the parties undertake to continue 
negotiations in good faith concerning further measures in the field 
of disarmament for the prevention of an arms race on the seabed.

DURATION, WITHDRAWAL AND REMAINING ARTICLES

The treaty is of unlimited duration. Article VIII contains a 
clause permitting withdrawal by a state party in exercising its 
national sovereignty if it decides that extraordinary events related 
to the subject matter of the treaty have jeopardized that party’s 
supreme interests. This is a clause that has been utilized widely in 
other post-war arms control treaties. Article IX declares that the 
treaty wUl not affect the obligations of parties under international 
agreements establishing zones free from nuclear weapons, such as 
the Latin American Nuclear Free Zone Treaty.*® The remaining 
articles deal with amendments, review, entry into force and other 
fofrhal matters.

ADVICE AND CONSENT TO RATIFICATION URGED

I believe that this treaty represents a worthwhile advance in 
arms control and that it will be a useful addition to the structure 
of multilateral arms control treaties which has been built up in 
recent years. As the President said in his message to the Senate, 
“The seabed is man’s last frontier on earth and that frontier 
should be a source of promise. This treaty represents a practical 
and timely step toward helping protect this new environment.” 
Accordingly, I urge the Senate to give its advice and consent to 
ratification of this treaty.

1967, pp. 69 ff.
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Statement by Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense Eagleburger 
to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee: Sea-^d Arms 
Control Treaty, January 27, 1972*

It is a pleasure to represent the Department of Defense in 
support of President Nixon’s recommendation that the Senate give 
its advice and consent to the ratification of the Seabed Arms 
Control Treaty.^ Like Secretary Irwin and Ambassador Leonard, I 
am aware of the large part this committee has played in seeking 
meaningful arms control agreements. This treaty owes much to 
that work, and particularly to you. Senator Pell.

The Department of Defense believes this Seabed Arms Control 
Treaty will contribute to the national security interests of the 
United States in a number of significant ways.

First, and most obvious, it wiU prevent the spread of nuclear 
weapons to the seventy percent of the earth’s surface covered by 
the seas.

Second, it will permit consideration of a wide range of urgent 
oceans issues in international fora without fear that a seabed’s 
nuclear arms race might overtake and frustrate the attempts of the 
world community to bring a new order to the law of the sea.

Third, it will complement the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty^ 
by removing the seabeds as an arena in which an arms race might 
take place.

Fourth, the Seabed Arms Control Treaty will eliminate one 
further possible source of competition and tension between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. It will be one more step on 
the road to an era of negotiation.

PROVISIONS OF TREATY

The provisions of the treaty are straightforward. We and other 
signatories would undertake not to emplace or emplant nuclear 
weapons on the seabed beyond the twelve mile outer limit of a 
zone described in Article II. We can, without difficulty, undertake 
this obligation. We have no plans for doing what the treaty would 
forbid. To be very explicit on that the United States has no plans 
for placing weapons for mass destruction on the seabed. We are 
not aware of any plans on the part of others to do so. We thus see 
the treaty as preventive rather than proscriptive, as protection for 
the future rather than a limitation on the present.

With respect to verification, the treaty provides that each party \ 
shall have the right to verify, through observation, the activities of 
other parties—so long as the observation does not interfere with 
the activities of others. We believe it very unlikely that other 
parties will seek to violate the treaty in a clandestine manner, but 
if they were to do so we feel we could unilaterally detect a 
militarily significant program.

\SeabedArms Control Treaty: Hearing, pp. 9-11. 
^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 7-11. 
^Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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CONSULTATIONS WITH AND VIEWS OF JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

The Joint Chiefs of Staff have been consulted throughout the 
negotiations on this treaty. Their opinions and recommendations 
have been carefully considered in arriving at Government decisions 
concerning each issue.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff have authorized me to state:

The Joint Chiefs of Staff interpose no objection to the ratification of the Seabed Arms 
Control Treaty. They reiterate their concern, however, that any additional constraints on 
military use of the seabeds beyond the prohibitions contained in the treaty would bear a 
potential for grave harm to United States national security interests.

RECOMMENDATION FOR ADVICE AND CONSENT SUPPORTED

Mr. Chairman, the Department of Defense believes this treaty is 
in the security interests of the United States, and supports the 
President’s recommendation that the Senate give its advice and 
consent to its ratification.

American-Soviet Communique on Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks, Febraary 4, 1972*

The US—USSR negotiations on limiting strategic arms 
continued from November 15, 1971, to February 4, 1972 in 
Vienna.

The US Delegation was headed by the Director of the US Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, Gerard Smith. Members of the 
Delegation Philip J. Farley, J. Graham Parsons, Paul Nitze, Harold 
Brown, and Royal AlUson participated in the negotiations.

The USSR Delegation was headed by Deputy Minister of 
Foreign Affairs of the USSR, V. S. Semenov. Members of the 
Delegation P. S. Pleshakov, A. N. Shchukin, K. A. Trusov, and O. 
A. Grinevsky participated in the negotiations.

The Delegations were accompanied by advisors and experts.
In accordance with the May 20, 1971, understanding between 

the Governments of the US and the USSR,^ the Delegations 
engaged in further consideration of issues relating to a treaty on 
the limitation of anti-ballistic missile systems and to an interim 
agreement on certain measures with respect to the limitation of 
strategic offensive arms. Progress was made on a number of issues. 
The Delegations express their determination to continue their 
efforts to reach agreement.

The two Delegations note their appreciation to the Government 
of Austria for again creating favorable conditions for holding the 
negotiations. They are grateful for the warm hospitahty which was 
extended to them.

^Department o f State Bulletin, Feb. 28,1972, p. 278. 
Documents on Disarmament, 1971, p. 298.
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Agreement was reached that negotiations between the US and 
the USSR Delegations will be resumed on March 28, 1972, in 
Helsinki.

Radio Address by President Nixon [Extracts], February 9, 1972*

Good morning. Today I have submitted to the Congress my 
third annual report on United States foreign policy. I want to 
share my thoughts with you now on some of the highlights of that 
report.

For the first time in a generation, the most powerful nation in 
the world and the most populous nation in the world, the United 
States and the People’s Republic of China, have begun a process of 
communication.

For the first time in a generation, we have taken a series of steps 
that could mean a new relationship with the Soviet Union.

For the first time in a generation, our alliances with the nations 
of Europe, Japan, and other nations have been reshaped to reflect 
their new capacity to assume a greater responsibility for their own 
defense.

For the first time in a generation, we have laid a new basis for 
fair competition in world trade that will mean more jobs for 
American workers.

These are great changes. They have brought the world closer to 
a stable peace. They did not happen by accident. These break
throughs toward peace took place in the past year for good reason.

Three years ago we stopped reacting on the basis of yesterday’s 
habits and started acting to deal with the realities of today and the 
opportunities of tomorrow.

Where has this new attitude taken us?
In our relations with the Soviet Union, these were the elements 

of the breakthrough that took place over the past 12 months.
We broke the deadlock in the arms limitation negotiation and 

agreed on a framework for progress in the SALT talks.
We agreed on a treaty barring weapons of mass destruction from 

the ocean floor,^ and on another treaty to remove the threat of 
germ warfare.^

We agreed on a more reliable “hot Une” between Washington 
and Moscow,^ and found new ways to consult each other in 
emergencies which will reduce the risk of accidental nuclear war.®

And in a step of the greatest importance, we reached an 
agreement on Berlin. If there was one city where World War III 
could have broken out in the past 20 years, it was Berlin. This new 
agreement reduces the danger of the superpowers in direct 
confrontation.

* Wee^/y Compilation o f Presidential Documents, Feb. 14, 1972, pp. 232-234. 
^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 7-11. 
iPost, pp. 133-138.
Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 635-639.

^Ibid., pp. 634-635.
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There are other areas where we have had, and continue to have, 
serious differences with the Soviet Union. On balance, however, I 
have concluded that Soviet willingness to take positive steps 
toward peace in the past year makes a meeting at the highest level 
timely, particularly in arms limitation and economic cooperation.

Looking ahead on the world scene, how can we move ahead to 
make the most of the breakthroughs of the past year? We must 
advance the delicate process of creating a more constructive 
relationship between ourselves and the People’s Republic of China.

We must bring the arms race under control, and by so doing, lay 
the basis for other major steps toward peace that can be t^ en  
together by the United States and the Soviet Union. And equally 
important, we must continue to strengthen the partnership with 
our friends. We must work with friends and adversaries to build an 
international structure of peace which everyone will work to 
preserve because each nation will realize its stake in its preserva
tion.

We must continue the process of reforming the world’s financial 
and trading systems so that workers and consumers can benefit in 
America and in every country that has a competitive spirit.

Those are by no means the only items on our international 
agenda. We want to see the cease-fire in the Middle East, which we 
initiated, moved toward a more secure and permanent peace. We 
want to work out with our friends in Latin America, Africa, and 
non-Communist Asia new ways of helping them help themselves. 
We want to shore up the eroding confidence in the United 
Nations.

There is much unfinished business. But there is a new awareness 
of reahty growing in the world. Movement and progress can be felt 
today where there was stagnation and frustration before.

By facing the realities of the world today—as this breakthrough 
year has shown we are capable of doing—we can make peace a 
reahty in the generation ahead.

Foreign Policy Report by President Nixon to the Congress
[Extract], February 9, 1972*

ASSURING NATIONAL SECURITY
. . .  We do not seek power as an end in itself. We seek power adequate to our purpose, 

and our purpose is peace. ̂

Address to the
Naval Officer Candidate School
March 12, 1971

National security is the paramount responsibility of any 
American President. There has always been an essential continuity

* Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, Feb. 14,1972, pp. 363-387.
‘̂ Ibid.. Mar. 15, 1971, p. 471.
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between administrations in meeting this responsibility. Just as long 
range decisions of previous Presidents have shaped present 
capabilities, the choices I make today will be crucial to our future 
security.

Security issues in the 1970’s are more complex than ever 
before.

—The fundamental requirements for our security are not as 
obvious today as they were in the earlier bipolar era when threats 
were less complex.

—Many citizens and legislators are understandably concerned 
over the high cost of modem weapons systems, and over the size 
of the U.S. share of the heavy security burdens borne by us and 
our increasingly prosperous allies.

—The Vietnam experience has left some Americans skeptical 
concerning defense issues.

—The current strategic balance with the Soviet Union creates 
new conditions which could provide additional incentives for 
negotiations on limiting armaments, but could also lead to 
localized conflicts below the level of strategic nuclear war.

To meet our security requirements under the Nixon Doctrine 
and a national strategy of realistic deterrence, we must harmonize 
our essential strategic objectives, our general defense posture, and 
our foreign poUcy requirements with the resources available to 
meet our security and domestic needs. Our military program must 
not absorb resources beyond those essential to meet foreseeable 
dangers. Nevertheless, I recognize that there is a prudent minimum 
below which we cannot go without jeopardizing the nation’s 
fundamental security interests. If this were allowed to happen, we 
would lose control over our destiny both at home and abroad.

In this Administration, we have been able, for the first time in 
twenty years, to spend more on domestic social programs than on 
defense. The total defense budget is today a smaller portion of the 
Federal Budget and a smaller portion of our Gross National 
Product than at any time since the Korean War. Measured in terms 
of constant dollars our defense spending is already down to the 
pre-Vietnam War level. It will remain so next year, even though 
overall defense spending will be increased in order to maintain our 
security at an adequate level.

American strength is essential if we are to move from an era of 
confrontation toward an era of negotiation. As the world’s 
strongest power, this nation has important responsibihties to its 
friends as well as unique opportunities for improving global 
stability. American weakness would make no contribution to 
peace. On the contrary, it would undermine prospects for peace.

We have taken a number of steps to nurture an international 
climate in which progress in arms control is possible. In the past 
year we have moved forward in bilateral discussions with the 
Soviet Union on strategic arms limitations and in multilateral 
efforts to provide a firm basis for control of both nuclear and
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conventional weapons. We have made important advances toward 
achieving strategic stability, but there also have been disturbing 
developments. While engaged in the strategic arms negotiations we 
have witnessed a continuing Soviet buildup in nearly every major 
category of military power.

An agreement to limit strategic weapons would be an un
precedented achievement. Our goal is to stabilize the strategic 
balance through mutual restraint and agreements which provide no 
unilateral advantage. We recognize that only a mutually designed 
balance of strategic armaments can establish a shared basis for 
security. On the other hand, if the Soviet Union attempts to 
extend its strategic buildup beyond equality, the United States 
will have no choice but to initiate compensating actions.

The new strategic environment increases the importance of 
maintaining a full range of credible options to meet our 
international commitments and the requirements of our own 
defense. With USSR general purpose forces expanding, mod
ernizing, and projecting Soviet power in new areas of the globe, we 
have taken steps to strengthen American and allied capabiUties.

In ensuring the continuing viability of our national defense, we 
are establishing a sound basis for our strategic and general purpose 
forces that is compatible with our arms control efforts, our 
political objectives, and the potential threats to our security.

The chapters that follow set forth our defense pohcies and the 
challenges we face.

STRATEGIC POLICY AND FORCES
. . .  We must be more resourceful than ever in the pursuit of peace, and at the same 

time more determined than ever in the maintenance of our defenses.
For even as many things are changing in the world of the seventies, one fact remains: 

American strength is the keystone in the structure of peace. . .

Address to the 
U.S. Military Academy 
May 29, 1971

Of the many elements that constitute military power in the 
nuclear age, strategic nuclear forces are most crucial. Strategic 
forces:

—Are the primary deterrent to nuclear attacks against the 
United States or its allies;

—Compel an aggressor contemplating less than all-out attacks to 
recognize the unacceptable risk of escalation; and

—Reduce the likelihood of intimidation or coercion of the US 
or its allies.

When this Administration took office, the United States for the 
first time faced the prospect of a rough parity with the USSR in 
strategic forces. While the Soviet Union had moved forward with 
great energy, the US had held its strategic missile launchers at 
existing levels for nearly four years.

^Ibid.. June?, 1971,p. 842.
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Assessing the implications of the emerging balance was m  
urgent task. Rather than simply adding up the relative size or 
capabilities of Soviet and American strategic forces, we had to 
address broader underlying questions.

—Would parity in strategic power increase or decrease the 
probability of nuclear war?

—Would the continuing momentum of Soviet strategic programs 
give them poUtical advantages?

—What actually were the new capabilities of our adversaries? 
What trends in deployments and doctrines were implicit? What 
were their strategic alternatives?

Only by examining such questions could we make rational 
decisions on the size and composition of American strategic forces 
and evaluate the alternative postures we might adopt in the future.

A fundamental factor in determining the quantitative and 
qiialitative characteristics of our strategic posture was the develop
ment of a doctrine for employment of these forces in the 
enviroimient of the 1970’s. In the 1950’s, when the US had a 
near monopoly in strategic nuclear forces, it was felt that 
deterrence could be maintained by a doctrine of all-out massive 
response.

As Soviet strategic capabilities developed early in the last 
decade, a more flexible range of responses was believed necessary. 
Emphasis was placed on the ability to destroy selectively an 
enemy’s , military forces while sparing the civilian population by 
withholding attacks against cities.

The "variety and size of Soviet strategic forces increased further 
during the last Administration and comphcated the American 
problem of destroying Soviet offensive forces remaining after a 
Soviet first strike. The earlier doctrines no longer seemed credible, 
and the doctrine of “assured destruction” gained wide acceptance. 
Under this concept, deterrence was beheved guaranteed by 
maintaining the capability to destroy a sizable percentage of an 
.adversary’s industrial capacity a id population even following an 
all-out attack on our own strategic forces. Under this theory, a 
buildup of the other side’s strategic forces was not considered 
critical as long as we maintained enough invulnerable forces.

After reviewing various concepts for our strategic forces, I 
decided that our forces should be based on a doctrine of “strategic 
sufficiency” which takes into account poUtical factors and a 
broader set of military factors than did the “assured destruction” 
concept. In last year’s Report, I described this doctrine as foUows;

. . .  In its narrow military sense, it means enough force to inflict a level of damage on 
a potential aggressor sufficient to deter him from attacking. Sole reliance on a ‘launch-on 
warning’ strategy, sometimes suggested by those who would give less weight to the 
protection of our forces, would force us to live at the edge of a precipice and deny us the 
flexibility we wish to preserve.

In its broader political sense, sufficiency means the maintenance of forces adequate 
to prevent us and our allies from being coerced. Thus the relationship between our
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strategic forces and those of the Soviet Union must be such that our ability and resolve 
to protect our vital security interests will not be underestimated ^

Sufficiency requires forces that are adequate in quantity and 
have the qualitative characteristics to maintain a stable strategic 
balance despite technological change. Capabilities of both the US 
and USSR have reached a point ŵ here our programs need not be 
driven by fear of minor quantitative imbalances. The Soviet Union 
cannot be permitted, however, to establish a significant numerical 
advantage in overall offensive and defensive forces.

Our forces must be maintained at a level sufficient to make it 
clear that even an all-out surprise attack on the United States by 
the USSR would not cripple our capability to retaliate. Our forces 
must also be capable of flexible application. A simple “assured 
destruction” doctrine does not meet our present requirements for 
a flexible range of strategic options. No President should be left 
with only one strategic course of action, particularly that of 
ordering the mass destruction of enemy civilians and facilities. 
Given the range of possible political-military situations which 
could conceivably confront us, our strategic pohcy should not be 
based solely on a capability of inflicting urban and industrial 
damage presumed to be beyond the level an adversary would 
accept. We must be able to respond at levels appropriate to the 
situation. This problem will be the subject of continuing study.

Faced with a potential Soviet threat to the sufficiency of our 
forces, I directed in the first year of my Administration:

—Initial deployments of an anti-ballistic missile system.
—Research on new long range submarine-launched ballistic 

missile systems.
—The equipping of existing missiles with multiple warheads that 

could attack a number of targets.
—The addition of air-to-surface missiles to strategic bombers for 

better penetration of air defenses and the development of an 
improved strategic bomber.

—Continued research and development programs to improve the 
quality of our forces and to ensure that advances in technology 
would not place us in a disadvantageous position.

Our actions have been designed primarily to guarantee the 
continuing survivability of our retaliatory forces. These improve
ments in our existing forces and the development of new programs 
are not incompatible with negotiations to limit strategic arms. 
They complement the broad effort of this Administration to 
guarantee the security of the United States while moving toward a 
structure of greater international stability and restraint. We have 
been conscious of the opportunities provided in the Strategic 
Arms Limitation Talks to add a vital dimension of stability to our 
competitive relationship with the USSR.

'^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, p. 59.
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V  .
The Strategic Balance—1912 \

Last year there were uncertainties in our appraisal of Soviet 
strategic forces. Some of these uncertainties have now been 
removed, unfortunately not in a reassuring way. Others remain. At 
this time last year it appeared that the Soviets might have slowed 
and perhaps ceased deployment of land-based strategic missiles. It 
was hoped that this was an indication of self-restraint. It was not. 
Since that time the overall Soviet strategic program has continued 
to move ahead.

—The pause in construction of ICBM silos was apparently 
related to the introduction of major improvements or the 
deployment of a totally new missile system. There is evidence that 
two new or greatly modified ICBM systems are being developed.

—Nearly 100 new ICBM silos are being constructed. Some of 
these silos are for large modern missiles such as the SS—9, which, 
because of their warhead size and potential accuracy, could 
directly threaten our land-based ICBMs.

—The multiple warhead version of a second ICBM system has 
already been extensively tested.

—An improved submarine-launched ballistic missile is also being 
perfected, and ballistic missile submarine production has increased 
significantly. The Soviet Union now has operational or under 
construction more modern ballistic missile submarines than does 
the United States. In the near future the USSR will have achieved 
parity in nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarines while ad
ditionally maintaining some 100 SLBM launchers on older 
submarines.

—A new Soviet bomber is being flight tested.
—ABM construction has resumed around Moscow; new types of 

ABM radars and ballistic missile interceptor systems are being 
tested.

In short, in virtually every category of strategic offensive and 
defensive weapons the Soviet Union has continued to improve its 
capability.

These collective developments raise serious questions concern
ing Soviet objectives. The Soviet Union is continuing to create 
strategic capabilities beyond a level which by any reasonable 
standard already seems sufficient. It is therefore inevitable that we 
ask whether the Soviet Union seeks the numbers and types of 
forces needed to attack and destroy vital elements of our own 
strategic forces.

The following table illustrates the relative growth of operational 
Soviet strategic missile forces.

Operational U.S. and. USSR Missile Launchers
ICBMs Mid-1965 End 1969 End 1970 End 1971

U.S............ 934 1,054 1,054 1,054
USSR . . . . 224 1,190 1,440 1,520

SLBMs
U.S............ 464 656 656 656
USSR 107 240 350 500
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We cannot know the intentions of the Soviet leadership, but we 
must assume that this trend reflects a calculated policy within the 
framework of an overall strategic rationale. While it seems unlikely 
that the Soviet Union would actually plan to use these forces in an 
all-out manner, their existence is a disturbing reality which has 
compelled me to request the funding of additional offsetting 
measures.

Our forces are currently sufficient, but we have acted with great 
restraint. The number of missile launchers in the US strategic 
force has not changed for five years. We have improved the 
retaliatory capability of each missile with added warheads, but we 
have not provided our missiles with the combined numbers, 
accuracy and warhead yield necessary to threaten Soviet forces 
with a disarming strike. The Soviets have the technical capability 
to develop similarly sophisticated systems but with greater 
warhead yields and consequently greater capability for a disarming 
strike.

We are approaching a crucial turning point in our strategic arms 
programs. If the Soviet Union continues to expand strategic 
forces, compensating US programs will be mandatory. The 
preferable alternative would be a combination of mutual restraint 
and an agreement in SALT. But under no circumstances will I 
permit the further erosion of the strategic balance with the USSR,
l am confident that the Congress shares these sentiments.

The Forces for Sufficiency
As Soviet strategic forces have developed over the past three 

years, we have taken actions to preserve the sufficiency of our 
forces. The primary objective of these improvements has been to 
decrease the potential vulnerability of our deterrent forces. Given 
the size and sophistication of Soviet weapons, arguments based on 
arithmetical computations that our destructive capability is 
excessive are simplistic. We must retain the capability to deter or 
to retaliate if necessary, even if one element or substantial 
portions of our mix of bombers, land-based ICBMs, and 
submarine-launched missiles become vulnerable. At the same time 
we have exercised restraint consistent with stability and the 
discussions in SALT.

Thus, in light of growing Soviet strategic capabilities, we have 
taken certain measured steps to strengthen our defensive position 
by improving the prospects for survival of our forces.

—We have continued to increase the hardness of our Minuteman 
ICBM silos, making them less vulnerable to attack. This con
tributes to stability by decreasing the prospect of a successful 
disarming attack by a potential aggressor.

—We are continuing our program to put multiple independently 
targetable warheads on strategic missiles. This ensures a credible 
capability to retaliate. With these warheads, the missiles whidi 
survive an initial attack will still be able to strike large numbers of
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targets and complicate an enemy’s defensive problems. They also 
serve as insurance against- increasingly sophisticated missile 
defenses.

—We are continuing development of a new manned bomber to 
replace the aging B—52s. This is an important element in the mix 
of retaliatory forces wilich provides assurance against tech
nological bre^throughs and complicates an enemy’s offensive and 
defensive problems. We are also improving penetration aids for our 
strategic bomber force.

—We are decreasing the time it takes our bomber force to leave 
the ground on warning of an attack. We also are relocating these 
bombers to bases further from the coast to reduce the threat from 
Soviet ballistic missile submarines.

—We are designing a new long range submarine-launched missile 
system (ULMS—Undersea Long Range Missile System). This 
system will allow our submarines to operate in a larger ocean area 
where they will be even less vulnerable to enemy anti-submarine 
forces. The first version of this missile can be placed in existing 
submarines. We are also initiating a program to build additional 
missile submarines. This is particularly important at a time of 
increasing threat to our land-based missiles.

—We are continuing an active research program to ensure the 
survivability of ovir forces over the long term.

—We are prepared to take additional actions to increase quickly 
the capabilities of our strategic forces should unabated Soviet 
deployments continue.

In considering the overall strategic balance, our ballistic missile 
submarine force currently provides a compensating factor. 
Although the Soviet sea-based ballistic missile force is approaching 
numerical parity, our missiles have longer range and are being 
equipped with multiple independently targetable warheads. More
over, our new submarines are now superior in quality.

Thus our forces meet the test of sufficiency.

Ballistic Missile Defense
In announcing the Safeguard ABM program, I promised to 

review each phase of the deployment to ensure that we were doing 
no more' than the existing t^eat required. We have measured 
progress of/the program against the background of SALT, our 
strategic policy, changes in Soviet capabilities, and the develop
ment of Chinese forces.

—Soviet strategic forces, even at current levels, have the 
potential of threatening our land-based ICBMs if the Soviets 
choose to make certain qualitative improvements. They have the 
necessary technological base.

—The Chinese are continuing to develop a strategic offensive 
capability.

—The possibility of accidental attacks remains.
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These facts confirm the wisdom of the decision to begin 
Safeguard deployment.

However, we may soon complete a SALT agreement with the 
USSR which will limit ABM deployments. Froin the beginning of 
SALT negotiations it has been implicit that we would be willing to 
forego extensive ABM protection in return for the greater stability 
offered by an equitable hmit on both offensive and defensive 
strategic forces.-In deploying Safeguard we have taken only those 
steps that are essential while preserving the option for an 
agreement on ABM limitations. These actions have given the 
Soviet Union an incentive for concluding an agreement controlling 
defensive deployments. Our future actions will continue to reflect 
progress made in SALT.

In our decisions on deployments of strategic systems, on 
qualitative improvements and on SALT, our objective has been to 
act with restraint while preserving the security of the United 
States and its allies. Our present strategic forces are sufficient and 
we are moving toward an agreement which should stabilize the 
strategic balance and foreclose future rounds of arms competition. 
If, however, important systems are not constrained by agreements 
and the Soviet Union continues to build up its strategic forces, I 
will continue to take actions necessary to protect the national 
security.

GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES

The strength that commands respect is the only foundation ̂ on which peace among 
nations can ever be built.. .

Remarks to the
VFW Convention at Dallas
August 19,1971

At no other time in the nuclear era has it been so essential to 
maintain a full range of credible options for defending American 
interests. Approaching strategic parity vwth the Soviet Union and 
the developing Chinese nuclear capability may have reduced the 
range of conflicts deterred by strategic forces alone. If, in these 
circumstances, allied general purpose forces are weak, aggression 
by conventional means or attempts at political coercion might 
seem more inviting.

In 1969 we undertook a comprehensive assessment of miUtary 
requirements for the 1970’s. We concluded that general purpose 
forces must be capable of meeting a major threat to American and 
allied interests in Europe or Asia and of simultaneously coping 
with a minor contingency elsewhere. The prospect of a two-front 
coordinated attack in Europe and Asia was considered remote 
because of the risks of nuclear war and the improbability of 
Sino-Soviet cooperation. The likelihood of that cooperation has 
now receded even further.

^Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, Aug. 30, 1971, p. 1200.
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Nevertheless, the presence of potentially hostile countries in 
both Asia and Europe requires counterposing allied forces capable 
of maintaining a successful defense in either theater until 
reinforced.

Approaching strategic parity also means that the probability of 
challenges below the level of full-scale nuclear or conventional war 
has increased. During this Administration, the United States has 
been involved in crises in the Middle East, Asia, and elsewhere. 
The Jordanian crisis of 1970 demonstrated the importance of 
being able to employ forces to stabilize a local situation involving 
great power interests.

The emerging Soviet capability to apply military leverage in 
remote areas has further underlined the need for countervailing 
American forces. Jn  the first years of this decade there have been:

-Soviet treaties with Egypt and India and Soviet claims to be 
protecting the interests of an increasing number of nations;

—Soviet pilots in Egypt in combat against Israeli aircraft, the 
deployment of a sophisticated air defense system to Egypt, and 
the use of Egyptian airfields for Soviet missions; and

—Increased Soviet naval presence in the Mediterranean, the 
Indian Ocean and the Western Hemisphere, particularly in the 
Caribbean.

Obviously, even with this expanding Soviet capability to 
combine military with economic and poUtical pressures, not all 
potential challenges to our interests involve the USSR or other 
major powers directly. The need for American military forces in 
situations not involving other nuclear powers should lessen over 
time with the success of our cooperative efforts under the Nixon 
Doctrine to strengthen allied national and regional defense forces.

Shaping Our Common Defense
Drawing on studies completed in the first years of the 

Administration, our efforts in 1971 concentrated on designing 
U.S. forces and encouraging development of allied forces to meet 
more effectively the threats to security in Europe, Asia, and other 
areas of the world.

In Europe we and our allies have undertaken new initiatives to 
strengthen NATO. These include:

—Fortifying NATO defenses by constructing aircraft shelters, 
improving NATO troop mobihty, increasing defenses against 
armored attack, and strengthening allied naval forces.

—UtiUzing men in command and support functions more 
effectively.

—Improving allied reserve force readiness, mobilization ca- 
pabiUties, and American ability to lift forces to Europe rapidly in 
a crisis.

We have also continued consultations on arrangements to 
reduce balance of payments and other costs of maintaining US
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forces in Europe. These developments are discussed in this 
Report’s chapter on Europe.

This year our allies will continue to implement their $ 1 billion 
five-year European Defense Improvements Program which will 
further strengthen NATO air defense, communications, mobiliza
tion, armor, anti-tank, and naval capabilities. In addition, our 
NATO allies are spending more than $3 bilUon in 1972 for major 
miUtary equipment which will further modernize their forces.

We will continue to maintain forces in Europe that provide a 
credible capability to defend.our interests.

In 1971 we also concentrated on a thorough analysis of possible 
threats, necessary improvements in allied defenses, and those 
American forces required to support our Asian strategy in this 
decade. The review covered the full range of US force options. 
The following are some preUminary conclusions.

—The US nuclear shield will be maintaiiied to protect our 
Asian allies from attack or coercion by a nuclear t>pwer.

—It will continue to be essential to maintain strong forward 
American deployments, while also providing appropriate military 
and economic assistance.

—Allied mihtary capabilities, especially in ground forces, are 
expected to improve substantially, making possible some further 
adjustments in US deployments.

—Subversion and guerrilla warfare remain a potent danger to 
our friends in Asia. While the threat should be dealt with primarily 
by indigenous forces, we must continue to provide military and 
economic assistance to supplement local efforts.

Thus, while helping our Asian friends improve their forces, we 
will maintain our own peacetime land, sea, and air deployments in 
Asia at a level which provides assurance to our allies of continuing 
US support and demonstrates our ability and determination to 
meet our commitments.

In addition to examining our continuing political and miUtary 
requirements in Europe and Asia, we have made similar studies of 
other areas of the world. In the process we have assessed potential 
challenges to our interests. We are designing flexible general 
purpose forces which will permit us to respond as necessary to 
threats to those interests.

Emerging Force Structure

Having assessed the fundamental elements of a rational strategy 
for the 1970’s within the framework of the Nixon Doctrine, we 
have been able to refine planning for forces to meet post-Vietnam 
requirements. Alternative force structures have been examined 
both in terms of capabilities to carry out missions and in terms of 
cost implications. We have also reviewed tactical nuclear weapons 
planning for both Europe and Asia. In addition, a number of 
specific issues concerning the composition of our forces have been 
addressed.
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—With regard to land forces, the major issue in the Fiscal Year 
1973 program was the number of Army divisions necessary to 
support our post-Vietnam strategy. After reviewing the effect on 
allied capabilities in Europe and Asia of an Army ranging between
11 and 14 divisions, I concluded that 13 US Army divisions were 
needed to support NATO effectively and to retain the capability 
to reinforce adequately our Asian alUes.

Another issue concerned the best combination of armored/ 
mechanized divisions, most essential to the defense of NATO, and 
lighter divisions which are needed in both NATO and Asia. We 
decided on a mix of 7^/3 armored/mechanized divisions and 
5 V3 infantry, airborne, and airmobile divisions.

—The review of naval requirements considered alternative levels 
of fleet deployments including the specific numbers of aircraft 
carriers, escorts, submarines, and support ships needed to control 
the seas in a major conflict and meet our commitments through
out the globe. We considered aircraft carrier levels ranging from 13 
to 17. In view of the need to keep carriers continuously in the 
Atlantic, Mediterranean and Pacific, and also available for a range 
of other contingencies, I concluded that 16 carriers would be 
required in FY 1973.

—We will retain the flexibility and mobility provided by our 
three Marine Corps divisions and three air wings by maintaining 
them in a high state of readiness.

—The effectiveness of our tactical air force in meeting defense 
commitments is measured not only by the numbers of aircraft 
available, but by the level of pilot proficiency and equipment 
readiness. After considering a range of aircraft levels and degrees 
of readiness, we found that our requirements to deter or to 
respond immediately to attacks could best be met by maintaining 
about 22 Air Force wings at a high state of readiness.

Because of the priority of Vietnam requirements, some essential 
modernization programs have been deferred. We cannot relinquish 
the essential advantage which superior equipment affords. Ac
cordingly, we are putting renewed emphasis on modernizing our 
forces.

The military command structure must also be kept under review 
to assure that it reflects the changing character and disposition of 
our forces. Last year I approved certain changes, proposed by the 
Secretary o f Defense, designed to streamline the command 
organization and to bring theater responsibihties more in line with 
requirements of the 1970’s. The most significant step was the 
disestablishment of the US Strike Command which was respon
sible both for a geographical area, now assigned to other 
commands, and for training of certain land and air forces. The 
Readiness Command was created to consolidate control of the 
strategic reserve of combat units based in the United States ready 
to reinforce other commands.

With these improvements, the force posture we have designed 
will continue to meet the needs of our national strategy.
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Managing Defense Resources
In order to realize the full effectiveness of our forces we must 

assure that all resources provided for defense are efficiently 
employed. The need to improve management practices is 
especially acute in the areas of manpower and weapons develop
ment. Personnel costs now absorb over half of the defense budget; 
by the middle of this decade these costs may rise to well over 60 
percent. At the same time, the costs of new weapons systems have 
generally been two to three times the costs of those they replace, 
largely due to increasing complexity. The combination of these 
two effects may by the mid-1970’s seriously Umit our ability to 
finance forces to meet our anticipated security requirements. The 
imaginative and forceful management initiatives now being under
taken by the Secretary of Defense will continue to provide the key 
to solving these problems.

In the manpower area we have concentrated on efforts to 
eliminate the draft by attracting more volunteers with increased 
pay and other financial benefits. These measures have temporarily 
contributed to the increase in personnel costs. But the success of 
these programs and the reduction of our forces in Vietnam have 
produced significantly lower draft levels. Last year we drafted 
only one-third as many men as were drafted in the year before I 
took office.

We plan to eliminate draft calls altogether by July 1973. To 
reach that goal there are problems which must be resolved.

—We need to enlist men with the ability to operate and repair 
the sophisticated weaponry of modem warfare.

—We must enhance the attractiveness of service careers while 
building a disciplined and effective force.

I am confident that we will solve these problems and that we 
will be able to end reliance on the draft without sacrificing 
military readiness.

Nothing will be more essential to the maintenance of our 
strength in the remainder of the 1970’s than the quality and 
dedication of the men who choose a military career. In order to 
attract men who meet the highest standards, we must strengthen 
the vitality of the armed forces. This is the responsibility of every 
service. We must also bolster respect for the military profession in 
our society. This is the responsibility of every citizen.

SECURITY ASSISTANCE
These security assistance programs. . .  critically affect our ability to meet our 

bilateral and collective security commitments. They are central to the achievement of 
major objectives of U.S. national security and foreign policy.®

Mes^ge to Congress on the 
U.S. Foreign Assistance Program 
April 21, 1971

Security assistance is a cornerstone of our foreign policy and of 
Free World security, as it has been ever since the early days of the

Apr. 26,1971, p. 664.



NIXON REPORT, FEBRUARY 9 33

Second World War. Our programs have adapted to changing 
circumstances, but our purpose has remained steadfast—to assist 
those wUHng to work for peace and progress. Our friends are 
demonstrating the ability and wilhngness to shoulder a larger share 
of the common effort, but their material resources frequently are 
inadequate. They do not seek American forces; they do ask for the 
equipment and supphes which they themselves cannot provide.

In the first of these foreign poUcy statements two years ago I 
spoke of three basic principles of our foreign policy: partnership, 
stren^h, and a willingness to negotiate. It was with these 
principles in mind that in July 1969, at Guam, I enunciated the 
policy which has come to be known as the Nixon Doctrine. The 
essence of this approach is that the US will fulfill its commit
ments, while looking to its friends and allies to play a greater role 
in providing for thejr own defense.

The effectiveness of local deterrence and defense is, in the last 
analysis, measured by the will and effort of the threatened 
country. For unless a country mobihzes its own psychological, 
human, and material resources, our assistance cannot be effective. 
Given that will and effort, however, our assistance can make the 
critical difference—to the security of the threatened nation and to 
world stability and peace. This is especially significant in areas 
where the United States is reducing its military presence. Part of 
the role of deterrence and defense which our forces have long 
filled is now being assumed by local or regional forces. But to do 
so, they must have our help.

Some of our friends do not have resources sufficient for both 
development and defense. They face a dilemma; to devote scarce 
resources to defense and thereby sacrifice development progress— 
or to emphasize economic development, hoping their security will 
not be threatened or that others will defend them. Our assistance 
can help these countries through this difficult stage until their own 
hard work and determination—supplemented by our economic and 
security aid—enable them to assume the costs of both dependable 
defense and steady development. To encourage others to make 
such efforts while refusing to provide the resources they require to 
stand on their ovm would be both illogical and self-defeating. The 
purpose of US security assistance, therefore, is to ease and to 
speed the transition to greater national self-reliance.

We know from experience that such a transition is possible. A 
number of countries which were once dependent on large amounts 
of US aid have achieved or are nearing self-reliance. Others are 
progressing toward that goal, but need our support if they are to 
reach it in safety.

We know also that until other nations are more self-reliant, our 
common objectives of partnership, strength, and international 
cooperation cannot be realized. If both we and our friends are to 
be secure, we must have a program of action. If we are to ask 
others to assume an increasing share of their own and free world
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defense, then we must share the skills, equipment and technology 
which will allow them to share the burden.

—Cambodia is a striking example. The Cambodian people have 
raUied to resist the occupation of their homeland by a determined 
and stronger enemy. Assisted with US equipment, the 
Cambodian Army has grown from 30,000 to approximately 
200,000 within less than 24 months. They have greatly 
complicated the enemy’s efforts to supply its forces operating 
against South Vietnam; and they have strengthened their coopera
tion with their neighbors as they seek to meet the common threat.

—The Republic of Korea prospers with a flourishing economy 
and a high rate of growth. Behind the shield provided by its own 
forces and the United Nations command, US forces have been 
reduced and no longer man major defenses along the DMZ. Our 
military assistance program is making it possible for Korea to 
complete the modernization of its forces which is essential if  
Korea is to provide for its own defense.

Security assistance also provides a means whereby we can 
influence others to limit arms races. Some maintain that if we 
refused to provide military assistance or to sell weapons, arms 
competition would diminish in many areas. If we were the only 
source of modern weapons, that argument would be valid. But 
other countries which are sources of military arms have not shown 
restraint. If we refuse military assistance programs, we forsake the 
opportunity such programs afford to counsel moderation in arms 
acquisition. Countries which perceive threats to their security can 
and do acquire the weapons they want elsewhere.

Our security assistance, like our other programs, reflects our 
vision of s future structure of peace in a world in which 
independent states cooperate for mutual benefit. Our friends can 
be assured that we will continue to help them meet their defense 
needs through a well managed and flexible security assistance 
program.

ARMS CONTROL

. . .  I decided early in the Administration that we should seek to maintain our 
security whenever possible through cooperative efforts with other nations at the lowest 
possible level of uncertainty, cost, and potential violence.’

U.S. Foreign Policy for the 1970’s 
Report to the Congress 
February 18, 1970

The nuclear era places on the two preponderant powers a 
unique responsibility to explore means of limiting military 
competition. Never before have weapons so fundamental to 
national security become the subject of negotiations between

Documents on Disarmament, 1970, p. 27.
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competing powers. Agreement to limit strategic nuclear weapons 
would be an unprecedented achievement not only in the field of 
arms control, but also in the evolution of political relations.

The limitation of armaments is an essential element in the larger 
poUtical process of building a more stable international system. By 
contributing to international stability and restraint, arms control 
agreements can provide a greater measure of security than could 
be achieved by relying solely on military power. A mutual 
willingness to curb arms competition indicates constructive 
intentions in political as well as strategic areas. Progress in 
controlling arms can reinforce progress in a much wider area of 
international relations.

This Administration has made a determined effort to negotiate 
equitable strategic arms agreements with the Soviet Union. Our 
efforts at arms control, moreover, have not been confined to 
bilateral strategic negotiations, but have encompassed a variety of 
weapons and international forums. The process of developing 
agreements has proceeded in three separate but related areas:

—First, and of overriding importance, has been the effort to 
control strategic arms competition between the United States and 
the Soviet Union.

—Second, in regions where major powers confront each other, 
as in Central Europe, we have explored means for establishing a 
more stable military balance at reduced force levels.

—Finally, on the broad international front, arms control 
measures such as elimination of biological and toxin weapons and 
restrictions on the deployment of nuclear weapons in various 
environments have been undertaken with the participation of 
nuclear and nop-nuclear powers.

In each of these areas, the United States has taken important 
initiatives in the interest of international stability and peace. Three 
years of intense efforts have produced significant progress.

Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT)
From the beginning of this Administration, issues related to 

strategic arms limitations have been given the highest priority. I 
recognized that even a modest success in such an endeavor could 
break the pattern of seemingly endless and increasingly dangerous 
competition.

In order to have maximum flexibility in negotiations with the 
Soviet Union, we began our preparations for strategic arms talks 
with a systematic examination of the issues. By analyzing every 
combination of weapons systems that might conceivably be 
subject to limitation and by examining measures that could be 
used to verify compUance in any agreement, we developed a sound 
basis for moving negotiations in the direction most Ukely to lead 
to an equitable agreement. In the ensuing discussions with the 
Soviet Union, we were determined not to be restricted to a fixed 
position which would have to be renegotiated internally every
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time there was a change of position. It was anticipated that our 
new approach might forestall the early stalemates which had 
characterized previous arms control negotiations when opening 
positions inevitably differed.

We recognized that negotiations would be especially 
complicated because of the difficulty of estabUshing equivalence 
between Soviet and American weapon systems that differed not 
only in number but in characteristics and capabilities. Moreover, 
both nations were at different stages in key weapons programs.

—The Soviet intercontinental ballistic missile arsenal had 
continued to grow while the US had ceased deployment of 
ICBMs. In addition, American ICBMs consisted almost entirely of 
medium size missiles, while the USSR had deployed a variety of 
sizes. One Soviet system, the SS-9 ICBM, carried a much larger 
warhead and had no American counterpart. Although U.S. missiles 
were smaller, they were more sophisticated and had a capability 
for multiple independently targeted warheads. The larger Soviet 
missiles, however, had the capacity to carry a greater number of 

 ̂ these warheads if developed along lines similar to our program.
—The United States had not built ballistic missile submarines 

since 1967; the Soviet program, although begun later, was 
expanding at an accelerated rate in 1969.

—In 1964 the USSR began deploying an anti-ballistic missile 
system to protect its capital; our Safeguard ABM program, begun 
only in 1969, was designed to protect our land-based retaUatory 
forces, to defend against attacks by a small number of missiles, 
and to protect against an accidental attack.

Thus, even an agreement in principle to limit certain strategic 
systems would have left open major questions of defining precise 
limits without creating an advantage for one side.

Despite these problems, the approaching strategic parity 
provided an opportunity to achieve an overall agreement that 
would yield no unilateral advantage and could contribute to a 
more stable strategic environment. For the first time it was 
possible to conceive of agreements reflecting a genuine balance.

Meticulous preparations enabled us to begin negotiations in 
November 1969 with an understanding of the full range of issues, 
and to move efficiently from preliminary explorations of strategic 
principles to concrete proposals.

By late 1970, several phases of negotiations had isolated the key 
differences.

—We disagreed on the kinds of weapons systems that would be 
limited in an agreement. The US preferred to cover all major 
strategic systems—land and sea-based ballistic missiles, heavy 
bombers, and anti-ballistic missiles; the USSR defined “strategic” 
to include certain U.S. air and naval deployments abroad, while 
excluding various systems of their own, including medium range 
missiles.



NIXON REPORT, FEBRUARY 9 37

—We had not been able to agree on an equitable basis for 
limiting individual offensive system^ that differed in numbers or 
capabilities.

—The scope of an initial agreement was undetermined. The 
USSR proposed that it limit defensive forces alone; the US felt it 
must encompass both offensive and defensive forces.

These differences meant that negotiating a comprehensive 
agreement would be very complicated and necessarily time- 
consuming.

As negotiations entered their second year, the continuing 
buildup of Soviet strategic systems was of particular concern. 
During the first year of negotiations the Soviets had increased 
their total arsenal of intercontinental ballistic missile launchers by 
nearly one-fourth and submarine launchers by nearly one-half.

At that time, I concluded that four principles were fundamental 
to our position.

—First, the strategic balance would be endangered if we Umited 
defensive forces alone and left the offensive threat unconstrained. 
An essential objective of the negotiations would be defeated by 
unchecked deployments of offensive systems. For example, with 
only defensive forces limited by an agreement, the continued 
expansion of Soviet offensive forces, especially the large SS-9 
ICBMs if armed with multiple warheads, could eventually give the 
USSR a capability for seriously threatening our land-based 
strategic forces.

—Second, it would be dangerous if, while constraining offensive 
forces, strategic defenses were allowed to increase without Umit. 
In sufficient numbers and sophistication, ABM systems deployed 
to defend cities can reduce capabilities to retaliate. Thus, 
unlimited ABM expansion ultimately would force an offensive 
buildup.

—Third, if  we could not devise satisfactory formulas for limiting 
all major weapon systems, we should concentrate on those of 
primary importance in the strategic balance which if unchecked 
would become most threatening to overall strategic equilibrium.

—Finally, if we could not find technical solutions for limiting 
systems that already differed in numbers and capabilities, an 
interim step might be a freeze at current levels on deployments of 
the most destabilizing offensive weapons.

These conclusions were the basis for my personal intervention 
with the Soviet leaders. Recognizing that only by establishing a 
political commitment at the highest level could we make signifi
cant progress on the range of technical issues that still confronted 
the negotiators, I attempted to create a new negotiating frame
work in which both sides could proceed. This overture, followed 
by several months of intensive negotiations, ultimately produced 
the breakthrough announced on May 20, 1971;

The Governments of the United States and the Soviet Union, after reviewing the 
course of their talks on the limitation of strategic armaments, have agreed to concentrate
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this year on working out an agreement for the limitation of the deployment of 
anti-ballistic missiles systems (ABM's). They have also agreed that, together with 
concluding an agreement to limit ABMs, they will agree on certain measures with respect 
to the limitation of offensive strategic weapons.

The two sides are taking this course in the conviction that it will create more 
favorable conditions for further negotiations to limit all strategic arms. These 
negotiations will hQ actively pursued.®

In essence, this new understanding involved elements that 
bridged the concerns of both sides.

—An ABM agreement would have initial priority in further 
discussions. Since most progress had been made in this area, we 
would concentrate during the remainder of 1971 on negotiating an 
agreement on limiting defensive systems.

—The essential linkage between agreements to limit offensive 
and defensive systems would be preserved, and the two agreements 
would be concluded simultaneously.

—The impasse over the composition of strategic offensive 
weapons was resolved by concentrating on an initial agreement for 
those offensive systems having the major impact on the strategic 
balance.

The breakthrough on May 20 revitalized the negotiations. It was 
followed by progress in related areas. On September 30, 1971, the 
US and USSR signed two agreements which had been worked out 
in parallel with the main arms negotiations.

—The first established agreed measures that each side would 
adopt to reduce the risk of nuclear war occurring as a result of an 
accident or unauthorized acts.®

—The second provided that the direct communications link 
(Hot Line) between the U.S. and the USSR would be made more 
secure and less vulnerable by employing satellites in the com
munications system. ‘ ®

These agreements demonstrated a mutual willingness to deal 
seriously with other strategic issues.

The exact scope of the agreements derived from the commit
ment of May 20 is still under negotiation, and I am obliged to 
protect the confidentiality of these talks. I can report that a 
consensus is developing on certain essential elements which 
provide a basis for further movement toward an agreement that 
accommodates concerns expressed by each side.

—Comprehensive limitations should be placed on ABM systems. 
Deployments should neither provide a defense of the entire 
national territory nor threaten the overall strategic balance. 
However, reaching agreement has been complicated because the 
existing Soviet system is designed to protect Moscow in contrast

llbid., 1971, p. 298. 
Zlbid., pp. 634-635. 

pp. 635-639.
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with our initial ABM deployments which defend ICBMs located in 
less populous areas.

—Since an ABM agreement will cover all aspects of limitations 
on ABM defensive systems, it should be a long term commitment 
formalized in a treaty.

—There should be an interim solution to the question of 
offensive controls. Certain offensive weapons should be frozen to 
prevent widening of numerical differentials to a point which 
would necessitate additional American countermeasures. An 
interim agreement would not be as comprehensive as the ABM 
Treaty and further offensive limitations would be considered in a 
second phase of negotiations. Because it is only an interim 
measure, it is more appropriately concluded in a formal agreement 
of a different type.

—An essential linkage between the substance and duration of 
the documents dealing with offensive and defensive aspects must 
be preserved.

The extent of the interim offensive agreement is still under 
intensive negotiation, reflecting the greater complexity of ques
tions related to offensive systems. We must weigh the advantages 
of prolonging the current stage of negotiations in order to reach 
agreements on every offensive system against the consequences of 
allowing the current Soviet buildup to continue, perhaps for a 
considerable period. Considering the overall balance of offensive 
systems, including our program of multiple warhead deployment, 
there will be no disadvantage for the US in an interim freeze of 
certain systems. Moreover, Soviet willingness to limit the size of its 
offensive forces would reflect a desire for longer term solutions 
rather than unilateral efforts to achieve marginal advantages.

Achieving initial agreements to limit both offensive and 
defensive strategic programs will be a major step in constraining 
the strategic arms race vwthout compromising the security of 
either side. On the other hand, if negotiations are protracted while 
the Soviets continue offensive missile deployments and develop
ment of new systems, the US has no choice but to proceed with 
major new strategic programs. This is a reality of our competitive 
relationship. The SALT negotiations offer a constructive alterna
tive to unlimited competition. I am confident that agreements 
limiting strategic arms are feasible and in the interests of both 
nations. Equitable agreements can only enhance mutual security. 
They would represent an enormous change in the course of our 
postwar competition.

Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR)
Although negotiations to limit strategic arms are of funda

mental significance to US-USSR relations, the existence of large 
military forces in Central Europe provides another opportunity for 
increasing international stability by negotiated reductions. This 
issue, o f course, is not primarily between the US and USSR; it
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involves the vital interests of our allies and states of the Warsaw 
Pact.

The possibility of mutual and balanced force reductions was 
first raised by NATO in 1968, but thus far has elicited no specific 
reply from the USSR or the other Warsaw Pact countries. Not 
until the spring of 1971 did the Soviet leaders even acknowledge 
this Western initiative directly. Nevertheless, this Administration 
has conducted an intensive analysis of the issues in order that we 
and our NATO partners will be in the best possible position should 
negotiations develop.

We found that attitudes toward force reductions in Central 
Europe often reflected certain abstract assumptions that needed 
more extensive analysis. For example, there was the view that 
reductions could be primarily a means of political detente because 
it was believed that the military balance would not be affected as 
long as both sides were reduced by equal percentages. Therefore, 
the size of reductions could be determined on the basis of what 
proved negotiable, since an equal percentage reduction presumably 
would not alter the balance of forces. On the other hand, there 
were arguments that no reductions of any size should be 
considered because the USSR’s geographic advantage enables the 
Warsaw Pact to reinforce forces more rapidly than NATO, and 
thus quickly compensate for earlier reductions.

In addition, there were also important technical questions to be 
resolved: how to establish criteria for equating the forces and 
equipment of several different countries; how to compensate for 
the fact that our forces would be withdrawn to the continental 
United States while Soviet forces withdrawn would return to the 
USSR, only a few hundred miles distant; and how to verify 
reductions, particularly smaller ones. Other forces might be 
disbanded within national territory, which would pose quite 
different problems of verification. Constraints would have to be 
introduced to verify that reduced levels were not exceeded, or that 
withdrawn forces were not being covertly brought back into the 
zone of reductions, and to provide confidence in the stability of 
the entire process by enhancing warning of any buildup of forces.

Obviously, a lai^e number of questions needed detailed evalua
tion before concrete proposals could be developed. In close 
consultation with our alhes, we initiated a systematic study. Our 
aim was to clarify common objectives within the Alliance in 
preparation for eventual negotiations with the other side.

In the first phase of our analysis we examined each individual 
element of force reductions: the forces of each nation, the various 

‘ weapons systems, the variants in geographical areas, the 
constraints on reduced forces, and the requirements for verifying 
different increments of reductions of both national and foreign 
forces.

Subsequent phases have become more detailed and specific. We 
have used the analyses of the individual elements of reductions to 
develop illustrative models of agreements that reflect different



NIXON REPORT, FEBRUARY 9 41

concepts. Thus, two broad approaches to reductions have been 
examined:

—Proportionately equal ones applying the same percentage of 
reductions to both sides.

—Asymmetrical ones in which reductions would be made in 
differing amounts in various categories.

Having established a conceptual approach, we proceeded to 
evaluate the existing military balance in Central Europe. We then 
compared it with various alternatives to determine the military 
implications of a new balance of forces resulting from reductions. 
These analyses included:

—An examination of the changing ratio of forces as general 
mobilization proceeded.

—A determination of requirements to ensure verification of an 
agreement.

—Development of a general sequence for negotiation. In this 
way the major effects were highlighted and the merits of each 
model could be compared with greater precision.

Certain tentative findings have emerged at this stage of 
preparations:

—Small reductions, on the order of ten percent or less, cannot 
be confidently verified to assure that reductions have actually 
taken place, especially those forces demobilized within national 
territories.

—Larger reductions can be verified, provided they are made 
•under certain conditions and accompanied by measures to ensure 
continuing compliance.

—The USSR can mobilize and reinforce its forces in Central 
Europe much more rapidly than NATO. Therefore, an agreement 
to reduce forces simply on an equal percentage basis is inherently 
unfavorable to NATO, and the larger the percentage, the greater 
the inequity.

The results of our preliminary work have been furnished to 
NATO. Along with Alliance studies, it has facilitated internal 
NATO discussion on the direction of further analysis. We and our 
allies concluded last year that preparations had advanced to a 
point where it would be advantageous to discuss certain prelimi
nary principles with the USSR. An exploratory mission, ^hich 
would be led by former Secretary General of NATO Manlio G. 
Brosio, was proposed. The USSR, however, has not yet accepted 
this proposal.

Issues that could be usefully explored include the exact 
geographical area for reductions, whether to reduce both foreign 
and national forces, and how the entire process of reduction could 
be balanced in a way that would create no military advantages for 
either side. Already, the extensive studies completed have laid a 
promising foundation for constructive discussions once the



42 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1972

interest of NATO nations is reciprocated by members of the 
Warsaw Pact.

Undiminished military security for NATO is the only rational 
criterion for establishing force reductions. Thus, the process of 
reducing forces in Central Europe must create no unilateral 
military advantage's. For this reason, we are examining alternative 
approaches. It may be possible to offset the Warsaw Pact’s 
advantages under equal percentage reductions by reaching a more 
comprehensive agreement. Critical elements in such an agreement 
would include adequate verification provisions and effective 
constraints on the movement of forces. We are also evaluating the 
possibility of asymmetrical but equitable reductions which would 
preserve the overall miUtary balance. Our analytical work will 
continue to concentrate on both of these alternative approaches.

Progress in International Agreements
Concern about arms control has not been restricted to the 

major powers. In recognition of this the United States a decade 
ago was instrumental in establishing a representative international 
forum for examination of arms control issues. The Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) has gradually become an 
important instrument for developing an international consensus.

This Administration has played an active role in this forum. As 
a result of our initiatives and in cooperation with other partici
pants, some significant achievements have been recorded.

Biological and Chemical Arms Control Early in this Adminis
tration we began a comprehensive review of biological and 
chemical weapons policy and programs.

—In following through on my declaration that the United States 
totally renounced the use and possession of biological and toxin 
weapons,’ ‘ we began a program for safe destruction of existing 
stocks that is scheduled to be completed this summer. We are 
converting facilities previously used for biological warfare research 
to major health and environmental safety missions. The sophis
ticated scientific facilities at Fort Detrick, Maryland, for example, 
will become a leading research center in the war against cancer; 
those at Pine Bluff Arsenal, Arkansas, are being turned into a new 
national research center to examine the biological effects on the 
environment of a number of chemical substances.

—With our clear example and strong support, the CCD agreed 
last September on the draft of an international treaty banning the 
development, production and stockpiling of biological and toxin 
weapons and requiring destruction of existing stocks.*^ This 
international commitment is a unique milestone. Following its 
signature, I intend to submit this treaty to the U.S. Senate for its 
advice and consent to ratification this year.* ^

1969, pp. 592-593;iWd, 1970, pp. 5-6. 
^^Ibid., 1971, pp. 568-573.
^^Seepost, pp.553-555.



NIXON REPORT, FEBRUARY 9 43

Seabeds. A treaty banning weapons of mass destruction from 
the seabeds was signed in Washington on February 11, 1971 * and 
subsequently submitted to the Senate. This is a significant 
achievement. The major powers have agreed not to place nuclear 
weapons on the ocean floor, an area which encompasses about 70 
percent of the earth’s surface. It has already been signed by more 
than 80 states.

Nuclear Non-Proliferation. Further progress has been made in 
restricting the spread of nuclear weapons to new regions. 
Following a unanimous vote of advice and consent by the Senate, 
the U.S. ratified on May 12, 1971 Additional Protocol II to the 
Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America.^® Under this Protocol, the United States agreed to 
respect the nuclear-free zone created by the treaty, which is now 
in force for seventeen of our Latin American neighbors and applies 
to an area of over IVz million square miles containing a population 
of more than 100 million persons.

New Areas for Progress
New areas for progress in controlling arms demand attention.

—In the Middle East the US is committed to maintaining a 
military balance. Our fundamental position, however, is that the 
US and USSR have a special responsibility to restrain the flow of 
armaments.

—In South Asia outside powers should assume a similar 
responsibility. Attempts to strengthen local forces through supply 
of major armaments have exacerbated tensions inherent in the 
political situation.

—Different forums, such as a world conference or a five power 
nuclear conference, have been suggested for dealing with arms 
control issues. The United States is willing to consider these and 
other efforts. However, rather than searching for new mechanisms 
or institutions, we believe that the primary challenge for the 
present is to complete the work already begun in the UN, in the 
CCD at Geneva, in regional arrangements, and, above all, in 
Soviet-American discussions.

CONCLUSION

Advances in arms control have enhanced prospects for a new era 
of greater mutual security in the world. The progress already 
achieved has helped provide a basis for new opportunities in 1972 
to discuss constructively a broad range of differences with 
potential adversaries. Increased security will become a reality if 
together we can create a new structure of international under
standing, stability and restraint.

V^Documents on Disarmament, 19 71, pp. 7‘11- _
Sesibid., pp. 311-313. The protocol appears 1967, p. 83.
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In this period of transition, we cannot ignore the potential 
security threats to this nation and its allies or our obligation to 
maintain a credible and effective American military position. We 
are committed to progress in arms control, but I will not allow 
negotiations to become a subterfuge by which potential^ 
adversaries obtain military advantages. The continuing sufficiency 
of our strength is not incompatible with our arms control efforts; 
on the contrary, it helps create the conditions that make equitable 
settlements of political differences possible.

Consistent with the Nixon Doctrine, we will maintain those 
forces essential to deal with the challenges of the 1970’s, and we 
will develop a solid foundation for strength over the long term to 
ensure against potential dangers in the future. Our security 
assistance programs will contribute to the strengthening of our 
allies and a more equitable sharing of defense burdens in our 
common interest.

This is a year of historic new opportunities for building a more 
stable world. The continuing cohesiveness of our alhances and the 
continuing strength of our common defense are essential to 
achieving this goal.

Report of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on the Sea-Bed
Arms Control Treaty, February 9, 1972^

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to which was referred the 
Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear 
Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Seabed 
and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof, opened for 
signature at Washington, London, and Moscow on February 11, 
1971,^ having considered the same, reports favorably thereon 
without reservation and recommends that the Senate give its 
advice and consent to ratification thereof.

BACKGROUND

This treaty derives in part from an initiative of Senator Pell of 
the Foreign Relations Committee. On September 29, 1967, 
Senator Pell introduced Senate Resolution 172 which, among 
other things, called for the initiation of arms control measures to 
prevent the stationing of nuclear weapons and other weapons of 
mass destruction on the ocean floor. Senate Resolution 186, 
introduced on November 17, 1967, by Senator Pell, proposed for 
consideration a draft treaty to carry out that objective. The 
Foreign Relations Committee held hearings on those resolutions 
on November 29, 1967.

Although the executive branch was opposed to adoption of 
those resolutions, work was concurrently proceeding in the United 
Nations, and in 1967 the United Nations engaged in a thorough

‘ s. Ex. Rept. 92-18, 92d Cong., 2d sess. 
Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 7-11.
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examination of the question of reserving the seabed underlying the 
high seas for peaceful purposes.

This question was included in the agenda adopted by the 
Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament at Geneva in August 
1968.

After extensive discussion the United States and the Soviet 
Union reached an agreement on the text of a draft treaty which 
was tabled at the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
(CCD) at Geneva on October 7, 1969.^

After four revisions, the General Assembly voted on December 
7, 1970, by a vote of 104 to 2 (with 2 abstentions) to commend 
this treaty and requested that it be opened for signature and 
ratification.^

On February 11, 1971, the treaty was opened for signature at 
Washington, London, and Moscow. On that date, 62 countries, 
including the United States, signed the treaty.

This treaty was submitted to the Senate on July 21, 1971.

PROVISIONS OF TREATY

The following summary of the treaty was provided by the 
Secretary of State:

[The summary appears in Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 364-367.]

COMMITTEE ACTION

The Committee on Foreign Relations held a public hearing, 
chaired by Senator Claiborne Pell, on the Seabed Arms Control 
Treaty on January 27, 1972. At that time, the following witnesses 
testified: John N. Irwin II, Under Secretary of State; James F. 
Leonard, Assistant Director for International Affairs, Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency; Lawrence S. Eagleburger, Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for Policy Plans and National Security, 
Department of Defense, who was accompanied by: Rear Adm. H.
H. Anderson, Director for PoUcy Plans and National Security 
Affairs, Department of Defense; Herbert Scoville (appearing on 
behalf of the Arms Control Association); and Jeremy Stone, 
executive director, Federation of American Scientists.

On February 9, 1972, the committee met in executive session 
and unanimously ordered the Seabed Arms Control Treaty 
reported favorably to the Senate for advice and consent to 
ratification.

RECOMMENDATION

The committee recommends that the Senate give its advice and 
consent to ratification of this treaty. Although this treaty is a 
limited step, it is one which should be taken. At this time there are

llbid., 1969, pp. 473-475. 
^Ibid., 1970, pp. 680-681.
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no weapons systems in existence or programed which would be 
prohibited. Nevertheless, in the absence of this treaty there would 
be every incentive for continued research to perfect viable seabed 
weapons systems, and no prediction can be made as to whether 
those efforts would succeed. Thus, this treaty vWll diminish the 
incentive to conduct research on these new types of weapons and 
may accordmgly forestall an arms race in this environment 
generated by the unpredictable vagaries of future technology.

As Under Secretary Irwin stated before the committee, “the 
seabed is the last frontier of man on this planet,” covering 70 
percent of the earth’s surface.® It is important that this vast area 
has been eliminated as an arena for the United States-Soviet arms 
competition prohibited by the treaty.

The treaty is also a supplement to the nonproliferation treaty. 
It represents a step in carrying out the obligations set forth in 
article VI of the nonproliferation treaty,® pledging the signatories 
to negotiate effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear 
arms race at an early date.

However, it is one step toward halting the arms race—and it 
must not be the last—and the committee concludes that the 
United States should ratify the treaty. Accordingly, it recom
mends that the Senate give its advice and consent to that 
ratification.

INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF SENATOR J. W. FULBRIGHT

My support for this treaty is based on the judgment that it will 
do no harm rather than a feeling that it accomplishes much.

It strikes me as anomalous, if not fundamentally inconsistent, 
that the administration pursues this treaty at a time when it is 
proposing an accelerated program for a new generation of nuclear 
submarines. While purporting to avoid a hypothetical arms race on 
the seabed, it fuels the fires of an actual arms race in the ocean.

This treaty deals only with hypothetical problems. The Depart
ment of Defense, in testimony before the committee stated that—

. . .  We can, without difficulty, undertake this obligation [imposed by the treaty]. 
We have no plans for doing what the treaty would forbid.. . .  We are not aware of any 
plans on the part of others to do so.’

Eliminating a future arms race is, of course, a commendable act. 
Nevertheless, the arms race prevented by this treaty is so remote 
and speculative that it is difficult to attribute any significance at 
all to this effort.

Article V of the treaty provides:
The parties to this treaty undertake to continue negotiations in good faith concerning 

further measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an arms race on the 
seabed, the ocean floor, and the subsoil thereof.

^Ante, pp. 8-11.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
Ante, p. 17.
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This provision is comparable in intent to a provision in tlie 
nonproliferation treaty. Many nations of the world, particularly 
the near-nuclear powers, ttdce seriously these pledges by the 
United States and the Soviet Union to pursue genuine arms 
control and disarmament measures. This is, in effect, the quid pro 
quo given the other nations for their willingness to forgo 
developing nuclear weapons of their own.

I do not believe that measures like the present treaty will long 
satisfy the other nations of the world that the nuclear powers are 
achieving significant agreements in this area. Unless such agree
ments emerge—and SALT has not yet produced anythmg of 
significance—the nonproliferation regime could break down, a 
prospect with far-reaching adverse implications for U.S. foreign 
policy.

I doubt that we fool many other nations with agreements lOce 
the Seabed Treaty. The danger is that we may start fooling 
ourselves.

4: ^  ^

TEXT OF RESOLUTION OF RATIFICATION

Resolved, (Two-thirds o f  the Senators present concurring 
therein), That the Senate advise and consent to the ratification of 
the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear 
Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Seabed 
and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof, opened for 
signature at Washington, London, and Moscow on February 11, 
1971 (Ex. H, 92-1).

Letter From President Nixon to Speaker Albert: Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act Amendment, February 10, 1972*

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, February 10, 1972.

Hon. CARL ALBERT,
Speaker o f  the House o f  Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: As I have often said, the work of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is among the most 
significant work undertaken by our Government. InteUigently 
directed arms control and disarmament efforts are an important 
element of our foreign policy and are essential to our national 
security.

Carefully designed arms control arrangements offer the prospect 
of halting an arms race especially in the strategic arms field—that

*H. doc. 92-252, 92d Cong., 2d sess.

505-954 0 - 74-5
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could bo^l drain the resources and decrease the relative security of 
all participants. The quest for reliable ways of controlling 
armaments in a manner that will bring a greater measure of 
security than we can obtain from arms alone deserves the very best 
we can muster in the way of brains, experience, knowledge, and 
negotiating skill as well as strong public and Congressional 
support. I

It is my conviction that the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency has done much to assist in attaining this objective through 
the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, as well as through the work 
of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament at Geneva. 
The work of this Agency is vital to future progress in these 
difficult areas and I anticipate that it will be faced with new, 
additional responsibilities in the future.

Accord^gly, I am forwarding herewith draft legislation to 
authorize appropriations for the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency for another two years after the current authorization 
expires on this coming June 3 0 .1 urge the Congress to give this bill 
its prompt and favorable consideration.

Sincerely,

RICHARD NIXON.

(Enclosure: Proposed Amendment to Arms Control and Dis
armament Act.)

U.S. ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT 
AGENCY PROPOSED LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR 

THE SECOND SESSION OF THE 92ND CONGRESS

DRAFT AMENDMENT TO THE ARMSXONTROL 
AND DISARMAMENT ACT^

A BILL To amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, as amended, in 
order to extend the authorization for appropriations:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House o f  Representatives o f  the 
United States o f  America in Congress assembled, that the second 
sentence of section 49(a) of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Act, as amended (22 USC 2589(a)), is amended by inserting 
immediately after “$17,500,000”, the following: and for the
two fiscal years 1973 and 1974, the sum of $22,000,000,” .

^For the Arms Control and Disarmament Act as amended, see Documents on 
Disarmament, 1961, pp. 482-495; ibid,, 1963, pp. 622-623; ibid., 1965, p. 206; ibid., 
1968, pp. 396-391; ibid., 1970, p. 213.
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Joint Communique on the Establishment of Diplomatic Relations
Between Mexico and the People’s Republic of Chijia, February
14, 1972^

The Permanent Representatives of the United States of Mexico 
and of the People’s Republic of China to the United Nations, as a 
result of negotiations carried out with due authorization from 
their respective Governments, have agreed upon the following:

1. In accordance with the principles of juridical equality of the 
States, mutual respect for their sovereignty, independence and 
territorial integrity, nonaggression, and non-intervention in their 
internal or external affairs, the Governments of the United States 
of Mexico and of the People’s Republic of China have decided to 
establish diplomatic relations, effective from this date, and to 
exchange Ambassadors as soon as possible.

2. The Mexican Government and the Chinese Government have 
agreed to mutually provide all necessary assistance for the 
establishment of diplomatic missions in their respective capitals 
and the performance of their functions, on the basis of equality 
and reciprocity and in accordance with international law and 
practice.

3. The Chinese Government supports the just position of 
Mexico and other Latin American States on the establishment of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in Latin America and holds that all 
nuclear-weapon States should undertake the obligation not to use 
nuclear weapons against the zone or States mentioned above. The 
Mexican Government takes note with appreciation of this position 
of the Chinese Government.

( signed)
ALFONSO GARCIA ROBLES
Permanent Representative o f  
the United States o f  Mexico 

to the United Nations

( signed)
HUANG HUA

Permanent Representative o f  
the People’s Republic o f  

China to the United Nations

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, February 29, 
1972*

We are honoured to have the new Secretary-General of the 
United Nations, The Honourable Kurt Waldheim, with us at the 
opening meeting of our 1972 session. We greatly appreciate the 
welcome he has extended to us and the fact that he took time 
from his busy schedule to come to Geneva.

I should also like to express the pleasure of the United States 
delegation that Ambassador Pastinen, the Secretary-General’s

^C C D /358 , Mar. 2, 1972. The communique was released at New York. 

‘ CCD/Pv.545,pp. 13-19.
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Special Representative, and Mr. Epstein, his Deputy Special 
Representative, are with us again to give us the benefit of their 
assistance and counsel during this session. May I express to them, 
and to all members of the United Nations Secretariat, our 
appreciation for their invaluable contribution to the functioning 
of this Committee.

Last year this Committee completed its work on a convention 
that will eliminate the threat of biological warfare. The United 
States believes that the broadest possible adherence to the 
Convention is in the interest of all governments and all peoples. As 
was demonstrated at the United Nations General Assembly last fall 
by the overwhelming vote commending this Convention, the 
international community views this treaty as a positive and 
welcome step in the disarmament field.

The Convention will be opened for signature in the near 
future.^ We hope that all the participants in its negotiation, and all 
other States as weU, wiU become parties to it. The elimination of 
biological agents and toxins from the arsenals of States and the 
international co-operation for peaceful applications provided for 
in the treaty will enhance the security and the development of all 
countries.

The Convention on biological weapons and toxins is the first 
concrete agreement to emerge from some three years of 
international discussions about chemical and biological weapons. 
Its Article IX sets forth a firm commitment aimed at ensuring that 
work continues on an urgent basis toward effective measures for 
the prohibition of the development, production, and stockpiUng 
of chemical weapons. The desire of the international community 
that all members of the Committee devote their best efforts to 
progress in this area was clearly reflected in the debate and in the 
resolutions adopted at the General Assembly last fall.

Last year, in his message to the opening meeting of this 
Conference, President Nixon stated that “In any biological 
weapons convention, we will support an unambiguous commit
ment engaging all parties to undertake further negotiations 
regarding limitations on chemical weapons” .̂  I wish at this time 
to affirm that the United States Government intends to fulfil this 
commitment with the utmost seriousness. Our objective is 
effective measures regarding chemical weapons, and we shall 
pursue this objective vigorously in the CCD.

The problems of dealing effectively with chemical weapons 
through the formulation of arms-control agreements are difficult 
and complex. We believe, however, that they are not necessarily 
insoluble. Last year this Committee reaffirmed its effectiveness as 
a negotiating body through the development of the biological 
weapons convention. The even more significant task that lies

Isecpost, pp. 133-138.
Documents on Disarmament, 1971, p. 20.
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ahead in dealing with chemical weapons is a challenge to our 
ability to demonstrate once again our capacity for effective work.

It is the view of our delegation that the most promising 
approach to this problem at the present stage is to examine and 
analyse the various elements involved in any limitations or 
restraints on the development, production, and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons. One of the central issues, as we see it, is the 
interrelationship between the scope of attainable prohibitions and 
the potential of various approaches to verification. To illustrate 
what we have in mind, I would like to set forth, in the form of 
questions, a number of the elements of this problem that we 
believe this Committee can productively consider at this session:

Should the scope of a possible prohibition deal with certain 
specific agents?

Should prohibited agents be defined in terms of degrees of 
toxicity? Should they be defined in terms of families of agents? 
Are other definitions practicable?

Also with respect to scope, we should ask ourselves in what way 
or ways might an agreement limit or prohibit production of lethal 
chemical agents? And, would it be sensible to try to deal with such 
activities as training, with means of delivery, and with defensive 
equipment?

Turning to verification, there are many methods and approaches 
that might contribute to assurances that treaty prohibitions are 
being observed. We believe this Committee should examine all 
promising avenues. In doing so it may wish to address itself to a 
variety of questions. For example:

What are the technical and political potentials and limitations of 
various verification techniques?

What can be accomplished through exchanges of information 
and relevant economic data?

What assurances can be developed through declarations, in
formation visits, and consultation?

What should be the role of existing international procedures and 
organizations? Should consideration be given to the creation of 
new international machinery to assist in the implementation of 
possible Umitations?

What system of assurances would provide the greatest security 
to countries both large and small, countries in various stages of 
development, and would encourage the broadest participation in 
limitations? Can the range of assurance capabiUties be matched up 
in a practical way with the scope of possible agreements?

These are the kinds of questions to which we are giving careful 
study within our own Government. We intend very shortly to 
share with members of this Committee a number of preliminary 
thoughts on these subjects.

As we open our session here today, I wish to reaffirm the 
long-standing policy commitment of the United States to work
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toward a cessation of nuclear weapons testing pursuant to an 
adequately verified treaty. We realize that this issue is a matter of 
important concern for members of this Committee. We are 
conscious of their expressed desire for some concrete progress. We 
recognize these concerns and we intend to continue our co-opera- 
tion with all members of the Committee in considering this issue 
in a serious and responsible manner.

As we made clear in New York last fall in the First Committee, 
at the time of the vote by the General Assembly on resolutions 
regarding this item, the test-ban problem is not one that lends 
itself to easy and immediate solutions.^ Further progress towards 
restraints on testing is tied in closely with understanding and 
resolving the complex problem of verification. The United States 
has devoted considerable effort to the development of the science 
and technology for the seismic detection, location, and identifica
tion of earthquakes and explosions. Our work has contributed 
importantly to the substantial progress that has been made in 
recent years in this area. But more work needs to be done with 
regard to the still unresolved technical aspects necessary for 
effective and reliable verification. We intend to try to participate 
constructively at this session by working toward a better under
standing of this key issue.

The United States delegation has urged that this Committee 
begin a serious examination of the arms-control possibilities 
related to conventional weapons. We suggested that the Com
mittee consider possible objectives, possible steps, possible solu
tions in order to develop a better understanding of what might be 
practicable and desirable in this area. I hope that this year, while 
continuing its work on other priority subjects, the CCD will take 
up this task.

We have made clear that we have no blueprints that offer easy 
promise of success in dealing with this question. As of the present, 
our studies have found no clear-cut answers of an immediate 
practical nature. However, all of the scholars and specialists who 
have studied this question have agreed on the need for serious and 
purposeful international discussion of the issues involved.

There are, I believe, certain dynamics to international arms- 
control discussions that may be helpful in this regard. A full 
exchange of ideas—a common search for common principles—can 
lead to the identification of specific, practical steps on even the 
most intractable arms-limitation problems.

Conventional arms control is, of course, a question of many 
facets. It is an area where a variety of approaches—including 
regional arrangements, bilateral understandings, and unilateral 
restraints—are relevant. In our statement on this subject last 
summer we noted that some who have urged a global approach are 
thinking of limitations that would restrict a laige number of

“see ibid., pp. 852-853, 893-897.
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countries through some uniform qualitative or quantitative 
formulas. We also noted that such an approach raises a number of 
complex questions that have yet to be explored. For example, 
could some global qualitative limitations be envisioned that would 
enhance the security of individual States and of international 
security generally? We emphasized that debate and exchange of 
ideas on such issues is the only way to ascertain which doors may 
open towards mutually-beneficial achievements in this area.

My own Government has been concerned with numerous 
questions that in one way or another involve problems of 
conventional arms control. To take but one example, as President 
Nixon stated in his latest report on United States foreign policy, 
we are exploring means for establishing a more stable military 
balance at reduced force levels in regions where major Powers 
confront each other, as in Central Europe.® We have also been 
concerned with the need for responsibility on the part of outside 
Powers to restrain the flow of armaments to areas of tension.

In addition, our Congress has made clear its interest in 
conventional arms control through specific legislative action. 
Recently, for example, the Congress stipulated that in furnishing 
mihtary assistance the United States shall take into account 
whether such assistance will contribute to an arms race, increase 
the possibility o f outbreak or escalation of conflict, or prejudice 
the development o f bilateral or multilateral arms-control arrange
ments.

The fact is that quaUtative and quantitative development of 
conventional weapons is speeding ahead. There appear to be no 
inherent technical or political limitations that will in themselves 
put a ceiling on these developments. In recent years there has been 
no broad international effort to deal with conventional arms races 
or even to achieve an understanding of what limitations might be 
possible. I believe the need to begin work on this problem should 
be clear to all.

Last fall at the UN General Assembly there was considerable 
discussion about the framework and functioning of multilateral 
arms-control talks and negotiations. To a degree that we have not 
seen during the past decade, representatives at the General 
Assembly attempted to assess he • multilateral discussion of the 
vital issues of arms control ar; i disarmament might best be 
conducted.

A number of the members of this Committee suggested last fall 
that it was time for a reassessment of the procedures we have 
followed ui this Committee. I would therefore, at the outset of 
our session, like to set forth the general approach of our 
delegat’^̂ n.

ITie United States attaches importance to the maintenance of 
an effective, expert, and experienced body of a reasonably limited
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size for the purpose o f multilateral arms control and disarmament 
negotiations. This is a longstanding position of my Government. It 
is a position based on what seems to us to be common sense about 
arms-control talks.

The need for experience, and thus for consistency o f member
ship, derives from the extreme complexity and difficulty of the 
subject matter. These issues require an appreciation of scientific 
and technical developments, of a wide range of military and other 
governmental activities, and of the functioning of a number of 
important international organizations.

The need for a conference o f limited size comes not from any 
desire for exclusivity, but rather from the dynamics of the process 
of developing broadly-acceptable restraints on armaments. In a 
world o f sovereign States, arms limitations cannot be imposed by 
any countries or by any group. They cannot be legislated by a 
majority vote. Any multilateral arms-control treaty involves the 
working out o f a favourable consensus on a particular measure and 
the development of agreement on the points to be embodied in a 
treaty.

Given the need for hmited size, it is important that the 
multilateral arms-control forum be broadly representative of our 
complex world. It must be representative of various geographic 
regions, and o f various political and military groups. It should 
include major military and economic Powers. In this regard we 
have placed on record, both here and at New York, the fact that 
we would welcome the participation of all nuclear-weapon States 
in arms-control and disarmament efforts in a manner satisfactory 
to all those States and in a manner reflecting the interests and 
concerns as well o f non-nuclear-weapon States.

As to procedures, it seems to us desirable that they should be as 
simple and informal as possible; that they provide a framework for 
a businesslike exchange o f views both on-the-record and in private 
talks; and that they aim to avoid situations in which valuable time 
would be consumed by procedural wrangling.

These are our general views on this subject. During the coming 
session of the CCD our delegation will be prepared to discuss with 
other delegations any ideas they may have that are designed to 
strengthen the functioning of this Committee.

This Committee has demonstrated that it is an effective 
negotiating body and that it can make important contributions to 
progress on crucial arms-control and disarmament issues. I believe 
we can all look forward to a productive session. For its part, the 
United States delegation intends to participate actively in the 
Committee’s efforts to clarify and analyse the issues before it with 
a view to achieving the maximum possible progress.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, February 29,
1972‘

First of all we should like to welcome the Secretary-General of 
the United Nations, Mr. Waldheim. We congratulate Mm sincerely 
and warmly on his accession to the high office of the Secretary- 
General, whose importance there is no need to discuss. The 
Secretary-General’s participation in the opening of the session of 
the Committee on Disarmament shows his unremitting interest in 
the problems of disarmament, security and the strengthening of 
international peace. We wish Mr. Waldheim success in his career as 
head of one o f the principal organs of the United Nations. His 
message was full o f substance and will be examined with due care 
by the Soviet side.

We also welcome Mr. Winspeare-Guicciardi and Mr. Kutakov, 
Under-Secretaries-General, and the Special Representative of the 
Secretary-General, Mr. Pastinen, and his Alternate Mr. Epstein.

We should also Uke to welcome our new colleagues in the 
Committee on Disarmament, Ambassador Masahiro Nisibori, the 
representative of Japan; Ambassador Rosenberg Polak, the 
representative of the Netherlands; and Ambassador Constantin 
Ene, the representative o f Romania. We wish them success in their 
new work in so important a sphere o f activity as that of the 
Committee on Disarmament.

We welcome, as Co-Chairman of the Committee, Ambassador 
Martin, the representative of the United States of America, who 
shared with us our joint task in the Committee during 1971.

Mr. Chairman, permit me on behalf of the delegation of the 
Soviet Union to express to you our deep gratitude for the 
condolences which you expressed on the unexpected and 
premature death o f 1.1. Cheprov, a member of the Soviet 
delegation to the Committee on Disarmament. Your words of 
condolence and sympathy will be transmitted to his family.

Today the Committee on Disarmament is renewing its work 
aimed at solving the problems of limiting the arms race and of 
disarmament. These problems as is well known, hold an important 
place in current international life. The peace and security of the 
peoples depend upon their solution. Owing to the scientific and 
technical progress o f our age, weapons of mass destruction have 
been greatly expanded. The present-day arms race brings with it 
the danger of new wars having the gravest consequences for 
humanity. At the same time the arms race is swallowing up vast 
economic resources while millions of people lack food, clothing 
and housing, and more than a third of the world’s population is 
illiterate.

The problem of disarmament engages the hopes of many 
countries and peoples. Nevertheless, progress in solving it has been

‘CCD/PV.545,PP. 19-25.
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extremely slow. Actually the disarmament race has still not been 
halted. Mankind is spending approximately $200,000 million 
annually on arms, which is more than the annual national income 
of all the developing countries put together.

It cannot be said, however, that efforts in the field of arms 
limitation and disarmament have been fruitless. During the past 
decade a number of important international agreements of great 
international significance have been reached and concluded in this 
field. One o f them is the Moscow Treaty on the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapon Tests in three environments—in the atmosphere, 
under water and in outer space.^ In some countries this Treaty has 
been subjected to attacks and sharp criticism on the pretext that it 
has not removed the threat of nuclear war and has not reduced 
nuclear arsenals. Such an assessment of the Treaty cannot be 
accepted. The Treaty is unquestionably achieving the objectives 
for which it was concluded. It has slowed down the expansion of 
the nuclear arsenals o f the nuclear Powers parties to it, and—what 
is also most important—it has warded off dangerous pollution of 
the atmosphere and waters of our planet by radioactive fall-out.

Another treaty which has been concluded is the Treaty on 
Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration 
and Use o f Outer Space, prohibiting the launching o f objects with 
nuclear weapons into orbit around the earth and the placing of 
such weapons in outer space.^ There is no doubt that the placing 
of nuclear weapons in outer space would constitute a major threat 
to the peoples of the world.

The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons'* has 
entered into force. It is one of the most important international 
acts of the post-war period relating to the limitation of the nuclear 
arms race. Unfortunately the Euratom countries, Japan and some 
other countries have not yet ratified it nor concluded the 
necessary agreements with the International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA) for the purpose of guaranteeing observance of the 
non-proliferation treaty. This situation does not contribute to the 
strengthening and extension of this international treaty.

The Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement o f Weapons 
of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor, signed 
by many States last February,® is expected to enter into force 
very shortly. The Soviet Union has ratified the Treaty and is 
prepared to exchange instruments of ratification. It is now for the 
other depositary States to complete the procedure of ratifying the 
Treaty.

At its twenty-sixth session the United Nations General As
sembly practically unanimously approved the draft convention 
agreed on in the Committee on Disarmament on the prohibition of

^J)ocuments on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 
^Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43. 
ybid., 1968, pp. 46L-465.

7977, pp. 7-11.
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the development, production and stock-piling of bacteriological 
and toxin weapons. This Convention ought to be opened for 
signature promptly.^ There is no reason to draw out this 
international procedure. We hope that the convention will be 
opened for signature in the very near future and will be signed by 
a large number of States.

In the past year the USSR and the United States of America 
concluded two agreements designed to prevent the accidental 
occurrence or the intentional provocation of incidents involving 
the use of nuclear weapons.'^

The Prague Conference o f the Political Consultative Committee 
of States parties to the Warsaw Treaty, held in January this year, 
has played an important part in the effort to solve the problem of 
easing international tension and strengthening peace.® The 
Conference was a major international event; its purpose was closer 
co-operation between European countries in their effort to ensure 
the peace and security o f the nations of this continent and 
international peace in general.

The relaxation of international tension in Europe and the 
conversion of the continent into an area of stable peace and 
fruitful co-operation is one of the central issues of our time. We 
are glad that the initiative taken by the Warsaw Treaty countries 
on an all-European conference and a Declaration on Peace, 
Security and Co-operation in Europe has ehcited a favourable 
response and approval in many European and non-European 
countries.

Solution o f the basic disarmament problems will require from 
States considerable effort and a will to reach agreement and adopt 
radical and effective measures in that important sector of 
international affairs. The achievements in that field so far are only 
a relatively insignificant part of what must be done.

The session o f the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament which opens today follows a thorough examination of 
disarmament problems at the twenty-sixth session of the United 
Nations General Assembly, which devoted considerable attention 
to those problems and referred a number of basic issues to this 
Committee for its consideration. In the light of the requirements 
of the present international situation, and bearing in mind the 
resolutions of the General Assembly and the previous work of the 
Committee on Disarmament, the Soviet Union considers that the 
Committee should turn its attention at its present session to the 
following issues.

A most important unresolved problem is the total prohibition 
of chemical weapons by an agreement like that prohibiting 
biological and toxin weapons. For some years the Soviet Union 
and other sociaUst countries have repeatedly emphasized the need

Stepost, pp. 133-138.
Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 634-639. 
See ante, pp. 1-8.
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for the combined and total prohibition of both bacteriological and 
chemical weapons. Now that the problem of bacteriological 
weapons has been solved, every effort must be centred on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons. This we are called upon to do by 
the General Assembly, which discussed the subject and 
unanimously decided to request “The Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament to continue, as a high priority item, 
negotiations with a view to reaching early agreement on effective 
measures for the prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling o f chemical weapons and for their elimination from 
the arsenals of all States” .®

The conduct o f such negotiations is enjoined by a provision of 
the Convention on the Prohibition of Bacteriological and Toxin 
Weapons, which contains an undertaking to continue negotiations 
in good faith with a view to reaching early agreement on effective 
measures for the prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling o f chemical weapons and for their destruction.

The development, production and stockpiling o f chemical 
weapons must be totally prohibited without delay and existing 
stocks of them destroyed. We hope that the Committee will give 
priority to the consideration of this matter, and be able to draft 
and agree upon a decision which will bring us closer to this goal. 
The Soviet Union will make every effort to facilitate agreement 
and the conclusion of an international convention totally prohibit
ing chemical weapons.

Another important issue before the Committee is the cessation 
of all nuclear-weapon tests, including underground tests. This vital 
and urgent problem has been discussed in the Committee for many 
years. It was given close attention at the last session of the General 
Assembly. Resolutions adopted by the Assembly urged the nuclear 
Powers’ governments to reach an agreement without delay on the 
cessation of all nuclear and thermonuclear tests.

The Soviet Union considers it essential to strive for the 
cessation of all nuclear-weapon tests, including underground tests, 
everywhere. This policy was upheld by the Twenty-fourth 
Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. In pursuing 
it the Soviet Union will devote every effort to the solution of this 
important problem. As we have repeatedly stated, the prohibition 
of underground nuclear weapon tests can and must be based on 
national means of detection and identification. Insistence on 
international inspection as a prerequisite for the prohibition of 
underground tests is designed merely to prevent solution of the 
important problem o f underground tests and obstruct the 
conclusion of an agreement on it.

The Committee on Disarmament will also have to consider a 
number of other subjects on its agenda. Noteworthy among these 
is the question of the further demilitarization of the sea-bed. In

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 890-892.



ROSHCHIN STATEMENT. FEBRUARY 29 59

article V of the draft Treaty on the prohibition of the emplace
ment of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction 
on the sea-bed, the ocean floor and in the sub-soil thereof, the 
Parties undertake

to continue negotiations in good faith concerning further measures in the field of 
disarmament for the prevention of an arms race on the sea-bed, the ocean floor and the 
sub-soil thereof.

In 1968 the Soviet Union proposed the complete demilitariza
tion of that medium,'® and maintains its position on that point. 
All ways and means o f attaining that objective must be examined.

In reviewing the subjects which in the Soviet delegation’s 
opinion the Committee should study with due attention, special 
mention might be made of nuclear disarmament measures, the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, the elimination of 
military bases in foreign territory, and the creation of nuclear-free 
zones in different parts of the world.

The Soviet Union is in favour o f the earliest possible settlement 
of these issues, which are important aspects of the disarmament 
problem. Progress towards their settlement would itself help 
substantially to strengthen peace and international security.

At its twenty-sixth session the General Assembly extensively 
discussed the question of convening a world disarmament confer
ence, which the Soviet Union had asked it to consider. This 
initiative of the USSR was favourably received and supported by 
many States. The resolution adopted by the Assembly expresses 
the belief that a world disarmament conference could facilitate the 
adoption of effective measures of disarmament, especially of 
nuclear disarmament, and makes practical suggestions concerning 
preparations for such a conference. A world conference could 
serve as a basis for uniting and encouraging the efforts of all 
countries towards disarmament. The convening of such a confer
ence must, o f course, in no way diminish the importance of other 
forms and channels o f negotiation on disarmament, including the 
Committee on Disarmament.

The preparations for convening a world disarmament 
conference cannot, in our opinion, be ignored by the members of 
the Committee on Disarmament. We should like to draw the 
Committee’s attention to the passage in the resolution where the 
General Assembly “invites all States to communicate to the 
Secretary-General, before 31 August 1972, their views and 
suggestions on any relevant questions relating to a world dis
armament conference” .* ‘

We consider it important, indeed essential, that the Committee 
should help to prepare proposals and documents for the confer
ence, which would then be used to promote arms limitation and 
disarmament.

J®See ibid., 1968, pp. 194-196,445. 
Ibid., 1971, 909-910.
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The Committee on Disarmament has made a reputation for 
itself as an effective and useful international forum for negotia
tions on disarmament problems. In a few days it will have been at 
work for ten years. Far be it from me to embark on a reappraisal 
of its achievements. There is no denying, however, that during this 
period it has played a certain role in current international affairs. 
This is the body within which negotiations have been conducted 
and successfully concluded on a number of important agreements 
concerning limitation of the arms race and disarmament. The 
Committee is faced with difficult problems which it must continue 
to try to solve. The General Assembly has on numerous occasions, 
at its twenty-sixth and other sessions, requested the Committee to 
consider and study specific questions. The Soviet Union believes 
that these requests should be carefully considered by the 
Committee.

These are the remarks which the Soviet delegation wished to 
make on the opening day of this session of the Committee on 
Disarmament. I hope that this session will make a useful 
contribution to the solution of the important international 
problems before the Committee on Disarmament.

Statement by the Canadian Representative (Ignatieff) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, March 2, 1972*

I should like to take the opportunity of this my first 
intervention at this session to extend cordial greetings on behalf of 
the Canadian delegation to our old colleagues, as well as 
welcoming new arrivals. In particular I should like to welcome 
those distinguished representatives who for the first time are 
leading their delegations here: you, Mr. Chairman, Ambassador 
Nisibori of Japan, Ambassador Ene of Romania, as well as 
Ambassador Martin of the United States of America.

I wish also to associate the Canadian delegation with earlier 
expressions of appreciation for the continued excellent services of 
the representatives of the Secretary-General, Mr. Ilkka Pastinen 
and Mr. Epstein, and other members of the United Nations 
Secretariat.

The Canadian delegation also wishes to associate itself with the 
appreciation expressed by others in the Conference of the 
Committee of Disarmament for the presence of the Secretary- 
General at our opening session and for his inspiring address. In 
particular we noted the emphasis laid in his statement on the 
comprehensive test ban (CTB).

As our 1972 session opens, at least we should have no doubts 
about where to start our work. The twenty-sixth United Nations 
General Assembly, by a large majority, assigned the highest

‘ CCD/Pv.546,pp. 5-13.
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priority in our negotiations to the issue of a CTB. Can there be 
any doubt that, unless a way is found to end the threat to world 
peace by halting the escalation of the arms race, and in particular 
the nuclear arms race, the world will face a progressively more 
dangerous and uncertain future? It is, we believe, generally agreed 
that a CTB would play a useful contributory role in curtaiUng 
some quahtative aspects o f the central problem of the nuclear 
arms race.

At the last session of the General Assembly we and other 
members o f this Committee made clear our belief that it is 
desirable to include China and France in disarmament delibera
tions. We believe all five principal military Powers should 
participate in efforts to halt the arms race, particularly as these 
Powers also constitute the permanent membership of the Security 
Council, which has ultimate responsibility for the world’s security.

For this purpose the central issue which falls especially within 
their individual and collective responsibilities—the nuclear arms 
race—should be confronted in the CCD. Progress in this body, for 
example towards the long-standing goal of a CTB, could help to 
begin this process. It could also re-emphasize the value of this 
Committee as a forum for the negotiation of multilateral measures 
to curb and end the nuclear arms race, a worthwhile objective 
commanding the overwhelming support of the opinion of 
mankind. Indeed, the agenda of this Committee has already 
identified the pursuit of measures to restrain and terminate the 
nuclear arms race as the primary task of this negotiating body.

Negotiations on a CTB are long overdue, especially since the 
three nuclear Powers members of this Committee have already 
undertaken in the Partial Test Ban Treaty of 1963 to seek to 
achieve “the discontinuance of aU test explosions of nuclear 
weapons for all time” .̂  This solemn undertaking was later 
developed in the preamble of the Non-Proliferation Treaty CNPT), 
in which the USA, the USSR and the United Kingdom also 
declared in Article VI their intention “to achieve at the earliest 
possible date the cessation of the nuclear arms race”.̂

The strategic arms limitation talks (SALT) between the USA 
and the USSR represent a crucial opportunity to register progress 
towards this overall objective. Although they of course have not 
yet come to fruition, these efforts to curtail the nuclear arms race 
constitute an essential and praiseworthy attempt by the two major 
Powers to begin to live up to their obligations under Article VI of 
the NPT. Their possible success in translating the joint under
standing of 20 May 1971̂  ̂ into concrete measures to arrest the 
deployment o f  strategic offensive and defensive systems is 
awaited, I should think, by every member of this Committee with 
eager hopes and anticipation. The success of SALT seems even

'iDocuments on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 
llbid., 1968, pp. 46M 65.
^Ibid., 1971, p. 298.
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more imperative if we are to avert the risk of the further escalation 
of the nuclear arms race that now seems to be looming on the 
horizon.

But meanwhile nuclear testing continues, and of the “near- 
nuclear” States only Sweden and Canada have both signed and 
ratified the NPT. I should like to take this opportunity to note 
further that on 21 February last Canada signed in Vienna its 
agreement with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 
providing for the application of safeguards to Canada’s nuclear 
programme pursuant to Article III.l o f that Treaty.® Canada is 
among the very first of the adherents of the NPT to conclude its 
safeguards agreement with the Agency. I may say in parentheses 
that a press release on this subject has been distributed to all 
members of the Conference.

A question which warrants serious examination is whether the 
hesitation of at least some “near-nuclear” Powers to adhere to the 
NPT may in part be due to the failure of the super-Powers to carry 
out their part in one of the undertakings cited above, “the 
discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons.” At any 
rate, recognizing that the non-proliferation regime, for which so 
many strove for so many years, is in jeopardy, parties to the NPT, 
and particularly those with an advanced nuclear technology, are 
surely justified in calling for a serious effort to begin to implement 
these undertakings with regard to nuclear-weapons testing.

So far we must admit that, judging from their public state
ments, the USSR and the USA are not prepared to resolve their 
differences about on-site inspection for the verification of a CTB 
as opposed to reliance on “national means” only. As a result, the 
rest of us in the CCD have been participating in a dialogue des 
sourds. Can we honestly expect the two other testing Powers, 
which are not participating in the negotiations of this body, to 
take one step towards a CTB if we, in this Committee most 
expressly required by the United Nations General Assembly to 
negotiate on this important issue, do not set an example and start 
negotiating, each trying to influence the other side in the hope of 
finding common ground, instead of merely reiterating old, 
outworn positions?

The verification stalemate stems, as we know, from two factors. 
One is the USSR insistence since 1963 that on-site inspections are 
unnecessary and unacceptable. At the same time the USA has 
argued that on-site inspections are necessary to try to clarify 
ambiguous seismic events that cannot always be classified as either 
earthquakes or tests by seismological means alone, and to enhance 
deterrence of possible evasions. This deadlock has been 
perpetuated by the reluctance of the two major nuclear Powers to 
explore the middle ground between themselves and to undertake 
any serious negotiations in search of a solution.

®IAEA Information Circular INFCIRC/164, June 2,1972.
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Technical studies by Canadian experts and by other members of 
the CCD, including Sweden, the Netherlands and the United 
Kingdom, have tended to demonstrate that, with improved 
techniques and equipment for seismological monitoring, the 
dimensions of the long-standing verification problem have been 
sharply reduced and that a compromise solution should be 
possible in principle if both sides were interested in a mutually- 
satisfactory agreement.

I suggest that we could make progress if we could raise our 
vision from the admitted possibility of some infringements o f a 
CTB, at least in the lower-yield ranges of test explosions, and 
concentrate rather on assessing the probability and the significance 
of such violations. We might recall the conditions prevailing 
between 1958 and 1961 when a complete testing moratorium was 
accepted even on the basis o f the technically-inferior verification 
capabilities of the period. At present there would no doubt be a 
substantial probability o f identifying, with the sophisticated 
national means of discrimination now available, any detected 
explosions in another country down to explosions o f low to 
low-intermediate hardrock yields—that is, those of real strategic 
significance. There are other means of information-gathering, 
moreover, which should not be overlooked, including for example 
surveillance satellites.

What I am suggesting is that, if progress is to be made in 
resolving the verification problem, it is necessary to move from an 
insistence on dogma or any prior condition, such as that o f  
obligatory on-site inspections or of “national means” of verifica
tion, to a pragmatic approach and to examine what the totality of 
available means o f monitoring could offer for the verification of a 
test ban. A fundamental consideration is the extent to which 
countries would be inhibited from violating a CTB in view o f the 
probable pohtical and diplomatic consequences of being found 
out. Moreover, a country bent on violating would probably derive 
little benefit from one or two isolated tests but would have to 
imdertake a series of tests, which would substantially increase the 
risks of detection.

There have been indications since early last year that the USSR 
considers as an indispensable condition to its entering a CTB the 
adherence o f all other nuclear-testing Powers. Of course, in order 
to be complete a CTB would have to include all testing in all 
environments. But are we to be condemned to accept this circular 
reasoning and take it for granted that underground nuclear testing 
must continue apace indefinitely? Surely there is some basis for 
the view that, given the long lead in developing and producing 
nuclear arsenals already held by the two super-Powers, they need 
not fear- for their security if they were to accept self-restraints on 
underground testing. Any concern lest their positions would in 
any way be threatened if they set the example, the much-needed 
example, of reducing or ending their underground tests would 
surely be balanced by their long lead in nuclear power.

505-954 0  - 74 -6
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One must not overlook the danger of the deterrent effect of the 
nuclear balance between the two major Powers becoming 
destabilized, and the role which unrestrained underground testing 
can play in fostering destabilizing developments. This considera
tion is important because the testing of nuclear weapons is 
sometimes justified on the ground of testing the reUability either 
of existing stockpiles or of new weapons. While a CTB would not 
of course prevent improvements in the means of delivery or other 
aspects of the arms race, it could have the useful effect of curbing 
future developments in the nuclear components of strategic 
weapons. It could at least help to impede some qualitative changes 
in strategic weapons that escalate the nuclear arms race and might 
destabilize the mutual balance of deterrence. Furthermore, is it 
surprising that, in view of the arms race between the two Powers 
which have been conducting the largest number of tests and are so 
far ahead of their nearest competitors, there has been an evident 
lack of interest on the part o f France and the People’s Republic of 
China, at least at this juncture, in measures relating to imposing 
limitations on nuclear-weapons testing?

It is therefore for consideration whether any benefit gained 
from continued testing is not outweighed by the dangers inherent 
in unrestrained underground testing. In fact, it could even be 
argued that an underground test ban should be ripe for negotiation 
if only because nuclear testing is no longer of major consequence 
in maintaining the effectiveness of the nuclear deterrent already at 
an appalling level of over-kill.

Thus, in the absence of any progress towards resolving the 
existing deadlock between the USA and the USSR on the 
verification issue, we are bound to conclude that there is, at least 
at present, an apparent lack of real interest on the part of the two 
major nuclear Powers in an underground test ban at this time.

We believe, however, that this year it is essential that the CCD 
try to move forward (and be seen to do so) to the maximum 
extent possible in these circumstances. We have suggested before, 
both here and at the General Assembly, a number of interim 
measures of restraint on underground testing that would provide 
some movement in the right direction, recognizing that, until all 
the nuclear-testing Powers are participating in our work, a 
complete ban on testing will be impossible to achieve and that 
until serious negotiations are undertaken an underground test ban 
will not result.

Indeed, it is worth noting that the approach inherent in SALT 
constitutes an effort to limit the nuclear arms race in terms of 
strategic delivery systems by seeking to apply restraints on the 
vertical proliferation of nuclear weapons. Therefore they are not 
only in keeping with the terms and spirit of the NPT but can also 
serve as a logical analogy and useful example to the CCD in its 
efforts to achieve restraints on nuclear testing.

I should like to return to resolution 2828C that Canada 
co-sponsored with fifteen other countries at the XXVI General
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Assembly. It sought: (a) to assign to the issue of nuclear testing 
top priority in the CCD this year; (b) to urge the two major testing 
States to resume substantive negotiations, which have been 
suspended for over eight years, directed towards a compromise 
solution of the verification problem and to this end to submit 
specific proposals for an underground test ban; and (c) to urge 
reciprocal measures of restraint to control underground testing 
pending its prohibition.* In urging once again that interim 
measures of restraint are better than none at all, I can now cite the 
wide support given to resolution 2828 C. The major nuclear- 
testing Powers at least did not come out against this resolution.

We in the Canadian delegation share the views o f those who 
wish to see a complete halt in nuclear testing, below as well as 
above ground. We cannot sympathize, however, with those who 
say that intermediate restraints and a complete ban are contra
dictory, or that an “all or nothing” approach is justified, where for 
so long the result with regard to progress has been not only 
“nothing” but in fact a notable increase in the rate of nuclear 
testing below and above ground. These ideas are put forward as a 
means towards some progress in this field, because some movement 
forward is clearly better than none. They are designed, not to 
postpone a CTB, but to achieve what can be achieved now. Their 
adoption would provide evidence that for its part the CCD is able 
at least to begin to come to grips with the nuclear arms-race 
problem. Some or all o f these measures might even be 
implemented for a limited time only, subject to the eventual 
participation o f all nuclear-testing Powers in the negotiations for a 
CTB.

Specifically, the Canadian delegation is proposing that con
sideration be given now to two lines o f approach. We should be 
interested in the views of the other members of this Committee, 
and particularly of the nuclear-testing Powers which are members 
of the CCD, on these possible courses of action, all of which stem 
from resolution 2828 C approved by the XXVIth General 
Assembly:

(A) Nuclear-testing Powers members o f this Committee could 
announce, in the CCD or elsewhere, jointly or separately, a 
reciprocal commitment to reduce significantly the size and 
number of their nuclear-weapons tests. This is in line with 
operative paragraph 3 of resolution 2828 C, which urges the 
testing States to effect such reductions immediately. Alternatively, 
restraints could take the form of an agreed moratorium on their 
testing. Such a moratorium could be of a fixed duration with its 
continuation beyond a specific date made conditional upon either 
the adherence of all testing Powers to a test moratorium, or their 
participation in substantive negotiations on a CTB. It might also 
be terminated if available verification techniques and facihties

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 895-897.
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were unable to clarify an ambiguous seismic event to the 
satisfaction of the parties concerned. Such a moratorium would 
also be in line with paragraph 3 of resolution 2828 C, which 
noted, as one possible measure of restraint, a suspension of 
nuclear-weapon testing.

(B) Nuclear-testing Powers members of this Committee could 
table during this session the texts of their respective proposals for 
a CTB. If they so desired, they might make clear their willingness 
to complete negotiation of a final treaty text only after all 
nuclear-weapon Powers were prepared to take part in the 
negotiations. Such a step would constitute a response to paragraph 
6 of resolution 2828 C, which calls on testing Powers to take an 
active part in developing specific proposals for a CTB.

While I do not propose today to comment on other issues on 
the agenda o f this Committee, before concluding I should like to 
turn very briefly to the question of the organization and 
procedures of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. 
Various representatives have suggested that these will need to be 
modified in order to make the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament the kind of arms-control and disarmament 
negotiating forum in which all nuclear Powers can participate. 
Canada shares the view that, to be effective, the measures 
negotiated in this Committee must be agreed to and implemented 
by the world’s major military Powers; our chances of ultimately 
succeeding will be increased if a way can be found to associate all 
of them with our work. But we beUeve that this is a delicate 
problem which must be approached with the utmost tact, 
discretion and deliberation.

Let us not stop the bus until we are sure that there are some 
more passengers to be picked up. Meanwhile, let us progress as far 
as possible, beginning with the issue of nuclear-weapons tests. We 
will obviously also wish to discuss such other issues as a ban on the 
development, production and stockpiling o f chemical weapons; 
further steps to ensure that the arms race does not spread into new 
environments; and limitations on the arms race in so-called 
conventional weapons. We know where we should begin; let us 
lose no time in getting on with the job.

Statement by the Japanese Representative (Nisibori) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, March 7, 1972*

This year it will be ten years since the Committee held its 
first meeting in 1962. The changes in the climate of international 
politics that have taken place during the past decade may be 
summed up as representing a shift from an “era of tension” to an

‘CCD/PV.547, pp. 6-15.



NISIBORI STATEMENT, MARCH 7 6 1

“era of relaxation”, or from an “era of confrontation” to an “era 
of negotiation”, as many people have aptly observed.

In this changing climate of international politics this Committee 
has to its credit the achievement of a series of disarmament 
measures, the Partial Test Ban Treaty,^ the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,^ the Sea-bed Disarmament 
Treaty,^ and the Convention on the Prohibition of Bacteriological 
and Toxin Weapons.® Also, as a result of the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks between the United States and the Soviet Union 
which began at the end of 1969, the two States have succeeded in 
reaching agreement on Measures to Reduce the Risk of the 
Outbreak of Nuclear War,® and on Measures to Improve the 
USA-USSR Direct Communications Link.’

No one can deny the fact that all these achievements of 
disarmament negotiations carried on hitherto have contributed 
greatly to the easing of international tensions and the strengthen
ing, of a relationship of mutual trust and understanding among 
nations. On the other hand, however, if we make a close study of 
the actual substance of these achievements from the point of view 
of arms control and disarmament, we cannot but admit with regret 
that they have been basically “preventive” or “collateral” 
measures and are far from being disarmament measures in the true 
sense o f the term.

Needless to say, progress in disarmament negotiations depends 
on the prevailing international political climate. Therefore the 
value of the fruits of disarmament negotiations reaped under the 
difficult political conditions of the past should not by any means 
be underestimated; but at this time when the international 
political climate has been further improved, this Committee 
should redouble its efforts to satisfy the expectations of the 
peoples of all countries who long for the attainment of dis
armament and the establishment of permanent peace.

The period 1970 to 1980 has been designated Disarmament 
Decade; and I should like to point out here that conditions are 
becoming increasingly more favourable for us to perform the task 
which has been assigned to us. The Government of the People’s 
RepubUc o f China took its seat in the United Nations at the 
General Assembly held last year and, as a result, all the 
nuclear-weapon States are now taking part in the discussions of 
the General Assembly of the United Nations, one of the principal 
forums for disarmament negotiations. It is a matter of common 
knowledge that one of the major obstacles to progress in nuclear 
disarmament, which is, o f course, the most urgent and vital subject

^Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 
\lbid., 1968, pp. 461465.
,/Wd., pp. 7-11. /
gPosf, pp. 133-138.
docum ents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 634-635. 
^bid.. pp. 635-639.



6 8 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1972

for disarmament talks, has been the fact that not all nuclear- 
weapon States were participating in such disarmament talks. My 
delegation has on several occasions in the past called for the 
participation of the Government of the People’s Repubhc of China 
on this Committee. Now that the Government of the People’s 
Repubhc of China has its seat in the United Nations, we wish to 
renew our call for them to participate at the earliest possible date 
in this Committee which is closely associated with the United 
Nations and which is a major organ for disarmament negotiations. 
We also hope that the Government of the Repubhc of France, 
which is a member State of this Committee but which has not so 
far joined in this Committee’s discussions, will come to take her 
seat here. I highly appreciate the initiative taken by our 
distinguished Secretary-General, the Honourable Kurt Waldheim, 
on the question o f the participation of these two nuclear-weapon 
States in the disarmament negotiations, and urge that member 
States of this Committee should commence sincere consultations 
among themselves as soon as possible in order to hasten especially 
the participation o f the Government of the People’s Repubhc of 
China in discussions on the problems of disarmament in this 
Committee.

The Japanese delegation has always maintained that nuclear 
disarmament should be given priority in disarmament talks. I 
consider that the right approach to the question of nuclear 
disarmament must be to seek first the freezing of all nuclear 
armaments at current levels in order to check the nuclear arms 
race, and thereafter to consider the further steps necessary for the 
actual reduction of nuclear armaments.

It goes without saying that, in order to freeze nuclear 
armaments at their current levels, all parties would have to be 
assured that both horizontal and vertical proUferation of nuclear 
weapons would be prevented.

We can claim, I think, that we have made considerable progress 
in the field of the prevention of the horizontal proliferation o f 
nuclear weapons; but I regret to say that the few measures 
achieved so far in the field of the prevention of the vertical 
proliferation of nuclear weapons cannot be said to have carried us 
very far toward our goal in that area.

As an attempt to prevent the vertical proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, we can point to the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 
now being held between the United States and the Soviet Union. 
However, if the talks are really to prevent the vertical proliferation 
of nuclear weapons, it will be necessary for those States to reach 
agreement not only on peripheral measures such as the Agreement 
on Measures to Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War, the 
Agreement on Measures to Improve the USA-USSR Direct 
Communications Link, or agreement concerning merely quantita
tive limitation o f nuclear missiles, but also on measures of 
qualitative freeze or limitations such as the restraint of the 
improvement of the capability of nuclear missiles, and of nuclear
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warheads. We hope that the negotiations will result in agreements 
leading to the substantial achievements mentioned above in 
response to the hopes of the peoples of the world.

As many countries have already pointed out, and it hardly 
needs repeating, a ban on the underground nuciear-weapon tests 
now being conducted so frequently and on such a large scale by 
the United States and the Soviet Union will also constitute an 
effective means o f qualitative limitation of nuclear weapons. 
Therefore, if the United States and the Soviet Union really yant 
the present talks to produce any substantial results, we are 
convinced that they must put into practice the prohibition of 
underground nuciear-weapon tests.

The public opinion of the world attaches the greatest im
portance to the prevention of vertical proUferation of nuclear 
weapons as the starting-point for further measures of nuclear 
disarmament. But at the same time we should not overlook the 
fact that the complete prohibition of underground nuciear-weapon 
tests will contribute greatly to the prevention of the horizontal 
proliferation o f nuclear weapons. Although it is true that only a 
small number of nuciear-weapon States are actually conducting 
underground nuciear-weapon tests, we cannot but admit that as 
long as such tests are not banned, as is the case at present, there 
will always be the possibility of non-nuclear-weapon States 
developing nuclear weapons.

My delegation wishes to stress again, for the above-mentioned 
reasons, that the prohibition of nuciear-weapon tests is one of the 
most important and most urgent problems confronting us at the 
moment, both from the point of view of the prevention of vertical 
proliferation o f nuclear weapons and from that of preventing their 
horizontal proliferation.

It seems to us that the various positions of different countries 
with regard to concrete methods to achieve the prohibition of 
underground nuciear-weapon tests may be divided into two 
approaches. One advocates the putting into effect of a comprehen
sive nuclear-test ban at the earliest possible date, and the other the 
immediate implementation of provisional or intermediate 
measures involving no problems connected with the knotty issue 
of verification, and then that we should go on to achieve, by 
stages, our final goal of a comprehensive nuclear test ban. In our 
view, we must prohibit completely and immediately all nuclear 
tests. In this connexion I appreciated the fact that the Honourable 
Kurt Waldheim pointed out at the beginning of this session that, 
all the technical and scientific aspects of the problem having been 
so fully explored, only a political decision is now necessary.

At the same time, it is also a fact that complete agreement has 
not been reached yet among the States concerned during the 
consideration o f this Committee on effective means of verification 
to secure a comprehensive nuclear-test ban. If, therefore, it is 
really not possible to prohibit nuclear tests comprehensively and 
immediately, it would be advisable in the case of the prohibition
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of underground nuclear-weapon tests also to adopt the approach 
of implementing, step by step, those measures which are actually 
feasible at present, since the usefulness of this approach has 
already been proved in past discussions on disarmament problems. 
The question is how we can best attain the ultimate goal: a 
comprehensive nuclear-test ban. Both the United States and the 
Soviet Union still adhere to their previous positions on the 
concrete means o f verification to be adopted; and it is impossible 
for us to say at the present stage whether this problem will be 
settled in the near future. As matters stand, the Japanese 
delegation takes the view that we should begin with what can be 
immediately implemented at this moment, since we cannot regard 
insistence on the position of “all or nothing” as realistic or 
constructive.

In these circumstances, my delegation holds the view that we 
should energetically pursue the task of working out an appropriate 
method for verification to contribute to the final solution of this 
problem, and that, at the same time. States which conduct 
nuclear-weapon tests should, in line with resolution 2828C (XXVI) 
adopted at last year’s General Assembly of the United Nations,® 
immediately undertake unilateral or negotiated measures of 
restraint that would suspend nuclear-weapon tests even before 
agreement is reached on means o f verification.

In this context it need scarcely be said that large-scale 
underground nuclear-weapon tests such as those conducted at 
Amchitka, Novaya Zemlya and Semipalatinsk last year should be 
stopped immediately,, as there is no technical difficulty involved in 
detecting and identifying them. It is our earnest hope that 
agreement should be first reached among the States concerned on 
the prohibition of such large-scale underground nuclear-weapon 
tests.

Furthermore, even if some of the nuclear-weapon States, 
disregarding the strong objections expressed by international 
public opinion, do continue to carry out underground nuclear- 
weapon tests, however small their scale may be, those nuclear- 
weapon States should at least give advance notification o f such 
tests, so that other States may be able to take advantage of such 
notification with a view to carrying out further study and 
development o f verification measures for small-scale underground 
nuclear-weapon tests.

It is a matter o f great regret that the Governments of the 
People’s Republic o f China and the Republic of France have not as 
yet acceded to the Partial Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty, but are still 
conducting nuclear-weapon tests in the atmosphere. My delegation 
earnestly hopes that both Governments will accede to the Treaty 
as soon as possible and co-operate wholeheartedly with other 
nations seeking to attain the ultimate goal of a comprehensive

^Ibid., pp. 895-897.
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nuclear test ban. Yet I should like to stress that, while seeking the 
co-operation of these two countries, the United States and the 
SoAdet Union, which continue to enjoy overwhelming superiority 
in nuclear armaments, should set them an example showing a firm 
resolve to prohibit underground nuclear-weapon tests and by 
themselves taking the initiative in these matters.

A comprehensive nuclear test ban will contribute greatly to the 
prevention o f vertical and horizontal nuclear proliferation and to 
the freezing of nuclear armaments at current levels. However, it 
would not by itself be enough to reduce and eliminate nuclear 
armaments.

So we must continue to work together for the reduction and 
elimination o f nuclear armaments, that is, for nuclear dis
armament. Towards this end we must make a close study of 
concrete means o f reducing and eliminating nuclear armaments, 
and work out a plan for implementing the most effective solution. 
It is on the basis o f this position that my delegation has on several 
occasions put forward the idea of cutting off the production of 
fissionable material for weapons purposes, and also the diversion 
to peaceful purposes o f production facilities for material and 
weapons-grade enriched uranium, stocks of which have now 
reached almost incredibly high levels in the nuclear-weapon States. 
Even if it is not feasible to implement all these measures 
immediately, in view o f the difficulty of solving verification 
problems, we beUeve that this Committee should start to examine 
this problem as soon as possible, since it is a problem which we 
must solve if we are to carry out nuclear disarmament in any real 
sense. In particular, as the Japanese Government suggested last 
year, if the diversion to peaceful purposes of weapons-grade 
enriched uranium were carried out even without a cut-off of the 
production of fissionable material for weapons purposes, it would 
be of great significance in itself from the point of view of the 
peaceful uses of atomic energy as well as of disarmament, and no 
particular difficulty is involved in verification in this case. 
Therefore we feel it would be proper for this Committee 
immediately to set to work on ways and means o f achieving the 
diversion of weapons-grade enriched uranium to peaceful 
purposes.

With regard to the problem o f the prohibition of chemical and 
bacteriological weapons, which are also weapons o f mass destruc
tion, this Committee spared no efforts and, as a result, the draft of 
the Convention on the Prohibition of Bacteriological and Toxin 
Weapons was finalized last year. Now the task we should tackle 
and seek to complete with all possible speed is the prohibition of 
chemical weapons.

As regards the prbbl^m of the prohibition of chemical weapons, 
it has been pointed out here on several occasions that the solutibn 
to the problem o f , verification is the key to the whole rtiatter. 
What is most important in connexion with this matter is that there 
is a basic difference in the ‘ ' ’ "tate^ and the
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Soviet Union with regard to the effectiveness of on-site inspection 
as a means of verification. In fact, the United States holds the 
position that the settlement of the technical problems is a 
prerequisite to the settlement o f the problem of verification, and 
that no means or combination of means of off-site inspection can 
be effective for verification. On the other hand, the Soviet Union, 
taking the position that a political decision is a prerequisite for the 
solution of this question, argues that it is impossible to find an 
effective means o f verification even by on-site inspection, and that 
national authorities are the appropriate organ for enforcing and 
checking compliance with a prohibition of chemical weapons. I 
should like to point out, however, that the United States has not 
as yet expressed its final opinion as to what degree and what form 
of on-site inspection would be sufficient to enable it to enter into 
an agreement prohibiting chemical weapons; while the Soviet 
Union has not as yet produced sufficient scientific and technical 
evidence to support its assertion of the inadequacy o f on-site 
inspection.

My delegation is o f the opinion that closer technical study of 
the questions mentioned above would be a desirable step towards 
finding an effective means o f verification. Therefore, with refer
ence to these points, namely whether an effective verification 
cannot be ensured without on-site inspection, or, if we have 
recourse to such inspection, what specific extent and form of 
on-site inspection would be the minimum requirement, or whether 
no form of on-site inspection can provide an effective means for 
verification, as the Soviet Union asserts, I wish to request this 
Committee to organize, once more and, if necessary, again 
thereafter, an informal meeting in which experts would also take 
part, similar to the one which was held on the initiative of the 
Japanese delegation last year.

In this context my delegation is of the view that in holding such 
an informal meeting it is essential that all members of the 
Disarmament Committee, especially the sociaUst countries, 
including the Soviet Union, should participate in it. Therefore my 
delegation requests that all members o f the Committee, including 
the socialist countries, will first of all make it clear that they will 
co-operate in every possible way, including sending experts, to 
consider the technical aspects of the problem of the prohibition of 
chemical weapons.

At the 17th session of the Disarmament Committee, held in the 
summer of the year before last, the Japanese delegation remarked 
that the detection o f chemical agents by improved gas-chroma- 
tography techniques could be useful as a possible solution to the 
technical problem of finding a scientific means of verification, 
necessary for the prohibition of chemical weapons.® In this 
respect my delegation still feels that this method could be one

®See ibid., 1970, pp. 381-382.
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means of verification. At the SIPRI Symposium in Stockholm last 
year on possible techniques for the inspection of production o f  
organophosphorus compounds, a number of countries shared this 
view. We hope that there will be further discussion at an informal 
meeting of this Committee o f the possibility o f using the method 
of detection by improved gas-chromatography as a technical 
means for verification.

In order to reach a solution to the problem of verification, 
clear-cut verification procedures must be established along with 
effective means for verification. Towards that end, therefore, we 
should first of all make a close study to ascertain which method 
will enable us to acquire, most easily and with the greatest 
certainty, the evidence which would constitute adequate grounds 
for using the complaint procedures when there is reason to suspect 
violation.

On this point the Japanese delegation the year before last 
suggested the establishment of an obligatory reporting system 
covering the quantities of production, imports and exports of 
specified chemical agents as an appropriate means of achieving this 
purpose. This system alone might not produce adequate or 
sufficiently reliable evidence, as has been pointed out by certain 
delegations. We are prepared, therefore, to study further any other 
ways of obtaining such evidence.

Now, with reference to procedures for registering complaints, 
we consider it desirable that a system should be established by 
which a country which believes that a means o f chemical warfare 
has been used against it will lodge a complaint with the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations presenting all available 
evidence, and the Secretary-General will conduct an investigation of 
the complaint lodged and report to the Security Council on the 
results o f his investigation. This fact-finding survey by the 
Secretary-General should be carried out with the assistance of an 
international panel of experts, as has been suggested by my 
delegation. And we should also study the feasibility of availing 
ourselves of the services of existing organizations, such as WHO, 
which has achieved fruitful results in its on-the-spot fact-finding 
surveys o f the sanitary conditions in various countries and in 
exchange of opinions with regard to health and sanitation matters.

With regard to the problem of verification for the prohibition o f  
chemical weapons, I have stated the views of the Japanese 
delegation concerning the solution of technical problems 
connected with the means of verification and on the establishment 
of verification procedures; and I beUeve the key to the solution of 
this problem is for all member countries to co-operate actively to 
attain universal agreement to ban chemical weapons.

There is another development in the field of arms control and 
disarmament which is justifiably being given more and more 
attention, namely, the regional approach to arms control and 
disarmament, reflecting the particular conditions prevailing in each 
region.
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In Latin America there has already come into existence the 
Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons.*® In Europe as 
well, such matters as mutual and balanced reductions of force will 
probably be placed on the agenda for discussion in the not too 
distant future. Concrete efforts have also been made, chiefly by 
the OAU in Africa, to bring about regional disarmament and arms 
control. The plan for establishing a nuclear-free zone in Africa is a 
typical example o f efforts along this line.

In Asia a movement is also discernible for taking the initiative 
for promoting peace in the same way as in the rest of the world, as 
may be illustrated by the Declaration of the ASEAN countries* * 
and the idea of establishing a Peace Zone in the Indian Ocean 
proposed last year.*  ̂ On the other hand, however, in some parts 
of Asia there still continue armed conflicts or there still persist 
serious tensions. I believe that co-operation among countries 
concerned in the field o f arms control and disarmament which 
may serve the purpose of contributing to easing such tensions is 
highly desirable. I should like to state that Japan is prepared to 
extend positive co-operation to efforts in this direction.

I have stated here the basic views of the Japanese delegation on 
the principal problems to be dealt with in disarmament talks, 
especially on the promotion of nuclear disarmament, with major 
emphasis on a comprehensive nuclear test ban and the urgent need 
for the banning o f chemical weapons, which constitute one 
category of weapons o f mass destruction. At the same time I have 
also touched on the importance of regional disarmament. The 
Japanese delegation will present its views on some of these 
problems in more detail and in a concrete manner as we proceed.

Disarmament has a close bearing not only on the maintenance 
of the peace o f the world but also on the protection of the human 
environment. When a large-scale underground nuclear-weapon test 
was conducted in Amchitka last year, the danger of earthquakes 
and tidal waves which might be caused by the explosion, and the 
danger of the leakage of radioactive debris into the atmosphere 
and the sea, was pointed out by many scientists. It caused 
widespread uneasiness among the people of Japan and the peoples 
of other countries likely to be affected by the test. It is also a 
well-known fact that a series of atmospheric nuclear-weapon tests 
conducted by. the Government o f the People’s Republic o f China 
last year and this year scattered radioactive fallout over the whole 
of Japan. Also, underground nuclear-weapon tests on a large scale 
at Novaya Zemlya, and the nuclear-weapon test in the atmosphere 
over Mururoa, aroused in the minds of the people of neighbouring 
countries anxiety concerning the danger of radioactivity affecting 
areas beyond the frontiers o f the countries conducting the tests,

\'ilbid., 1967, pp. 69 ff.
\\C tN e w  York Times, Nov. 27, 1971, p. 6; Nov. 28,1971, p. 6. 

StQ Documents on Disarmament, 19.71, pp. 901-903.
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and the possible destruction of the environment. The imminent 
danger that the human environment will be destroyed by the 
testing of nuclear weapons and other weapons o f mass destruction 
has been pointed out by Japan and many other countries 
represented on the Preparatory Committee of the United Nations 
Conference on Human Environment.

No State has the right to destroy the environment which is 
essential for the existence o f the rest of mankind, or even the 
existence of its own people, by tests of nuclear weapons and other 
weapons of mass destruction, on the grounds that such tests are 
necessary for the maintenance of its own security. In this sense the 
promotion o f disarmament is now more vital and important than 
any other political problem.

Before I conclude my statement, I would like to make it clear 
that my delegation shares the view, expressed by many representa
tives, that for the most efficient progress in the discussions of the 
Committee all delegations on this Committee should hold 
intensive consultations on all major problems at informal as well as 
formal meetings. Let me assure you that my delegation is ready to 
co-operate positively in connexion with such informal meetings.

Report by Secretary of State Rogers on Foreign Policy [Extract],
March 8, 1972‘

The Administration puts a high priority on seeking agreements 
in significant and promising areas of arms control. The job is 
difficult and slow, since progress can only be made when the 
nations o f the world are able to focus on specific, well defined 
issues. In recent years, and especially in 1971, we have con
centrated on the limitation of weapons of mass destruction since 
they represent an immediate and overwhelming threat to our 
survival. We have not neglected conventional armaments, however, 
although we can report less progress in that area.

The world spent more than $200 billion on weapons last year. 
The total will rise year by year unless decisive steps are taken.

The cost o f armaments weighs heavily on all countries, 
developed and underdeveloped nations alike. Money spent on arms 
is money that cannot go for housing, schools, health care, and 
human development. Most important, behind the arms race Ues 
the threat o f nuclear war and the prospect of massive loss o f life 
and destruction.

Because o f this concern with mass destruction weapons, 
agreement with the Soviet Union has special significance. Our 
experience during the year has been encouraging. While giving 
cause for concern with her increased deployment of nuclear 
weapons, the Soviet Union nevertheless has shown a serious

^United States Foreign Policy, 1971: A Report o f the Secretary o f State 
(Department of State pub. 8634,1972), pp. 255-267.
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interest in arms control. Statements of Secretary General Brezhnev 
during the course o f the year gave emphasis to arms control, and 
while some of the Soviet proposals have not appeared practical or 
in our mutual interests, others have. Soviet agreement to realistic 
negotiations on a biological weapons convention, for example, 
made it possible to negotiate agreed prohibitions of the sort which 
the United States had urged for the past two years.

Important breakthroughs occurred in the arms control field in 
1971:

-In  the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT), the first 
concrete results have been agreement on measures to reduce the 
risk of outbreak of nuclear war resulting from an accidental or 
unauthorized act  ̂ and agreement on improvements in the 
“hotline” between the United States and U.S.S.R.^ Progress has 
been made toward the goal, announced by both sides on May 20, 
of working out an early agreement to limit anti-ballistic missiles 
(ABMs) together with an agreement on the limitation of strategic 
offensive weapons.'*

—We have signed and submitted to the Senate a treaty banning 
the emplacement of nuclear weapons and other weapons o f mass 
destruction on the seabed.®

—The U.N. General Assembly has commended for signature a 
draft treaty based on a U.S.-U.S.S.R. agreed text negotiated at the 
Conference o f the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) in Geneva 
prohibiting the development, production, and stockpiling of 
biological weapons and toxins.®

—The United States ratified a protocol to the Treaty for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, under which 
the United States agrees to respect the Latin American nuclear- 
free zone created by that treaty.*

In addition to these major accomplishments;

—We played an important role in the successful efforts of the 
■International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to reach a broad 
international consensus on detailed guidehnes for the safeguard 
agreements called for by the Non-Proliferation Treaty.®

—We continued in the CCD to seek an adequately verified ban 
on all nuclear weapons tests.

—We continued to work in the CCD for early agreement to 
prohibit chemical weapons under adequate verification.

—With our NATO allies, we intensified our study of possible 
mutual and balanced force reductions (MBFRs) in Europe.

2Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 634-635. 
llbid., pp. 635-639.

p. 298. 
llbid., pp. 7-11.
Vbid., pp. 884-889.
gThe protocol appears ibid,, 1967, p. 83. The treaty appears ibid., pp. 69 ff. 
^Ibid., 1968, pp. 46M 65.
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—Finally, we continued to seek practical international arrange
ments for the control of conventional arms.

The most hopeful area for a significant agreement in the near 
future is SALT. The two sides have substantially agreed on general 
objectives o f an arrangement which would enhance-the stability of 
the strategic balance. We will work to have the initial agreements 
followed by further, more comprehensive ones. We believe that a 
poUcy of restraint on both sides and a continuing dialogue 
directed toward maintaining a stable and equitable strategic 
relationship will be required to reahze the full potential o f  
agreements in this field.

SALT

The Strategic Arms Limitation Talks went forward at an 
encouraging pace throughout 1971. In all, three sessions of the 
negotiations were held, alternating, as in the past, between 
Helsinki and Vienna: March 15-May 28, July 8-September 24, and 
the most recent session which began in Vienna on November 15.

During the spring session, both sides presented proposals for an 
initial agreement which took into account considerations 
expressed in previous sessions. Although progress had been made 
since the opening of the talks in 1969, serious differences 
remained, including whether or not an agreement limiting 
defensive systems alone would serve the, purpose o f the negotia
tions.

In an effort to resolve these differences, discussions took place 
between the highest levels o f government. These discussions 
resulted in a joint announcement on May 20, 1971, in which both 
sides decided to concentrate on an agreement to limit the 
deployment o f ABM systems. Additionally, it was decided to seek 
agreement on certain measures for the hmitation of strategic 
offensive weapons. The May 20th agreement reflected a political 
decision by both parties to move the talks forward as rapidly as 
possible. For our part, we sought to overcome the impasse wliich 
had hindered the negotiations for over a year.

Since that time two sessions of the negotiations have been 
devoted to translating the May 20th announcement into concrete 
results. Our objectives in these talks have been to:

—limit both strategic offensive and strategic defensive arms;
—contribute to strategic stability;
—assure the principle of no unilateral advantage to either side;
—take account o f the current programs of the two sides and the 

differing historical development of these programs;
—build mutual confidence in the determination of each side to 

comply with the agreement.

Each side attempted to undi^rstand more clearly the concerns 
caused by the present and possible future strategic postures of the 
other side. As a result, not only did we move closer together in the
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search for agreement, but there was reason to hope that we could 
avoid strategic competition with no decrease in security for either 
side.

In the course o f the negotiations, two agreements, significant in 
their own right, were worked out in 1971 parallel with the central 
talks at SALT. The first o f these deals with measures to reduce the 
risk of unintentional outbreak of nuclear war between the United 
States and the U.S.S.R. Both sides are committed to guard against 
the possibility of accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear 
weapons and to follow certain common procedures in the event of 
such an accident. The second agreement, related to the first, is a 
commitment to upgrade the Direct Communications Link (hot
line) between the two nations by using modern satellite com
munications systems and multiple terminals. This network will 
assure that the leaders o f both countries will have the most rapid, 
secure communications possible in time of crisis.

These two accords, signed by the Secretary and Foreign 
Minister Gromyko in Washington on September 30, are the first 
products o f SALT and are a useful complement to the central goal 
of the negotiations. As the Secretary stated on the occasion of the 
signing of the agreement, they are proof o f the advantages of a 
“sober and realistic approach in dealing with arms control. We 
have long since reaUzed that rhetoric is no substitute for concrete 
achievement. .  . What is needed is hard and realistic and persistent 
work on a practical and step-by-step basis.”^

We believe that the interest o f both the United States and 
U.S.S.R. will be served by an agreement which would stabilize the 
strategic balance between the two countries. We are disturbed, 
however, by the continued buildup of Soviet offensive forces. The 
United States has deployed no additional missiles since 1967. Yet 
the U.S.S.R. has continued to deploy land-based ICBMs and 
sea-based missiles until today the U.S.S.R. has more strategic 
ballistic missile launchers than the United States. In addition, the 
U.S.S.R. has developed a large ICBM, the SS-9, which, in 
sufficient numbers and armed with accurate multiple warheads, 
could threaten our land-based missile forces. The U.S.S.R. has 
deployed and is expanding an ABM system around Moscow. We 
are deploying an ABM system away from heavily populated areas 
for the defense of certain of our land-based retaliatory forces.

Although this Soviet buildup is a cause of concern, it must be 
remembered that it is the sufficiency of our own overall strategic 
forces which has allowed us to seek agreements in SALT. While 
the Soviets have a lead in numbers of missile launchers, our 
advances in MIRV technology have given us a lead in numbers of 
warheads. In addition we are continuing to develop improvements 
which should insure an adequate retaliatory capability for the 
foreseeable future. This will continue to assure that even after a



ROGERS REPORT, MARCH 8 79

surprise attack by Soviet forces we would have a sufficient number 
of surviving warheads to strike the essential targets in a retaliatory 
strike.

NONPROLIFERATION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

The Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), brought into force in
1970, has now been signed by some 97 states and ratified by 70. 
In early 1971, the United States played an important role in the 
successful efforts of the Safeguards Committee of the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency to reach an international 
consensus on detailed guidelines for the safeguards called for by 
the NPT. Negotiation of such agreements has commenced with the 
European Community and with a number of individual states.

Following a unanimous vote by the Senate, the United States 
on May 12, 1971, ratified Additional Protocol II to the Treaty for 
the Prohibition o f Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of 
Tlatelolco) under which the United States agreed to respect the 
Latin American nuclear-free zone. The United Kingdom also 
ratified this Protocol. Secretary Rogers characterized the under
lying treaty as “one o f the most significant recent steps taken in 
the Americas—a step, it should be emphasized, taken as a result of 
a Latin American initiative.”*® It is now in force for 17 of our 
Central and South American neighbors and applies to an area of 
over IVz million square miles having a population of over 100 
million.

COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN

The United States has long sought an adequately verified ban on 
all nuclear weapons tests. The United States strongly supports the 
1963 Limited Test Ban Treaty, which barred nuclear testing in the 
atmosphere, outer space, and underwater, and we are committed, 
as noted in the preamble to that treaty, to seek an end to all 
nuclear explosions. ‘ ‘ An adequately verified comprehensive ban 
on the testing of nuclear weapons could limit further development 
of strategic arms, could impose an additional constraint on nuclear 
proliferation, and would allay environmental concerns. Both the 
United States and the U.S.S.R. are conducting nuclear tests 
underground, while the People’s Republic of China and France are 
testing in the atmosphere (the PRC and France have made only 
minimal use of underground tests).

With these considerations in mind, President Nixon, in his 
message to the Geneva Conference o f the Committee on 
Disarmament (CCD) in February 1971, expressed his continuing 
support for the CCD’s dehberations on a treaty banning under
ground nuclear weapons tests, and its efforts to achieve a greater

Department o f State Bulletin, July 27,1970, p. 118. 
Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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understanding o f the verification issue.'^ The United States 
participated fully in a CCD meeting of experts in Geneva in June 
1971 to discuss seismic means of verification of underground 
weapons testing. We reported to this conference on the progress in 
our research, particularly with respect to the two large new seismic 
arrays in Norway and Alaska now coming into full operation, 
which should markedly improve our ability to discriminate 
between earthquakes and nuclear explosions.

CONTROL OF CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

In 1971 the CCD negotiated, based on an agreed U.S.-U.S.S.R. 
text, a convention banning the development, production, and 
stockpiling o f biological weapons and toxins. It is the first postwar 
agreement involving disarmament per se, since it entails the 
prohibition o f a weapon system and the destruction of the 
weapons involved. The negotiation of this international treaty 
followed the unilateral renunciation by the United States of all 
biological methods of warfare in November 1969.^^ The out
lawing of biological warfare (BW) weapons represents an advance 
over the Geneva Protocol of 1925 which banned the use o f BW 
weapons, but still permitted them to be developed, produced, and 
stocked.*

Throughout 1970 our efforts to negotiate a BW convention 
foundered on the insistence of a number of countries, including 
the U.S.S.R. and its allies, on a single agreement banning both 
chemical and biological weapons. The United States and its 
supporters urged that, in view of the difficulties o f achieving 
reliable and adequate means of verifying a ban on chemical 
weapons, we proceed first with a BW ban. Prompt agreement on 
that seemed more readily attainable in view of the universal 
abhorrence o f germ warfare and recognition of the massive, 
unpredictable, and potentially uncontrollable consequences of 
using biological or toxin weapons.

During the spring 1971 session o f the CCD, the Soviets changed 
their approach and tabled a draft convention which dealt only 
with biological weapons and toxins. ‘ ® It then became possible to 
work out an agreed U.S.-U.S.S.R. text during the summer. 
Following the acceptance o f further changes proposed by some 
other countries at the CCD, a consensus on a draft convention was 
reached at the end of September.*® This was incorporated in the 
CCD report to the 26th U.N. General Assembly.*"  ̂ A General 
Assembly resolution, adopted by a vote of I I 0-0-1 commended 
the treaty and expressed hope for the widest possible

\llb id ., 1971,V.21.
” See ibid., 1969, pp. 592-593. 
\zibid., pp. 764-765.
Wibid., 1971, pp. 190-194. 
\tlb id ., pp. 568-573.
* pp. 610-633.
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adherence.* * At the close o f the year, it was being readied for 
opening of signature.

The draft convention would, in addition to its BW provisions, 
commit all treaty parties to continue to negotiate in good faith 
with a view to reaching early agreement on effective measures for 
a chemical weapons ban.

Work has continued at the CCD toward solving the complex 
problems involved in a prohibition of the development, produc
tion, and stockpiling o f chemical weapons. The United States has 
participated in these discussions, contributing technical papers on 
the problem of verifying controls on chemical weapons. This is a 
particularly difficult and important issue because of the relative 
ease with which CW development and production can be hidden 
within normal nonmilitary chemical operations. We anticipate that 
arms control deliberations in 1972 will continue to focus on the 
verification issue.

Pursuant to the President’s renunciation of the first use of lethal 
and incapacitating chemicals on November 25, 1969, the Adminis
tration on August 19, 1970, submitted to the Senate, for its advice 
and consent to ratification, the Geneva Protocol of 1925.*® The 
Protocol prohibits the use in war of “asphyxiating, poisonous or 
other gases and of bacteriological methods o f warfare.” Hearings 
have been held and the Senate Foreign Relations Committee has 
asked that the question of the Administration’s interpretation o f  
the Protocol be reexamined.^ ° The Committee has deferred action 
on the Protocol pending completion of a review in the executisig 
branch.

SEABEDS

A major result o f our effort to limit the spread of nuclear 
weapons was the opening for signature of the Seabed Arms 
Control Treaty on February 11, 1971.^* The treaty prohibits the 
emplacement o f nuclear weapons or other weapons o f mass 
destruction on the seabed and the ocean floor beyond a 12-mile 
coastal seabed zone. The seabed zone is to be measured in 
accordance with the provisions o f the 1958 Convention on the 
Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone.^  ̂ Since the treaty is not 
intended to prejudice the position of any party regarding 
law-of-the-sea issues, a broad disclaimer provision to this effect 
was included as a separate article.

The treaty reflects the overall effort of the United States to 
check the deployment of weapons o f mass destruction into areas 
where they have not yet been introduced. The seabed treaty will

\llb id ., pp. 884 ff.
For the President’s message to the Senate, see ibid., 1970, pp. 445-446. The 

Geijeya protocol a p p e a r s 1969, pp. 764-165.
I,Ibid., 1971, pp. 215-218. 
l\lbid.,v)?. 7-11.
^^15 USX 1606.
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prevent the spread o f nuclear and other weapons of mass 
destruction to an area comprising nearly 70 percent of the earth’s 
surface.

After receiving overwhelming approval by the U.N. General 
Assembly, more than 60 countries signed the treaty at the opening 
ceremonies in Washington, London, and Moscow. By the end of
1971, a total of 85 countries had signed and 22 countries had 
ratified it.

The President submitted the Seabed Arms Control Treaty to the 
Senate for ratification on July 21, 1971. The Senate is expected to 
conduct hearings on the treaty early in the 1972 session. It will be 
brought into force after ratification by 22 governments, including 
the United States, the United Kingdom, and the U.S.S.R.

MUTUAL AND BALANCED FORCE REDUCTIONS

During the past year we have continued, in concert with our 
NATO allies, to lay the groundwork for eventual negotiations of 
mutual and balanced reductions o f forces in Central Europe. Such 
reductions, first proposed by NATO at the Reykjavik ministerial 
meeting in 1968,^^ would seek to achieve a more stable military 
balance in Europe at lower levels of forces.

The NATO proposal was elaborated in a set o f principles 
adopted at Rome in 1970, as follows:

1. Mutual force reductions should be compatible with the vital 
security interests of the alliance and should not operate to the 
military disadvantage o f either side having regard for the 
differences arising from geographical and other considerations;

2. Reductions should be on a basis o f reciprocity, and phased 
and balanced as to their scope and timing;

3. Reductions should include foreign and national forces and 
their weapons systems in the area concerned;

4. There must be adequate verification and controls to insure 
the observance of agreements on mutual and balanced force 
reductions.^'*

The United States fully subscribes to these agreed principles. In 
our studies o f possible approaches to mutual and balanced force 
reductions, one factor to which we have given particular attention 
is the need to consider geography in the relation of the United 
States and the Soviet Union to Central Europe. If U.S. forces leave 
Europe, they will be withdrawn a distance of 3,000 miles across 
the Atlantic Ocean, where rapid return would be difficult or 
expensive. Withdrawal of Soviet forces from Central Europe, on 
the other hand, would mean a redeployment of only a few 
hundred miles eastward to Soviet territory. Forces could be 
returned relatively rapidly. Models of mutual and balanced force

^*See Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 447-450. 
^^Ibid., 1970, p. 229.
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reductions must come to grips with this problem if security is to 
remain undiminished at each stage.

NATO’s invitation to the Soviet Union and its allies to explore 
the possibility o f force reductions on the basis of the Rome 
principles met an implicit response in Secretary General 
Brezhnev’s report to the 24th Congress o f the Communist Party of 
the Soviet Union on March 30, 1971. Secretary General Brezhnev 
stated that he favored dismantling foreign mihtary bases and 
reducing armed forces and armaments in areas of military 
confrontation, especially Central Europe.^® Returning to the 
subject two months later in a May 31 [14] speech at Tbilisi, he 
asserted without further elaboration the readiness of the Soviet 
Union to begin negotiations on force reductions.^ *

Meeting a few days later in Lisbon, NATO Foreign Ministers 
welcomed these reactions by the Soviet leader. Noting that further 
clarification was required, the Ministers expressed their readiness 
to continue and intensify explorations with the Soviet Union and 
other interested governments to determine whether common 
ground for negotiations exists.^’ Following further bilateral 
contacts between NATO and Warsaw Pact members during the 
summer, as well as intensive further study by the U.S. Government 
and NATO of possible approaches to MBFR, NATO Deputy 
Foreign Ministers met at Brussels October 5-6 to appoint a 
representative to conduct exploratory talks initially with the 
Soviet Government. Former NATO Secretary General Manlio 
Brosio received a mandate to explain the views of the allied 
countries which appointed him (the NATO countries less France) 
and to elicit Soviet views, in order to help the allies determine if 
there is sufficient common ground to begin negotiations.

Mr. Brosio had not been received in Moscow by the time of the 
NATO ministerial meeting in Brussels December 9-10 where the 
Ministers expressed regret that the Soviet Government had so far 
failed to respond to this initiative. Noting statements by Soviet 
leaders to the effect that they hoped East-West talks on force 
reductions in Europe would begin as soon as possible, the 
Ministers expressed the hope that Mr. Brosio would soon be able 
to go to Moscow.^® At year’s end the Soviets had still not 
responded.

CONVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL

In 1971, for the second year in a row, the United States made a 
proposal on conventional arms control at the CCD.  ̂® We consider 
it important to begin serious study of the control of conventional 
arms, which account for about four-fifths o f the world’s expendi
tures on armaments.

25
26 
27 ' 

28 
29

M d„ 1971, pp. 195-197.
,Ibid., p. 293.
Ibid., pp. 307-311.
Ibid., pp. 855-860.
See ibid., pp. 21, 287-288, 528-537.
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Although most countries in principle favor controls not only on 
weapons of mass destruction but also on conventional arms, many 
approach this issue with great caution. There is fear that restraints 
on conventional arms, or even a serious international effort to 
explore whether limitations are possible, might undermine their 
security, limit their influence, increase their dependence on others, 
or curtail the economic opportunities o f one or another country. 
Moreover, the issues are exceedingly complex, since they can 
involve virtually all countries as well as many different types of 
weapon systems.

In our view, however, these difficulties should not stand in the 
way of a dialogue to gain a common understanding of the issues, 
to define the problems more precisely, to emphasize the burden 
that the race in conventional arms is placing on the social and 
economic development of all countries—the developing countries 
in particular—and to identify together the most feasible courses of 
action to limit conventional armaments.

In the fall o f 1971 the possibility of a World Disarmament 
Conference (WDC)—a proposal recently revived by the Soviet 
Union—was discussed at the 26th United Nations General 
Assembly. The United States expressed skepticism about the value 
of such a conference because, as Secretary Rogers said, “all 
postwar experience indicates that a concrete step-by-step approach 
offers better prospects for success than more grandiose schemes, 
which tend to generate many words and few results.” ®̂ Progress 
in achieving arms limitations can best be achieved through serious, 
businesslike negotiation within the United Nations framework and 
especially the CCD.

In light o f the reservations expressed about the U.S.S.R. 
proposal for a WDC, the resolution was withdrawn during the 
General Assembly debate.^  ̂ In its place, the General Assembly 
adopted a resolution which called for including this subject on the 
agenda of the General Assembly in 1972.^^

Statement by ACDA Director Smith to the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee: Arms Control and Disarmament Act Amendment, 
March 9, 1972i

It is always a pleasure to appear before you again in support of 
my Agency’s legislative program. The strong and effective backing 
this committee has given ACDA in past years has helped us greatly

t,Ib id ., p. 644.
\\lb id ., pp. 595-596.
^^Ibid., pp. 909-910.
^Arms Control and Disarmament Act Amendment: Hearing Before the Committee 

on Foreign Affairs, House o f  Representatives, Ninety-second Congress, on H R. 13336 
To Amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, as Amended, and for Other 
Purposes, pp. 2-5.



SMITH STATEMENT, MARCH 9 85

in meeting our responsibilities under the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act o f 1961.^

As you know, the President is deeply committed to pursuing 
reliable arms control and limitation measures, and we are hopeful 
that the early 1970’s will be an especially fruitful period for 
negotiations in this field. As the President said in his third annual 
foreign policy report to the Congress:

We need to bring the arms race under control. Nothing would do more for our 
material and psychological well-being than to lighten this burden * * *̂

In transmitting the bill now before you, the President said:
The work of this Agency is vital to future progress in these difficult areas and I 

anticipate that it will be faced with new, additional responsibilities in the future.^

OVERVIEW OF ACDA ACTIVITIES: SALT

To assist you in the consideration of this bill, I would like to 
give a brief overview o f the major activities of the Agency. It is my 
imderstanding that one of the principal purposes of requiring 
periodic authorization is to provide a regularly scheduled occasion 
for this committee to take a broad look at the Agency’s work and 
accomplishments.

As for the strategic arms limitation talks (SALT), the effort to 
control strategic arms competition between the United States and 
the Soviet Union continues to be, by far, the most significant arms 
control effort currently underway, and it is the primary focus of 
the Agency’s attention. A significant portion of ACDA’s resources 
is devoted to the process of preparing and negotiating verifiable 
and equitable initial agreements with the Soviet Union and to the 
preparations for prompt follow-on negotiations. Achieving initial 
agreements that limit both offensive and defensive strategic 
systems would be a major step in constraining the arms competi
tion.

On May 20, 1971, President Nixon announced an understanding 
between the United States and the Soviet Union regarding the 
negotiating framework within which the SALT negotiations would 
proceed.® This understanding was an important breakthrough, and 
we have followed it up vigorously. I am hopeful that after six 
rounds in which we proceeded from exploratory discussion to 
intensive substantive negotiation, the seventh SALT session, which 
is scheduled to begin in Helsinki on March 28, will translate the 
May 20 understanding into^specific agreements. We are seeking 
comprehensive limitations ofr^'ABM systems that would be 
formalized in a treaty. On the offensive side, certain weapons

Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 404, 482-495; ibid., 1963, pp. 622-623; 
ibid., 1965, p. 206;ibid„ 1968, pp. 396-397;/Wd;, 1970, p. 213.

3 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Feb. 14,1972, p. 245.
^Ante, pp. 47-48.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, p. 298.



86 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1972

systems would be frozen. The initial interini agreement would be 
in contemplation of a treaty limiting a broader range of strategic 
weapons.

On this score, Mr. Chairman, I might interpolate, we have had, 
according to my latest count, nine very useful sessions in briefing 
Mr. Zablocki’s subcommittee on the specifics of the SALT 
negotiations and I would say that his subcommittee is as 
knowledgeable about the state o f the negotiations as any group in 
the Government.

In parallel with the main strategic arms limitation negotiations, 
two collateral agreements were concluded in SALT and signed 
September 30, 1971, in Washington. The first concerns measures 
to be taken by the two countries to reduce the risk o f accidental 
nuclear war.  ̂ The second provides for improving the reUability of 
the Washington-Moscow direct communications link, or “Hot 
Line,” by using satellite communications systems.''

MUTUAL BALANCED FORCE REDUCTIONS

Turning now to mutual and balanced force reductions (MBFR), 
during the past 2 years the Agency has been deeply involved in the 
exploratory work that has been done to determine the possibiUty 
of establishing a more stable miUtary balance in central Europe. 
Following high level indications of Soviet interest in NATO 
proposals to discuss mutual and balanced force reductions in 
Europe, NATO during 1971, pledged consideration of future steps 
to move toward negotiations. ACDA took an active part in the 
preparations for MBFR discussions at various NATO deliberations, 
including the foreign ministers meeting in Brussels last December. 
Intensive discussion and analysis continue within NATO, and the 
Agency will devote considerable time and effort to this task in the 
future. In any multilateral negotiations on this subject with the 
Soviet Union and other Eastern European governments ACDA 
would play a major role in both the preparations and conduct of 
the negotiations.

CONFERENCE OF THE COMMITTEE ON DISARMAMENT

On the subject o f the Conference o f the Committee on 
Disarmament (CCD) and the United Nations General Assembly 
(UNGA), important arms control discussions and negotiations 
continue at the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in 
Geneva. In this forum ACDA has been responsible for the 
Washington preparations as well as for the conduct; of the U.S. 
effort in Geneva. Staffing and backup for the U.S. delegation in 
Geneva is provided by ACDA. The U.S. delegation has a leading 
role in the work of the CCD which, in the past 2 years, has 
produced several significant arms control agreements.

bbid., pp. 634-635. 
^Ibid., pp. 635-639.
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A multilateral treaty banning weapons of mass destruction from 
the ocean floor was negotiated at the CCD and opened for 
signature on February 11, 1971 This treaty has now been signed 
by 86 nations and ratified by ’26. It will enter into force when the 
three depository governments, the United States, the United 
Kingdom, and the Soviet Union, have ratified it. ITie President 
submitted this treaty to the Senate, which on February 15 gave its 
advice and consent to ratification by a vote of 83-0.

A second important development at the Geneva Conference 
relates to biological weapons. As you will recall, possession and 
use of biological and toxin weapons were renounced by the United 
States in November 1969. President Nixon’s announcement of his 
decision also indicated that we would associate ourselves with 
efforts to achieve an international agreement paralleling this 
renunciation.® Last summer, CCD members agreed on a draft 
international convention that would prohibit the development, 
production, and stockpiling of biological weapons and toxins and 
provide for their destruction.* °

The proposed agreement was submitted to the U.N. last fall, 
and on December 16, 1971, the General Assembly passed a 
resolution commending the convention and requesting the 
depositary governments—the United States, the United Kingdom, 
and the Soviet Union—to open it for signature and ratification 
soon.* * This draft convention has unique significance; it is the 
first measure calling for disarmament—a commitment to destroy 
existing weapons—negotiated since World War II.

We expect active discussion at the CCD during the period o f the 
requested authorization on a number of arms control matters—a 
comprehensive test ban, controls over chemical weapons, controls 
on conventional armaments, and the question of participation by 
all nuclear weapons states in disarmament efforts.

NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY

On the subject of nonproliferation of nuclear weapons, the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty,*  ̂ which also was negotiated principally 
in Geneva, entered into force on March 5, 1970. Since then ACDA 
has been active in the complex and difficult tasks related to the 
implementation o f that treaty. We participated in successful 
efforts o f the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to 
develop guidelines for the detailed safeguards agreements that are 
required by the treaty. The IAEA has already concluded such 
agreements with a number of countries and more agreements are 
expected in the near future. Our research and development efforts 
on safeguards techniques and instrumentation should help increase

pp. 7-11.
,„See ibid., 1969, pp. 592-593. 
Yim d.. 1971, pp. 568-573. 
\\lb id ., pp. 884 ff.
^^Ibid., 1968, pp. 46M 65.
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the efficiency and effectiveness of the safeguards provided for in 
these agreements.

Our nonproliferation goals are also being served by the Treaty 
for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America.*^ 
Following a unanimous vote on the Senate resolution of advice 
and consent, the United States ratified additional protocol II to 
that treaty on March [May] 12, 1971.*'* The United States 
thereby undertook to respect the denuclearized status o f Latin 
America and not to use nuclear weapons against Latin American 
parties to the treaty.

As this brief summary indicates, the efforts of the United States 
to achieve restraints and control over armaments through inter
national agreements are proceeding in a number of areas. We are 
active in several international forums in seeking controls over a 
variety of weapons. ACDA has played a leading role in all of these 
activities, and we look forward in the next 2 years to continued 
effort, with growing responsibilities and a greater workload.

ACDA PROGRAM OPERATIONS

In addition to the support and conduct of international 
negotiations, the Agency will continue active program operations 
in several related areas. We expect to do work on possible 
measures related to conventional arms transfers; to continue 
studies of the economic impact o f defense expenditures; and to 
maintain an active public affairs program. This latter program 
includes distribution of Agency publications, pursuant to our 
statutory mandate to disseminate public information concerning 
arms control and disarmament.

To support participation in international negotiations and 
related activities and to meet the prospective workload in 
discharging our other responsibilities under the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act, the President has requested legislative 
authorization for $22 million for the 2-year period o f fiscal years 
1973-1974. Tliis compares with $17.5 million authorized by 
Congress for the expiring 2-year period. The increase of $4.5 
million in the overall amount requested will meet several require
ments.

We are planning a modest increase in the research efforts that 
wiU be undertaken in the preparation for and support of 
international negotiations. We want to add some new staff 
positions that will also be directly related to the support of 
ongoing or prospective negotiations. A large portion of the 
increase will be used to meet wage and salary increases, including 
those increases resulting from the Federal Pay Comparability Act 
which was approved on January 8, 1971.

\Vbid., 1967, pp. 69 ff.
The protocol appears ibid.y p. 83. For U.S. ratification, see ibid., 1971, pp. 311-313.
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In our external research and field testing program, 86 percent of 
project funds will-go for research directly related to the ongoing or 
prospective negotiations. The designation of the research cate
gories in which these funds will be committed indicate the nature 
and purpose o f the research projects: SALT, mutual balanced 
force reductions, comprehensive t^st ban, nonproliferation treaty 
safeguards, chemical and biological warfare, and verification. The 
balance o f our research funds will be used for longer term projects 
in other fields—conventional arms control, China and arms 
control, and economic aspects of arms control.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the developments I have touched on 
today demonstrate the soundness o f a pragmatic, orderly approach 
to arms control, and I trust that the amount we are requesting for 
fiscal years 1973-1974 to sustain these efforts will obtain your 
support.

I respectfully request the cominittee to approve the authoriza
tion bill as submitted by the administration.

Thank you.

Seriate Resolution 281 on Weather Modification, March 17,1972*

Expressing the sense o f the Senate that the United States 
Government should seek the agreement o f other governments 
to a proposed treaty prohibiting the use of any environmental 
or geophysical modification activity as a weapon of war, or the 
carrying out of any research or experimentation with respect 
thereto.

Whereas there is vast scientific potential for human betterment 
through environmental and geophysical controls; and 

Whereas there is great danger to the world ecological system if 
environmental and geophysical modification activities are not 
controlled or if used indiscriminately; and 

Whereas the development of weapons-oriented environmental and 
geophysical modification activities will create a threat to peace 
and world order; and 

Whereas the United States Government should seek agreement 
with other governments on the complete cessation of any 
research, experimentation, or use of any such activity as a 
weapon o f war: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense o f the Senate that the United 
States Government should seek the agreement o f other 
governments to the following treaty providing for the complete 
cessation of any research, experimentation, and use o f any 
environmental or geophysical modification activity as a 
weapon o f war:

s. Res. 281, 92d Cong., 2d sess. The res. was submitted by Senator Pell for himself 
and the following Senators: Bayh, Case, Cooper, Cranston, Hart, Hughes, Humphrey, 
Javits, Kennedy, McGovern, Mondal6, Nelson, Tunney, Williams. It was not adopted.
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“The Parties to this Treaty,

“Recognizing the vast scientific potential for human 
betterment through environmental and geophysical con
trols,

“Aware of the great danger to the world ecological 
system o f uncontrolled and indiscriminate use of environ
mental and geophysical modification activities,

“Recognizing that the development of weapons-oriented 
environmental and geophysical modification techniques will 
create a threat to peace and world order,

“Proclaiming as their principal aim the achievement of 
an agreement on the complete cessation o f research, 
experimentation, and use of environmental and geophysical 
modification activities as weapons of war,

“Have agreed as follows:

“ARTICLE I

“(1) The States Parties to this Treaty undertake to 
prohibit and prevent, at any place, any environmental or 
geophysical modification activity as a weapon o f war;

“(2) The prohibition in paragraph 1 of this article 
shaU also apply to any research or experimentation 
relating to the development of any such activity as a 
weapon of war;

“(3) The States Parties to this Treaty undertake not 
to assist, encourage or induce any State to carry out 
activities referred to in paragraph 1 of this article and 
not to participate in any other way in such actions.

"ARTICLE II

“In this Treaty, the term ‘environmental or geo
physical modification activity’ includes any of the 
following activities:

“(1) any weather modification activity which has as 
a purpose, or has as one of its principal effects, a change 
in the atmospheric conditions over any part of the 
earth’s surface, including, but not limited to, any 
activity designed to increase or decrease precipitation, 
increase or suppress hail, lightning, or fog, and direct or 
divert storm systems;

“(2) any climate modification activity which has as 
a purpose, or has as one of its principal effects, a change 
in the long-term atmospheric conditions over any part 
of the earth’s surface;

“(3) any earthquake modification activity which has 
as a purpose, or has as one of its principal effects, the 
release o f the strain energy instability within the solid 
rock layers beneath the earth’s crust;
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“(4) any ocean modification activity which has as a 
purpose, or has as one of its principal effects, a change 
in the ocean currents or the creation of a seismic 
disturbance o f the ocean (tidal wave).

“ARTICLE III
“Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty, 

a conference o f Parties shall be held at Geneva, 
Switzerland, in order to review the operation of this 
Treaty with a view to assuring that the purposes o f the 
preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are being 
realized. Such review shall take into account any 
relevant technological developments in order to deter
mine whether the definition in Article II should be 
amended.

"ARTICLE IV

“ 1. Any Party may propose an amendment to this 
Treaty. The text o f any proposed amendment shall be 
submitted to the Depositary Governments which shall 
circulate it to all Parties to this Treaty. Thereafter, if 
requested to do so by one-third or more of the Parties, 
the Depositary Governments shall convene a conference 
to which they shall invite all the Parties, to consider 
such amendment.

“2. Any amendment to this Treaty shall be ap
proved by a majority o f the votes o f all the Parties to 
this Treaty. The amendment shall enter into force for all 
Parties upon the deposit o f instruments of ratification 
by a majority o f all the Parties.

“ARTICLE V
“ 1. This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration.
“2. Each Party shall in exercising its national sover

eignty have the right to withdraw from the Treaty if it 
decides that extraordinary events, related to the subject 
matter of this Treaty, have jeopardized the supreme 
interests o f its country. It shall give notice of such 
withdrawal to all other Parties to the Treaty three 
months in advance.

“ARTICLE VI
“ 1. This Treaty shall be open to all States for 

signature. Any State which does not sign this Treaty 
before its entry into force in accordance with paragraph 
3 o f this Article may accede to it at any time.

, “2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by 
signatory States. Instruments o f ratification and instru
ments of accession shall be deposited with the Govern
ments of the United States o f America, ,

505-954 O -  74 -  »
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and wMch are hereby designated the Depositary
Governments.

“3. This Treaty shall enter into force after its 
ratification by the States, the Governments of which are 
designated Depositaries o f the Treaty.

“4. For States whose instrvnnents of ratification or 
accession are deposited subsequent to the entry into 
force of this Treaty, it shall enter Into force on the date 
of the deposit o f their instruments of ratification or 
accession.

“5. The Depositary Governments shall promptly 
inform all signatory and acceding States o f the date of 
each signature, the date o f deposit of each instrument of 
ratification of and accession to this Treaty, the date of 
its entry into force, and the date o f receij)t o f any 
requests for conferences or other notices.

“6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary 
Governments pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter of 
the United Nations.”

House Foreign Affairs Gjmmittee Report on Arms Control and
Disarmament Act Amendment, March 20, 1972^

The Committee on Foreign Affairs, to whom was referred the 
bill (H.R. 13336) to amend the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Act, as amended, in order to extend the authorization for 
appropriations, having considered the same, report favorably 
thereon without amendment and recommend that the bill do pass.

COMMITTEE ACTION

On February 16 [10],  1972, the House of Representatives 
received a communication from the President o f the United States 
(H. Doc. No. 92-252), transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, as amended, in 
order to extend the authorization for appropriations to fiscal years 
1973 and 1974.^

Subsequently, on February 23, 1972, the chairman of the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, the Honorable Thomas E. Morgan, 
introduced a bill to amend the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Act (H.R. 13336).

A hearing was held on the legislation on February 26, 1972. 
The committee heard testimony from the Director of the

*H. rept. 92-935, 92d Cong., 2d sess.
The President’s message appears ante, pp. 4748. For the Arms Control and 

Disarmament Act, as amended, see Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 482-495; 
ibid., 1963, pp. ^22-623; ibid., 1965, p. 206; ibid., 1968, pp. 396-397; ibid, 1970, p. 
213.
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Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, the Honorable Gerard 
Smith;® his deputy, the Honorable Philip J. Farley, and Mr. 
Sanford Menter, Executive Director of the Agency.

On March 16, 1972, the committee met in executive session to 
consider the bill and unanimously ordered it reported.

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

H.R. 13336 authorizes an appropriation o f $22 million to fund 
the operations o f the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency for 
a 2-year period. Although no allocation to specific years is made, 
the Agency has programed $10 million for fiscal year 1973 and 
$10.5 million for fiscal year 1974. The remaining $1.5 million is 
to cover salary increases authorized by Public Law 91-656.

The previous authorization, approved in 1968, was $17.5 
million for the fiscal years 1971 and 1972. The appropriation for 
fiscal year 1971 was $8,645,000 and for 1972 was $9 million.^

Except for the authorization of funds, the bill makes no 
change in the existing authority o f the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency.

The following tables show the allocation o f funds under the 
Agency’s appropriations for fiscal years 1971 and 1972, and the 
proposed allocation o f funds requested for fiscal years 1973 and 
1974:

TABLE l.-SUMMARY OF APPROPRIATIONS AND OBLIGATIONS FOR 
EXPIRING FISCAL YEARS 1971-72 AUTHORIZATION PERIOD

1971 1972 Total

Appropriations:
Fiscal years 1971-72 authorization 
From original no-year authoriza
tion®..................................................

$8,645,000 $8,855,000

145,000

$17,500,000

145,000

Grand total .............................. 8,645,000 9,000,000 17,645,000

Obligations:
Program o p era tion ......................... 6,923,720 7,433,000 14,356,720

External research ............................
Field testing ...................................

1,160,036
548,193

1,047,000
520,000

2,207,036
1,068,193

Subtotal ................................... 1,708,229 1,567,000 3,275,229

Total obligations.......................
Unobligated balance.......................

8,631,949
13,051

9,000,000 17,631,949
13,051

Grand total .............................. 8,645,000 9,000,000 17,645,000

^Ante, pp. 84-89.
^Includes $145,000 from original no-year authorization [footnote in original].

Use of part of this residual authority was necessary to cover pay increases contained 
in Public Law 91h656, approved Jan. 8,1971.
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TABLE 2.-PROJECTED BREAKDOWN OF ESTIMATED APPROPRIATION 
REQUESTS FOR FISCAL YEARS 1973-74 AUTHORIZATION PERIOD

1973
estimate

1974
estimate Total

Program operation .................. ............  $7,800,000 $8,000,000 $15,800,000

External research .......................
Field testing ..............................

............. 1,330,000

............. 870,000
1,855,000

645,000
3.185.000
1.515.000

Subtotal .................... ............. 2,200,000 2,500,000 4,700,000

Total .........................
Estimated pay act costs .............

.......... .. 10,000,000

............. 560,000
10,500,000

940,000
20,500,000

1,500,000

Grand total ............... ............. 10,560,000 11,440,000 22,000,000

ACHIEVEMENTS IN ARMS CONTROL

During the past 2 years considerable progress has been achieved 
toward international agreements on the control o f armaments. As 
the principal agency of the U.S. Government concerned with that 
subject, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency has played an 
essential role in recent arms control efforts.

The Agency is charged by law with providing recommendations 
and policy assessments on arms control to the President, the 
Secretary of State and other officials of the executive branch. The 
major efforts of the Agency are centered on the formulation of 
arms control policies, the coordination and direction of inter
national arms control initiatives, and the planning and manage
ment of the negotiation of arms control agreements.

Among recent arms control developments in which the Agency 
has been involved are the following;

1. Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT).—T'f/o initial agree
ments have come from the United States-U.S.S.R. bilateral SALT 
negotiations. One increases the reliability of the Washington- 
Moscow direct communication link known as the “hot line” .* The 
other agreement pertains to measures agreed on by both sides to 
reduce the risk of accidental nuclear war.”̂

More important, there is reason to hope that the United States 
and U.S.S.R. are on the verge of an agreement limiting anti- 
ballistic missile systems (ABM’s) and certain offensive weapons. A 
possibility exists that a treaty may be ready for signing when the 
President visits Moscow in May.

2. Conference o f  the Committee on Disarmament (CCD).— 
These Geneva-based arms talks have yielded two recent inter
national agreements. One places a ban on the emplacement of 
nuclear weapons in the seabed—a treaty ratified unanimously by 
the Senate on February 15, 1972.® The other agreement prohibits 
biological methods o f warfare.®

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 635-639- '
7/6/d,'pp. 634-635. 

pp. 7-11.
Post, pp. 133-138.
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3. Other arms control developments.—The, United States has 
ratified [Additional Protocol II to] the Treaty for the Prohibition 
of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America—which makes the area the 
world’s first “nuclear free zone.” ‘ ® Agreements also have been 
reached in Vienna on “nuclear safeguards” under the Nuclear Non- 
Proliferation Treaty. * * -

Future prospects are for continued intensive arms control 
negotiations. If an initial SALT agreement is reached, it will be the 
basis for follow-on negotiations that look toward more com
prehensive limitations on strategic weapons systems. Moreover, 
during 1972 the United States, together with its NATO allies, will 
be actively examining the possibilities of negotiating mutual and 
balanced force reductions (MBFR) in Europe. In both cases, the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency would be integrally 
involved in formulating and carrying out U.S. policy.

REQUIREMENT FOR INCREASED FUNDING

The President has requested for the 2-year authorization period 
$4.5 million more than was authorized for the fiscal years 
1971-72. Increased funding has been made necessary for three 
principal reasons:

1. In f l a t  ion.—Smce fiscal years 1964-65 when Congress 
authorized $20 million for the Agency, inflation has decreased the 
purchasing power of the dollar by about one-third.

2. Increased personnel coi'te—Since 1965 personnel compensa
tion has grown from about one-third o f the Agency’s budget to 
roughly one-half. In the next 2 years, salary increases authorized 
by Public Law 91-656, approved by Congress on January 8, 1971, 
will cost the Agency an additional estimated $1.5 million.

3. Increased responsibilities.—\J.S. costs from the SALT 
negotiations, unlike previous arms control conferences, are being 
funded entirely out of the Agency’s budget. This has entailed 
additional and extraordinary expenses o f more than $1 million 
annually. During the next 2 years those expenses are likely to 
increase as a result o f the SALT “follow-on” and MBFR negotia
tions.

The committee supports the increased authorization requested 
in the belief that the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
should be provided with the funds necessary to carry out effective
ly and successfully its important responsibilities.

COST ESTIMATE

Pursuant to clause 7 o f rule XIII of the House rules, the 
committee has examined the executive branch request o f $22 
million for fiscal years 1973 and 1974, and recommends full 
funding.

Documents on Disarmament, 1967, p. S5\ibid., 1 9 7 1 , 311-313.
pp. 461-465.
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The cost o f the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is 
dependent primarily on the number and nature of the arms 
control negotiations and related operations in which it is involved; 
that, in turn, is affected by changing international conditions. The 
committee does not anticipate that the expenses o f the Agency 
will rise significantly in the foreseeable future. A more specific 
estimate of future costs, however, is not possible at this time.

CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW MADE BY THE BILL, AS REPORTED

In compliance with clause 3 of rule XIII of the Rules o f the 
House o f Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, 
as reported, are shown as follows (new matter is printed in italic, 
existing law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman):

Section 49 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act 

APPROPRIATION

SEC. 49. (a) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated 
not to exceed $10,000,000 to remain available until expended, to 
carry out the purposes o f this Act. In addition, there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal years 1964 and 1965, 
the sum of $20,000,000, and for the three fiscal years 1966 
through 1968, the sum o f $30,000,000, and for the two fiscal 
years 1969 through 1970, the sum of $18,500,000, and for the 
two fiscal years 1971 and 1972, the sum o f $17,500,000, and/or 
the two fiscal years 1973 and 1974, the sum o f  $22,000,000, to 
remain available until expended, to carry out the purposes of this 
Act. Notwithstanding any other provision o f this Act, not more 
than $7,000,000 o f the funds appropriated pursuant to the 
preceding sentence for fiscal years 1969 through 1970 may be 
used for the purpose of research, development, and other studies 
conducted in whole or in part outside the Agency, whether by 
other government agencies or by public or private institutions or 
persons: Provided, That this limitation shall not apply to field test 
activities conducted pursuant to the authority of this Act.

(b) Funds appropriated pursuant to this section may be 
allocated or transferred to any agency for carrying out the 
purposes o f this Act. Such funds shall be available for obligation 
and expenditure in accordance with authority granted in this Act, 
or under authority governing the activities o f the agencies to 
which such funds are allocated or transferred.

(c) Not more than 20 per centum of any appropriation made 
pursuant to this Act shall be obligated and/or reserved during the 
last month of a fiscal year.

(d) None o f the funds herein authorized to be appropriated 
shall be used to pay for the dissemination within the United States 
of propaganda concerning the work of the United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency. 1

O
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Address by CPSU (ieneral Secretary Brezhnev to 15th C oi^ess of 
USSR Trade Unions [Extract], March 20, 1972*

In our foreign and defense policy, we cannot ignore the fact 
that the arms buildup is continuing in a number of imperialist 
states. The new budget now under discussion in Washington 
envisages a substantial increase in military expenditures, especially 
for long-term strategic arms /programs. The United States is also 
demanding increased military appropriations from its NATO allies.

Maintaining restraint and h i^  vigilance, the Soviet Union is 
pursuing a resolute anti-imperialist course in the international 
arena, and it is consistently and firmly upholding the interests of 
socialism, the freedom of peoples and the cause of world peace. 
The struggle for disarmament is one of the important components 
of this course. ,

The proposals in the disarmament field advanced by the 24th 
C.P.S.U. Congress have already demonstrated their vital force in 
practice.

Our initiative for the convocation of a world disarmament 
conference has met with a broad and favorable international 
response. In a special resolution, the U.N. General Assembly 
approved this idea and resolved to continue its examination of the 
question of convening a world conference.^

On the initiative o f the socialist countries, a convention has been 
drafted that bans bacteriological weapons and provides for the 
complete destruction of all stockpiles o f these weapons. We are on 
the eve o f its signing.^

We regard as useful the agreement concluded between the 
U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A. in the autumn of 1971 on measures to 
reduce the danger of the outbreak of a nuclear war.  ̂ The Soviet 
Union advocates that other nuclear powers become participants in 
similar understandings in one form or another.

We attach serious importance to the Soviet-American strategic 
arms limitation talks. The key to their success is the recognition 
by both participants o f the principle o f equal security for the 
parties and readiness to adhere to this principle in practice. We are 
for the reaching o f a mutually acceptable agreement. Such an 
agreement would correspond to the interests of both the Soviet 
and the American peoples and to the interests of international 
security.

The U.S.S.R.’s foreign poUcy combines a firm rebuff to the 
aggressive ventures of imperiaUsm with a constructive approach to 
urgent international problems; it combines implacability in the

^Current Digest o f the Soviet Press, vol. XXIV, no. 12 (Apr. 19,1972), p. 9. 
.Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 909-910.
IPost, pp. 133-138.
Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 634-639.
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ideological struggle with a readiness to develop mutually 
advantageous relations with states of the opposing social system. 
Among the contacts, visits and meetings that we are conducting 
with the aim of developing such relations, the forthcoming talks in 
Moscow with U.S. President Richard Nixon may occupy an 
important place. As is known, these talks are to begin on May 22.

We approach the forthcoming Soviet-American talks from a 
businesslike, realistic position. We are well aware o f the great 
significance that the state of Soviet-American relations has, both 
for the lives o f the peoples o f both countries and also for the 
entire international situation, for its further development in the 
direction of lasting peace or o f mounting tension.

Therefore, we consider it useful to expand areas in relations 
between the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A. that would permit us, 
without deviating from the principles o f our policy, to organize 
mutually advantageous cooperation in the interests of the peoples 
of the two countries and the strengthening of world peace.

We have declared in the past and reaffirm now that the 
improvement o f relations between the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A. is 
possible. Moreover, it is desirable, but, needless to say, not at the 
expense of any third countries or peoples and not to the detriment 
of their legitimate rights and interests. This is our unchanging 
position. {Applause.)

United States Paper Submitted to the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament: Work Program Regardii^ Negotiations 
on Prohibition of Chemical Weapons, March 20, 1972’

I. INTRODUCTION

This paper sets forth some of the considerations that are 
relevant to the question of prohibition of chemical weapons. It 
deals primarily with lethal chemical warfare agents. The paper 
does not attempt to treat all o f the many factors which we or 
others may feel are important with respect to these agents or offer 
final judgements on those questions that are discussed. The 
delegation hopes that the material presented will stimulate further 
discussion and assist the Committee towards reaching a consensus 
regarding those considerations that are important to successful 
negotiations.

II. SCOPE

This section (A) sets forth major categories of types o f agents 
and precursors describing a number o f factors which appear to the 
US delegation relevant to their consideration in the context of

‘ CCD/360, Mar. 20,1972.
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arms limitation, (B) describes possible ways o f defining substances 
that might be controlled, and (C) sets forth and discusses classes of 
activities pertaining to chemical weapons programs together with 
relevant arms limitation considerations.

A. Major categories of substances related to chemical warfare 
include the following:

1. Singji^purpose agents. These agents have no large-scale 
uses except dn chemical warfare. Modem agents in this category, 
such as orgaiiiophosphorus compounds, are extremely toxic. Some 
older agents, which caused a number of deaths in World War I, also 
fall into the “single-purpose” category.

2. “Dual-Purpose” agents are chemicals which are commonly 
used for civilian purposes, but which might also be used as CW 
agents. Phosgene, chlorine, and hydrogen cyanide are well-knovvn 
examples of substances in this category and were utilized widely in 
the first World War. The extent o f the civilian uses of these agents 
was described in a working paper (CCD/283) submitted earlier by 
the US delegation.^

3. Precursors. Intermediates of modern agents may or may 
not have civilian applications. Phosphorus trichloride, for example, 
a key precursor in the production of organophosphorus nerve 
agents, is widely used as an intermediate in the manufacture of 
pesticides and plasticizers. Under present conditions, agent 
intermediates do not assume immediate military significance until 
processed further into an agent, but binary devices, by using agent 
intermediates as weapons components, could blur this distinction.

B. Definitions o f  Controlled Substances

The following general criteria offer various possibilities for 
defining chemical substances which might be used for chemical 
warfare:

1. General Toxicity Standard. Modern lethal agents are in 
general much more toxic to humans than are pesticides or other 
chemicals used in the civiUan sector. A standard related to the 
toxicity o f present-day nerve agents would exclude, for all 
practical purposes, chemicals which have civilian uses. However, 
allowance should be made for the fact that a number of 
super-toxic compounds have legitimate medical applications. If a 
toxicity standard were adopted it might be necessary to provide 
for a uniform laboratory method of determining the toxicity of a 
compound. The kind of animals to be used, their number and 
w ei^ t, the method of appUcation of the chemical, and extrapola
tion of effects to humans, are among the factors which would have 
to be dealt with. Questions regarding the application of a toxicity 
standard might be referred to an international consultative body 
or some other appropriate international body.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 91-93.
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2. Identification o f  Specific Agents. Many chemical 
substances which have been used in warfare or developed for 
weapons purposes are generally known. Although a comprehensive 
list of these known agents by name and specific structural formula 
might include the majority o f agents in current arsenals, there is 
no way at present to know whether such a hst would include all 
the major agents in the arsenals o f states or under development.

3. General Structural Formula. All presently identified 
nerve agents are organophosphorus compounds which exert their 
toxic effect by inhibition o f the enzyme acetylcholinesterase. 
Considerable information is available on the relationship between 
chemical structure and ability to inhibit acetylcholinesterase. A 
general structural formula might be developed which would 
describe the spectrum of organophosphorus compounds which 
could be used as lethal agents but would not include compounds 
used as pesticides. One possibility is the formula presented in 
CCD/320 by the delegation o f the Netherlands.^

4. Criterion Based on Purpose. The Biological Weapons 
Convention relies on a general formulation which prohibits agents 
“of types and in quantities that have no justification for 
prophylactic, protective or other peaceful purposes”.'* This 
definition is both comprehensive and simple. Such a definition by 
itself, however, could be insufficiently precise for effective 
application to chemicals which are produced in extremely large 
quantities for peaceful purposes.

5. Combination o f  Methods. Having various possible prohibi
tions in mind, the Committee might consider what combination or 
combinations of criteria could be appropriate. The advantages 
might be weighed of using a purpose criterion, accompanied by 
one or more o f the other forms o f definition described above. If 
differing prohibitions were to be considered for various categories 
of agents, definitions would be needed which could distinguish 
such categories from one another. For example, with respect to 
prohibitions covering the most lethal types of agents, a definition 
might include, in addition to a purpose criterion, reference to 
structural formulas of known agents and specification of toxicity 
levels. Binary components, however, may not be readily 
distinguishable from many industrial chemicals either by their 
structural formula or toxicity. If such intermediates were to be 
considered, because o f their potential military importance, for 
specific prohibitions, it might be desirable to consider a definition 
that was based on the purpose criterion and a list of known 
substances. There are, o f course, advantages and disadvantages to 
all of the various possible definitions and their combinations, 
which should be carefully considered by the Committee as it 
moves forward in its work on questions concerning CW prohibi
tions.

llbid., 1971, pp. 99-101. 
^Post, pp. 133-138.
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6. Maintaining Effective Definitions. The Committee might 
consider ways in which definitions could be kept current. 
Examples o f possible technological developments which could 
affect the adequacy o f definitions in future circumstances are:

(a) Development o f very toxic chemicals with non
military uses;

(b) Development o f binary weapons with “dual-purpose” 
chemical components;

(c) Development o f non-military uses for substances 
similar to present nerve agents;

(d) Development o f chemical compounds which have 
potential miUtary utility but which do not clearly meet traditional 
criteria for determining controlled substances. In view of these 
possibilities, consideration might be given to the most appropriate 
means for continuing or periodic future consultations to help 
insure that the scope of substances to be controlled remains 
effectively defined, with updating as necessary.

C. Scope o f  Activities Which Might Be Controlled

The Committee should giye consideration to the various 
classes o f activities pertaining to chemical weapons programs 
together with relevant arms limitation factors.

1. Production o f  Agents is a key element in acquiring and, 
over the long run, in maintaining a chemical warfare capability. 
The current process o f manufacture of modem lethal agents is a 
sophisticated one carried out in highly specialized facilities. These 
characteristics give rise to important considerations bearing on the 
question of nerve agent production controls:

(a) Initiating nerve agent production is a complex task. 
Considerable time is required to construct a new agent plant, 
convert another chemical facility to agent production, or even to 
reactivate an agent plant which has been shut down for more than 
a short period. The engineering difficulties which must be 
overcome are considerable. The cost of establishing a nerve agent 
manufacturing facility o f the type used in the past is many times 
greater than for a production facility for commercial chemicals. 
These considerations may not be fully applicable in the case of 
production o f components for binary weapons.

(b) While it may be reasonable to assume that there are 
relatively few chemical facilities which might be, used at the 
present time to make organophosphorus chemical warfare agents, 
information is insufficient to determine which facilities in fact 
have this capability and have been engaged in agent production.

In the case o f nerve agent production facilities, pos
sibilities for demilitarization range from closing or “mothballing” 
plants to conversion or destruction. Measures which might be 
useful in ensuring that required actions were taken are discussed 
below in the verification section.
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2. Production o f  Weapons

(a) Chemical munitions manufacture uses substantially 
the same type o f metal-processing facilities used to make casings 
for conventional weapons. Filling o f munitions with agent, on the 
other hand, characteristically is a highly specialized process carried 
out under stringent safety and security controls. The filling of 
chemical munitions with nerve agent would normally be carried 
out at or near the agent production facility, where appropriate 
conditions for handling highly toxic materials would already exist. 
This would be a lesser consideration in the filling of munitions 
using less toxic materials such as chlorine, phosgene or possible 
components of binary weapons.

(b) In considering possible approaches to prohibiting 
production of chemical weapons, the question of munitions might 
assume varying importance depending on the nature o f the agents 
being utilized;

(i) Dual-Purpose Agents. A great many countries would, 
of course, continue to possess production facilities for, and large 
quantities of, such chemicals as chlorine and phosgene for peaceful 
industrial uses after any chemical weapons agreement. Such 
production facilities, or current stocks, could be utilized at 
anytime for making weapons. Thus the activity which it seems 
most relevant to restrict in this area would be production of 
munitions rather than production of agents.

(ii) Nerve Agents. On the other hand, in the case of 
known nerve agent munitions, the agents themselves do not have 
large-scale peaceful uses, and their possession in any quantity, even 
when not filled in munitions, has military significance. Thus, 
controls affecting production of agents would appear to be of 
particular importance in connexion with such weapons as those 
using nerve agents.

3. Stockpiling. Possession of stocks o f chemical weapons is 
essential to maintenance of an immediate chemical capabiUty. 
While there is evidence which suggests the existence o f substantial 
quantities of chemical arms in present day arsenals o f several 
nations, storage o f chemical weapons by its nature is not a readily 
identifiable activity. Several considerations seem pertinent in 
relation to stockpiling:

(a) There is general uncertainty over the size and 
composition of chemical weapons stocks in existence.

(b) A capability to retaUate promptly in kind to a 
chemical attack is one deterrent against initiation of chemical 
warfare.

(c) Destruction or demilitarization of stocks, given the 
toxic nature o f modern agents, requires time-consuming and 
carefully controlled processing under stringent safety precautions. 
To ensure that none of the toxic agent escapes into the
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environment, a destruction facility must be operated under the 
principle of “total containment” . Another major concern is the 
disposal of the end-products of the agent destruction. These 
end-products, while relatively non-toxic in themselves, might have 
a serious adverse effect if introduced into the environment in large 
quantities.

4. Research and Development

(a) Research. Certain lethal agents were an accidental 
by-product of industrial insecticide research conducted in civilian 
laboratories. It may be difficult to tell from the nature o f research 
on toxic substances whether or not such research is part o f a 
military programme. It may also be difficult to distinguish many 
aspects o f research for offensive purposes from research for 
defensive or prophylactic purposes. At the same time, it is possible 
that a number o f countries will attach importance to the 
continuation o f research for defensive purposes.

(b) Development o f promising CW agents and of means 
for disseminating them are explicitly military activities and go 
beyond the stage necessary for design of defensive measures. 
However, development, like research, is an activity o f low 
visibility.

III. VERIFICATION

The Committee faces a number of important questions with 
respect to possible means of verification, both national and 
international. This section sets forth a number of considerations 
(A) on the relationship between the scope of prohibitions and 
verification, and (B) regarding the feasibility of possible specific 
verification elements such as (1) seals and monitoring devices, (2) 
information exchange, (3) declarations, (4) remote sensing devices,
(5) inspection visits, and (6) monitoring of imports and shipments 
of certain specific materials.

A. Relationship Between Verification and Scope

Various possible combinations o f CW prohibitions would be 
likely, in order to be effective, to require various measures o f  
verification. Comprehensive prohibitions would, by definition, 
most completely limit chemical warfare capabilities. Moreover, 
comprehensive prohibitions, by covering many aspects o f CW 
activities, would tend to reinforce each other. On the other hand, 
there may be some factors which would warrant the Committee’s 
consideration o f the relative merits of a phased approach in which 
some activities are prohibited initially and other activities at 
subsequent stages. For example, a simultaneous prohibition of 
production o f certain agents or weapons, together with a 
requirement for complete destruction of any existing stocks of 
those agents or weapons, might require a higher degree of 
assurance o f compliance than if prohibitions were placed initially 
on production alone. As indicated earlier, possession of a
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retaliatory CW capability has been generally considered to provide 
one deterrent to the first-use o f chemical weapons by others. A 
state possessing chemical weapons could feel that it required a 
very high degree o f assurance that others would be taking the same 
steps it was to take, before agreeing to prohibitions which, when 
implemented, would leave it with no ability to retaliate promptly. 
Thus, one possible way some states might be satisfied with a 
somewhat lower level o f initial assurance would be if the 
disarmament process took place in stages, that is, in the example 
under discussion, if production o f certain classes of agents or 
weapons were prohibited initially while destruction of stockpiles 
were to take place in a subsequent stage.

B. Verification Elements

1. Seals and Monitoring Devices. The possibility exists of 
assuring that CW activity does not take place at “mothballed” 
facilities through the use of seals or monitoring devices of the 
types which have been studied in connexion with nuclear 
safeguards. This possibility has particular relevance with respect to 
a phased process in which CW production facilities are shut down 
but not initially dismantled. During the last session of the CCD, 
the delegation o f the United States submitted a working paper 
(CCD/332) which describes the nature and possible utihty o f  
sealing and monitoring devices.®

2. Information Exchange. Given the complexity, and the 
prospects for growth and change in the chemical industry 
throughout the world, provisions for information exchange might 
play a useful role in verifying chemical weapons limitations. 
Consideration might be given in the Committee to the types of 
information which would be helpful. Possibilities might include 
information regarding: (a) quantity, types, and uses o f organo- 
phosphorus products; (b) quantity, types, and uses of dual 
purpose chemicals; and (c) intended use of major new chemical 
production facilities.

3. Declarations. Two types o f declarations which might be 
considered in connexion with chemical weapons prohibitions are:

(a) Declarations Regarding Activities. The Committee 
m i^ t examine the utihty o f periodic declarations regarding 
activities relevant to an agreement as one means to help reinforce 
implementation o f an agreement. For example, annual statements 
by parties, having the effect of affirming their comphance with an 
agreement, might be considered. The Committee might examine 
whether declarations which set forth annual national production 
figures for substances limited by an agreement would offer to 
parties an additional degree o f assurance of continuing observance 
of an agreement. In the case o f a prohibition of nerve-agent

^Ibid., 1971, pp. 389-395.
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production, for example, it would be expected that parties would 
register zero production or a very small amount destined for 
scientific research. To emphasize a party’s continuing commitment 
to an agreement, such declarations might be endorsed or issued at 
the highest governmental level.

(b) Declarations o f  Facilities. Declarations might also be 
considered that could be helpful in increasing the effectiveness of 
various means of verification. For example, submission by parties 
of lists identifying and locating facilities capable of handling 
highly toxic materials would be of help in verifying prohibitions of 
production. What types o f facilities might be included in such lists, 
and whether the lists should contain supplemental information 
regarding past and present activity at particular installations, could 
be a subject to be examined withhi the Committee.

4. Remote Sensing Devices. The question of possible utility 
of remote sensing devices to detect evidence of CW activity is 
being studied in various countries. The present level of sensor 
technology, however, does not appear to offer significant 
prospects, in the near future, for the development of long-range 
sensors that could detect evidence of the manufacture or storage 
of chemical agents. The two principal problems in this respect are 
the difficulty o f achieving sufficiently great sensitivity over large 
distances and the fact that substances resulting from prohibited 
and nonprohibited activities may give closely similar readings.

5. Inspection Visits. The Committee should consider pos
sibilities for on-the-scene verification, including such questions as 
how locations to be visited are chosen and what might be expected 
to take place during a visit. An on-the-scene inspection by 
technically qualified personnel may be the most efficient and 
direct way of resolving a serious question concerning implementa
tion of chemical prohibitions at a given site.

6 . Monitoring o f  Imports and Shipments. Certain chemical 
substances have limited commercial application. A dis
proportionate increase in imports or shipments o f these materials 
might be significant in verifying oijservance of an agreement.

IV. INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

A number of questions pertaining to international organiza
tional considerations could have possible relation to measures 
containing prohibitions on chemical weapons. This section 
discusses (A) possible consultative arrangements, (B) relationship 
to the Security Coimcil of the United Nations, and (C) the 
usefulness o f provisions for periodic review. The consideration of 
these questions, as well as those in part V below, would of course 
be significantly affected by the manner in which questions in the 
preceding sections, pertaining to scope and to verification, were 
handled.
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A. Consultative Body

In assessing which approaches to the achievement of 
restraints on chemical weapons are promising and which are not, 
consideration might be given, at an appropriate stage in the work 
of the Committee, to whether establishment of a standing 
consultative body would be helpful and, if so, what its role might 
be. While recent multilateral arms control agreements have not 
established or defined special roles for a body of this sort, a 
consultative group might be able to perform constructive 
functions in connexion with an agreement on chemical weapons. 
Given the complexities and difficulties o f CW verification 
problems, provision for a consultative body might offer some 
additional element o f assurance to potential parties to an 
agreement. Participation in the consultative body of appropriate 
governmental, military, and scientific representatives might in 
itself establish increased international confidence, understanding, 
and co-operation in dealing with problems inherent in the 
implementation o f restraints on CW.

1. Possible Functions

(a) One function of a consultative body might be to keep 
abreast, through the participation of appropriate military and 
scientific experts, with the military potential of various advances 
in chemistry. Such a function on the part of a consultative body 
might be particularly relevant if a chemical weapons agreement 
defined controlled substances using such criteria as a general 
toxicity standard and/or kientification of specific agents. A 
consultative body might perform the fcinction of reviewing 
questions regarding new chemical substances and of making such 
determinations as whether a particular commercially produced 
substance (i) fell within an agreed toxicity or formula criteria, (ii) 
should be classified as single-purpose or as dual-purpose, (iii) 
should be considered a precursor; and whether in light of these 
assessments the substance should be classified as one controlled or 
proscribed by the relevant definitions.

(b) Another possible role which might be considered for a 
consultative body could be in helping to assure parties to a treaty 
that its provisions were being carried out. Such a body might, for 
example, be the recipient of reports from parties to a treaty 
regarding their comphance with its provisions for destruction of 
existing stocks of lethal chemical agents and chemical weapons. It 
might also receive information reports on the intended use of 
organophosphorus substances produced by parties and on the use 
of certain categories of existing and new chemical production 
facilities. A consultative body might also receive questions from 
parties regarding implementation or observance o f the CW 
agreement. In this connexion the consultative body might be the 
locus for arranging inspection visits to clarify an ambiguous 
situation and to restore confidence that an agreement was being 
observed.
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2. Organizational Considerations

(a) Operations. It would be necessary to consider in 
advance o f determining whether to establish a consultative body 
the way in which it might perform the functions expected o f it. 
Attention would need to be devoted to questions such as the 
powers that a consultative body might have to initiate actions, to 
make recommendations, and to solicit the co-operation of parties 
in the resolution of any problems that might arise. It would also 
be necessary to consider such practical questions as funding, 
headquarters, staff, and types of services to be provided. Parties to 
an agreement would naturally wish to avoid unnecessary costs in 
implementing any agreements in the CW area and would not wish 
to establish a new international organization or assign new 
functions to an existing organization unless substantial benefits 
could be expected in the solution of problems involved in 
implementing the agreement.

(b) Membership. The question of membership and 
participation in such a consultative body would be an important 
one for potential parties to an agreement. One possibiUty might be 
to agree that representatives of all parties to a CW agreement 
would be entitled to participate in any consultative body 
concerned with the implementation o f that agreement. However, a 
consultative body m i^ t itself determine how experts would be 
selected for participation in its various activities.

(c) Relationship to Existing Organizations. Since a 
consultative body might be concerned with a range of issues 
varying from use o f chemical substances for agricultural purposes 
to questions involving security and political issues, the relationship 
of such a body to existing international organizations might also 
be considered. It might be useful to consider what ties a 
consultative body woi5d need to have with such offices as the 
United Nations Secretary-General or with the United Nations 
Security Council, the United Nations General Assembly, or United 
Nations specialized agencies, and how these might best be 
provided for.

B. Relationship to the Security Council

A number o f recent arms limitation treaties have contained 
provisions which specifically recognize-the pre-eminent role o f the 
United Nations Security Council in dealing with matters affecting 
international peace and security. In view o f the important security 
implications any new agreement restricting chemical weapons 
would have, members o f the Committee may wish to consider 
whether it would be o f value to reaffirm in an appropriate manner 
the right o f parties to submit complaints o f violation to the 
Security Council together with all possible evidence, and to set 
forth an undertaking by parties to co-operate in carrying out any 
investigations the Security Council might initiate.

505-954 0  -  74 - 9
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C. Review Conference

The Committee might weigh the advantages of a periodic 
review conference as an additional means o f assuring the 
continued effectiveness of a CW agreement. A review conference 
could conduct a broad examination of whether the purposes and 
principles of the agreement were being realized, taking into 
account particularly any new scientific and technological develop
ments relevant to the agreement. The discussion of issues and 
problems at a review conference could be of assistance to the 
subsequent work of any consultative body. Preparations for a 
review conference could be entrusted to a consultative body, if 
one had been established.

V. OTHER QUESTIONS

A number of other questions could arise in the course of 
consideration of possible prohibitions relating to chemical 
weapons. These might include (A) relationship to the Geneva 
Protocol,® (B) facilitation o f international co-operation in the 
field o f peaceful applications, (C) prohibitions of assistance to 
third parties with respect to proscribed activities, (D) entry into 
force, (E) duration and withdrawal, and (F) amendments.

A. Relationship to the Geneva Protocol

In connexion with the achievement of any new restrictions 
on chemical weapons a question will naturally arise as to the 
relationship between these restrictions and existing restraints in 
the Geneva Protocol. Committee members may therefore wish to 
consider whether any new agreement on chemical weapons should 
contain provisions noting the importance o f the Geneva Protocol 
and ensuring that nothing in the agreement could be interpreted as 
in any way limiting or detracting from obligations assumed under 
the Geneva Protocol.

B. Facilitation o f  International Co-operation

In view of the fact that restraints on chemical weapons will 
have an important bearing, directly or indirectly, on activities in 
peaceful scientific and industrial areas, the Committee may wish 
to consider whether it would be practical and desirable for any 
new prohibitions to be accompanied by provisions that make clear 
the intention of parties to co-operate with other states or 
international organizations in the further development and peace
ful appUcation of science in fields relating to the agreement. 
Provisions along these lines are contained in both the Biological 
Weapons Convention and the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons.”̂ It would, therefore, seem logical to consider

^Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
’’ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.



UNITED STATES PAPER, MARCH 20 109

the desirability of appropriate provisions in the case of restraints 
on chemical weapons.

C. Assistance to Third Parties

Since parties to any new agreement would be accepting 
restrictions on their activities, it would seem logical to consider 
the possibility o f appropriate provisions pursuant to which parties 
would agree not to assist or encourage any others to carry out 
activities limited by the new agreement. Such provisions, which 
have been included in recent multilateral arms control agreements, 
would reinforce the achievement of the broad purposes o f any 
new agreement.

D. Entry Into Force

The question of how additional limitations on chemical 
weapons enter into force is important because a new agreement 
would affect weapons o f established miUtary significance. The 
Committee could consider whether a relatively large or a relatively 
limited number o f ratifications ought to be necessary before a new 
agreement would enter into force. This question could have 
relationship not only to the possible scope of a new agreement but 
also to the manner in which questions such as duration and 
withdrawal are handled.

E. Duration and Withdrawal

The manner in which the questions o f duration and with
drawal are handled in any new chemical weapons agreement will 
have a relationship to the possible scope of any new prohibitions 
and the extent o f reassurance provided to parties through agreed 
means of verification. These issues are in turn related to such 
questions as the overall stability o f any new agreement and the 
extent of capability remaining in the hands o f any nation to deter 
the initiation of chemical warfare by others. Approaches to the 
question o f duration could range from consideration of an 
agreement limited to a fixed number of years (with possibilities of 
continuation or renewal), to an agreement o f indefinite duration. 
Intermediate approaches might also be envisioned. Procedures for 
withdrawal could also vary, in part depending upon whether 
duration was limited or indefinite.

F. Amendment

Procedures for amendments could assume particular 
significance in the case o f chemical weapons prohibitions. 
Qiemical weapons and agents relate to a field o f science and 
technology which is rapidly expanding and which may undergo 
basic changes in the future. Thus, technical aspects of prohibitions 
formulated in the light of technology existing in one decade could 
be significantly different in another decade. Whether amendments 
should be relatively easier or more difficult to adopt could also be 
related to the manner in which the issue of duration was handled.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the
Conference o f the Cx>mmittee on Disarmament. Qiemical
Weapons, March 21, 1972*

The Work Programme regarding negotiations on prohibition of 
chemical weapons tabled by the United States delegation today^ 
addresses one o f the most urgent questions before the Committee. 
The task of seeking effective measures for the prohibition of the 
development, production, and stockpihng of chemical weapons is 
one in which the international community has expressed a strong 
interest. This was particularly evident during negotiation o f the 
Biological Weapons Convention, and resulted in the unambiguous 
commitment regarding chemical weapons negotiations contained 
in Article IX o f the Convention.^ Committee members who have 
made statements at the present session of the Committee, 
including the United States delegation, have reaffirmed their 
commitment and have urged the Committee to pursue the 
objective o f effective measures vigqrously and with the utmost 
seriousness.

In its statement on 29 February 1972 our delegation expressed 
the belief that the difficult and complex problems of dealing 
effectively with chemical weapons are not necessarily insoluble.^ 
We believe, however, that solutions to these problems are possible 
only through careful, systematic and thorough analysis of the 
issues involved. We firmly believe that this represents the most 
constructive approach to achieving chemical weapons prohibitions.

On 29 February our delegation posed a number of questions 
concerning the various elements involved in placing restraints on 
the development, production, and stockpiling o f chemical 
weapons. We noted that one o f the central issues is the 
inter-relationship between the scope o f attainable prohibitions and 
the potential o f various approaches to verification. We also set 
forth a number of elements o f this problem that we beUeved the 
Committee could productively consider at this session.

The Work Programme that the United States delegation is 
tabling today sets forth in detail some of the questions that could 
arise in our work on chemical weapons prohibitions—particularly 
questions regarding scope and verification. It does not attempt to 
treat all o f the many factors which we or others may feel are 
important or to offer final judgements on any of the questions 
that are discussed. Our delegation hopes that the material 
presented will stimulate further discussion and assist the Com
mittee towards reaching consensus regarding those considerations 
that are important to successful negotiations.

‘CCD/PV. 551, pp. 19-23. 
ISupra.
\Post, pp. 133-138.
Ante, pp. 49-54.
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Before summarizing our Work Programme, I would like to say 
that we do not claim that all o f its ideas are original. Quite the 
contrary. Many of you will recognize concepts which were first 
put forward in the Committee by your delegation. Our aim was to 
compile and organize the relevant concepts into a comprehensive 
framework.

The section of the Working Paper dealing with “scope” sets 
forth major categories of types of agents and precursors. It 
describes a number of factors which appear relevant to their 
consideration in the context of arms limitation. It points out that 
there are some agents such as organophosphorus nerve agents that 
have no large-scale uses except in chemical warfare; and that, on 
the other hand, some agents such as phosgene, chlorine and 
hydrogen cyanide are also commonly used for civilian purposes. 
Intermediates of modern agents may or may not have civilian 
applications.

The Work Programme reviews various ways which have been 
suggested for defining substances that might be controlled. These 
include a specification o f toxicity levels, the listing o f substances 
by name and specific structural formula, a general structural 
formula criterion and a definition based on purpose. It discusses 
combinations o f methods that might be considered, having various 
possible prohibitions in mind, and the question of ways in which 
definitions could be kept current.

The Work Programme describes various classes of activities 
pertaining to chemical weapons, together with relevant arms- 
Umitation considerations. Production of agents is noted as being a 
key element in acquiring and maintaining a chemical warfare 
capability. We point out that in considering possible approaches to 
prohibiting production of chemical weapons, the question o f  
munitions might assume varying importance depending on the 
nature o f the agents being utilized. In the case of dual-purpose 
agents, the activity which it might seem most relevant to restrict 
would be production of munitions rather than of agents. In the 
case o f known nerve agents, which do not have large-scale peaceful 
uses, it is noted that controls affecting production of agents would 
appear to be of particular importance.

The Work Programme observes that possession of stocks of 
chemical weapons is essential to the maintenance of an immediate 
chemical capability. It points out that, while there is evidence 
which suggests the existence of quantities of chemical arms in 
present-day arsenals, storage of chemical weapons is not a readily 
identifiable activity. The Work Programme observes that among 
considerations which seem pertinent in relation to stockpiling is 
uncertainty over the size and composition o f chemical weapon 
stocks in existence. It is also observed that a capabiUty to retaliate 
promptly in kind to a chemical attack is one deterrent against 
initiation of chemical warfare.

The section on verification sets forth a number of considera
tions on the relationship between scope of prohibitions and
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verification. It is noted that various possible combinations of 
chemical weapons prohibitions would be likely, in order to be 
effective, to require various measures o f verification. Comprehen
sive prohibitions would, by definition, most completely limit 
chemical warfare capabilities. On the other hand, there may be 
some factors which would warrant the Committee’s consideration 
of the relative merits o f a phased approach.

The verification section reviews various specific verification 
elements. The possibility of assuring through the use o f seals and 
monitoring devices that chemical weapons activity does not take 
place at “moth-balled” facilities is one approach that is suggested 
for consideration.

Given the complexity, and prospects for growth and change in 
the chemical industry throughout the world, the work programme 
suggests that consideration might be given to the role that 
exchange of information on chemical products and faciUties might 
play in verifying chemical weapons limitations.

ITie usefulness of declarations by countries regarding activities 
and facilities relevant to an agreement might be examined as one 
way to emphasize a party’s continuing commitment to an 
agreement and to increase the effectiveness o f various means of 
verification.

The Work Programme examines the prospects for using remote 
sensing devices, in view of the present level o f sensor technology. 
Since an on-the-scene inspection by technically-qualified personnel 
may be the most efficient and direct way of resolving a serious 
question concerning implementation of an agreement, it is 
suggested in the Work Programme that the possibilities for 
on-the-scene verification should be considered. Monitoring of 
imports and shipments o f certain chemicals is set forth as another 
possible verification element which might be examined.

The section of the paper which deals with international 
organizational considerations discusses questions bearing on 
possible consultative arrangements, relationship to the United 
Nations Security Council, and provisions for periodic review.

Other questions discussed in the Work Programme concern: 
relationship of further prohibitions to the Geneva Protocol;® 
facilitation of international co-operation in the field of peaceful 
applications o f chemistry; prohibitions of assistance to third 
parties with respect to prescribed activities; entry into force; 
duration and withdrawal; and amendments.

The United States delegation hopes that this paper will facilitate 
the Committee’s work on these questions. We look forward to 
learning more about how Committee members regard these 
questions and others which may be relevant to our common task.

Much needs to be done. We can only benefit from the exchange 
of ideas and questions, from the intensive study of all the issues

^Documents on Disarmament, 196S pp. 764-765.
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relating to possible prohibitions of chemical weapons. We hope 
-that our paper will contribute to this essential work.

In concluding I should like to observe that when we are dealing 
with chemical weapons we are dealing with weapons which could 
be available to a very large number of nations. Chemical weapons 
restraints, therefore, will have direct and substantial importance 
for all such nations. Since many countries in the world have the 
ability to develop, produce and stockpile chemical weapons, these 
countries must be assured that chemical weapons restraints that 
might be adopted would accord with their basic security interests. 
For this reason, in particular, it is essential that consideration of 
the problem in tWs Committee have the broadest possible 
participation. Progress will heavily depend upon the contributions 
of all members. We hope that our working paper will provide a 
realistic and practical framework within which such contributions 
can be made.

News Conference Remarks by President Nixon on Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks, March 24,1972^
Q. Mr. President, I would like to ask one question on the 

forthcoming Moscow trip. Are you still hopeful o f  having a 
strategic arms limitation agreement not only to discuss, but 
hopefully to sign?

THE PRESIDENT. Mr. Semple, I realize that there are many of 
you here, I hope, who will be able to go on that trip, who went to 
the P.R.C., and many who did not go to the P.R.C. can also go.

The Moscow trip, at the present time, will be very different 
from the P.R.C. trip in the sense that it v^l be primarily devoted 
to a number of substantive issues o f very great importance. One o f  
them may be SALT, if  SALT is not completed before Moscow. It 
does not appear now likely that they can complete SALT before 
Moscow, because in my conversations with Ambassador Smith 
before he left, I found that while we are agreed in principle on the 
limitation o f offensive and defensive weapons, that we are still 
very far apart on some fundamental issues—well, whether or not 
SLBM’s should be included. Matters of that sort.

Mr. Smith went back to the meetings, this time in Helsinki, with 
very full instructions from me, both written and oral, to do 
everything he could to  attempt to narrow those differences. I 
believe that there is a good chance at this point, particularly in 
view of Mr. Brezhnev’s quite constructive remarks in his speech 
the other day, that we may reach an agreement on SALT in 
Moscow on defensive and offensive limitations, and also agree
ments in a number o f other areas.

This is our goal, and I would say that at this time the prospects 
for the success of this summit trip are very good.

Reporter: Thank you, Mr. President.

 ̂Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, Max. 27,1972, p. 678.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Draft Chemical-
Weapons Convention [Extract], March 28, 1972*

Today a draft convention on the prohibition of the develop
ment, production and stockpiling o f chemical weapons and on 
their destruction is being submitted for consideration by the 
Committee on Disarmament on behalf of the socialist countries 
participating in the work of the Committee—Bulgaria, Czecho
slovakia, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Romania and the Soviet 
Union.^ The Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic and the 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist RepubUc, as co-sponsors o f the draft 
convention on the complete prohibition of chemical and bacterio
logical weapons, have also joined us as co-sponsors o f the 
document being submitted today. We are pleased to state that the 
draft convention on the complete prohibition of chemical 
weapons is supported by the Government of the German 
Democratic Republic.

The prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling 
of chemical weapons and their destruction is an important 
disarmament problem. Mankind has been deeply disturbed by the 
danger resulting from the emergence of such weapons o f mass 
destruction as chemical warfare weapons. It has energetically 
sought ways o f eliminating that danger. In 1925 these efforts 
resulted in the conclusion o f the Geneva Protocol, which 
prohibited the use o f chemical and bacteriological weapons.^ That 
important international act, which established a universally- 
recognized norm o f international law, reduces the danger of the 
use of chemical and bacteriological weapons for military purposes 
but does not eliminate that danger. Chemical weapons have been 
stockpiled and have continued to be improved, so that today 
weapons have been developed of such high toxicity that even an 
accidental leakage of poisonous chemical agents during storage 
causes many human victims. The Report of the United Nations 
Secretary-General on Chemical and Bacteriological (Biological) 
Weapons and the Effects of Their Possible Use, published in 1970, 
states that “The particular threat posed by chemical weapons 
today derives from the existence o f new, and far more toxic, 
chemical compounds than were known fifty years ago” .**

The existence o f such weapons has a negative influence on the 
world’s political atmosphere. That is why the overwhelming 
majority o f States have now shown a desire to attain the complete 
prohibition of chemical weapons, and a certain basis has emerged 
for action in that direction. That explains why the prohibition o f 
the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons

iCCD/PV.553, pp. 25-32.
Jnfra.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 164-165. 
^Ibid,, p. 271.
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and the destruction of such weapons has become an important 
question in the work of the Committee on Disarmament.

The urgent solution of the problem of the prohibition of 
chemical weapons has been called for by the United Nations 
General Assembly, which unanimously adopted a resolution 
requesting the Committee on Disarmament “To continue, as a 
high priority item, negotiations with a. view to reaching early 
agreement on effective measures for the prohibition o f the 
development, production and stockpiling o f chemical weapons and 
for their elimination from the arsenals o f all States”.® The 
obligation to conduct negotiations on the problem is also stated in 
the Convention on the Prohibition of Bacteriological and Toxin 
Weapons, which is expected shortly to become part of the 
structure of international instrviments in force.®

The pressing need for, and urgency of, a solution o f the 
problem of chemical weapons is emphasized in the Joint memo
randum on the prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling o f chemical weapons and on their destruction 
submitted by twelve non-aligned States and supported by many 
States Members of the United Nations.'^ The memorandum points 
to the need for the complete prohibition of chemical weapons, 
and of the development, production, stockpiling, acquisition and 
retention of chemical agents as well as the means of their delivery. 
Along'with other considerations, the memorandum observes that 
verification o f the implementation o f any agreement on chemical 
and bacteriological weapons should be based on a combination o f  
national and international measures. The Soviet delegation believes 
that this memorandum contains a number o f useful elements 
which may contribute to the success o f negotiations on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons.

Delegations which have spoken during the present session have 
stated that a solution of this problem must not be delayed. The 
representative o f Mexico, Mr. Garcia Robles, said that the 
prohibition of chemical weapons was a “task which, on the 
General Assembly’s express instructions, we must take as far as we 
can, and if  possible complete during the present session”.®

The representative of Yugoslavia, Mr. Cvorovic, said that
. \  . we are convinced that almost all n ecess^  preconditions have been created which 
could make it possible to consider, during this year’s session, a draft convention on the 
total {Prohibition of chemical weapons and their elimination from the arsenals of all 
States.®

For^ number of years the socialist States have unswervingly and 
consistently striven for the complete prohibition of both bacteri
ological and chemical weapons and the elimination of stockpiles of

llbid,, 1971, VV’ 890-892.
^Post, pp. 133-138.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 566-568. 
fCCD/PV.545, p. 31.
^CCD/PV. 548, p. 7.
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such weapons. As is known, these States submitted for cbnsjdera- 
tion by the General Assembly at its twenty-fourth sessioit^^
1969, a draft convention on the prohibition of the development, 
production and stockpiling o f chemical and bacteriological 
(biological) weapons and on their destruction,*® and again, in
1970, a revised draft convention which took into account the 
views and suggestions of a number of States.* *

This initiative o f the socialist countries was widely supported at 
the General Assembly and in the Committee on Disarmament. 
However, a simultaneous solution of the problem of prohibiting 
both chemical and bacteriological means of warfare was found 
impossible owing to the negative attitude of some of the Western 
Powers. It was in order to eliminate the resulting impasse in the 
negotiations, to extricate the solution of the prohibition of 
chemical and bacteriological weapons from the deadlock and to 
find the most realistic and practicable ways o f solving this problem 
that the socialist countries considered it possible to proceed to a 
stage-by-stage solution of the problem: that is, as a first step, to 
prohibit bacteriological and toxin weapons only.

As a result of constructive and businesslike discussion of the 
draft convention on the prohibition of the development, produc
tion and stockpiling o f bacteriological (biological) and toxin 
weapons and their destruction, submitted for the consideration of 
the Committee by the socialist countries on 30 March 1971  ̂ the 
Committee on Disarmament agreed upon a final text which was 
approved by the United Nations General Assembly at its twenty- 
sixth session.* ^

The Soviet Union expresses the hope that the largest possible 
number of States will accede to the Convention on the Prohibition 
of Biological and Toxin Weapons, which will be opened for 
signature and ratification in the very near future. The conclusion 
and application of the Convention on the Prohibition of Bacteri
ological and Toxin Weapons will be a measure o f real disarmament 
whose implementation will lead to the elimination from the 
military aisenals o f States and the liquidation of one of the most 
dangerous means of mass destruction.

Our task now is to solve the whole of this problem: that is, to 
prohibit the development, production and stockpiling o f every 
type of chemical weapon. The Soviet delegation believes that the 
solution o f the problem of chemical weapons is an important and 
urgent measure and that it is necessary to concentrate our efforts 
on achieving agreement on the prohibition of these weapons.

The United Nations Secretary-General, Mr. Waldheim, referring 
to the connexion between the Convention on Bacteriological 
Weapons and the problem of the prohibition of chemical weapons

Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 455 457.
“ /Wd, 1970, pp. 533-537.
\\lbid., 1971,vv. 190-194.

Ibid., pp. 884 ff.
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rightly said in his Statement on 29 February: “Its significance will 
be vastly increased when it is complemented, as the General 
Assembly has urged, and as indeed the treaty itself prescribes, by a 
similar ban on the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons”.*

There are now some factors favourable to progress in this 
direction. The completion of negotiations on the Convention on 
Bacteriological Weapons is an important stimulus to the creation 
of favourable political conditions for the continuation of negotia
tions on chemical weapons. This circumstance has been referred to 
also in a statement by the representative of the United States of 
America, Mr. Leonard, who said that “a successful agreement on 
biological weapons could give neater momentum to our delibera
tions on chemical weapons”.̂ ® The problem of the complete 
prohibition o f chemical and bacteriological weapons has, in the 
course o f the long discussions on the matter, been studied in great 
detail. A number of important considerations also have been 
expressed with regard to the prohibition of chemical weapons.

The negotiations on adoption of the Convention on the 
complete prohibition of bacteriological and toxin weapons have 
created the prerequisites for solving the problems relating to the 
complete prohibition o f chemical weapons also, and have made it 
possible to draft many provisions and forms of words which may 
successfully be used in preparing a convention on chemical 
weapons. Since bacteriological and chemical agents are weapons of 
a single type, which act exclusively on living matter and have 
many points in common in regard to their nature, method of use 
and means of delivery, the provisions of the Convention on 
Bacteriological and Toxin Weapons can be applied in an agreement 
on chemical weapons as well. For example, during the elaboration 
of the draft convention on the prohibition of bacteriological and 
toxin weapons, the provisions concerning the scope of the 
prohibition of these agents, the provisions concerning the obliga
tion to destroy or to divert to peaceful purposes all types of 
bacteriological agents and toxins prohibited for military use, and 
also the provisions concerning the obligation not to transfer them 
to any recipient whatsoever, directly or indirectly, were worked 
out very carefully. All these provisions, which were carefully 
thought out, drafted and agreed upon, can and must be used to 
the necessary extent in the elaboration of a convention on the 
complete prohibition o f chemical means of warfare as well.

Another point in favour jof this approach to the solution o f the 
problem of the prohibition of chemical weapons is the circum
stance that the Convention on Bacteriological Weapons, as 
elaborated and agreed upon, provides also for the prohibition of 
toxin weapons. ITiis type of weapon, by virtue of its effects upon 
living organisms, the methods applied for its military use and the

“*CCD/PV.545, p. 10.
 ̂̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1970, p. 174.
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means used to deliver it to its target, falls within the category of 
chemical weapons. One may, for example, refer in this connexion 
to the working paper submitted by Sweden, in which it is stated 
that

According to the definitions given in the UN report on chemical and biological 
weapons (A/7575) and the WHO report on health aspects of chemical and biological 
weapons U967) toxins are to be considered as chemical warfare agents due to their 
(direct) toxic effects on living organisms and the fact that these effects are not 
depending on multiplication of the agent as is the characteristicum of B agents.* ®

In the report of the Secretary-General o f the United Nations, 
prepared with the assistance o f outstanding scientists from 
fourteen States, it is observed that “Toxins are biologically 
produced chemical substances which are very highly toxic and 
may act by ingestion or inhalation” .*'̂  And the United States of 
America also stated that it was prepared to include in the 
convention on the prohibition of bacteriological weapons “not 
only biological agents but also the lethal chemical substances 
known as toxins” .* ® A United States working paper mentions the 
following characteristics o f toxin weapons, which make it possible 
to consider them rather as chemical means of warfare:
In contrast to the biological organisms from which they are produced, toxins are not 
living organisms and are not capable of reproducing themselves. For this reason, the 
disease or poisoning caused by toxins is not transmissible from man to man. Thus, toxins 
cannot cause infectious disease, epidemics, or long-term sources of illness. Consequently 
toxins could create mass casualties among an adversary’s population without risk of 
spreading to infect the nation initiating use of toxins.‘ ®

Thus the above-mentioned and many other facts confirm that 
toxins, by virtue of their miUtary characteristics, action, effective
ness and other qualities, belong to the category of chemical 
weapons.

All these considerations confirm our conclusion that many 
provisions o f the Convention on the Prohibition of Bacteriological 
and Toxin Weapons can with advantage be used in the drafting of 
the instrument prohibiting chemical means o f warfare.

This conclusion is o f great importance, particularly for the 
solution of the problem of establishing a system of guarantees to 
ensure that all Parties to the convention fulfil the obligations they 
assume concerning the complete prohibition of chemical weapons. 
This system of guarantees, in the draft convention which has been 
submitted, is based, by analogy with the Convention on the 
Prohibition of Bacteriological and Toxin Weapons on a combina
tion of international and national guarantees. It includes the 
obhgation of every State party to the agreement to accept 
international responsibility for compliance with the convention by 
its legal and physical persons; and this in itself is one o f the 
important elements o f the guarantees to ensure compliance with

**The Swedi^ paper may be found ibid., 1971, pp. 395-399. For the WHO report, 
see ^a lth  Aspects o f Chemical and Biological Weapons (Geneva, 1969).

: .Documents on Disarmament, 1969, p. 278.
\llbid., 1970, p. 276.
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the convention. The proposed system of guarantees also provides 
for consultations and co-operation among the Parties to the 
agreement in solving any problems which may arise in the 
application of the convention. Such consultations and co-opera
tion may be undertaken through appropriate international proce
dures within the framework o f the United Nations and in 
accordance with its Charter.

In submitting a draft convention on the complete prohibition o f  
chemical weapons, we shall not in our statement today refer to 
some o f tiie other important provisions in the draft, since the 
CO-sponsors o f the convention wiU do this in their subsequent 
statements. In particular, we shall not touch upon the provisions 
of article VII relating to the provision o f assistance to a State 
which may be exposed to danger as a result o f violation o f the 
convention. The provisions o f this article are taken in their 
entirety from the Convention on the Prohibition of Bacteriological 
Weapons. However, we are ready to consider alternative texts for 
this article which would strengthen the provisions concerning 
assistance to a victim o f a violation o f the convention. This article 
could be worded, for example, as a solemn obligation by the 
contracting Parties in the event of a violation of the convention to 
take forthwith, at the request of the State which is in danger, 
concrete and effective measures in accordance with the United 
Nations Charter.

The draft convention on chemical weapons does not contain 
proposals concerning the number of ratifications required for the 
convention to enter into force. On this question we believe that a 
solution should be found which would make the convention a 
really effective instnmient for the complete prohibition o f  
chemical weapons. The participation in the convention of States 
with a high military potential would serve this purpose.

The draft convention submitted today for consideration by the 
Committee on DisOTmament has been drafted in the Ught of the 
views expressed by many States concerning possible provisions o f  
an agreement on the prohibition of chemical weapons and, as we 
have already stated, in the light of the experience gained in the 
elaboration of the Convention on the Prohibition of Bacteri
ological and Toxin Weapons. In submitting a draft convention on 
chemical weapons for consideration by the Committee on Dis
armament, the co-«ponsors are guided by the intention to begin 
businesslike and concrete negotiations on the conclusion o f such 
an agreement, as was done in the case o f bacteriological and toxin 
weapons.

With regard to the “Work Program regarding negotiations on 
prohibition of chemical weapons” submitted by the United States 
(CCD/360), the views o f the Soviet delegation on this document 
will be given in one o f our subsequent statements.

The submission o f a draft convention on the complete 
prohibition of chemical weapons—the preamble to which mentions 
the prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons as a task o f
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the highest priority—stresses the urgent need to make the 
greatest possible efforts to ensure that the solution of this problem 
is given priority attention in the work of the Committee. The 
problem of the prohibition of nuclear weapons must be given 
priority in order to ensure that the prohibition comes into effect 
as soon as possible. Negotiations aimed at agreements serving this 
purpose must, o f course, be continued.

We hope that the proposed instrument will be carefully studied 
and wiU serve as a basis for a fruitful discussion which will lead to 
a solution o f the problem o f chemical weapons. This is dictated by 
the interests o f strengthening international peace and security, and 
the interests o f making progress in the matter of disarmament.

Communist Draft Convention on the Prohibition of the Develop
ment, Production, and Stockpiling of Chemical Weapons and on 
Their Destruction, March 28,1972^

The States Parties to this Convention,

Determined to act with a view to achieving effective progress 
towards general and complete disarmament including first o f all 
the prohibition and elimination of all types of weapons o f mass 
destruction—nuclear, chemical and bacteriological.

Convinced that the prohibition of the development, production 
and stockpiling o f chemical weapons and their elimination, 
through effective measures, vdll facilitate the achievement of 
general and complete disarmament under strict and effective 
international control,

Convinced o f the importance and urgency o f eliminating from 
the arsenals of States, through effective measures, such dangerous 
weapons of mass destruction as those using chemical agents. 

Recalling that the Convention on the Prohibition of the 
Development, Production and Stockpiling o f Bacteriological 
(Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on their Destruction affirms 
the recognized objective of effective prohibition of chemical 
weapons,^

Recognizing the important significance of the Geneva Protocol 
of 17 June 1925 for the Prohibition of the Use in War o f  
Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and o f Bacteriological 
Methods of Warfare,® and also the contribution which the said 
Protocol has already made, and continues to make, to mitigating 
the horrors o f war.

Reaffirming their adherence to the principles and objectives o f  
that Protocol and calling upon all States to comply strictly with 
them.

CCD/361, Mar. 28, 1972. The diaft convention was submitted to the CCD on Mar. 
28 by Bulgaria, the Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, 
Romania, the Ulaainian SSR, and the USSR.

ZPost, pp. 133-138.
Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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Recalling that the General Assembly o f the United Nations has 
repeatedly, and particularly in resolution 2827A(XXVI) o f 16 
December \ 9 1 \ ^  condemned all actions contrary to the principles 
and objectives of the Geneva Protocol of 17 Jime 1925,

Desiring to contribute to the strengthening of confidence 
between peoples and the general improvement o f the international 
atmosphere,

Desiring also to contribute to the reaUzation of the purposes 
and principles o f the Charter o f the United Nations,

Determined, for the sake of all mankind, to exclude completely 
the possibility of chemical agents being used as weapons.

Convinced that such use would be repugnant to the conscience 
of mankind and that no effort should be spared to minimize this 
risk,
Have agreed as follows:

Article I

Each State Party to this Convention undertakes never in any 
circumstances to develop, produce, stockpile or otherwise acquire 
or retain:

(1) Chemical agents of types and in quantities that have no 
justification for peaceful piuposes;

(2) Weapons, equipment or means of delivery designed to use 
such agents for hostile purposes or in armed conflict.

Article II

Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to destroy, or 
to divert to peaceful purposes, as soon as possible but not later 
than ..................months after the entry into force of the Conven
tion, all chemical agents, weapons, equipment and means of 
delivery specified in Article I of the Convention which are in its 
possession or under its jurisdiction or control. In implementing the 
provisions of this Article all necessary safety precautions shall be 
observed to protect populations and the environment.

Article III

Each State Party to this Convention undertakes not to transfer 
to any recipient whatsoever, directly or indirectly, and not in any 
way to assist, encourage, or induce any State, group of States or 
international organizations to manufacture or otherwise acquire 
any of the agents, weapons, equipment or means of delivery 
specified in Article I of the Convention.

Article IV

Each State Party to this Convention shall, in accordance with its 
constitutional processes, take any necessary measures to prohibit 
and prevent development, production, stockpiling, acquisition or

'^Ibid., 1971, pp. 890-892.
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retention of the agents, weapons, equipment and means of 
delivery specified in Article I o f the Convention, within the 
territory of such State, under its jurisdiction or under its control 
anywhere.

Article V

The States Parties to the Convention undertake to consult one 
another and to co-operate in solving any problems which may arise 
in relation to the objective of, or in the application of the 
provisions of, this Convention. Consultation and co-operation 
pursuant to this Article may also be undertaken through 
appropriate international procedures within the framework of the 
United Nations and in accordance with its Charter.

Article VI

(1) Any State Party to the Convention which finds that any 
other State Party is acting in breach of obligations deriving from 
the provisions o f this Convention may lodge a complaint with the 
Security Coimcil o f the United Nations. Such a complaint should 
include all possible evidence confirming its validity, as well as a 
request for its consideration by the Security Council.

(2) Each State Party to the Convention undertakes to co
operate in carrying out any investigation which the Security 
Council may initiate, in accordance with the provisions of the 
United Nations Charter, on the basis of the complaint received by 
the Council. The Security Covmcil shall inform the States Parties 
to the Convention o f the results of the investigation.

Article VII

Each State Party to the Convention undertakes to provide or 
support assistance, in accordance with the United Nations Charter, 
to any Party to the Convention which so requests, if the Security 
Council decides that such Party has been exposed to danger as a 
result o f violation o f this Convention.

Article VIII

NotHing in this Convention shall be interpreted as in any way 
limiting or detracting from the obligations assumed by any State 
under the Geneva Protocol o f 17 June 1925 for the Prohibition of 
the Use in War o f Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of 
Bacteriological Methods o f Warfare, as well as under the Con
vention on the Prohibition o f the Development, Production and 
Stockpiling o f Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and 
on their Destruction.

Article IX

(1) The States Parties to the Convention undertake to 
facilitate, and have the right to participate in, the fullest possible 
exchange of equipment, materials and scientific and technological 
information for the use o f chemical agents for peaceful purposes.
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Parties to the Convention in a position to do so shall also 
co-operate in contributing individually or together with other 
States or international organizations to the further development 
and application o f scientific discoveries in th i field o f chemistry 
for peaceful purposes.

(2) This Convention shall be implemented in a manner designed 
to avoid hampering the economic or technological development of 
States Parties to the Convention or internallional co-operation in 
the field o f peaceful chemical activities, including the international 
exchange of chemical agents and equipment for the processing, use 
or production o f chemical agents for peaceful purposes in 
accordance with the provisions o f this Convention.

Article X

Any State Party may propose amendments to this Convention. 
Amendments shall enter into force for each State Party accepting 
the amendments upon their acceptance by a majority of the States 
Parties to the Convention and thereafter for each remaining State 
Party on the date o f acceptance by it o f the amendments.

Article XI

Five years after the entry into force of this Convention, or 
earlier if it is requested by a majority o f Parties to the Convention 
by submitting a proposal to this effect to the Depositary 
Governments, a conference of States Parties to the Convention 
shall be held at Geneva, Switzerland, to review the operation of 
this Convention, with a view to assuring that the purposes o f the 
preamble and the provisions of the Convention are being realized. 
Such review shall take into account any new scientific and 
technological developments relevant to this Convention.

Article XII

(1) This Convention shall be o f unlimited duration.
(2) Each State Party to this Convention shall in exercising its 

national sovereignty have the right to withdraw' from the 
Convention if it decides that extraordinary events, related to the 
subject matter o f this Convention, have jeopardized the supreme 
interests of its country. It shall give notice of such withdrawal to 
all other/ States Parties to the Convention and to the United 
Nations Security Council three months in advance. Such notice 
shall include a statement of the extraordinary events it regards as 
having jeopardized its supreme interests.

Article X in

(1) This Convention shall be open to all States for signature. 
Any State which does not sign the Convention before its entry 
into force in accordance with paragraph (3) o f this Article may 
accede to it at any time.

(2) This Convention shall be subject to ratification by signatory 
States. Instruments o f ratification and instnmients o f accession

505-954 0  -  74 -  10
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shall be deposited with the Governments o f------------------------ L
which are hereby designated the Depositary Governments.

(3) This Convention shall enter into force after the deposit of 
the instruments o f ratification b y __________________ Govern
ments, including the Governments designated as Depositaries of 
the Convention.

(4) For States whose instruments o f ratification or accession 
are deposited subsequent to the entry into force of this Conven
tion, it shall enter into force on the date o f the deposit of their 
instruments o f ratification or accession.

(5) The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform all 
signatory and acceding States of the date o f each signature, the 
date of deposit o f each instrument o f ratification or of accession 
and the date of the entry into force of this Convention, and pf the 
receipt of other notices.

(6) This Convention shall be registered by the Depositary 
Governments pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter of the United 
Nations.

Article XIV

This Convention, the Chinese, English, French, Russian and 
Spanish texts o f wWch are equally authentic, shall be deposited in 
the archives o f the Depositary Governments. Duly certified copies 
of this Convention shall be transmitted by the Depositary 
Governments to the Governments of the signatory and acceding 
States.

In witness whereof the undersigned, duly authorized, have 
signed this Convention.

Done in________________ copies a t________________________ ,

this______________________ day o f__________________ , _______ .

Statement by the Japanese Representative (Nisibori) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Underground 
Nuclear Tests, March 28, 1972*

I should like to take up today the question of the underground 
nuclear-weapon test ban, which is, among problems o f nuclear 
disarmament, a subject requiring our most urgent attention. As it 
so happens, the Strategic Armaments Limitation Talks (SALT) 
open their seventh round at Helsinki today. It is significant that 
the SALT negotiations will pursue their discussions on nuclear- 
arms control measures; and we sincerely hope that they will attain 
successful results in the very near future.

As I remarked on the seventh of this month in my general 
statement on disarmament, the most important and urgent task

‘CCD/PV.553, pp. 15-25.
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for us at this moment is how to accomplish a comprehensive 
nuclear test ban. In this connexion it is a matter for deep regret 
that, in defiance o f the repeated protests of world public opinion, 
the People’s Republic o f China carried out a nuclear test in the 
atmosphere on 18 March; France is reported to carry out another 
series of atmospheric nuclear tests in the middle o f this year; and 
also the Soviet Union conducted a large-scale underground nuclear 
test even after I appealed for a comprehensive nuclear test ban in 
my previous statement in this Committee.

It is certain that the prerequisite o f realizing a comprehensive 
nuclear test ban is to secure effective means of verification, and it 
is well known that the seismological means is the main one now 
available for this purpose. The outstanding progress made in 
science and technology in the present-day world enables even 
small-scale underground nuclear tests to be detected and identified 
solely by this means.

In the documents submitted in the Wood’s Hole Conference 
held in July 1970, experts on seismology stated that, with the 
advanced seismological means o f verification o f today, even the 
low-yield nuclear explosions which have so far been considered 
impossible to detect and identify can now be detected and 
identified. An American scientist concludes in this report that 
under certain conditions even a nuclear explosion o f magnitude 3.8 
can be detected and identified, and states as follows:

The discrimination threshold using surface wave data from high-gain, long-period 
instruments at Qgdensburg, N.J., is mb ~ 3.8 at 30 degrees for events in western North 
America and 4.4 at 70 degrees for two other source areas. (Review of Recent Research at 
Columbia University on the Discrimination of Underground Explosions from Earth
quakes, by Lynn R. Sykes.)

This means that it has become theoretically possible to detect 
even an underground nuclear test of about one kiloton in hard 
rock. Under these circumstances it is no exaggeration to say that 
the technical question of verification for underground nuclear 
tests has been experimentally and theoretically almost solved.

Therefore the delegation o f Japan takes the view that a political 
decision is now most necessary for the solution of the Comprehen
sive Test Ban (CTB) problem. As I said in my previous statement, I 
welcome Mr. Kurt Waldheim’s appeal at the beginning of this 
session for the achievement o f a comprehensive test ban.^ I should 
like to urge the United States and the Soviet Union not to repeat 
their former respective positions without first reviewing carefully 
the achievements and progress of science and technology of today, 
and to take concrete measures to reach agreement on a 
comprehensive test ban.

It is hard to understand the reasons why the two super-Powers 
are not yet ready to take the initiative to realize a CTB at this stage 
where verification has become technically possible solely by 
seismological means o f detection and identification, unless they 
insist on 100 per cent effectiveness. If this attitude of the two

^CCD/PV.545, pp. 8-10.
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Powers is due to military or political considerations which have 
nothing to do with the technical question of verification, I 
consider that it may be necessary to study the whole problem 
from an entirely different point of view. For example, the 
Federation of American Scientists, which issued last January a 
statement entitled “FAS calls for a total test ban without on-site 
inspection”, pointed out that the development o f new weapons, 
the retesting o f existing weapons and the maintenance o f vigorous 
weapons research might be the reasons for which these super- 
Powers consider it necessary to continue nuclear tests. As the 
above-mentioned statement indicated, however, it is certainly 
possible for the United States as well as the Soviet Union to 
maintain the reliability of the nuclear deterrent without 
developing new weapons, because their nuclear capability has 
already reached the stage o f over-kill. Furthermore, the statement 
claims that “We can design around any uncertainty which may be 
created in the future by our inability to test old or modified 
design.”  ̂ Maintaining vigorous research is not an end in itself. In 
any case I believe that those military considerations cannot be 
regarded as decisive reasons why underground nuclear tests need 
to be continued.

Probably some nuclear States’ negative attitude towards a CTB 
has influenced the United States and the Soviet Union to remain 
lukewarm on this problem. Even if this is the case, the two 
super-Powers should be the first to show their own firm resolve 
and positive initiative by unilaterally announcing the total 
prohibition o f nuclear tests which could be effective even for a 
limited period, since these two States have an overwhelming 
superiority in nuclear armament over other nuclear States.

However, if the United States and the Soviet Union continue to 
insist that the divergence between them as to the effectiveness of 
verification is still the largest obstacle towards agreements on a 
comprehensive test ban, I should like to stress that, in conformity 
with resolution 2828 C (XXVI),'* the two super-Powers should 
immediately undertake unilateral or negotiated measures of 
restraint that would limit or reduce the size and number of 
nuclear-weapon tests substantially.

The Japanese delegation firmly believes that it would constitute 
one of the most effective and concrete measures of implementing 
the above-mentioned resolution to prohibit first underground 
nuclear explosions above a certain scale which can be easily 
detected and identified by seismological methods, and to expand 
gradually the scope of prohibition towards the realization of a 
comprehensive nuclear test ban.

This seismological approach has a long history behind it; and I 
believe all members o f this Committee will be fully aware what 
problems this idea has to face. In this context I should like to

^F.A.S. Newsletter, vol. 24, no. 10 (Jan. 1972), p. 1. 
Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 895-897.
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present a view from a new angle as to the concrete measures for 
the realization o f a comprehensive nuclear test ban by taking duly 
into consideration the latest technological developments, thereby 
stepping up our work on this question.

Before explaining these concrete measures based on the idea 
that we should start from the prohibition of nuclear tests of more 
than the specified magnitude which can be detected and identified 
by seismological methods, I wish to dispel first of all various 
criticisms which this idea may invite.

First, it may be argued that this approach of starting from a 
partial ban might retard a comprehensive ban. Some representa
tives in this Committee have expressed their concern that the 
threshold approach may. lead us into an intractable situation 
whereby tests for the perfection of smaller tactical nuclear 
weapons would continue for a long time to come.

With regard to this question, I am convinced, as I have stated 
earUer, that the practical and realistic approach by which all 
disarmament measures are to be implemented step by step, 
beginning with what is feasible, is the proper method we should 
adopt. In so far as no agreement has yet been reached between the 
United States and the Soviet Union on the means of verification 
for a comprehensive nuclear test ban, it would undoubtedly be 
more constructive for us to take a temporary measure on the 
question than to take no measure at all.

Secondly, another possible objection is that this idea will not 
only legalize but even accelerate nuclear explosions o f a magnitude 
smaller than the threshold, and that there will be then no point in 
prohibiting nuclear explosions above the threshold.

For instance, the representative o f the Soviet Union, Mr. 
Roshchin, remarked on this question on 6 April last year as 
follows:

The prohibition of nuclear tests above a certain threshold would mean that all 
under^ound explosions below the established threshold would be outside the 
prohibition. That would in fact legalize a certain proportion of underground nuclear- 
weapon tests. Such an approach would hardly facilitate the solution of Ae problem of a 
comprehensive nuclear test ban...  .̂

However, if the United States and the Soviet Union should have 
particular reasons for making large-scale nuclear tests, we consider 
that one of the reasons for this is that these tests are indispensable 
for the development o f warheads of strategic nuclear missiles. 
Therefore, if it is decided that underground nuclear explosions 
including these large-scale tests which are above the specified 
threshold should first be banned, then the improvement of the 
capacity of strategic nuclear-missile warheads in both the United 
States and the Soviet Union may be effectively checked, thus 
having deep repercussions in the field of disarmament and arms 
control.

^Md., p. 213.
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Also, if it is difficult to achieve by small-scale nuclear tests 
results which may be obtained only by large-scale tests, as we 
presume it is, then it is hardly likely that the prohibition o f 
nuclear explosions above the specified threshold will result in 
accelerating small-scale underground nuclear explosions below 
such levels.

Thirdly, with regard to underground nuclear explosions near to 
the threshold, it may be objected that it will be difficult to decide 
whether the explosion is below the prohibited scale or not. For 
instance, the representative o f the Netherlands, Mr. Bos, stated on 
29 April last year as follows:

. . .  It seems difficult to define a threshold exactly, considering the different 
geological and geographical possibilities, which could lead to all kinds of problems in the 
interpretation of seismological recordings. In the framework of a threshold test ban, 
nuclear Powers could be tempted to exploit the possibility of exploding nuclear weapons 
as near as possible to the threshold. This could easily lead to accusations by other 
parties; and such a situation would not seem favourable for the political climate.®

This question, however, will be easily solved if observation 
instruments o f a sufficiently accurate standard are installed 
beforehand around the testing State, or at some other designated 
places which are deemed proper, and States concerned have 
previously reached a definite agreement on technical and proce
dural matters, as will be mentioned later, so that a unique and 
automatic decision may be made on the detection and identifica
tion of underground nuclear tests above a clearly-fixed level, and 
on the existence or otherwise o f a violation of the obligation. 
Further, as to the possibility o f a nuclear explosion occurring near 
the threshold, it is probable that, since the testing State will 
endeavour to keep the nuclear explosion below the scale which is 
deemed definitely safe in order to avoid violating its obligation, 
the possibility o f the occurrence of a nuclear explosion near the 
specified threshold will be staved off deliberately and that the 
scale of the underground nuclear tests which will be actually made 
will be kept within that o f a considerably low yield.

Fourthly, it may be objected that, by decoupling and in other 
ways, an explosion which would originally be on a scale above the 
threshold might be made to appear to be below that scale. I should 
like to cite here again the remarks o f the representative of the 
Netherlands, Mr. Bos:

Another example is the seismic decoupling of undjer^ound nuclear explosions in 
cavities. Althou^ it is not clear up to what yields such ejxplosions are technically and 
economically feasible, it seems that cavity cxi^osions up to considerable yields are 
possible wi^out violating a threshold treaty because their seismic effects would not 
exceed the agreed threshold.

However, to reduce the magnitude o f tests substantially by the 
method of decoupling would be extremely difficult as a practical 
matter in the case o f explosions above the scale which can be 
detected and identified by seismological methods. There is a

*CCD/PV.512, pp. 12-13.
’’ibid., p. 12.
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method by which two or more explosions are conducted and 
artificially made to look like earthquakes. However, in the Wood’s 
Hole Report quoted earlier, an American scientist pointed out that 
the use o f ultra-long-period waves as a discriminating criterion will 
make it very difficult to make explosions look similar to 
earthquakes. He said: >

One of the main virtues of using solely long-period discriminants, such as the ratio of 
20 to 50 sec. Rayleigh waves, is that it would be very difficult to generate signals from 
multiple explosions that look similar to those of earthquakes over a broad frequency 
range. (Review of Recent Research at Columbia University on Discrimination of 
underground Explosions from Earthquakes, by Lynn R. Sykes.)

Fifthly, some representatives hold the view that by concentrat
ing on seismic detection methods alone we tend to disregard other 
effective means o f verification.

However, in the light of the current level o f technology we have 
no reliable means which can be applied to the prohibition of 
comprehensive nuclear tests other than the seismological one. It is 
almost certain that countries other than the United States and the 
Soviet Union do not have, at the present stage, data as to how 
effective methods making use o f an artificial satelUte or any other 
device will be. This is a matter for regret; but still we are in no 
position to produce reliable evidence as to whether the adoption 
of these methods would make a comprehensive ban possible at a 
stroke. Also, in the case o f other existing means of verification 
being improved, or where an unforeseen effective means o f  
verification is newly developed, one can argue that mere adherence 
to the idea o f threshold might only be harmful and get in the way 
of the attainment o f the ultimate goal o f a comprehensive ban.

However, as I have abready emphasized, the idea of threshold is 
not everything. At the same time, I should like to point out that 
this idea is one of the most effective means for the realization o f a 
comprehensive nuclear test ban. It is a matter o f course that we 
must also examine other effective means if we are to detect and 
identify the nuclear explosions below the threshold, as will be 
mentioned later. The point is, the study on verification requires 
much time, while the question o f a CTB needs urgent solution. My 
delegation ardently hopes that all member States will give useful 
suggestions or proposals at this Committee in order to carry 
forward our work towards the final goal, the realization of a 
comprehensive nuclear test ban.

On the basis o f the above considerations, the Japanese 
delegation would like to advance the following propositions for 
your immediate consideration.

According to the document distributed by the Canadian 
delegation at the General Assembly in November 1970, entitled 
“Seismological detection and identification o f undergroimd nu
clear explosions” (by P.W. Basham and K. Whithman), it is clear 
that if we use the 46 seismograph stations, most o f which are 
located in non-nuclear weapon States, out of the 199 stations 
throughout the world o f whose availability each Member State has
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informed the Secretaiy-General at the request o f resolution 2604 
A (XXIV), adopted in December 1969,® an underground explo
sion of magnitude 5% or more in the northern hemisphere can be 
detected and identified with 90 per cent probability.

Therefore I hold the view that, as the first phase of implement
ing resolution 2828 C (XXVI),® we should begin with working out 
measures for restraining underground nuclear explosions o f magni
tude 5Va or more for which the means o f detection has been 
clarified experimentally as well as theoretically.

With regard to the technical problems to be solved in 
establishing the network o f seismograph stations to observe the 
restraint o f underground nuclear explosions of magnitude 5‘̂  and 
above, I should like to request that this Committee hold a meeting 
of experts at the earliest possible date to get the countries 
concerned, including the United States and the Soviet Union, to 
reach an agreement on such technical questions as the selection of 
seismograph stations which will take part in the detection and 
identification for this purpose and o f the specific seismographs 
with which those stations are to be equipped, a practical method 
of determining the magnitude uniquely, the method of exchanging 
data among those stations, the designation of co-ordinating centres 
for collecting and keeping the data which will be sent from those 
stations and methods o f preventing the intentional alteration of 
the observed data. Also I should like to propose that, as soon as 
agreement is reached on such technical problems among the 
countries concerned, the United States and the Soviet Union 
undertake to restrain themselves from conducting such nuclear 
tests as would cause a seismic wave of magnitude 5/4 or above that 
may be recorded on the aforesaid seismograph network.

Now, it will take some time to establish the aforesaid network 
of seismograph stations, since agreement is needed among the 
countries concerned as to the necessary technical questions. 
However, I take the view that, since the problem o f a large-scale 
imderground nuclear test banJs an urgent one which awaits our 
immediate attention, measures should be taken immediately by 
the United States and the Soviet Union with regard to under
ground nuclear tests on a scale larger than the specified one in 
respect o f which hardly any prelimina^ arrangements will have to 
be made for the means o f verification. Towards that end we 
request, as a temporary measure and on the basis o f a tripartite 
seismograph network comprising, for instance, seismograph sta
tions in Canada and Japan and one in Europe, say in Sweden, that 
both the United States and the Soviet Union declare that they will 
no longer conduct any underground nuclear test which may record 
a seismic wave o f magnitude 5% or above on the short-period 
seismographs in at least two of the three stations of the network: 
that is, the Matsushiro station in Japan and two other major

documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 719 ff.
^Ibid., 1971, pp. 893-894.
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stations, in Canada and in the country in Europe to be agreed 
upon. Such a seismograph station located in Canada, Japan or 
Europe could detect and with extremely high probability identify 
a nuclear explosion o f magnitude 5% or above conducted within 
the territory o f the United States or the Soviet Union. Therefore I 
must emphasize that, if the United States and the Soviet Union are 
prepared to take such measures of restraint and if the cooperation 
of the countries concerned to participate in the work of detection 
and identification can be assured, such an undertaking can be put 
into practice even as early as tomorrow. Also, if undergroimd 
nuclear tests o f magnitude 5% or above are to be stopped, almost 
all o f the large-scale nuclear tests conducted by the United States 
and the Soviet Union last year and this year can no longer be 
carried out.

It is a matter of common knowledge that remarkable progress 
has been made in the technique of observing seismic waves in the 
last two or three years, that it is most effective to employ waves 
with a period o f about 40 seconds, and that a special high-gain 
seismograph for such long-period waves has been developed. 
Observations by this high-gain, long-period instrument have 
already been started in several places over the world. As a result it 
has been made clear that there is a very high possibility that the 
necessary data for discriminating underground nuclear explosions 
from earthquakes will be gained for an underground event o f a 
magnitude smaller by one unit than at present. Also it has been 
ascertained that the discriminating criterion is valid for events 
much smaller in magnitude than we had anticipated until a few 
years ago, and the threshold of verification by seismological means 
may be expected to be reduced further to the level o f 4% in 
magnitude in the near future. This implies that all nuclear 
explosions of several kilotons in hard rock will be able to be 
detected and identified. In view of this fact I wish to propose that 
the technical study o f the strategic deployment of this Wgh-gain, 
long-period seismograph should be started immediately.

I have requested above that, for the early realization of the 
comprehensive prohibition of nuclear tests, the United States and 
the Soviet Union agree as soon as possible to start the prohibition 
of underground tests which are above a specified magnitude and 
for which we have means o f detection at present. On the other 
hand, however, as I have already reiterated, we should quickly 
work out effective measures for the prohibition o f underground 
nuclear tests of a magnitude below the specified one, and o f a 
m a^itude below 4V4 in particular, for which a method of 
verification has not as yet been established. Fortunately, many 
proposals have so far been made at the Conference of this 
Committee with regard to methods of detecting and identifying 
tests o f a magnitude below the threshold whose definite detection 
and identification are not possible at present only by the 
teleseismic observation system.

The first is the combined use o f a seismological near-site and a 
teleseismic observation system. The installation of an automated
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seismic station or so-called black box is typical o f  this method. In 
addition, installation of an ocean-bottom seismograph, suggested 
by the Japanese delegation last year, may also offer an effective 
means for detection and identification, since the ocean bottom is 
generally quieter than land and more suitable for the detection 
and identification of nuclear tests; and furthermore the installa
tion o f the apparatus in the ocean bottom is less liable to intrude 
on the territory of another State than that on land, so it may be 
considered rhore acceptable to certain States.

The second is the combined use of on-site inspection in some 
way or other. Two methods may be considered in this respect. 
“Inspection by invitation”, proposed by the representative of 
Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal, is the one which admits on-site inspection 
only when a suspicious event has occurred. Another solution is to 
make inspections with a specified frequency, irrespective of 
whether any suspicious event occurs or not.

The third is the detection and identification of the underground 
tests by a reconnaissance satellite. No States other than the United 
States and the Soviet Union,, which are actually launching such 
satellites, have any concrete and detailed information about this 
matter. But it is reported that the capacity o f these satellites is 
very high and they are therefore o f considerable use as a means of 
detection and identification of underground nuclear tests. As 
information is available to no countries other than the United 
States and the Soviet Union, I hope they will furnish us with 
detailed reports on this point. The Japanese delegation strongly 
hopes that this Committee will immediately examine such 
technical questions and thereby pave the way for the earliest 
possible establishment of agreement on a comprehensive nuclear 
test ban.

Laying major emphasis on technical questions, I have stated 
above that we should realize a comprehensive nuclear test ban step 
by step, beginning with the prohibition o f underground tests of a 
magnitude larger than the threshold which it is now possible to 
detect and identify with certainty by the teleseismic observation 
system. I wish to state that, with regard to the nuclear tests of a 
magnitude below the specified scale which cannot be detected and 
identified by the seismological method, the United States and the 
Soviet Union should commence negotiations as early as possible to 
realize a comprehensive nuclear test ban, duly taking into 
consideration the useful suggestions and proposals made by many 
States. In this connexion I want to emphasize here specifically 
that the idea our delegation has advanced above bears close 
resemblance to the one which was discussed at the Geneva 
Conference on the Discontinuance o f Nuclear Weapon Tests held 
in 1960, and on which a consensus o f opinion was almost reached 
between the United States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet 
Union—that is, the idea that a treaty should ban tests in all 
environments excepting the imderground tests below the seismic 
threshold of 4.75, and that the Powers concerned will conduct
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common researches on the detection o f the small-scale tests, 
during the course o f which they will voluntarily suspend all testing 
below the threshold o f 4.75.*° Final agreement was not reached 
between the Powers concerned; but I am convinced that the kind 
of approach suggested by these three Powers will enable us to take 
measures very close to a comprehensive nuclear test ban, in the 
light o f the subsequent remarkable progress made in the seismo- 
logical techniques o f detection and identification, and also o f the 
result of assiduous research by experts o f many countries on other 
effective means o f verification.

I wish to point out also that the installation of a seismograph 
network for detection and identification even for a partial 
vmderground nuclear test ban will mean preparing now in advance 
the seismograph network for detection and identification which 
will be needed when agreement is reached on a comprehensive 
nuclear test ban.

The Japanese delegation wishes to reiterate that it is high time 
that both the United States and the Soviet Union reached a 
definite political decision toward a comprehensive nuclear test ban 
in the firm resolve, tiding over the difficulties. It is my earnest 
hope that both Powers meet our long-cherished desire by adopting 
concrete measures.

Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production, 
and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin 
Weapons and on Their Destruction, April 10, 1972*

The States Parties to this Convention,
Determined to act with a view to achieving effective progress 

towards general and complete disarmament, including the prohibi
tion and elimination o f all types of weapons o f mass destruction, 
and convinced that the prohibition of the development, produc
tion and stockpiling o f chemical and bacteriological (biological) 
weapons and their elimination, through effective measures, will 
facilitate the achievement of general and complete disarmament 
imder strict and effective international control,

Recognizing the important significance of the Protocol for the 
Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other 
Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods o f Warfare, signed at 
Geneva on June 17,1925,^ and conscious also o f the contribution 
which the said Protocol has already made, and continues to make, 
to mitigating the horrors of war.

Reaffirming their adherence to the principles and objectives of 
that Protocol and calling upon all States to comply strictly with 
them.

‘ ® See Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance o f Nuclear Weapon Tests: History 
and Analysis o f Negotiations (Department of State pub. 7258, 1961), pp. 84 ff.

‘ S. Ex. Q., 92 Cong., 2d sess., pp. 8-11.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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Recalling that the General Assembly o f the United Nations has 
repeatedly condemned all actions contrary to the principles and 
objectives of the Geneva Protocol o f Jime 17,1925,

Desiring to contribute to the strengthening of confidence 
between peoples and the general improvement o f the international 
atmosphere,

Desiring also to contribute to the realization of the purposes 
and principles o f the Charter o f the United Nations,

Convinced o f the importance and urgency o f eliminating from 
the arsenals o f States, through effective measures, such dangerous 
weapons o f mass destruction as those using chemical or bacterio
logical (biological) agents.

Recognizing that an agreement on the prohibition of bacterio
logical (biological) and toxin weapons represents a first possible 
step towards the achievement o f agreement on effective measures 
also for the prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons, and determined to continue 
negotiations to that end.

Determined, for the sake o f all mankind, to exclude completely 
the possibility o f bacteriological (biological) agents and toxins 
being used as weapons.

Convinced that such use would be repugnant to the conscience 
of mankind and that no effort should be spared to minimize this 
risk,

Have agreed as foUows:

ARTICLE I

Each State Party to this Convention imdertakes never in any 
circumstances to develop, produce, stockpile or otherwise acquire 
or retain:

(1) Microbial or other biological agents, or toxins whatever 
their origin or method of production, of types and in quantities 
that have no justification for prophylactic, protective or other 
peaceful purposes;

(2) Weapons, equipment or means o f delivery designed to use 
such agents or toxins for hostile purposes or in armed conflict.

ARTICLE II

Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to destroy, or 
to divert to peaceful purposes, as soon as possible but not later 
than nine months after the entry into force o f the Convention, all 
agents, toxins, weapons, equipment and means of delivery 
specified in article I o f the Convention, which are in its possession 
or under its jurisdiction or control. In implementing the provisions 
of this article all necessary safety precautions shall be observed to 
protect populations and the environment.

ARTICLE III

Each State Party to tliis Convention undertakes not to transfer 
to any recipient whatsoever, directly or indirectly, and not in any
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way to assist, encourage, or induce any State, group of States or 
international organizations to manufacture or otherwise acquire 
any of the agents, toxins, weapons, equipment or means of 
delivery specified in article I o f the Convention.

ARTICLE IV

Each State Party to this Convention shall, in accordance with its 
constitutional processes, take any necessary measures to prohibit 
and prevent the development, production, stockpiling, acquisition 
or retention o f the agents, toxins, weapons, equipment and means 
of delivery specified in article I of the Convention, within the 
territory of such State, under its jurisdiction or under its control 
anywhere.

ARTICLE V

The States Parties to this Convention undertake to consult one 
another and to cooperate in solving any problems which may arise 
in relation to the objective of, or in the application of the 
provisions of, the Convention. Consultation and cooperation 
pursuant to this article may also be undertaken through appro
priate international procedures within the framework of the 
United Nations and in accordance with its Charter.

ARTICLE VI

(1) Any State Party to this Convention which finds that any 
other State Party is acting in breach of obligations deriving from 
the provisions o f the Convention may lodge a complaint with the 
Security Council o f the United Nations. Such a complaint should 
include all possible evidence confirming its validity, as well as a 
request for its consideration by the Security Council.

(2) Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to cooper
ate in cmrying out any investigation which the Security Council 
may initiate, in accordance with the provisions o f the Charter o f  
the United Nations, on the basis o f the complaint received by the 
Coimcil. The Security Council shall inform the States Parties to 
the Convention o f the results of the investigation.

ARTICLE VII

Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to provide or 
support assistance, in accordance with the United Nations Charter, 
to any Party to the Convention which so requests, if the Security 
Council decides that such Party has been exposed to danger as a 
result of violation o f the Convention.

ARTICLE VIII

Nothing in this Convention shall be interpreted as in any way 
limiting or detracting from the obligations assumed by any State 
imder the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of 
Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological 
Methods o f Warfare, signed at Geneva on June 17, 1925.
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ARTICLE IX

Each State Party to this Convention affirms the recognized 
objective of effective prohibition o f chemical weapons and, to this 
end, imdertakes to continue negotiations in good faith with a view 
to reaching early agreement on effective measures for the 
prohibition of their development, production and stockpiling and 
for their destruction, and on appropriate measures concerning 
equipment and means o f delivery specifically designed for the 
production or use o f chemical agents for weapons purposes.

ARTICLE X

(1) The States Parties to this Convention undertake to facili
tate, and have the right to participate in, the fullest possible 
exchange of equipment, materials and scientific and technological 
information for the use of bacteriological (biological) agents and 
toxins for peaceful purposes. Parties to the Convention in a 
position to do so shall also cooperate in contributing individually 
or together with other States or international organizations to the 
further development and application of scientific discoveries in the 
field of bacteriology (biology) for prevention of disease, or for 
other peaceful purposes.

(2) ITiis Convention shall be implemented in a manner designed 
to avoid hampering the economic or technological development of 
States Parties to the Convention or international cooperation in 
the field of peaceful bacteriological (biological) activities, includ
ing the international exchange of bacteriological (biological) 
agents and toxins and equipment for the processing, use or 
production of bacteriological (biological) agents and toxins for 
peaceful purposes in accordance with the provisions of the 
Convention.

ARTICLE XI

Any State Party may propose amendments to this Convention. 
Amendments shall enter into force for each State Party accepting 
the amendments upon their acceptance by a majority o f the States 
Parties to the Convention and thereafter for each remaining State 
Party on the date of acceptance by it.

ARTICLE XII

Five years after the entry into force o f this Convention, or 
earlier if it is requested by a majority of Parties to the Convention 
by submitting a proposal to this effect to the Depositary 
Governments, a conference of States Parties to the Convention 
shall be held at Geneva, Switzerland, to review the operation o f  
the Convention, with a view to assuring that the purposes of the 
preamble and the provisions o f the Convention, including the 
provisions concerning negotiations on chemical weapons, are being 
realized. Such review shall take into account any new scientific 
and technological developments relevant to the Convention.
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ARTICLE XIII

(1) This Convention shall be o f unlimited duration.
(2) Each State Party to this Convention shall in exercising its 

national sovereignty have the right to withdraw from the 
Convention if it decides that extraordinary events, related to  the 
subject matter o f the Convention, have jeopardized the supreme 
interests o f its country. It shall give notice of such withdrawal to all 
other States Parties to the Convention and to the United Nations 
Security Council three months in advance. Such notice shall 
include a statement o f the extraordinary events it regards as having 
jeopardized its supreme interests.

ARTICLE XIV

(1) This Convention shall be open to all States for signature. 
Any State which does not sign the Convention before its entry 
into force in accordance with paragraph (3) of this Article may 
accede to it at any time.

(2) This Convention shall be subject to ratification by signatory 
States. Instruments of ratification and instruments o f accession 
.shall be deposited with the Governments o f the United States o f  
America, the United JCingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland and the Union o f Soviet Socialist Republics, which are 
hereby designated the Depositary Governments.

(3) This Convention shall enter into force after the deposit o f  
instruments o f ratification by twenty-two Governments, including 
the Governments designated as Depositaries of the Convention.

(4) For States whose instruments of ratification or accession 
are deposited subsequent to the entry into force of this Conven
tion, it shall enter into force on the date o f the deposit o f their 
instruments o f ratification or accession.

(5) The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform all 
signatory and acceding States o f the date o f each signature, the 
date o f deposit o f each instrument o f ratification or of accession 
and the date o f the entry into force o f this Convention, and of the 
receipt o f other notices.

(6) This Convention shall be registered by the Depositary 
Governments pursuant to Article 102 o f the Charter of the United 
Nations.

ARTICLE XV

This Convention, the English, Russian, French, Spanish and 
Chinese texts o f which are equally authentic, shall be deposited in 
the archives o f the Depositary Governments. Duly certified copies 
of the Convention shall be transmitted by the Depositary 
Governments to the Governments o f the signatory and acceding 
States.

In Witness Whereof the undersigned, duly authorized, have 
signed this Convention.
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, Done in triplicate, at the cities o f Washington, London and 
Mpscow, this tenth day of April, one thoxrsand nine hundred and 

„ seventy-two.

Remarks by President Nixon on the Signing of the Biological-
Weapons Convention, April 10,1972*

Mr. Secretary o f  State, Ambassador Cromer, Ambassador 
Dobrynin, Your Excellencies, ladies and gentlemen:

First, may I subscribe to the statements that have been made by 
the British Ambassador and the Soviet Ambassador.

Second, may I congratulate all o f those not here at this head 
table, but many in this room and all over the world, representa
tives o f our various governments who for years have worked for 
the achievement o f these agreements. The contributions that have 
been made by the British Government, by the Soviet Government, 
by the Government o f the United States, and others concerned, 
would not have been possible except for those working for arms 
control in each o f our countries. We congratulate all o f them who 
have been working in these activities.

As has already been indicated, we have been here in this room 
before. We recall the nonproliferation agreement ceremony which 
occurred in 1970.^ We recall also the seabed ceremony,® and that 
treaty will soon come into force; and now we have this ceremony 
today.

The Soviet Ambassador has referred to the negotiations with 
regard to the limitation of strategic arms. We are working toward 
that end, an end, as he has .indicated, which will serve not only 
the interests of peace between our two countries, but, we trust, 
also will serve the interests o f  peace for all the world.

But as we look at these various agreements, we must understand 
how much they mean, and also what they still need if we are to 
achieve our ultimate goal. As far as these agreements are 
concerned, they are basically not an end in themselves. They limit 
arms, but they do not mean the end of war. They are means to an 
end, and that end is peace.

In terms o f the agreement that is being signed today, it has very 
great significance. It means that all the scientists o f the world, 
certainly a universal community, whatever their language, what
ever their race, whatever their background, instead of working to 
develop biological weapons which one nation might use against 
another nation, now may devote their entire energy toward 
working against the enemy of all mankind—disease.

‘ Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, Apr. 15, 1972, pp. 744-745. The 
biological weapons convention appears supra.

*The non-proliferation treaty appears in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 
46M65.

®F6r the seabed treaty, see ibi<L, 1971, pp. 7-11.
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For that reason, that agreement is one o f enormous significance 
to all o f those who have followed its development. But as we look 
at these agreements and recognize that they are only means to an 
end, we must recognize also what more needs to be done to 
achieve our goal: not just to limiting arms, but of ending the 
threat o f war which hangs over the world.

Insofar as that goal is concerned, we begin with one proposi
tion, and that is that each nation of the world must renounce the 
use of force, the use of aggression against other nations. We must 
also reco^ize another proposition, and that is that a great 
responsibility particularly rests upon the great powers, that every 
great power must follow the principle that it should not encourage 
directly or indirectly any other nation to use force or armed 
aggression against one of its neighbors.

It is these great principles which we must eventually implement 
if  we are truly to have a world o f peace, and it is these great 
principles that I am confident all o f us will work toward as we 
take this step today.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Eckerberg) to the
G>nference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical
Weapons, April 13, 1972*

Today I should like to take up the question of chemical 
weapons. The leader of my delegation, Mrs. Myrdal, spoke on this 
subject a month ago. Since then a number of other delegations 
have contributed to our discussion and understanding o f the issues 
involved, and—what I think is particularly important—two working 
papers have been tabled, one by the delegation of the United 
States and one by the seven Socialist States members o f the 
Committee. These contributions have inspired my delegation into 
offering some further comments on this subject.

First of all, I should like to welcome both working papers. My 
delegation feels that we now need concrete discussion and 
negotiation in order to make progress. The different views pre
sented in the Committee this year—including these papers— 
show that the task given to the Committee to prohibit the 
production and stockpiling of chemical weapons is not impossible. 
We believe that there is sufficient political will on all sides in 
favour of such a measure, and that we must try to combine our 
ideas into a generally-acceptable solution.

The goal we have set ourselves is to prohibit the development, 
production and stockpiling o f all chemical weapons and to 
prescribe their destruction. This is also the scope set out in the 
draft treaty text CCD/361, even though the ‘sponsors have 
preferred to use the phrase “chemical agents o f types and in 
quantities that have no justification for peaceful purposes” .̂

‘CCD/PV.556,pp. 15-18.
^Ante, p. 121.
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A convention prohibiting the development, production and 
stockpiling o f all chemical weapons and prescribing their destruc
tion will, when agreed upon, be an important element in a treaty 
structure, serving the purpose of preventing the use ia armed 
conflicts o f biological and chemical agents o f warfare. The basis of 
this structure is the Geneva Protocol o f 1925,^ which in our view 
already outlaws the use in war of all biological and chemical 
weapons without exception.

Even if there exists a degree o f consensus concerning the 
comprehensive goal o f C-disarmament to be attained, we all know 
that the difficulties in the C-field are considerable. The Work 
Programme presented to us by the United States delegation'* is 
also proof o f this. The Swedish delegation still holds the view that 
the Committee should organize its work towards a comprehensive 
treaty in stages, in order to make it more manageable.

Large stocks o f chemical weapons exist today, and many 
nations possess knowledge of how to manufacture and use them. 
A right for the parties to a C-convention to engage in certain 
verification measures is therefore indispensable, in order to give 
them reasonable assuiance that agreed obligations are complied 
with. Let me try to explain what the Swedish delegation is aiming 
at.

The representative of Czechoslovakia, Mr. Lahoda, at our last 
meeting referred to the terms “conditional” and “unconditional” 
prohibitions in a way which makes me fear that my delegation has , 
not succeeded in clarifying what we mean when we use those 
terms. There are different chemical agents from the point o f view 
of weapons purposes. Of these militarily-interesting chemicals 
some have no civilian use—their production should be uncondi
tionally prohibited. Others have recognized peaceful uses. Their 
production will o f course continue. It is their production for 
weapons purposes which will be prohibited, in other words a 
conditional prohibition. That is what we mean when we use those 
terms.

Verification is especially important with regard to chemical 
agents the production of which should be unconditionally 
forbidden. Quite another problem is the verification of the 
conditional prohibition concerning production, etc. of substances 
having peaceful uses. In the case o f these substances the need for 
international verification should not be over-emphasized, inter alia 
against the background of present intensive developments concern
ing the national and international regulations of the handling and 
use o f chemical agents. I am of course referring to environmental, 
food and drug control, etc. However, we feel that it would be 
valuable to have these questions more thoroughly explored and 
presented to the Committee. The prohibition concerning these

^Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
*Ante, pp. 98-109.
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substances which also have recognized peaceful uses might be 
covered by a general article in a treaty text, perhaps similar to 
CCD/361, without detailed provisions for verification. The 
national control could be supplemented by statistical reporting by 
the parties to an international agency and, in the final instance, by 
a complaint procedure.

In this connexion, I should like to repeat that the Swedish 
Government does not consider the control and complaint formula 
of the B-convention as a suitable precedent for the C-fleld, 
primarily because the control problem regarding chemical weapons 
is even more important. And—as Mrs. Myrdal emphasized once 
more in her statement on 14 March this year—in the B-convention 
the technical investigation has been made dependent on a decision 
in the Security Council instead of preceding a complaint to the 
Council. Partly in reply to the statement of the representative of 
Himgary, Mr. Komives, of 6 April, I should like to explain that in 
our view this problem is of a twofold character. The first element 
is a question o f fact o f a possible violation, to be investigated by 
an objective method, preferably by the Secretary-General or some 
other United Nations organ, but preceding a complaint to the 
Council. The other element is the assessment of the facts that have 
thus been established, possibly involving a judgement. This is 
clearly a matter o f political importance, for which no other organ 
than the Security Council can be competent.

My Government’s assessment o f the B-convention will therefore 
be influenced by what will take place in the Security Council 
when, in the near future, it will take up the draft resolution on 
various aspects o f a practical nature concerning the complaints 
procedure.

Returning to the C-field and the super-toxic agents which have 
no significant civilian use, my delegation believes that a conven
tion text must include specific references to them and special 
provisions for the control o f their production, etc. It should be a 
priority task of our Committee to agree on such references and 
provisions. As is evident from what I said a moment ago, this 
naturally does not mean that the Swedish delegation proposes to 
exempt the large category of what is referred to in CCD/360® as 
“dual purpose agents” from a prohibition for weapons purposes. 
However, it seems clear to us that the development, production, 
etc. o f the super-toxic agents, which have an almost exclusive use 
as potential means of warfare, require closer international atten
tion than the case o f the more common and less toxic agents.

The most important types of chemical warfare agents, i.e. the 
super-toxic compounds, should be identified and satisfactorily 
characterized by different means, such as toxicity limit, principal 
structural formulas, etc. This should cover the nerve gases, the 
mustards and probably low molecular toxins and the carbamates.

‘Ante, pp. 98-109.
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In any case, adjustment for possible future developments must 
also be provided for. The production of super-toxic substances 
should in principle be fully prohibited, and any deviation from 
this rule—e.g. for scientific reasons—should be reported inter
nationally and, if necessary, acted upon.

I want to re-emphasize that the Swedish delegation wants a 
comprehensive proWbition. In order to settle the special question 
of how to characterize those substances which need more specific 
verification procedures, several delegations, including the Swedish 
delegation, have recently proposed that our Committee arrange 
further expert meetings. Their purpose would be to provide an 
adequate technical basis for our work and thereby smooth the way 
for political consensus in the Committee. In this respect I have to 
differ from the opinion expressed by the speaker preceding me 
today, the Deputy Foreign Minister o f Bulgaria. The Swedish 
delegation firmly believes that the political decision of the 
Committee in a field as complicated as the C-weapons must be 
based on expert knowledge and advice, and that we therefore need 
the experts before that decision. This is not said in order to delay 
a solution; on the contrary we wish to speed up our work. In order 
for such meetings to produce concrete results this year, it is an 
urgent task for the Committee to specify before the end of this 
session what issues the experts should discuss. A precise agenda is 
necessary to enable the experts to prepare themselves adequately. 
Such an agenda might include the following main items:

(1) Criteria to be used to characterize the super-toxic agents.
(2) A technical evaluation of different methods of control for 

the various groups o f chemical agents.
(3) Possible supplementary control procedures for binary 

chemical weapons.
(4) A review of the situation with respect to national and 

international regulations concerning use, production and handling 
of chemical substances.

In conclusion, I should like to propose formally to my 
colleagues in the Committee, and to the Co-chairmen, that the 
Committee convene one or several expert meetings this coming 
summer, and that we define before the end of this session a precise 
agenda for the experts.

Statement by the British Representative (Hainworth) to the 
Conference of the Cominittee on Disarmament: Chemical 
Weapons, AprU 18,1972*

I shall speak today on the subject of chemical weapons. This 
seems by common consent to have emerged as the chief topic 
before the Committee at the present time.

*CXa5/PV.557,pp.5-13.
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The United Kingdom delegation has maintained in the past that 
once a Biological Weapons (BW) Convention had set the problems 
of biological warfare on one side it would be possible to consider 
more clearly the difficulties of chemical weapons (CW). With this 
in mind my delegation proposes to share its thinking with the 
Committee, even if to date we have found no solution and have no 
ready-made panaceas to offer. We believe that in this way we may 
be able to identify those avenues which may prove more promising 
for our collective efforts, and may help the Committee to avoid 
those lines which do not seem to us to lead anywhere. Only with 
the co-operation o f all members of the Committee shall we be able 
to make constructive progress.

The crux of the problem before us, as the representative of the 
Netherlands made so clear on 23 March, is that we are trying to 
reinforce the ban on use contained in the Geneva Protocol of 
1925.^ To that end we concluded the BW Convention; and to that 
end also we are considering the problem of chemical weapons. We 
are all aware that in effect the Protocol, by virtue o f the many 
reservations to it, amounts in practice only to a ban on first use. 
Clearly any measures designed to ensure that the means of use are 
not available must increase the likelihood that chemical weapons 
will not be used. Our aim should be therefore to work towards an 
effective ban on the possession of chemical weapons, which would 
remove the need for reservations to the Protocol.

How can we fulfill this aim? We must, I think, discount the 
possibility that some new technological development in the field 
of defensive equipment will suddenly render chemical weapons a 
completely unattractive prospect to military planners. The thiust 
of technological development is in the direction of the continuous 
development o f new weapons. Our business must be to devise 
political methods which are capable o f technical implementation, 
which can control and turn back this process.

In this light our task is to work towards the creation of 
conditions in which no government will wish to manufacture or 
retain chemical weapons, or to keep open their option to do so. 
Hitherto the threat of retaliation in kind has served as a powerful 
constraint against the use o f chemical weapons. If we are to 
propose an agreement for a comprehensive ban on the possession 
of chemical weapons, we must also propose some dternative 
means of assurance for nations against the possibility o f an attack, 
prepared and mounted in secret violation of the agreement. If the 
agreement were not adequately verified, there would be just this 
possibility o f clandestine production of large stocks o f chemical 
weapons and their deployment. We cannot look with equanimity 
on such a prospect, inadequately-verified convention might be 
highly destabilizing, especially in circumstances in which nuclear

^Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 164-165,
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weapons were available to a Power which had abided by such an 
agreement and destroyed its own chemical weapons.

The most obvious means of ensuring the removal o f chemical 
weapons from the arsenals of States would be an appropriately- 
verified prescription on which all parties could place full reliance: 
in other words, the effective measures for prohibiting chemical 
weapons that we all undertook to negotiate in good faith in 
Article IX of the BW Convention.

The basis o f my delegation’s approach to this problem is that 
there must be, in any agreement which may be adopted, a strict 
proportion between the scope of the prohibitions and the means 
of verification. The verification measures must be adequate for the 
tasks which are required of them. This implies that both the scope 
of the prohibitions and the methods of verification must be 
accurately defined. There can be no doubt that the work 
programme which was tabled on 20 March by the representative of 
the United States® is a major contribution in this respect to the 
work of the Committee. This paper reaUstically sets out a number 
of the urgent and practical considerations to which the Connmittee 
must address itself and to which it must find answers before it can 
make any real, as opposed to illusory, progress on the road to 
chemical disarmament or arms control.

We have also had laid before us by the representative of the 
Soviet Union, a proposal for a comprehensive ban on chemical 
weapons which appears to be modelled exactly on the BW 
Convention.^ While this may help to concentrate the attention of 
the Committee on the question of chemical weapons, it brings us 
no nearer to a solution o f the many problems, well known to the 
Committee, which the subject poses. It is, of course, a fact that 
this Committee decided just over one year ago, after due 
deliberation, to reject the thesis that it was possible to apply 
identical provisions to the prohibition of chemical and biological 
weapons. We are now asked to go back on that decision. We are 
therefore obUged to look again at the considerations which 
prompted us to form the opinion that CW must be treated 
differently from BW in certain vital respects.

In the first place, before undertaking any agreement to ban 
chemical agents or weapons one must know what substances one is 
seeking to ban. They must be defined carefully and precisely, 
taking due account of the need to include agents as well as 
weapons, and making clear that we are talking about chemical 
weapons and not the chemicals used for conventional munitions, 
e.g. gunpowder, or aeroplane, motor or rocket fuel. A simple 
reference to “types and quantities”, which sufficed in the case of 
biological weapons, will not do here. The United States delegation, 
in the valuable paper to which I have referred, quite rightly 
elaborates at some length the problems o f definition with which

^Ante, pp. 98-109.
*Ante, pp. 120-125.
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we are faced. We cannot avoid those questions. In short, to suggest 
that in the case of chemical weapons all that is required is a 
political decision to prohibit production and deployment of all 
types o f chemical agents and weapons is to fly in the face of 
obvious facts about chemicals.

We also find that the Soviet draft contains no provision 
whatsoever for verification. I have already referred, in my 
observations on the risks of escalated response, to what must be 
the strongest reason for thinking that any ban on possession of 
chemical weapons must be adequately verified. And during 
previous sessions many papers and statements on the subject of 
CW verification have been put forward in this Committee. It was 
in the light o f these that the non-ahgned working paper CCD/352 
referred to a requirement for verification o f the elimination of 
chemical weapons comprising a mixture of national and inter
national means.® Soviet acceptance of this requirement was 
acknowledged by the Soviet vote in favour of United Nations 
General Assembly resolution 2827 (XXVI), which requested the 
Committee to take into account this point of view.® The draft in 
document CCD/361, however, appears to ignore this point 
altogether. It was always a central point of the British thesis, 
which came to be accepted by the Committee and subsequently 
by the United Nations, that, because o f the special nature of 
biological weapons and the current stage o f their development and 
deployment, it was possible to conclude an agreement immedi
ately banning their production and stockpiling without any 
verification. It was possible in the unique case of biological 
weapons to rely upon a complaints procedure to deter any 
would-be violators. Let us be quite clear: a complaints procedure 
is not verification, nor is provision for consultation between 
States. My delegation entirely agrees with the remark made by the 
representative o f Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal, on 14 March, when she 
said:

Above all, we do not regard the control clause in the B-Convention as a suitable 
precedent. The task now faced by our Committee is to establish a more satisfactory 
formula for the whole control and complaint system of a C-Convention.''

As long ago as 18 August 1970 the British delegation, in 
working paper CCD/308, suggested that verification of a CW 
agreement covering the production, testing, and stockpiling, as 
well as use, o f chemical weapons would need to be extremely 
reliable before the risk of entering into such an agreement could 
be reduced to an acceptable level.® I am not aware that the 
Committee contradicts this view. We suggested that to ensure 
compliance with any chemical-weapons agreement one might need 
to verify, to an acceptable level of risk, all or any of the following:

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 566-568. 
^Ibid., pp. 890-892.
’CCD/PV.549, p. 11.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 432-436.
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(a) that existing weapons or their component parts have been 
destroyed and/or that no such weapons or component parts are 
held;

(b) the absence (or cessation) of production of chemical 
weapon agents at declared facilities;

(c) the absence o f any undeclared production, testing and 
storage facilities.
Neither the working paper CCD/361® nor the statements made 
introducing it have given any indication as to how these 
requirements can be met. It is, however, essential to verify that 
banned activities are not being carried out, and that specified 
procedures are being followed. I see not the remotest acknowl
edgement o f this in document CCD/361. The provision of 
machinery for complaints o f violation might have a deterrent 
effect, but it could not conceivably give the level of continuing 
assurance which we should require in a ban on chemical weapons 
which would oblige States to deprive themselves of the ability to 
retaliate in kind.

May I inteiject here the thought that this is a point o f particular 
significance for what I may perhaps be allowed to call medium and 
smaller Powers? If chemical weapons were used, in violation o f a 
treaty, against a super-Power which had conscientiously divested 
itself o f the weapon, that super-Power would still have a vast 
spectrum of other weapons available for retaliatory purposes. Not 
so a medium or smaller Power, whose interest in adequate 
verification that there had been no contravention would thus be 
the greater.

I wish to make one further point with regard to verification in 
relation to the Soviet draft. It has been suggested by the 
representative o f Poland, that a demand for adequate verification 
measures is equivalent to a request for espionage facilities.*® It 
should be possible to devise safeguards for any international 
system of control which would minimize the risk o f abuse. But 
there is a point here which the Committee has got to face; the 
absence of verification could afford opportunities to cheat. In the 
context o f chemical weapons, the Committee has to consider 
which of these two—the danger in some minds of adequate 
verification, or the possibility of cheating—poses the greater threat 
to mankind.

My conclusion is that the Soviet draft ignores much work which 
has been done previously and the common ground, however 
limited, which has been so laboriously gained in our extensive 
deliberations to date on chemical weapons. I question the value of 
submitting a proposal in treaty form which the co-sponsors must 
know is not acceptable to an important number of members o f the 
Committee, not only members of the Western Group. Without

^Ante, pp. 120-125. 
">CCD/PV.551,p. 28.
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political will we can make no progress. But the amount of progress 
which we can make in these negotiations will depend upon the 
extent to which we can agree on effective verification measures for 
any ban which may be proposed. The Committee has in the past 
recognized that without adequate verification there can be no ban. 
It is accordingly disappointing to hear proposals which contain no 
verification elements. We must, I am afraid, conclude that those 
who make such proposals wish to imply that, as no verification is 
possible, no ban is possible.

The concept o f adequate verification measures, proportional to 
the scope o f the agreement which they must control, gives a 
standard against which all proposals regarding chemical weapons 
must be measured. But we must remember that with regard to 
chemical weapons we are faced with a great variety of problems. 
On the one hand we have the requirements of those who have 
thought it necessary to equip themselves with a retaliatory 
chemical capability. But we have also to consider the security 
needs of those who have so far refrained from acquiring chemical 
weapons and who must be assured that they can afford to 
continue with their policy of restraint. In this context we do well 
to note that a chemical-weapons potential is not the monopoly of 
a few Powers but widely available to nearly all industrialized 
States. What is more, we also do well to remember that chemical 
weapons have been defined, not without justice, as “the poor 
man’s weapons o f mass destruction.” It certainly would not be 
beyond the effort of developing countries, including some o f those 
represented here, some of whom tend to regard this whole 
discussion as one concerning only the developed countries, to 
produce, if not very sophisticated, at least very unpleasant 
weapons. The basic materials for weapons are widely available and 
their likely use varies greatly from area to area.

I should also like to recall what was said by Lord Lothian in his 
opening statement this session about the important differences 
which exist between types of societies which make up the world 
community, and the significance of these differences for arms- 
control negotiations.“  So far as chemical weapons are concerned, 
the relevant differences are not only social, political, and 
ideological, they are also technological and industrial. They relate 
not only to the capacity to produce chemical weapons, but also to 
the ability to contribute to and to benefit from various methods 
of verification. These differences might make more difficult the 
verification of a single comprehensive ban. Equally, however, they 
might make different methods available for different areas. For 
example, a system of verification involving satellite observation, 
which if technically possible might be of use to the super-Powers, 
would be unUkely to provide assurance to the vast majority o f  
States in zones such as Africa or Latin America. On the other 
hand, in some areas the lack of large industrial complexes and

“ CCD/PV.546.P. 15.
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large-scale production of chemicals with a weapons potential 
might provide greater prospects for a successful ban on the 
highly-sophisticated lethal chemicals. In this context one could 
argue either that a threat in such areas is equally great from less 
sophisticated chemicals, or that it is best to act now to ensure that 
the areas remain free o f such weapons before it is too late.

One o f the most awkward problems in arms-control neptia- 
tions is to find a balance between what one would ideally like to 
see agreed and what it is possible to verify effectively. In areas 
where societies are open and international tensions almost absent, 
it might be possible to achieve a single comprehensive ban on 
chemical weapons which would cover all the relevant phases of 
activity, from research and development to deployment in the 
battlefield. In other areas, however, the verification of the end 
stages of possession or deployment might be the hardest problem 
to solve. This problem cannot be overlooked. Evasion of a ban on 
possession or deployment would leave a tremendous gap between 
an illegal possessor and someone who had truly renounced the 
weapons. I have already suggested what might be the ultimate 
consequence o f such a breach of an agreement if it led on to the 
use of chemical weapons in war by one side only.

Another of the problems which has to be considered is how one 
might verify a prohibition o f the elaborate, expensive and 
time-consuming process of production of certain chemical agents. 
The basic question must be what substances would parties to the 
agreement engage not to manufacture. The range of chemicals 
available throughout the world is very extensive; so too are the 
situations in which they could be used for weapons purposes, as 
well as the different verification requirements which might be 
necessary. Certain substances might be easier to ban than others. 
For example, there are those whose use is exclusively military. Of 
course the value of confining the prohibition to these substances 
in the first instance would be limited. There would still be a 
considerable number of chemical options open to an aggressor. 
But I think that whatever advance we are able to make will be an 
improvement on the present situation so long as all our measures 
are adequately verified. The important thing must be not to be 
discouraged if we find we cannot immediately make as much 
progress as we would like to in the Committee.

At this point I would like to comment on an observation by the 
Deputy Foreign Minister of Bulgaria at our last meeting. If I 
understood him correctly, the burden of his statement was that we 
must decide what we were going to do (that is, take a political 
decision), without any technical basis for believing that we could 
do it. Only then should we turn to technical experts, who would, I 
suppose, tell us whether or not we had been wasting our time. The 
British point o f view is rather different. It is that we should take a 
decision—political if you will—about what we should like to do. 
This we could already be said to have taken in Article IX of the
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BW C o n v en tio n .W e should then refer to technical experts to 
show us whether and how our desires were capable o f fulfilment. 
If they were, we should subsequently negotiate the political and 
technical framework in which they could be implemented.

In sharing its thinking with the Committee the British delega
tion has reached no decisions and is putting forward no proposal. 
In drawing attention to particular elements of the problem my 
delegation is not proposing that different time scales should be 
applied so as to take advantage o f the opportunities before us. 
Such a matter would be for the Committee to decide. On 6 April 
the representative o f Hungary reminded the Committee that—

Without unfailing search for the possibilities of partial disarmament measures, 
without careful elaboration of details, and without the strenuous step-by-step method 
which is characteristic of our Committee, the very complex problems of general and 
complete disarmament cannot even be approached.'^

The same applies to chemical weapons. As a method o f proceed
ing, there is obvious advantage in isolating the easier problems and 
completing work on them first. This is not necessarily the same as 
proposing a series o f agreements or protocols. The Committee 
might, however, prefer to work by this method, which has in the 
past appealed to my delegation. Certainly it is in aU our interests 
to prevent the spread or development of even more chemical 
weapons around the world.

TTie next step in the British view will be for the Committee to 
go into some of the technical problems involved in the different 
areas o f the chemical-weapons complex. My delegation will 
support its views later with a technical contribution and, if the 
Committee should decide to hold an informal meeting or meetings 
with experts present, as already advocated by the representative of 
Japan, the United Kingdom as on previous occasions will make an 
expert contribution. We should hope that all delegations would 
play a constructive part in any such meeting. But we need to have 
thought clearly about these issues in political terms before we 
summon experts. We do not wish to waste their time, nor will they 
wish to give us advice which we may subsequently find we are not 
prepared to use. For this reason my delegation firmly supports the 
proposal made on 13 April by the representatives o f Sweden and 
Italy for an informal meeting of ourselves to elaborate the sort of 
technical questions which we need to put to technical experts in 
order to be able to make further progress.

The formulation o f questions will require co-operation and hard 
work by members of the Committee. It will also require initial 
determination to see progress made. What is clear is that the 
Committee is in no position to reach final conclusions at this stage 
and that any simplistic suggestions that we should do so can only 
set back the prospects for success.

‘Mnte, pp. 133-138.
•» CCD/PV. 554, p. 17.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, April 18, 1972*

Today we should like to deal with certain matters relating to 
the problem o f nuclear disarmament. The Soviet Union considers 
that the nuclear arms race holds the most serious threat to peace, 
and so it invariably advocates a solution in priority to the problem 
of nuclear disarmament. Our position on these questions was 
expressed in the documents o f the twenty-fourth Congress o f the 
Communist Party o f the Soviet Union: the USSR favours the 
nuclear disarmament of all countries possessing such weapons. A 
practical step intended to convert this principle into reality is the 
Soviet Union’s proposal for convening a conference o f the five 
Powers possessing nuclear weapons. The declaration of the USSR 
Government on this matter said that the agreement to be reached 
as a result o f the negotiations may cover
a broad spectram of measures for nuclear disarmament or individual measures which 
would gradually lead to that end.*

The problem of nuclear disarmament also receives a great deal 
of attention in the Soviet Union’s proposal for convening a world 
disarmament conference. The letter addressed by the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs of the USSR to the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations on 6 September 1971 said:

. . .  inasmuch as the nuclear armaments race arouses the greatest anxiety among 
peoples, primary attention could be devoted to the questions of prohibiting and 
eliminating nuclear weapons, if the majority of the participants in the conference ^ould 
so desire.̂

We appreciate that the problems of nuclear disarmament have 
occupied an important place at the current session of the 
Committee on Disarmament. Various aspects of this problem have 
been referred to in the statements of many Committee members, 
and the need for measures to end the nuclear arms race has been 
stressed.

One of the problems actively discussed by the Committee on 
Disarmament concerns the banning of underground nuclear tests. 
The discussion in the Committee confirms the importance 
attached by many delegations to the early prohibition of all 
nuclear weapons tests, including underground-tests. The need for 
the complete prohibition o f such tests has been affirmed by the 
delegations of Poland, Mongolia, India, Nigeria, Egypt, Morocco, 
Japan, Canada, Italy and other countries.

The Soviet side shares the concern of many States at the 
continuing nuclear weapons tests. The Soviet Union’s position is 
based on recognition of the need to end all such tests, including 
underground tests, everywhere. The Soviet Union was among the

‘CCD/PV. 557, pp. 20-28.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, p. 314 (variant translation). 
^Ibid., p. 545.
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States supporting General Assembly resolution 2828B (XXVI), 
which urges “the nuclear Powers to reach an agreement without 
delay on the cessation of all nuclear and thermonuclear tests’’.̂  
The USSR favours a positive decision on this extremely important 
problem, which is now ripe for solution. The Soviet delegation has 
repeatedly declared that the Soviet Union is prepared to conclude 
an agreement for the cessation of underground nuclear weapons 
tests on the basis o f national means of detection and identifica
tion. In this matter we proceed from the assumption that modern 
science and technology have reached a level of development where 
it is possible to verify with the aid of national means of detection 
and identification o f underground nuclear explosions whether 
States are complying with the obligations they have undertaken to 
end underground nuclear explosions. In this connexion we would 
emphasize that the efficacy of national means of verification is 
becoming more and more widely recognized both among members 
of the Committee and outside it.

The ever-growing importance of seismic means o f detection of 
underground nuclear explosions has been repeatedly emphasized 
by Mrs. Myrdal, the representative of Sweden, in her statements to 
the Committee. At the current session she has again raised this 
question, stressing the vital importance o f such means. She has 
said:
The understanding of the techniques for seismological monitoring has advanced so far 
that one can now correctly identify a sufficiently large proportion of explosions, so as to 
obtain an effective deterrence gainst attempts at clandestine testing. The verification 
issue can no longer serve as an alibi for the refusal to stop testing.®

The possibility o f solving the question of the cessation of 
nuclear weapons tests on the basis of national means of detection 
was also referred to by Mr. Ignatieff, the Canadian representative, 
in his statement. He said:
At present there would no doubt be a substantial probability of identifying, with the 
sophisticated national means of discrimination now available, any detected explosions in 
another country down to explosions of low to low-intermediate hardrock yields-that is, 
those of real strategic significance,̂

An analysis of the situation with regard to guarantees for the 
fulfilment by States o f their obUgations concerning the cessation 
of underground nuclear weapon tests inevitably leads to the 
conclusion that the efficacy of existing means of verification has 
increased sufficiently to provide a basis for an agreement on the 
prohibition o f all such tests. What is therefore required above all 
now is an appropriate political decision. This aspect o f the 
question was emphasized by Mr. Waldheim, the Secretary-General 
of the United Nations, when he spoke at the opening of the 
current spring session o f the Committee on Disarmament.'^

*Ibid., pp. 894-895. 
SCCD/PV.549,P, 10. 
‘Ante, pp. 60-66. 
’CCD/PV.545, p. 9.
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In fact, the negotiations on underground nuclear weapons tests 
have thrown light on the basic aspects of this problem. To embark 
on more studies would merely further delay solution of the 
problem of prohibiting underground nuclear explosions. This is 
why we have doubts regarding the proposition of Mr. Martin, the 
United States representative, that
more work needs to be done with regard to the still unresolved technical aspects 
necessary for effective and reliable verification. ®

The possibility o f solving the problem of prohibition of nuclear 
weapons tests with the aid of national means of detection is 
recognized in the United States of America itself, although that 
country’s official position still obstructs the conclusion of a 
comprehensive agreement on the cessation of such tests. Many 
United States scientists have advocated the conclusion of an 
agreement comprising the use of national means o f monitoring; 
they have convincingly demonstrated that existing possibilities of 
detecting and identifying underground nuclear explosions provide 
a reliable guarantee that States will fulfil their obligations under 
such an agreement. Many o f these scientists have held or are 
holding senior government posts and are therefore competent to 
judge why the United States refuses to agree to the prohibition of 
underground nuclear tests on the basis we propose.

In January 1972 a group o f prominent United States scientists, 
such as Herbert York, Morton Halperin, Marvin Goldberger, 
Herbert Scoville, Franklin Long, George Kistiakowsky, George 
Rathjens and Adrian Fisher, the former Deputy Director o f the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, published a statement 
saying that

The United States should now seek to negotiate a treaty banning all underground 
nuclear tests without requiring any on-site inspection.

This statement also says:
Much of the opposition to the test ban treaty in the United States does not arise from 
fear of Soviet cheating. It springs from the desire to continue American nuclear testing in 
order to develop new weapons, to retest existing weapons and to keep our laboratories 
vigorous.’

A little earlier, in July 1971, the Senate Subcommittee on Arms 
Control discussed the prospects of comprehensive agreement for 
the prohibition of nuclear tests. On the basis o f this discussion, a 
report was prepared which says:
Enormous advances have been made in seismology so that it is now possible, through 
seismic means alone, to identify underground explosions to a degree unknown five years 
ago. . .  These advances would seem to justify, indeed require, a reassessment of the 
United States position regarding on-site inspection.  ̂®

^Ante, p. 52.
’ Federation of American SciQnXx&ts Newsletter, vol. 24, no. 10 (Jan. 1972).

* ^Prospects for a Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, A Staff Report Prepared 
for the Use o f the Subcommittee on Arms Control, International Law and Organization 
o f the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate (Com. print, 92d Cong., 
1st sess.), p. 1.
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Another noteworthy opinion concerning the position of the 
United States on underground nuclear weapons tests was ex
pressed in a letter sent on 14 July 1971 by the former United 
States representative at the Geneva negotiations, Mr. Wadsworth, 
to the United States Sub-Committee on Arms Control and 
published in the “Hearings before the Sub-Committee on Arms 
Control, International Law and Organization, July 22 and 23, 
1971” , pages 5-8. In that letter Mr. Wadsworth says that the 
question of “effective inspection” is merely a “smoke-screen” to 
justify the underground nuclear testing programme for military 
purposes.

Thus from numerous competent opinions and argimients we 
may deduce that the necessary basis now exists for the prohibition 
of underground nuclear weapons tests with the aid of national 
means of verification. What is missing, however, is a willingness of 
the United States o f America to accept such a prohibition. By 
continuing to insist on compulsory on-site inspection to verify 
compliance with the agreement, the United States is blocking a 
solution of this important problem.

The USSR, in its desire to settle the problem of underground 
tests, expressed its willingness to take part in an international 
co-operative effort for the exchange o f seismic data as an 
additional guarantee that States wiU observe an agreement for the 
prohibition of underground nuclear weapons tests. The Soviet 
side, in advocating such co-operation within the framework of an 
underground test ban agreement, has had in mind verification of 
compliance without any international inspection. Seismic data 
would be exchanged on a voluntary basis and would be evaluated 
not by an international body but by each State for itself. Even this 
step by the Soviet side, however, did not lead to a solution of the 
problem. The United States did not desire to put an end to 
underground tests and expressed no willingness to come to an 
agreement on the foregoing basis.

During the discussion o f the problem of prohibiting nuclear 
weapons tests, the Canadian and Japanese delegations supported a 
partial or intermediate solution designed to limit, in the first 
instance, the magnitude and number of such tests by nuclear 
Powers. These delegations propose that in the first place “large- 
scale” nuclear weapons tests should be prohibited. Thus the 
Japanese representative proposed that a “threshold” of magnitude 
5.75 should be established, above which such tests should be 
prohibited forthwith. This proposal is not new. It differs from 
similar proposals previously submitted to the Committee only by a 
higher “threshold” of magnitude. It is significant that this higher 
“threshold” was proposed at a time when, in the words o f Mr. 
Nisibori,
the outstanding progress made in science and technology in the present-day world 
enables even small-scale underground nuclear tests to be detected and identified solely 
by this seismological means.”

^^Ante, pp. 125,129-130.
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The Soviet delegation fully defined its position on the proposals 
for partial measures in a statement at the Committee’s last 
session.*^

We understood the desire o f countries to settle the problem of  
prohibiting nuclear weapons tests as soon as possible and therefore 
agreed at the time to the Egyptian proposal for the prohibition of 
underground tests above a “threshold” of magnitude 4.75 in 
conjunction with the declaration of a moratorium on tests below 
that “threshold”.*̂  The Egyptian proposal might, in the view of 
the Soviet Union, serve as a basis for the solution o f the problem of 
banning all underground nuclear weapons tests. But the partial 
measures now being proposed, which leave nuclear tests below the 
“threshold” o f magnitude 5.75 outside the scope of the prohibi
tion, would not contribute to a solution of the problem as a whole 
or remove the dangers inherent in the improvement o f nuclear 
weapons. Moreover, the establishment o f a “threshold” of 
magnitude would give rise, to serious technical difficulties of 
determination of the magnitude of explosions within the range of 
the established “threshold”. Endless disputes and conflicts be
tween States would be caused by the question whether a particular 
explosion was covered by the prohibition or not. For all these 
reasons an agreement on a partial prohibition o f underground tests 
would not only fail to promote better understanding among States 
but might, on the contrary, lead to a deterioration of the 
international climate.

On that question the Soviet delegation shares the views 
expressed by Mr. Baneijee, the Indian representative, who had this 
to say on “partial measures” for the prohibition of underground 
nuclear weapons tests:
Suggestions for the so-called measures of restraint are only superficially attractive. They 
could only create an illusion of process and would result in a legitimization of certain 
categories of nuclear-weapon testing. A partial approach would be inadequate, 
unworkable and dangerous. There should be a truly comprehensive approach to the 
question of a comprehensive test ban.*^

This opinion is shared by other delegations to the Committee. 
Thus Mr. Khattabi, the representative of Morocco, said on 11 
April:
. . .  any partial agreement based on a gradual reduction in under^ound testing or on 
what is called the ‘threshold method’ is bound to entail further military, technical and 
political complications and thus help to delay unnecessarily the final solution of this 
problem.*^

The Soviet Union’s approach to the partial prohibition of 
underground nuclear explosions coincides with the views ex

^^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 548-556. 
'^Ibid., 1964, p. 427; ibid, 1965, pp. 344-345. 
“*CCD/PV. 552, p. 9.
*s CCD/PV.555, p. 15.
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pressed by the representative o f India and several other delegations 
in the Committee on Disarmament. The Soviet side considers that 
compliance with obligations regarding the complete prohibition of 
imderground nuclear tests can be reliably verified with the aid of 
national monitoring means, if the parties concerned are prepared 
to adopt an appropriate poUtic^ decision. We cannot accept the 
ideas proposed to us for the purpose of filling the vacuum created 
by the unwillingness o f certain Powers to take a political decision 
for the cessation of nuclear weapons tests.

The problem o f the proWbition of underground nuclear 
weapons tests is an essential part o f the Soviet nuclear-disarma- 
ment programme. Its solution would have a restraining effect on 
the development of nuclear arsenals among the nuclear Powers 
parties to an agreement. The process was started by the Moscow 
Treaty on the prohibition of nuclear weapons tests in three 
media, a Treaty that undoubtedly served the purposes for which 
it was concluded. This instrument is one o f the first outstanding 
international acts of the post-war era directed towards the 
problem of the prohibition of nuclear weapons. If the prohibition 
imposed on nuclear tests in the three media by the Treaty did not 
exist, the production of nuclear weapons would be greatly 
expanded and accelerated. This extremely important fact must on 
no account be disregarded in any evaluation of the Moscow 
Treaty. Another of the Treaty’s invaluable features is that it does 
much to prevent contamination and pollution of the air, the seas, 
the oceans and outer space by radio-active substances. What is 
more, the significance o f the Moscow Treaty is that it has 
promoted further negotiations on disarmament.

This is why the Soviet delegation cannot agree with Mrs. 
Myrdal, the representative of Sweden, when she says that the 
Moscow Treaty
has turned out to function only as a public health measure

and that
its effectiveness to hamper development of nuclear weapons, or even to reduce 
nuclear-weapon testing, is evidently

Such a negative evaluation of the Moscow Treaty may in our view 
merely serve as an excuse for the opponents of the Treaty who do 
not wish to accede to it.

In our statement today we have touched upon this question 
because the proper evaluation of international disarmament 
agreements is of great importance for the prospects o f this 
Committee’s work and for the efforts of States for disarmament. 
A biased evaluation of the Committee’s work on disarmament will 
hardly contribute to the further success of activities in this 
direction. If we concluded that during the past ten years nothing 
had been done in this field, then the question would, of course.

* fi Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 
” CCD/PV.549,P.7.
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arise what point there is in continuing this activity, which 
according to some delegations has so far not yielded any positive 
results, and what point there is in the work of the Committee on 
Disarmament if its achievements over the past ten years can be 
regarded as nil.

We have no wish to exaggerate the importance o f the 
international agreements prepared and approved in the Committee 
on Disarmament. It wotdd, however, not be right to belittle in 
every possible way the disarmament treaties agreed upon and 
concluded and even treat them as worthless. With all its 
shortcomings and weaknesses, the work of the Committee on 
Disarmament makes a positive contribution to the development of 
international co-operation among States for the purpose of 
strengthening peace and the security of peoples. This work must, 
in the view o f the Soviet side, be pursued and further intensified in 
order that the results of the efforts of States for disarmament may 
be more substantial and more conducive to broad practical 
measures o f disarmament.

Among other measures likely to lead to the complete elimina
tion of nuclear weapons from the arsenals of States, an important 
place should be assigned to proposals for the estabhshment of 
nuclear-free zones in various parts of the world, the elimination of 
miUtary bases, including nuclear bases, in foreign territory, and 
prohibition of the use o f nuclear weapons. The Soviet Union urges 
persistently that these proposals should be put into effect. The 
Soviet side has initiated proposals designed to preclude the 
possibiUty o f the use o f nuclear weapons and to outlaw them.

The USSR attaches great importance to the Treaty which 
prohibited the emplacement o f weapons of mass destruction, 
including above all nuclear weapons, on the seabed. We also deem 
it essential that efforts should continue to find ways and means of 
solving the problem of the complete demilitarization of the 
seabed, in order to prevent an arms race in that mediimi.

In conclusion we would point out that the Soviet delegation is 
prepared, together with the delegations o f other countries, to seek 
mutually-acceptable solutions designed to achieve the nuclear 
disarmament of States.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Conference o f the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical 
W eaj^s, April 20, 1972*

The delegation of the USSR would like to make some 
observations on the problem of the prohibition of chemical 
weapons.

On 28 March 1972 the socialist countries laid before the Com
mittee a draft convention on the complete prohibition of

' CCB/PV.558, pp. 5-12.
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such weapons.^ This draft expresses their desire to make further 
progress towards the complete prohibition of all types of weapons 
of mass destruction. We are happy to note that on 10 April 1972 a 
large number of States signed the Convention on the Prohibition 
of Bacteriological and Toxin Weapons.^ As a result, greater efforts 
may now be concentrated on the problem of the prohibition of 
chemical means o f warfare.

The Soviet side is aware of the difficulties hampering the 
solution of this problem. Many questions arise, including above all 
those relating to the scope o f the prohibition and also the 
guarantees ensuring that the prohibitions stipulated in such an 
agreement are in fact observed by all the parties to it.

The socialist countries’ draft convention contains their answers to 
a wide range o f questions that have arisen in connexion with the 
problem of the prohibition of chemical weapons. Account is taken 
of all the experience acquired in the prolonged discussion of the 
problem both in and outside the Committee on Disarmament. 
Needless to say, use is also made of the provisions o f the 
Convention recently signed in three capitals and providing for the 
prohibition o f one chemical means of warfare: toxin weapons. The 
contents of the provisions o f the draft convention submitted by 
the socialist countries for the prohibition of chemical weapons 
have been described in detail and in a well-reasoned manner in 
statements by the delegations of Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Bul
garia and the Soviet Union.

We believe that the most correct and the most fruitful approach 
to the prohibition of chemical weapons lies in negotiation based 
on a specific draft convention such as the document submitted by 
the socialist countries. All necessary conditions now exist for such 
businesslike negotiations. The problem must be studied carefully 
and in full, including its political and technical aspects. It has been 
studied both within countries and in various international bodies.

Apart from the socialist countries’ practical approach to the 
problem of the prohibition of chemical weapons, as reflected in 
the draft convention, there is another approach to the discussion 
of this problem. This is the approach of the United States. It 
consists in the submission o f a large number of questions for 
consideration by the Committee, without any answers or any 
suggestions on how they might or should be solved.

Thus Mr. Martin, the United States representative, in his 
statement on 29 February, laid before the Committee thirteen 
questions relating to the scope of the prohibition of chemical 
agents, to verification of compliance, and so on. Not one of these 
thirteen questions was answered. The statement merely contains a 
promise that “very shortly” the United States delegation intends

^Ante, pp. 120-125.
^Ante, pp. 133-138.
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to share wift members of this Committee a number of preliminary thoughts on these 
subjects.*

On 20 March 1972 the United States delegation submitted to 
the Committee a “Work Program regarding negotiations on 
prohibition of chemical weapons”, which we hoped would contain 
answers to the questions raised by the United States delegation 
and also proposals by the United States side for solution of the 
many questions submitted by it to the Committee concerning the 
prohibition of chemical weapons.®

To our regret we note that in that lengthy document not one of 
the questions raised by the United States delegation is answered. 
The text does not bring us any nearer to a settlement of the 
problem o f the prohibition of chemical weapons; what is more, it 
does not enable us to ascertain how the United States is prepared 
to deal with any particular task relating to such prohibition. The 
United States “Work Program” merely describes some approaches 
and criteria concerning the scope of the prohibition o f chemical 
weapons and the guarantees o f compliance as a subject for study; 
but the United States side does not make any recommendations or 
proposals of its own.

\^ a t  is the point o f the United States approach to the problem 
of the prohibition o f chemical weapons, an approach consisting of 
the submission o f a number of questions for consideration by the 
Committee and a number of criteria and problems for study? The 
point, it seems to us, is to show that the difficulties hampering the 
prohibition o f chemical weapons are allegedly “insoluble”, to 
draw the Committee on Disarmament into consideration and 
study of all these questions, and to postpone a political solution of 
the problem before the Committee—the complete prohibition of 
chemical weapons—for many years.

The “Work Program” of the United States of America, for 
example, proposes among other criteria a “toxicity standard”. In 
the determination o f this criterion, the document says, account 
must be taken of a large number o f factors such as “the kind of 
animals to be used, their number and weight, the method of 
application of the chemical and extrapolation of effects to 
humans . . . ” and so on.®

A glance at this criterion alone-^the determination of toxicity— 
which is proposed in the United States document in order to 
settle the question o f what matters are to be covered by the 
prohibition of chemical means of warfare, gives an idea of the 
extent to which we are invited to neglect the immediate purpose 
of our negotiation; the prohibition of chemical weapons.

The question may be asked: Is there really any need to study 
and prepare such standards in order to settle the problem regard

*Anle, pp. 49-54.
^Ante, pp. 98-109.
^Ante, p. 99.
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ing the scope o f the prohibition of chemical weapons? Our answer 
is No.

Particularly difficult and time-consuming would be the prepara
tion and practical application of other criteria listed in the United 
States document, such as the general structural formula or the list 
of agents to be covered by the prohibition. The determination of 
these criteria, as also of the “toxicity standard”, would entail the 
prohibition of only some chemical means of warfare, while others 
would remain outside the scope of the prohibition.

Without considering these criteria in detail, we would merely 
quote a remark from the statement by Mr. Polak, the Netherlands 
representative:

If only a ceitain category of agents were to be eliminated from military arsenals, the 
verification of such a measure would be virtually impossible. One should have to open up 
or dismantle ^ray-tanks or bombs to get assurance that they would not contain an agent 
of the forbidden type.’

Extremely relevant in this connexion is also the remark by Mr. 
El Reedy, the Egyptian representative:
. . .  we are not at the same time sure that a partial solution does not raise serious 
problems of verification of its own, which may prove even more difficult than those 
which have to be faced in a comprehensive approach... .*

The points raised in the statements of the Netherlands and 
Egyptian representatives seem to us to contain a realistic evalua
tion o f proposals to eliminate only some chemical substances from 
military arsenals, while other such substances would remain among 
the armaments o f States.

In regard to the criteria and the approach to the problem of the 
prohibition of chemical weapons, it should be emphasized that 
progress towards a solution of this problem requires above all a 
constructive approach and practical proposals by States, so that a 
real beginning can be made with negotiation for the prohibition of 
chemical weapons. To raise various kinds of questions without any 
attempt to prepare specific proposals and without any intention of 
informing us o f the solutions which the Government of the 
country is prepared to accept in order to reach agreement on the 
matters in dispute—none of this gives any assurance of progress 
towards an agreement on the problem before us.

Complex controversial questions caU for attempts to find agreed 
solutions. Such attempts are in fact the purpose o f our negotia
tions. But if these negotiations are to be constructive and 
promising, specific proposals must be made and properly sub
stantiated. To raise a large number of questions and make a variety 
of observations without any attempt to provide an answer merely 
involves the Committee in a lengthy and fruitless discussion that 
hampers a solution of its task—in this case prohibition of chemical 
means of warfare.

’CCD/PV.552, p. 17.
®CeD/PV.555, p. 12.
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The United. Kingdom delegation, for example, having again 
come empty-handed to this Committee’s session in a matter on 
which an obligation to reach early agreement exists seeks to 
concentrate attention mainly on a criticism of the draft conven
tion submitted by the socialist countries. At the Committee 
meeting of 18 April Mr. Hainworth, the representative of the 
United Kingdom, questioned
the value of submitting a proposal in treaty form which. . .  is not acceptable to an 
important number of members of the Committee.^

Reference may, however, be made to a different evaluation of 
that document. Mr. Khattabi, the representative of Morocco, 
described it as a text
which meets the virtually unanimous wishes expressed by the Members of the United 
Nations General Assembly and of the Committee.*®

This draft may be unacceptable to some members o f the 
Committee. But for the negotiations on the present problem we 
need to know, not only the negative attitude of the opponents of 
the text, but also their positive proposals. Mr. Hainworth said, 
however;

. . .  to date we have found no solution and have no ready-made panaceas to offer.*'

He also said
The British delegation has reached no decision and is putting forward no proposal.'̂

The draft convention o f the socialist countries is the only 
document containing practical proposals for the prohibition of 
chemical weapons, the question now before the Committee. The 
denial o f the significance o f this document while there is no 
willingness to submit practical proposals on the problem prompts 
us to ask whether certain Western Powers really intend to become 
parties to a convention on the prohibition of chemical means of 
warfare.

For the scope of the prohibition, the United Kingdom favours a 
formula under which chemical substances used for conventional 
weapons, such as gunpowder, aircraft fuel, diesel or rocket fuel 
and so on, would not be prohibited. We suggest that there is no 
problem here. If in drafting the provisions for the scope of the 
prohibition further definitions are required in order to avoid the 
need for interpretations such as those referred to by the United 
Kingdom, they will not be difficult to provide.

The United Kingdom delegation places considerable emphasis 
on the difficulties o f control. It even affirms that the socialist 
countries’ draft convention contains no provision for verification 
of compliance. This, however, is not so. Article XI of the draft 
provides that the Security Council shall carry out investigations in 
the event o f any complaint alleging a breach of the obligations

’Ante, p. 146. 
‘“CCD/PV.555, p. 17. 
‘ 'Ante, p. 143. 
'^Ante, p. 149.
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arising out o f the convention. Sucli a provision for verification was 
included in the Convention on the prohibition of bacteriological 
weapons and of one chemical weapon: toxins. In our statement of 
28 March 1972 we pointed out that many provisions o f the 
Convention prohibiting toxin weapons might with advantage be 
used in drafting the instrument prohibiting chemical means o f 
warfare.*  ̂ We have not yet heard any reasons why the verification 
procedures applying to toxins should not apply to other chemical 
weapons.

The “Work Program” of the United States of America places 
the main emphasis on the need for technical studies o f various 
questions relating to the prohibition o f chemical weapons. The 
United Kingdom and several other members of the Committee 
supporting the United States approach to this problem urge us to 
follow in this direction. To justify this position the United 
Kingdom representative said that a poUtical decision concerning 
chemical weapons could already be said to have been taken
in article IX of the BW Convention. We should then refer to technical experts to show us 
whether and how our desires were capable of fulfilment.*  ̂ (I emphasize the words 
‘whether . . .  our desires were capable of fulfilment’).

We regard it as very strange that, after article IX of that 
Convention has affirmed the
recognized objective of effective prohibition of chemical weapons,

and after an obligation has been undertaken to continue negotia
tions with a view to reaching early agreement, we are now told 
that we must ask technical experts whether our desires are capable 
of fulfilment.

We suggest that the Government of the United Kingdom should 
have consulted its experts in that matter before confirming the 
aim and undertaking a specific treaty obligation, not after the 
Convention had been approved and signed. The approach now 
advocated by the United Kingdom might place the significance of 
treaty obligations in doubt. This the USSR cannot accept. 
Moreover, we would emphasize again that the problem of the 
prohibition o f chemical weapons is not new. It has been discussed 
in the Committee for more than four years. Many years were also 
devoted to this problem in the League of Nations. Many of its 
technical and poUtical aspects have been studied. In 1969, 
prominent scientists from various parts o f the world submitted a 
detailed report on the question o f prohibiting chemical and 
bacteriological weapons, containing answers to many relevant 
technical and other questions.*® Our present task is not to 
continue technical studies but to engage in practical negotiations 
and adopt a decision to conclude an agreement. This aspect of the 
question was referred to by Mr. Waldheim, the Secretary-General 
of the United Nations, in his statement on 29 February.*® Many

^^Ante, pp. 114-120.
‘ ‘'Ante, pp. 148-149.

Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 264-298.
“  CCD/PV.545, p. 10.
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delegations have also dealt with this point in their statements in 
the Committee.

When preparing and approving agreements for disarmament or 
for a limitation o f the arms race, the parties to the negotiations of 
course consult their specialists. Before proposing the complete 
prohibition of chemical weapons in the socialist countries’ draft 
Convention, the authors of the text carefully studied the existing 
possibilities and the various approaches which had been and are 
still being recommended by delegations. Precisely as a result of 
this study the socialist countries have deemed it possible and 
expedient to propose the complete prohibition of chemical means 
of warfare. ITie sponsors o f this proposal proceed from the 
assumption that such a prohibition will free mankind from the 
threat o f chemical weapons. Account is also taken, o f course, of 
the technical feasibility o f this measure. The sponsors of the draft 
convention for the prohibition of chemical weapons also intend to 
refer to technical experts in the future, during the negotiations on 
the convention, as the need arises. But in order to advance 
negotiations on the problem o f chemical weapons, the parties 
concerned must above all be prepared to adopt a pohtical decision. 
If they are not prepared to do so, then their call for “technical” 
studies, for convening a commission of experts or for other similar 
measures serves only to cover up their unwillingness to engage in 
constructive negotiations to prepare a specific agreement on the 
problem, and merely represents an attempt o f their pohtical 
leaders to hide behind the scientists in this matter.

When the Treaties on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Wea
pons*"̂  and on the Prohibition of the Emplacement o f Weapons o f  
Mass Destruction on the SeaBed and on the Ocean Floor*® were 
being discussed and approved, no technical meetings o f experts 
were convened in the Committee on Disarmament. There was no 
need for such meetings, because the Western Powers were prepared 
to find political solutions to the problems. This, of course, does 
not mean that experts did not take part in the preparation of 
those treaties and conventions. Each side resorted to expert 
advice. Each side consulted experts before determining its attitude 
to certain clauses of the proposed agreements.

Now, when the United States has not yet formulated its 
attitude to the socialist countries’ proposal for the prohibition o f  
chemical weapons and has not yet submitted its version of a 
solution to the problem, it proposes to us that experts should 
study the many technical problems which, it alleges, require 
analysis before a political decision can be taken.

The Soviet delegation considers that the procedure proposed by 
the United States and some members o f the Committee for work 
on the problem of the prohibition of chemical weapons will not 
contribute to progress in the negotiations. Such a procedure would

Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
'*Ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11.
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merely divert the Committee for a long time from the task before 
it, would create merely a semblance o f an effort to solve the 
problem of prohibiting chemical weapons, and would in essence 
serve as an alibi to evade a political decision. This is why the USSR 
delegation strongly opposes the approach to negotiations which is 
proposed by the United States and the United Kingdom.

In conclusion we would express our satisfaction at the positive 
evaluation of the socialist countries’ draft Convention made by the 
Moroccan and Egyptian representatives at the meeting of 11 April. 
In that connexion we note the desire expressed by Mr. Khattabi, 
the representative o f Morocco, that the text of the Convention 
should be
accepted without delay as a valid basis for negotiations at the present session of our 
Committee.*®

We would emphasize that this is precisely the purpose which the 
socialist countries had in mind when they submitted the draft 
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons.

Allow me to express the hope that the draft convention of the 
socialist countries will be very carefully studied and will serve as a 
realistic base for fruitful and constructive negotiations in the 
Committee for the early achievement o f a mutually-acceptable 
decision on the urgent problem of prohibiting and eliminating 
chemical means o f warfare.

Report by the Senate Forei^ Relations Committee on the 
Foreign Relations Authorization Act of 1972 [Extracts], April 
2 0 ,1972‘

TITLE III-ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY(ACDA) 

Sec. 301. Authorization of appropriations

Sec. 301 authorizes the appropriations o f $31,995,000 for the 
ACDA.

This amount is composed of $22,000,000 for the regular 
functions of the ACDA for the fiscal years 1973 and 1974, and 
$9,995,000 for fiscal year 1973 for seismic research only. Of the 
$22,000,000, the ACDA proposes to request appropriations for 
$10,560,000 for fiscal year 1973 and $11,440,000 for fiscal year 
1974.

The twelve-year history o f appropriations and obligations, 
broken down by program operations and external research and 
field testing, is as follows:

” CCD/PV.555,p. 17.
* S. rept. 92-754, 92d Cong., 2d sess., pp. 86-91,105.
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UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY 
SUMMARY OF APPROPRIATIONS AND OBLIGATIONS (JUNE 30)

______________ (In thousands-fiscal year 1962-fiscal year 1973)______________
Obligations

External 
research 

Program and field
Fiscal year_________ |______________Appropriations operation testing Total

1962 ................................................
1963 ................................................
1964 ................................................
1965 ................................................
1966 ................................................
1967 ................................................
1968 ................................................
1969 ................................................
1970 ................................................
1971 ................................................
1972 ................................................  -
1973   ® 10,000

$1,831 $1,229 $ 600 $1,829
6,500 2,549 3,560 6,109
7,500 3,341 4,034 7,375
9,000 3,567 5,399 8,966

10,000 *3,893 5,809 9,702
9,000 4,010 4,765 8,775
9,000 M,484 4,500 8,984
9,000 5,365 3,602 8,967
9,500 6,940 2,510 9,450

^8,645 6,924 1,708 8,632
*9,000 7,433 1,567 9,000
10,000 7,800 2,200 10,000

98,976 57,355 40,254 97,789_______ Total.............................................. 98;976_________________________

A comparison of the FY 1971-1972 authorizations and 
appropriations with those requested for FY 1973-1974 prepared 
by ACDA follows:

TITLE III-ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT 
AGENCY

TABLE 1.-SUMMARY OF APPROPRIATIONS AND OBLIGATIONS FOR EXPIRING 
FISCAL YEAR 1971-72 AUTHORIZATION PERIOD

1971 1972 Total
Appropriations:

Fiscal year 1971-72 authorization.................  $8,645,000 $8,855,000 $17,500,000
From original no-year authorization''............................... 145,000 145,000

Grand total ..........................................  8,645,000 9,000,000 17,645,000
Obligations:

Program operation.......................................  6,923,720 7,433,000 14,356,720
External research ........................................  1,160,036 1,047,000 2,207,036
Field testmg.................................................  548,193 520,000 1,068,193

Subtotal................................................. 1,708,229 1,567,000 3,275,229

Total obligations...................................... 8,631,949 9,000,000 17,631,949
Unobligated balance ................................... 13,051   13,051

Grand total.............................................  8,645,000 9,000,000 17,645,000

 ̂Excludes appropriation transfer of $35,000 to GSA.
 ̂Excludes appropriation transfer of $16,000 to GSA.

^Includes appropriation supplemental ($395,000) for civilian pay act increases. 
($272,000 from Public Law 91-231 and $123,000 from PubUc Law 91-656.)

^Includes 1972 budget amendment ($264,000) for civilian pay act increases from 
Public Law 91-656. Does not include estimated pay increase costs of $116,000 from 
Public Law 92-210, approved Dec. 22,1971.

®Does not include estimated pay increase costs of $253,000 from Public Law 29-210, 
approved Dec. 22,1971.

Use of part of this residual authority was necessary to cover pay increases contained 
in Public Law 91-656, approved Jan. 8, 1971.
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TABLE 2.-PROJECTED BREAKDOWN OF ESTIMATED APPROPRIATION REQUESTS 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1973-74 AUTHORIZATION PERIOD

1973
estimate

1974
estimate Total

Program operation .....................................
External research ....................................
Field testing...............................................

$7,800,000
1,330,000

870,000

$8,000,000 $15,800,000 
1,855,000 3,185,000 

645,000 1,515,000

Subtotal.......................................... 2,200,000 2,500,000 4,700,000

Total...................................... ...................
Estimated Pay Act costs ...........................

10,000,000
560,000

10,500,000
940,000

20,500,000
1,500,000

Grand total...................................... 10,560,000 11,440,000 22,000,000

The increases in the budget over the expiring two-year
authorization are shown below together with the ACDA’s justi
fication for them:

Summary of increases— years 1973-74 authorization ($22.0 million) over fiscal 
years 1971-2 authorization ($17.5 million).

(Dollar amount
Item in millions)

I. Mandatory pay acts (Incl. 1/8/71; 12/22/71; 10/1/72 (est.); and
10/1/73 (est.)).................................................................................... +2.1

II. External research and field testing ............................................................ +1.4
III. New positions (10 in fiscal year 1973; 10 in fiscal year 1974) ........................+.5
IV. Wage and price increases ......................................  +.3
V. Dollar revaluation abroad.......................................................................... . +.2

Total............... : ..................................................................................
An increase in funding for the Agency’s program operations in 

fiscal years 1973 and 1974 will be necessary to meet a growing 
workload, as well as to cover rising costs of Agency operations. 
The process o f developing international agreements to control and 
limit arms will require active, complex negotiations at the 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT), at the Geneva Con
ference o f the Committee on Disarmament (CCD), and the United 
Nations General Assembly. At the CCD, following recent, success
ful negotiations on the Seabed Arms Control Treaty® and the 
draft biological weapons convention,® active discussions on 
chemical weapons limitations and a comprehensive test ban (CTB) 
are anticipated. Requirements may be placed on the Agency to 
participate in negotiations for mutual balanced force reductions 
(MBFR) in Europe and the proposed Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe (CSCE). The Agency will also continue 
program operations in the following areas:im plem entation of 
the Nuclear Non-ProUferation Treaty (NPT) safeguards require
ments; control of conventional arms transfers; assessment o f the 
economic impact of defense expenditures and arms control; and 
Umitations on military expenditures.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971 y pp. 7-11. 
^Ante, pp. 133-138.
Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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The projected level of funding for the Agency’s external 
research and field testing activities reflects anticipated require
ments growing out of SALT, MBFR, CTB, NPT, chemical weapons 
limitations and conventional arms control. The Agency is required 
under its Act (cf. 22 U.S.C. § 2571)“  to conduct a research 
program to acquire a fund of theoretical and practical knowledge 
concerning arms control and disarmament. This research program 
includes projects designed to provide an independent technical 
basis for developing and evaluating arms control proposals. For FY 
1973 and 1974 we project expenditures of $4.7 million for these 
purposes. (See the summary of projected external research and 
field testing programs for fiscal years 1973 and 1974 beginning on 
p. 24, and the table projecting requirements by research category 
on p. 33.) These expenditures will continue to reflect an emphasis 
on research in support of negotiations rather than on research 
aimed at generalized goals.

The current request represents what is required for ACDA’s part 
in the government’s effort to promote arms control as an effective 
instrument o f national security and world peace.

The primary responsibility of ACDA for the conduct of the 
SALT negotiations is well-known and does not need to be 
elaborated on. So to a lesser degree is its responsibility to 
represent the United States at the Geneva discussions of the 
Conferences o f the Committee on Disarmament and to participate 
in disarmament debates at the United Nations General Assembly. 
In the course o f the preceding two fiscal years, ACDA has 
managed, or taken substantial part, in negotiations leading to the 
followdng agreements: the so-called “Accidents” and “Hot Line” 
agreements of September 30, 1971;^  ̂ the Seabed Arms Control 
Treaty, approved by the Senate on February 15, 1972; and the 
Convention prohibiting the development, production and stock
piling of biological and toxin weapons soon to be signed and 
submitted to the Senate. Beside the ongoing SALT negotiations 
prospective subjects for discussion concern mutual and balance 
force reductions in Europe, control of chemical arms, controls on 
the transfer o f conventional armaments, and a comprehensive test 
ban.

Committee comments

The Committee agrees that the ACDA can view this record with 
pride. Indeed, the only question this record raises is whether the 
ACDA is concentrating too much on negotiations and not enough 
on its other statutory responsibilities which are set forth in the 
1961 Act as follows:

(a) The conduct, support, and coordination of research for arms 
control and disarmament policy formulation;

”  See ibid., 1961, pp. 482 ff.
7977,pp.634-€39.
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(b) The preparation for and management of United States 
participation in international negotiations in the arms control and 
disarmament field;

(c) The dissemination and coordination of public information 
concerning arms control and disarmament; and

(d) The preparation for, operation of, or as appropriate, 
direction of United States participation in such control systems as 
may become part o f United States arms control and disarmament 
activities.

In the mid-sixties, the Committee began to be concerned that 
ACDA was emphasizing research—and in the Committee’s view 
some irrelevant research—at the expense o f negotiations, as the 
twelve-year table at the beginning of this section shows. This 
situation has now changed to such a degree that the Committee’s 
concern is the reverse. For FY 1973, out o f $10,000,000 the 
ACDA proposes to spend $7,800,000 for program operations, 
which largely involve negotiations. The Agency testified that the 
SALT talks alone have been costing it about $ 1,300,000 a year. The 
Committee certainly urges the Agency to continue strenuously 
exploring all avenues towards arms control. At the same time, 
however, ACDA has a duty to pursue diligently its other statutory 
tasks, even if this should necessitate future higher funding for the 
Agency. The Committee does not want to see the Agency become 
merely a speciahzed negotiating arm of the Department of State. 
Among useful research that ACDA could be pioneering is 
environmental warfare, especially weather modification, and the 
Committee urges the Agency to take the lead in this area with a 
view towards controlling such developments while there is still 
time.

Sec. 302 Seismic research

The Committee voted to approve the following amendment 
proposed by Senator Case:

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, $9,995,000 of the amounts appropri
ated for fiscal year 1973 to carry out this Act (1) shall be obligated and expended only 
to conduct seismic research, and (2) shall not be transferred to any other agency.

A companion amendment by Senator Case to S. 3108, the military 
procurement authorization bill before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, would reduce by $9,995,000 the amounts requested 
for research, development, test, and evaluation for the Defense 
Agencies and further specify that none of the funds appropriated 
under that Act be available to or for the Advanced Research 
Projects Agency, Department of Defense, to conduct seismic 
research.

The combined effect o f the amendments is to transfer the 
responsibility for seismic research now carried out by the Defense 
Department to the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

Such a shift in responsibility was first considered when the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency was established in 1961
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but in view of the newness of the Agency was not carried out. The 
Agency is now well experienced and has won the confidence of 
Congress and the public. This is a responsibility that it can well 
assume at this time. And it is certainly in its area of interest.

Seismic research is directed toward improving and developing 
those techniques by which the United States could monitor a 
comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty. This abiUty is involved in 
any negotiations toward such a treaty. Seismic research was once a 
hi^-priority program funded at its height in 1963 at $41.4 
miUion. For the coming fiscal year the Defense Department is 
proposing to spend $9,995,000 on it. Former ACDA Assistant 
Director Adrian Fisher, at the hearing on this item, described the 
situation of leaving seismic research in the Defense Department as 
“a certain intellectual conflict o f interest.” He went on to 
explain—

With the greatest personal respect for all concerned in conducting that research, I 
must say that they have been put in a somewhat conflicting position. The DOD is an 
agency charged with developing and maintaining a nuclear weapons arsenal, and 
naturally looks at U.S. security from the point of view of the continuing refinement of 
our weapons capability; at the same time it is given the responsibility for finding ways to 
refine our capability to monitor an agreement which would make it impossible for us to 
acquire and develop more and better nuclear weapons.̂ ®

The fact that seismic research needs greater attention than being 
given currently was underlined by Senator Case’s discussion of the 
amendment:

The Defense Department’s responsibility for what is essentially an arms control 
measure inevitably conflicts with its primary military role.

I do not believe that Congress intended that the Defense Department diould be in the 
position of both controlling the development of the means by which underground 
testing can be ended and serving as the advocate of the military importance of continued 
testing.

For almost 9 years, the United States and the Soviet Union have been deadlocked in 
the negotiation of an underground nuclear test ban treaty. One of the principal causes of 
this deadlock has been U.S. insistence upon, and Soviet resistance to, onsite inspections 
as a means of verifying compliance with such a treaty.

During this same period there have been great advances in the state of the art in 
seismic monitoring techniques. The potential of these discoveries is that the United 
States may be able to rely upon seismic means for verifying compliance and drop its 
insistence upon onsite inspections.

Has the Defense Department pursued and exploited the opportunities offered by 
these advances in a manner commensurate with our treaty obligation to do everything in 
our power to bring about an end to underground nuclear testing?

The Committee beheves that the ACDA can and will give 
Seismic research the boost it needs for our future requirements. 
Since a large amount of this research is contract research, and 
since the Director o f ACDA, Gerard Smith, testified that he has 
expert personnel in this area, the proposed shift in responsibilities 
should not present many practical difficulties. It will be well 
worthwhile if improved research should bring some forward

Anns Control and Disarmament Act Amendment: Hearing Before the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-second Congress, Second Session, on 
S, 3200 To Amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, as Amended, in Order To 
Extend the Authorization for Appropriations, p. 65.

Ibid., p. 36.
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movement in the stalled discussions of a comprehensive test ban 
treaty.

The AQ)A has submitted views in opposition to the proposed 
transfer which are printed on p. 42 of the hearings on the ACDA 
Appropriations Authorization.

While the Committee is disturbed at the low priority assigned 
seismic research by officials in the Defense Department, it has no 
desire to reflect on the work of the Advanced Research Projects 
Agency. It does, however, expect that there will be no duplication 
of this type o f research by the Defense Department. The 
amendment represents a complete transfer of this effort, not a 
doubling of it. It also involves an ongoing legislative commitment 
on the part of the Congress to continue funding seismic research 
on an annual basis in the ACDA authorizing bill, since the 
amendment applies only to FY 1973.

ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY

The ACDA estimates, that in addition to the FY 1973 and 1974 
authorization contained in this bUl, its requirements for FY 1975, 
1976 and 1977 will be $ 12,000,000, $13,000,000, and 
$14,000,000 respectively.

OAS General Assembly Resolution 95 (II-G/72): Chapter VI of the 
Declaration of the ftresidents of America, April 21, 1972^

The General Assembly,
Having Seen:

The Declaration of the Presidents of America, signed at Punta 
del Este, Uruguay, on April 14, 1967, in Chapter VI of which the 
Latin American Presidents stated that they
. . .  conscious of the importance of the armed forces in maintaining security, at the same 
time recognize that the demands of economic development and social progress make it 
necessary to apply the maximum resources available in Latin America to these ends,

and therefore
express their intention to limit military expenditures in proportion to the actual 
demands of national security, in accordance with each country’s constitutional 
provisions, avoiding those expenditures that are not indispensable for the performance of 
the specific duties of the armed forces and, where pertinent, of international 
commitments that obligate their respective governments;^

Resolution AG/RES. 26 (1-0/71), approved by the General 
Assembly at its first regular session, in which it recognized that
the requirements of economic development and social progress make it necessary to 
apply the maximum resources available in Latin America to these ends, without 
prejudice to the demands of national security of each country;

^OAS General Assembly, Second Regular Session, Washington, D,C., April 11 
through 21,1972: Proceedings, vol. II, pp. 100-112.

^American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1967, pp. 684-685.
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instructed the Permanent Council
to Study, in the manner it may deem advisable, the meaning and scope of Chapter VI of 
the Declaration of the Presidents of America signed at Punta del Este,- Uruguay, on April
14,1967,

and requested that it
submit a preliminary report on its work to the governments of the member states 
directly concerned so that, on the basis of their comments, it may submit a report to the 
General Assembly sufficiently in advance of its second regular session;̂

and
The report presented by the Permanent Council to the General 

Assembly on Chapter VI of the Declaration of the Presidents of 
America (OEA/Ser.P/AG/doc. 219, o f 10 March 1972, attached 
hereto); and

Considering:

That in the aforementioned report, and bearing in mind the 
content o f the documents mentioned therein, the Permanent 
Council, states:

Analysis of the historical and political facts already given leads to the conclusion with 
regard to the meaning and sco^ of Chapter VI of the Declaration of the Presidents of 
America that it is a firm poficy statement by the Presidents of the Latin American 
countries who subscribed to it, aimed at avoiding military expenditures that are not 
indispensable; that the application of that declaration must be the exclusive responsi- 
bility of each government in its own territory and in keeping with each country’s 
constitutional provisions, and that the purpose of this policy declaration is—in addition 
to preserving the peaceful tradition of Latm America without prejudice to internal and 
external security or to international commitments-to assist in applying the maximum 
resources available for economic development and social progress, in keeping with the 
conditions of each country.

Moreover, the Council has arrived at the conclusion that the various texts mentioned 
are still in effect, and particularly the Declaration made at the highest level by the 
Presidents of America at Punta del Este on April 14, J 967,^

Resolves:
1. To endorse the conclusions o f the aforementioned report of 

the Permanent Council and to consider them a guideline for 
member states o f the Organization.

2. To reaffirm the aim of the governments of the Latin 
American member states of the GAS to apply the maximum 
available resources to the demands of economic development and 
social progress in each of their countries, and to state the intention 
of continuing to restrict military expenditures to those that may 
be indispensable within the requirements that each state may 
deem necessary for its own security.

REPORT OF THE PERMANENT COUNCIL TO THE GENERAL 
ASSEMBLY ON CHAPTER VI OF THE DECLARATION OF THE 

PRESIDENTS OF AMERICA (AG/RES. 26 (1-0/71)

The General Assembly, at its first regular session, held in San 
Jos^, Costa Rica, adopted resolution AG/RES. 26 (1-0/71) instruc
ting the Permanent Council

^OAS General Assembly, First Regular Session, San Josi, Costa Rica, Proceedings, 
vol. II, p. 2.

*Infra.
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to study, in the manner it may deem advisable, the meaning and scope of Chapter VI of 
the Declaration of the Presidents of America signed at Punta del Este, Uruguay, on April
14,1967,

and requested the Permanent Council
to submit a preliminary report on its work to the governments of the member states 
directly concerned so that, on the basis of their comments, it may submit a report to the 
General Assembly sufficiently in advance of its second regular session.

In Chapter VI of that Declaration of Punta del Este the Latin 
American Presidents stated that they,
conscious of the importance of the armed forces in maintaining security, at the same 
time recognize that the demands of economic development and social progress make it 
necessary to apply the maximum resources available in Latin America to these ends

and they consequently expressed
their intention to limit military expenditures in proportion to the actual demands of 
national security, in accordance with each country’s constitutional provisions, avoiding 
those expenditures that are not indisi^nsable for the performance of the specific duties 
of the armed forces and, where pertinent, of international commitments that obligate 
their respective governments.

The Council has studied Chapter VI of the aforementioned 
Declaration of the Presidents of America in the light of the 
background anteceding that'Declaration and the basic principles 
of the inter-American system.

In this regard, the Council took into account principally the 
contents of the following documents:

1. The Anti-war Treaty o f Non-aggression and Conciliation, 
signed at Rio de Janeiro on October 10, 1933, in which the 
American states
solemnly declare that they condemn wars of aggression in their mutual relations or in 
those with other states.®

2. Resolution XVI of the Inter-American Conference for the 
Maintenance o f Peace, held in Buenos Aires in 1936, which 
recommended
to the Governing Board of the Pan American Union that it give preferential attention in 
the programs of future American International Conferences to the study of all available 
means for the promotion of harmony among the American peoples, and to that end the 
Committees of Intellectual Cooperation be enlarged to become also Committees of 
Moral Disarmament.®

3. Resolution V of the Inter-American Conference on Problems 
of War and Peace, held in Mexico City in February and March 
1945, which states in its preamble that
The American Republics, through international instruments and by various other means, 
have expressed on many solemn occasions the most spontaneous and categorical 
condemnation of war as an instrument for achieving the political and individual aims of 
States, and as a basic principle in their relations have proscribed armed force, as the sole 
basis on which universal peace can be secured and maintained;  ̂and Resolution XI of the 
same Conference, entitled ‘Declaration of Mexico’, according to which ‘Conflicts between

^3 Bevans 161.
Bulletin o f the Pan American Union, vol. 71 (Feb. 1937), p. 107.

^Pan American Union, Inter-American Conference on j^oblems of War and Peace, 
Mexico City February 21-March 8, 1945: Report Submitted to the Governing Board of 
the Pan American Union by the Director-General (Congress and Conference Series 47, 
Washington, D.C., 1945), pp. 26-27.

505-954 0  -  74 -  13
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States are to be settled exclusively by peaceful means;’ *War of aggression in any of its 
forms is outlawed;’ and ‘An aggression against an American State constitutes an 
aggression against all American States.’®

4. The inter-American Treaty o f Reciprocal Assistance, of 
September 2, 1947, in Article 1 o f which the Parties state that 
they
formally condemn war and undertake in their international relations not to resort to the 
threat or the use of force in any manner inconsistent with the provisions of the C3iarter 
of the United Nations or of this Treaty.®

5. Resolution XI of the Inter-American Conference for the 
Maintenance of Continental Peace and Security, held in Rio de 
Janeiro in 1947, at which the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal 
Assistance was signed, in which that Conference declared
That its primary purpose as well as that of the Treaty which it has concluded is to assure 
the peace and security of the Continent, and, consequently, that no stipulation of the 
Treaty nor any of the obligations created under it should be interpreted as justifying 
excessive armaments or may be invoked as a reason for the creation or maintenance of 
armaments or armed forces beyond those required for common defense in tihe interest of 
peace and security.

6 . The Charter of the Organization of American States, 
approved at the Ninth International Conference of American 
States, held in Bogota in 1948, and amended by the Protocol of 
Buenos Aires:

a. Article 2 o f which established the following essential 
purposes of the Organization:

a) To strengthen the peace and security of the continent; b) To prevent possible 
causes of difficulties and to ensure the pacific settlement of disputes that may arise 
among the Member States; c) To provide for common action on the part of those States 
in the event of aggression; d) To seek the solution of political, juridical and economic 
problems that may arise among them; and e) To promote, by cooperative action, their 
economic, social and cultural development.

b. Article 3 o f which contains a reaffirmation of principles, 
among which are:

a) International law is the standard of conduct of States in their reciprocal relations; 
e) The American States condemn war of aggression: victory does not give rights; f) An 
act of aggression against one American State is an act of aggression against all the other 
American States; g) Controversies of an international character arising between two or 
more American States shall be settled by peaceful procedures;

and
i) Economic cooperation is essential to the common welfare and prosperity of the 
peoples of the continent.

c. Article 23 which states,
All international disputes that may arise between American States shall be submitted to

^Ibid., pp. 39-40.
^Akierican Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 789-796. 

^^Inter-American Conference for the Maintenance of Continental Peace and 
Security, Quitandinha, Brazil, August 15-September 2, 1947: Report o f the Delegation 
of the United States o f America (Dept, of State pub. 3016, 1948), p. 53.
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the peaceful procedures set forth in this Charter, before being referred to the Security 
Council of the United Nations.̂ *

7. Resolution XII of the Fifth Meeting of Consultation, held in 
Santiago, Chile, in 1959, which stated:
WHEREAS: . . .  Excessive military expeditures signify a reduction in the resources 
required to raise the general standard of living of the peoples. . .  [The Meeting] 
RESOLVES: To urge the governments of the American States to study the problem of 
military expenditures in order that, should these be excessive in relation to the 
requirements of national and hemispheric defense, they may gradually and progressively 
reduce them.**

8 . In its Resolution VIII, the VII Meeting of Consultation, held 
in Costa Rica in 1960, considering:

That an agreement to the effect that expenditures be avoided for armaments not 
essential to the noble mission that, the armed forces are called upon to perform with 
respect to the preservation of internal order in each country, the defense of territorial 
integrity, and the actual demands of continental defense, would in many countries free 
considerable financial resources, which would increase the funds available for the 
economic and social development of Latin America, resolved ‘To transmit to the Council 
of the Organization of American States the text of this resolution, recommending that it 
continue to consider with the peatest interest and urgency the necessary measures for 
the convocation, as soon as possible, of a specialized conference on this subject.’*®

9. On F eb ru ^  12, 1967, the Treaty of Tlatelolco was 
approved in Mexico City, proscribing the use o f nuclear weapons 
in the Latin American countries.

10. Resolution III o f the XII Meeting of Consultation of 
Ministers of Foreign Affairs, held in Washington in 1967, which, in 
paragraph 1 1 , stated:
that the maintenance of order and of internal and external security is the exclusive 
responsibility of the government of each member state, without prejudice to its 
reiterated adherence to the principle of collective and mutual security for the 
preservation of peace, in accord^ce with the treaties on this subject.*^

11. The first paragraph of Resolution AG/RES. 26, approved 
by the General Assembly at its first regular session, held in 1971, 
in which it is recognized
that the requirements of economic development and social progress make it necess^y to 
apply the maximum resources available in Latin America to these ends, without 
prejudice to the demands of national security of each country.* ®

Analysis o f the historical and political facts already given leads 
to the conclusion that with regard to the meaning and scope of 
Chapter VI of the Declaration o f the Presidents of America it is a 
firm poUcy statement by the Presidents o f the Latin American

**The Bogota Charter appears in A Decade o f American Foreign Policy: Basic 
Documents, 1941-1949 (S. doc. 123, 81st Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 427-445. For the Buenos 
Aires i>rotocol, see OAS Chronicle (Apr. 1967), pp. 23-45.

American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1959, p. 371.
Seventh Meeting o f Consultation o f Ministers o f Foreign Affairs, August 22-29, 

1960: Final Act (Washington: Pan American Union, 1960), pp. 9-10.
Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69 ff.

*?Pan American Union, Twelfth Meeting o f Consultation of Ministers o f Foreign 
Affairs, Final Act, 1968, p. 7.

OAS General Assembly, First Regular Session, San Josi, Costa Rica, Proceedings, 
vol. II, p. 2.
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cx)untries who subscribed to it, aimed at avoiding military 
expenditures that are not indispensable; that the application of 
that declaration must be the exclusive responsibility of each 
government in its own territory and in keeping with each 
country’s constitutional provisions, and that the purpose o f this 
policy declaration is—in addition to preserving the peaceful 
tradition of Latin America without prejudice to internal and 
external security or to international commitments—to assist in 
applying the maximum resources available for economic develop
ment and social progress, in keeping with the conditions of each 
country.

Moreover, the Council has arrived at the conclusion that the 
various texts mentioned are still in effect, and particularly the 
Declaration made at the highest level by the Presidents of America 
at Punta del Este on April 14, 1967.

The Permanent Council considered that the governments o f the 
member states directly concerned could study the advisability of 
reiterating to the General Assembly the intention to apply the 
maximum resources available to the requirements o f economic 
development and social progress in each country in Latin America, 
and of expressing the intention to continue to limit military 
expenditures to those that are indispensable, in keeping with the 
■requirements that each country considers necessary for its own 
security.

Some representatives on the Council felt that it would be 
possible to further develop the Declaration of the Presidents o f  
America with additional statements interpreting it and expanding 
on it. Nevertheless, the consensus of the Council was that this 
report should be limited to the foregoing considerations.

Appended hereto are the observations made by the Government 
of Brazil on the preUminary report that the Permanent Council, in 
compliance with resolution AG/RES. 26, transmitted to the 
governments o f the member states on February 16, 1972.

Washington, D.C. 
March 3, 1972

No. 82

His Excellency Luis Herrera 
Chairman o f  the Permanent Council o f  the 

Organization o f  American States 
Washington, D.C.

Excellency:
I have the honor to address Your Excellency with reference to 

paragraph 1 o f the operative part o f the resolution transmitting
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the report by the General Committee regarding a preliminary 
report on Chapter VI of the Declaration of the Presidents of 
America, by which the Permanent Council, in transmitting the said 
report, requests the member states to present such observations as 
they may deem appropriate.

2. In this connection, I am pleased to inform Your Excellency 
that the Brazilian Government agrees with the principal conclusion 
of the preUminary report of the Permanent Council, contained in 
the first full paragraph on page 9, which basically states that
the application of that declaration must be the exclusive responsibility of each 
government in its own tenitory and in keeping with each country’s constitutional 
provisions.. . .

3. A corollary of its basic conclusion could be added to this 
paragraph o f the preliminary report, namely, that Chapter VI 
would not justify any collective action by the OAS in the matter.

4. The three paragraphs that follow the aforementioned con
clusion—which exhausts the mandate received by the Permanent 
Council—could be eliminated, since they do not fit in with the 
terms of Resolution 26 o f the General Assembly. At the same 
time, the Brazilian Government does not deny that the texts 
mentioned in the preliminary report are still in effect, nor does it 
formally oppose the Permanent Coundl’s so stating, since they are 
the premise of the main conclusion of the report. With regard to 
the advisability of the Latin American states’ reiterating to the 
General Assembly the purpose of Chapter VI, the BraziUan 
Government considers that this is not necessary, provided the 
General Assembly approves the definitive report of the Permanent 
Council in a form containing the main conclusion of the 
preliminary report and, more particularly, if it contains the 
statement that the instruments mentioned therein are still in 
effect.

5. In connection with the idea expressed in the next to the last 
paragraph o f the preliminary report, on statements to interpret 
and expand on the Declaration of the Presidents as regards its 
Chapter VI, the Brazilian Government considers this idea inconsis
tent with the basic and main conclusion of the preliminary report 
of the Permanent Council itself, according to which

the application of that declaration must be the exclusive responsibility of each 
government in its own territory and in keeping with each country’s constitutional 
provisions. . .

Moreover, it firmly believes that the solemn commitments 
assumed at the highest level of representation of each state, in the 
form of a declaration of intention or of policy by the presidents of 
the Latin American countries, do not lend themselves to any kind 
of development outside the boundaries o f each Latin American 
country, above all when it is evident that no mandate in this sense 
was conferred by the presidents on any international organ.
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Accept, Excellency, the renewed assurances of my highest 
consideration.

(s) George Alvares Maciel 
Ambassador, Representative 

o f  Brazil to the OAS

British Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Seismic Yields of Underground
Explosions, April 25, 1972*

Definition of Yield and Magnitude

By making seismic measurements close to an explosion in a 
previously calibrated area, the energy release (size) o f the 
explosion can be estimated. Such estimates of explosion size are 
generally referred to as the “seismic” yield o f the explosion and 
are expressed in terms of kilotons.. Recent testimony before the 
United States Joint Committee of the AEC suggests that yields of 
nuclear explosions in the Nevada Test Site can be estimated from 
such measurements to within 15 to 2 0  per cent of the yields 
estimated from radiochemical measurements.

In the context o f the comprehensive nuclear test ban (C'l'B) 
discussions, the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
(CCD) has been concerned with the more difficult problem of 
estimating yields of nuclear explosions from seismic waves which 
have traversed uncalibrated paths o f much greater length. A brief 
recapitulation of the principles involved may be convenient. A 
small part o f the energy released by underground explosions is 
converted to elastic energy and transmitted to distant parts of the 
earth as seismic waves. From the amplitudes of these waves, 
seismologists can determine a “seismic magnitude” for the 
explosion using magnitude scales devised to measure the relative 
size of earthquakes. The amplitudes o f the seismic waves cannot be 
used directly as a measure o f the size of a seismic event because 
the recorded amplitude depends on the distance of the recording 
station from the explosion: in general, the greater the distance the 
smaller the recorded signal. In computing the magnitude, a factor 
is applied to the recorded amplitude to correct for the effects of 
distance, after which all recording stations ideally give the same 
magnitude for a given event regardless of distance from the source 
of the event.

In this working paper we discuss the relationship between the 
seismic magnitude scales and explosion yields and demonstrate 
some of the difficulties in arriving at a consistent relationship, and 
hence in relating the detection and identification thresholds, 
expressed as magnitudes, of a given recording system to explosion 
yields.

‘CCD/363/Rev. 1, Apr. 25,1972.
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When the CTB discussions began in 1958 the problem of 
estimating the relative sizes o f earthquakes from recordings at 
distant stations already had a long history of careful experimental 
work. The principal objective of the research was the provision of 
universal distance factors and the following section summarizes 
the development o f this work.

The Seismic Magnitude Scales

A  scale for measuring the relative sizes o f earthquakes was 
initiated by Dr. Charles Richter at the California Institute of 
Technology some 40 years ago. A local scale was developed for use 
with events within 600 kilometres of recording stations, particular
ly in California, in order to eliminate subjective assessments o f size 
by affected populations. The seismic magnitude scale is 
logarithmic, that is, differences in amplitudes o f 1 0  at a given 
station from events at similar distances represent differences of 
one magnitude unit in the size o f the events; the larger the number 
the greater is the size o f the event.

Richter’s scale turned out to be more successful than had been 
expected, and attempts were made to extend its usefulness beyond 
the local seismic problems of California. With Dr. B. Gutenberg, 
Richter attempted the task using the combined surface waves 
recorded by two horizontal components. (In those days, sensitive 
vertical component seismographs could not be built because of 
technical problems concerned with the length and stability of 
springs). This still left out deep focus earthquakes which do not 
generate such large surface waves, so Gutenberg went a step 
further and created a magnitude scale based on the amplitudes of 
long period (low frequency) body waves, including, of course, the 
first arriving P waves. The results o f this work were published in 
1945. Finally, in 1956, Gutenberg and Richter published what is 
called the unified scale which makes use of data from all sources, 
including short period P waves. The authors used the term mi, to 
identify unified magnitudes, and it is this scale which has been in 
common use for CTB discussions since 1958 because for distant 
events more data for short period than for long period P waves 
have been available from the Benioff and Willmore vertical 
component seismographs. In recent years, however, surface 
(Rayleigh) wave data have been provided by more sensitive long 
period vertical component seismographs. The value of magnitudes 
(Mg) derived from them for discriminating between explosions 
and earthquakes is well known. This paper demonstrates that 
surface waves are also useful for estimating the yield o f explosions.

Data from small events located at great distances were not 
numerous in the early days o f CTB discussions and the various 
problems arising in these discussions focussed attention much 
more than before on the relative sizes and numbers o f small 
seismic events. The problem of relating the original magnitude 
scale for local events (which included a sufficient number of small 
earthquakes) to the unified scale (which did not) proved difficult
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to solve during the lifetime of Technical Working Group 11 at 
Geneva in 1959. Long period instruments sensitive enough to 
record surface waves o f such small events had not been developed 
at the time, and the Kirnos instruments o f the Soviet Union, 
though technically ideal for resolving inconsistencies in the body 
wave magnitude scales, detect only the larger distant events above 
the seismic noise which is also well recorded by these seismo
graphs. Some o f the early difficulties encountered in applying the 
unified, or as it is now called, the scale to the detailed 
seismological problems of a CTB remain unresolved insofar as 
international agreement is concerned, and an Appendix is devoted 
to the problem in the report of the Conference on Seismic 
Methods for Monitoring Underground Explosions, SIPRI Stock
holm, 1968.

Specific examples o f the problem insofar as it relates to 
estimating seismic yield o f explosions are provided below. They 
are selected (a) from the United Kingdom studies, on the well 
documented explosions codenamed Gasbuggy, Rixlison and 
Medeo, which were circulated by the United Kingdom Delegation 
to the CCD in August 1970 and (b) from the explosions on 
Amchitka Island in the Aleutians, two o f which are equally well 
documented (for example in AWRE Reports 0-67/66 of October 
1966, and 0-47/7.0 of August 1970), and which provide a useful 
frame of reference over a wider range of yields. No attempt is made 
to summarize the whole o f the yield data which has 
accumulated since 1958; this is the subject of a detailed analysis 
which is being prepared for publication.

The curve which accompanies this paper (Annex A) does, 
however, summarize the more consistent surface wave magnitude 
(M_y)—yield data. The values plotted on this curve have been 
measured in accordance with the recommendations outlined in the 
Canadian Working Paper CCD/327 o f June 1971,^ and detailed in 
a technical paper soon to be published in the Geophysical Journal 
of the Royal Astronomical Society, London. Some of the data on 
which the yield curve is based are presented in the technical 
paper (Nature 1971, Vol. 234, pp. 8-9) at Annex B.

ntiy- Yield

Commonsense would suggest that mu values should increase 
with increasing explosion yield. This idea can be demonstrated 
experimentally when source to receiver paths are identical, or 
nearly so, for successive explosions. Take for example the three 
explosions on Amchitka Island in the Aleutians as recorded at 
Eskdalemuir in Scotland. (Yield and magnitude values are rounded 
off to the nearest significant figure in all the following tables).

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 342 ff.
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TABLE OF YIELDS AND MAGNITUDES FOR EXPLOSIONS ON 
AMCHITKA ISLAND RECORDED AT ESKDALEMUIR

Explosion
Yield

(kilotons)
Yield
Ratio

Relative Size from 
Seismic Amplitudes 

at Eskdalemuir

Seismic Magnitude 
at Eskdalemuir 

(m ^

Longshot 100 1 1 6.2
Milrow 1000 10 6.6
Cannikin 5000 50 5 6.9

It might also be expected that the seismic amplitudes would 
increase in the same ratio as the yields, but this is manifestly not 
true for the Amchitka to Eskdalemuir path for the observed range 
of yields.

Nevertheless the result fulfils expectations more closely than 
the following example o f two explosions separated by 300 km on 
the same continent, which were also recorded at Eskdalemuir.

TABLE OF YIELDS AND MAGNITUDES FOR GASBUGGY AND RULISON 
RECORDED AT ESKDALEMUIR

Explosion Yield
(kilotons)

' Yield 
Ratio

Relative Size from 
Seismic Amplitudes 

at Eskdalemuir 
(Corrected for 

distance)

Seismic Magnitude 
at Eskdalemuir

(^b)

Gasbuggy (New 
Mexico) 26 1 1 (4) 5.3

Rulison (Colorado) 40 V/2 0.25 (1) 4.7

On the face o f it, the smaller explosion has given the lai^er 
seismic signal. A special study by the United Kingdom o f the 
signal amplitudes recorded by distant (teleseismic) stations and 
omitting the close-in stations o f North America, confirms that the 
result is not a peculiarity o f Eskdalemuir: the average figures are, 
for Gasbuggy, mjj 5.0 and for Rulison, mjj 4.9.

The next example is even more remarkable. It compares 
readings at Eskdalemuir o f Rulison in the United States with two 
chemical explosions (Medeo) in the Alma Ata region of the Soviet 
Union.

TABLE OF YIELDS AND MAGNITUDES FOR RULISON AND MEDEO 
RECORDED AT ESKDALEMUIR

Explosion Yield
(kilotons)

Yield
Ratio

Relative Size from
Seismic Amplitudes Seismic Magnitude 

at Eskdalemuir at Eskdalemuir 
(Corrected for (mjj) 

distance)

Rulison 40 24 1 4.7
Medeo (1) (Chemical) 1.7 1 2 5.0
Medeo (2) 3.6 2 3 5.2•

The relative size o f Medeo (1) as estimated from seismic 
amplitudes was double that o f the explosion which was 24 times 
more powerful.
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These are well documented and accurately made observations 
which cannot be disputed. Since they were made in the real world, 
the observations must have rational explanations. The explana
tions, however, are in dispute and have been the subject of much 
debate in recent years. Some possible explanations are Usted in the 
following paragraphs, but no attempt is made to arrive at degrees 
of plausibility or priority, nor to make detailed quantitative 
assessments. These topics are being dealt with at length in the 
detailed study referred to earlier.

Discussion of m Yield Anomalies

Along with most seismograph systems Eskdalemuir was 
designed to detect the characteristic band of frequencies in which 
the seismic energy of small events is radiated. The centre point of 
this band moves towards lower frequencies as the size of 
explosions increases, and because for an explosion of one megaton 
the centre point of the radiated energy Ues on a different part of 
the sensitivity curve than for one o f 1 kiloton, the recorded 
amplitudes may be that much smaller. (The analogy of radiation 
from the sun is opposite: the human eye cannot perceive beyond 
the ultra violet and infra-red ends o f the light spectrum.) The 
importance o f the «ffect for estimating magnitude {mjj) of 
explosions may be uncertain, but its effect in assessing the relative 
sizes of larger earthquakes is obvious when comparing the 
values of “standard” (WWSSN) stations with those o f the wide 
band Kirnos instruments o f the Soviet Union. The Kirnos also 
records a great deal o f earth noise and has consequently been held 
to be less useful since the CTB discussion stimulated efforts for 
the detection of ever smaller events and thereby pushed research 
teams into recording two narrow samples of the total seismic 
spectrum. Nowadays there is a much greater understanding o f the 
structure o f earth noise, and the means for reducing its effects, 
and a new look might with advantage be taken at the Kimos type 
system, for discrimination problems as well as those of magnitude 
and yield.

Another source o f the observed anomalies may be due to 
differences in coupling efficiency. The Committee is dready aware 
that media in which nuclear explosives are emplaced can affect the 
size o f the P wave signals by factors o f ten or more when 
comparing coupling efficiency in dry alluvium with that of a 
massive rock like granite. In the case of Gasbuggy and Rulison the 
rocks are shale and sandstone (see AWRE Report 0-46/70), which 
though very different types of rock, are seismically not so 
different from each other as are dry alluvium and granite. The 
Medeo explosions were designed to move earth rather than 
generate seismic energy, and were therefore incompletely 
contained; and though that gives the results an even more 
extraordinary aspect, it must be said that the more slowly reacting 
chemical explosions are more efficient generators of seismic
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energy than are nuclear explosions; only a factor o f about 2 or 3 
has ever been suggested, however.

The amplitude of short period P waves is also sensitive to source 
depth. The depths at which Gasbuggy (1,300 metres) and Rulison 
(2,574 metres) were buried are unusually large for the yields 
involved because the experiments were designed for the purpose o f  
improving the flow o f natural gas in strata at those depths. (For 
weapon tests, it is necessary to bury the device only to a depth 
sufficient for containment o f radioactive debris.) This depth 
would have the effect o f increasing the seismic coupling efficiency, 
but would tend to separate the surface reflected signal away from 
the direct signal. This would be particularly true o f Rulison, for 
which the surface reflection can be clearly observed arriving some 
P/2 seconds after the direct P wave at Eskdalemuir (Figures 2 and
3, AWRE Report 0-46/70). In the case o f Gasbuggy (and all 
nuclear weapon tests o f similar size which were buried at shallower 
depths) the surface reflection adds to the direct signal and can there
by double the amplitude of the direct signal. The yields of weapons 
such as Milrow and Cannikin, however, are so large that the depths 
for full containment of the debris are sufficient to separate the 
reflected and direct signals, and the magnitudes of both these 
events may thereby be under-estimated relative to Longshot; 
factors nearer to 2  than to 10  are involved.

However, possibly the most important cause of anomalies 
has been revealed in the last twelve months by studies in the 
United Kingdom, which indicate that there are deep seated 
geological structures, in areas which are associated with earth
quake belts and with mountain ranges, having a greater capacity 
for absorbing high frequency seismic energy (short period P waves) 
than the ocean floor and those ancient blocks in the interior of 
continents known as shields. Such structures may also cause the P 
wave radiation to take two or more paths (multi-pathing) just 
different enough to cause the signals to interfere one with the 
other at the recording stations. By means o f computers, models of 
these possible structures have been designed and the passage o f  
seismic signals in them have been studied. The results do suggest 
that the geophysical causes of the more extraordinary anomaUes 
may be found to underlie seismic and recently seismic areas. As 
explosion seismologists develop techniques for using larger 
chemical explosions for the study o f earth structure, more 
evidence accumulates to illustrate the effects because the detona
tions are often in stable, aseismic areas. The most recent example, 
an explosion of 10 tons in the North Sea, was reported in the 
joum d Nature as having been recorded as far away as Brasilia and 
Brisbane, and was given a seismic magnitude o f 4.8 at Vinta 
Basin in Utah. The United Kingdom studies predict that 
explosions in continental shield areas recorded by stations on 
shields will be assigned magnitudes some two units greater 
than recordings of the same yield on seismic area to seismic area 
paths. When the Soviet Union releases more yields o f explosions.



182 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1972

great progress in this field of research will be possible because of 
the variety o f geologic structiires and seismicity in that country.

But, whatever the explanation, the observations o f are a 
matter for concern since one conclusion to which they lead is that 
it is at present almost impossible to estimate the relative size of 
explosions from unless they are fired at one site and compared 
at one station. This is a very serious constraint in the context of a 
CTB. Whether for counting numbers o f earthquakes at a given 
yield equivalent, or for defining magnitude yield thresholds, a 
method for estimating the relative sizes of earthquakes and 
explosions, much less sensitive to source, path, and receiver and 
which provides for easily evaluated path corrections is highly 
desirable.

In recent years the United Kingdom has therefore devoted some 
effort to the study o f this problem. The successful development o f  
sensitive long period vertical seismographs by the United States 
has made possible the accumulation of surface wave data o f small 
events. The principal impact of these data has, of course, been on 
the mif : Mg criterion for discriminating between earthquakes and 
explosions but the United Kingdom has taken another look at the 
use o f surface wave magnitudes (M^) for estimating yield, and the 
principal results o f this study are reviewed in the final paragraphs 
o f this paper.

Mg-Yield

What has always been attractive about using surface waves for 
estimating relative size is firstly, that the much larger wavelengths 
make them less sensitive to the vagaries o f geologic structure, so 
that gross path corrections can be appUed on a continent wide 
basis, (as was amply demonstrated in the Canadian Working Paper) 
and secondly, that the frequencies o f the recorded signals fall 
within the usual recording band of frequencies of long period 
seismographs over a much greater range of yield than is the case 
for the F signals recorded by high gain short period seismographs. 
Surface wave magnitudes are also preferred because seismographs 
in the Soviet Union provide almost identical Mg values to those 
estimated elsewhere. The difficulty in the use of Mg has been that 
surface waves were recorded only from relatively large events.

The following table gives the surface wave magnitude-yield 
comparisons for the set o f explosions which have been looked at 
earlier when considering the yield relationship. The Medeo 
explosions cannot be included because no surface waves from 
them have been detected outside the Soviet Union. The surface 
wave magnitudes have been determined in accordance with the 
recommendations o f the Canadian Working Paper CCD/327.
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TABLE OF YIELDS AND MAGNITUDES (JO) FOR UNDERGROUND 
EXPLOSIONS IN THE UNITED STATES

Explosion Yield
(kilotons)

Yield
ratio

Relative size from 
seismic amplitudes 

(corrected for 
distance and path 

according to 
CCD/327)

Average 
seismic magnitude

(^s)

Gasbuggy 26 1 1 3.4
Rulison 40 V/i 1.6 3.6
Longshot 100 4 5 4.1
Milrow 1000 40 60 5.2
Cannikin 5000 200 200 5.7

It is immediately obvious that the values are much more 
consistent over the whole range o f yields than any of the 
values listed in the earlier tables, not only in relation to yield, but 
also from site to site. This very satisfactory result has been 
confirmed by detailed analysis of all the surface wave data 
available to the United Kingdom from explosions for which the 
yields have been announced, by France, the Soviet Union and the 
United States.

The attached curve at Annex A summarizes the analysis. For 
completeness, the il f̂j-yield theoretical curve for atmospheric 
explosions is also summarized. The theoretical basis for the curve 
was pubUshed in AWRE 0-88/70 o f November 1970 and is of 
special interest at lower yields (less than 50 kilotons) because it 
applies also to undergroimd explosions in dry alluvium or other 
unconsoUdated rocks. The curve for underground explosions 
applies to containment in any consolidated rock, in any part of 
the world. The dotted lines, which bracket the solid, show the 
maximum scatter of the observations used in the analysis. The 
release of more yield data, together with more refined path 
corrections is expected to decrease the width of the error bands.

These curves are now used by the United Kingdom for 
obtaining the best estimates o f seismic yield. Low yield 
explosions, for which surface waves are not detected, must still be 
estimated from mu with all their inherent uncertainties, but 
explosions as small as 5 kilotons have provided surface waves 
records from the closer stations. As more surface wave data are 
released, and better long period stations are deployed, the Umit o f  
the method will be estabhshed, and this limit is also of interest as 
representing the technical threshold for discrimination by the 
mij Mg criterion.

In using the curves, delegations may find it interesting to make 
estimates of yield from values provided by their national 
stations or by world data centres. The path corrections will be 
foimd in the technical paper on which the Canadian working paper 
CCD/327 is based. As an example on which to conclude, the 
following estimates o f the yields of some of the larger under
ground explosions, which have occurred at each of the world’s 
principal nuclear test sites, are estimated from the path corrected
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ANNEX A. Surface wave magnitude-yield curve
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world average Mg values, and the recommended M^-yield relation
ship. __________________________________

Site Explosion
Average, path 
corrected Mg

Yield estimates 
from curve, or 

log Y = Mg-2 (kiloton)

Sahara Saphii 4.1 125
Kazakh 13 February 1966 4.4 250
Nevada Greeley 5.1 1250
Nevada Benham 5.1 1250
Novaya Zemlya 14 October 1970 5.1 1250
Novaya Zemlya 27 September 1971 5.1 1250
Aleutian Is Milrpw 5.2 1600
Aleutian Is Cannikin 5.7 5000

SURFACE WAVES FROM UNDERGROUND EXPLOSIONS

Several authors [1,2]^ have published data on the surface wave 
magnitude (M^) and yield (Y) for underground explosions at test 
sites in North America. Fig. 1 shows the dependence o f Mg on 
yield for all test sites for which we could obtain explosion yield 
data. The details o f the explosions are given in Table 1. From Fig.
1 it is clear that for explosions in consolidated rock (tuff, salt, 
granite, andesite and sandstone) all the observations lie close to 
the line

Mg = log Y + 2.0

for yields from 4 kton to 1,300 kton. Only for Discus Thrower 
and Duryea does the observed value of Mg deviate by more than 
0.3 magnitude units from this line, so only for these explosions 
would the yield estimated from differ by more than a factor of
2 from the published yield. For explosions in unconsolidated rock 
(alluvium) the curve o f Mg against yield seems to be more like

Mg = logY  + 1.0

at least for yields less than 1 0 0  kton, but more data are required 
to define this curve. The Mg values plotted in Fig. 1 are means of 
individual station determinations of Mg, each of which is 
corrected for deviations o f the source to receiver path from an 
average path. After correction, the standard deviation (SD) of an 
observation for a given explosion is usually 0.25 magnitude units 
and the SD on the mean value o f Mg is about 0.1. Corrections are 
apphed for the effect o f the path on the propagation of surface 
waves of different periods. Over short paths in North America, for 
example, the large amplitude pulse-like arrival observed on 
wide-band long-period instruments is made up of period 
components close to a minimum value in the group velocity curve. 
This apparent large amplitude is due to the path and not to the 
source; the path effect can be estimated as a function of frequency 
and a correction determined (P.D.M. and P. Basham, to be 
published). It should be pointed out that path corrections are 
significant only for short transmission paths over which there is

® References in biackets are printed at end of document.
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TABLE 1. DETAILS OF SOME UNDERGROUND EXPLOSIONS

Event No. Date Name Region Medium Yield(kton)

1 April 14,1965 Palanquin Nevada Rhyolite 4.3^
2 February 15, 1962 Hardhat Nevada Granite 4.8^
3 October 22,1964 Salmon Mississippi Salt 5.3^
4 October 26, 1963 Shoal Nevada Granite 12.2^
5 November 5,1964 Handcar Nevada Dolomite 12 ^
6 December 3, 1961 Fisher Nevada Alluvium 13.5^
7 February 24,1966 Rex Nevada Tuff 16 a
8 September 30,1966 Bukhara I Bukhara Qay 30  ̂ *
9 May 27, 1966 Discus Thrower Nevada Tuff 21 ^

10 December 10,1967 Gasbuggy New Mexico Shale 29 ^
11 October 9,1964 Par Nevada Alluvium 38 ^
12 September 10,1969 Rulison Colorado Shale 40 ^
13 June 27, 1962 Haymaker Nevada Alluvium 45.5^
14 June 2,1966 Piledriver Nevada Granite 56 ^
15 April 14, 1966 Duryea Nevada Rhyolite 65 a
16 May 6,1966 Qiartreuse Nevada Rhyolite 70 ^
17 May 26, 1967 Knicker Bocker Nevada Tuff 71 ^
18 October 29,1965 Longshot Aleutians Andesite 85 ^
19 July 6,1962 Sedan Nevada Alluvium 100 ^
20 January 15, 1965 Kazakh Kazakh Sandstone 125 ^
21 February 27, 1965 Saphir Algeria Granite 135 ^
22 May 23, 1967 Scotch Nevada Tuff 150 ^
23 September 13,1963 Bilby Nevada Tuff 250 ^
24 June 30,1966 Half Beak Nevada Rhyolite 300 ^
25 December 20,1966 Greeley Nevada Tuff 825 ^
26 December 19, 1968 Benham Nevada Tuff o o

27 April 26, 1968 Box Car Nevada Tuff/Rhyolite 1,200 ^
28 October 2,1969 Milrow Aleutians Lava 1,200 ®
29 March 26,1970 Handley Nevada Mesa 1,200 ®
30 May 1,1962 Beryl Algeria Granite 52 8
31 May 21, 1968 Bukhara II Bukhara Salt 47 ^

^Ref. [10]; ^Vela “Uniform” Information Digest, 2 No. ll;^inferred from New Scientist: May 19, 
437 (1966) and ref. [ 13]; ^ef. [9]; ® press reports; * inferred from press reports and ref. [ 11]; %ef.

505-954 0  -  74 -  14
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liitle' dispersion. If these transmission path corrections are not 
applied, the data do not display a consistent relationship between 
Mg and yield when data from different test sites are combined.

Theoretical curves o f Mg against yield computed using the 
theory described by Hudson[3,4] and using the explosion-source 
functions of Haskell[5] are dso shown in Fig. 1. These theoretical 
computations have also been corrected to an average crust. For 
consolidated rocks, the fit o f the computed curve with the 
observations is very good; for unconsolidated rocks the predicted 
value o f Mg for a given yield seems to be rather low. (Theoretical 
predictions were only made up to 30 kton in unconsolidated rocks 
because this is approximately the maximum yield for containment 
in a surface layer o f alluvium 0.5 km thick—the depth o f the 
alluvium layer in the crustal model o f the Nevada Test Site. [6 ])

From the data presented in Fig. 1 we conclude that, provided 
one assumes that explosions at any location have been fired in 
consolidated rock, yields can usually be estimated to within a 
factor of two. This is a great improvement on routine calculations 
using body wave magnitude. For example, the body wave 
magnitudes (m^) o f the MEDEO explosions (1.6 kton and 3.7 
kton chemical explosions) were 5 .0  and 5 .2  respectively at 
Eskdalemuir (EKA)[7] whereas the value of mjj for the 40 kton 
Rulison explosion in Colorado was found to be 4.7 and EKA[8 ]. 
Fig. 1 also shows that the use o f the mjj-Mg criterion[9] to 
identify explosions at the teleseismic detection limit o f Mg~2.5 
implies yields of about 40 kton in dry alluvium and 3 kton in 
consolidated rock. Long period arrays on low noise sites are 
required to record such low magnitudes at distances greater than 
15 degrees from the firing site.

United Kingdom Atomic Energy Authority,
Blacknest, Brimpton, Reading

P.D. MARSHALL 
A. DOUGLAS

Department o f AppUed Mathematics 
and Theoretical Physics,
University of Cambridge

J.A. HUDSON
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Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, April 27, 1972*

As our spring session comes to and end, I should like to 
comment briefly on a number of the issues which have occupied 
us during the past weeks.

In my opening statement of 29 February I reaffirmed the 
United States commitment to pursue effective measures regarding 
chemical weapons (CW).  ̂ I said that the most promising approach 
to the problem at this stage lay in examining and analysing the 
elements involved in any limitations. I was gratified to note that 
the representative o f the Netherlands also endorsed this approach 
this morning. My delegation accordingly tabled on 21 March a 
working paper which it hoped would facilitate the work of the 
Committee on this subject.^

We have been gratified by the reception which the paper has 
found in the Committee. It has, I think, stimulated more active 
examination of the CW problem and, as we had hoped, has 
fostered a dialogue within the Committee that will be fruitful for 
all of us. This morning I would like to. deal with some of the 
points which other delegations have made about the paper and 
attempt to respond to some of the questions that it has raised.

First I want to emphasize that the United States has not 
decided upon any preferred solution to the problem of CW 
control. It seems to us logical and sensible that in this area we 
pursue a negotiating process of first examining, with other 
members o f the Committee, the basic elements of possible 
limitations. This will help form the basis for our own conclusions 
on practicable solutions.

In our paper we described the major categories of chemical 
warfare agents and precursors, possible criteria for defining these 
substances, and the principal activities pertaining to chemical 
weapons production. We stated that

*CCD/PV.560, pp. 12-17.
.Ante, pp. 49-54.
Mnte, pp. 98-109.
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Comprehensive prohibitions would, by definition, most completely limit chemical 
warfare capabilities. Moreover, comprehensive prohibitions, by covering many aspects of 
CW activities, would tend to reinforce each other.^

We recognize, therefore, that there would be a number of 
advantages to comprehensive prohibitions. We also pointed out, on 
the other hand, that
. . .  there may be some factors which would warrant the Committee’s consideration of 
the relative merits of a phased approach in which some activities are prohibited initially 
and other activities at subsequent stages.®

The Swedish delegation has pointed out a number of such 
considerations in its statements of 14 March® and 13 April.'^

Whatever the attitude of Committee members at this stage 
regarding the possible initial scope of CW limitations, I believe that 
we can all benefit by considering carefully the characteristics of 
the substances and activities that might be prohibited. We should 
take a hard look at the objective facts regarding the development, 
production and stockpiling of chemical weapons. We should 
attempt to develop a consensus on such questions as what criteria 
offer the best possibihties for defining chemical substances that 
might be used for chemical warfare, taking into consideration the 
extensive peaceful applications o f certain precursors and dual 
purpose agents. We cannot expect that abstract principles will 
necessarily serve as practical, workable definitions of CW prohibi
tions.

Our paper discusses in some detail the relationship between the 
scope of CW prohibitions and verification. It also sets forth a 
number o f verification elements relevant to prohibitions on 
chemical weapons. We would welcome further discussion of these 
elements in the Committee as well as suggestions by members 
regarding verification techniques which they believe might be 
promising. We have not decided at this stage which combination of 
elements may be necessary for an adequate verification system. 
Our objective is to try to develop with others the most effective 
procedures and institutions for assuring compliance with chemical 
weapons prohibitions. As the representative of the United 
Kingdom pointed out in his statement of 18 April, effective 
verification is an issue which concerns not only major Powers but 
also medium and smaller countries in many parts of the world.® 
As the representative of Romania also pointed out on 25 April, all 
will wish to have confidence that their neighbours or potential 
adversaries accept and abide by the restraints on chemical weapons 
which they themselves accept.^ The nature and level o f assurances 
required for this confidence can therefore best be worked out

\Ante, p. 103. 
tlbid.
°CCD/PV.549,pp. 11-15. 
Ante, pp. 139-142. 

^Ante, p. 146. 
’ CCD/PV.559, p. 20.
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through the broad participation and contribution of many 
governments.

The following facts are central to an understanding o f this issue. 
Last year, in negotiating the BW Convention,^ ® we were dealing with 
weapons o f massive devastating potential but of very limited 
utility as a means of deterring their possible use by others. Not 
only do biological weapons take some time -to take effect, but 
their use could have unpredictable and uncontrollable conse
quences. On the other hand, chemical weapons are not subject to 
these limitations. A capability to retaliate promptly in kind is one 
deterrent against initiation of chemical warfare.

We would hope that no members o f the Committee would take 
an inflexible position at this stage that a complaints procedure, 
such as that contained in the BW Convention is the best or the 
only assurance that could be provided for chemical weapons 
prohibitions. To do so would, we feel, ignore the very real and 
legitimate security concerns of a variety of States. These concerns 
must be taken into consideration and a serious effort must be 
made to develop an equitable and adequate system of assurance to 
meet them. Our objective should be to ascertain what adequate 
and effective assurances can be achieved in the Ught o f existing 
political and technical factors. The determination with which we 
pursue this objective will be the true measure of our desire to 
achieve broadly acceptable prohibitions on chemical weapons.

A draft CW treaty which was nearly identical with the BW 
Convention was tabled in the Committee on 28 March as 
document C C D / 3 6 1 . M y  delegation shares the desire o f the 
Committee to achieve the greatest possible progress toward our 
objective. We believe, however, that right now it is premature to 
attempt to decide which provisions appropriate to the BW 
Convention might be included in a CW agreement. We must first 
reach a better understanding of the best way to handle the 
underlying problems.

There is general understanding in the Committee that a CW ban 
involves difficult problems; and all parties in negotiations depend 
upon experts to shed Ught on problems which cannot be ignored 
or simply wished away and on possible solutions to such problems. 
We would like to see the study and resolution of the problem of 
CW control proceed as rapidly as possible, and feel it would be a 
mistake to fail to follow through with the necessary groundwork. 
We believe that vigorous analysis will serve not to delay but to 
make possible the development o f a consensus regarding a 
solution. It is, indeed, the absence o f fact and information which 
leads to delay. We welcome, therefore, the initiative of the Italian 
and Swedish delegations in calling for informal Committee 
meetings where the elements of the problem can be discussed with 
the assistance of experts. The meeting held earlier this week was a

^^Ante, pp. 133-138.
il'Ante, pp. 120-125.
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good start in assuring a coherent dialogue in which the participants 
talk about the same subjects in the same terms. We look forward 
to the meetings this summer, and will do aU we can do to see that 
they advance us by clear steps toward our goal.

In our opening statement this year I reaffirmed the long
standing policy commitment o f the United States to work toward 
a cessation of nuclear weapons testing pursuant to an adequately 
verified t r e a t y . ' M y  delegation has listened carefully to the 
interesting statements that have been made regarding this issue at 
our present session. We have noted particularly the suggestions 
concerning interim measures made by the representative of 
Canada,*^ and the quite detailed proposal regarding a possible 
staged threshold test ban made by the representative of Japan.*  ̂
We are giving these suggestions the careful consideration and study 
which they merit; though, as we have indicated in the past, there 
would appear to be some real technical problems in implementing 
a threshold ban. The Japanese proposal was notable dso for the 
positive and constructive suggestion concerning co-operative 
arrangements among seismic stations. We are, o f course, interested 
in the views of other delegations regarding these Canadian and 
Japanese proposals, and will wish to take them into consideration 
in our own further analysis.

The United States delegation has foimd very useful the 
exchange of views which has taken place at this session regarding 
the procedures of our Committee as well as the question, to which 
many delegations see a direct relationship, of the general frame
work and fimctioning of multilateral arms-control talks and 
negotiations. We believe, as I think members of the Committee 
generally believe, that the best way to arrive at a consensus on this 
question is through informal consultations. To date we have noted 
that there are a variety of views, and some differences of opinion, 
as to the timing and nature o f any specific changes. We are dealing, 
of course, with issues that are not solely procedural, since they 
concern the continuing capacity of the international community 
to deal effectively with the vital issue o f arms control. We intend 
to participate actively and co-operatively in the consideration of 
these issues.

Finally, I will say a brief word about the proposal for a world 
disarmament conference that has been alluded to by a number o f  
delegations. This issue also concerns the effectiveness with which 
the international community deals with arms control, and is thus 
also not primarily procedural in character. The United States is 
dedicated to the goal of progress in arms control, and we are not 
doctrinaire about means. Any forum or instrimientality which 
lends itself to effective negotiations should be encouraged.

..Ante, pp. 189-193.
Ante, pp. 60-66.

pp. 124-133.
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However, as we made clear at the 26th General Assembly, we are 
highly sceptical about the value of a world conference.^® I must 
say in all frankness that nothing has occurred since to change our 
views.

In communicating views on this question to the Secretary- 
General we would hope that governments will ask themselves the 
following questions: What will be the likely results o f such a 
conference? Will it in fact contribute to the development of sound 
arms-control agreements? Is there a real need to replace or to 
duplicate the regular review and assessment of arms-control issues 
by the international community which is, as we all know, one o f  
the central purposes of the annual meetings o f the General 
Assembly? Realistically, we believe that such a conference will not 
accompUsh these purposes; and accordingly we find it difficult to 
see what might be gained by holding the conference. Serious 
progress in disarmament requires a search for compromise and 
accommodation through quiet businesslike exchanges o f views in 
an atmosphere relatively free of polemics. We seriously doubt that 
these would be the characteristics o f a world disarmament 
conference.

In summary, looking back over this session, I believe the 
purposeful assessment o f the CW problem has been'well launched, 
and I look forward to much useful work on the issue this summer. 
The search for a nuclear test ban has been continued, though 
avenues o f progress are not so readily apparent. At the same time 
the Committee has felt its way, responsibly and cautiously, into 
the complex question of how arms-control negotiations should be 
organized for the future. This will not be, and should not be, 
decided hastily and without the most careful weighing o f all the 
consequences.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, April 27, 1972*

Today, Mr. Chairman, before you declare the spring session 
of the Committee on Disarmament closed, the Soviet delegation 
would like to make some observations.

A little over two weeks ago, on 10 April, the Convention on the 
Prohibition of Bacteriological and Toxin Weapons,^ which had 
been prepared in the Committee on Disarmament in long and 
intensive negotiations, was signed. The importance of this Conven
tion is that its implementation will lead to the removal of one of 
the weapons o f mass destruction from the arsenals of States. This 
will be one o f the substantial achievements o f the Committee as an

*' See Documents on Disarmament, 1971, p. 644.
‘ CCD/PV.560, pp. 17-20.
'^Ante, pp. 133-138.
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efficient international body for negotiations on questions of 
disarmament.

Speaking in Moscow at the signing of the Convention on 
Bacteriological and Toxin Weapons, Mr. Podgomy, the Chairman 
of the Presidium o f the Supreme Soviet o f the USSR, remarked 
that agreement on the prohibition of these types of weapons is 
opening
new favourable prospects for further efforts to slow down the arms race.

He also said:
The Soviet Union considers that, after the conclusion of the Convention on 
Bacteriological Weapons, steps should be taken to prohibit and eliminate chemical 
weapons as well.®

The Soviet delegation, having set itself the task of achieving 
early agreement on this question, laid before the Committee 
together with the delegations of the other socialist countries a 
draft convention providing for the complete prohibition of 
chemical weapons.^ In the preparation of this text full account 
was taken o f the experience acquired in the negotiations on the 
prohibition o f bacteriological weapons and of one type of 
chemical weapons—toxin weapons. The text therefore proxddes a 
fitting basis for an agreement on the prohibition of chemical 
means of warfare. We express the hope that, during the period 
elapsing between the spring and the summer sessions of the 
Committee, the draft convention o f the socialist countries will be 
studied very carefully by the members o f the Committee and will 
serve as a basis for fruitful negotiations on the problem of the 
complete prohibition of chemical weapons. In this way it would 
be possible to end the present stagnation in the negotiations on 
this important and urgent problem; and the necessary conditions 
would be created for a successful advance towards a solution of 
the tasks before the Committee.

One o f the most important problems whose solution the Soviet 
Union is consistently advocating is nuclear disarmament. We are 
happy to note that, during the session that is now ending, the 
Committee on Disarmament has given a great deal of attention to 
this problem, including particularly the cessation o f underground 
nuclear weapons tests. The discussion of this matter in the 
Committee has shown that the necessary foundation now exists 
for a discontinuance of these tests on the basis of national means 
of detection and identification. The efficacy of existing means of 
verification ensures that an agreement regarding this problem can 
be concluded on the basis o f these means. This idea is receiving 
ever wider recognition. The Soviet Union, as we have already 
pointed out, is prepared to conclude an agreement on the 
cessation of underground nuclear weapons tests on the basis of 
national means o f control. If the United States, too, declares that 
it is prepared to do so, an agreement on the prohibition of

\Ci.Pravda, Apr. 11,1972, pp. 1,4.
Ante, pp. 120-125.
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underground nuclear tests can be achieved without further delay. 
The task of ending all nuclear weapons tests, including under
ground tests, everywhere and by all is among the most urgent 
problems awaiting a solution.

Apart from the problem of the cessation of all nuclear weapons 
tests, there is the task of the prohibition and complete destruction 
of such weapons. Although there is at present no uniform 
approach to the solution of the problem, this should not in our 
view prevent the nuclear Powers from undertaking joint efforts to 
seek agreement and a solution to the question.

While looking for ways to reach agreements which would 
prohibit all types of weapons of mass destruction, .we must not 
slacken our efforts to find means of achieving the general and 
complete disarmament of States. Of great importance in this 
connexion is further intensification o f the activities of all 
countries, both nuclear and non-nuclear. The solution of this task 
w ould,. in the opinion of the Soviet side, be advanced by the 
convening o f a world disarmament conference. The USSR 
initiative in this matter has met with a positive response and with 
support from a large number of States. It appears from the 
statements o f many members of the Committee that they consider 
it highly important that the Committee on Disarmament should 
contribute to the preparation of such a conference. The Soviet 
delegation shares this view; for the members o f our Committee 
must not stand aside when so important an international gathering 
is prepared.

The present session has coincided with the tenth anniversary of 
the Committee on Disarmament. A number of delegations have 
taken this opportunity to summarize the results of the Com
mittee’s work and to make certain comments on its prospects for 
the future. Questions relating to the organization and the 
procedure o f work have been raised. Many delegations |iave 
advocated improvements in the Committee’s structure and proce
dure, but have recognized the need to approach this question with 
due care, in order not to prejudice the activities and negotiations 
undertaken in the framework of the Committee, which has proved 
an efficient and useful body for the discussion of the disarmament 
problem. It is precisely in this framework that negotiations for the 
conclusion of a number of vital agreements on the limitation of 
the arms race and on disarmament have been successfully 
completed. This is why we regard a careful approach to questions 
of the Committee’s organization and procedure as necessary, and 
why we share the view of many delegations that hasty decisions in 
this matter which have not been sufficiently weighed are un
desirable. We agree with Mr. Baneijee, the representative of India, 
that
It would be difficult, if not impossible, to hold meaningful disarmament discussions if a 
proven forum were to be destroyed or changes made in it on the basis of preconceived 
expectations and wilful anticipation.

®CCD/PV.552, p. 8.



196 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1972

The Committee on Disarmament apparently agrees unanimously, 
that it would be valuable if the People’s Republic o f China and 
France participated in the disarmament negotiations. The Soviet 
Union’s position on this question is well known. Our delegation 
has repeatedly stated that the USSR advocates participation in 
these negotiations by all governments possessing substantial armed 
forces; and, o f course, this applies to States possessing nuclear 
weapons.

lliese are the thoughts and remarks which we desire to submit 
in addition to those contained in previous statements we have 
made during the spring session of the Committee on Disarmament.

In conclusion allow me to thank Mr. Pastinen, the Special 
Representative o f the Secretary-General of the United Nations, 
Mr. Epstein, his alternate, and their colleagues in the Secretariat, 
who have provided an excellent service for the meetings of the 
Committee. In this connexion we would mention the very 
efficient work o f the interpreters and the translators.

We would also express our very best wishes to all delegations to 
the Committee, and our hope that we shall see our colleagues 
again at the summer session of the Committee on Disarmament.

Letter From Assistant Secretary of State Abshire to Senator
Fulbright on Weather Modification, May 15, 1972*

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, D.C., May 15, 1972

Hon. J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U. S. Senate.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Secretary has asked me to reply to 
your l6 tter o f March 21, 1972^ requesting coordinated Executive 
Branch comments on S. Res. 281.^ This resolution would express 
the sense of the Senate that the United States Government should 
seek the agreement of other governments to a treaty providing for 
the complete cessation o f any research, experimentation and use 
of any environmental or geophysical ’ modification activity as a 
weapon of war. The text of a draft treaty is incorporated in the 
resolution.

As recently as March 16, 1972, the President in his message to 
the Congress on science and technology has stressed the potential

Hearings Before the Subcommittee on Oceans and International Environment o f the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-second Congress, Second 
Session, on S. Res. 281, Expressing the Sense o f ffie Senate That the U.S. Government 
Should Seek the Agreement o f O^er Governments to a Proposed Treaty Prohibiting the 
Use o f Any Environmental or Geophysical Modification Activity as a Weapon o f War, or 
theOarying Out o f Any Research or Experimentation With Respect Thereto, p. 3.

Not piinted here.
Ante, pp. 89-92.
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importance of our earthquake and hurricane research efforts in 
reducing loss o f life and property from natural disasters. This 
emphasis is consistent with the view expressed in the resolution 
that such activities may contribute to human betterment.'^

As the Committee is aware, the Executive Branch has 
conducted a preliminary inter-agency review of questions related 
to international aspects o f weather modification. However, this 
review did not deal fully with several aspects o f S. Res. 281 and 
questions that arose relating to other important aspects still 
remain unanswered. Therefore, the Department is not in a position 
to comment on the substance of S. Res. 281 and recommends that 
the resolution not be adopted at this time.

The Office o f Management and Budget advises that from the 
standpoint o f the Administration’s program, there is no objection 
to the submission of this report.

Sincerely yours,

DAVID M. ABSHIRE,

Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations.

Treaty Between the United States of America and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-ballistic 
Missile Systems, May 26, 1972*

The United States o f America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, hereinafter referred to as the Parties,

Proceeding from the premise that nuclear war would have 
devastating consequences for all mankind.

Considering that effective measures to limit anti-balUstic missile 
systems would be a substantial factor in curbing the race in 
strategic offensive arms and would lead to a decrease in the risk of 
outbreak of war involving nuclear weapons.

Proceeding from the premise that the limitation of anti-ballistic 
missile systems, as well as certain agreed measures with respect to 
the limitation of strategic offensive arms, would contribute to the 
creation of more favorable conditions for further negotiations on 
limiting strategic arms.

Mindful o f their obligations under Article VI of the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,^

^Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, Mar. 20,1972, p. 584.
1S. Ex. L, 92d Cong., 2d sess. The treaty was approved by the U.S. Senate on Aug. 3, 

1972, and ratified by the President on Sept. 30, 1972. It was ratified by the USSR, on 
May 29, 1972. It entered into force on Oct. 3, 1972. For agreed interpretations, 
common understandings, and unilateral statements, see post.

^Documents on Disarrnament, 1968, pp. 461465.
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Declaring their intention to achieve at the earUest possible date 
the cessation o f the nuclear arms race and to take effective 
measures toward reductions in strategic arms, nuclear dis
armament, and general and complete disarmament.

Desiring to contribute to the relaxation of international tension 
and the strengthening of trust between States,

Have agreed as foUows:

Article I

1. Each Party undertakes to limit anti-ballistic missile (ABM) 
systems and to adopt other measures in accordance with the 
provisions of this Treaty.

2. Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems for a 
defense o f the territory o f its country and not to provide a base 
for such a defense, and not to deploy ABM systems for defense of 
an individual region except as provided for in Article III of this 
Treaty.

Article II

1. For the purposes of this Treaty an ABM system is a system 
to counter strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in flight 
trajectory, currently consisting of;

(a) ABM interceptor missiles, which are interceptor missiles 
constructed and deployed for an ABM role, or of a type tested in 
an ABM mode;

(b) ABM launchers, which are launchers constructed and 
deployed for launching ABM interceptor missiles; and '

(c) ABM radars, which are radars constructed and deployed for 
an ABM role, or o f a type tested in an ABM mode.

2. The ABM system components listed in paragraph 1 of this 
Article include those which are:

(a) operational;
(b) under construction;
(c) undergoing testing;
(d) undergoing overhaul, repair or conversion; or
(e) mothballed.

Article III

Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems or their 
components except that:

(a) within one ABM system deployment area having a radius of 
one hundred and fifty kilometers and centered on the Party’s 
national capital, a Party may deploy: (1) no more than one 
hundred ABM launchers and no more than one hundred ABM 
interceptor missiles at launch sites, and (2) ABM radars within no 
more than six ABM radar complexes, the area of each complex 
being circular and having a diameter of no more than tlu^e 
kilometers; and
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(b) within one ABM system deployment area having a radius of 
one hundred and fifty kilometers and containing ICBM silo 
launchers, a Party may deploy: (1) no more than one hundred 
ABM launchers and no more than one hundred ABM interceptor 
missiles at launch sites, (2) two large phased-array ABM radars 
comparable in potential to corresponding ABM radars operational 
or under construction on the date of signature of the Treaty in an 
ABM system deployment area containing ICBM silo launchers, and 
(3) no more than eighteen ABM radars each having a potential less 
than the potential of the smaller of the above-mentioned two large 
phased-array ABM radars.

Article IV

The limitations provided for in Article III shall not apply to 
ABM systems or their components used for development or 
testing, and located within current or additionally agreed test 
ranges. Each Party may have no more than a total of fifteen ABM 
launchers at test ranges.

Article V

1. Each Party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy ABM 
systems or components which are sea-based, air-based, space- 
based, or mobile land-based.

2. Each Party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy ABM 
launchers for launching more than one ABM interceptor missile at 
a time from each launcher, nor to modify deployed launchers to 
provide them with such a capability, nor to develop, test, or 
deploy automatic or semi-automatic or other similar systems for 
rapid reload or ABM launchers.

Article VI

To enhance assurance of the effectiveness of the limitations on 
ABM systems and their components provided by this Treaty, each 
Party undertakes:

(a) not to give missiles, launchers, or radars, other than ABM 
interceptor missiles, ABM laimchers, or ABM radars, capabilities to 
counter strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in flight 
trajectory, and not to test them in an ABM mode; and

(b) not to deploy in the future radars for early warning of 
strategic balhstic missile attack except at locations along the 
periphery of its national territory and oriented outward.

Article VII

Subject to the provisions o f this Treaty, modernization and 
replacement of ABM systems or their components may be carried 
out.

Article VIII

ABM systems or their components ia excess of the numbers or 
outside the areas specified in this Treaty, as well as ABM systems
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or their components prohibited by this Treaty, shall be destroyed 
or dismantled under agreed procedures within the shortest possible 
agreed period of time.

Article IX

To assure the viabiUty and effectiveness o f this Treaty, each 
Party undertakes not to transfer to other States, and not to deploy 
outside its national territory, ABM systems or their components 
limited by this Treaty,

Article X

Each Party undertakes not to assume any international obliga
tions which would conflict with this Treaty.

Article XI

The Parties undertake to continue active negotiations for 
limitations on strategic offensive arms.

Article XII

1. For the purpose o f providing assurance of compliance with 
the provisions o f this Treaty, each Party shall use national 
technical means o f verification at its disposal in a manner 
consistent with generally recognized principles o f international law.

2. Each Party undertakes not to  interfere with the national 
technical means of verification of the other Party operating in 
accordance with paragraph 1 of this Article.

3. Each Party undertakes not to use deliberate concealment 
measures which impede verification by national technical means of 
compliance with the provisions of this Treaty. This obligation shall 
not require changes in current construction, assembly, conversion, 
or overhaul practices.

Article XIII

1. To promote the objectives and implementation of the 
provisions of this Treaty, the Parties shall establish promptly a 
Standing Consultative Comniission, within the framework of 
which they will:

(a) consider questions concerning compliance with the 
obligations assumed and related situations which may be con
sidered ambiguous;

(b) provide on a voluntary basis such information as either 
Party considers necessary to assure confidence in compliance with 
the obligations assumed;

(c) consider questions involving unintended interference 
with national technical means of verification;

(d) consider possible changes in the strategic situation which 
have a bearing on the provisions of this Treaty;

(e) agree upon procedures and dates for destruction or 
dismantling o f ABM systems or their components in cases 
provided for by the provisions of this Treaty;



ABM TREATY, MAY 26 201

(f) consider, as appropriate, possible proposals for further 
increasing the viability o f this Treaty, including proposals for 
amendments in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty;

(g) consider, as appropriate, proposals for further measures 
aimed at limiting strategic arms.

2. The Parties through consultation shall establish, and may 
amend as appropriate, Regulations for the Standing Consultative 
Commission governing procedures, composition and other relevant 
matters.

Article XIV

1. Each Party may propose amendments to this Treaty. Agreed 
amendments shall enter into force in accordance with the 
procedures governing the entry into force of this Treaty.

2. Five years after entry into force of this Treaty, and at five 
year intervals thereafter, the Parties shall together conduct a 
review o f this Treaty.

Article XV

1. This Treaty shall be o f unlimited duration.
2. Each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have 

the right to withdraw from this Treaty if it decides that 
extraordinary events related to the subject matter of this Treaty 
have jeopardized its supreme interests. It shall give notice o f its 
decision to the other Party six months prior to withdrawal from 
the Treaty. Such notice shall include a statement of the 
extraordinary events the notifying Party regards as having 
jeopardized its supreme interests.

Article XVI

1. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification in accordance 
with the constitutional procedures of each Party. The Treaty shall 
enter into force on the day of the exchange of instruments of 
ratification.

2. This Treaty shall be registered pursuant to Article 102 of the 
Charter o f the United Nations.

Done at Moscow on May 26, 1972, in two copies, each in the 
Enghsh and Russian languages, both texts being equally authentic.

For the United States of America:

RICHARD NIXON,
President o f  the United States o f  America.

For the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics:

L. I. BREZHNEV,
General Secretary o f  the Central Committee o f  the CPSU.
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Interim Agreement Between the United States of America and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Certain Measures With 
Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, May 26, 
1972^

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, hereinafter referred to as the Parties,

^ m in c e d  that the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-BalUstic 
Missile Systems^ and this Interim Agreement on Certain Measures 
with Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms will 
contribute to the creation of more favorable conditions for active 
negotiations on limiting strategic arms as well as to the relaxation 
of international tension and the strengthening of trust between 
States,

Taking into account the relationship between strategic offensive 
and defensive arms,

Mindful o f their obligations under Article VI of the Treaty on 
the Non-Prohferation of Nuclear Weapons,^

Have agreed as follows:

Article I

The Parties undertake not to start construction of additional 
fixed land-based intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) launchers 
after July 1, 1972.

Article II

The Parties undertake not to convert land-based launchers for 
Ught ICBMs, or for ICBMs of older types deployed prior to 1964, 
into land-based launchers for heavy ICBMs of types deployed after 
that time.

Article III

The Parties undertake to limit submarine-launched ballistic 
missile (SLBM) launchers and modem balhstic missile submarines 
to the numbers operational and under construction on the date of 
signature of this Interim Agreement, and in addition to launchers 
and submarines constructed under procedures established by the 
Parties as replacements for an equal number of ICBM launchers o f 
older types deployed prior to 1964 or for launchers on older 
submarines.

Article IV

Subject to the provisions of this Interim Agreement, moderniza
tion and replacement o f strategic offensive ballistic missiles and 
launchers covered by this Interim Agreement may be undertaken.

^S. Ex. L, 92d Con^, 2d sess. For the Congressional jt. res. 25>proving the agreement 
and agreed interpretations, common understandings, and unilateral statements, see 
post, pp. 289-290. The agreement entered into force Oct. 3, 1972.

I Supra.
Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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’ Article V

1. For the purpose of providing assu;^ce o f  compliance with 
the provisions o f this Interim Agreement, each Party shall use 
national technical means of verification at its disposal in a manner 
consistent with generally recognized principles of international 
law.

2. Each Party undertakes not to interfere with the national 
technical means of verification of the other Party operating in 
accordance with paragraph 1 of this Article.

3. Each Party undertakes not to use deliberate concealment 
measures which impede verification by national technical means of 
compliance with the provisions of this Interim Agreement. This 
obligation shall not require changes in current construction, 
assembly, conversion, or overhaul practices.

Article VI

To promote the objectives and implementation of the provi
sions o f this Interim Agreement, the parties shall use the Standing 
Consultative Commission established under Article XIII of the 
Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems in 
accordance with the provisions o f that Article.

Article VII

The Parties undertake to continue active negotiations for 
limitations on strategic offensive arms. The obligations provided 
for in this Interim Agreement shall not prejudice the scope or 
terms of the limitations on strategic offensive arms which may be 
worked out in the course of further negotiations.

Article VIII

1. This Interim Agreement shall enter into force upon ex
change of written notices of acceptance by each Party, which 
exchange shall take place simultaneously with the exchange of 
instruments of ratification of the Treaty on the Limitation of 
Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems.

2. This Interim Agreement shall remain in force for a period of 
five years unless replaced earlier by an agreement on more 
complete measures limiting strategic offensive arms. It is the 
objective of the Parties to conduct active follow-on negotiations 
with the aim o f concluding such an agreement as soon as possible.

3. Each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have 
the right to withdraw from this Interim Agreement if it decides 
that extraordinary events related to the subject matter o f this 
Interim Agreement have jeopardized its supreme interests. It shall 
give notice of its decision to the other Party six months prior to 
withdrawal from this Interim Agreement. Such notice shall include 
a statement o f the extraordinary events the notifying Party regards 
as having jeopardized its supreme interests.

505-954 0  -  74 -  15



204 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1972

Done at Moscow on May 26, 1972, in two copies, each in the 
English and Russian languages, both texts being equally authentic.

For the United States of America:

RICHARD NIXON,
President o f  the United States o f  America

For the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics:

L. I. BREZHNEV,
General Secretary o f  the Central Committee o f  the CPSU.

Protocol to the Interim Agreement Between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Certain 
Measures With Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive 
Arms, May 26,1972^

The United States o f America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, hereinafter referred to as the Parties,

Having agreed on certain limitations relating to submarine- 
launched balUstic missile launchers and modem ballistic missile 
submarines, and to replacerhent procedures; in the Interim 
Agreement,^

Have agreed as follows:
The Parties understand that, under Article III of the Interim 

Agreement, for the period during which that Agreement remains 
in force:

The U.S. may have no more than 710 ballistic missile launchers 
on submarines (SLBMs) and no more than 44 modern balhstic 
missile submarines. The Soviet Union may have no more than 950 
ballistic missile launchers on submarines and no more than 62 
modem ballistic missile submarines.

Additional ballistic missile launchers on submarines up to the 
above-mentioned levels, in the U.S. over 656 ballistic missile 
launchers on nuclear-powered submarines, and in the U.S.S.R.— 
over 740 ballistic missile launchers on nuclear-powered sub
marines, operational and under construction, may become 
operational as replacements for equal numbers o f balUstic missile 
launchers o f older types deployed prior to 1964 or of ballistic 
missile launchers on older submarines.

The deployment o f modem SLBMs on any submarine, regard
less o f type, will be counted against the total level of SLBMs 
permitted for the U.S. and the U.S.S.R.

This Protocol shall be considered an integral part of the Interim 
Agreement.

Js. Ex. L, 92d Cong., 2d sess. The protocol entered into force Oct. 3,1972. 
Supra.
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Done at Moscow this 26th day of May, 1972.

For the United States of America:

RICHARD NIXON, 
President o f  the United States o f  America.

For the Union o f Soviet Socialist Republics:
L. I. BREZHNEV,

General Secretary o f  the Central Committee o f  the CPSU.

Agreed Interpretations of the American-Soviet Strategic Arms
Limitation Agreements, May 26, 1972*

ABM TREATY

[A]

The Parties understand that, in addition to the ABM radars 
which may be deployed in accordance with subparagraph (a) of 
Article III o f the Treaty,^ those non-phased-array ABM radars 
operational on the date o f signature o f the Treaty within the ABM 
system deployment area for defense of the national capital may be 
retained.

[B]

The Parties understand that the potential (the product o f mean 
emitted power in watts and antenna area in square meters) of the 
smaller of the two large phased-array ABM radars referred to in 
subparagraph (b) of Article III of the Treaty is considered for 
purposes of the Treaty to be three million.

[C]

The Parties understand that the center of the ABM system 
deployment area centered on the national capital and the center of 
the ABM system deployment area containing ICBM silo launchers 
for each Party shall be separated by no less than thirteen hundred 
kilometers.

[D1
The Parties agree not to deploy phased-array radars having a 

potential (the product o f mean emitted power in watts and 
antenna area in square meters) exceeding three million, except as 
provided for in Articles III, IV and VI of the Treaty, or except for 
the purposes o f tracking objects in outer space or for use as 
national technical means of verification.

s. Ex. L, 92d Cong., 2d sess., pp. 9-13. These statements were initialed by ACDA 
Director Smith and Deputy Foreign le iste r Semenov on May 26, 1972, and attached to 
Secretary of State Rogers’ report of June 10, 1972 (post, pp. 267-282). For related 
common understandings and unilateral statements, also attached to the Rogers report, 
see post, pp. 282-286.

^Ahte, pp. 197-201.
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[E]
In order to insure fulfillment of the obligation not to deploy 

ABM systems and their components except as provided in Article 
III o f the Treaty, the Parties agree that in the event ABM systems 
based on other physical principles and including components 
capable of substituting for ABM interceptor missiles, ABM 
launchers, or ABM radars are created in the future, specific 
limitations on such systems and their components would be 
subject to discussion in accordance with Article XIII and 
agreement in accordance with Article XIV of the Treaty.

[F]

The Parties understand that Article V of the Treaty includes 
obligations not to develop, test or deploy ABM interceptor 
missiles for the delivery by each ABM interceptor missile of more 
than one independently guided warhead.

[G]
The Parties understand that Article IX of the Treaty includes 

the obligation o f the US and the USSR not to provide to other 
States technical descriptions or blueprints specially worked out for 
the construction o f ABM systems and their components limited by 
the Treaty.

INTERIM AGREEMENT^

[H]
The Parties understand that land-based ICBM launchers 

referred to in the Interim Agreement are understood to be 
launchers for strategic ballistic missiles capable of ranges in excess 
of the shortest distance between the northeastern border of the 
continental U.S. and the northwestern border of the continental 
USSR.

[I]
The Parties understand that fixed land-based ICBM launchers 

under active construction as o f the date o f signature of the Interim 
Agreement may be completed.

[J]
The Parties understand that in the process o f modernization and 

replacement the dimensions of land-based ICBM silo launchers will 
not be significantly increased.

[K]

The Parties understand that dismantling or destruction of 
ICBM launchers o f older types deployed prior to 1964 and 
ballistic missile launchers on older submarines being replaced by 
new SLBM launchers, on modem submarines will be initiated at

^Ahte, pp. 202-204.



KISSINGER AND SMITH REMARKS, MAY 26 207

the time of the beginning o f sea trials o f a replacement submarine, 
and will be completed in the shortest possible agreed period of 
time. Such dismantling or destruction, and timely notification 
thereof, will be accomplished under procedures to be agreed in the 
Standing Consultative Commission.

[L]

The Parties understand that during the period of the Interim 
Agreement there shall be no significant increase in the number of 
ICBM or SLBM test and training launchers, or in the number of 
such launchers for modem land-based heavy ICBMs. The Parties 
further understand that construction or conversion of ICBM 
launchers at test ranges shall be undertaken only for purposes of 
testing and training.

News Conference Remarks by Presidential Assistant Kissinger and
ACDA Director Smith: Strat^c Arms Limitation Agreements,
May 26,1972*

Dr. Kissinger: Gentlemen, I thought that the most useful thing 
I could do was to give you a general background of these 
negotiations and of the ft-esident’s view of the treaty,^ and 
Ambassador Smith, o f course who has conducted the negotiations 
and brought them to this conclusion is in the best position to go 
through the details o f the agreement.

First of all, let me say on behalf o f the President that he 
certainly will take occasion to express personally that the reason 
we are here is the dedication and work of the delegation in 
Helsinki which has been led by Ambassador Smith. He has come 
here straight from the airport. He has been working on the final 
work of this agreement since 5:00 o ’clock this morning. This 
concludes a rather hectic week for everybody who has been 
connected directly or indirectly with these negotiations.

Let me make a few general observations before I turn this over 
to Ambassador Smith.

Nothing that this Administration has done has seemed to it 
more important for the future of the world than to make an 
important first step in the limitation of strategic arms.

All of us have been profoundly convinced that to arrest the 
arms race is one of the over-riding concerns o f this period. Now it 
is a subject o f enormous technical complexity, and for the two 
great nuclear powers to make a beginning in putting their 
armaments under some restraint required political decisions and an 
enormous amount o f technical work.

White House press release, May 26, 1972. The news conference took place at 
Moscow.

Ante, pp. 197-204.
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It is a process that has continued for many years. It started with 
extensive technical studies in Washington. It went through two 
and one half years o f negotiations alternating between Helsinki 
and Vienna. It has been brought to a conclusion because both' 
governments decided that in an agreement o f this kind the stakes 
were larger than the simple technical issues; that what was at stake 
was a major step toward international stability, confidence among 
nations, and a turn in the pattern o f post-war relationships.

This is why at various crucial moments in these negotiations 
there had been direct contacts between the President and Soviet 
leaders, which led by mutual a^eement to breakthroughs-the 
first on May 20 o f 1971, in which there was an agreement that 
broke the deadlock that had developed between the Soviet 
insistence that an agreement cover antiballistic missile systems 
only, and our view that an agreement involved as well the 
offensive weapons.^

The compromise was that the initial treaty would deal with 
ABM’s, and that this would be accompanied by a freeze on certain 
categories o f offensive weapons. The next deadlock developed 
over the issue o f what offensive weapons should be included, 
whether it should be confined to intercontinental ballistic missiles 
or whether submarine-launched ballistic missile systems should 
also be involved. The answer—this deadlock was broken at the end 
of April and in large part by direct contact between the Soviet 
leaders and the President and it has finally resulted in the present 
agreement which Ambassador Smith has just brought back from 
Helsinki and which will be signed at 11:00.^

Ambassador Smith is in the best position to explain the 
provisions o f this agreement, but I wanted to make a few general 
observations about its significance and how it should be looked at.

The first point to make is that in an agreement that involves the 
central armaments on both sides, it is foolish or shortsighted to 
approach the negotiations from the point of view of gaining a 
unilateral advantage. Neither nation will possibly put its security 
and its survival at the hazard of its opponent and no agreement 
that brings disadvantage to either side can possibly last and can 
possibly bring about anything other than a new circle of 
insecurity. Therefore, the temptation that is ever present when 
agreements o f this kind are analyzed as to who won is exceptional
ly inappropriate.

We have approached these negotiations from the very beginning 
with the attitude that a wise proposal is one that is conceived by 
each side to be in the mutual interest and we beheve that if this 
agreement does what we hope it will, that the future will record 
that both sides won.

Secondly, let me make a few observations with respect to the 
freeze of offensive weapons which has perhaps some of the more

^.Documents on Disarmament, 1971, p. 298.
*Ante, pp. 197-201.
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complicated provisions and the anticipation of which has aroused 
some anticipatory comments in the United States.

First, the freeze concerns only two categories o f offensive 
weapons; that is to say, intercontinental ballistic missiles and 
submarine launched ballistic missiles. It does not include the 
number of warheads, nor does it include bombers, nor does it 
include, obviously, other systems based elsewhere than at sea or in 
the territory o f each country.

Secondly, in assessing the significance o f the freeze, it is not 
useful to analyze whether the freeze reflects a gap between the 
forces that are being frozen.

In the two categories that are being frozen," that is to say ICBMs 
and submarine launched ballistic missiles, the facts are these: The 
Soviet Union has more intercontinental ballistic missiles than the 
United States. The Soviet Union has been building inter
continental ballistic missiles; the United States has not and has no 
such program at the moment.

The Soviet Union has been building submarine launched 
ballistic missiles at the rate of eight submarines a year. The United 
States has at this moment no submarines under construction.

Therefore, the question to ask in assessing the freeze is not what 
situation it perpetuates, but what situation it prevents. The 
question is where we would be without the freeze. And if you 
project the existing building programs of the Soviet Union into the 
future, as against the absence of building programs over the period 
of the freeze in either o f the categories that are being frozen, you 
will get a more correct clue to why we believe that there is a good 
agreement and why we believe that it has made a significant 
contribution to arresting the arms race.

The weapons are frozen, as we pointed out, in categories in 
which we have no ongoing programs. Now, having said this, 
however, I am not implying that we gained a unilateral advantage 
because it is perhaps true that in the ABM field we had the more 
dynamic program which is being arrested as a result o f these 
developments.

What I am saying is that this agreement has been made through 
a long process o f negotiations; that this week, while our delegation 
was working around the clock in Helsinki, the President met with 
the Soviet leaders extensively and some members o f the American 
delegation had extensive talks with Deputy Prime Minister 
Smirnoff and Foreign Minister Gromyko to resolve those issues 
that required a primarily pohtical decision.

The reason it was possible to achieve such an agreement is 
because we are confident it will be seen to be in the common 
interest o f both countries and in the common interest of 
humanity. That is what I wanted to say on behalf o f the President.

I would like again to express our appreciation to Ambassador 
Smith, who has borne up under great strain and who has details of 
the agreement before him.
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I will let him comment on those and then both of us will be 
available to answer questions.

Ambassador Smith: I understand I am going to have an 
opportunity later to gQ into greater detail with you all about the 
specific provisions o f the treaty and the interim agreement, so 
perhaps at this time I should limit myself to trying to make some 
general observations and then later on try to answer your 
questions and even later on than that go into any specific 
provisions that are o f special interest.

First, let me say perhaps the obvious, that these documents are 
the product of long, careful, complex and exhaustive negotiations. 
As a matter of fact, we were not finished with the last detail after 
we got on the airplane this evening in Helsinki. We flew back. I 
invited some of the Soviet delegation, including the Chief 
Delegation Minister, Semenov, to join us and we continued to 
work on our way here to Moscow. So this is about the freshest 
treaty that I have ever talked about.

I think that in sum, these documents, when you look at them 
carefully, will demonstrate a solid, concrete, yet first step in the 
problem of controlling strategic arms. They are not the end of the 
road by any means, but I think that they are a very solid step 
forward.

You know we have an obligation that sometimes people foiget 
under the Nonproliferation Treaty o f some ye^s ago® to get on 
with trying to limit strategic arms and get on with disarmament. I 
think as a general proposition these documents will show that we 
are not lax in that respect. We are conscious o f our responsibilities.

Now, as Henry said, there are two basic documents here, the 
ABM Treaty and the Interim Agreement which, in effect, is a 
negotiating freeze arrangement to hold the situation, to permit us 
to hopefully negotiate a treaty to match'in the offensive field the 
treaty that we have succeeded in negotiating in the defensive field.

In the defensive field, I would urge you to look very carefully at 
the language of Article I which looks very general but to my mind 
is a most significant step forward in relations between two great 
powers.

In effect, it says that neither side is going to try to defend its 
nationwide territory. This is an admission of tremendous psycho
logical significance, I believe, recognition that the deterrent forces 
of both sides are not going to be challenged.

When you think of the concerns that we have had for the last 
25 years about first-strike and counter-force, it seems to me a 
general recognition by both countries that they are not going to 
field a nationwide system is of first importance, pohtical, 
psychological and militarily.

In addition to that, the countries are going to agree not to lay 
the base for such a nationwide system. That got us into all sorts of

^Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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, radar problems which some of you people perhaps felt we took 
too long in soling, but much of the time we have ^ n t  was in 
trying to wrestle with this radar problem to prevent the possibility 
o f a nationwide isystem arising.

In addition to that, the two nations have made commitments 
not to even try for a thick or regional defense in one part o f the 
country except as specifically permitted under the agreement; that 
is, to defend one’s capital or to defend a relatively small number 
of ICBM silos.

So, although Article I looks like sort o f a general statement, to 
my mind it is one of the most significant articles in the whole 
agreement.

Now, Article II defines what we are talking about and has a very 
important bearing on the whole question of what we call future 
ABM systems. This treaty has as a most significant aspect that it 
not only limits the present situation, but has a choking off effect 
on future systems which, under the terms of the treaty as we have 
reached understandings, futures will not be deployable unless this 
treaty is amended.

Article III is the heart o f the treaty and deserves a great deal o f  
study. I think we spent more time trying to wrestle with Article 
III than any other part o f the treaty.

I will go into details later if you like, but it says both sides can 
have two sites with no more than 1 0 0  launchers at each site, with 
radar sharply limited; one site for the defensive capital and one for 
the ICBM’s. The Soviets will agree to deploy the ICBM site well 
away from the capital site, so the possibility for a base o f a 
nationwide system is very poor.

In addition to the numbers, we have had to work out problems 
involving test ranges, numbers o f test launchers, the question o f  
modernization, the question of how you verify this treaty, and 
one of the significant conclusions that we have reached is that this 
treaty can safely be verified by national means o f verification, that 
is, without on-site inspection. This is largely a limitation on 
numbers of relatively large objects which we are confident can be 
monitored, if  you wid, without on-site inspection.

As a matter o f fact, if I had my “druthers” and could have 
on-site inspection instead of our present national means, there 
would be no question in my mind that we would be much better 
off with national means o f verification.

In addition to that, we will have commitments from the Soviets 
not to interfere with those national means o f verification and not 
to take measures to conceal their operation so as to prevent the 
workings o f national means o f verification. I think you ladies and 
gentlemen can realize the psychological significance o f a nation 
making such a commitment as that.

We are going to set up a joint consultative commission which 
will, in effect, act as a surveying agent that will watch over the 
operation o f the agreement, to which ambiguous situations can be 
referred, which will be a forum for further discussion of the
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possible amendments to see how this treaty is working, and to 
make sure that it stays viable over the years.

This treaty will have indefinite duration, but if it doesn’t work, 
if our supreme interests are jeopardized, there is a provision that 
on short notice either side can escape from the binding obUgations 
under the treaty.

Turn, now, for a minute to the offensive side. As Henry said, 
what we are trying to do is to set up a useful device that will hold 
the situation while we negotiate, hopefully, a matching treaty; 
that is, to match the treaty in the ABM defense field. I think that 
the measures that we have succeeded in spelling out in this interim 
agreement with the Russians will do just that. There will be a 
commitment on their part not to build any more of these ICBMs 
that have concerned us over the years. That commitment will 
extend to not building such things as SS-9s, and there will be 
provisions that if  the sides want to increase their submarine 
missiles, which, if  you can say so, are a more benign form of  
weapons system than ICBMs, they may do so, but only at the 
price o f a substantial reduction program in other weapons systems.

Keep this in mind when you think about the possibility of 
increasing SLBMs. It is not for free. It is at a very substantial price 
in terms of reductions o f other weapons systems. Reductions have 
never before been successfully negotiated, so I think this ought to 
be considered a great accomplishment.

I think I had better stop at that, since I am going to have a 
chance to go into specifics. I understand that there are to be some 
questions at this point.

Q. Mr. Smith, could you answer just a couple o f  basic things? 
On the question o f  the radar, could you give us an estimate o f  
what percentage o f  the national territory will be protected by the 
ABM radar on each side?

Secondly, on the offensive side, the submarines, there are no 
figures in the Fact Sheet, and the phrasing there seems to be a 
little ambiguous. Could you give us what you consider to be, in 
terms o f  numbers, the current levels o f  submarines on each side?

Ambassador Smith: On the question of radar, I cannot give you 
a precise percentage. The radar coverage, o f course, is not the 
essential consideration. No re-entry vehicle was ever killed by a 
radar. It takes a lot o f interceptors, in addition to radar, to do a 
defensive job. The radar coverage, however, will be minute, and 
especially in the case o f radar around ICBM fields, where there will 
be quantitative hmitations as well as qualitative limitations, so 
only a relatively few radars will be permitted in these ICBM fields.

We are quite confident that a radar base for a nationwide or 
thick regional defense is not possible under the terms of this 
treaty.

Now, in terms of numbers o f submarines, I would like to reserve 
that until I can go into it more specifically.
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Q. On the limitation o f  two ABM sites, we are building two 
now in the Far West. Does that mean we abandon one o f  those 
around those ICBM silos and build another one around Washing
ton?

Ambassador Smith: If we exercise our rights under the treaty, 
we will build a system around Washington. Our obligation under 
the treaty will be to have not more than one which we had 
designated as Grand Forks. So under the treaty the Malmstrom 
construction would be stopped.

Q. Do the Russians complete their construction o f  submarines 
presently under construction? They have 17 operation!all and 25 
presumably at some stage o f  construction. Will they be allowed to 
complete those before the freeze becomes effective?

Ambassador Smith: Under the interim arrangement, they will 
be permitted to finish construction of submarines, yes. I would 
like to go into the whole submarine question in greater detail later.

Q. Would you clear up the withdrawal rights from the treaty
. . if  supreme interests are jeopardized and on six-month’s 

notice”? Is that “andlor” or must both conditions be prevalent, a 
supreme interest endangered, does this then require six month’s 
notice o f  withdrawal?

Ambassador Smith: That is correct. That is the same condition 
as in previous arms control treaties, such as the NonproUferation 
Treaty.

Q. Does this Commission decide whether or not supreme 
interests are involved?

Ambassador Smith: No. That is a unilateral decision for both 
countries.

Q. Doesn’t this allow them to protect all o f  their ICBMs while 
we protect only some o f  ours?

Ambassador Smith: No. This will permit them to protect a 
smaller percentage o f their ICBMs than ours, since they have 
substantially more than we have.

Q. I f  after five years there is no comprehensive offensive 
agreement, does the interim agreement lapse?

Ambassador Smith: If the five years is past and the negotia
tions look fruitless, I would think we would not want to continue 
it. If the negotiations look as if they might still bear fruit, if both 
sides agree to extend the five-year arrangement, that is certainly in 
our field o f vision.

Q. The basic story is going to go out o f  this session. I think we 
have to get figures on submarines and other estimates, otherwise 
the story will go out in a gobbled [garbledl way.
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Ambassador Smith: This treaty will have no effect on warhead 
numbers. The United States and the Soviet Union will be free to 
mount as many warheads as they want. As you know, the United 
States has a very substantial advantage, and I do not see in the 
time period o f tWs freeze that there is any prospect of its losing it.

Q. What about the submarines, the question o f  figures? Is this 
figure o f  42 Y Class submarines an accurate one that they will be 
allowed to complete, and we with 41?

Ambassador Smith: I don’t know about this figure of 42 
submarines. I have seen all sorts o f speculations about Soviet 
submarines, but it is perfectly clear that under this agreement if 
the Soviets want to pay the price of scrapping a substantial 
number o f other important strategic weapons systems they can 
build additional submarines.

Q. What submarines do they have under construction now? I 
think you are evading the point on the number o f  submarines they 
will be frozen at under this Treaty.

Ambassador Smith: I am purposely evading the point because 
that is an intelligence estimate that I am not in a position to give 
out.

Q. How many old submarines, the old submarines with three 
obsolete launchers on them, would they be able to convert?

Ambassador Smith: I would have to answer that the same way. 
I am not in a position to describe the breakdown of the Soviet 
fleet between old and new submarines.

Q. You are leaving open the possibility o f  a very large Soviet 
superiority in the SLBM field.

Ambassador Smith: I am leaving open the possibility that you 
are facing an indefinite period of time. We don’t know how long it 
will last. If we negotiate a treaty within a year, then the Soviet 
submarine level, if they elect to follow this route, will be one 
thing. If it is two years, it will be another. There is no doubt that 
under this arrangement they could, at a high price, increase their 
submarine fleet.

Q. Mr. Ambassador, the question is whether the Soviets will be 
able to complete their construction o f  Y Class submarines and 
modernize their older submarines to become new Y Class 
submarines and if  they do all o f  this and pay the price, as you said, 
o f  retiring the SS-7 and SS-8 missiles, what is the advantage to 
them, to retire the missiles, for example, and keep these 
submarines, do they have a significant advantage if  they do that?

Ambassador Smith: I cannot tell you what the factors making 
facilities at force planning are. jMI I can do is explain the 
provisions of these treaties. Now, what the Soviets will do with the 
rights under this arrangement is something that we can not know.
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Mr. Ziegler: We have time for just one more question. We are 
running short of time. Dr. Kissinger has one comment to make.

Q. We have had only ten minutes o f  questions.

Mr. Ziegler: The entire delegation and Dr. Kissinger will be 
available at the press center later tonight.

Dr. Kissinger: Since I am not quite as constrained or don’t feel 
as constrained as Ambassador Smith, lest we build up a profound 
atmosphere o f mystery about the submarine issue, I will straighten 
it out as best I can.

The base number of Soviet submarines is in dispute. It has been 
in dispute in our intelligence estimate exactly how much it is, 
though our intelligence estimates are in the range that was 
suggested.

a  41 to 43?

Dr. Kissinger: I am not going to go beyond what I have said. It 
is in that general range.

The Soviet estimate o f their program is sUghtly more 
exhaustive. They, o f course, have the advantage that they know 
what it is precisely. [Laughter.]

Now the provisions of the agreement, as I understand it, are 
that the Soviet Union can convert land-based missiles of a category 
of which we estimate that they have 210, plus 30-odd missiles on 
older nuclear submarines, into submarines or submarine-based 
launchers.

This, then, would give them a figure of submarines and 
launchers substantially about the level that is now estimated as 
being under construction. This level has a upper ceiling.

Now  ̂ there are two things to be said: One, they can reach this 
level only at the sacrifice of existing weapon systems and, 
therefore, it would represent the first reduction of one category of 
weapons. Second, in the absence o f this agreement, the Soviet 
Union was building submarines at the rate o f eight or nine a year 
in any event, and their decision to build these submarines at that 
rate seems to have been fixed for some time.

Therefore, the ceiling on submarines has to be seen in terms of 
two factors: Factor one, where would the Soviet Union be 
without that ceiling? And without that ceiling the Soviet Union 
would be some 50 percent higher over the period of time if it 
exercised its full capacity o f production. Second, in order to reach 
that ceiling, the Soviet Union will have to trade in heavy 
land-based missiles and/or submarine-based missiles o f older types. 
So that in addition to arresting the momentum o f the submarine 
construction program, there is also a reduction of weapons that 
would under other circumstances not have been reduced.

The next question that can be asked then: Well, perhaps the 
best way to deal with this Soviet submarine program would have 
been to build more submarines o f our own.



216 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1972

I think those o f you who followed defense matters know that 
the United States has no plan at this moment—and for that matter 
had no plan before this agreement—to build submarines over the 
five-year period of the freeze that this agreement was lasting. So 
we have to remember that we were prepared to live with a 
condition without an agreement that was significantly worse than 
it is with the agreement and; secondly, that the freeze is purchased 
by the reduction of several hundred—if the Soviets exercise all 
their rights—land-based missiles and another category of sea-based 
missiles.

This is the context in which the submarine decision has to be 
seen.

Q. On a point o f  fact, Henry, didn’t the Defense Secretary 
announce a program for 10 ULMS or Trident Missiles?

Dr. Kissinger: None o f those will become operational until 
after the period o f the freeze.

Q. Could I  make a plea to you and Ron as well? I t has taken 30 
months to get this treaty. The Senate o f  the United States wants 
to know what is in it. There is an argument about it. We have been 
out o f  our hotel an hour and a half. We get ten minutes o f  
questions and tomorrow it is going to be our fault for screwing it 
up and creating political trouble. Can somebody else pass up the 
champagne and le t’s keep this going?

Mr. Ziegler: I suppose you are asking by passing up the 
champagne that Henry not go to the signing. That has to be his 
decision. Ambassador Smith must go to the signing. I will offer 
you this alternative, recognizing the fact that you have been here 
an hour and a half, and recognizing the fact that we have to have 
the material to put together to provide you which, as Ambassador 
Smith said, was put together as quickly as we can. The option is to 
have the briefing, as we have scheduled, at the press center 
immediately after the signing.

Q. You know what kind o f  a brawl that will be.

Mr. Ziegler: We would be willing to return here to take your 
questions if that is what you would like.

Q. Will we have to go through the Russian commentary on this 
one.

Mr. Ziegler: That is exactly the dilemma.

Q. I have one question that I know would clear up my 
confusion and maybe some others’ confusion. Does the treaty 
permit the Soviets to complete their present submarine con
struction without penalty?

Dr. Kissinger: Yes.

Q. Will these Tridents replace old Polaris Submarines in that 
case?
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Dr. Kissinger: No ULMS submarines will be operational until 
after the freeze is over. There will be provisions in the Treaty for 
when an existing weapon has to be scrapped in terms o f the 
constructions o f the follow-on program. If, in the development of 
ULMS such a point should be reached before the end of the freeze 
and if the treaty has not been extended by agreement, then of 
course those scrapping provisions would go into effect. Otherwise 
the ULMS would be a follow-on system to the existing one.

Mr. Ziegler: Let me offer this proposal to you: The signing 
takes place at 11:00 o ’clock. At that time the fact that the SALT 
agreement is being signed is indeed a fact. There is a briefing 
scheduled at about 11:20 at the Press Center, a joint briefing 
between the United States and the Soviet Union. That will be 
short. We will arrange to make that short. Following that, and 
giving those who are on deadline—and I don’t believe anyone has 
any serious problem at that point—that is the point when we will 
return to this location, following the joint briefing which we are 
committed to at the International Press Center. So, if that gets 
underway at about 11:30, it will be over by about 12:00. We will 
return here at about 12:30. We will take your questions. Dr. 
Kissinger will be here and we will proceed.

Q. Can’t we do it at the hotel?

Mr. Ziegler: If there is a change, gentlemen, if there is a change 
in the location, if we can find a place at the hotel, we will arrange 
for it.

The Press: Thank you, gentlemen.

News Conference Remarks by Presidential Assistant Kissinger:
Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements, May 27, 1972*

Q. Henry, for factual purposes, I think it would help a great 
deal here, since we do not have the figures available, could you go 
into the existing figures that are available? In the public domain 
there are figures.

Dr. Kissinger: In what category?

Q. Well, I  think because this does cut across the whole range 
and one will be looking at the total figures o f  offensive weapons, 
even the bomber-delivered weapons would have relevance here.

Dr. Kissinger: First, the current figures are that in the field of 
ICBM’s the United States, has 1,054 and the Soviet Union has 
about 1,600. In the submarine field, the United States has about 
656 and the Soviet Union has, again depending on what missiles 
you count, something between 680 and 700-plus. I will go into 
those figures in a minute when I explain the submarine agreement.

* Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, June 5,1972, pp. 932-937.
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The Soviet Union has been building missiles at the rate of 
something like 250 a year. If I get arrested here for espionage, 
gentlemen, we will know who is to blame.

Q. What kind o f  missiles? Do you mean intercontinental?

Dr. Kissinger: I am talking about intercontinental, and it has 
been building submarine missiles at the rate of 128 a year. So this 
is the backdrop against which you have to assess the agreement.

Therefore, on any day you would have picked over the last 
year, over the last 2 years, and on any day you are going to pick in 
the future, you will be able to demonstrate a Soviet numerical 
advantage. Moreover, it was a numerical advantage that was 
growing, because in the ICBM field we have, as you know, no 
ongoing program.

In the submarine field, as the question indicated, to which I 
responded earlier, we also have no program for missiles that will be 
operational. In the submarine field we have now no submarine 
under construction. The first submarine that we have that would 
become operational would do so early in 1979 or late in 1978.

Therefore, any time over the next 5 years we were confronting 
a numerical margin that was growing, and a margin, moreover, 
which we could do nothing to reverse in that 5-year period. 
Therefore, the question of whether the freeze perpetuates a Soviet 
numerical superiority is beside the point.

The question is: What would this margin have been without the 
freeze? That is the justification for the margin.

Second: Now, then, what are the figures going to be? The 
Soviet intercontinental ballistic missiles, gross or net—in other 
words, they will not grow beyond 1,618.

With respect to the submarines, we have developed a very 
complicated formula, and I have to spend some time in explaining 
it to you. It may also explain why there were so many night 
sessions this week here in Moscow, first between the President and 
Brezhnev, and then between me and the Soviet Deputy Prime 
Minister Smirnov and Foreign Minister Gromyko.

Basically, the Soviet submarines are frozen at the level they now 
have. Beyond that, however, since they had an ongoing program of 
eight submarines a year, they are permitted to trade in old missiles 
and old submarines for new submarines up to a total level of either 
62 submarines or 950 missiles.

Q. May I ask a question there? When you say they are frozen at 
the level, you mean operational and under construction?

Dr. Kissinger: Operational and under construction.

Q. Which is?

Dr. Kissinger: Which is in dispute, first between our intelligence 
agencies, and second between us and the Soviets. Our intelligence 
agencies give us a certain range. Over a period of a year, this
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always comes out right, because you can see them. But at any 
given moment, you cannot be absolutely sure. There is always a 
spread of two or three. At any rate, it is in the range that was 
discussed at the briefing.^

When it was asked at the briefing, those figures were not far off. 
The Soviets claim that they have more than that. As I said at the 
briefing, the Soviets may not tell us exactly what they have, but 
they are in a better position to know than we, painful as this is to 
admit.

Let me finish going through these numbers. Under the formula 
that we have adopted, the Soviet Union can convert 210 old 
ICBM’s and 30 old submarine-launched missiles into new 
submarine-launched missiles. In other words, in order to get more 
submarines, they have to give up 240 old missiles—older missiles, 
still useful, but older missiles. That, in effect, is the rough formula.

Now, the formula is somewhat complicated by the fact that 
they have two types o f Soviet boats, one with 12 and the other 
with 16 missiles. So the Soviets have to make a choice o f 62 of 
fewer missiles or lesser boats o f more missiles, but that is a 
refinement into which we do not have to get in detail.

This is the submarine formula. It is, in short, that the Soviets 
are frozen at a level o f what is currently operational or under 
construction.

That level had to be somewhat arbitrarily established as 
between their claims and our assessments. At any rate, beyond 
that level, they have to trade in all old missiles for new submarines 
up to a total ceiling that cannot exceed 62 submarines for 950 
missiles. Again, I ask you to remember that that level of 
62 submarines over the period of the freeze must be compared 
with the level o f 80 to 90 submarines that would have been 
achieved without the freeze, in which circumstances there would 
not have been the retirement o f the 240 older missiles on top of it.

Now, this is roughly the arithmetic. Does that answer your 
question?

a  Yes.

Q. I had a question on that. What is the definition o f  the words 
“under construction”?

Dr. Kissinger: Well, some of the more profound minds in the 
bureaucracy, which is not necessarily saying a great deal— 
[laughter] —have addressed this question, and I believe that the 
definition o f “under construction” that has been adopted is when 
the hull sections move into the shed where they are assembled into 
a submarine. Apparently the submarine is first built in sections. It 
is then moved into an assembly plant and at that point the 
submarine is considered under construction. And this may account 
for the difference in our assessments o f what the Soviets have

® See an re, pp. 207-217.

505-954 0  -  74 -  16
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under construction and what the Soviets tell us they have under 
construction. That is to say they may count the hull sections and 
we count them only when they enter the shed. There is some 
technical term for the shed, but at any rate where they put it 
together.

Q. Can you tell us what the arbitrary compromise line was you  
established with them between these two? Was it 45 or something 
like that?

Dr. Kissinger: Because o f the difficulty of the fact that some of 
the Soviet boats have 12 missiles and some have 16 missiles, the 
Soviet argument was that they had 48 submarines under con
struction with 768 missiles. Our assessment was less. The figure we 
adopted is 710, if you consider new missiles, and 740 if you add in 
the 30 of the older missiles that they have on submarines.

In either event, if they want to get up to the ceiling o f 950 
modem submarine launched missiles, they have to retire 30 o f the 
old submarine launched missUes plus 210 o f the ICBM’s.

Q. That are included in the 1,618, is that correct?

Dr. Kissinger: That are included in the 1,618. In other words, as 
a result of this agreement, if  the Soviets exercise every option they 
have under the agreement—and, o f course, they are not required to 
exercise it—but if they exercise the maximum option, then the 
figure would be reduced by 210 and would be 1,408.

Q. And the other number would be 950?

Dr. Kissinger: Yes. But, actually, Max, if  you do the arithmetic, 
you can’t get up to exactly 950 by any combination of 16 and 12 
class boats. I think the maximum they can get is 944, but that is a 
refinement we don’t have to get into.

Q. Well, they could keep some o f  the 30?

Dr. Kissinger: They can keep some of the 30. They can piece 
together the 950, but then they have to keep the old missiles. 
They cannot come up with 950 new missiles from where they are 
now under any new assessment.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, isn’t there a global figure o f  missiles that both 
o f  us are now operating under and we can have any mix we 
choose?

Dr. Kissinger: No, we cannot have any mix we choose. We can 
have a mix up to a certain ceiling in submarines and we can retire 
only the older missiles. It is not permitted imder this agreement to 
take new missiles and turn them into submarine missiles.

In other words, they cannot simply shift S S -ll’s into sub
marines any more than we can turn Minutemen into submarines. 
Under this agreement we have the right to convert 54 Titans into 
three submarines. The missiles built before 1964 can be converted
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into submarines which gives us three and it gives them a larger 
number, but in any event there is a global figure.

You are quite right. There is a global figure with a certain 
freedom to mix, not a total freedom to mix but a certain freedom 
to mix.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, how many o f  our submarine missiles are being 
MIR V’d  and how many o f  the Minutemen are being MIR V’d?

Dr. Kissinger: I don’t know exactly what the number of
Minutemen is that is being MIRV’d. Of the submarines, my 
trouble is I know the number but I don’t know whether it is 
classified or not.

Q. It is not.

Dr. Kissinger: It is not? What is it then?

Q. You have deployed eight.

Dr. Kissinger: But you don’t know how many we are convert
ing.

Q. You are converting 31. [Laughter]

Dr. Kissinger: I thought all my former staff members joined 
candidates. [Laughter]

That is essentially correct, but whether the submarine is 
MIRV’d or not has nothing to do with whether it counts against 
the total. What counts against the total is the number of launchers, 
not the number o f warheads on each launcher.

Q. What I  am trying to get at is the number o f  warheads 
available to both sides.

Dr. Kissinger: I didn’t finish the answer to Murray’s question, 
because he also asked me about bombers.

Q. Also about bombers and, Henry, Secretary Laird’s posture 
statement for the current year does give a figure on warheads. I  
don’t happen to  have it with me.

Dr. Kissinger: I will give you a rough figure. Everything here is 
on the basis of reciprocity. Since I have given out the Soviet 
figures, I might as well give out the American figures. [Laughter]

We have now 460 bombers, and we expect to have 450 bombers 
at the end o f the freeze period. Our assessment is that the Soviets 
have about 140 comparable bombers. So in terms of the total 
delivery vehicles on both sides during the freeze, if you count our 
overseas base forces, they are roughly equal. They are roughly 
about 2,500.

This is not the best test by itself, because if you compare 
megatonnage, the Soviet Union has about three times as much. If 
you count warheads, we have about three times as much during 
the whole period o f the freeze.
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But during the period of the freeze, what you have to remember 
is that the weapons systems that are being frozen, as I pointed out 
in the other briefing, are the ones in which we had no building 
program during the period of the freeze and, therefore, if you 
want to judge the relative strategic situation during the period of 
the freeze, you have to consider all the weapons systems, and 
there a rough parity is being maintained in terms of delivery 
vehicles. The Soviet Union has more megatonnage; we have more 
warheads.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, would you say that the Soviets would be 
increasing their strategic advantage i f  they were to exercise their 
options and convert these various ICBM’s and others to sub
marines?

Dr. Kissinger: First, I know I keep repeating myself about the 
freeze point, but I cannot say often enough that in the absence of 
this agreement, the Soviet Union has the possibility of building 
eight submarines a year for the whole period of the freeze, 
assuming they do not expand their production capability. On that 
basis, the Soviet Union, if  it continued to build what it is capable 
of building, could have between 80 and 90 submarines at the end 
of the freeze period, plus 210 ICBM’s, plus 30 submarine-based 
missiles.

Another provision o f this agreement, incidentally, is that 
missiles on submarines other than nuclear-powered submarines 
that are modernized are counted against the total o f 950. Those 
missiles, o f course, would be outside the agreement altogether.

Therefore, the first thing one has to say is that the freeze, even 
without the conversion, is desired. With the conversion, it retires 
240 Soviet launchers. On the other hand, I have to answer your 
question fairly; The 240 launchers that are being retired are less 
modem than the 240 launchers by which they are replaced.

The only thing you have to keep in mind is that it was not in 
our power to stop those 240 new launchers in any event. They are 
not being built as a result o f the freeze. They were being buUt 
anyway.

Q. A technical question: O f the old launchers, the ICBM’s they 
retired would be SS-7 and -8?

Dr. Kissinger: That is correct.

Q. And the submarines, if  they decided to retire the old ones, 
would replace what?

Dr. Kissinger: Thirty to 36 missiles on the H-class submarines.

Q. How about the G-class?

Dr. Kissinger: The G-class submarines can be retired. If they are 
modernized, they are counted against the 950. Do you see whatT 
mean? They don’t have to retire them. They do have to retire the
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H-class submarines if they want to go up to 950. They do not have 
to retire the G-class submarines, but if they modernize them, they 
are counted against the 950.

First of all, the G-class submarines are diesel. Second, the range 
of their missiles is between 300 and 700 miles, so they are more 
comparable to our forward-based systems than they are to 
strategic systems. Third, if  these missiles are modernized, if they 
have a more modem missile on the G-class submarine than the one 
there now, then that missile is counted against the 950 total and 
reduces their ability to build nuclear-powered submarines.

It seems to us highly unreasonable to take this step, so we think 
that the G-class submarines are bound to get retired simply 
because they wear out. They are the oldest missile-carrying 
submarine they have.

Q. May I  ask a nontechnical question? On defensive missiles, 
which they wanted, a treaty was signed to limit the number. On 
offensive, where we wanted a limitation, there was only a 
temporary agreement. Doesn’t that seem as if  we came out on the 
short end o f  the stick?

Dr. Kissinger: Not at all, because, first o f all, the temporary 
agreement is linked to the continuation of the defensive treaty, 
because we have made it clear that the continuation of the 
defensive treaty depends importantly on there being a follow-on 
agreement on offensive weapons.

Second, with respect to these offensive weapons, the situation 
was so complex, there were so many weapons in the process of 
production, that it was an inevitable first step to get an end of the 
production for a while before one could make a rational 
agreement on the permanent arrangement. So we have not come 
out on the short end of the stick. If the offensive agreement 
lapses, we doubt seriously that the defensive agreement will 
continue.

Q. On the question o f  warheads, since that seems to be an 
important part o f  the total number o f  ICBM’s, you mentioned the 
fact that the number o f  warheads is not affected. Can you then 
talk about numbers o f  warheads we have and they have?

Dr. Kissinger: It is in the posture statement.^ Why don’t you 
look it up? In the assessment we now have, it is about IVi times as 
many warheads, and we expect at the end of the freeze period we 
will have about three times as many warheads.

Q. What is the prospect o f  their developing a MIR V?

Dr. Kissinger: You would have to assume that anything we can 
do, they can do, with perhaps some time.

^National Security Strategy o f Realistic Deterrence: Secretary o f Defense Melvin R. 
Laird’s Annual Defense Department Report, F Y 1973, p. 40.
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Q. How many years?

Dr. Kissinger: I don’t want to speculate on it, but I think it is 
reasonable to assume that they will develop a MIRV during the 
freeze period.

Q. Can you also discuss in a little more detail the consultative 
committee? What is its make-up? Who will be on it, and how will 
that go forward?

Dr. Kissinger: I frankly do not have the details on it.

Q. Can you discuss at all what you would like to see, or you  
think the United States would like to see happen in the next phase 
o f  the SALT discussions, the reductions, for example?

Dr. Kissinger: Well, we will try to convert the agreement iijito a 
permanent agreement. Second, we will try to include categories of 
weapons not now included, and may address the question of 
technological change, which is one o f the great driving forces of 
the arms race at this particular point.

Q. Has there been an agreement on time and place for 
resumption o f  a new round o f  SALT?

Dr. Kissinger: There has not yet been an agreement, but we 
expect it to be within this year.

Q. Sometime this year?

Dr. Kissinger: Yes. We do not expect there to be a very long 
interval. We think we have the momentum now. We consider this, 
as I said in my opening remarks, a landmark agreement in the 
relations between the great powers and in the development o f the 
arms race it is something that administrations have striven for for 
the better part o f the 1960’s, and which we believe can give us a 
basis to make very significant advances.

Q. On that point, Henry, what about reopening the question o f  
a comprehensive test ban treaty?

Dr. Kissinger: We have been, in principle, prepared to do this. 
The obstacle has been the debate about inspection, and we are 
willing to restudy the issue.

Q. Does this prohibit them from further testing o f  anti-satellite 
systems?

Dr. Kissinger: No, it doesn’t prohibit them from testing, but 
interference with national means o f detection would be considered 
contrary to the treaty, and there is a provision to that effect in the 
treaty.

Q. But i f  they continue to develop them—we know they have 
been—what happens then?
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Dr. Kissinger: It is not contrary to the treaty. What is contrary 
to the treaty is to use an anti-satellite system, and that would be 
the issue. ITiere is no way they could use an anti-satellite system 
without, in effect, causing us to abrogate the treaty. I mean, if 
they did it on a substantial scale—I don’t want to speak of every 
individual case.

Q. Could you say what was the last hang-up that was settled  
today?

Dr. Kissinger: As I told you when I met with you in Salzburg, 
there were four or five issues that had been unsettled. The 
President took those up with Mr. Brezhnev on Tuesday. As you 
remember, there were two sessions lasting well into the night. That 
settled two o f them. There were then two other issues that 
remained to be settled. One was a somewhat esoteric technical 
one. It was esoterically technical on one level, but it had some 
significant imphcations. The second one had to do with the 
calculation from which we derived the point at which the trade-in 
of old missiles had to occur, what the number was that had to be 
traded in to get up to the ceiling, and how you handle the problem 
of the G-class submarines.

Q. When were those settled?

Dr. Kissinger:T)aeTQ was one session that lasted until 4 o ’clock 
on Wednesday. There was another session that lasted until 3 
o’clock last night. This morning at 11:30, at a meeting, those two 
issues were settled. So at 3 o ’clock it looked as if we would have 
to do at least another day or two of work on these two problems, 
but then this morning we had a meeting at 11:30 and it began to 
break. By noon I called Ron and told him that it was beginning to 
break, and at 1 we had it settled.

Then the problem was to get the agreement drafted, and I think 
it was the first time in the history o f Soviet-American relations 
that joint instructions were sent to two delegations, so that no 
misunderstandings could occur, and where we were kept informed 
by the Soviet side about meetings going on in the Soviet 
delegation in order to speed up the drafting process.

Then the delegation flew here in the American delegation’s 
plane and arrived about 9 o’clock with the treaty draft in their 
hands, because the decisions that were made at 1 still had to be 
put into treaty language.

All we did this morning was to arrive at the general framework. 
The delegations then had to put it into language that will be put 
before you soon.

So a tremendous amount o f work was done by the delegation, 
and it showed how rapidly things could move in diplomacy when 
both sides want to move.

Q. Who was at the meeting?

Dr. Kissinger: Who was at which meeting?
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Q. A t the meeting at which things began to beeak?.

Dr. Kissinger: On our side it was myself and several staff 
members. On. the Soviet sidCj it was Deputy. Prime Minister 
Smirnov, Foreign Minister Gromyko, Ambassador Dobrynin, the 
head of the American Dedc in the Soviet Foreign Office, 
Komiyenko, and those are all the members.

On my staff it was Mr. Sonnenfeldt, Mr. Lord and Mr. Hyland.

Q. One clarifying question on the submarine. I believe the 
public record shows it was the United States who pressed publicly 
for the inclusion o f  the submarines—

Dr. Kissinger: That is correct.

Q. Secretary Laird said he wouldn’t favor a treaty unless 
submarines were included. ,

Dr. Kissinger: That is correct.

Q. So, therefore, the idea that the United States got stuck with 
a submarine deal—

Dr. Kissinger: That is an absurdity. It is a total absurdity. It was 
the United States which insisted that the submarines be included. 
The United States was in a rather complex position to recommend 
a submarine deal since we were not building any and the Soviets 
were building eight or nine a year, which isn’t the most brilliant 
bargaining position I would recommend people to find themselves 
in.

Therefore, we developed a formula by which the Soviets could 
trade in some o f their older missiles for submarines as long as they 
agreed to put a ceiling on the total construction of submarines. We 
discussed the issue with the Joint Chiefs o f Staff, both in term of 
what could be done with a rapid American submarine program, 
and in terms of the complete proposal that emerged. The Joint 
Chiefs of Staff have supported this proposal and I do not think 
they are the most dove-ish members o f the American establish
ment.

So this is not something that the Soviets forced on us. It is 
something that we urged on the Soviets in a field in which we were 
not under any circumstances going to build a submarine before 
1979, and they had an on-going program. So I can understand why 
there were several meetings of the Soviet Government on this issue 
this week.

Q. What manner o f  verification can be effective against 
submarine numbers?

Dr. Kissinger: As some of you know, we started this whole 
process of negotiation, to the dismay of some of you, very slowly, 
because we spent 6 months within the Government m ^ing the 
most painstaking study of the possibilities o f verification, and 
before we agreed to formulate any proposition, we wanted to
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make sure what the possibilities o f verification were, what the 
margin of error was, what countermeasures we could take if we 
detected violations, and what risks we were running at each level.

We are confident that we have adequate, means o f verification. 
That does not mean that one or two submarines might not slip 
through, although we don’t think so. What it does mean is I would 
say it is extremely unlikely that the Soviet Union could build 
submarines o f a number sufficient to upset the strategic balance in 
violation of this agreement without our knowing it and particular
ly if you consider what the risks o f detection would represent for 
the Soviet Union.

So we are confident that we can do this by national means of 
detection. But I must say also that I can’t conceive o f a country 
entering an agreement o f freeze in order to cheat, given present 
national means of detection.

Q. Are you confident that this agreement can be sold to the 
Senate, and have you been giving some consultation to people like 
John Stennis and others?

Dr. Kissinger: Yes, we have been consulting with key Senators. 
We believe that the overwhelming majority o f the Senate, once it 
recognizes the nature of the agreement, the long-range implica
tions o f the agreement, and its character, will vote for it.

I do not deny that the initial reaction o f some people will be to 
look at the gap in numbers. But once they understand the 
consideration I put before you, that is to say what the gap would 
be without this agreement, and the fact that this agreement for the 
first time brings agreed reductions in the missile forces o f another 
country, I believe that many of those who express some hesitation 
will come around. We expect overwhelming passage.

Q. May I  follow by asking are the Joint Chiefs unanimously in 
support o f  it?

Dr. Kissinger: The Joint Chiefs of Staff have unanimously 
supported the proposal we put forw^d last night and which was 
accepted this morning.

Q. I  think my question has been partially answered. I  believe all 
your figures, but who is going to check into all this and what kind 
o f  inspection are you going to have?

Dr. Kissinger: The inspection of the system is through national 
means of detection. In other words, each side will have to check 
the other by its own national means of detection, and we are 
highly confident o f those.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, Ambassador Smith raised the, point o f  this 
being the first time where each side has acknowledged or 
deliberately allowed itself to remain vulnerable to attack by the 
other side and talked about psychological and political ramifica
tions.
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I wonder if  you could address yourself to that?

Dr. Kissinger: Well, to the extent that neither side is building a 
territorial defense, it is, of course, vulnerable, and to the extent 
that neither side can destroy the retaliatory force o f its opponent 
enough to prevent a counterattack on its population, it remains 
vulnerable.

The implications of this are what they have always been over the 
last 5 years, because both sides are now vulnerable to each other 
and, therefore, the simplistic notion of the early 1960’s which 
measured deterrent by the amount o f civilian carnage that could 
be inflicted by one side on the other were always wrong; hence, to 
consider the mass use of nuclear weapons in terms of , the 
destruction o f civilian populations, one faces a political 
impossibility, not to speak of a moral impossibility.

But this has been a fact, now, for 5 or 6 years.

Q. Will the SALT machinery be kept in place for continuing 
negotiations, and i f  not, what will be the case?

Dr. Kissinger: Of course, we have now developed what we 
believe to be a rather good system for conducting these negotia
tions; that is to say, we have an extremely able delegation, and 
very able negotiator who conducts the ordinary business o f the 
negotiations. We have in Washington a series o f committees that 
make the technical studies and that back up the negotiator.

Over the last 2 years, when the negotiations have reached a 
deadlock, we have used the mechanism o f Presidential exchanges 
with the Soviet leaders to break the deadlock, in each case by 
compromise that turned out to be fair to both sides, and I think, 
having done this now—and I must say again that the experience of 
this week confirms it—that we can talk to each other now in a way 
that would have been inconceivable 5 years ago, and in a way in 
which few countries can talk to each other now, because many of 
them don’t have the technical competence.

So when you talk to each other about the deployment of 
misale systems, when you have the sort o f conversations we have 
had to have this week in assessing what missiles should be counted, 
a degree of, if  not political confidence, at least confidence in each 
other’s methods of looking at it develops that gives one some hope 
that these negotiations can be continued in this general frame
work.

Now, whether we will continue alternating between Helsinki 
and Vienna, or whether we will choose a permanent place in which 
these negotiations will go on, that, frankly, has not been decided 
yet. But we, on our side at least, are very tempted and inclined to 
continue the procedures that have brought us to this point.

Q. Can you tell us if  the negotiations at the personal level 
between the President and the leaders o f  the Soviet Union this 
week on this subject have also produced some progress in solving 
other international problems, in particular Southeast Asia?
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Dr. Kissinger: No. I will not go into other topics, but I will say 
that all topics this week have been discussed with the same 
frankness. Not all o f them are as amenable to bilateral solution as 
the one we have discussed, but we have had very frank and very 
thorough discussions.

Q. What were the two issues that the President settled with the 
Soviet leaders on Tuesday night? Did they concern the submarine 
issue as well?

Dr. Kissinger: No. One of them had to do with ABM systems. I 
don’t want to go into it in any more detail.

Q. What is the other one?

Dr. Kissinger: The other one involved the discussion of mobile 
issues.

Q. What is left on the agenda now for substantive work by the 
leaders? Are they done now or is there more?

Dr. Kissinger: WeU, they have covered by now almost every 
topic o f significance that affects our two countries, and, o f course, 
there are a number o f parallel discussions going on. As you know. 
Secretary Rogers has been having a series o f discussions, and I have 
been having a series o f discussions, in parallel.

So the leaders will often set a general framework which is then 
being pursued by others.

In general, I would say all topics o f significance have been 
covered, but it is envisaged that there will be one or two more 
wrap-up sessions before the meeting breaks up.

Q. Henry, was the United States opposed to on-site inspection?

Dr. Kissinger: No. Early in the negotiations we asked for on-site 
inspection. One had to do with MIRV’s, which are not covered by 
this agreement. The other had to do with the ABM system. Once 
we analyzed the medianism o f on-site inspection, we found what 
Jerry Smith pointed out, that the capability of cheating against 
on-site inspection is very great, and the national means of 
detection are more reliable for the kind of agreement we have 
made here.

I am not saying as we get further down the road with more 
esoteric problems—particularly as we address the problem of tech
nological change—that we may not find some on-site inspection 
may prove necessary. But for this agreement, we really felt that we 
were better off with national means, and in all the studies of the 
verification panel in 1969, this conclusion was confirmed.

To answer your question, there was never a case in which the 
Soviet Union asked for on-site inspection and we refused it.

Q. Why were they opposed to on-site inspection?

Dr. Kissinger: It has been a firm Soviet position in every 
armament negotiation in the postwar period that on-site
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inspection is too intrusive and it has, therefore, generally been 
resisted, and in those negotiations in which the principle was 
accepted, such as the nuclear test ban, it was accepted with so 
many restrictions that its actual operation made it very easy to 
defeat.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, on the MIRV, aren’t we really, by deploying 
MIRV’s ourselves so rapidly, kind o f  forcing them or encouraging 
them into the MIR V business?

Dr. Kissinger: This is a debate that has been going on for the 
entire postwar period, namely, whether our technological change 
compels the Soviet technological change, or whether the two 
technological changes are not occurring somewhat in parallel, and 
on the whole, the Soviet Union will do what it is technologically 
capable o f doing.

You remember the debate about the hydrogen bomb in the 
early 1950’s in which one argument against the hydrogen bomb 
was that if  we developed it, the Soviet Union would be forced into 
following suit. As matters developed, we exploded our bomb 6 
months before the Soviet Union did, making it obvious that we 
did not lead them but that they were pursuing a parallel evolution.

I think it is safe to say that the Soviet Union has been engaged 
in the first step toward MIRV at a time when we have not yet 
deployed MIRV, and I would not, therefore, accept the proposi
tion.

Radio and Television Address by President Nixon to the People of
the Soviet Union, May 28,1972*

Dobryy vecher.
I deeply appreciate this opportunity your Government has given 

me to speak directly with the people of the Soviet Union, to bring 
you a message o f friendship from all the people o f the United 
States and to share with you some of my thoughts about the 
relations between our two countries and about the way to peace 
and progress in the world.

This is my fourth visit to the Soviet Union. On these visits I 
have gained a great respect for the peoples of the Soviet Union, for 
your strength, your generosity, your determination, for the 
diversity and richness o f your cultural heritage, for your many 
achievements.

In the 3 years I have been in office, one o f my principal aims 
has been to establish a better relationship between the United 
States and the Soviet Union. Our two countries have much in 
common. Most important o f all, we have never fought one another 
in war. On the contrary, the memory of your soldiers and ours

* Weekly Compilation o f  Presidential Documents, June 5,1972, pp. 939-942.
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embracing at the Elbe, as allies, in 1945, remains strong in millions 
of hearts in both of our countries. It is my hope that that memory 
can serve as an inspiration for the renewal o f Soviet-American 
cooperation in the 1970’s.

As great powers, we shall sometimes be competitors, but we 
need never be enemies.

Thirteen years ago, when I visited your country as Vice 
President, I addressed the people o f the Soviet Union on radio and 
television, as I am addressing you tonight. I said then,
Let us have peaceful competition, not only in producing the best factories, but in 
producing better lives for our people. Let us cooperate in our exploration of outer 
space.. . .  Let our aim be not victory over other peoples, but the victory of all mankind 
over hunger, want, misery, and disease, wherever it exists in the world. ̂

In our meetings this week, we have begun to bring some of 
those hopes to fruition. Shortly after we arrived here on Monday 
afternoon, a brief rain feU on Moscow, o f a kind that I am told is 
called a mushroom rain, a warm rain, with sunshine breaking 
through, that makes the mushrooms grow and is therefore 
considered a good omen. The month of May is early for 
mushrooms, but as our talks progressed this week, what did grow 
was even better. A far-reaching set o f agreements that can lead to a 
better life for both of our peoples, to a better chance for peace in 
the world.

We have agreed on joint ventures in space. We have agreed on 
ways of working together to protect the environment, to advance 
hedth, to cooperate in science and technology. We have agreed on 
means of preventing incidents at sea. We have established a 
commission to expand trade between our two nations.

Most important, we have taken an historic first step in the 
limitation of nuclear strategic arms. This arms control agreement is 
not for the purpose o f giving either side an advantage over the 
other. Both of our nations are strong, each respects the strength of 
the other, each will maintain the strength necessary to defend its 
independence.

But in an unchecked arms race between two great nations, 
there would be no winners, only losers. By setting this limitation 
together, the people o f both o f our nations, and of all nations, can 
be winners. If we continue in the spirit of serious purpose that has 
marked our discussions this week, these agreements can start us on 
a new road o f cooperation for the benefit o f our people, for the 
benefit o f all peoples.

There is an old proverb that says,
Make peace with man and quarrel with your sins.

The hardships and evils that beset aU men and all nations, these 
and these alone are what we should make war upon.

As we look at the prospects for peace, we see that we have 
made significant progress at reducing the possible sources of direct

^For complete text, seeiVew York Times, Aug. 2,1959, p. 24.
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conflict between us. But history tells us that great nations have 
often been dragged into war without intending it, by conflicts 
between smaller nations. As great powers, we can and should use 
our influence to prevent this from happening. Our goal should be 
to discourage aggression in other parts o f the world and 
particularly among those smaller nations that look to us for 
leadership and example.

With great power goes great responsibihty. When a man walks 
with a giant tread, he must be careful where he sets his feet. There 
can be true peace only when the weak are as safe as the strong. 
The wealthier and more powerful our own nations become, the 
more we have to lose from war and the threat o f war, anywhere in 
the world.

Speaking for the United States, I can say this: We covet no one 
else’s territory, we seek no dominion over any other people, we 
seek the right to live in peace, not only for ourselves, but for all 
the peoples o f this earth. Our power will only be used to keep the 
peace, never to break it, only to defend freedom, never to destroy 
it. No nation that does not threaten its neighbors has anything to 
fear from the United States.

Soviet citizens have often asked me.
Does America truly want peace?

I believe that our actions answer that question far better than 
any words could do. If we did not want peace, we would not have 
reduced the size o f our armed forces by a million men, by almost 
one-third, during the past 3 years. If we did not want peace, we 
would not have worked so hard at reaching an agreement on the 
limitation o f nuclear arms, at achieving a settlement o f Berlin, at 
maintaining peace in the Middle East, at establishing better 
relations with the Soviet Union, with the People’s Republic of 
China, with other nations of the world.

Mrs. Nixon and I feel very fortunate to have had the 
opportunity to visit the Soviet Union, to get to know the people 
of the Soviet Union, friendly and hospitable, courageous and 
strong. Most Americans will never have a chance to visit the Soviet 
Union and most Soviet citizens will never have a chance to visit 
America. Most o f you know our country only through what you 
read in your newspapers and what you hear and see on radio and 
television and motion pictures. This is only a part of the real 
America.

I would like to take this opportunity to try to convey to you 
something o f what America is really like, not in terms of its scenic 
beauties, its great cities, its factories, its farms, or its highways, but 
in terms of its people.

In many ways, the people o f our two countries are very much 
alike. Like the Soviet Union, ours is a large and diverse nation. Our 
people, like yours, are hard-working. Like you, we Americans have 
a strong spirit o f competition, but we also have a great love of 
music and poetry, o f sports, and o f humor. Above all, we, like
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you, are an open, natural, and friendly people. We love our 
country. We love our children. And we want for you and for your 
children the same peace and abundance that we want for ourselves 
and for our children.

We Americans are ideaUsts. We believe deeply in our system of  
government. We cherish our personal liberty. We would fight to 
defend it, if  necessary, as we have done before. But we also believe 
deeply in the right o f each nation to choose its own system. 
Therefore, however much we like our own system for ourselves, 
we have no desire to impose it on anyone else.

As we conclude this week of talks, there are certain 
fundamental premises o f the American point of view which I 
believe deserve emphasis. In conducting these talks, it has not been 
our aim to divide up the world into spheres of influence, to 
establish a condominium, or in any way to conspire together 
against the interests o f any other nation. Rather we have sought to 
construct a better framework o f understanding between our two 
nations, to make progress in our bilateral relationships, to find 
ways of ensuring that future frictions between us would never 
embroil our two nations, and therefore, the world, in war.

While ours are both great and powerful nations, the world is no 
longer dominated by two superpowers. The world is a better and 
safer place because its power and resources are more widely 
distributed.

Beyond this, since World War II, more than 70 new nations have 
come into being. We cannot have true peace unless they, and all 
nations, can feel that they share it.

America seeks better relations, not only with the Soviet Union, 
but with all nations. The only sound basis for a peaceful and 
progressive international order is sovereign equality and mutual 
respect. We beUeve in the right o f each nation to chart its own 
course, to choose its own system, to go its own way, without 
interference from other nations.

As we look to the longer term, peace depends also on continued 
progress in the developing nations. Together with other advanced 
industrial countries, the United States and the Soviet Union share 
a twofold responsibility in this regard.

On the one hand, to practice restraint in those activities, such as 
the supply o f arms, that might endanger the peace of developing 
nations. And second, to assist them in their orderly economic and 
social development, without political interference.

Some of you may have heard an old story told in Russia of a 
traveler who was walking to another village. He knew the way, but 
not the distance. Finally he came upon a woodsman chopping 
wood by the side o f the road and he asked the woodsman,
How long will it take to reach the village?

The woodsman replied,
I don’t know.
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The traveler was angry, because he was sure the woodsman was 
fronl the village and therefore knew how  ̂ far it was. And so he 
stMte Ĵ off down the road again. After he had gone a few steps, the 
woodsman called out,

Stop. It will take you about 15 minutes.

The traveler turned and demanded.

Why didn’t you tell me that in the first place?

The woodsman replied.

Because then I didn’t know the length of your stride.

In our talks this week with the leaders of the Soviet Union, 
both sides have had a chance to measure the length of our strides 
toward peace and security. I believe that those strides have been 
substantial and that now we have well begun the long journey 
which will lead us to a new age in the relations between our two 
countries. It is important to both of our peoples that we continue 
those strides.

As our two countries leam to work together, our people will be 
able to get to know one another better. Greater cooperation can 
also mean a great deal in our daily hves. As we leam to cooperate 
in space, in . health and the environment, in science and 
technology, our cooperation can help sick people get well. It can 
help industries produce more consumer goods. It can help all o f us 
enjoy cleaner air and water. It can increase our knowledge of the 
world around us.

As we expand our trade, each of our countries can buy more of 
the other’s goods and market more o f our own. As we gain 
experience with arms control, we can bring closer the day when 
further agreements can lessen the arms burden of our two nations 
and lessen the threat o f war in the world.

Through all the pages o f history, through all the centuries, the 
world’s people have struggled to be free from fear, whether fear of 
the elements or fear o f hunger or fear of their own rulers or fear of 
their neighbors in other countries. And yet, time and again, people 
have vanquished the source o f one fear only to fall prey to 
another.

Let our goal now be a world free o f fear. A world in which 
nation will no longer prey upon nation, in which human energies 
will be turned away from production for war and toward more 
production for peace, away from conquest and toward invention, 
development, creation. A world in which together we can estabUsh 
that peace which is more than the absence o f war, which enables 
man to pursue those h i^ er goals that the spirit yearns for.

Yesterday, I laid a wreath at the cemetery which com
memorates the brave people who died during the siege of 
Leningrad in World War II. At the cemetery, I saw the picture o f a 
12-year-old girl. She was a beautiful child. Her name was Tanya.
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The pages o f her diary tell the terrible story o f war. In the simple 
words o f a child, she wrote o f the deaths o f the members o f her 
family: Zhenya in December. Grannie in January. Leka then next. 
Then Uncle Vasya. Then Uncle Lyosha. Then Mama. And then the 
Savichevs. And then finally, these words, the last words in her 
diary,
All are dead. Only Tanya is left.

As we work toward a more peaceful world, let us think of 
Tanya and of the other Tanyas and their brothers and sisters 
everywhere. Let us do all that we can to insure that no other 
children will have to endure what Tanya did and that your 
children and ours, all the children of the world can live their full 
lives together in friendship and in peace.

Spasibo y  do svidaniye.

News Conference Remarks by Presidential Assistant Kissinger
[Extracts], May 2 9 ,1972‘

Q. Dr. Kissinger, could you give us a general idea o f  the 
schedule for the European Security Conference and MBFR and is 
'72 realistic?

Dr. Kissinger. Realistic for what?

Q. That the conference can take place this year.

Dr. Kissinger. Realistic what?

Q, That the conference can take place this year?

Dr. Kissinger. Our belief is that both these conferences should 
be very carefully prepared. We are prepared to engage in 
preparatory discussions on the European Security Conference and 
on MBFR this year. We expect the more realistic date for both of 
them, certainly for the European Security Conference, will be 
next year. That is, at least as far as we are concerned, the plan on 
which we are operating. MBFR, as I pointed out this morning, is a 
subject o f enormous complexity in many ways. It is o f much 
greater complexity than SALT because the weapons are so 
different. The reinforcement problem is new and you are dealing 
with an alliance. But we have done a lot of work on it and we will 
be ready to engage in exploratory talks in the reasonably near 
future.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, after the non-proliferation treaty was signed,'  ̂
many o f  us who were trusting and naive believed the defense

^Weekly Compilation o f  Presidential Documents, June 5, 1972, pp. 959-961. The 
news conference took place during President Nixon’s trip to the Soviet Union.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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appropriations would go down. Instead, the Russians’ went way 
up and ours went way up. Can you believe that our defense 
appropriations will go down and there will be a substantial 
reappropriation o f  resources, and i f  not, isn’t all o f  it a waste?

Dr. Kissinger. No. I believe in certain categories the defense 
appropriations will go down somewhat. I also believe that we will 
have to continue major programs in those fields in which 
negotiations are still going forward and in which agreement has 
not been achieved, because if these negotiations prove anything, it 
is that it was our unwillingness to disarm unilaterally that has 
made it possible to get this bilateral agreement.^

A substantial reduction of defense expenditures can be a 
byproduct o f disarmament agreements, but the justification for 
this agreement is that for the first time it levels off the arms race; 
that in significant categories one can at least see a ceiling from 
which one can move to other areas instead of a constant 
multiplication o f other weapons which produce their own 
problems and never give the statesmen an opportunity to see what 
could be done.

Incidentally, nobody who had really analyzed the arms race 
could assume that the non-proliferation treaty would lead to a 
substantial reduction of armaments, because it affected other 
countries; it didn’t really affect us.

Q. You know. Senator Jackson has said that the Russians now 
have a 50 megaton missile, and he questions whether the SALT 
agreement will really give us protection. Can you tell us, first o f  
all, whether he is correct that they have this super-missile; and 
secondly, whether this agreement cuts o ff the SS-9’s at a safe 
level? What do you think?

Dr. Kissinger. I wouldn’t go into a discussion of the 
megatonnage o f individual Soviet weapons, but it is clear that the 
Soviets have weapons of substantial explosive power and that they 
are probably building some that are even more powerful than the 
ones we have seen.

I would maintain that the argument you have mentioned to us 
confuses two separate issues: One, the size o f the explosive power 
on warheads o f existing weapons; and two, the growth of the 
arsenal of these weapons. This agreement does nothing about the 
size o f the warheads. This will have to be done, if at all, in a 
follow-on agreement. It does do something about the number of 
launchers on which these warheads can be buUt.

Therefore, the SS-9 is frozen at its current level o f 313, but in 
this category nothing will prevent the Soviet Union from putting 
larger warheads on those weapons that they have. The argument 
that some critics are making that therefore, the agreement is 
dangerous, is fallacious because we would face the problem of

M/ite, pp. 197-201, 201-204.
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these larger warheads, plus additional missiles, without the 
agreement. That is the argument.

We admit we have insisted at a time when most of our critics 
were denying it that—and we have always said it—the SS-9 is a 
threat to our retaliatory force, and it remains a threat to our 
retaliatory force. What this agreement does is to freeze the number 
of launchers. It does not affect the size of the warhead. On the 
other hand, if  there were no agreement, there would be more 
launchers and more warheads, and, therefore, we have reduced the 
danger by the margin of the number of weapons that would be 
built were it not for this agreement.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, another one o f  the arguments that is made 
with regard to the strategic arms agreement is that it may have the 
effect o f  directing, or redirecting rather, the arms construction 
effort What reason is there to think this can be controlled?

Dr. Kissinger. This agreement, if  it is not followed on by other 
negotiations, vwll, over a period of time, permit a quahtative race 
or a race in the weapons systems which are not frozen by the 
agreement.

We have, in this agreement, however, covered a broader range of 
weapons, because the definition o f land based intercontinental 
missiles and sea based intercontinental missiles, is rather sweeping, 
if you read it.

I believe, and we believe, and the Soviet leaders agree—in fact, 
we have expressed this in our pubhc declaration—that we should 
start follow-on negotiations as soon as possible in order to reduce 
the danger to which you refer. The danger to which you refer is 
real; it is not imminent, but over a period of time it would 
definitely exist.

Declaration on Basic Principles of Relations Between the United 
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
May 29,1972*

The United States o f America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics,

Guided by their obligations under the Charter of the United 
Nations and by a desire to strengthen peaceful relations with each 
other and to place these relations on the firmest possible basis. 

Aware of the need to make every effort to remove the threat of 
war and to create conditions which promote the reduction o f

^Weekly Compilation o f  Presidential Documents, June 5, 1972, pp. 943-944.
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tensions in the world and the strengthening of universal security 
and international cooperation.

Believing that the improvement o f US-Soviet relations and their 
mutually advantageous development in such areas as economics, 
science and culture, will meet these objectives and contribute to 
better mutual understanding and business-like cooperation, with
out in any way prejudicing the interests of third countries,

Conscious that these objectives reflect the interests o f the 
peoples of both countries,

Have agreed as follows:

First. They will proceed from the common determination that 
in the nuclear age there is no alternative to conducting their 
mutual relations on the basis o f peaceful coexistence. Differences 
in ideology and in the social systems of the USA and the USSR are 
not obstacles to the bilateral development o f normal relations 
based on the principles of sovereignty, equality, non-interference 
in internal affairs and mutual advantage.

Second. The USA and the USSR attach major importance to 
preventing the development o f situations capable of causing a 
dangerous exacerbation of their relations. Therefore, they will do 
their utmost to avoid military confrontations and to prevent the 
outbreak of nuclear war. They will always exercise restraint in 
their mutual relations, and will be prepared to negotiate and settle 
differences by peaceful means. Discussions and negotiations on 
outstanding issues will be conducted in a spirit of reciprocity, 
mutual accommodation and mutual benefit.

Both sides recognize that efforts to obtain unilateral advantage 
at the expense o f the other, directly or indirectly, are inconsistent 
with these objectives. The prerequisites for maintaining and 
strengthening peaceful relations between the USA and the USSR 
are the recognition of the security interests o f the Parties based on 
the principle o f equality and the renunciation of the use or threat 
of force.

Third. The USA and the USSR have a special responsibility, as 
do other countries which are permanent members of the United 
Nations Security Council, to do everything in their power so that 
conflicts or situations will not arise which would serve to increase 
international tensions. Accordingly, they will seek to promote 
conditions in which all countries will live in peace and security and 
will not be subject to outside interference in their internal affairs.

Fourth. The USA and the USSR intend to widen the juridical 
basis o f their mutual relations and to exert the necessary efforts so 
that bilateral agreements which they have concluded and 
multilateral treaties and agreements to which they are jointly 
parties are faithfully implemented.

Fifth. The USA and the USSR reaffirm their readiness to 
continue the practice of exchanging views on problems o f mutual 
interest and, when necessary, to conduct such exchanges at the
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highest level, including meetings between leaders o f the two 
countries.

The two governments welcome and will facilitate an increase in 
productive contacts between representatives of the legislative 
bodies of the two countries.

Sixth. The Parties will continue their efforts to limit 
armaments on a bilateral as well as on a multilateral basis. They 
will continue to make special efforts to limit strategic armaments. 
Whenever possible, they will conclude concrete agreements aimed 
at achieving these purposes.

The USA and the USSR regard as the ultimate objective o f  
their efforts the achievement o f general and complete dis
armament and the establishment o f an effective system of 
international security in accordance with the purposes and 
principles o f the United Nations.

Seventh. The USA and the USSR regard commercial and 
economic ties as an important and necessary element in the 
strengthening of their bUateral relations and thus will actively 
promote the growth o f such ties. They will facilitate cooperation 
between the relevant organizations and enterprises o f the two 
countries and the conclusion o f appropriate agreements and 
contracts, including long-term ones.

The two countries will contribute to the improvement of 
maritime and air communications between them.

Eighth. The two sides consider it timely and useful to develop 
mutual contacts and cooperation in the fields o f science and 
technology. Where suitable, the USA and the USSR will conclude 
appropriate agreements deaiing with concrete cooperation in these 
fields.

Ninth. The two sides reaffirm their intention to deepen 
cultural ties with one another and to encourage fuller familiariza
tion with each other’s cultural values. They will promote improved 
conditions for cultural exchanges and tourism.

Tenth. The USA and the USSR will seek to ensure that their 
ties and cooperation in all the above-mentioned fields and in any 
others in their mutual interest are built on a firm and long-term 
basis. To give a permanent character to these efforts, they will 
establish in all fields where this is feasible joint commissions or 
other joint bodies.

Eleventh. The USA and the USSR make no claim for 
themselves and would not recognize the claims of anyone else to 
any special rights or advantages in world affairs. They recognize 
the sovereign equality o f all states.

The development o f U.S.-Soviet relations is not directed 
against third countries and their interests.

Twelfth. The basic principles set forth in this document do
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not affect any obligations with respect to other countries earlier 
assumed by the USA and the USSR.

Moscow, May 29, 1972

For the United States o f America 
RICHARD NIXON 

President o f  the United States o f  America

For the Union of Soviet Socialist RepubUcs 
LEONID I. BREZHNEV 

General Secretary o f  the Central Committee, CPSU

Joint American-Soviet Communique, May 29, 1972^

By mutual agreement between the United States o f America 
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the President o f the 
United States and Mrs. Richard Nixon paid an official visit to the 
Soviet Union from May 22 to May 30, 1972. The President was 
accompanied by Secretary of State William P. Rogers, Assistant to 
the President Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, and other American officials. 
During his stay in the USSR President Nixon visited, in addition to 
Moscow, the cities o f Leningrad and Kiev.

President Nixon and L. I. Brezhnev, General Secretary o f the 
Central Committee o f the Communist Party o f the Soviet Union, 
N. V. Podgomy, Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet 
of the USSR, and A. N. Kosygin, Chairman of the Council o f  
Ministers of the USSR conducted talks on fundamental problems 
of American-Soviet relations and the current international situ
ation.

Also taking part in the conversations were:

On the American side: William P. Rogers, Secretary of State; 
Jacob D. Beam, American Ambassador to the USSR; Dr. Henry A. 
Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs; 
Peter M. Flanigan, Assistant to the President; and Martin J. 
Hillenbrand, Assistant Secretary o f State for European Affairs.

On the Soviet side: A.A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs of 
the USSR; N. S. Patolichev, Minister o f Foreign Trade; V. V. 
Kuznetsov, Deputy Minister o f Foreign Affairs of the USSR; A. F. 
Dobrynin, Soviet Ambassador to the USA; A. M. Aleksandrov, 
Assistant to the General Secretary of the Central Committee, 
CPSU; G. M. Komiyenko, Member of the Collegium of the 
Ministry o f Foreign Affairs of the USSR.

The discussions covered a wide range of questions o f mutual 
interest and were frank and thorough. They defined more precisely

* Weekly Compilation o f  Presidential Documents, June 5, 1972, pp. 945-951.
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those areas where there are prospects for developing greater 
cooperation between the two countries, as well as those areas 
where the positions o f the two Sides are different.

I. BILATERAL RELATIONS

Guided by the desire to place US-Soviet relations on a more 
stable and constructive foundation, and mindful o f their respon
sibilities for maintaining world peace and for facilitating the 
relaxation o f international tension, the two Sides adopted a 
document entitled: “Basic Principles o f Mutual Relations between 
the United States o f America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics,” signed on behalf o f the US by President Nixon and on 
behalf o f the USSR by General Secretary Brezhnev.^

Both Sides are convinced that the provisions of that document 
open new possibilities for the development o f peaceful relations 
and mutually beneficial cooperation between the USA and the 
USSR.

Having considered various areas of bilateral US-Soviet relations, 
the two Sides agreed that an improvement o f relations is possible 
and desirable. They expressed their firm intention to act in 
accordance with the provisions set forth in the above-mentioned 
document.

As a result o f progress made in negotiations which preceded the 
summit meeting, and in the course of the meeting itself, a number 
of significant agreements were reached. This will intensify bilateral 
cooperation in areas o f common concern as well as in areas 
relevant to the cause o f peace and international cooperation.

Limitation of Strategic Armaments

The two Sides gave primary attention to the problem of 
reducing the danger o f nuclear war. They believe that curbing the 
competition in strategic arms will make a significant and tangible 
contribution to this cause.

The two Sides attach great importance to the Treaty on the 
Limitation o f Anti-Balhstic Missile Systems and the Interim 
Agreement on Certain Measures with Respect to the Limitation of 
Strategic Offensive Arms concluded between them.^

These agreements, which were concluded as a result o f the 
negotiations in Moscow, constitute a major step towards curbing 
and ultimately ending the arms race.

They are a concrete expression of the intention of the two Sides 
to contribute to the relaxation of international tension and the 
strengthening o f confidence between states, as well as to carry out 
the obligations assumed by them in the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation o f Nuclear Weapons (Article VI).^ Both Sides are 
convinced that the achievement of the above agreements is a

^SupTd
^Ante, pp. 197-201, 202-204.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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practical step towards saving mankind from the threat of the 
outbreak of nuclear war. Accordingly, it corresponds to the vital 
interests of the American and Soviet peoples as well as to the vital 
interests of aU other peoples.

The two Sides intend to continue active negotiations for the 
limitation o f strategic offensive arms and to conduct them in a 
spirit of goodwill, respect for each other’s legitimate interests and 
observance of the principle of equal security.

Both Sides are also convinced that the agreement on Measures 
to Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War Between the USA 
and the USSR, signed in Washington on September 30, 1971, 
serves the interests not only of the Soviet and American peoples, 
but o f all mankind.®

Commercial and Economic Relations

Both Sides agreed on measures designed to establish more 
favorable conditions for developing commercial and other 
economic ties between the USA and the USSR. The two Sides 
agree that realistic conditions exist for increasing economic ties. 
These ties should develop on the basis of mutual benefit and in 
accordance with generally accepted international practice.

Believing that these aims would be served by conclusion of a 
trade agreement between the USA and the USSR, the two Sides 
decided to complete in the near future the work necessary to 
conclude such an agreement. They agreed on the desirability of 
credit arrangements to develop mutual trade and of early efforts 
to resolve other financial and economic issues. It was agreed that a 
lend-lease settlement will be negotiated concurrently with a trade 
agreement.

In the interests o f broadening and facilitating commercial ties 
between the two countries, and to work out specific arrangements, 
the two Sides decided to create a US-Soviet Joint Commercial 
Commission. Its first meeting will be held in Moscow in the 
summer of 1972.

Each Side will help promote the establishment o f effective 
working arrangements between organizations and firms of both 
countries and encouraging the conclusion of long-term contracts.

Maritime Matters-Incidents at Sea

The two Sides agreed to continue the negotiations aimed at 
reaching an agreement on maritime and related matters. They 
believe that such an agreement would mark a positive step in 
facilitating the expansion of commerce between the United States 
and the Soviet Union.

An Agreement was concluded between the two Sides on 
measures to prevent incidents at sea and in air space over it 
between vessels and aircraft of the US and Soviet Navies. By 
providing agreed procedures for ships and aircraft of the two

^rbid., 1971, pp. 634-639.



U.S.-SOVIET COMMUNIQUE, MAY 29 243

navies operating in close proximity^ this agreement will diminish 
the chances o f dangerous accidents. \

Cooperation in Science and Technology

It was recognized that the cooperation now underway in areas 
such as atomic energy research, space research, health and other 
fields benefits both nations and has contributed positively to their 
over-all relations. It was agreed that increased scientific and 
technical cooperation on the basis o f mutual benefit and shared 
effort for common goals is in the interest of both nations and 
would contribute to a further improvement in their bilateral 
relations. For these purposes the two Sides signed an agreement 
for cooperation in the fields o f science and technology. A 
US-Soviet Joint Commission on Scientific and Technical Coopera
tion will be created for identifying and establishing cooperative 
programs.

Cooperation in Space

Having in mind the role played by the US and the USSR in the 
peaceful exploration of outer space, both Sides emphasized the 
importance of further bilateral cooperation in this sphere. In order 
to increase the safety o f man’s flights in outer space and the future 
prospects o f joint scientific experiments, the two Sides agreed to 
make suitable arrangements to permit the docking of American 
and Soviet spacecraft and stations. The first joint docking 
experiment o f the two countries’ piloted spacecraft, with visits by 
astronauts and cosmonauts to each other’s spacecraft, is 
contemplated for 1975. The planning and implementation of this 
flight will be carried out by the US National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration and the USSR Academy o f Sciences, 
according to principles and procedures developed through mutual 
consultations.

Cooperation in the Field of Health

The two Sides concluded an agreement on health cooperation 
which marks a fruitful beginning of sharing knowledge about, and 
collaborative attacks on, the common enemies, disease and 
disability. The initial research efforts o f the program will 
concentrate on health problems important to the whole world— 
cancer, heart diseases, and the environmental health sciences. This 
cooperation subsequently will be broadened to include other 
health problems of mutual interest. The two Sides pledged their 
full support for the health cooperation program and agreed to 
continue the active participation of the two governments in the 
work of international organizations in the health field.

Environmental Cooperation

The two Sides agreed to initiate a program of cooperation in the 
protection and enhancement o f man’s environment. Through joint
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research and joint measures, the United States and the USSR hope 
to contribute to the preservation of a healthful environment in 
their countries and throughout the world. Under the new 
agreement on environmental cooperation there will be consulta
tions in the near future in Moscow on specific cooperative 
projects.

Exchanges in the Fields o f Science, Technology, Education, 
and Culture

Both Sides note the importance o f the Agreement on Exchanges 
and Cooperation in Scientific, Technical, Educational, Cultural, 
and Other Fields in 1972-1973, signed in Moscow on April 11, 
1972.® Continuation and expansion o f bilateral exchanges in these 
fields will lead to better understanding and help improve the 
general state o f relations between the two countries. Within the 
broad framework provided by this Agreement the two Sides have 
agreed to expand the areas o f cooperation, as reflected in new 
agreements concerning space, health, the environment and science 
and technology.

The US side, noting the existence o f an extensive program of  
English language instruction in the Soviet Union, indicated its 
intention to encourage Russian language programs in the United 
States.

II. INTERNATIONAL ISSUES 

Europe

In the course o f the discussions on the international situation, 
both Sides took note of favorable developments in the relaxation 
of tensions in Europe.

Recognizing the importance to world peace of developments in 
Europe, where both World Wars originated, and mindful of the 
responsibiUties and commitments which they share with other 
powers under appropriate agreements, the USA and the USSR 
intend to make further efforts to ensure a peaceful future for 
Europe, free o f tensions, crises and conflicts.

They agree that the territorial integrity o f all states in Europe 
should be respected.

Both Sides view the September 3, 1971 Quadripartite Agree
ment relating to the Western Sectors of B erlinas a good example 
of fruitful cooperation between the states concerned, including 
the USA and the USSR. The two Sides believe that the 
implementation o f that agreement in the near future, along with 
other steps, will further improve the European situation and 
contribute to the necessary trust among states.

Both Sides welcomed the treaty between the USSR and the 
Federal Republic o f Germany signed on August 12, 1970.® They

°TIAS 7343.
^Department o f State Bulletin, Srot. 27,1971, pp. 318 ff. 
Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 403-404.
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noted the significance of the provisions o f this treaty as well as of 
other recent agreements in contributing to confidence and 
cooperation among the European states.

The USA and the USSR are prepared to make appropriate 
contributions to the positive trends on the European continent 
toward a genuine detente and the development of relations of 
peaceful cooperation among states in Europe on the basis o f the 
principles o f territorial integrity and inviolability of frontiers, 
n on -in terference in internal affairs, sovereign equality, 
independence and renvmciation o f the use or threat o f force.

The US and the USSR are in accord that multilateral consulta
tions looking toward a Conference on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe could begin after the signature of the Final Quadripartite 
Protocol o f the Agreement o f September 3, 1971, The two 
governments agree that the conference should be carefully 
prepared in order that it may concretely consider specific 
problems of security and cooperation and thus contribute to the 
progressive reduction of the underlying causes o f tension in 
Europe. This conference should be convened at a time to be 
agreed by the countries concerned, but without undue delay.

Both Sides beUeve that the goal o f ensuring stability and 
security in Europe would be served by a reciprocal reduction of 
armed forces and armaments, first o f all in Central Europe. Any 
agreement on this question should not diminish the security of 
any of the Sides. Appropriate agreement should be reached as 
soon as practicable between the states concerned on the proce
dures for negotiations on this subject in a special forum.

The Middle East

The two Sides set out their positions on this question. They 
reaffirm their support for a peaceful settlement in the Middle East 
in accordance with Security Council Resolution 242.’

Noting the significance of constructive cooperation of the 
parties concerned with the Special Representative o f the UN 
Secretary General, Ambassador Jarring, the US and the USSR 
confirm their desire to contribute to his mission’s success and also 
declare their readiness to play their part in bringing about a 
peaceful settlement in the Nfiddle East. In the view of the US and 
the USSR, the achievement o f such a settlement would open 
prospects for the normalization of the Middle East situation and 
would permit, in particular, consideration of further steps to bring 
about a military relaxation in that area.

Indochina

Each side set forth its respective standpoint with regard to the 
continuing war in Vietnam and the situation in the area of 
Indochina as a whole.

 ̂Ahierwan FcH-eign Policy: Current Documents, 1967, pp. 616-617.
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The US side emphasized the need to bring an end to the 
military conflict as soon as possible and reaffirmed its commit
ment to the principle that the poUtical future o f South Vietnam 
should be left for the South Vietnamese people to decide for 
themselves, free from outside interference.

The US side explained its view that the quickest and most 
effective way to attain the above-mentioned objectives is through 
negotiations leading to the return of all Americans held captive in 
the region, the implementation o f an internationally supervised 
Indochina-wide cease-fire and the subsequent withdrawal o f all 
American forces stationed in South Vietnam within four months, 
leaving the poUtical questions to be resolved by the Indochinese 
peoples themselves.

The United States reiterated its willingness to enter into serious 
negotiations with the North Vietnamese Side to settle the war in 
Indochina on a basis just to all.

The Soviet Side stressed its solidarity with the just struggle o f  
the peoples of Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia for their freedom, 
independence and social progress. Firmly supporting the proposals 
of the DRV and the RepubUc o f South Vietnam, which provide a 
realistic and constructive basis for settling the Vietnam problem, 
the Soviet Union stands for a cessation of bombings o f the DRV, 
for a complete and unequivocal withdrawal of the troops o f the 
USA and its allies from South Vietnam, so that the peoples of 
Indochina would have the possibility to determine for themselves 
their fate without any outside interference.

Disarmament Issues

The two Sides expressed their positions on arms limitation and 
disarmament issues.

The two Sides note that in recent years their joint and parallel 
actions have facilitated the working out and conclusion of treaties 
which curb the arms race or ban some of the most dangerous types 
of weapons. They note further that these treaties were welcomed 
by a large majority o f the states in the world, which became 
parties to them.

Both sides regard the Convention on the Prohibition of the 
Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological 
(Biological) and Toxic Weapons,and on their Destruction,* ° as an 
essential disarmament measure. Along with Great Britain, they are 
the depositories for the Convention which was recently opened for 
signature by all states. The USA and the USSR will continue their 
efforts to reach an international agreement regarding chemical 
weapons.

The USA and the USSR, proceeding from the need to take into 
account the security interests of both countries on the basis o f the 
principle o f equality, and without prejudice to the security

pp. 133-138.
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interests of third countries, will actively participate in negotiations 
aimed at working out new measures designed to curb and end the 
arms race. The ultimate purpose is general and complete dis
armament, including nuclear disarmament, under strict inter
national control. A world disarmament conference could play a 
role in this process at an appropriate time.

Strengthening the United Nations

Both Sides will strive to strengthen the effectiveness of the 
United Nations on the basis of strict observance o f the UN 
Charter. They regard the United Nations as an instrument for 
maintaining world peace and security, discouraging conflicts, and 
developing international cooperation. Accordingly, they will do 
their best to support United Nations efforts in the interests of 
international peace.

Both Sides emphasized that agreements and understandings 
reached in the negotiations in Moscow, as well as the contents and 
nature of these negotiations, are not in any way directed against 
any other country. Both Sides proceed from the recognition of the 
role, the responsibility and the prerogatives o f other interested 
states, existing international obligations and agreements, and the 
principles and purposes o f the UN Charter.

Both Sides believe that positive results were accomplished in the 
course of the talks at the highest level. These results indicate that 
despite the differences between the USA and the USSR in social 
systems, ideologies, and policy principles, it is possible to develop 
mutually advantageous cooperation between the peoples o f both 
countries, in the interests of strengthening peace and international 
security.

Both Sides expressed the desire to continue close contact on a 
number of issues that were under discussion. They agreed that 
regular consultations on questions o f mutual interest, including 
meetings at the highest level, would be useful.

In expressing his appreciation for the hospitality accorded him 
in the Soviet Union, President Nixon invited General Secretary L.
I. Brezhnev, Chairman N. V. Podgorny, and Chairman A. N. 
Kosygin to visit the United States at a mutually convenient time. 
This invitation was accepted.

Communique of the North Atlantic Council, May 31, 1972*

1. The North Atlantic Coundl met in Ministerial Session in 
Bonn on 30th and 31st May, 1972.

2. Ministers reaffirmed that the purpose o f the Alliance is to 
preserve the freedom and security o f all its members. Defence and 
the relaxation of tension are inseparably linked. The solidarity of

^Department o f State Bulletin, July 3,1972, pp. 21-22.
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the Alliance is indispensable in this respect. Allied Governments 
seek an improvement in their relations with the countries of 
Eastern Europe and aim at a just and durable peace which would 
overcome the division of Germany and foster security in Europe.

3. Ministers noted progress in relations between Western and 
Eastern countries, increasing contacts between the leaders of these 
countries, and the conclusion of important agreements and 
arrangements. They welcomed these developments flowing from 
major initiatives undertaken by their governments, which had full 
and timely consultations on these subjects. Such consultations will 
continue.

4. Ministers welcomed the signing by the United States and the 
USSR of the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Systems and the interim agreement on Certain Measures with 
Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms.^ They 
believe these two agreements limiting the strategic arms of the 
United States and the USSR will contribute to strategic stability, 
significantly strengthen international confidence, and reduce the 
danger of nuclear war. Ministers also welcomed the commitment 
by the United States and the USSR actively to continue 
negotiations on limiting strategic arms. They expressed the hope 
that these two agreements will be the beginning of a new and 
promising era o f negotiations in the arms control field.

5. Ministers noted with satisfaction that the Treaty o f 12th 
A u^st, 1970, between the Federal Republic of Germany and the 
Soviet Union^ and the Treaty of 7th December, 1970, between 
the Federal Republic o f Germany and the Polish People’s 
Republic'  ̂ are to enter into force in the near future. They 
reaffirmed their opinion that these treaties are important, both as 
contributions towards the relaxation of tension in Europe and as 
elements o f the modus vivendi which the Federal Republic of 
Germany wishes to establish with its Eastern neighbours. Ministers 
welcomed the Declaration of 17th May, 1972, in which the 
Federal RepubUc of Germany confirmed its policy to this end and 
reaffirmed its loyalty to the Atlantic Alliance as the basis o f its 
security and freedom.® They noted that it remains the policy of 
the Federal Republic o f Germany to work for circumstances of 
peace in Europe in which the German people, in free self- 
determination, can recover their unity; and that the existing 
treaties and agreements to which the Federal Republic of 
Germany is a party and the rights and responsibilities o f the Four 
Powers relating to Berlin and Germany as a whole remain 
imaffected.

“iAhte, pp. 197-204.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 403-404.

Senate Foreign Relations CovanM&Q, Documents on Germany, 1944-1970 (Com. 
prirU, 92d Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 884-885.

Press and Information Bulletin o f the Federal Government [of Germany], special 
edition, no. 72/S., May 18,1972, pp. 1047-1048.
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6. Ministers also welcomed the progress made since their last 
meeting in the talks between the Federal Republic of Germany 
and the GDR. They regard the conclusion of the agreements and 
arrangements between the competent German Authorities, which 
supplement the Quadripartite Agreement on Berlin o f 3rd 
September, 1971,^ as well as the signature o f a Treaty on 
Questions o f Traffic between the Federal Republic of Germany 
and the GDR,"̂  as important steps in the effort to improve the 
situation in Germany. They thus feel encouraged in the hope that, 
in further negotiations between the Federal Republic o f Germany 
and the GDR, agreement might be reached on more comprehen
sive arrangements which would take into account the special 
situation in Germany.

7. Ministers noted with satisfaction that the Governments o f  
France, the United Kingdom, the United States and the Soviet 
Union have arranged to sign the Final Protocol to the Quadri
partite Agreement.® The entry into force o f the entire Berlin 
Agreement being thus assured, the Ministers hope that a new era 
can begin for Berlin, free of the tension that has marked its history 
for the past quarter century.

8. In the light of these favourable developments. Ministers 
agreed to enter into multilateral conversations concerned with 
preparations for a Conference on Security and Co-operation in 
Europe [CSCE]. They accepted with gratitude the proposal o f the 
Finnish Government to act as host for such talks in Helsinki at the 
level of Heads o f Mission under the conditions set out in its 
aide-memoire of 24th November, 1970. Accordingly, they decided 
to work out with other interested governments the necessary 
arrangements for beginning the multilateral preparatory talks.

9. Ministers stated that the aim of Allied Governments at the 
multilateral preparatory talks would be to ensure that their 
proposals were fully considered at a Conference and to establish 
that enough common ground existed among the participants to 
warrant reasonable expectations that a Conference would produce 
satisfactory results.

10. Prepared in this way, a Conference on Security and 
Co-operation in Europe should constitute an important factor in 
the process o f redxicing tension. It should help to eliminate 
obstacles to closer relations and co-operation among the 
participants while maintaining the security of all. AUied govern
ments look forward to a serious examination of the real problems 
at issue and to a Conference which would yield practical results.

11. Ministers considered that, in the interest of security, the 
examination at a CSCE of appropriate measures, including certain 
military measures, aimed at strengthening confidence and in
creasing stability would contribute to the process of reducing the 
dangers of military confrontation.

*TIAS 7551.
\SqqNcw York Times, Dec. 18, 1971, p. 18.
*TIAS 7551.
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12. Ministers noted the Report of the Council in Permanent 
Session concerning a Conference on Security and Co-operation in 
Europe. The Report examined the issues which might be included 
on the Agenda o f a Conference as set forth in paragraph 13 of the 
Brussels Communique of 10th December, 1971,® as well as the 
procedural questions relating to the convening o f a Conference. 
Ministers directed the Council in Permanent Session to develop 
further its substantive and procedural studies in preparation for a 
Conference.

13. Ministers representing countries which participate in 
NATO’s Integrated Defence Programme recalled the offers to 
discuss mutual and balanced force reductions which they had 
made at Reykjavik in 1968, at Rome in 1970, and subsequently 
reaffirmed.*®

14. These Ministers continue to aim at negotiations on mutual 
and balanced force reductions and related measures. They believe 
that these negotiations should be conducted on a multilateral basis 
and be preceded by suitable explorations. They regretted that the 
Soviet Government has failed to respond to the Allied offer of 
October 1971, to enter into exploratory talks. They therefore now 
propose that multilateral explorations on mutual and balanced 
force reductions be undertaken as soon as practicable, either 
before or in parallel with multilateral preparatory talks on a 
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Em-ope.

15. These Ministers noted the studies conducted since their last 
meeting on political, military and technical aspects o f mutual and 
balanced force reductions. They instructed the Permanent 
Representatives to continue this work in preparation for eventual 
negotiations.

16. These Ministers stated that the present military balance of 
forces in Europe does not allow a unilateral relaxation of the 
defence efforts o f the Allies. Unilateral force reductions would 
detract from the Alliance’s efforts to achieve greater stabiHty and 
detente and would jeopardise the prospects for mutual and 
balanced force reductions.

17. Ministers took note of a Report by the Council in 
Permanent Session on the situation in the Mediterranean. They 
expressed their concern regarding the factors o f instability in the 
area which could endanger the security of the members o f the 
Alliance. They instructed the Council in Permanent Session to 
follow closely the evolution of the situation and to report to them 
at their next meeting.

18. The next Ministerial Session of the North Atlantic Council 
wiU be held in Brussels in December 1972.

19. Ministers requested the Foreign Minister of the Grand 
Duchy of Luxembourg to transmit this Communique on their 
behalf through diplomatic channels to all other interested parties, 
including neutral and non-aligned governments.

'^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 856-857.
1968, pp. 447-450; ibid., 1970, pp. 225 ff.; ibid., 1971, pp. 307-311; ibid.,

pp. 855-860.
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Address by President Nixon to the Congress, June 1, 1972*

Mr. Speaker, Mr. President, Members o f the Congress, our 
distinguished guests, my fellow Americans: Your welcome in this 
great Chamber tonight has a very special meaning to Mrs. Nixon 
and to me. We feel very fortunate to have traveled abroad so often 
representing the United States o f America. But we both agree after 
each journey that the best part of any trip abroad is coming home 
to America again.

During the past 13 days we have flown more than 16,000 miles 
and we visited four countries. Everywhere we went—to Austria, 
the Soviet Union, Iran, Poland—we could feel the quickening pace 
of change in old international relationships and the people’s 
genuine desire for friendship for the American people. Everywhere 
new hopes are rising for a world no longer shadowed by fear and 
want and war, and as Americans we can be proud that we now 
have an historic opportunity to play a great role in helping to 
achieve man’s oldest dream: a world in which all nations can enjoy 
the blessings o f peace.

On this journey we saw many memorable sights, but one picture 
will always remain indelible in our memory—the flag o f the United 
States of America flying high in the spring breeze above Moscow’s 
ancient Kremlin fortress.

To millions o f Americans for the past quarter century the 
Kremlin has stood for implacable hostility toward all that we 
cherish, and to millions o f Russians the .^nerican flag has long 
been held up as a symbol o f evil. No one would have believed, 
even a short time ago, that these two apparently irreconcilable 
symbols would be seen together as we saw them for those few 
days.

But this does not mean that we bring back from Moscow the 
promise o f instant peace; but we do bring the beginning o f a 
process that can lead to a lasting peace. And that is why I have 
taken the extraordinary action o f requesting this special joint 
session of the Congress—because we have before us an extra
ordinary opportunity.

I have not come here this evening to make new announcements 
in a dramatic setting. This summit has already made its news. It 
has barely begun, however, to make its mark on our world, and I 
ask you to join me tonight—while events are fresh, while the iron 
is hot—in starting to consider how we can help to make that mark 
what we want it to be.

The foundation has been laid for a new relationship between 
the two most powerful nations in the world. Now it is up to us, to 
all o f us here in this Chamber, to all o f us across America, to join 
with other nations in building a new house upon that foundation, 
one that can be a home for the hopes o f mankind and a shelter 
against the storms o f conflict.

 ̂Department o f State Bulletin, June 26,1972, pp. 855-859.
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As a preliminary, therefore, to requesting your concurrence in 
some of the agreements we reached and your approval of funds to 
carry out others, and also as a keynote for the unity in which this 
government and this Nation must go forward from here, I am 
rendering this immediate report to the Congress on the results o f 
the Moscow summit.

The pattern of U.S.-Soviet summit diplomacy in the cold war 
era is well known to all those in this Chamber. One meeting after 
another produced a brief euphoric mood—the “Spirit o f Geneva,” 
the “Spirit o f Camp David,” the “Spirit of Vienna,” the “Spirit of 
Glassboro”—but without producing significant progress on the 
really difficult issues.

And so early in this administration I stated that the prospect of 
concrete results, not atmospherics, would be our criterion for 
meetings at the highest level. I also announced our intention to 
pursue negotiations with the Soviet Union across a broad front of 
related issues, with the purpose o f creating a momentum of 
achievement in which progress in one area could contribute to 
progress in others.

Scope o f Agreements Achieved

This is the basis on which we prepared for and conducted last 
week’s talks. This was a working summit. We sought to estabUsh 
not a superficial “Spirit o f Moscow,” but a solid record of progress 
on solving the difficult issues which for so long have divided our 
two nations and also have divided the world. Reviewing the 
number and the scope o f the agreements that emerged, I think we 
have accomplished that goal.

Recognizing the responsibility o f the advanced industrial 
nations to set an example in combating mankind’s common 
enemies, the United States and the Soviet Union have agreed to 
cooperate in efforts to reduce pollution and enhance environ
mental quality. We have agreed to work together in the field of 
medical science and public health, particularly in the conquest of 
cancer and heart disease.

Recognizing that the quest for useful knowledge transcends 
differences between ideologies and social systems, we have agreed 
to expand United States-Soviet cooperation in many areas of 
science and technology.

We have joined in plans for an exciting new adventure, a new 
adventure in the cooperative exploration of space, which will 
begin—subject to congressional approval of funding—with a joint 
orbital mission of an Apollo vehicle and a Soviet spacecraft in 
1975.

By forming habits of cooperation and strengthening insti
tutional ties in areas o f peaceful enterprise, these four agreements 
to which I have referred will create on both sides a steadily 
growing vested interest in the maintenance of good relations 
between our two countries.
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Expanded United States-Soviet trade will also yield advantages 
to both of our nations. When the two largest economies in the 
world start trading with each other on a much larger scale, living 
standards in both nations will rise and the stake which both have 
in peace will increase.

Progress in this area is proceeding on schedule. At the summit, 
we established a Joint Commercial Commission which will 
complete the negotiations for a comprehensive trade agreement 
between the United States and the U.S.S.R. And we expect the 
final terms o f such an agreement to be settled, later this year.

Two further accords which were reached last week have a much 
more direct bearing on the search for peace and security in the 
world.

One is the agreement between the American and Soviet navies 
aimed at significantly reducing the chances of dangerous incidents 
between our ships and aircraft at sea.

And second, and most important, there is the treaty and the 
related executive agreement which will limit, for the first time, 
both offensive and defensive strategic nuclear weapons in the 
arsenals of the United States and the Soviet Union.^

Checking the Nuclear Arms Spiral

Three-fifths of all the people alive in the world today have spent 
their whole lifetimes under the shadow of a nuclear war which 
could be touched off by the aims race among the great powers. 
Last Friday in Moscow we witnessed the beginning of the end of 
that era which began in 1945. We took the first step toward a new 
era of mutually agreed restraint and arms limitation between the 
two principal nuclear powers.

With this step we have enhanced the security of both nations. 
We have begun to check the wasteful and dangerous spiral o f  
nuclear arms which has dominated relations between our two 
countries for a generation. We have begun to reduce the level of 
fear by reducing the causes of fear for our two peoples and for all 
peoples in the world.

t^ e ABM Treaty will be submitted promptly for the Senate’s 
advice and consent to ratification, and the interim agreement 
Umiting certain offensive weapons will be submitted to both 
Houses for concurrence—because we can undertake agreements as 
important as these only on a basis of full partnership between the 
executive and legislative branches o f our government.

I ask from this Congress and I ask from the Nation the fullest 
scrutiny of these accords. I am confident such examination will 
underscore the truth of what I told the Soviet people on television 
just a few nights ago—that this is an agreement in the interest of 
both nations. From the standpoint o f the United States, when we 
consider what the strategic balance would have looked like later in 
the seventies if there had been no arms limitation, it is clear that

‘̂ Ahte, pp. 197-204.
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the agreements forestall a major spiraling o f the arms race—one 
which would have worked to our disadvantage, since we have no 
current building programs for the categories o f weapons which 
have been frozen and since no new building program could have 
produced any new weapons in those categories during the period 
of the freeze.

My colleagues in the Congress, I have studied the strategic 
balance in great detail with my senior advisers for more than 3 
years. I can assure you, the Members of the Congress, and the 
American people tonight that the present and planned strategic 
forces o f the United States are without question sufficient for the 
maintenance of our security and the protection of our vital 
interests.

No power on earth is stronger than the United States o f  
America today. And none will be stronger than the United States 
of America in the future.

This is the only national defense posture which can ever be 
acceptable to the United States. This is the posture I ask the 
Senate and the Congress to protect by approving the arms 
limitation agreements to which I have referred. This is the posture 
which, with the responsible cooperation of the Congress, I will 
take all necessary steps to maintain in our future defense 
programs.

Discussions on Areas of Tension

In addition to the talks which led to the specific agreements I 
have listed, I also had full, very frank, and extensive discussions 
with General Secretary Brezhnev and his colleagues about several 
parts of the world where American and Soviet interests have come 
in conflict.

With regard to the reduction o f tensions in Europe, we recorded 
our intention o f proceeding later this year with multilateral 
consultations looking toward a Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in all o f Europe. We have also jointly agreed to move 
forward with negotiations on mutual and balanced force 
reductions in central Europe.

The problem of ending tiie Viet-Nam war, which engages the 
hopes of all Americans, was one o f the most extensively discussed 
subjects on our agenda. It would only jeopardize the search for 
peace if  I were to review here all that was said on the subject. I 
will simply say this: Each side obviously has its own point o f view 
and its own approach to this very difficult issue. But at the same 
time, both the United States and the Soviet Union share an 
overriding desire to achieve a more stable peace in the world. I 
emphasize to you once again that this administration has no higher 
god, a goal that I know all of you share, than bringing the 
Viet-Nam war to an early and honorable end. We are ending the 
war in Viet-Nam, but we shall end it in a way which will not 
betray our friends, risk the lives o f the courageous Americans still
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serving in Viet-Nam, break faith with those held prisoners by the 
enemy, or stain the honor of the United States of America.

Another area where we had very full, frank, and extensive 
discussions was the Middle East. I reiterated the American people’s 
commitment to the survival o f the state o f Israel and to a 
settlement just to all the countries in the area. Both sides stated in 
the communique their intention to support the Jarring peace 
mission and other appropriate efforts to acWeve this objective.

Landmark Declaration of Principles

The final achievement of the Moscow conference was the 
signing of a landmark declaration entitled Basic Principles of 
Mutual Relations Between the United States and the U.S.S.R.^ As 
these 12 basic principles are put into practice, they can provide a 
solid framework for the future development of better American- 
Soviet relations.

They begin with the recognition that two nuclear nations, each 
of which has the power to destroy humanity, have no alternative 
but to coexist peacefully because in a nuclear war there would be 
no winners, only losers.

The basic principles commit both sides to avoid direct military 
confrontation and to exercise constructive leadership and restraint 
with respect to smaller conflicts in other parts of the world which 
could drag the major powers into war.

They disavow any intention to create spheres o f influence or to 
conspire against the interests of any other nation—a point I would 
underscore by saying once again tonight that America values its 
ties with all nations, from our oldest ^ ie s  in Europe and Asia, as I 
emphasized by my visit to Iran, to our good friends in the TTiird 
World, and to our new relationship with the People’s Republic of 
China.

The improvement o f relations depends not only, o f course, on 
words but far more on actions. The principles to which we agreed 
in Moscow are like a roadmap. Now that the map has been laid 
out, it is up to each country to follow it. The United States 
intends to adhere to these principles. The leaders of the Soviet 
Union have indicated a similar intention.

However, we must remember that Soviet ideology still pro
claims hostility to some of America’s most basic values. The Soviet 
leaders remain committed to that ideology. Like the nation they 
lead, they are, and they will continue to be, totally dedicated 
competitors o f the United States of America.

As we shape our policies for the period ahead, therefore, we 
must maintain our defenses at an adequate level until there is 
mutual agreement to limit forces. The time-tested policies of 
vigilance and firmness which have brought us to this summit are 
the only ones that can safely carry us forward to further progress 
in reaching agreements to reduce the danger o f war.

pp. 237-240.
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Our successes in the strategic arms talks and in the Berlin 
negotiations, which opened the road to Moscow, came about 
because over the past 3 years we have consistently refused 
proposals for unilaterally abandoning the ABM, unilaterally 
pulling back our forces from Europe, and drastically cutting the 
defense budget. The Congress deserves the appreciation of the 
American people for having the courage to vote such proposals 
down and to maintain the strength America needs to protect its 
interests.

As we continue the strategic arms talks, seeking a permanent 
offensive weapons treaty, we must bear the lessons o f the earlier 
talks well in mind.

By the same token, we must stand steadfastly with our NATO 
partners if negotiations leading to a new detente and a mutual 
reduction of forces in Europe are to be productive. Maintaining 
the strength, integrity, and steadfastness o f our free-world 
alliances is the foundation on which all o f our other initiatives for 
peace and security in the world must rest. As we seek better 
relations with those who have been our adversaries, we will not let 
down our friends and allies around the world.

Meeting the Challenges of Peace

And in this period we must keep our economy vigorous and 
competitive if the opening for greater East-West trade is to mean 
anything at all and if we do not wish to be shouldered aside in 
world markets by the growing potential o f the economies of 
Japan, western Europe, the Soviet Union, and the People’s 
Republic of China. For America to continue its role o f helping to 
build a more peaceful world, we must keep America number one 
economically in the world.

We must maintain our own momentum of domestic innovation, 
growth, and reform if the opportunities for joint action with the 
Soviets are to fulfill their promise. As we seek agreements to build 
peace abroad, we must keep America moving forward at home.

Most importantly, if the new age we seek is ever to become a 
reality, we must keep America strong in spirit, a nation proud of 
its greatness as a free society, confident of its mission in the world. 
Let us be committed to our way of life as wholeheartedly as the 
Communist leaders with whom we seek a new relationship are 
committed to their system. Let us always be proud to show in our 
words and actions what we know in our hearts—that we believe in 
America.

These are just some of the challenges of peace. They are in some 
ways even more difficult than the challenges o f war. But we are 
equal to them. As we meet them, we will be able to go forward 
and explore the sweeping possibilities for peace which this season 
of summits has now opened up for the world.

For decades, America has been locked in hostile confrontation 
with the two great Communist powers, the Soviet Union and the 
People’s Republic of China. We were engaged with the one at
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many points and almost totally isolated from the other, but our 
relationships with both had reached a deadly impasse. All three 
countries were victims of the kind of bondage about which George 
Washington long ago warned in these words: The nation which 
indulges toward another an habitual hatred is a slave to its own 
animosity.

But now in the brief space of 4 months, these journeys to 
Peking and to Moscow have begim to free us from perpetual 
confrontation. We have moved toward better understanding, 
mutual respect, and point-by-point settlement of differences with 
both the major Communist powers.

This one series o f meetings has not rendered an imperfect world 
suddenly perfect. There still are deep philosophical differences; 
there still are parts o f the world in which age-old hatreds persist. 
The threat of war has not been ehminated—it has been reduced. 
We are making progress toward a world in which leaders o f nations 
will settle their differences by negotiation, not by force, and in 
which they leam to live with their differences so that their sons 
will not have to die for those differences.

It was particularly fitting that this trip, aimed at building such a 
world, should have concluded in Poland.

No country in the world has suffered more from war than 
Poland has, and no country has more to gain from peace. The 
faces o f the people who gave us such a heartwarming welcome in 
Warsaw yesterday, and again this morning and this afternoon, told 
an eloquent story of suffering in the past and o f hope for peace in 
the future. One could see it in their faces. It made me more 
determined than ever that America must do all in its power to help 
that hope come true for all people.

As we continue that effort, our unity of purpose and action will 
be all-important.

For the summits o f 1972 have not belonged just to one person 
or one party or to one branch of our government alone. Rather 
they are part o f a great national journey for peace. Every 
American can claim a share in the credit for the success o f that 
journey so far, and every American has a major stake in its success 
for the future.

An unparalleled opportunity has been placed in America’s 
hands. Never has there been a time when hope was more justified 
or when complacency was more dangerous. We have made a good 
beginning. And because we have begun, history now lays upon us a 
special obligation to see it through. We can seize this moment or 
we can lose it; we can make good this opportunity to build a new 
structure o f peace in the world, or let it slip away. Together, 
therefore, let us seize the moment so that our children and the 
world’s children live free of the fears and free of the hatreds that 
have been the lot o f mankind through the centuries.

Then the historians o f some future age will write of the year
1972, not that this was the year America went up to the summit 
and then down to the depths o f the valley again, but that this was
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the year when America helped to lead the world up out o f the 
lowlands of constant war and onto the high plateau of lasting 
peace.

Statement by Admiral Moorer to the Senate Armed Services
Committee: Antiballistic Missile Defense of Washington, June 6,
1972‘

The deployment o f an anti-balhstic missile (ABM) defense for 
Washington, D.C. is considered essential. An ABM defense will:

Protect the decisiormiaking process against small attacks and 
unauthorized or accidental launches.

Provide a high assurance that unauthorized or accidental 
launches would not destroy the command and control mechanism. 
Only a deliberate mass attack would saturate the defense.

Such a defense would protect against an irrational attack and 
reduce the credibility o f nuclear blackmail.

Would provide the additional critical time in which to perform 
the command and control functions o f assessing the threat, 
making decisions, and issuing appropriate execution orders.

For an SLBM attack, a force of [deleted] would be required to 
saturate the defense and destroy the decision-making process. A 
force o f this size would significantly increase the probability of 
detection and should provide strategic warning.

One o f the major considerations in developing an ABM defense 
of the Washington area is the amount of time that can reasonably 
be gained against a surprise attack before defense exhaustion or 
penetration occurs. This added decision time permits additional 
flexibility in strategic forces management. [Deleted.]

Would enhance the credibility o f our deterrent.
This defense will protect our decision-making process and 

command and control facilities and provide additional time to 
implement appropriate retaliatory measures. The perception of 
assured response by those who would be our adversaries reduces 
the potential for attack.

The protection of our decision-making process will serve to 
convince others, including our aUies and potential foes that we 
have the will to resist aggression anywhere in defense of U.S. 
interests.

Would provide additional benefits including:
The necessary assurance that the nuclear decision is made by 

the President or his civilian statutory successor.

Military Implications o f the Treaty on the Limitations o f Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Systems and the Interim Agreement on Limitation o f Strategic Offensive Arms: Hearing 
Before the Committee on Armed Services, United, States Senate, Ninety-second 
Congress, Second Session, pp. 23-24. The statement was supplied in response to a 
request of June 6 from Senator Symington.
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Provide, if Spartan interceptors were deployed, secondary 
coverage of regional urban/industrial and military targets against 
small or accidental attack. [Deleted.]

Provide a base for rapid expansion of the defense in the event 
o f  treaty withdrawal. Additional interceptors could be 
expeditiously added to the authorized defense thereby increasing 
its overall effectiveness. Further, a base would be established to 
validate the concepts and technology to develop and deploy ABMs 
in defense of high value targets other than Minuteman silos.

Indicate our resolve to abide by the treaty limitations and to 
send a signal for subsequent negotiations that the United States 
intends to provide the measures necessary to insure the security of 
the United States and its allies within the established SALT 
constraints.

Statement by Secretary of Defense Laird to the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, June 6, 1972^

Mr. Chairman and members o f the committee, I am here today 
at your request to talk about the process of peace and its 
requirements, both as they relate to the agreements reached in 
Moscow and to the current situation in Southeast Asia.

The security o f the United States depends on both military 
strength and resolve. These are the two basic essentials of a 
successful quest for global peace.

President Nixon’s historic journey for peace to Peking and 
Moscow has achieved the first steps—but only the first steps—in 
what must be a continuing journey toward lasting peace.

These trips and the movement from an era of confrontation to 
an era of negotiation could not have been successful without the 
resolute support of this committee and a majority o f Congress and 
the American people. Lasting peace requires adequate strength 
founded on a true sense o f partnership between the executive 
branch and the legislative branch—coequals under our system of 
government.

I am not here to suggest that peace can be bought cheaply. On 
the contrary, I am here today, in fulfillment o f my responsibilities 
as Secretary of Defense, to share with you candidly and fully the 
requirements o f national defense.

This statement will take about 18 minutes, but I believe it 
covers the aspects o f the recent developments, as far as SALT and 
Southeast Asia are concerned, that do have an application to the 
procurement legislation which this committee has under considera
tion.

Military Implications o f the Treaty on the Limitations o f Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Systems and the Interim Agreement on Limitation o f Strategic Arms: Hearing Before the 
Committee on Armed Services, United States Senate, Ninety-second Congress, Second 
Session, pp. 2-9.
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I believe it is most appropriate that I appear before you during 
these final stages o f your deliberations on the fiscal year 1973 
defense authorization bill, to present my current assessment of 
where we are and where we are going in areas which represent two 
of the most important elements o f President Nixon’s strategy for 
peace: (1) Strategic arms limitations, and (2) Southeast Asia.

I will first summarize these two areas, and then discuss each in 
more detail. I will make this statement as brief as possible to 
permit ample opportunity for your questions and those of other 
members of your committee.

We were determined to approach the strategic arms limitation 
talks from a position of strength. We have done so. The ABM 
Treaty^ and the interim agreement on offensive weapons reached 
at SALT will permit us to maintain needed strength, and to remain 
confident in the effectiveness and realism of our strategic 
deterrent.

We enter this agreement with the following interdependent 
strong convictions:

Our security will be enhanced;
We have applied brakes to the momentum of Soviet strategic 

missile deployments;
We have adequate means of verification;
Congress will support the strategic programs we have proposed 

and will propose; and
We have taken the initial steps and have laid a solid foundation 

for further arms limitation and potential arms reductions in the 
future.

I urge your support o f these agreements and the programs 
necessary for the future to continue the sufficiency of our forces, 
as we implement the pledge to continue negotiations for more 
comprehensive accords on strategic armaments.

Through these agreements, we avoid the need for several 
otherwise urgent offsetting measures for deployment o f strategic 
armaments. But I want to emphasize that under the agreements, 
we can and we must continue those prudent development 
measures, such as the Tiident, formerly the ULMS program; the 
B—1; and Site Defense. Such measures are necessary to maintain a 
realistic strategic deterrent.

I said peace cannot be bought cheaply. The opportunities for 
peace embodied in the SALT agreements would be nullified and 
our national security jeopardized unless there is continued strong 
support for an adequate defense budget. The success of SALT 
depends on sustained strength.

Strength and resolve are also necessary in Vietnam as we 
continue our efforts to end that war. President Nixon has 
presented an unequaled offer to end the war. But until the enemy 
is willing to negotiate seriously, we will continue to do whatever is 
necessary to help defeat North Vietnamese aggression.

Mnfe, pp. 197-201.
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This is our resolve. We have demonstrated it by our augmenta
tion of air and naval forces in response to the flagrant invasion by 
the North Vietnamese this spring across the demilitarized zone 
(DMZ). We have demonstrated it by our material and equipment 
support to RVNAF and free world forces who are so vigorously 
resisting the enemy on the ground. This insurance reserve costs 
additional money which we must rely upon the Congress to 
provide. We are expeditiously preparing and will forward to you a 
fiscal year 1973 budget amendment and an amendment to increase 
the authorization for MASF (Military Assistance, Service-Funded) 
for Vietnamese and free world forces.

The request for an increase in the MASF authorization was 
presented to the President o f the Senate and to the Speaker o f the 
House today.

With that background, Mr. Chairman, let me now turn to the 
specifics, first on the strategic armaments, and then on Southeast 
Asia as it impacts on the 1972 programs.

The historic strategic arms limitation agreements, reached 
despite differences in other areas o f oxir relations with the Soviet 
Union, are concrete evidence o f the progress we are making in 
building for a generation of peace. We have consistently advocated 
approaching negotiations from a position of strength, and we have 
maintained that strength. We must not forget this principle in our 
deliberations on charting our future course.

Mr. Chairman, you recognize, as do the members of your 
committee, that I am not here today to testify on the specific 
provisions o f the agreement reached in Moscow.

I have given to your staff a one-page summary of those 
agreements, which I believe is the best summary that has been put 
together. It is a simple one-page summary, and includes the effects 
of the limitations as far as numbers are concerned. Both of these 
agreements, the ABM Treaty as well as the offensive agreement, 
apply primarily to numerical limitations. They have no effect on 
modernization o f offensive systems.

The agreement, the joint resolution on the offensive freeze and 
on the treaty, will come to the Congress at a later time, and the 
President will be transmitting those documents soon.^ I am here 
with the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to discuss with you 
some of the budget and program impUcations related to the fiscal 
year 1973 defense budget.

The agreements reached in Moscow will permit us to maintain a 
strong strategic position, and they will enhance our security by 
putting the brakes on Soviet strategic force momentum. These 
agreements reflect a realistic assessment of the strategic situation, 
both as it exists today and as it could exist 5 years from now in 
the absence of the agreements.

These agreements, coupled with the military programs Congress 
has been and will be asked to fund, are a first step. Both sides are

 ̂See post, pp. 286-288.
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pledged to continue negotiations for further steps on limiting 
strategic arms.

Just as the Moscow agreements were made possible by our 
successful action in such programs as Safeguard, Poseidon, and 
Minuteman III, these future negotiations to which we are pledged 
can only succeed if we are equally successful in implementing such 
programs as the Trident system, the B—1 bomber, NCA defense, 
site defense, SLCM—submarine launched cruise missile—and ac
celerated satellite basing of strategic bombers. We must also 
initiate certain other measures in areas such as intelligence, 
verification, and command, control, and communications.

Ratification of the ABM Treaty and the simultaneous entry into 
force o f the interim agreement on offensive weapons will impact 
on our fiscal year 1973 budget request and planned fiscal years 
1973-77 defense program.

The provisions of the ABM Treaty require that upon ratification 
we make the following changes in our Safeguard ABM program: 

Cancel plans for a full 12-site Safeguard program, and 
Stop construction at the Safeguard site at Malmstrom AFB, 

Mont., dismantle the site, and stop all advanced site preparation 
work at Whiteman AFB, Mo., and Warren AFB, Wyo.

Although ABM deployments will be limited to two sites—Grand 
Forks, N. Dak., and the National Capital area—we can and must 
continue permitted ABM research, development, test, and evalua
tion programs in order to preserve future options and to stay 
abreast of ABM technology.

We will continue the site defense program, making modifica
tions to accelerate its development and testing. Without further 
constraints on Soviet offensive programs, which could be achieved 
in follow-on negotiations but which do not exist now, we need 
this hedge for insuring the survivability o f our land-based ICBMs.

We will vigorously pursue a comprehensive ABM technology 
program. This program will provide knowledge of ABM 
technology potential that will help us understand better Soviet 
ABM developments, help us insure adequate penetration capability 
for U.S. offensive missiles, and examine ABM development 
options that might be exercised if permitted by future agreements, 
or if otherwise necessary.

It is essential that the United States start work now to build an 
ABM defense for our command, control, and communications in 
the Washington, D.C., area, which is proposed and has been 
testified to by me and by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs in the 
fiscal 1973 budget request which we presented in the defense 
report earlier this year.'*̂

In making the changes to the Safeguard program, we will avoid 
taking irreversible actions pending ratification o f the treaty.

^See National Security Strategy o f Realistic Deterrence: Secretary o f Defense Melvin 
I t  Laird's Annual Defense Department Report, F Y 1973.
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Our plans call for using the radar equipment currently being 
built for Malmstrom and Whiteman at the new Washington, D.C., 
site. No new construction funds would be required in fiscal year
1973, beyond the advanced site preparation for Washington 
already requested in the fiscal year 1973 budget to the Congress.

As a result o f the Moscow agreement, these actions will permit 
reduction of our fiscal year 1973 budget request for ABM program 
funding by about $650 million.

In addition to the above modifications based on the treaty, we 
believe it is essential to adjust other selected strategic programs 
and to provide certain additional hedges for the future. These 
efforts will include additional work on reentfy vehicle technology, 
plus some advanced technology to improve our command-control 
communication capabihties, and some increases in intelligence 
resources to augment verification capabilities.

I will provide specific details on our plans in these areas at a 
later date for your use in executive session during the markup. We 
will discuss them this afternoon, and we can give each member of 
the committee at this point a classified breakout of these 
particular programs which go into the out years, and an 
unclassified summary which will cover fiscal year 1973 changes for 
the programs that we are recommending.

This is no time for complacency. This is no time to cut back on 
those programs which are designed to maintain and preserve 
essential U.S. strength. We must continue such existing deploy
ment programs as MIRV and SRAM, and those development 
programs we have in our fiscal year 1973 budget such as Trident 
and the B—1 bomber.

As I have told the Congress, we need Trident at the earliest 
possible date. Last year we made the decision to accelerate Trident 
as the most appropriate new strategic initiative to preserve the 
sufficiency of our deterrent for the future. The agreements do not 
in any way lessen the need for Trident. On the contrary. Trident 
remains a most urgent program.

Similarly, the B—1 bomber development program must be kept 
on schedule. It is designed to provide us an option to deploy the 
first aircraft in the late 1970’s. We need to continue our efforts to 
insure we can deploy the B—1 bomber as a replacement for our 
aging B—52 fleet, so that this option is available to us during the 
1980’s.

As I mentioned earlier, the ABM Treaty will permit a reduction 
of about $650 million in fiscal year 1973 ABM funding requests. 
We propose to apply about $100 miUion of that to modification 
and initiation of other action in the strategic area to insure 
maintenance o f a realistic strategic deterrent. As a result, the 
aggregate changes we are proposing as result of SALT permit an 
approximate reduction of $550 million in the strategic portion of 
our fiscal year 1973 defense budget. Initial estimates o f these 
program changes resulting from SALT indicate that additional 
savings over the next 5 years could amount to as much as $5
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billion. The net savings derived from changes to our planned 
Safeguard deployment will be in this general area. And I will give 
you a breakout as o f 1968 to the present, and .then 1973 to 
completion, not only o f the 12-site program, but of the two-site 
program wliich is allowed and is being made available to each 
member of the committee.

These savings reflect a net decrease in our currently planned 
strategic funding, and as such represent resources available for 
other pressing defense needs, such as required modernization of 
our active, National Guard, and Reserve general-purpose forces 
under the total force concept under the TRIAD force concept.

Mr. Chairman, having discussed the impUcations o f SALT on 
our defense budget, let me now turn to Southeast Asia.

In Southeast Asia, we have been compeUed to augment our air 
and naval activities in response to North Vietnam’s blatant 
aggression across the DMZ in violation of the Geneva Accords of 
1954® and the Understandings o f 1968.

Vietnamization has been astonishingly successful. During the 
last major offensive carried on by the North Vietnamese in 1968, 
members of this committee are fully aware of the fact that 11 U.S. 
ground combat divisions stood in South Vietnam carrying on 90 
percent of the ground combat responsibility in that area. Those 11 
divisions are no longer there, and the South Vietnamese are 
carrying on that ground combat responsibility. Thus far, the North 
Vietnamese have successfully accomplished but one spectacular. 
And that is in the movement that they have made across the DMZ, 
and the occupation of Quang Tri, the provincial capital o f Quang 
Tri province. They have not been successful in carrying out any 
other spectacular such as they had planned in Kontum and An Loc 
and thus far as far as Hue is concerned. In early 1968, with those
11 American divisions on the ground in South Vietnam, you will 
remember that our casualty rate was running as high as 700 a 
week. That casualty rate is now reduced to an average of below
10. And we will not be satisfied until it reaches zero.

Frankly, when we planned the Vietnamization effort, we did 
not conceive that the South Vietnamese would have to stand off a 
major attack o f the regular forces o f the North Vietnamese, using 
the DMZ as an invasion route. This has not been used since the 
1954 accords, and it has not been used in any substantial manner 
since the 1968 understandings.

The North Vietnamese, however, had chosen to use the DMZ as 
their supply route in the Quang Tri area, and this makes a very 
short supply route for them to use in supplying their regular forces 
that are operating in this one of the 44 provinces o f South 
Vietnam. The regular forces came across, as you all know, 
equipped with hundreds of tanks and supported by massive 
artillery, and a wide range of modem weapons systems. But the 
South Vietnamese, with the air, sea, and the logistic help of the

^American F ore^  Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 750 ff.
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United States, is meeting this invasion without American ground 
combat forces. And they are meeting it well.

I would just like to point out that I have never seen an 
operation where there has been such a tremendous use o f artillery, 
mortars, and rockets. All you need to do is look at the fight for 
An Loc. Up to 80,000 rounds have already been expended in an 
area of just 2 square miles. And it is to the credit of the South 
Vietnamese that they are standing firm in An Loc and are now 
moving out from An Loc on the ground in search missions, which 
are being completely carried out by the South Vietnamese ground 
forces.

To continue the safe withdrawal o f American forces from 
Vietnam under the Vietnamization program and to respond to the 
current North Vietnamese aggression, the President has made very 
difficult decisions in fulfillment of our resolve and our obligations. 
It has been necessary to augment our air and naval forces and their 
capabilities in Southeast Asia and to take certain other measures 
such as additional logistic support to the forces of the Republic of 
Vietnam.

The Department of Defense is operating in fiscal year 1972, 
with a congressional authorization of $2.5 billion for support of 
free world forces in Southeast Asia. This authorization is 
contained in section 501 of the fiscal year 1972 Procurement 
Authorization Act (Public Law 92-156) of November 17, 1971, 
and section 738 of the fiscal year 1972, Department o f Defense 
Appropriation Act (Public Law 92-204) o f December 18, 1971.

In accordance with the provisions of law, I have submitted to 
Congress and to this committee a quarterly report with respect to 
the estimated value by purpose and country under MASF, which 
amounted to an estimated $1,932.8 million through the quarter 
ending March 31, 1972.

The operations now underway in Southeast Asia involve U.S. 
naval and air elements as well as all elements o f South Vietnamese 
Armed Forces operating on an integrated basis. Such large-scale 
combat to oppose the Communist invasion necessarily involves 
elements of unpredictability and overriding requirements for speed 
and flexibility. Under these conditions o f integrated operations, it 
is not possible at this time to make a precise determination as to 
the ultimate user o f the material required in the theater. As an 
example, Mr. Chairman and members o f the committee, the South 
Vietnamese Air Force is flying as high as 250 sorties in a single 
day. The United States is flying a substantial number of sorties, 
too. The exact allocation of the munitions used lags a few days, 
and so I cannot give you the precise figure as of today. But I do 
want to state that our best estimate o f the figures available to us 
indicates that we are already at the $2.5 billion level for fiscal year 
1972.

It is now a certainty that the course o f operations in the days 
ahead will push us over $2.5 billion. It is essential, therefore, that 
the authorization be increased to $2.7 billion in fiscal year 1972,
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to provide us with a critical added measure of flexibility to meet 
conditions that could not have been foreseen.

Today a letter has gone forward to the Speaker of the House 
and the President o f the Senate submitting legislation to increase 
this authorization. It appears equally certain that an increase will 
be required in the free world force support authorization as 
currently reflected in the fiscal year 1973 budget request and 
accompanying authorization legislation. I am currently preparing a 
revised budget estimate to cover the additional cost of our efforts 
to help defeat the North Vietnamese aggression, and an increase in 
the fiscal year 1973 authorization for free world force support will 
be included in that estimate.

In order to assure that our resources for the current fiscal year 
which ends this month are adequate to meet the necessities of the 
year, I have, as you know, notified the Congress that I have 
authorized deficiencies to be incurred pursuant to the provision of 
subsection (b) of R.S. 3732, 51 U.S.C. 11. By utilizing this 
authority we can be assured of adequate funding for clothing, 
subsistence, fuel, quarters, transportation, and medical and 
hospital supplies.

Our actions in Southeast Asia, which require budget support, 
are needed and necessary to help thwart the aggression by the 
enemy in Vietnam, to continue Vietnamization and American 
troop withdrawals, and hopefully to bring about meaningful 
negotiations to achieve peace. Obviously, substantial costs are 
involved.

I will be reporting further to you on the measures which we 
have taken and the results at a Jater date. Mr. Chairman, I cannot 
stress too strongly the necessity to guard against erosion of our 
military readiness posture in other parts of the world.

In summary, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee we 
have truly begim the tough, uphill journey for peace. We must not 
be deluded into thinking this is going to be an easy journey. With 
the conclusion o f President Nixon’s trips to Peking and Moscow as 
the world leader for peace, we have taken the first essential steps 
in the process o f peace.

Euphoria has no place on this journey. Neither is there a place 
for detours prompted by wishful thinking.

Like any other important journey, this one must be adequately 
financed.

The clear challenge for the next 5 years is to move forward with 
orderly and affirmative actions so that we do not undermine the 
new opportunities for lasting peace.

As President Nixon told the Congress last Thursday night both 
on SALT and on Vietnam:

. . .  this does not mean that we bring back from Moscow the promise of instant 
peace, but we do bring the beginning of a process that can lead to a lasting peace.. . .

. . .  each side obviously has its own point of view and its own approach to this very 
difficult issue [of Vietnam]. But at the same time, both the United States and the Soviet 
Union share an overriding desire to achieve a more stable peace in the world. I emphasize 
to you once again that Ais Administration has no higher goal, a goal I know all of you
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share, to bring the war in Vietnam to an end. We are ending the war in Vietnam, but we 
shall end it in a way which will not betray our friendŝ  ̂risk the lives of the courageous 
Americans stiU serving in Vietnam, break faith with those held prisoner by the enemy, or 
stain the honor of the United States.̂

I join the President in urging full scrutiny by both Congress and 
the American people of the steps we have taken and are taking in 
our pursuit o f axneaningful peace. The results of our efforts speak 
for themselves.

In closing, I want to assure the Congress, as did the President 
last week, that no nation today is stronger than the United States 
and, with the continued support o f the Congress, no nation will be 
stronger in the future. In my view, the American people should 
not and will not settle for less.

Report by Secretary of State Rogers to President Nixon on the
Strategic Arms limitation Agreements, June 10,1972^

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, June 10,1972.

The PRESIDENT,
The White House.

The President: I have the honor to submit to you the Treaty 
between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics on the Limitation o f Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Systems (ABM Treaty) and the Interim Agreement between the 
United States o f America and the Union o f Soviet Socialist 
Republics on Certain Measures with respect to the Limitation of 
Strategic Offensive Arms (Interim Agreement), including an 
associated Protocol.^ It is my recommendation that the ABM 
Treaty be transmitted to the Senate for its advice and consent to 
ratification.

The Interim Agreement, as its title indicates, is an agreement 
■limited in scope and time. It Js designed to limit the aggregate 
number o f intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) launchers and 
submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) lavmchers, and the 
number of modern ballistic missile submarines, pending the 
negotiation o f a treaty covering more complete limitations of 
strategic offensive arms. In these circumstances, I am submitting 
to you the Interim Agreement and its Protocol (which is an 
integral part o f the Agreement), with the recommendation that 
they be transmitted to both Houses of .Congress for approval by a 
Joint Resolution.

The Interim Agreement can by its terms enter into force only 
upon the exchange o f written notices o f acceptance by both

^Ante, pp. 251, 254.
 ̂S.Ex. L, 92d Cong., 2d sess. 
^Ante, pp. 197-201, 202-204.

505-954 u  -  74 -  19
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countries and only when and if the ABM Treaty is brought into 
force. Both signatories understand that, pending ratification and 
acceptance, neither will take any action that would be prohibited 
by the ABM Treaty or the Interim Agreement and Protocol, in the 
absence of notification by either signatory of its intention not to 
proceed with ratification or acceptance.

ABM TREATY

In broad outline, the ABM Treaty, signed on May 26, 1972, 
provides that:

A nationwide ABM deployment, and a base for such deploy
ment, are prohibited;

An ABM deployment for defense of an individual region is 
prohibited, except as specifically permitted;

Permitted ABM deployments will be limited to two widely 
separated deployment areas in each country—one for defense of 
the national capital, and the other for the defense of ICBMs;

For these purposes no more than 100 ABM launchers and no 
more than 100 ABM interceptor missiles at launch sites may be 
deployed within each 150-kilometer radius ABM deployment area, 
for a total o f 200 deployed ABM interceptors and 200 deployed 
ABM launchers for each Party;

ABM radars will be strictly controlled; radars to support the 
ABM defense of the national capital may be deployed only in a 
specified number of small radar complexes within the ABM 
deployment area; radars to support the ICBM defense will be 
limited to a specified number within the ABM deployment area 
and will also be subject to qualitative constraint.

In order to assure the effectiveness of these basic provisions of 
the Treaty, a number of detailed corollary provisions were also 
agreed:

Development, testing and deployment of ABM systems or ABM 
components that are sea-based, air-based, space-based or mobile- 
land-based are prohibited;

Deployment of ABM systems involving new types o f basic 
components to perform the current functions of ABM launchers, 
interceptors or radars is prohibited;

The conversion or testing o f other systems, such as air defense 
systems, or components thereof to perform an ABM role is 
prohibited. ^

The Treaty also contains certain general/provisions relating to 
the verification and implementation qfjth^  Treaty and to further 
negotiations:

Each side will use national technical means for verification and 
the Parties agree not to interfere with such means and not to take 
deliberate concealment measures;
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A Standing Consultative Commission will be established to 
facilitate implementation of the Treaty and consider questions 
arising thereunder;

The Parties will continue active negotiations for limitations on 
strategic offensive arms.

The ABM Treaty consists o f a preamble and sixteen Articles. As 
indicated in Article 1(1), it provides for limitations on anti-ballistic 
missile (ABM) systems as well as certain related measures. In the 
course o f the negotiations, agreement was reached on a number of 
interpretative matters related to the Treaty. Enclosure 3 contains 
agreed interpretations and certain noteworthy unilateral state
ments.

PREAMBLE

The preamble contains six paragraphs that set forth common 
premises and objectives of the United States and the Soviet Union 
which are the basis for entering into this Treaty.

The first preambular paragraph states the basic premise that 
nuclear war would have devastating consequences for all mankind.

The second and third preambular paragraphs indicate the 
rationale for the ABM Treaty and the accompanying Interim 
Agreement. Effective limits on anti-ballistic missile systems will be 
an important factor in curbing competition in the strategic 
offensive arms race, will decrease the risk o f the outbreak o f  
nuclear war, and will, together with certain agreed measures on the 
limitation o f strategic offensive arms; create a favorable climate 
for future negotiations on limiting strategic arms.

The fourth and fifth preambular paragraphs indicate the 
relationdiip of this Treaty to the undertaking of the Parties in 
Article VI o f the Non-Proliferation Treaty to “pursue negotiations 
in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the 
nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament”, 
and express the intention o f the Parties to achieve further progress 
in disarmament at the earliest possible date.

The sixth paragraph reflects the broad international consensus 
that effective measures to limit strategic arms will assist in relaxing 
international tensions and strengthening trust between nations. As 
the first bilateral agreements between nuclear powers limiting 
strategic nuclear arms, this Treaty and the Interim Agreement 
should serve as historic steps toward these broader political goals.

A. LIMITATIONS ON ABM SYSTEMS

(1) Deployment

Article 1(2) prohibits the deployment of ABM systems which 
would provide defense covering substantially the whole of the 
territory of a Party. ABM defenses o f individual regions are also 
prohibited except as specifically set forth in Article III. As more 
fully explained below, that Article limits not only the number, size 
and location of the permitted ABM deployment areas o f each
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Party, but also limits to low levels the numbers of ABM launchers 
and ABM interceptors at launch sites, and places restrictions on 
ABM radars, and thus has the effect of precluding thick regional 
ABM defenses.

Article 1(2) also includes an undertaking not to provide a 
“base” for a nationwide ABM defense. This would, for example, 
prohibit the construction and deployment o f ABM radars, or even 
ABM-capable radars deployed for other purposes, that could 
provide a base for a nationwide ABM system. (Articles III, IV, V 
and VI contain specific constraints that reinforce this prohibition.) 
The Treaty does not restrict air defense, space tracking, 
intelligence or other non-ABM systems per se. However, it does 
prohibit the testing or conversion of such systems or their 
components to perform an ABM role; moreover, the Parties have 
agreed not to deploy any phased-array radars over a certain size 
except as otherwise provided in the Treaty and except for the 
purpose o f tracking objects in outer space or for use as national 
technical means of verification. This would prevent the possible 
use o f such radars as a base for a nationwide ABM defense.

Article II defines an ABM system as “a system to counter 
strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in flight trajectory” . It 
indicates that such systems currently consist o f ABM interceptor 
missiles, ABM launchers and ABM radars. ABM interceptor 
missiles are interceptor missiles constructed and deployed for an 
ABM role, or o f a type hereafter tested in an ABM mode. ABM 
launchers are launchers constructed and deployed for launching 
ABM interceptor missiles. (A launcher associated with an 
interceptor missile that is hereafter tested in an ABM mode falls 
within the definition of an ABM launcher.) ABM radars are radars 
constructed and deployed for an ABM role (including target 
tracking or missile control, but not early warning), or o f a type 
hereafter tested in an ABM mode.

The second paragraph of Article II makes it clear that the ABM 
system components listed in the first paragraph of the Article 
include not only those which are operational, but also those under 
construction, undergoing testing, undergoing overhaul, repair or 
conversion, or mothballed.

Article III prohibits the deployment o f any ABM systems or 
their components except as provided therein. Under Article III, 
the Parties may deploy only systems consisting o f ABM 
interceptor missiles, ABM launchers and ABM radars. The limited 
deployment of such systems described in the next two paragraphs 
below is permitted only (a) within one deployment area centered 
on the nation’s capital and having a radius of 150 kilometers, and 
(b) within one other deployment area having the same radius and 
containing ICBM silo launchers. The centers of the two deploy
ment areas will be separated by no less than 1,300 kilometers.

In each of these deployment areas a Party may deploy no more 
than 100 ABM laimchers and no more than 100 ABM interceptor 
missiles at launch sites. These totals would include any deploy
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ments within such areas for training purposes and, as indicated in 
Article 11(2), would not be confined to those in operational status. 
In view of Article V (l), discussed below, only fixed, land-based 
ABM components may be deployed.

The restrictions on ABM radars cover radars o f both existing 
types: phased-array radars (_a modern type which scans by 
electronic means, a capability especially useful for ABM purposes) 
and mechanical-scan radars (an older type). These restrictions are 
as follows:

(i) Within the 150-kilometer radius deployment area centered 
on the nation’s capital, no qualitative or quantitative constraints 
on radars are imposed, but location is circumscribed as follows: a 
Party may have ABM radars within no more than 6 ABM radar 
complexes, the permitted area of each complex being circular and 
having a diameter o f no more than 3 kilometers. Phased-array 
ABM radars may not be located outside such complexes, regardless 
of when they become operational. Mechanical-scan ABM radars 
that become operational after May ,26, 1972 are similarly 
constrained. The Parties understand that in addition to the ABM 
radars which may be deployed in accordance with this provision, 
the Soviet mechanical-scan ABM radars operational on May 26, 
1972 within the deployment area for defense of its national 
capital may be retained.

(ii) Within the 150-kilometer radius deployment area for 
defense of ICBM silo launchers, the location of radars is not 
circumscribed, but qualitative and quantitative constraints are 
imposed. A Party may have;

—2 large phased-array ABM radars comparable in potential to 
corresponding ABM radars operational or under construction on 
the date o f signature of the Treaty in such a deployment area; and

—no more than 18 ABM radars each having a potential less than 
that o f the smaller o f the 2 lar^ phased-array ABM radars referred 
to above.

The only two large phased-array ABM radars operational or under 
construction in such a deployment area on the date of signature 
were the Perimeter Acquisition Radar (PAR) and Missile Site 
Radar (MSR) under construction near Grand Forks Air Force 
Base, North Dakota. The Parties understand that the potential— 
the product o f mean emitted power in watts and antenna area in 
square meters—of the smaller o f these two radars (the MSR) is 
considered for purposes o f the Treaty to be three million.

The impact of Article III on ABM systems currently deployed 
or under construction would be as follows: it would not prohibit 
the ABM system deployed around Moscow or the ABM system 
being deployed by the United States in the vicinity o f Grand 
Forks Air Force Base in North Dakota, but it woixld preclude the 
completion or retention of the ABM complex on which construc
tion had been started in the vicinity o f Malmstrom Air Force Base
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in Montana. (The signatories understand that, pending ratification 
and acceptance o f the agreements, neither will take any action 
that would be prohibited thereby in the absence of notification by 
either signatory of its intention not to proceed with ratification or 
approval.)

The United States has not started construction at a deployment 
area centered on its national capital, and the Soviet Union has not 
started construction at a deployment area for defense of ICBM silo 
launchers.

(2) Development, Testing, and Other Limitations

Article IV provides that the limitations in Article III shall not 
apply to ABM systems or ABM components used for development 
or testing, and located within current or additionally agreed test 
ranges. It is understood that ABM test ranges encompass the area 
within which ABM components are located for test purposes, and 
that nonphased-array radars of types used for range safety or 
instrumentation purposes may be located outside o f ABM test 
ranges. Article IV further provides that each Party may have no 
more than a total of 15 ABM lavmchers at test ranges. The current 
United States test ranges for ABM systems are located at White 
Sands, New Mexico and Kwajalein Atoll in the Pacific. The ciirrent 
Soviet test range for ABM systems is located near Sary Shagan, 
Kazakhstan SSR. ABM components are not to be deployed at any 
other test ranges without prior agreement between the Parties.

Article V limits development and testing, as well as deployment, 
of certain types o f ABM systems and components. Paragraph V (l)  
limits such activities to fixed, land-based ABM systems and 
components by prohibiting the development, testing or deploy
ment o f ABM systems or components wtiich are sea-based, 
air-based, space-based, or mobile land-based. It is imderstood that 
the prohibitions on mobile ABM systems apply to ABM launchers 
and ABM radars which are not permanent fixed types.

Paragraph V(2) prohibits the development, testing, or deploy
ment of ABM launchers for launching more than one ABM 
interceptor missile at a time from each launcher; modification o f  
deployed launchers to provide them with such a capability; and 
the development, testing, or deployment o f automatic or 
semi-automatic or other similar systems for rapid reload o f ABM 
launchers. The Parties agree that this Article includes an obligation 
not to develop, test, or deploy ABM interceptor missiles with 
more than one independently guided warhead.

(3) Future ABM Systems

A potential problem dealt with by the Treaty is that which 
would be created if an ABM system were developed in the future 
which did not consist o f interceptor missiles, launchers and radars. 
The Treaty would not permit the deployment of such a system or 
of components thereof capable of substituting for ABM
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interceptor missiles, launchers, or radars: Article 11(1) defines an 
ABM system in terms of its fimction as “a system to coimter 
strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in̂  flight trajectory”, 
noting that such systems “currently” consist o f ABM interceptor 
missiles^ ABM launchers and ABM radars. Article III contains a 
prohibition on the deployment of ABM systems or their 
components except as specified therein, and it permits deploy
ment only of ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launchers, and ABM 
radars. Devices other than ABM interceptor missiles, ABM 
launchers, or ABM radars could be used as adjuncts to an ABM 
system, provided that such devices were not capable o f substi
tuting for one or more o f these components. Finally, in the course 
of the negotiations, the Parties specified that “In order to insure 
fulfillment of the obligation not to deploy ABM systems and their 
components except as provided in Article III o f the Treaty, the 
Parties agree that in the event ABM systems based on other 
physical principles and including components capable of substi
tuting for ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM 
radars are created in the future, specific limitations on such 
systems and their components would be subject to discussion in 
accordance with Article XIII and agreement in accordance with 
Article XIV of the Treaty.” (As explained below. Article XIII calls 
for establishment o f a Standing Consultative Commission, and 
Article XIV deals with amendments to the Treaty.)

(4) Modernization and Replacement

Article VII provides that, subject to the provisions of this 
Treaty, modernization and replacement of ABM systems or their 
components may be carried out. Modernization or replacement of 
present ABM systems or components is constrained by the various 
limitations and prohibitions in the Treaty. (See paragraph 2 of 
Article I, Article III, Article V, and Article VI.)

(5) Destruction and Dismantling

Article VIII provides that ABM systems or their components in 
excess o f the numbers or outside the areas specified in the Treaty, 
as well as ABM systems or components prohibited by the Treaty, 
shall be destroyed or dismantled under agreed procedures within 
the shortest possible agreed period of time. Since no more than 
one ABM system deployment area for defense of ICBM silo 
launchers is permitted by Article III, this Article will apply, when 
the Treaty enters into force, to the ABM components previously 
under construction in the vicinity o f Mahnstrom Air Force Base in 
Montana.

B. OTHER RELATED MEASURES

(1) Constraints on Non-ABM Systems or Components

Article VI is designed to enhance assurance o f the effectiveness 
of the basic limitations on ABM systems and their components 
provided by the Treaty. To this end, each Party undertakes in this
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Article (a) not to give missiles, launchers or radars, other than 
ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launchers and ABM radars, 
capabilities to counter strategic ballistic missiles or their elements 
in flight trajectory; (b) not to test such non-ABM missiles, 
launchers and radars “in an ABM mode” and (c) not to deploy in 
the future radars for early warning of strategic ballistic missile 
attack except at locations along the periphery of its national 
territory and oriented outward.

The first o f these undertakings would, for example, prohibit the 
modification o f air-defense missiles (SAMs) to give them a 
capability against strategic ballistic missiles.

The undertaking not to test non-ABM interceptor missiles, 
launchers, and radars in an ABM mode subsequent to the date of 
signature o f this Treaty would prohibit testing of non-ABM 
components for ABM purposes, but would not affect ABM testing 
of ABM components, or prevent testing of non-ABM components 
for non-ABM purposes.

With respect to the third of the vindertakings in Article VI, it 
should be noted that the Treaty, while not intended to prohibit 
the further deployment of radars for early warning of strategic 
baUistic missile attack, requires their location along the periphery 
of each Party’s national territory and oriented outward in order to 
minimize the possibility that they could contribute to an effective 
ABM defense of points in the interior.

Article VI also has the effect o f prohibiting the future 
deployment in third countries o f radars for early warning o f 
strategic ballistic missile attack. Existing ballistic missile early- 
warning radars would not be affected. Article VI imposes no 
limitation on radars for national means of verification.

In recognition of the fact that phased-array radars with more 
than a certain potential, though deployed for non-ABM missions 
such as air defense or air traffic control, would have an inherent 
capacity for ABM use, the Parties agreed not to deploy phased- 
array radars having a potential exceeding three million watt-square 
meters, except as provided in Articles III, IV and VI of the Treaty 
and except for the purpose o f tracking objects in outer space or 
for use as national technical means of verification. Deployment of 
non-ABM radars currently planned by the United States would not 
be affected.

(2) International Transfers

Article IX provides that, to assure the viability and effectiveness 
of the Treaty, each Party undertakes. not to transfer to other 
States, and not to deploy outside its national territory, ABM 
systems or their components limited by the Treaty. The Parties 
understand that the first undertaking includes an obligation not to 
provide to other States technics descriptions or blueprints 
specially worked out for the construction of ABM systems and 
their components limited by the Treaty. In addition, the United 
States Delegation made clear that the provisions of this Article do
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not set a precedent for whatever provisions may be considered for 
a treaty on limiting strategic offensive arms, noting that the 
question of transfer of strategic offensive arms is a far more 
complex issue, which may require a different solution.

(3) Conflicting Obligations

Article X contains an undertaking by the Parties not to assume 
any international obligations which would conflict with the 
Treaty. The obligations in this Treaty are not inconsistent with 
any obligation o f the United States under any international 
agreement.

C. VERIFICATION AND CONSULTATION

(1) Verification

Article XII relates to verification of compliance wdth the 
Treaty’s provisions, which is to be accomplished by national 
technical means. Paragraph 1 states that each Party will use 
national technical means of verification at its disposal in a manner 
consistent with generally recognized principles of international law 
for purposes of providing assurance o f compliance with provisions 
of the Treaty. It does not require changes from current operating 
practices and procedures with respect to systems which will be 
used as national technical means o f verification.

The second paragraph of this Article provides that each Party 
agrees not to interfere with the jiatiojial technical means of 
verification of the other which are operating in accordance with 
par^aph 1 o f the Article. This provisiDn would, for example, 
prohibit interference with a satellite in orbit used for verification 
of the Treaty.

Paragraph 3 contains an agreement not to use deliberate 
concealment measures which impede verification by national 
technical means. This paragraph expressly permits continuation of 
current construction, assembly, conversion and overhaul practices.

(2) Standing Consultative Commission

Article XIII provides that the Parties shall establish promptly a 
Standing Consultative Commission (hereafter referred to as the 
Commission) to promote the objectives and to facilitate the 
implementation of the ABM Treaty. The Parties have further 
agreed to use the Commission to promote the objectives and 
implementation o f the Interim Agreement. (See Article VI of the 
Interim Agreement.) The Commission will provide a consulting 
framework within which the Parties may consider various matters 
relating to the Treaty and the Interim A^eement. The Parties may 
also consider these matters in other channels.

A principal fimction of the Commission will be to consider 
questions of compliance with the obligations assumed under this 
Treaty and the Interim Agreement and also related situations 
which may be considered ambiguous. Each Party may voluntarily
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provide through the Commission information it considers 
necessary to assure confidence in compliance. Thus one Party 
might raise a question o f compliance based on information 
gathered by national technical means of verification and the other 
Party could provide information to clarify the matter.

Attention was called above to the provisions in Article XII 
prohibiting intentional interference with national technical means 
of verification operating in accordance with its provisions. The 
Commission is charged by Article XIII vwth the responsibility to 
consider any questions o f interference with such means. The 
Commission may also consider questions of concealment impeding 
verification by national means. The Commission may consider 
changes in the general strategic situation which have a bearing on 
the provisions of the Treaty. Related to this is the Commission’s 
authority to consider proposals to further increase the viability of 
the Treaty—such as agreed interpretations after the Treaty has 
entered into force—and to consider proposals for amendment of 
the Treaty. (Amendments to the Treaty would have to be ratified 
pursuant to Articles XIV and XVI.) The Commission may also 
consider other appropriate measures, not specifically enumerated 
in Article XIII, aimed at further limiting strategic arms. Finally, 
through the Commission the Parties are to agree on procedures 
and dates for the implementation of Article VIII concerning 
destruction or dismantling o f ABM systems or ABM components. 
(For corresponding responsibility of the Commission under the 
Interim Agreement, see section C of the discussion thereof.)

The second paragraph of Article XIII provides for the establish
ment of regulations for the Commission governing procedures, 
composition and other relevant matters. Such matters can be 
worked out early in the foUow-on negotiations. Meanwhile, any 
consultation desired by either side under these Articles can be 
carried out by the Delegations during such negotiations or, when 
they are not in session, through other diplomatic channels.

The Commission is intended as a means to facilitate the 
implementation of the agreements and would not replace follow- 
on negotiations or use of other diplomatic channels.

D. DURATION, WITHDRAWAL AND FURTHER NEGOTIATIONS

Article XV provides that the Treaty shall be o f unlimited 
duration, but contains a withdrawal clause o f the type that has 
become standard in post-war arms control treaties. This clause 
provides that each Party in exercising its national sovereignty, shall 
have the right to withdraw from the Treaty if it decides that 
extraordinary events related to the subject matter of the Treaty 
have jeopardized its supreme interests. Notice of such decision is 
to be given to the other Party six months prior to withdrawal from 
the Treaty. Such notice is required to include a statement of the 
extraordinary events involved.

In this connection, the United States has stressed the unique 
relationship between limitations on offensive and defensive
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strategic arms. This interrelationship lends extraordinary impor
tance to the undertaking in Article XI “to continue active 
negotiations for limitations on strategic offensive arms.”

The special importance we attach to this relationship was 
reflected in the following formal statement relating to Article XI, 
which was made by the Head of the United States Delegation on 
May 9,1972:

The US Delegation has stressed the importance the US Government attaches to 
achieving agreement on more complete limitations on strategic offensive arms, following 
agreement on an ABM Treaty and on an Interim Agreement on certain measures with 
respect to the limitation of strategic offensive arms. The US Delegation believes that an 
objective of the follow-on negotiations should be to constrain and reduce on a long-term 
basis threats to the survivability of our respective strategic retaliatory forces. The USSR 
Delegation has also indicated that the objectives of SALT would remain unfulfilled 
without the achievement of an agreement providing for more complete limitations on 
strategic offensive arms. Both sides recognize that the initial agreements would be steps 
toward the achievement of more complete limitations on strate^c arms. If an agreement 
providing for more complete strategic offensive arms limitations were not achieved 
within five years, US supreme interests could be jeopardized. Should that occur, it would 
constitute a basis for withdrawal from the ABM Treaty. The US does not wish to see 
such a situation occur, nor do we believe that the USSR does. It is because we wish to 
prevent such a situation that we emphasize the importance the US Government attaches 
to achievement of more complete limitations on strategic offensive arms. The US 
Executive will inform the Congress, in connection with Congressional consideration of 
the ABM Treaty and the Interim Agreement, of this statement of the US position.

E. OTHER PROVISIONS

Article XIV deals with amendments and review. Paragraph 1 
provides that the Parties may propose amendments to the Treaty. 
Agreed amendments shall enter into force upon exchange of 
instruments o f ratification. The second paragraph of Article XIV 
provides for formal review o f the Treaty by the Parties at five year 
intervals. Paragraph 2 does not preclude agreement on proposed 
amendments o f the Treaty during the first five years, or between 
formal reviews thereafter; it simply reflects recognition of the 
possibility o f changes in the strategic relationship and the 
development o f new strategic systems. These questions are also 
within the purview o f the Standing Consultative Commission.

Article XVI and the final paragraph of the Treaty contain 
standard provisions on entry into force, registration pursuant to 
the United Nations Charter, and equal authenticity o f the English 
and Russian language texts.

INTERIM AGREEMENT AND PROTOCOL

The Interim Agreement between the United States of America 
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Certain Measures 
with respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms 
(Interim Agreement), including a Protocol which is integral 
thereto, was signed on May 26, 1972. The Interim Agreement 
consists o f a preamble and eight operative articles. In the course of 
the negotiations, agreement was reached on a number o f inter
pretive matters related to the Interim Agreement, Enclosure 3 
contains agreed interpretations and certain noteworthy unilateral 
statements.
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This Agreement provides for a restriction of five years on 
strategic offensive missile launcher deployments pending negotia
tion of more complete limitations on strategic offensive arms. The 
main effects o f the Interim Agreement will be that:

—the aggregate number of fixed, land-based ICBM launchers and 
SLBM launchers will be limited;

—starting construction of additional fixed, land-based ICBM 
launchers is prohibited;

—the number of launchers for modem heavy ICBMs, such as the 
Soviet SS—9, will be limited to that number currently operational 
and under construction;

—ceilings will be placed on the number of SLBM launchers and 
modem ballistic missile submarines operational on each side; and 

—up to the agreed ceilings, deployment o f additional SLBM 
launchers above a specified number for each Party requires an 
offsetting reduction o f ICBM launchers o f older types or SLBM 
launchers on older ballistic missile submarines.

In the first paragraph of the preamble o f the Agreement the 
Parties express the conviction that the ABM Treaty and the 
Interim Agreement will contribute to the creation of more 
favorable conditions for active negotiation on limiting strategic 
arms and Will improve international relations. In the second 
paragraph the Parties acknowledge the relationship between 
strategic offensive and defensive arms, and in the third they 
acknowledge their obligations under Article VI of the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty to pursue disarmament negotiations.^

A. ICBM LAUNCHERS

Article I o f the Interim Agreement prohibits starting con
struction of additional fixed land-based ICBM launchers. While the 
text o f Article I prescribes July 1, 1972 as the freeze date, the 
United States and the Soviet Union understand that, pending 
ratification and acceptance o f the agreements, neither will take 
any action that will be prohibited thereby, in the absence of 
notification by either signatory o f its intention not to proceed 
with ratification or approval.

This construction freeze covers all fixed land-based ICBM 
launchers, both silo and soft-pad, but does not include test and 
training ICBM launchers or mobile-land-based ICBM launchers. 
Test and training launchers are, however, subject to other 
constraints. The United States has made clear to the Soviets that 
we would consider the deployment o f operational land-mobile 
ICBM launchers during the period of the Interim Agreement to be 
inconsistent with the objectives of the Agreement. The Parties 
have agreed that the term ICBM includes any land-based strategic 
ballistic missile capable o f ranges in excess of the shortest distance

^Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461465.



ROGERS STATEMENT, JUNE 10 279

between the northeastern border o f the continental United States 
and the northwestern border of the continental Soviet Union. 
Launchers for fractional orbital bombardment systems are 
considered to be ICBM launchers.

On May 26, 1972, the United States had 1,054 operational, 
land-based ICBM launchers and none under construction; on that 
date, the Soviet Union had a total o f land-based ICBM launchers 
operational and under active construction estimated to be about 
1,618. (ICBM launchers for testing and training purposes are 
excluded in each case.) Under the freeze, the Soviet Union may 
complete construction of ICBM launchers under active con
struction on May 26, 1972. While the Interim Agreement remains 
in effect, neither Party may start new construction (nor resume 
previously suspended construction) o f fixed ICBM launchers 
except test and training launchers.

B. HEAVY ICBM LAUNCHERS

Article II provides that the Parties shall not convert land-based 
launchers for light, or older heavy, ICBMs into land-based 
launchers for modem heavy ICBMs, such as the Soviet SS—9. All 
currently operational ICBMs other than the SS—9 are either 
“light” (the United States Minuteman and the Soviet SS—11 and 
SS—13) or “older” ICBM launchers of types first deployed prior 
to 1964 (the United States Titan and the Soviet SS—7 and SS—8).

Article II would thus prohibit the conversion of a launcher for 
an SS—7, SS—8, SS—11 or SS—13 ICBM into a launcher for an 
SS—9 or any new modern heavy ICBM, and would similarly 
prohibit the conversion of a launcher for a Minuteman or Titan 
into a launcher for a modem heavy ICBM. The Parties agree that 
in the process o f modernization and replacement the dimensions 
of land-based ICBM silo launchers will not be significantly 
increased, and that this means that any increase will not be greater 
than 10-15 percent o f the present dimensions. The United States 
has also made clear that it would consider any ICBM having a 
volume significantly greater than that o f the largest light ICBM 
now operational on either side (which is the Soviet SS—11) to be a 
heavy ICBM.

C. SLBM LAUNCHERS AND MODERN BALLISTIC MISSILE SUBMARINES

Article III limits SLBM launchers and modem balUstic missile 
submarines to the numbers operational and under construction on 
May 26,1972.

In addition. Article III and the Protocol permit launchers and 
submarines beyond 740 SLBM launchers on nuclear-powered 
submarines for the Soviet Union and 656 SLBM launchers on 
nuclear-powered submarines for the United States, subject to two 
constraints. First, additional SLBM launchers may become 
operational only as replacements for an equal number of ICBM 
launchers o f types first deployed prior to 1964, or for launchers 
on older nuclear-powered submarines or for modern SLBM
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launchers on any type of submarine. Second, such substitution 
may not result in:

—the Soviet Union having operational more than 62 modem 
ballistic missile submarines or more than 950 SLBM launchers, 
including all SLBM launchers on nuclear-powered submarines and 
all modem SLBM launchers on any type o f submarine;

—the United States having operational more than 44 modem 
ballistic missile submarines or more than 710 SLBM launchers.

Construction o f replacement SLBM launchers up to the limits 
under the Protocol would require the dismantling or destmction, 
under agreed procedures, o f an equal number of ICBM launchers 
of older types or o f SLBM launchers on nuclear-powered 
submarines. Moreover, modern SLBM launchers deployed on any 
type o f submarine would count against the total ceiling on SLBM 
launchers. Dismantling or destruction would be required to 
commence no later than the date on which sea trials o f a 
replacement ballistic missile submarine begin and to be completed 
in the shortest possible agreed period of time. Thus the Soviets 
will have to begin dismantling older ICBM or SLBM launchers no 
later than when the 741st SLBM launcher on a nuclear-powered 
submarine enters sea trials. Dismantling or destruction, as well as 
timely notification thereof, are to be carried out in accordance 
with procedures to be agreed upon in the Standing Consultative 
Commission. '

D. TEST AND TRAINING LAUNCHERS

The Parties agree that the number of test and training launchers 
for ICBMs and SLBMs, including “modem heavy” ICBMs, shall 
not be increased significantly above the current number of test 
and training launchers for such missiles. It is understood that 
construction or conversion of ICBM launchers at test ranges shall 
be undertaken only for the purposes of testing and training. It is 
also understood that ICBM launchers for test and training 
purposes may be constructed at operational sites.

E, MODERNIZATION AND REPLACEMENT

Article IV provides that, subject to the provisions of the Interim 
A^eement, modernization and replacement of strategic ballistic 
missiles and launchers covered by the Interim Agreement may be 
undertaken. The conversion o f current United States ICBM 
laimchers to handle Minuteman III missiles, the conversion of 
current submarine launchers to handle Poseidon missiles, and the 
construction of new submarines as replacements for older sub
marines, are not prohibited by the Agreement.

F. OTHER PROVISIONS

Article V of the Interim Agreement contains the same provi
sions on verification as appear in Article XII of-the ABM Treaty. 
Verification will be carried out by national technical means
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operating in accordance with generally recognized principles of 
international law. Interference with, or deliberate concealment 
from, such means is prohibited. Neither Party is required to 
change its current practices of construction, assembly, conversion, 
or overhaxU.

Article VI provides that in order to promote the objectives and 
implementation o f the Interim Agreement, the Parties shall use the 
Standing Consultative Commission to be established pursuant to 
Article XIII o f the ABM Treaty.

In Article VII the Parties agree to continue active negotiation 
for limitations on strategic offensive arms,. This Article also 
provides that the terms o f this Interim Agreement will not 
prejudice the scope and terms of the limitations on strategic 
offensive arms wWch may be worked out in the subsequent 
negotiations. It is expected that these subsequent negotiations will 
start in the near future.

The first paragraph of Article VIII of the Interim Agreement 
provides that it shall enter into force upon the exchange of written 
notices o f acceptance, simultaneously with the exchange o f  
instruments o f ratification of the ABM Treaty.

Paragraph 2 o f Article VIII provides that the Interim Agreement 
shall remain in effect for five years, unless earlier replaced by 
agreement on more complete measures limiting strategic offensive 
arms.

The third paragraph of this Article provides each Party with a 
right, parallel to that contained in paragraph 2 o f Article XV of 
the ABM Treaty, to withdraw upon six months’ notice if such 
Party decides its supreme interests have been jeopardized by 
extraordinary events related to the subject matter of the Interim 
Agreement.

CONCLUSION

I believe the Treaty limiting anti-ballistic missile systems, 
together with the accompanying Interim Agreement and its 
Protocol constraining strategic offensive arms, constitute the most 
important step in arms limitation ever taken by this country. In 
these agreements, the two most powerful nations on earth are 
adopting measures designed to curb the deployment of strategic 
arms.

The Parties have protected their vital interests during the careful 
negotiation and elaboration of these agreements. We did not agree 
to anything adversely affecting the national interests o f our Allies, 
who were regularly consulted during the negotiations. The 
Congress has been kept closely informed throughout the negotia
tions. Ambassador Smith and other Delegation members 
conducted a total o f thirty executive session briefings for 
Congressional Committees.

These Agreements should help to improve Soviet-American 
relations and preserve and strengthen international security and 
world order. The entry into force of these measures should
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significantly advance the cause of peace in the world, and I hope 
that they can be brought into force as soon as practicable. 

Respectfully submitted,

WILLIAM P. ROGERS.

ENCLOSURE 3 

1. AGREED INTERPRETATIONS

(a) Initialed Statements.—The. texts of the statements set out 
beiow were agreed upon and initialed by the Heads o f the 
Delegations on May 26, 1972.

[The initided statements appear ante, pp. 205-207.]

(b) Common Understandings. —Common understanding of the 
Parties on the following matters was reached during the 
negotiations^: '

A. INCREASE IN ICBM SILO DIMENSIONS

Ambassador Smith made the following statement on May 26, 
1972:

The Parties agree that the term ‘significantly increased’ means that an increase will 
not be greater than 10-15 percent of the present dimensions of land-based ICBM silo 
launchers.

Minister Semenov replied that this statement corresponded to 
the Soviet understanding.

B. LOCATION OF ICBM DEFENSES

The U.S. Delegation made the following statement on May 26, 
1972:

Article III of the ABM Treaty provides for each side one ABM system deployment 
area centered on its national capital and one ABM system deployment area containing 
ICBM silo launchers. The two sides have registered agreement on the following 
statement: *The Parties understand that the center of the A]BM system deployment area 
centered on the national capital and the center of the ABM system deployment area 
containing ICBM silo launchers for each Party shall be separated by no less than thirteen 
hundred kilometers.’ In this connection, the U.S. side notes that its ABM ^stem 
deployment area for defense of ICBM silo launchers, located west of the Mississippi 
River, will be centered in the Grand Forks ICBM silo launcher deployment area. (See 
Initialed Statement [C].)

C. ABM TEST RANGES

The U.S. Delegation made the following statement on April 26, 
1972:

Article IV of the ABM Treaty provides that ‘the limitations provided for in Article III 
shall not apply to ABM systems or their components used for development or testing, 
and located within current or additionally a^eed test ranges.* We believe it would be 
useful to assure that there is no misunderstanding as to current ABM test ranges. It is our 
understanding that ABM test ranges encompass the area within which ABM components 
are located for test purposes. The current U.S. ABM test ranges are at White Sands, New 
Mexico, and at Kwajalein AtoU, and the current Soviet ABM test range is near Sary 
Shagan in Kazakhstan. We consider that non-phased arrajt-radars of types used for range 
safety or instrumentation purposes may be located outside of ABM test ranges. We
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interpret the reference in Article IV to ‘additionally agreed test ranges’ to mean that 
ABM components will not be located at any other test ranges without prior agreement 
between our Governments that there will be such additional ABM test ranges.

On May 5, 1972, the Soviet Delegation stated that there was a 
common understanding on what ABM test ranges were, that the 
use o f the types o f non-ABM radars for range safety or 
instrumentation was not limited under the Treaty, that the 
reference in Article IV to “additionally agreed” test ranges was 
sufficiently clear, and that national means permitted identifying 
current test ranges.

D. MOBILE ABM SYSTEMS

On January 28, 1972, the U.S. Delegation made the following 
statement:

Article V(l) of the Joint I>raft Text of the ABM Treaty includes an undertaking not 
to develop, test, or deploy mobile land-based ABM systems and their components. On 
May 5, 1971, the U.S. side indicated that, in its view, a prohibition on deployment of 
mobile ABM j^stems and components would rule out the deployment of ABM launchers 
and radars which were not permanent fixed types. At that time, we asked for the Soviet 
view of this interpretation. Does the Soviet side agree with the U.S. side’s interpretation 
put forward on Nfey 5,1971?

On April 13, 1972, the Soviet Delegation said there is a general 
common understanding on this matter.

E. STANDING CONSULTATIVE COMMISSION

Ambassador Smith made the following statement on May 22 
[24],  1972:

The United States proposes that the sides agree that, with regard to initial 
implementation of the ABM Treaty’s Aitide XIII on the Standing Consultative 
Commission (SCQ and of the consultation Artcles to the Interim Agreement on 
offensive arms and the Accidents Agreement,  ̂ a^eement establishing the SCC will be 
worked out early in the follow-on SALT negotiations; until that is completed, the 
following arrangements will prevail: when SALT is in session, any consultation desired 
by either side under these Articles can be carried out by the two SALT Delegations; 
when SALT is not in session, ad hoc arrangements for any desired consultations under 
these Articles may be made through diplomatic channels.

Minister Semenov replied that, on an ad referendum basis, he 
could agree that the U.S. statement corresponded to the Soviet 
understanding.

F. STANDSTILL

On May 6, 1972, Minister Semenov made the following 
statement:

In an effort to accommodate the wishes of the U.S. side, the Soviet Delegation is 
prepared to proceed on the basis that the two sides will in fact observe the obligations of 
tx)th the Interim Agreement and the ABM Treaty beginning from the date of signature 
of these two documents.

In reply, the U.S. Delegation made the following statement on 
May 20, 1972:

The U.S. agrees in principle with the Soviet statement made on May 6 concerning 
observance of obligations beginning from date of signature but we would like to make

^For the Accidents Agreement, Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 634-635.
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dear our understanding that this means that, pending ratification and acceptance, 
neither side would take any action prohibited by the agreements after they had entered 
into force. This understandmg would continue to apply in the absence of notification by 
either signatory of its intention not to proceed with ratification or approval.

The Soviet Delegation indicated agreement with the U.S. 
statement.

2. UNILATERAL STATEMENTS

(a) The following noteworthy unilateral statements were made 
during the negotiations by the United States Delegation:

A. WITHDRAWAL FROM THE ABM TREATY

On May 9, 1972, Ambassador Smith made the following 
statement:

The U.S. Delegation has stressed the importance the U.S. Government attaches to 
achieving agreement on more complete Jimitations on strategic offensive arms, following 
agreement on an ABM Treaty and on an Interim Agreement on certain measures with 
respect to the limitation of strategic offensive arms. TTie U.S. Delegation believes that an 
objective of the follow-on negotiations should be to constrain and reduce on a long-term 
basis threats to the survivability of our respective strategic retaliatory forces. The USSR 
Delegation has also indicated that the objectives of SALT would remain unfulfilled 
without the achievement of an agreement providing for more complete limitations on 
strategic offensive arms. Both sides recognize that the initial agreements would be steps 
toward the achievement of more complete limitations on strate^c arms. If an agreement 
providing for more complete strategic offensive arms limitations were not achieved 
within five years, U.S. supreme interests could be jeopardized. Should that occur, it 
would constitute a basis for withdrawal from the ABM Treaty. The U.S. does not wish to 
see such a situation occur, nor do we believe that the USSR does. It is because we wish 
to prevent such a situation that we emphasize the importance the U.S. Government 
attaches to achiev^ent of more complete limitations on strategic offensive arms. The 
U.S. Executive will inform the Congress, in connection with Congressional consideration 
of the ABM Treaty and the Interim Agreement, of this statement of the U.S. position.

B. LAND-MOBILE ICBM LAUNCHERS

The U.S. Delegation made the following statement on May 20, 
1972:

In connection with the important subject of land-mobile ICBM launchers, in the 
interest of concluding the Interim Agreement the U.S. Delegation now withdraws its 
proposal that Article I or an agreed statement explicitly prohibit the deployment of 
mobile land-based ICBM launchers. I have been instructed to inform you that, while 
a^eeing to defer the question of limitation of operational land-mobile ICBM launchers 
to the subsequent negotiations on more complete limitations on strategic offensive arms, 
the U.S. would consider the deployment of operational land-mobile ICBM launchers 
during the period of the Interim Agreement as inconsistent with the objectives of that 
Agreement.

C. COVERED FACILITIES

The U.S. Delegation made the following statement on May 20, 
1972:

I wish to emphasize the importance that the United States attaches to the provisions 
of Article V. including in particular their application to fitting out or berthing 
submarines.

D. “HEAVY” ICBM’S 
The U.S. Delegation made the following statement on May 26, 

1972:
The U.S. Delegation regrets that the Soviet Delegation has not been willing to agree 

on a common definition of a heavy missile. Under these circumstances, the U.S.
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Delegation believes it necessary to state the following: The United States would consider 
any ICBM having a volume significantly greater than that of the largest light ICBM now 
operational on either side to be a heavy ICBM. The U.S. proceeds on the premise that 
the Soviet side will give due account to this consideration.

E. TESTED IN ABM MODE

On April 1, 1972, the U.S. Delegation made the following 
statement:

Article U of the Joint Text Draft uses the term ‘tested iii an ABM mode,’ in defining 
ABM components, and Article VI includes certain obligations concerning such testing. 
We believe that the sides should have a common understanding of this phrase. First, we 
would note that the testing provisions of the ABM Treaty are intended to apply to 
testing which occurs after the date of signature of the Treaty, and not to any testing 
which may have occurred in the past. Next, we would amplify the remarks we have made 
on this subject during the previous Helsinki phase by setting forth the objectives which 
govern the U.S. view on the subject, namely, while prohibiting testing of non-ABM 
components for ABM purposes: not to prevent testing of ABM components, and not to 
prevent testing of non-ABM components for non-ABM purposes. To clarify our 
inteipretation of tested in an ABM mode,’ we note that we would consider a launcher, 
mis^e or radar to be t̂ested in an ABM mode’ if, for example, any of the following 
events occur: (1) a launcher is used to launch an ABM interceptor missile, (2) an 
interceptor missile is flight tested against a target vehicle which has a flight trajectory 
with characteristics of a strategic ballistic missile fli|ht trajectory, or is flight tested in 
conjunction with the test of an ABM interceptor missile or an ABM radar at the same 
test range, or is flight tested to an altitude inconsistent with interception of targets 
against which air defenses are deployed, (3) a radar makes measurements on a 
cooperative target vehicle of the kind referred to in item (2) above during the reentry 
portion of its trajectory or makes measurements in conjunction with the test of an ABM 
interceptor missile or an ABM ladar at the same test range. Radars used for purposes 
such as range safety or instrumentation would be exempt from application of these 
criteria.

F. NO-TRANSFER ARTICLE OF ABM TREATY

On April 18, 1972, the U.S. Delegation made the following 
statement: v

In regard to this Article [IX], I have a brief and I believe self-explanatory statement 
to make. The U.S. side wishes to make clear that the provisions of this Article do not set 
a precedent for whatever provision may be considered for a Treaty on Limiting Strategic 
Offensive Arms. The question of transfer of strategic offensive arms is a far more 
complex issue, which may require a different solution.

G. NO INCREASE IN DEFENSE OF EARLY WARNING RADARS

On July 28, 1970, the U.S. Delegation made the following 
statement:

Since Hen House radars [Soviet ballistic missile early warning radars] can detect and 
track ballistic missile warheads at great distances, they have a significant ABM potential. 
Accordingly, the U.S. would regard any increase in the defenses of such radars by 
surface-to-air missiles as inconsistent with an agreement.

(b) The following noteworthy unilateral statement was made 
by the Delegation of the U.S.S.R. and is shown here with the U.S. 
reply:

On May 17, 1972, Minister Semenov made the following 
unilateral “Statement of the Soviet Side” :

Taking into account that modern ballistic missile submarines are presently in the 
possession of not only the U.S., but also of its NATO allies, the Soviet Union agrees that 
for the period of effectiveness of the Interim ‘Freeze’ Agreement the U.S. and its NATO
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allies have up to 50 such submarines with a total of up to 800 ballistic missile launcheis 
thereon (including 41 U.S. submarines with 656 ballistic missile launchers). However, if 
during the period of effectiveness of the Agreement U.S. allies in NATO should increase 
the number of their modern submarines to exceed the numbers of submarines they 
would have operational or under construction on the date of signature of the Agreement, 
the Soviet Union will have the right to a corresponding increase in the number of its 
submarines. In the opinion of the Soviet side, the solution of the question of modern 
ballistic missile submarines provided for in the Interim Agreement only partially 
compensates for the strategic imbalance in the deployment of the nuclear-powered 
missile submarines of the USSR and the U.S. Therefore, the Soviet side believes that this 
whole question, and above all the question of liquidating the American missile submarine 
bases outside the U.S., will be appropriately resolved in the course of follow-on 
negotiations.

On May 24, Ambassador Smith made the following reply to 
Minister Semenov:

The United States side has studied the ‘statement made by the Soviet side’ of May 17 
concerning compensation for submarine basing arui SLBM submarines belon^g to third 
coimtries. The United States does not accept the validity of tiie considerations in that 
statement.

On May 26 Minister Semenov repeated the unilateral statement 
made on May 24. Ambassador Smith also repeated the U.S. 
rejection on May 26.

Radio-Television Remarks by ft-esident Nixon on the Strategic
Arms Limitation Agreements, Jwie 13, 1972®

I am sending to the Congress today the nuclear arms limitation 
agreements that I negotiated with the Soviet leaders in Moscow.®

I am convinced that these agreements are in the security interest 
of the United States. They will enable the United States to 

■maintain defenses second to none, defenses that will protect the 
interests of the United States at home and abroad.

I believe that prompt approval by the Senate of the treaty 
limiting defensive weapons and prompt approval by the Congress 
of the agreement limiting certain classes o f offensive weapons will 
contribute to the goal that I know all Americans share—a goal of 
ending the arms race and building a more peaceful world.

Letter From President Nixon to the Senate on the Strategic Arms
Limitation Agreements, June 13, 1972^

THE WHITE HOUSE,
June 13. 1972.

To the Senate o f  the United States:
I transmit herewith the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti- 

Ballistic Missile Systems and the Interim Agreement on Certain

^Weekly Compttation o f  Presidential Documents, June 19,1972, p. 1026.
‘Ante, pp. 195-204.
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Measures with respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive 
Arms signed in Moscow on May 26, 1972.^ Copies of these 
agreements are also being forwarded to the Speaker o f the House 
of Representatives.^ I ask the Senate’s advice and consent to 
ratification o f the Treaty, and an expression of support from both 
Houses o f the Congress for the Interim Agreement on Strategic 
Offensive Arms.

These agreements, the product of a major effort o f this 
administration, are a significant step into a new era o f mutually 
agreed restraint and arms limitation between the two principal 
nuclear powers.

The provisions o f the agreements are explained in detail in the 
Report o f the Secretary of State, which I attach.^ Their main 
effect is this; The ABM Treaty limits the deployment of 
anti-ballistic missile systems to two designated areas, and at a low 
level. The Interim Agreement Umits the overall level of strategic 
offensive missile forces. Together the two agreements provide fpr a 
more stable strategic balance in the next several years than would 
be possible if strategic arms competition continued unchecked. 
This benefits not only the United States and the Soviet Union, but 
all the nations o f the world.

The agreements are an important first step in checking the arms 
race, but only a first step; they do not close off all avenues of 
strategic competition. Just as the maintenance o f a strong strategic 
posture was an essential element in the success of these negotia
tions, it is now equally essential that we carry forward a sound 

■ strategic modernization program to maintain our security and to 
ensure that more permanent and comprehensive arms limitation 
agreements can be reached.

The defense capabilities of the United States are second to none 
in the world today. I am determined that they shall remain so. The 
terms o f the ABM Treaty and Interim Agreement will permit the 
United States to take the steps we deem necessary to maintain a 
strategic posture which protects our vital interests and guarantees 
our continued security.

Besides enhancing our national security, these agreements open 
the opportunity for a new and more constructive U.S.-Soviet 
relationship, characterized by negotiated settlement of differences, 
rather than Ijy the hostility and confrontation of decades past.

These accords offer tangible evidence that mankind need not 
live forever in the dark shadow o f nuclear war. They provide 
renewed hope that men and nations working together can succeed 
in building a lasting peace.

Because these agreements effectively serve one o f this Nation’s 
most cherished purposes—a more secure and peaceful world in
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which America’s security is fully protected—I strongly recommend 
that the Senate support them, and that its deliberations be 
conducted without delay.

RICHARD NIXON

Letter From President Nixon to Speaker Albert on the Strategic 
Arms Limitation Agreements, June 13, 1972'

Dear Mr. Speaker:
I transmit herewith copies o f the Treaty on the Limitation of 

Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems and the Interim Agreement on 
Certain Measures with respect to the Limitation of Strategic 
Offensive Arms signed in Moscow on May 26, 1972.^ Copies of 
these agreements are also being forwarded to the President o f the 
Senate. 1 am asking the Senate’s advice and consent to 
ratification of the Treaty, and an expression of support from both 
Houses of the Congress for the Interim Agreement on Strategic 
Offensive Arms.

Tliese agreements, the product o f a major effort of this 
administration, are a significant step into a new era of mutually 
agreed restraint and arms limitation between the two principal 
nuclear powers.

The provisions o f the agreements are explained in detail in the 
Report of the Secretary of State, which I attach.'* Their main 
effect is this: The ABM Treaty limits the deployment of 
anti-ballistic missile systems to two designated areas, and at a low* 
level. The Interim Agreement limits the overall level of strategic 
offensive missile forces. Together the two agreements provide for a 
more stable strategic balance in the next several years than would 
be possible if strategic arms competition continued unchecked. 
This benefits not only the United States and the Soviet Lfnion, but 
all the nations of the world.

The agreements are an important first step in checking the arms 
race, but only a first step; they do not close off all avenues o f  
strategic competition. Just as the maintenance of a strong strategic 
posture was an essential element in the success of these negotia
tions, it is now equally essential that we carry forward a sound 
strategic modernization program to maintain our security and to 
ensure that more permanent and comprehensive arms limitation 
agreements can be reached.

The defense capabilities o f the United States are second to none 
in the world today. I am determined that they shall remain so. The 
terms of the ABM Treaty and Interim Agreement will permit the 
United States to take the steps we deem necessary to maintain a

)̂ Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, June 19,1972, pp. 1026-1027. 
lAhte, pp. 197-201, 202-204.
See supra.

^Ante, pp. 267-286.
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strategic posture which protects our vital interests and guarantee^ 
our continued security.

Besides enhancing our national security, these a^eements open 
the opportunity for a new and more constructive U.S.-Soviet 
relationship, characterized by negotiated settlement o f differences, 
rather than by the hostility and confrontation of decades past.

These accords offer tangible evidence that mankind need not 
live forever in the dark shadow of nuclear war. They provide 
renewed hope that men and nations working together can succeed 
in building a lasting peace.

Because these agreements effectively serve one o f this Nation’s 
most cherished purposes—a more secure and peaceful world in 
which America’s security is fully protected—I strongly recommend 
that the House o f Representatives support The Interim Agreement 
on Strategic Offensive Arms, and that its deliberations be 
conducted without delay.

Sincerely,

RICHARD NIXON

Senate Joint Resolution 241 on the Interim Strategic Offensive 
Arms Agreement, June 13, 1972^

Authorization o f the President to approve an interim agreement 
between the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics.

Resolved by the Senate and House o f  Representatives o f  the 
United States o f  America in Congress assembled.

That the President is hereby authorized to approve on behalf of 
the United States the interim agreement between the United 
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on 
certain measures with respect to the limitation of strategic 
offensive arms, and the protocol related thereto, signed at Moscow 
on May 26, 1972, by Richard Nixon, President of the United 
States of America, and Leonid I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of 
the Central Committee o f the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union. ̂

’S.J. Res. 241, 92d Cong., 2d sess. On Sept. 14 the Senate substituted the operative 
language of this les. and various Senate amdts. (post, pp. 561, 652-653, 654, 655.) for 
the operative text of the revised version of H.J. Res. 1227 (post, p. 577). Res. 241 
became sec. 2 of the jt. res. approved Sept. 30,1972.

*The interim agreement appears anfe, pp. 202-204.
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House Joint Resolution 1227 on the Interim Strategic Offensive 
Arms Agreement, June 13,1972*

Approving the acceptance by the President for the United States 
of the Interim Agreement Between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Certain 
Measures With Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive 
Arms.^

Whereas an Interim Agreement Between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Certain 
Measures With Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive 
Arms and an associated protocol were signed on May 26, 1972; 
and

Whereas the said interim agreement provides that it shall enter into 
force upon exchange o f written notices o f acceptance by each 
party, such exchange to take place subject to and concurrently 
with the exchange of instruments o f ratification o f the treaty 
on the limitation of antiballistic missiles; and 

Whereas this interim agreement is a significant first step away from 
an era of nuclear confrontation and toward an era o f mutually 
agreed upon restraint and arms limitation between the two 
principal nuclear powers; and 

Whereas the new era toward which this agreement points can be a 
time when the dangers o f war are substantially lessened and 
when nations can turn more of their energies to the works of 
peace; and

Whereas this agreement and the treaty limiting ballistic missile 
defense® were made possible by the maintenance in the United 
States of a strategic defense postiu’e-second to none; and 

Whereas the success of these agreements and the attainment o f  
more permanent and comprehensive agreements are dependent 
upon the continuing maintenance o f that strategic posture and a 
sound strategic modernization program; Therefore be it

Resolved by the Senate and House o f  Representatives o f  the 
United States o f  America in Congress assembled.

That acceptance by the President for the United States of the 
aforesaid interim agreement and the associated protocol is hereby 
approved.

H.J. Res. 1227, 92d Gong., 2d sess. A revised version of this res., incorporating 
amendments proposed by the House Foreign Affws Committee (posf, p. 555), was 
adopted by the House of Representatives on Aug. 18', 1972 (post, p. 577).

^Ante, pp. 202-204.
^Ante, pp. 197-201.
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Remarks by President Nixon at Congressional Briefing: Strategic
Arms Limitation Agreements, June 15,1972*

Ladies and gentlemen, we are beginning a little late because I 
understand traffic is quite heavy around the White House this 
morning due to the arrival of. the President o f Mexico. We, 
however, must go forward with the schedule, because there is a 
joint session, as you know, today and we do want the members of 
the committees present here to be able to attend that session. We 
will have to adjourn this meeting at approximately 12 o ’clock, or 
at best, 5 minutes after 12, and we want to give you plenty o f  
time for questions.

A word about the format of this meeting. I will make a 
statement, and then I will have to depart in order to prepare for 
the arrival o f the President o f Mexico. Dr. Kissinger will then make 
a statement, and then will be open to questions to the members of 
the committees that are present here.

In order to get some recognition factor developed by someone 
who knows all o f the Members who are here, Qark MacGregor, 
will moderate the question-and-answer period, but we will try to 
be just as fair as possible among the members o f the committees 
and between the House and the Senate, and Qark, o f course, will 
be responsible in the event that it isn’t fair.

In any event, let me come directly now to my own remarks, 
which will not be too extended, because Dr. Kissinger today will 
be presenting the Presidential views. He will be telling you what 
the President’s participation has been in these negotiations. The 
views he will express I have gone over with him in great detail, and 
I will stand by them.

I noted in the press that it was suggested that I was calling down 
the members o f these committees for the purpose o f giving you a 
pep talk on these two agreements. Let me lay that to rest r i^ t at 
the outset. This is not a pep talk and Dr. Kissinger is not going to 
make you a pep talk either.

When I came back from the Soviet Union, you will recall in the 
joint session I said that we wanted a very searching inquiry of 
these agreements. I want to leave no doubt about my own 
attitude.

I have studied this situation of arms control over the past SVi 
years. I am totally convinced that both of these agreements are in 
the interest of the security of the United States and in the interest 
of arms control and world peace. I am convinced of that, based on 
my study. However, I want the Members of the House and the

Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, June 19,1972, pp. 1043-1045. The 
briefing was attended by members of the following Congressional cbmmittees: the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee, the Senate Armed Services Committee, and the House 
Armed Services Committee.
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Members o f the Senate also to be convinced of that. I want the 
Nation to be convinced o f that.

I think that the hearings that you will conduct must be 
searching because only in that way will yotKjje able to be 
convincing to yourselves and only in that way will the Nation also 
be convinced.

In other words, this is not one o f those cases where the 
President of the United States is asking the Congress and the 
Nation to take on blind faith a decision that he has made and in 
which he deeply believes.

I believe in the decision, but your questions should be directed 
to Dr. Kissinger and others in the Administration for the purpose 
of finding any weaknesses that you think in the negotiations or in 
the final agreements that we have made.

As far as the procedures are concerned, as you know, you will 
be hearing the Secretary of State, the Secretary o f Defense, the 
head o f the CIA, and of course. Ambassador Smith, in your 
sessions of the various committees.

I know that a number have suggested that Dr. Kissinger should 
appear before the committees as a witness. I have had to decline 
that particular invitation on his part, due to the fact that 
Executive privilege, I felt, had to prevail.

On the other hand, since this is really an unprecedented 
situation, it seemed to me that it was important that he appear 
before the members of the committees in this format. This is on 
the record.

All o f you will be given total transcripts o f what he says. All of 
you will have the opportunity to ask these questions and in the 
event that all o f the questions are not asked on this occasion, he, 
of course, will be available to answer other questions in his office 
from members o f the committees as time goes on, during the 
course of the hearings.

What we are asking for here, in other words, is cooperation with 
and not just rubber-stamping by the House and the Senate. That is 
essential because there must be follow-through on this and the 
Members o f the House and Senate, it seems to me, must be 
convinced that they played a role, as they have up to this point, 
and will continue to play a role in this very, very important field 
of arms control.

Now, let me go to the agreements, themselves, and express 
briefly some of my own views that I think are probably quite 
familiar to you, but which I think need to be underlined.

I have noted a great deal of speculation about who won and 
who lost in these negotiations. I have said that neither side won 
and neither side lost. As a matter of fact, if we were to really look 
at it very, very fairly, both sides won, and the whole world won.

Let me tell you why I think that is important. Where 
negotiations between great powers are involved, if one side wins, 
and the other loses clearly, then you have a built-in tendency or
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incentive for the side that loses to break the agreement and to do 
everything that it can to regain the advantage.

This is an agreement which was very toughly negotiated on both 
sides. There are advantages in it for both sides. For that reason, 
each side has a vested interest, we believe, in keeping the 
agreement rather than breaking it.

I would like for you to examine Dr. Kissinger, and our other 
witnesses, before the committees on that point. I think you also 
will be convinced that this was one of those cases where it is to the 
mutual advantage o f each side, each looking to its national 
security.

Another point that I would like to make is Presidential 
intervention in this particular matter—Presidential coordination- 
due to the fact that what we have here is not one of those cases 
where one department could take a lead role. This cut across the 
functions of the Department o f State, the Department o f Defense, 
it cut across, also, the AEC, and, of course, the Arms Control 
Agency.

Under these circumstances, there is only one place where it 
could be brought together, and that was in the White House, in the 
National Security Council, in which all o f these various groups 
participated.

There is another reason, which has to do with the system of 
government in the Soviet Union. We have found that in dealing 
with the system o f government in the Soviet Union, that where 
decisions are made that affect the vital security, in fact, the very 
survival o f a nation, decisions and discussions in those cases are 
made only at the highest level. Consequently, it is necessary for us 
to have discussions and decisions at the highest level if, we are 
going to have the breakthroughs that we have had to make in 
order to come to this point of a successful negotiation.

The other point that I would make has to do with what follows 
on. The agreement that we have here, as you' know, is in two 
stages: one, the treaty with regard to ABM defensive weapons;^ 
and second, the offensive limitation, the Executive agreement, 
which is indicated as being, as you know, not a permanent 
agreement—it is for 5 years—and not total.^ It covers only certain 
categories o f weapons.

Now we are hoping to go forward with the second round of 
negotiations. That second round will begin, we trust, in October. 
That means that we can begin in October, provided action is taken 
on the treaty and on the offensive agreement that we have before 
you at this time, sometime in the summer months; we would trust 
before the 1st o f September. I don’t mean that it should take that 
long, but I would hope you can finish by the 1st of September so 
we can go forward with the negotiation in October.
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The Other point that should be made with regard to the 
follow-on agreements is not related to your approval of these 
agreements. It is related to the actions o f the Congress on defense. 
I know there is disap’eement among various Members o f the 
Congress with regard to what our defense levels ought to be. I 
think, however, I owe it to you and to the Nation to say that Mr. 
Brezhnev and his colleagues made it absolutely clear that they are 
going forward with defense programs in the offensive area which 
are not limited by these agreements.

Under those circumstances, since they v̂ill be going forward 
with their programs, for the United States not to go forward with 
its programs—and I am not suggesting which ones at this point; 
you can go into that later—but for the United States not to go 
forward with its offensive programs, or worse for the United 
States unilaterally to reduce its offensive programs would mean 
that any incentive that the Soviets had to negotiate the follow-on 
agreement would be removed.

It is for that reason, without getting into the specifics as to 
what the level o f defense spending should be, as to what the 
offensive programs should be, I am simply saying that if we want a 
follow-on agreement, we have to have two steps: We need first, o f 
course, to approve these agreements; and second, we need a 
credible defensive position so that the Soviet Union will have an 
incentive to negotiate a permanent offensive freeze. That is what 
we all want.

These are just some random thoughts that I had on this matter. 
I will simply close by saying that as one stands in this room and in 
this house, one always has a tendency to think of some of the 
tragedies of history of the past. As many of you know, I have 
always been, and am, a great admirer of Woodrow Wilson. As all of 
you know, the great tragedy of his life was that after he came back 
with the Treaty of Versailles^ and the League of Nations, due to 
ineffective consultation, the Senate rejected the treaty and 
rejected the League.

We, of course, do not want that to happen. We do not think 
that it will happen, because we have appreciated the consultation 
we have had up to this point, and we are now going forward with 
this meeting at this time.

I will only say that in looking at what Wilson said during that 
debate, when he was traveUng the country, he made a very, it 
seemed to me, moving and eloquent statement. He said:

My clients are the children. My clients are the future generation.

This is an election year, and I realize that in an election year it 
is difficult to move as objectively as we ordinarily would move on 
any issue, but I would respectfully request the Members of the 
House and Senate, Republican and Democratic to approach this in 
the spirit that Wilson explained in that period when they were

^See Foreign Relations o f the United States: Paris Peace Conference, 1919, vol. XIII.
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debating whether they should go forward with the League of 
Nations, remembering that our clients are the next generation, 
that approval of these agreements, the treaty hmiting defensive 
weapons, the agreement limiting offensive weapons in certain 
categories, and also the continuation of a credible defense posture, 
will mean that we will have done our duty by our clients, which 
are the next generation.

Thank you.

Remarks by Presidential Assistant Kissinger at Congressional
Briefing; Strategic Arms Limitation A^eements, June 15, 
1972‘

Gentlemen, the President has asked me to present to you the 
White House perspective on these agreements, and the general 
background, with the technical information and some more of the 
details to be supplied by the formal witnesses before your various 
committees.

I will read a statement to you which we will distribute. It is still 
in the process o f being typed.

In considering the two agreements before the Congress, the 
treaty on the limitation of antiballistic missile systems and the 
interim agreement on the limitation o f offensive arms,  ̂ the 
overriding questions are these: Do these agreements permit the 
United States to maintain a defense posture that guarantees our 
security and protects our vital interests? Second, will they lead to 
a more enduring structure o f peace?

In the course of the formal hearings over the coming days and 
weeks, the Administration will demonstrate conclusively that they 
serve both o f these ends. I will begin that process this morning by 
offering some general remarks on the agreement, after which I will 
be happy to take your questions.

U.S.-SOVIET RELATIONS IN THE 1970’s

The first part o f my remarks will deal with U.S.-Soviet relations 
as they affect these agreements. The agreement which was signed 
46 minutes before midnight in Moscow on the evening of May 26 
by President Nixon and General Secretary Brezhnev is without 
precedent in the nuclear age; indeed, in all relevant modem 
history.

Never before have the world’s two most powerful nations, 
divided by ideology, history, and conflicting interests, placed their 
central armaments under formally agreed limitation and restraint.

Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, June 19,1972, pp. 1045-1052. The 
briefing was attended by members of the following Congressional committees: the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee, the Senate Armed Services Committee, and the House 
Armed Services Committee.

^Ante, pp. 197-201, 202-204.
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It is fair to ask; What new conditions now prevail to have made 
this step commend itself to the calculated self-interests of both of 
the so-called superpowers, as it so clearly must have done for both 
willingly to undertake it?

Let me start, therefore, with a sketch of the broad design of 
what the President has been trying to achieve in this country’s 
relations with the Soviet Union, since at each important turning 
point in the SALT negotiations we were guided not so much by 
the tactical solution that seemed most equitable or prudent, 
important as it was, but by an underlying philosophy and a 
specific perception o f international reality.

The international situation has been undergoing a profound 
structural change since at least the mid-1960’s. The post-World 
War II pattern of relations among the great powers had been 
altered to the point that when this Administration took office, a 
major reassessment was clearly in order.

The nations that had been prostrate in 1945 had regained their 
economic strength and their political vitality. The Communist bloc 
was divided into contending factions, and nationalistic forces and 
social and economic pressures were reasserting themselves within 
the individual Communist states.

Perhaps most important for the United States, our undisputed 
strategic predominance was declining just at a time when there was 
rising domestic resistance to miUtary programs, and impatience for 
redistribution o f resources from national defense to social 
demands.

Amidst all of this profound change, however, there was one 
important constant—the continuing dependence o f most o f the 
world’s hopes for stability and peace upon the ability to reduce 
the tensions between the United States and the Soviet Union.

The factors which perpetuated that rivalry remain real and 
deep.

—We are ideological adversaries, and we will in all likelihood 
remain so for the foreseeable future.

—We are political and military competitors, and neither can be 
indifferent to advances by the other in either of these fields.

—We each have allies whose association we value and whose 
interests and activities of each impinge on those of the other at 
numerous points.

—We each possess an awesome nuclear force created and 
designed to meet the threat implicit in the other’s strength and 
aims.

Each of us has thus come into possession of power single- 
handedly capable o f exterminating the human race. Paradoxically, 
this very fact, and the global interests of both sides, create a 
certain commonality o f outlook, a sort o f interdependence for 
survival between the two of us.

Although we compete, the conflict will not admit of resolution 
by victory in the classical sense. We are compelled to coexist. We
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have an inescapable obligation to build jointly a structure for 
peace. Recognition of this reality is the beginning of wisdom for a 
sane and effective foreign policy today.

President Nixon has made it the starting point o f the United 
States policy since 1969. This Administration’s policy is 
occasionally characterized as being based on the principles o f the 
classical balance of power. To the extent that that term implies a 
belief that security requires a measure of equilibrium, it has a 
certain validity. No national leader has the right to mortgage the 
survival o f his people to the good will of another state. We must 
seek firmer restraints on the actions o f potentially hostile states 
than a sanguine appeal to their good nature.

But to the extent that balance o f power means constant 
jockeying for marginal advantages over an opponent, it no longer 
applies. The reason is that the determination of national power has 
changed fundamentally in the nuclear age. Throughout history, 
the primary concern of most national leaders has been to 
accumulate geopolitical and military power. It would have seemed 
inconceivable even a generation ago that such power once gained 
could not be translated directly into advantage over one’s 
opponent. But now both we and the Soviet Union have begun to 
find that each increment o f power does not necessarily represent 
an increment of usable political strength.

With modem weapons, a potentially decisive advantage requires 
a change of such magnitude that the mere effort to obtain it can 
produce disaster. The simple tit-for-tat reaction to each other’s 
programs o f a decade ago is in danger o f being overtaken by a 
more or less simultaneous and continuous process o f technological 
advance, which opens more and more temptations for seeking 
decisive advantage.

A premium is put on striking first and on creating a defense to 
blunt the other side’s retaliatory capability. In other words, 
marginal additions o f power cannot be decisive. Potentially 
decisive additions are extremely dangerous, and the quest for them 
very destabilizing. The argument that arms races produce war has 
often been exaggerated. TTie nuclear age is overshadowed by its 
peril.

All of this was in the President’s mind as he mapped the new 
directions of American policy at the outset o f this Administration. 
There was reason to believe that the Soviet leadership might also 
be thinking along similar lines as the repeated failure of their 
attempts to gain marginal advantage in local crises or in military 
competition underlined the limitation of old policy approaches.

The President, therefore, decided that the United States should 
work to create a set o f circumstances which would offer the Soviet 
leaders an opportunity to move away from confrontation through 
carefully prepared negotiations. From the first, we rejected the 
notion that what was lacking was a cordial climate for conducting 
negotiations.
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Past experience has amply shown that much heralded changes in 
atmospherics, but not buttressed by concrete progress, will revert 
to previous patterns at the first subsequent clash of interests.

We have, instead, sought to move forward across a broad range 
of issues so that progress in one area would add momentum to the 
progress o f other areas.

We hoped that the Soviet Union would acquire a stake in a wide 
spectrum of negotiations and that it would become convinced that 
its interests would be best served if the entire process unfolded. 
We have sought, in short, to create a vested interest in mutual 
restraint.

At the same time, we were acutely conscious of the contra
dictory tendencies at work in Soviet policy. Some factors—such as 
the fear of nuclear war, the emerging consumer economy, and the 
increased pressures o f a technological, administrative society—have 
encouraged the Soviet leaders to seek a more stable relationship 
with the United States. Other factors—such as ideology, bureau
cratic inertia, and the catalytic effect o f turmoil in peripheral 
areas—have prompted pressures for tactical gains.

The President has met each of these manifestations on its own 
terms, demonstrating receptivity to constructive Soviet initiatives 
and firmness in the face of provocations or adventurism. He has 
kept open a private channel through which the two sides could 
communicate candidly and settle matters rapidly. The President 
was convinced that agreements dealing with questions of 
armaments in isolation do not, in fact, produce lasting inhibitions 
on military competition because they contribute little to the kind 
of staljiUty that makes crises less likely. In recent months, major 
progress was achieved in moving toward a Jjroadly-based ac
commodation of interests with the U.S.S.R., in which an arms 
limitation agreement could be a central element.

This approach was called linkage, not by the Administration, 
and became the object o f considerable debate in t969. Now, 3 
years later, the SALT agreement does not stand alone, isolated and 
incongruous in the relationship of hostility, vulnerable at any 
moment to the shock of some sudden crisis. It stands, rather, 
linked organically, to a chain of agreements and to a broad 
understanding about international conduct appropriate to the 
dangers of the nuclear age.
'  The agreements on the limitation of strategic arms is, thus, not 
merely a technical accomplishment, although it is that in part, but 
it must be seen as a poUtical event o f some magnitude. This is 
relevant to the question of whether the agreements will be easily 
breached or circumvented. Given the past, no one can answer that 
question with certainty, but it can be said with some assurance 
that any country which contemplates a rupture of the agreement 
or a circumvention of its letter and spirit must now face the fact 
that it will be placing in jeopardy not only a limited arms control 
agreement, but a broad political relationship.
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PREPARATIONS FOR THE ARMS TALKS

Let me turn now to the more specific decisions we had to make 
about what the agreement should do and how it could be 
achieved.

We knew that any negotiations on arms control, especially ones 
involving those central weapons systems which guarantee each 
side’s security, were found to be sensitive and complicated, 
requiring frequent high-level decisions.

The possibility o f a deadlock would be ever present, and the 
repercussions of a deadlock could not help but affect U.S.-Soviet 
relations across the board. We had to begin, therefore, by assessing 
what the situation was in terms o f armaments in place and under 
construction; what realistic alternatives we had at the negotiating 
table; and how a tentative or partial agreement would compare 
with no agreement at all.

For various reasons during the 1960’s, the United States had, as 
you know, made the strategic decision to terminate its building 
programs in major offensive systems and to rely instead on 
qualitative improvements. By 1969, therefore, we had no active or 
planned programs for deploying additional ICBM’s, submarine- 
launched ballistic missiles or bombers. The Soviet Union, on the 
other hand, had dynamic and accelerated deployment programs in 
both land-based and sea-based missiles. You know, too, that the 
interval between conception and deployment of strategic weapons 
systems is generally 5 to 10 years.

At the same time, both sides were in the initial stage of strategic 
defense programs, each approaching the antimissile, problem from 
a different standpoint. The Soviets wanted to protect their capital. 
The United States program concentrated on protecting our 
retaliatory forces. Both sides also possessed weapons which, 
although not central to the strategic balance, were nevertheless 
relevant to it. We have aircraft deployed at forward bases and on 
carriers. The Soviet Union has a sizable arsenal o f intermediate- 
range missiles able to attack our forward bases and devastate the 
territory of our allies.

A further complication was that the composition of forces on 
the two sides was not symmetrical. The Soviet Union had given 
priority to systems controlled within its own territory while the 
United States had turned increasingly to sea-based systems.

The result was that they had a panoply o f different ICBM’s 
while we essentially had one general class of ICBM’s, the 
Minuteman, together with a more effective and modem submarine 
force operating from bases overseas and equipped with longer- 
range missiles.

All of this meant that even arriving at a basic definition of 
strategic equivalency would be technically demanding and 
politically intricate.

Looking beyond to the desired limitations, it appeared that 
neither side was going to make major unilateral concessions. When 
the national survival is at stake, such a step could not contribute

505-954 0  -  74 -  21
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to stability. The final outcome would have to be equitable and to 
offer a more reliable prospect for maintaining security than could 
be achieved without the agreements.

With these facts in view, the President, in the spring of 1969, 
established a group of senior officials responsible for preparing and 
conducting the SALT negotiations.

I acted as Chairman, and the other members included the Under 
Secretary of State, the Deputy Secretary of Defense, the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs o f Staff, the Director of the Central 
Intelligence Agency, and the Director of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency.

This group, called the Verification Panel, has had the task of 
analyzing the issues and factors and submitting for the President’s 
decisions those options which commanded support in the various 
departments and agencies.

The Verification Panel analyzed each of the weapons systems 
which could conceivably be involved in an agreement. It compared 
the effect of different limitations on our program and on the 
Soviet programs, and weighed the resulting balance. It analyzed 
the possibilities o f verification, and the precise risk o f evasion, 
seeking to determine at what point evasion could be detected and 
what measures would be available for a response. This was done in 
various combinations so that if one piece o f the equation changed, 
say the ABM level, the Government would be able to determine 
the effect o f that change upon the other components of a 
particular negotiating package.

Our aim was to be in a position to give the negotiations a 
momentum. We wanted to be sure that when stalemates 
developed, the point at issue would not be largely tactical, and 
that the alternative solutions would be analyzed ahead of time and 
ready for immediate decision by the President.

SUMMARY OF THE NEGOTIATIONS

In the first round of the talks, which began in November of 
1969, the two sides established a work program and reached some 
tentative understanding of strategic principles.

For example, both sides more or less agreed at the outset that a 
very heavy ABM system could be a destabilizing factor, but that 
the precise level o f ABM limitations would have to be set 
according to our success in agreeing on offensive limitations.

In the spring and summer of 1970, each country put forward 
more concrete proposals, translating some of the agreed principles 
into negotiating packages. During this period, we, on the American 
side, had hopes of reaching a comprehensive limitation. However, 
the initial search for a comprehensive solution gradually broke 
down over the question of defining the scope of the forces to be 
included.

The Soviets believed that strategic meant any weapons system 
capable o f reaching the Soviet Union or the United States. This 
would have included our forward-based aircraft and carrier forces,
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but excluded Soviet intermediate range rockets aimed at Europe 
and other areas.

We opposed this approach, since it would have prejudiced our 
alliance commitments and raised a distinction between our own 
security and that o f our European allies.

We offered a verifiable ban on the deployment and testing of 
Multiple Independent Reentry Vehicles. The Soviets countered by 
offering a totally unverifiable production ban, while insisting on 
the freedom to test, thus placing the control of MIRV’s effectively 
out o f reach.

At this juncture, early in 1971, with the stalemate threatening, 
the President took a major new initiative by opening direct 
contact with the Soviet leaders to stimulate the SALT discussions 
and for that matter, the BerUn negotiations, and providing 
progress could be achieved on these two issues, to explore the 
feasibility of a summit meeting.

The Soviet leaders’ first response was to insist that only the 
ABM’s should be limited, and that offensive systems should be left 
aside. But as far as we were concerned, the still incipient ABM 
systems on both sides were far from the most dynamic or 
dangerous factors in the strategic equation. It was the Soviet 
offensive programs, moving ahead at the average rate of over 200 
land-based and 100 sea-based missiles a year, which we felt 
constituted the most urgent issue. To limit our option of 
developing the ABM system without at the same time checking the 
growth of the Soviet offensive threat was unacceptable.

Exchanges between the President and the Soviet leaders 
embodying these views produced the understanding of May 20, 
1971.^ As any workable compromise in the field must do, that 
understanding met each side’s essential concerns. Since the 
offensive systems were complex and since agreement with respect 
to all o f them had proved impossible, it was agreed that the initial 
offensive settlement would be an interim agreement and not a 
permanent treaty, and that it would freeze only selected categories 
at agreed levels.

On the defensive side, the understanding called for negotiations 
towards a permanent ABM solution with talks on both issues to 
proceed simultaneously to a common conclusion.

This left two major issues for the negotiators, the precise level 
of the allowed ABM’s, and the scope of the interim agreement, 
specifically what weapons would be included in the freeze.

Devising an eqmtable agreement on ABM’s proved extremely 
difficult. The United States had virtually completed its ABM site 
at Grand Forks, and we were working on the second site at 
Malmstrom. Hence, we proposed freezing deployments at levels 
operational or under construction, that is to say, two ICBM sites 
on our side, and the Moscow defense on the other.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, p. 298.
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The Soviets objected this would deny them the right to have 
any protection for their ICBM’s. A new formula was then devised 
allowing each side to choose two sites, one each for national 
capital and ICBM defense or both for ICBM defense. The 
resolution of the ABM issue was completed after our Chiefs of 
Staff, supported by the Secretary o f Defense, decided that a site in 
Washington to defend the National Command Authority was to be 
preferred over the second ICBM-protective site at Malmstrom. 
They reasoned that while a limited defense would not assure the 
ultimate survival of the National Command Authority, it would 
buy time against a major attack while the radars in both the NCA 
defense and the defense o f ICBM’s would provide valuable 
warning. Moreover, an NCA defense would protect the National 
Command Authority in the event of a small attack by some third 
country or even an accidental or unauthorized launch of a weapon 
toward the Urtited States.

The President accepted their recommendation.
What about the offensive weapons freeze? Early in the 

discussions about the implementation of this portion of the May 
20 understanding between the President and the Soviet leaders, it 
was decided to exclude from the freeze bombers and so-called 
forward-based systems. To exclude, that is, the weapons in which 
this country holds an advantage.

We urge the Congress to keep this fact in mind, when assessing 
the numerical ratios of weapons which are subject to the offensive 
freeze.

There was also relatively rapid agreement following the May 20 
breakthrough that intercontinental ballistic missiles would be 
covered. This left the issue of the inclusion of submarines.

With respect to ICBM’s and submarines, the situation was as 
follows: The Soviet Union had been deploying at the average 
annual rate of 200 intercontinental ballistic missiles and 100 
sea-based ballistic missiles a year. The U.S. had completed 
deployments o f Minuteman and the 41 Polaris submarines in 
1967. Of course, as you know, we are engaged in increasing the 
number of warheads on both our ICBM’s and submarine-launched 
missiles. We were, and are, developing a new submarine system, 
although it cannot be deployed until 1978 or until after the end of 
the freeze. In other words, as a result o f decisions made in the 
1960’s, and not reversible within the time frame of the projected 
agreement, there would be a numerical gap against us in the two 
categories o f land- and sea-based missile systems whether or not 
there was an agreement. Without an agreement, the gap would 
steadily widen.

The agreement would not create the gap. It would prevent its 
enlargement to our disadvantage. In short, a freeze o f ICBM’s and 
sea-based systems would be overwhelmingly in the United States 
interest.

These basic considerations undoubtedly impelled the recom
mendation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that any freeze which
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was to command their support must include the submarine-based 
system. The only possible alternative was a crash program for 
building additional missile-launching submarines. The President 
explored this idea with the Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs o f Staff, and the Chief o f Naval Operations. Their 
firm judgment was that such a program was undesirable. It could 
not produce results before 1976—that is, toward the very end o f a 
projected freeze—and only by building a type of submarine similar 
to our current fleet, and without many of the features most 
needed for the 1980’s and beyond.

The President once again used his direct channel to the Soviet 
leaders, this time to urge the inclusion o f missile-launching 
submarines in the offensive agreement.

After a long period o f hesitation, the Soviet leaders agreed in 
principle at the end o f April. Final details were worked out in 
Moscow between the President and the Soviet leaders.

My purpose in dwelling at such length upon the details o f our 
internal deliberations and negotiations has been to make one 
crucial point: Neither the freeze o f ICBM’s nor the freeze of 
submarine-launched missiles was a Soviet idea, and hence, it is not 
an American concession. On the contrary, in both cases it was the 
Soviet Union which reluctantly acceded to American proposals 
after long and painful deliberation.

PROVISIONS OF THE AGREEMENT

I will not spend this group’s time in further review of the 
frequently arduous negotiations in Vienna, Helsinki, and during 
the summit in Moscow leading to the final agreement. I do want to 
pay tribute on behalf o f the President to Ambassador Smith and 
his delegation, whose dedication, negotiating skill, and patience 
contributed decisively to the outcome.

Let me summarize the principal provisions o f the documents as 
signed. The ABM treaty allows each side to have one ABM site for 
the defense o f its national command authority and another site for 
defense of intercontinental ballistic missiles.

The two must be at least 1,300 kilometers, or 800 miles, apart 
in order to prevent the development of a territorial defense. Each 
ABM site can have 100 ABM interceptors.

The treaty contains additional provisions which effectively 
prohibit either the establishment o f a radar base for the defense of 
populated areas or the attainment of capabilities to intercept 
ballistic missiles by conversion of air defense missiles to anti- 
ballistic missiles.

It provides for withdrawal by either party on 6 months’ notice, 
if supreme national interests are judged to have been jeopardized 
by extraordinary events. By setting a limit to ABM defenses the 
treaty not only eliminates one area of potentially dangerous 
defensive competition, but it reduces the incentive for continuing 
deployment o f offensive systems.
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As long as it lasts, offensive missile forces have, in effect, a free 
ride to their targets. Beyond a certain level o f sufficiency, 
differences in numbers are therefore not conclusive.

The interim agreement on offensive arms is to run for 5 years, 
unless replaced by a more comprehensive permanent agreement 
which will be the subject of further negotiations, or unless 
terminated by notification similar to that for the treaty.

In essence this agreement will freeze the numbers o f strategic 
offensive missiles on both sides at approximately the levels 
currently operational and under construction. For ICBM’s, this is 
1,054 for the United States and 1,618 for the Soviet Union. 
Within this overall limitation, the Soviet Union has accepted a 
freeze of its heavy ICBM launchers, the weapons most threatening 
to our strategic forces.

There is also a prohibition on conversion of light ICBM’s into 
heavy missiles. These provisions are buttressed by verifiable 
provisions and criteria, specifically the prohibition against any 
significant enlargement of missile silos.

The submarine limitations are more complicated. In brief, the 
Soviets are frozen to their claimed current level, operational and 
under construction, of about 740 missiles, some of them on an 
older type nuclear submarine. They are permitted to build to a 
ceihng of 62 boats and 950 missiles, but only if they dismantle 
older ICBM’s or submarine-based missiles to offset the new 
construction.

This would mean dismantling 210 ICBM’s and some 30 missiles 
on some nine older nuclear submarines. Bombers and other 
aircraft are not included in this agreement.

In sum, the interim offensive agreement will keep the overall 
number o f strategic ballistic missile launchers both on land and at 
sea within an agreed ceiling which is essentially the current level, 
operational or under construction. It will not prohibit the United 
States from continuing current and planned strategic offensive 
programs, since neither the multiple-warhead conversion, nor the 
B—1 is within the purview of the freeze and since the ULM’s 
submarine system is not, or never was planned for deployment 
until after 1977. The agreement will stop the Soviet Union from 
increasing the existing numerical gap in missile launchers.

Finally, there are a number of interpretative statements which 
were provided to the Congress along with the agreements. These 
interpretations are in several forms: Agreed statements initialed by 
the delegations, agreed interpretations or common understandings 
which were not set dowh formally and initialed, unilateral 
interpretations to make our position clear in instances where we 
could not get total agreement.^

In any negotiation of this complexity, there will inevitably be 
details upon which the parties cannot agree. We made certain

■*Seeanfe, pp. 205-207.
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unilateral statements in order to insure that our positions on these 
details was included in the negotiating record and understood by 
the other side.

The agreed interpretations and common understandings for the 
most part deal with detailed technical aspects o f limitations on 
ABM systems and offensive weapons. For example, it was agreed 
that the size o f missile silos could not be significantly increased 
and that “significantly” meant not more than 10 to 15 percent.

In the more important unilateral declarations we made clear to 
the Soviets that the introduction of land mobile ICBM’s would be 
inconsistent with the agreement. Since the publication of the 
various unilateral interpretative statements, suggestions have been 
heard that the language of the treaty and agreement in fact hide 
deep-seated disagreements. But it must be recognized that in any 
limited agreements, which are between old-time adversaries, there 
are bound to be certain gaps.

In this case the gaps relate not so much to the terms themselves, 
but rather to what it was impossible to include. The interpreta
tions do not vitiate these agreements, but they expand and add to 
the agreements.

WHAT DO THE AGREEMENTS MEAN?

Taking the longer perspective, what can we say has been 
accomplished?

First, it is clear that the agreement will enhance the security of 
both sides. No agreement which fails to do so could have been 
signed in the first place or stood any chance of lasting after it was 
signed. An attempt to gain a unilateral advantage in the strategic 
field must be self-defeating.

The President has given the most careful consideration to the 
final terms. He has asked me to reiterate most emphatically this 
morning his conviction that the agreements fully protect our 
national security and our vital interests.

Secondly, the President is determined that our security and vital 
interests shall remain fully protected. If the Senate consents to 
ratification of the treaty and if the Congress approves the interim 
agreement, the Administration will, therefore, pursue two parallel 
courses.

On the one hand, we shall push the next phase o f the strategic 
arms limitation talks with the same energy and conviction that 
have produced these initial agreements.

On the other hand, until further arms limits are negotiated, we 
shall push research and development and the production capacity 
to remain in a fully protected strategic posture should follow-on 
agreements prove unattainable and so as to avoid giving the other 
side a temptation to break out of the agreement.

Third, the President beheves that these agreements, embedded 
as they are in the fabric of an emerging new relationship, can hold 
tremendous political and historical significance in the coming 
decades. For the first time, two great powers, deeply divided by
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their divergent values, philosophies, and social systems, have 
agreed to restrain the very armaments on which their national 
survival depends. No decision of this magnitude could have been 
taken unless it had been part of a larger decision to place relations 
on a new foundation of restraint, cooperation, and steadily 
evolving confidence. A spectrum of agreements on joint efforts 
with regard to the environment, space, health, and promising 
negotiations on economic relations provides a prospect for 
avoiding the failure of the Washington Naval Treaty^ and the 
Kellogg-Briand pact® outlawing war which collapsed in part for 
lack of an adequate pohtical foundation.

The final verdict must wait on events, but there is at least 
reason to hope that these accords represent a major break in the 
pattern of suspicion, hostility, and confrontation which has 
dominated U.S.-Soviet relations for a generation. The two great 
nuclear powers must not let this opportunity slip away by 
jockeying for marginal advantages.

Inevitably an agreement o f such consequence raises serious 
questions on the part of concerned individuals o f quite different 
persuasions. I cannot do justice to all o f them here. Let me deal 
with some of the most frequently asked since the agreements were 
signed 3 weeks ago.

Who won?
The President has already answered this question. He has 

stressed that it is inappropriate to pose the question in terms of 
victory or defeat. In an agreement of this kind, either both sides 
win or both sides lose. This will either be a serious attempt to turn 
the world away from timeworn practices of jockeying for power, 
or there will be endless, wasteful, and purposeless competition in 
the acquisition of armaments.

Does the agreement perpetuate a U.S. strategic disadvantage?
We reject the premise o f that question on two grounds. First, 

the present situation is on balance advantageous to the United 
States. Second, the Interim Agreement perpetuates nothing which 
did not already exist in fact and which could only have gotten 
worse without an agreement.

Our present strategic military situation is sound. Much of the 
criticism has focused on the imbalance in number of missiles 
between the U.S. and the Soviet Union. But, this only examines 
one aspect of the problem. To assess the overall bdance it is 
necessary to consider those forces not in the agreement; our 
bomber force which is substantially larger and more effective than 
the Soviet bomber force, and our forward base systems.

The quality o f the weapons must also be weighed. We are 
confident we have a major advantage in nuclear weapons

^Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Subcommittee on Disarmament,ZJ/sar/namenf 
and Security : A Collection o f Documents, 1919-55 (Com. print, 84th Cong., 2d sess.), 
pp. 13-26.

^Ibid., pp. 77-78.
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technology and in warhead accuracy. Also, with our MIRV’s we 
have a two-to-one lead today in numbers of warheads and this lead 
will be maintained during the period of the agreement, even if the 
Soviets develop and deploy MIRV’s o f their own.

Then there are such factors as deployment characteristics. For 
example, because of the difference in geography and basing, it has 
been estimated that the Soviet Union requires three submarines 
for two of ours to be able to keep an equal number on station.

When the total picture is viewed, our strategic forces are seen to 
be completely sufficient.

The Soviets have more missile launchers, but when other 
relevant systems such as bombers are counted there are roughly 
the same number of launchers on each side. We have a big 
advantage on warheads. The Soviets have an advantage on 
megatonnage.

What is disadvantageous to us, though, is the trend o f new 
weapons deployment by the-Soviet Union and the projected 
imbalance 5 years hence based on that trend. The relevant 
question to ask, therefore, is what the freeze prevents; where 
would we be by 1977 without a freeze? Considering the current 
momentum by the Soviet Union, in both ICBM’s and submarine 
launched ballistic missiles, the ceiling set in the Interim Agreement 
can only be interpreted as a sound arrangement that makes a 
major contribution to our national security.

Does the agreement jeopardize our security in the future?
The current arms race compounds numbers by technology. The 

Soviet Union has proved that it can best compete in sheer 
numbers. This is the area which is limited by the agreement.

Thus the agreement confines the competition with the Soviets 
to the area o f technolojgy. And, heretofore, we have had a 
significant advantage.

The follow-on negotiations will attempt to bring the tech
nological race under control. Until these negotiations succeed, we 
must take care not to anticipate their outcome by unilateral 
decisions.

Can we trust the Soviets?
The possibility always exists that the Soviets will treat the 

Moscow agreements as they have sometimes treated earlier ones, as 
just another tactical opportunity in the protracted conflict. If this 
happens, the United States will have to respond. This we shall plan 
to prepare to do psychologically and strategically and provided the 
Congress accepts the strategic programs on which the acceptance 
of the agreements was predicated.

I have said enough to indicate we advocate these agreements not 
on the basis of trust, but on the basis of the enlightened 
self-interests of both sides. This self-interest is reinforced by the 
carefully drafted verification provisions in the agreement. Beyond 
the legal obligations, both sides have a stake in all o f the 
agreements that have been signed, and a large stake in the broad 
process o f improvement in relations that has begun. The Soviet
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leaders are serious men, and we are confident that they will not 
lightly abandon the course that has led to the summit meeting and 
to these initial agreements. For our own part, we will not abandon 
this course without major provocation, because it is in the interest 
of this country and in the interest of mankind to pursue it.

PROSPECTS FOR THE FUTURE

At the conclusion of the Moscow summit, the President and 
General Secretary Brezhnev signed a Declaration o f Principles to 
govern the future relationship between the United States and the 
Soviet Union. These principles state that there is no alternative to 
peaceful coexistence in the nuclear age. They commit both sides 
to avoid direct armed confrontation, to use restraint in local 
conflicts, to assert no special claims in derogation of the sovereign 
equality of all nations, to stress cooperation and negotiation at all 
points of our relationsliip.'^

At this point, these principles reflect an aspiration and an 
attitude. This Administration will spare no effort to translate the 
aspiration into reality. We shall strive with determination to 
overcome further the miasma of suspicion and self-confirming 
preemptive actions which have characterized the Cold War.

Of course the temptation is to continue along well worn paths. 
The status quo has the advantage of reality, but history is strewn 
with the wreckage o f nations which sought their future in their 
past. Catastrophe has resulted far less often from conscious 
decisions than from the fear o f breaking loose from established 
patterns through the inexorable march towards cataclysm because 
nobody knew what else to do. The paralysis of policy which 
destroyed Europe in 1914 would surely, destroy the world if we let 
it happen again in the nuclear age.

Thus the deepest question we ask is not whether we can trust 
the Soviets, but whether we can trust ourselves. Some have 
expressed concern about the agreements not because they object 
to their terms, but because they are afraid of the euphoria that 
these agreements might produce.

But surely we cannot be asked to maintain unavoidable tension 
just to carry out programs which our national survival should 
dictate in any event. We must not develop a national psychology 
by which we can act only on the basis of what we are against and 
not on what we are for.

Our challenges then are: Can we chart a new course with hope 
but without illusion, with large purposes but without sentiment
ality? Can we be both generous and strong? It is not often that a 
country has the opportunity to answer such questions meaning
fully. We are now at such a juncture where peace and progress 
depend on our faith and our fortitude.

'Ante, pp. 237-240.
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It is in this spirit that the President has negotiated the 
agreements. It is in this spirit that he asks the approval of the 
treaty and the Interim Agreement and that I now stand ready to 
answer your questions.

Conference Committee Report on Foreign Relations Authoriza
tion Act of 1972 [Extracts], June 15, 1972*

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
14734) to authorize appropriations for the Department of State 
and for the U.S. Information Agency, having met, after full and 
free conference, have agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate to the text of the House bill and agree to the same 
with an amendment as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate 
amendment insert the following:

That this A ct may be cited as the “Foreign Relations Authoriza
tion A ct o f  1972”.

TITLE III-UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND 
DISARMAMENT AGENCY

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

SEC. 301. The second sentence o f  section 49(a) o f  the Arms 
Control and Disarmament A ct (22 U.S.C. 2589(a)P is amended by 
inserting immediately after “$17,500,000”, the following: “and 
for the two fiscal years 1973 and 1974, the sum o f  $22,000,000”.

REPORT TO CONGRESS

SEC. 302. (a) The United States Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency, with the cooperation and assistance o f  other 
relevant Government agencies including the Department o f  State 
and the Department o f  Defense, shall prepare and submit to the 
Congress a comprehensive report on the international transfer o f  
conventional arms based upon existing and new worlc in this area. 
The report shall include (but not be limited to) the following 
subjects:

(1) the quantity and nature o f  the international transfer o f  
conventional arms, including the identification o f  the major 
supplying and recipient countries;

‘H. rept. 92-1145, 92d Cong., 2d sess.
Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 482-495; ibid., 1963, pp. 622-623; ibid., 

1965, p. 206;ibid, 1968, p. 396;ibid., 1970, p. 213.
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(2) the policies o f  the major exporters o f  conventional arms 
toward transfer, including the terms on which conventional arms 
are rnade available for transfer, whether by credit, grant, or 
cash-and-carry basis;

(3) the effects o f  conventional arms transfer on international 
stability and regional balances o f  power;

(4) the impact o f  conventional arms transfer on the economies 
o f  supplying and recipient countries;

(5) the history o f  any negotiations on conventional arms 
transfer, including past policies adopted by the United States and 
other suppliers o f  conventional arms;

(6) the major obstacles to negotiations on conventional arms 
transfer;

(7) the possibilities for limiting conventional arms transfer, 
including potentialities for international agreements, step-by-step 
approaches on particular weapons systems, and regional arms 
limitations; and

(8) recommendations for future United States policy on 
conventional arms transfer.

( b) The report required by subsection (a) shall be submitted to 
the Congress not later than one year after the date o f  the 
enactment o f  this Act, and an interim report shall be submitted to 
the Congress not later than six months after such date. ^

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE COMMITTEE 
OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House and the Senate at the 
conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments o f the Senate to the bill (H.R. 14734) to authorize 
appropriations for the Department of State and for the U.S. 
Information Agency, submit the following joint statement to the 
House and the Senate in explanation of the effect of the action 
agreed upon by the managers and recommended in the ac
companying conference report:

The Senate amendments struck out all o f the House bill after 
the enacting clause and inserted a substitute text and provided a 
new title for the House bill, and the House disagreed to the Senate 
amendments.

The committee of conference recommends that the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate to 
the text of the House bill, with an amendment which is a 
substitute for both the text of the House bill and the Senate 
amendment to the text of the House bill. The committee of

For the interim rept, see The International Transfer o f Conventional Arms: An 
Interim Report to the Congress Pursuant to Section 302 of the Foreign Relations 
Authorization Act o f1972 (P.L 92-352), (ACDApub., 1973).
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conference also recommends that the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate to the title of the 
House bill.

The differences between the text of the House bill, the Senate 
amendment thereto, and the substitute agreed to in conference are 
noted below, except for clerical corrections, conforming changes 
made necessary by reason of agreements reached by the conferees, 
and minor drafting and clarifying changes.

ACDA REPORT TO CONGRESS

The Senate amendment contained a requirement that the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency with the assistance of other 
relevant Government agencies shall prepare and submit to 
Congress a comprehensive report on the international transfer of 
conventional arms based upon existing and new work in this area. 
It specified some of the items that should be included in the 
report.

The House bill did not contain a comparable provision.
The House receded.

Statement by Secretary of State Rogers to the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee: Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements, 
June 19, 1972‘

I am pleased to appear before you today in support of the 
treaty on the limitation of ABM systems and the interim 
agreement on the limitation of strategic offensive arms.^

In his letter to the Senate of June 13 transmitting my report 
and its enclosures, the President urged your support so that the 
two agreements can be brought into force as soon as practicable.^ 
These agreements are important not just for our people; they are 
important for all people. They are important not only for the 
achievements they represent but also for the opportunities they 
present. Strategic arms limitation is not a one-time effort, but a 
continuing process.

These agreements are a significant achievement.
They constitute an unprecedented step in controlling strategic 

arms. They are tan^ble evidence that both sides are moving into 
an era of negotiation. The two sides now have an important 
investment in cooperation which they are not likely to risk lightly. 
The United States and the Soviet Union have thus indicated a 
recognition that their relations can be improved by cooperation in

Compartment o f State Bulletin, July 10,1972, pp. 50-55. 
ISeeante, pp. 197-201, 202-204.
Ante, pp. 286-288.
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some areas even thou^  there remain important differences in 
others.

This success in SALT recognizes that global security is 
interdependent and that unconstrained weapons competition is 
contraiy to the interests o f the nuclear powers, and of the world.

During the SALT negotiations over the last 254 years we have 
kept in mind the need for wide support, both nationally and 
internationally, for any agreements reached. To that end the 
administration has closely consulted the Congress. We have also 
regularly consulted with our allies.

I believe there is wide support for these agreements. The 
administration welcomes this opportunity to consider them with 
you. We are pleased to know that the Congress plans full 
consideration o f these two documents, both with officials of the 
executive branch and with the public. This is a process that is 
fundamental to our American system. It will broaden the base of 
understanding and support for what has been achieved and will 
assist in the search for additional strategic arms limitations.

Let me place the SALT agreements in perspective.
When this administration entered office early in 1969, we faced 

a strategic situation in which the U.S.S.R. was engaged in a broad 
and dynamic buildup o f its strategic offensive missile launchers. It 
was clear that a rough balance in strategic forces between the 
United States and the Soviet Union was approaching. However, 
there was not then—and there is not now—any question that the 
United States could and would maintain strategic forces adequate 
to meet its security requirements, forces second to none. As 
President Nixon stated in his foreign policy report of February
1971,
both sides would almost surely commit the necessary resources to maintain a balance.

The President further noted that any Soviet attempt to obtain a 
large advantage
would spark an arms race which would, in the end, prove pointless.'*

Through negotiation—rather than competition—we had an 
opportunity to achieve a more stable strategic relationship with 
the U.S.S.R. and to seek, over time, to create a situation in which 
both sides could use more of their resources for purposes other 
than building more strategic weapons.

Negotiation of the Agreements

After thorough preparations by the new administration, SALT 
began in November 1969 in Helsinki. Initially, the talks con
centrated on exploration o f strategic principles and development 
of an agenda for future work. The next phases focused on 
comprehensive proposals. However, problems over definition of 
strategic systems and over the basis for limitation of such systems

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, p. 60.
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made clear that it would be extremely difficult to negotiate a 
single comprehensive agreement. The Soviets then pressed for an 
initial agreement limiting only antiballistic missile systems. We 
believed that such an agreement would not make as great a 
contribution to stability as limitations on both offensive and 
defensive strategic systems.

This impasse was resolved by the breakthrough announced by 
the President on May 20, 1971.® The two governments agreed to 
work out arrangements limiting deployment of ABM’s and at the 
same time to agree on certain measures with respect to the 
limitation of strategic offensive arms.

After the May 20 understanding, the principal issues were how 
broad a coverage of offensive forces could be agreed and how to 
frame in concrete terms agreement in principle to limit ABM’s to a 
low level. These general questions contained numerous and 
complex specific issues, which took another year of hard 
negotiating to work out. The two agreements before you are the 
successful result of that work.

Mr. Chairman, a detailed analysis of the two agreements was 
made in my letter of submittal to the President. I believe it would 
be helpful this morning to consider what these agreements would 
do. I will touch on certain of their most important provisions. 
Following my statement, Ambassador Smith is prepared to join 
me in answering questions you may have.

Let me say as a preface to this discussion that in both 
agreements the United States has sought, where necessary, to set 
forth detailed obligations in the texts of the agreements 
themselves. Where one o f the sides preferred to put clarifying 
material or elaboration in agreed interpretations, and where this 
was sufficient, that approach was used. These agreed interpreta
tions have been transmitted to the Congress; they include initialed 
statements and other common understandings. In certain cases 
where agreement could not be reached, U.S. views were stated 
formally in unilateral statements. Those, too, have been 
transmitted to the Congress.® There are no secret agreements.

Undertakings in the ABM Treaty

I would like to address first the ABM Treaty.
Under this treaty, both sides make a commitment not to build a 

nationwide ABM defense. This is a general undertaking of utmost 
significance. Without a nationwide ABM defense, there can be no 
shield against retahation. Both great nuclear powers have 
recognized, and in effect agreed to maintain, mutual deterrence.

Therefore, I am convinced beyond doubt that the possibility of 
nuclear war has been dramatically reduced by this treaty.

A major objective of SALT has been to reduce the tensions, 
uncertainties, and high costs which flow from the upward spiral of

^Ibid., p. 298.
See ante, pp. 205-207.
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strategic arms competition. While the cost savings from these first 
SALT agreements will be limited initially, over the long term we 
will save the tens of billions of dollars which might otherwise have 
been required for a nationwide ABM defense.

Furthermore, with an interim limitation on offensive weap
ons—which we hope will lead to a more comprehensive and 
permanent limitation—there will be a break in the pattern of 
action and reaction under which each side reacts to what the other 
is doing, or may do, in an open-ended situation. This cycle until 
now has been a major factor in driving the strategic arms race.

The heart of the treaty is article III, which spells out the 
provisions under which each o f the parties may deploy two limited 
ABM complexes, one in an ICBM deployment area and one at its 
national capital. There can be no more than 100 ABM launchers, 
and 100 associated interceptors, at each complex—a total of 200.

The two ABM deployment complexes permitted each side will 
serve different purposes. The limited ABM coverage in the ICBM 
deployment area will afford some protection for ICBM’s in the 
area. ABM coverage at the national capitals will permit protection 
for the national command authority against a light attack, or an 
accidental or unauthorized launch of a limited number of missiles, 
and thus decrease the chances that such an event would trigger a 
nuclear exchange. In addition, it will buy some time against a 
major attack, and its radars would help to provide valuable 
warning.

ABM radars are strictly limited. There are also important 
limitations on the deployment of certain types of non-ABM 
radars. The complex subject of radar control was a central 
question in the negotiations because radars are the long leadtime 
item in development o f an ABM system.

The treaty provides for other important qualitative limitations. 
The parties will undertake not to develop, test, or deploy ABM 
systems or components which are sea-based, air-based, space- 
based, or mobile land-based. They have also agreed not to develop, 
test, or deploy ABM launchers for launching more than one ABM 
interceptor missile at a time from each launcher, nor to modify 
launchers to provide them with such a capability; nor to develop, 
test, or deploy automatic or semiautomatic or other similar 
systems for rapid reload of ABM launchers; nor to develop, test, or 
deploy ABM missiles with more than one independently guided 
warhead.

Perhaps o f even greater importance as a qualitative limitation is 
that the parties have agreed that future exotic types of ABM 
systems, i.e., systems depending on such devices as lasers, may not 
be deployed, even in permitted areas.

One o f the more important corollary provisions deals with 
prohibiting the upgrading of antiaircraft systems, what has been 
called the “SAM-upgrade” problem. The conversion or testing of 
other systems, such as air-defense systems or components thereof, 
to perform an ABM role is prohibited as part of a general
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undertaking not to provide an ABM capability to non-ABM 
systems.

The undertakings in the ABM Treaty, and in the interim 
agreement, have been devised so as to assure that they can be 
verified by national technical means of verification. For the types 
of arms control measures in these agreements, modem national 
technical means o f verification are the most practical and a fully 
effective assurance of compliance. The treaty also contains the 
very important landmark commitments not to interfere with each 
side’s national technical means of verification and not to use 
deliberate concealment measures to impede the effectiveness of 
these means.

The treaty contains another significant “first” in Soviet- 
American arms control. A Standing Consultative Commission will, 
on a regular basis, consider the operations of the treaty as well as 
questions of compliance. The Commission will also have the 
function of considering proposals for further increasing the 
viability of the treaty. It will assure that even after the completion 
of the follow-on negotiations there will be a continuing strategic 
dialogue between the two powers.

The duration of the ABM Treaty is unlimited. But it contains a 
withdrawal clause of the kind which has characterized postwar 
arms control agreements. Each party can withdraw if it decides 
that extraordinary events relating to the subject matter of the 
treaty have jeopardized its supreme interests. Notice of such a 
decision, including a statement of the extraordinary events 
involved, must be given six months prior to withdrawal.

The interrelationship between limitations on offensive and 
defensive strategic arms which the United States has repeatedly 
stressed is reflected in the expressed intention to continue active 
negotiations for limitations on strate^c arms. As was pointed out 
in my submittal letter, the special importance attached by the 
United States to this relationship was set forth in a formal 
statement by Ambassador Smith recording the position of the 
United States Government that if an agreement providing for more 
complete strategic offensive arms limitations were not achieved 
within five years, U.S. supreme interests could be jeopardized, and 
should that occur it would constitute a basis for withdrawal—not 
necessarily withdrawal, but a basis for withdrawal—from the 
treaty.’ I believe that this withdrawal right, which is exercisable 
on our judgment alone, fully protects our security interests in the 
event that the follow-on negotiations were not to succeed and that 
the strategic situation became such that we felt obliged to exercise 
it.

Agreement on Strategic Offensive Weapons

Mr. Chairman, I would like now to turn to the interim 
agreement and its protocol.

’ 'See ante, p. Til.

505-954 0  -  74 -  22
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This agreement freezes at approximately current levels the 
aggregate number o f intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) and 
submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) launchers operational 
and under construction on each side for up to five years. We hope 
that it will be replaced well before that time by a more complete 
agreement in treaty form covering strategic offensive weapons.

Under the agreement, in articles I and II, the parties undertake a 
commitment not to construct additional fixed ICBM launchers 
and not to convert launchers for light or older ICBM’s into 
launchers for modem heavy ICBM’s. This undertaking by the 
Soviet Union should, be viewed in terms of the concern in this 
country during the past several years about the continued buildup 
in numbers of Soviet ICBM’s, particularly the heavy SS—9 ICBM’s. 
The growth in numbers of both light and heavy Soviet ICBM 
launchers has now been stopped.

The agreement does not specify the number of ICBM’s 
operational and under construction when it was signed. We have 
made it abundantly clear to the Soviets, however, that we consider 
this number for the U.S.S.R. to be 1,618. Specifying the number 
of ICBM’s in the agreement is not important, since national means 
of verification will reveal if any new ICBM construction, which is 
prohibited by the agreement, were to take place.

Article III and the protocol limit SLBM launchers and modem 
ballistic missile submarines. The agreement contains undertakings 
not to build such launchers and submarines above a given number.

A ceiling o f 62 has been set for the U.S.S.R. on the number of 
operational modem submarines (Y-class nuclear-powered sub
marines). A ceiling of 950 SLBM launchers has been set for the 
U.S.S.R. This ceiling is to include all launchers on nuclear-powered 
submarines (Y-class and H-class submarines) and modem launchers 
on older submarines (G-class diesel-powered submarines).

In effect, the agreement freezes SLBM launchers at present 
levels except that additional SLBM launchers caa be buijt if they 
replace older strategic launchers on a one-for-one basis.

The Soviets are permitted to have no more than 740 launchers 
on nuclear-powered submarines of any type, operational and 
under constmction, unless they effect replacement in accordance 
with agreed procedures. The purpose of the figure 740 is to 
establish a clear and unambiguous baseline which avoids un
certainty or debate over the definition of “under constmction.”

To reach 950 SLBM’s on modern submarines, the U.S.S.R. must 
retire older ballistic missile launchers—specifically, those for SS-7 
and SS-8 ICBM’s and on H-class submarines. The first SLBM 
launcher after the 740th launcher must be a replacement. The 
older ICBM or SLBM launchers being replaced will be dismantled 
beginning no later than the date on which the submarine 
containing the 741st launcher begins sea trials.

I might add that this one-way mix concept—permitting replace
ment o f land-based launchers with submarine-based launchers—was
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first suggested by the United States early in SALT as a way of 
achieving greater strategic stability.

The U.S.S.R. could retain the existing older launchers on 
G-class submarines, in addition to 950 launchers on modem 
submarines. However, any launchers for modern SLBM’s on these 
older diesel-powered submarines would have to be included in the 
950 ceiling.

The modernization and replacement provisions of the interim 
agreement will permit both sides to improve their missile forces, 
but the restrictions on converting launchers for light ICBM’s or 
older heavy ICBM’s to launchers for modem heavy ICBM’s will 
place important qualitative restrictions on Soviet programs. The 
conversion of current U.S. ICBM launchers to handle Minuteman 
III missiles and the conversion o f current Polaris submarines to 
handle Poseidon missiles, as well as the constmction of new 
submarines as replacement for older ones, will not be prohibited.

The agreement provides for application of the same verification 
procedures and commitments about nonconcealment and non
interference as contained in the ABM Treaty. The Standing 
Consultative Commission will also be used to promote the 
objectives and the implementation of the interim agreement.

There is a commitment to continue active negotiations for more 
complete limitations on strategic offensive arms. The agreement 
also stipulates that its terms will not prejudice the scope and terms 
of the limitations on strategic offensive arms which may be 
worked out in the follow-on negotiations.

The offensive arms limitations are temporary and not 
comprehensive. They do not cover all strategic delivery vehicles. 
For example, strategic bombers, where the United States already 
has a very large advantage, are not limited by the interim 
agreement.

The interim agreement does not limit ongoing U.S. offensive 
arms programs. It does stop the Soviet Union from increasing the 
number of its strategic offensive missile launchers. These limita
tions on Soviet strategic offensive forces, in conjunction with very 
low limits on ABM’s on both sides, clearly advance U.S. security 
interests.

Looked at overall, our forces are clearly sufficient to protect 
our, and our allies’, security interests. U.S. strategic forces are 
qualitatively superior to and more effective than Soviet strategic 
forces. The U.S.S.R. has more missile launchers. The United States 
has more missile warheads. We have many more strategic bombers. 
Moreover, numbers alone are not an illuminating or useful measure 
forjudging the strategic balance.

A New Era in Arms Control

With these two agreements, we should have a more secure and 
stable strategic relationship with the U.S.S.R.
' Both sides gain assurance that their strategic missile deterrent 

forces will not be rendered ineffective by the other’s ABM system.
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But even with the advantages that these two agreements will 
bring, we must keep our strategic forces up to date if these are to 
continue their central role for deterrence. Our forces must be 
adequate to deter attack on—or coercion of—the United States and 
its allies. The relationship between U.S. and Soviet strategic forces 
must be such that our ability and resolve to protect our vital 
interests and those of our allies will not be underestimated by 
anyone. I am sure the Congress agrees.

Mr. Qiairman, I have presented an overview of the basic 
undertakings o f these agreements and of their significance.

I think it wrong to ask who “won” or “lost” the initial SALT 
negotiations. In matters involving the central security interests of 
two great powers, any arms limitation agreement must respond to 
each side’s interest or it will not last very long. Both sides must 
gain from SALT or neither does.

With these two agreements we enter a new era in arms control, 
and what may have been difficult or impossible in the past may 
now be attainable. It should now be possible for both sides to 
agree to additional limitations, including reductions.

The security o f the United States will be strengthened by these 
two agreements.

They will make possible a more rational and stable strategic 
relationship.

They should help to improve American-Soviet relations and 
preserve and strengthen international security and world order.

The threat of nuclear war will be dramatically reduced.
These agreements will give the world greater hope for the 

future.
Mr. Chairman, I urge that this committee and the Senate 

support the ABM Treaty and its accompanying interim agreement.

Questions by Senator Percy and Replies of Secretary of State 
Rogers on the Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements, June 19, 
1972*

1. Question. Could you describe the situation we would face 
in the absence o f  these agreements?

Answer. The Soviet Union has been building new ICBM and 
SLBM launchers at the rate of over 300 per year. In the absence of 
an agreement, they would have been capable of sustaining this 
program indefinitely. The U.S. was not in a position to deploy 
new strategic offensive systems within the five year period of the 
Interim Agreement.

In the absence o f the ABM Treaty, we would have expected the 
Soviets to go far beyond the 200 ABM launchers and interceptors

^Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements: Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-second Congress, Second Session, pp. 51-53. The 
agreements appeal anfe, pp. 197-201, 202-205.



PERCY QUESTIONNAIRE, JUNE 19 319

at two sites permitted by the Treaty. The U.S., for its part, would 
have continued with its Safeguard ABM deployments.

2. Question. I t has taken more than three years o f  concerted 
effort to produce the two agreements before us. Could the terms 
have been substantially improved, or the coverage broadened, if  
we had kept at the negotiating table longer? What real dis
advantages could have resulted from continuing negotiations?

Answer. After V/i years of attempting to negotiate a more 
comprehensive agreement, both sides decided on May 20, 1971,^ 
to conclude initially an ABM Treaty and an Interim Agreement 
covering certain strategic offensive weapons. Prolonging the first 
phase of SALT would not have been useful, particularly in view of 
the fact that the U.S.S.R. was constructing new ICBM and SLBM 
launchers at the rate o f over 300 per year. The sides have pledged 
to attempt to work out more complete limitations on strategic 
arms in a follow-on phase of SALT, which we hope will begin in 
October.

3. Question. How important was the President’s visit to 
Moscow in terms o f  actually producing the final arrangements? 
Could they have been accomplished without his presence there?

Answer. The President’s visit to Moscow was clearly of impor
tance in producing the final SALT agreements. As the President 
noted in his Congressional briefing on June 15, one of the reasons 
for this has to do with the syctem of Government in the Soviet 
Union. He said
We have found, in dealing with the system of government in the Soviet Union, that 
where decisions are made that affect the vital security and, in fact, the very survival of a 
nation, decisions and discussions in those cases are made only at the hipest level. 
Consequently, it is necessary for us to have discussions and decisions at the highest level 
if we are going to have the breakthroughs that we have had to make in order to come to 
this point of a successful negotiation.®

In this case, such breakthroughs occurred at the Summit on several 
issues that were still unsettled when the Summit began.

4. Question. What is the relationship between the SALT  
agreements and the Joint Declaration o f  Principles? Is the latter 
the symbol o f  the intent to carry out the agreements in good  
faith?

Answer. The “Basic Principles of Relations Between the United 
States o f America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics” 
signed at the Moscow Summit expresses important objectives and 
attitudes shared by the two sides. The SALT Agreements are 
concrete measures reflecting such common objectives and at
titudes. It is fair to say that one effect of the former document is 
to symbolize the intent of both parties to carry out the SALT

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, p. 298.
^Ahte, p. 293.
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agreements in good faith. Thus, the fourth of the basic principles 
expresses the intention of the parties

to exert the necessary efforts so that bilateral agreements which they have con
cluded . . .  are faithfully implemented.

5. Question. Article XIII o f  the ABM treaty, which provides 
for the Standing Consultative Commission, may consider changes 
in the general strategic situation which have a bearing on the 
provisions o f  the treaty. Could this be interpreted as providing 
methods o f  consultation to deal with changes in the strategic 
situation brought about by China and that the Chinese may read 
any US-USSR anti-China purpose in this commission?

Answer. No anti-Chinese purpose is involved in the provisions 
for estabhshment of the Standing Consultative Commission, or in 
any other provision. As stated in the Basic Principles of Relations 
between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics signed at the Moscow Summit on May 29,
1972,
The development of U.S.-Soviet relations is not directed against third countries and their 
interests.

In his news briefing on this document on the day it was signed, 
Dr. Kissinger stated that
. . .  we have made clear throughout that our policies toward either of these countries 
[the People’s Republic of Qiina and the Soviet Union] is not directed against the other. 
We did not discuss the Soviet Union in Peking and we did not discuss the People’s 
Republic in Moscow.̂

6. Question. Did Chinese concerns as to the possible impact 
on their own security o f  a US-Soviet SALT agreement in any way 
inhibit our negotiation procedures or presentation o f  proposals?

Answer. No. There would be no basis for such concerns.

7. Question. Did we keep Japan as equally well informed as 
our NATO partners?

Answer. We have kept our Japanese allies well informed on 
SALT. Since the conclusion of the SALT I agreements, Mr. Smith 
and I have personally briefed the Japanese Ambassador, Mr. 
Ushiba. In addition, there have been extensive discussions with 
officers from the Japanese Embassy throughout the SALT 
negotiations.

8. Question. What has been the reaction o f  our major allies to 
the Agreements?

Answer. We have consulted with our allies closely and regularly 
during the entire course of SALT. There has been great satisfac
tion on the part of our allies all over the world about this 
consultation process. For exarriple, at the latest consultations with

Vinte, p. 239.
Weeidy Compilation o f Presidential Documents, June 5, 1972, p. 955.
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NAC on June 16 our NATO allies explicitly welcomed both SALT 
agreements and expressed their appreciation tg the US for 
safeguarding allied interests during the negotiations.

9. Question. One area o f  disagreement within the press and 
among some public figures has been the impact o f  the so-called 
“secret clauses” to the SALT agreements; those understandings, 
interpretations and unilateral statements and safeguards, made 
available to this Committee by the Administration when it 
forwarded the treaty for consideration.^ What will prevent 
differing interpretations o f  these “clauses” from causing a major 
misunderstanding and hinder the successful implementation o f  the 
agreements?

Answer. These materials were intended to avoid mis
understanding of the underlying agreements and to facilitate 
successful implementation of such agreements. The clarification 
provided by these interpretations and statements is believed to far 
outweigh whatever risk there may be that they, in turn, might 
become subject to differing interpretations.

10. Question. Would it be safe to say that these clauses are 
really another form o f  safeguard particularly since they deal with 
such crucial areas as concealment, ABM technology advances, and 
missile modernization?

Answer. Yes, they do constitute a form of safeguard against 
misunderstandings in these crucial areas.

11. Question. Will these clauses, other than the unilateral state
ments, have exactly the same force as if  they were included in the 
text o f  the agreements?

Answer. The agreed interpretations will clearly be binding on 
both parties.

12. Question. Why were they not included in the texts?

Answer. I do not think any single answer I could give would 
apply to all o f the cases involved, except that both parties 
concluded that these matters could be adequately dealt with by 
agreed interpretations. In some cases, such as statements made on 
the last day of the negotiations, timing and convenience were 
factors. In other cases, such as the statements on standstill 
arrangements, inclusion in the agreements would have been 
anomalous, in that they dealt with the period before the 
agreement entered into force. To take one other example, the 
statement on the Standing Consultative Commission was designed 
to apply only pending the working out of more definitive 
arrangements.

^ See ante, pp. 205-207.
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13. What kind o f  impetus do you see these agreements giving to 
other arms control negotiations, such as test ban, CBW and 
conventional weapons, particularly in the Conference o f  the 
Committee on Disarmament in Geneva?

Answer. While I cannot give you any precise answer, the 
conclusion o f these agreements should certainly be helpful in 
giving impetus to other arms control negotiations, particularly at 
the Conference o f the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva. It 
has been our experience that each major post-war accomplishment 
in arms control has made further progress in this field more readily 
attainable. This should be particularly true in the case of the 
SALT agreements, not only because of their inherent significance 
but also because they should help meet demands often expressed 
at Geneva and elsewhere that measures constraining non-nuclear- 
weapon states be balanced by measures placing constraints on 
nuclear-weapon states.

Questions by Senator Percy and Replies of AGDA Director Smith 
on the Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements, June 19, 1972*

1. Question. Since we both now have one ABM site, why in 
strategic terms should either side build a second?

Answer. The purpose o f the two ABM sites is quite different. 
The ICBM defense will provide a light defense for a portion of the 
ICBM force. ABM defense o f Washington and Moscow will reduce 
the possibility that a light accidental or unauthorized attack could 
destroy the National Command Authority and, in the resulting 
confusion and disorder, lead to a precipitate response that could 
mean a full-scale nuclear war. It vdll provide defense of our 
National Command Authority and could give the President 
additional time to make a considered response should an attack 
occur.

2. Question. Even if  the Soviets went ahead and constructed 
a second ABM site, why would we have to build a second site 
around Washington?

Answer. Neither side is obligated by the terms of the treaty to 
construct a second ABM site. However, we believe that an ABM 
defense of the National Command Authority, which the Soviets 
already have, could make an important contribution to stability 
and to our security.

3. Question. On ABMs, is there any possibility that potential 
difficulties in identifying just what the specific purpose o f  a radar

Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements: Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-second Congress, Second Session, pp. 53-55. l^e 
agreements appear pp. 197-201, 202-204.
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rmy be, by national means, could prohibit the construction o f  
space activity or air defense related radars?

Answer. We believe that national means of verification will be 
adequate to distinguish between ABM radars and air defense and 
space tracking radars. There are a number of parameters, such as 
location, orientation, size, power and signal characteristics, which 
taken together, should provide sufficient information to make this 
distinction. If an ambiguous situation regarding radars should 
nevertheless arise, the situation could be clarified through 
discussions in the Standing Consultative Commission.

4. Question. What was the rationale behind agreeing to 
Article VI o f  the treaty which prohibits the future deployment in 
third countries o f  early warning radars?

Answer. Neither the U.S. nor the U.S.S.R. believed that it is 
necessary to deploy future radars for early warning of strategic 
ballistic missile attack in third countries in order to obtain 
sufficient warning o f such an attack. Therefore, consistent with 
the goal o f placing tight constraints on systems which could 
contribute to ABM capabilities beyond those envisioned in Article 
III of the treaty, the sides agreed to prohibit such deployments. 
Article VI does not affect existing ballistic missile early warning 
radars.

5. Question. In view o f  our own acknowledgment as to the 
total number o f  ICBMs that we possess, why did we not insist on 
obtaining a similar public acknowledgment from the Soviets?

Answer. The specific commitment in the Interim Agreement is 
not to build even one more ICBM launcher for operational 
purposes, and we are satisfied that we can monitor whether one 
more launcher is constructed just as well without having a number 
specified as with having a number specified. We have the highest 
degree of confidence that we can detect violations of this 
commitment.

The Soviet Union has been extremely reluctant to declare 
current force levels which were not actually necessary to the 
agreement. They have only declared force levels where absolutely 
necessary, as in the case o f SLBMs, where we are projecting future 
ceilings. We believe that 1618 Soviet ICBM launchers are currently 
operational and under construction, and we have made clear to the 
Soviets that if  our intelligence should in the future reveal numbers 
which significantly exceed that number, a basic premise of the 
agreement would be in question.

6. Question. Did the Soviets indicate during the course o f  
negotiations just what their estimated ICBM strength would be as 
o f  July 1, 1972, or are we relying completely on intelligence 
estimates?
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Answer. The Soviets did not indicate what number of ICBM 
launchers they would have operational and under construction as 
of July 1, 1972. We are using the number of 1618, which is 
derived from our own national means of verification. The Soviet 
Delegation was made aware o f our estimate, and did not challenge 
it. We are confident that we can detect any attempt to deploy 
additional ICBMs.

7. Question. Article XII, which deals with verification, and 
the non-interference therewith, also allows the continuation o f  
current construction, assembly conversion and overhaul practices. 
Are there any such practices going on now within the Soviet 
Union, immune from our spy satellites? I f  there are, don’t these 
constitute an obvious and potentially dangerous loophole in the 
treaty ?

Answer. I must refer you to Mr. Helms for any discussion of 
current Soviet practices.

8. Question. The Offensive Agreement does not cover 
forward-based aircraft or heavy bombers, areas where we have a 
major advantage. In order to counter this advantage is it not likely 
that the Soviets will continue to develop even more formidable 
SAM systems, which because o f  their own complexity and advance 
technology could be a potential enlargement o f  the Soviet ABM 
systems and which we might not be able to identify as such?

Answer. With regard to Soviet plans regarding future SAM 
systems, you should consult the intelligence community. In view 
of the concern o f U.S. defense planners that Soviet SAM systems 
might be developed or converted to perform an ABM role, we 
insisted that the ABM Treaty contain a clear obligation not to 
make such conversion and not to test non-ABM missiles, launchers 
and radars in an ABM mode. With the aid of this provision of 
Article VI, we are confident that our national means of verifica
tion will be able to distinguish between ABM and SAM systems.

9. Question. How important a consideration was the ability 
to use foreign submarine bases to us when we agreed to a 
numerically inferior relationship on SLBMs and modern nuclear 
subs?

Answer. In evaluating these agreements, it is misleading to 
consider only one element, such as SLBMs. We agreed to accept a 
temporary Soviet advantage in numbers of ICBM and SLBM 
launchers because the U.S. has offsetting advantages in other areas. 
The use o f submarine bases in other countries is one of these, but 
we also have advantages in aircraft, in numbers of warheads, and in 
other respects. The consequences of all o f these asymmetries were 
carefully considered within the U.S. Government.

10. Question. The unilateral statement made by both sides and 
their reception by both sides could raise an interesting problem.
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Doesn’t the Soviet statement referring to their right to increase the 
number o f  their SLBM submarines if  our NATO allies increase 
their present deployment o f  such submarines in effect make the 
continuation o f  a bilateral agreement dependent on third party 
actions?

Answer. No. The Soviets did not indicate that third party 
actions would affect continuance of our bilateral agreement. They 
attempted to assert a “right” to take action inconsistent with the 
terms o f the agreement if the stated circumstances should occur. 
We clearly rejected this claim. The SALT agreements do not cover 
activities by third parties, and no such “right” exists.

11. Question. Further, doesn’t this statement attempt to get us 
to restrain our allies in this area or commit us to the restriction on 
the transfer o f  offensive technology to them?

Answer. Whatever it may have attempted to accomplish, we 
rejected it; and it does not bind or commit us or our allies in any 
way. Moreover, it contains no reference to the transfer of 
offensive technology.

12. Question. The SALT agreements appear to be a formal 
acceptance o f  a “stop where you are” position on launchers, 
radars, ABMs, etc. Neither we nor the Russians are going to 
dismantle any system other than the second ABM site we started 
at Malmstrom. Given this situation in the Interim Agreement, do 
you think that there is any possibility o f  negotiating rollbacks in 
the SALTIInegotiations?

Answer. In the preamble to the ABM Treaty, the U.S. and 
U.S.S.R. declared their intention “to take effective measures 
toward reductions in strategic arms.” It is possible that we will be 
able to work out some reductions or rollbacks in the next phase of 
SALT. The U.S. position for this next phase is now under 
consideration.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the
Conference of the Committee on EMsarmament, June 20, 1972*

As we resume our work, I vsdsh to extend the greetings of the 
United States delegation to our many colleagues who have 
contributed to the Committee’s past achievements and who will be 
with us for the summer session. We are pleased that Ambassador 
Pastinen, the Secretary-General’s Special Representative, and Mr. 
Epstein, the alternate Special Representative, will also be with us 
in the months ahead. The excellent support and assistance that 
they and the United Nations Secretariat provide are essential to 
the effective functioning of the Committee. The United States

*CCD/PV.561,pp. 14-21.
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delegation also wishes to welcome those representatives who are 
here for the first time.

Before speaking about our own work, I would like to comment 
briefly on a subject in which this Committee has taken a great 
interest. Members have emphasized in recent years the importance 
they attach to the bilateral discussions between the United States 
and the Soviet Union regarding the limitation of strategic 
armaments. Many delegations have expressed the hope that these 
talks would result in significant measures to restrain and to turn 
back the arms race.

As you know, major agreements worked out through the 
strategic arms limitation talks (SALT) were recently signed in 
Moscow. They are the result of a tremendous amount of hard 
work and o f patient negotiation. They are promising accomplish
ments.

There are two aspects o f these agreements—the Treaty on the 
Limitation of Anti-BaUistic Missile (ABM) Systems and the 
Interim Agreement on Certain Measures with Respect to the 
Limitation o f Strategic Offensive Systems^ —that I wish particular
ly to emphasize today. ‘

First, these agreements represent a concrete expression of 
intention to carry out obligations assumed in the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty.^ The awareness of this responsibility is 
highlighted in the preamble to both agreements which state that 
the parties are “Mindful of their obligations under Article VI of 
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.” The 
importance of NPT obligations is further reflected in the joint 
communique issued at the conclusion of President Nixon’s visit.^

Second, I would emphasize that these agreements are but one 
step in a continuing process. In these agreements we have laid a 
firm and broad foundation, in the form of significant quantitative 
and qualitative limitations on both offensive and defensive 
systems. Both agreements contain articles setting forth an under
taking to continue active negotiations for limitations on strategic 
offensive arms. In the preamble to the ABM Treaty there is also a 
declaration of intention

to achieve at the earliest possible date the cessation of the nuclear arms race and to take 
effective measures toward reductions in strategic arms, nuclear disarmament, and general 
and complete disarmament

We intend to move ahead expeditiously in pursuing these 
objectives.

In addressing this Committee in the spring of 1970, the Director 
of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 
Ambassador Smith, stated that “The success of the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty and the experience and confidence gained in

\Ante, pp. 197-201, 202-205.
^Documents on Disarmament̂  1968, pp. 461-465. 
‘̂ Ante, pp. 240-247.
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that and other arms control negotiations were important elements 
helping to make possible” the strategic arms limitation talks.® We 
believe that the agreements achieved so far in SALT will prove to 
be o f basic importance in curbing the strategic arms race and that 
they will, in turn, stimulate further efforts in the arms control and 
disarmament field generally. We believe that this Committee will 
continue to play an important role in this process.

In my statement today I should like to continue the discussion 
in which we were engaged before our recess regarding the control 
of chemical weapons. Since our last meeting we have done 
considerable work on various aspects of this issue. I should like to 
explain today the results of our efforts and our thinking on how 
we can best proceed.

Following up the successful negotiation of the Biological 
Weapons (BW) Convention,® the Committee is intensifying its 
search for solutions to the more difficult problems of developing 
effective prohibitions on chemical weapons (CW). Our discussions 
during the first part of the year produced a number of significant 
insights and contributions that should assist us in making progress 
in this area. As we all know, there are differences of approach to 
this question among Committee members. But there is also a 
common basis for our further work on chemical weapons—the 
provisions of Article IX of the BW Convention—a basis which 
should stimulate co-operation among members in pursuing their 
common objective.

As you all know, our delegation believes that the best way to 
proceed at this stage is through a careful, reasoned analysis of the 
objective facts relevant to possible CW prohibitions. We must keep 
in mind that such prohibitions will apply to very complex 
substances which are closely interrelated to large-scale production 
of a wide variety of materials for peaceful purposes. Prohibitions 
worked out in this area will have direct applications to such 
activities throughout the world. This is not an abstract problem. It 
cannot be dealt with in theoretical terms. It cannot be resolved 
exclusively in terms of principles. What is needed as a basis for 
responsible progress is an understanding of what we are seeking to 
prohibit and the applicability of various approaches to scope and 
verification problems. This spring the United States presented a 
comprehensive work programme regarding negotiations on 
prohibition of chemical weapons.”' We intend at this session to 
pursue the approach outlined in that paper.

I should like to recall that our working paper covered a wide 
range of issues relating to the control o f chemical weapons. It 
represented a first effort to present these issues in a coherent 
framework in the hope that this would lead to their full 
consideration in the Committee. We would be interested in hearing

^Documents on Disarmament, 1970, p. 8.
lAnte, pp. 133-138.
Ante, pp. 98-109.
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further comments from other members o f the Committee on the 
points discussed in our paper. A full exchange of views on the 
factors pertaining to chemical-weapons control will, I believe, 
assist all o f us in reaching sound judgements on considerations 
important to successful negotiations.

During our recess we have attempted within our Government to 
assemble information on specific issues regarding chemical- 
weapons prohibition—including issues with which the Committee 
will be concerned in the coming weeks. I have in mind particularly 
the informal meeting with the assistance of experts that will be 
held on 5 July at the suggestion of the Italian and Swedish 
delegations. To assist in the careful preparation which we hope 
will precede that meeting, we would like to provide the material 
that we have prepared to other members of the Committee at the 
outset o f this session.

Accordingly our delegation is tabling today five working papers 
that have a direct bearing on possible prohibitions on chemical 
weapons and agents. In essence, they deal with the following 
issues: first, how lethal chemical agents might be defined; second, 
the storage of chemicai weapons and agents; third, the destruction 
of chemical weapons; fourth, statistics on United States trade and 
production o f key chemical substances; and fifth, existing United 
States legislation on hazardous chemical substances.®

We recognize that these papers represent a considerable volume 
of material. But we are convinced that careful study of this 
information, and similar contributions by other delegations, are an 
essential element of responsible work on possible CW prohibitions.

The first working paper on definitions provides detailed 
information directly relevant to one o f the central issues of 
possible CW prohibitions. That is, how can substances that might 
be controlled be specifically identified? How can they be 
distinguished from other closely-related substances which may 
have extensive peaceful appUcations? This paper attempts to carry 
forward the discussion of this problem contained in our work 
programme. It outlines in very specific terms how various criteria 
might apply to the principal known single- and dual-purpose lethal 
agents. It highlights the advantages and disadvantages of a number 
of possible criteria, including structural formulas, toxicity limits, 
lists o f agents and precursors, and suitability o f the lethal chemical 
substances for use for peaceful purposes.

Somewhat more technical but highly relevant information is 
contained in two annexes to this paper. Annex A describes 
structural formulas that might comprehend the most toxic 
organophosphorus compounds and carbamates. The latter 
substances—carbamates—act against the nervous system in a 
manner similar to organophosphorus compounds. But, I would 
note, they have a different structural formula. They have not been

^Infra.
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discussed before during the Committee’s work on CW. Nor, so far 
as we know, have they ever been developed for use in weapons. 
They are, however, exceedingly deadly substances. Although there 
may be some limitations to their suitability as chemical-warfare 
agents, they should be included in any examination of possible 
prohibitions on chemical weapons.

Annex B to the paper on definitions lists all single-purpose 
lethal agents and precursors which to our knowledge have been 
developed for chemical warfare. I would emphasize that this annex 
is the most complete and authoritative description of modem 
lethal agents ever made available to assist in the work on control 
of chemical weapons. The annex identifies each substance by 
common name, chemical name, and structural formula. We believe 
this will be a useful aid in considering the feasibility of listing 
controlled or prohibited substances. We invite others in a position 
to do so to fill in any gaps that may exist.

The question of definitions is central to effective prohibitions 
on chemical weapons. Potential parties to an agreement concern
ing a field as broad, complex and dynamic as cheihistry will wish 
to have as precise an understanding as possible of what such an 
agreement covers. It would therefore be desirable that efforts to 
develop prohibitions in this field aim at achieving clear and 
broadly-acceptable standards which could be applied in a uniform 
manner by all parties.

We know o f no existing technical criterion that could be used to 
identify all substances which might have significance as lethal 
chemical agents. We are not aware of any existing standard or 
generally-accepted system of measuring toxicity that would assure 
that similar samples tested in different countries would yield 
uniform results. In this Committee we have become accustomed to 
using general terms such as “nerve agent”, or common names such 
as “VX” or “GB”. While such designations are useful in general 
discussion, we are sure that parties to any international agreement 
prohibiting such substances would wish to know as precisely as 
possible what is covered by its terms. By providing the scientific 
descriptions o f agents which are known by common names, we are 
seeking to contribute to this objective.

Our second paper deals with a subject which the Committee has 
not yet considered in concrete or specific terms—that is, the 
storage of chemical agents and weapons. The paper examines the 
storage of highly toxic chemical agents and weapons and the 
difficulty o f distinguishing such storage from the storage of other 
munitions and other chemicals.

The information in this paper is drawn largely from the 
experience of the United States. While similar features could be 
expected to apply to CW storage elsewhere, it is not known 
whether all States possessing CW stocks employ analogous 
methods to cope with such problems as security and personal 
safety.
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Our own storage practices, which emphasize safety features, 
offer few visible indications of CW storage activity—even to 
observers near a facihty. In fact, it is extremely difficult to 
distinguish storage of C agents and C weapons from storage of 
other munitions. Even such identifying characteristics as might be 
observable near a CW storage facility could easily be altered. And 
while some indications o f CW storage may be visible under certain 
conditions, it is questionable whether any of these characteristics 
would be significantly helpful in formulating a reliable and 
negotiable system of verification. We believe that this information 
should have direct relevance to the problems of verifying what CW 
stocks countries may possess, what they may acquire, or what they 
may have destroyed.

Our third paper deals with the destruction of chemical weapons. 
It points up environmental precautions and safety procedures 
which are key factors in demilitarizing highly toxic materials. It 
describes a specific example of CW destruction—the demilitariza
tion of approximately 21,000 M34 bomb clusters containing 
about 2,500 tons of GB nerve agent.

The plan for destruction of these munitions illustrates a number 
of practical factors directly relevant to our work. Comprehensive 
destruction of chemical agents and weapons would entail major 
environmental and safety considerations for all countries involved. 
We assume that members concerned with this question will wish to 
understand what some of these considerations might be and how 
they might affect methods and timing for large-scale destruction.

Our fourth paper reviews statistics on production and trade of 
certain chemical substances in the United States. It was prepared 
in response to suggestions by the Canadian and Japanese delega
tions that production and trade data in this area would be useful 
to the Committee’s work. Production figures for 1966-1971 are 
provided for specific chemical substances that could be used to 
produce chemical weapons. Trade statistics concerning these and 
other relevant chemicals are also provided, as is a chart indicating 
where production plants are located in the United States. The 
paper explains that statistics are not available on some chemicals 
which are produced in minute quantities or by a very small 
number of firms. It also explains why statistics are available on 
some exports and not on others, and why production and trade 
figures vary considerably from year to year.

Our fifth paper describes existing United States legislation on 
the use, production and handling of chemical substances. It was 
prepared in response to the suggestion by the delegation of 
Sweden that a review of such domestic legislation could be useful 
in developing international prohibitions. The delegation of 
Yugoslavia in its working paper CCD/302,^ and a number o f other

^Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 382-385.
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delegations, have also discussed the possible relevance of national 
legislation to our work.

Most federal legislation in the United States affecting chemical- 
warfare agents applies to them because they are included in certain 
categories of chemical substances. Some of the statutes described 
in the paper, however, specifically limit or control the import, 
export, handling, domestic use and disposal of chemical-warfare 
agents. The many federal laws affecting chemical substances in 
general, including chemical-warfare agents, are largely designed to 
insure that all toxic substances are produced, transported, handled 
and disposed of in ways which protect the population and 
safeguard the environment. In addition, many states have laws 
which regulate the production, sale, transportation and disposal of 
chemical substances generally. While they vary widely, most state 
laws are not as comprehensive as federal legislation.

Since my delegation set forth its views on the general course of 
our work earlier this year, we have chosen today to concentrate on 
specific aspects of the question of prohibiting chemical weapons. 
We look forward to a productive and useful summer as we 
continue our efforts to move ahead on this and other important 
measures in the multilateral arms-control field.

United States Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament; Definition of Controlled Chemical- 
Warfare Substances  ̂June 20,1972^

In the “Work Programme regarding negotiations on prohibition 
of chemical weapons” (CCD/360), the United States delegation set 
forth several general criteria which might be useful in defining 
substances that could be used for chemical warfare.^ This paper 
presents more detailed information on these criteria and discusses 
some of the advantages and disadvantages of each. It deals 
specifically with the principal known single- and dual-purpose 
lethal agents, their mode of action, and how they might be 
defined.

SINGLE-PURPOSE AGENTS

The super-toxic singje-purpose chemical agents commonly 
discussed, such as VX and GB, are organophosphorus compounds. 
Another class of compounds which includes super-toxic chemicals 
with potential utility as chemical warfare agents is the carbamates. 
These two types of chemicals are commonly called nerve agents 
because they act by disrupting the nervous system. Compounds 
related to “mustard gas”, although less toxic in general than the 
organophosphorus and carbamate compounds, comprise a third 
group of potential single-purpose agents.

‘CCD/365, June 20, 1972. 
Ante, pp. 98-109.
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NERVE AGENTS

Mechanism o f  action o f  nerve agents

The very high toxicity of many organophosphorus and 
carbamate compounds is due to their abiUty to interfere with 
certain enzymes of the nervous system, giving rise to the term 
“nerve agents”. An enzyme is a substance which acts in the body 
as a catalyst in promoting specific chemical reactions. One of the 
most important enzymes affected by nerve agents is acetylcholin
esterase, which plays an important role in controlling muscle 
movements.

At certain points in the nervous system there are gaps in the 
electrical pathway along which signals travel. A chemical, acetyl
choline, is used to transmit the signals across the junction. When 
an electrical signal reaches one side of the junction, acetylcholine 
is released. This substance moves across the junction and activates 
muscle or nerve cells on the other side. After sufficient activation 
has taken place, the acetylcholinesterase present nearby in the 
body destroys the built-up acetylcholine.

When nerve agents enter the body, they react with enzyme 
molecules, thereby blocking the catalytic action of the enzyme. 
Acetylcholine then begins to build up in all the muscles because 
the supply of effective enzyme has been depleted. Since the body 
provides no other means for stopping the activation process, the 
muscles remain “switched on” and cannot be “switched o f f ’. All 
the muscles—even those pulling in opposite directions—try to 
contract. The result is that all co-ordinated action is lost and the 
muscles go into a state o f vibration (fibrillation) and then become 
paralyzed. This applies not only to the muscles of the arms and 
legs, for instance, but also to those that control respiration. The 
cause of death is usually asphyxiation following paralysis of the 
respiratory muscles.

Structural formulas for nerve agents

Since organophosphorus and carbamate nerve agents exert their 
toxic effect by blocking the action of acetylcholinesterase, there is 
a strong correlation between the toxicity of a nerve agent and its 
inhibitory effect on this enzyme. As a result of studies of the 
functioning of acetylcholinesterase, there is considerable informa
tion available on the structural features which would make a 
compound an effective nerve agent and therefore of potential 
utihty as a lethal chemical warfare agent. This information can be 
summarized in structural formulas which describe the spectrum of 
organophosphorus and carbamate compounds which are most 
likely to be developed as lethal agents (see Annex A).

All super-toxic organophosphorus and carbamate compounds 
known to us could be described by two general structural 
formulas. This definition would be relatively simple and yet would 
cover the two classes of compounds which currently appear to 
have the greatest potential for use as lethal agents. However, the
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structural formulas would not be applicable to all super-toxic 
compounds, especially those which may be discovered in the 
future. Using this broad criterion, it would not be possible to 
separate completely compounds which have peaceful uses from 
those useful only in warfare. Finally, the chemical components of 
binary weapons would not be covered under this criterion.

MUSTARD-TYPE COMPOUNDS

Mechanism o f  action

j^halogenated sulphides (sulphur mustards) and j3-halogenated 
amines (nitrogen mustards) form a third category of potential 
single-purpose lethal agents. A typical representative of this group 
is 6/s-(2-chloroethyl) sulphide, the “mustard gas” which was used 
in large quantities in World War I. The mustards act first as a cell 
irritant and then as a cell poison on all tissue surfaces contacted. 
The exact mechanism of the toxic action is not well understood. 
However, mustard-type compounds are known to react with 
certain nitrogen atoms present in nucleic acids. The physiological 
action of mustard compounds resembles to some extent the action 
of ionizing radiation in changing the function and structure of 
cells. For this reason some nitrogen mustards have been used in 
cancer treatment.

Structural formulas for mustard-type compounds

The formulas shown below might be used to describe the 
sulphur and nitrogen mustards:

sulphur mustards: R — S —  CH2  — CH2  — Cl 

nitrogen mustards: C H ^ - C H ^ - O

R and R' = substituted or unsubstituted aliphatic and aromatic 
groups.

As already noted, many of the nitrogen mustards have 
small-scale medical and peaceful research uses. It does not appear 
possible to develop a structural formula which would refer only to 
those mustards which would be useful only as chemical warfare 
agents.

TOXICITY LIMIT

A key feature of modem agents is their extraordinarily high 
toxicity to humans and other mammals. Qiemicals used widely in 
the civilian sector are much less toxic in general. As several 
delegations have suggested, a toxicity limit might be useful as one 
criterion for defining chemical substances which are potential 
chemical warfare agents.
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A criterion based on a toxicity limit would have the advantage 
of being directly related to the potential danger from a particular 
substance. Furthermore, determinations of toxicity are already 
routinely conducted in laboratories in many countries. This 
technique is used especially in connexion with development of 
new drugs and insecticides.

However, laboratory procedures for toxicity determination are 
not uniform from country i to country-or even within a single 
country. Accurate, reproducjiible toxicity values can be obtained 
only if the testing procedure and form of presentation of results 
are very carefully specified in advance.

A toxicity standard would be applicable to known super-toxic 
substances or any super-toxic substance discovered in the future. 
However, it would probably not apply to mustard-type com
pounds, dual-purpose agents, and components of binary weapons 
since these substances are comparable in toxicity to many 
chemicals used exclusively for peaceful industrial purposes.

LIST OF KNOWN AGENTS AND PRECURSORS

A comprehensive list o f known single-purpose agents and 
precursors by name and structural formula is likely to include 
most o f the agents currently in national arsenals and their 
precursors. Chemicals which are likely to be significant 
components of binary weapons might also be placed on such a list. 
The names and formulas o f a number of known single-purpose 
agents and precursors are given in Annex B. Those that are 
presently stockpiled by the United States are marked with an 
asterisk.

At present it is not possible to be certain if all the major agents 
in the arsenals of States or under development would appear in a 
list o f this type. Furthermore, a definition based solely on a list of 
known agents could be circumvented by a slight modification of 
the structure o f an agent on the list or by development of a new 
type of super-toxic agent.

PURPOSE CRITERION

A general criterion, such as that in the Biological Weapons 
Convention, which prohibits agents “of types and in quantities 
that have no justification for prophylactic, protective or other 
peaceful purposes”, would provide the simplest and most 
comprehensive definition. In contrast to definitions based on 
structural formulas or toxicity, a purpose criterion would be 
applicable to binary-weapon components. Without some specific 
technical guidelines, however, difficulties could arise in applying 
such a criterion in some situations.

DUAL-PURPOSE AGENTS

The most widely discussed lethal agents which are also used on 
a large scale for peaceful purposes are chlorine, phosgene.
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hydrogen cyanide and cyanogen chloride. Each of these dual- 
purpose chemicals was used as a lethal chemical agent in World 
War I.

Mechanism o f  action

Chlorine and phosgene are lung irritants which exert their toxic 
effect by damaging the breathing mechanism. Phosgene, for 
example, injures the capillaries in the lungs and leads to seepage of 
watery fluid into the air sacs. When a lethal amount of agent is 
received, the air sacks become so flooded that air is excluded and 
the victim dies from lack of sufficient oxygen.

Hydrogen cyanide and cyanogen chloride affect bodily func
tions by inhibiting the enzyme cytochrome oxidase, thus prevent
ing the normal utihzation of oxygen by the body tissues. Oxygen 
starvation occurs in the cells and tissues very quickly. Death 
occurs as a result o f paralysis of the respiratory centre in the brain 
which controls the nerves involved in breathing and through 
circulatory failure.

Possible definitions

The agents in the dual-purpose category are relatively few in 
number and possess diverse chemical structures. Neither a toxicity 
limit nor a structural formula would appear to be useful in 
delimiting possible dual-purpose agents.

However, the dual-purpose agents which were used in World 
War I or have been developed since then are generally well known. 
For this reason a list of known dual-purpose agents would most 
probably include all which are now or have been in the arsenals of 
States.

Among the compounds which might be included in such a list 
are those given below:

Potential dual-purpose agents

chlorine
0

II
phosgene Cl-C-Cl

hydrogen cyanide HCN

chloropicrin a s  C-NO2

cyanogen chloride a-CN

0
trichloromethyl 11

chloroformate Q s C-O-C-i
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0
diisopropyl II

fluorophosphate F-P-{0 -iso-C^H’j ) 2

In the area of dual-purpose agents it m i^ t be desirable to 
consider a definition based on a purpose criterion and a list of 
known dual-purpose agents.

ANNEX A: Possible Structural Formulae for Nerve Agents 

1. Organophosphorus Compounds

The general structural formula for potential organophosphorus 
agents proposed by the Netherlands in CCD/320^ (shown below) 

R ----------

R ' ^ ^  " ^ X

in which
Y = O o i S  
Z  =  O o t S
X  = F, CN, iVa, SR”, S(CH^)nSR", S fC H j^S  + (R ”)2.

S(CĤ )nN(R")2. S(CH2)nN + (R”h 
R = (Substituted) alkyl, cycloalkyl or hydrogen 
R' = Alkyl, dialkylamino 
R" = alkyl

would describe the great majority of organophosphorus com
pounds known to be potent inhibitors of acetylcholinesterase and 
at the same time would exclude compounds which currently have 
important peaceful uses.

This definition appears at first to be very broad, but on review 
it is apparent that at least one type of super-toxic organo
phosphorus compound, 0,0-dialkyl S-alkyl phosphorothiolates 
(shown below)

in which R, R' = (substituted) alkyl, cycloalkyl would not be 
covered. Included in this group are 2-(diethoxyphosphinylthio)- 
thiocholine salts, 2-(diethoxyphosphinylthio) ethyldiethylsul- 
fonium salts and analogous compounds.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 99-101.
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This type of compound would be accommodated if  the 
definition of R' (in the formula in CCD/320) were changed so that 
R' = alkyl, dialkylamino, alkoxy.

Another feature of the formula in CCD/320 is that it would 
describe only those types of organophosphorus compounds whose 
toxicity has already been determined.

A more general expression for potential organophosphorus 
nerve agents can be provided by the general formula:

B  P -
I

D

A = 0 ,S ,  Se
B, C, D may be any atom or group of atoms.

This definition would include all compounds covered by the 
N etherlands general formula, 0,0-dialkyl S-alkyl phos- 
phorothiolates and all super-toxic organophosphorus compounds 
which may be developed in the future. However, many of the 
compounds included under the second formula above would not 
be super-toxic; some would have important civilian uses.

2  Carbamates

The carbamates are another class of chemicals from which 
extraordinarily toxic compounds with potential utility as chemical 
warfare agents might be developed. Although carbamates do not 
contain a phosphorus atom, they function as nerve agents in much 
the same fashion as organophosphorus compounds. The carbamate

q
group (-0-C-N ^), which is the characteristic structural feature of 
this class of compounds, contains the very common elements 
carbon, nitrogen, oxygen, and (often) hydrogen.

A separate formula, in addition to the one for organo
phosphorus compounds, would be needed to cover carbamates. 
The general formula below would describe as complete as possible 
a spectrum of super-toxic carbamate compounds:

i?. 0

^ N — C  OR"
R'

R̂  ̂= hydrogen, alkyl i?'=alkyl 
R" -  any alkyl or aryl group

Here again, many compounds not sufficiently toxic to be 
potential chemical warfare agents would be included, among them 
some compounds used in the civilian sector. It does not appear 
possible to design a general structural formula for carbamates 
which would include only the super-toxic carbamates.
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United States Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Statistics Relating to Production
and Trade of Certain Chemical Substances in the United States,
June 20, 1972*

The Canadian and Japanese delegations (CCD/300,^ 301,^ 344) 
have suggested that it would be useful to review the possibility of 
compiling production and trade data on certain chemical 
substances used in preparation of lethal chemical agents. In 
response to this suggestion, the US wishes to share with other 
members of the Committee the following information regarding 
the production and trade o f chemical substances in the US.

US production statistics

The United States presently releases considerable data on 
chemical production. Annual production figures for eight of the 
sixteen chemicals Usted in the Canadian and Japanese papers are 
available in US Census Bureau or US Tariff Commission publica
tions.

Statistics on the eight other chemicals on the Canadian and 
Japanese lists are not published by the US Government either 
because production is minute or nil or because US law restricts the 
publication of figures which might disclose the output of 
individual producing firms and thus restrain competition by 
placing them at a possible competitive disadvantage. Methyl- 
phosphonic dichloride and difluoride, and pinacolyl alchohol fall 
into the first category of extremely limited or nil production. 
Production data for phosphorus pentachloride, dimethyl- 
phosphite, sulphur dichloride, thiodiglycol, cyanogen chloride, 
and diethylamino ethyl alcohol are reported to the US Govern
ment but not released pubUcly because of legal Umitations on 
disclosure.

Production data for the other eight chemicals on the Canadian 
and Japanese lists are capsuled in Table 1. Included also are data 
on chlorine because o f its extensive use in World War I and data on 
organophosphorus insecticides because of the similarity of their 
chemical structure and mode of action to nerve agents.

Production figures cover all chemicals produced in the US 
during the year, whether sold or devoted to “captive” use .̂ The 
term “captive” refers to use of a chemical by a single manufactur
ing firm for production of another chemical.

Production trends

Production trends of the chemicals listed vary considerably. 
Most of the listed chemicals require further processing to become 
usable end products. Demand is therefore determined by the

‘CCD/368, June 20,1972.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 375-379. 
^Ibid., pp. 379-382.
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user-industries (which may build up or draw down inventories in 
any given year), and ultimately by the final consumers. Production 
is accordingly affected by:

1. The general level of business activity;
2. Relative price and cost levels, which among other factors are 

influenced by changes in technology, by shortages, and by 
availability o f alternative chemicals or means of processing;

3. Changes in consumer preferences. For example, production 
of element^ phosphorus declined more than 13 per cent between 
1969 and 1971 because o f concern that the use of phosphates in 
detergents caused environmental damage to waterways receiving 
sewage from homes. ,

Regional production

Table 2 ifidicates the geographic distribution of plants where 
these chemicals are manufactured in the US. Almost half of the 
plants are located in the South Central region, although all the 
chemicals listed except hydrogen cyanide are produced in at least 
three of the five broad regions designated in the table.

Plant location is based on the availability of raw materials and 
inexpensive transportation as well as proximity to direct users and 
final markets. Plant location over time does vary as older plants 
become obsolete. Frequently older plants are replaced by ones 
located nearer areas of expanding population.

Foreign trade

The US requires customs declarations o f both quantities and 
values for all commercial exports and imports, but does not at 
present publish trade data on all individual commodities. The only 
chemicals with potential utility for CW purposes for which data 
are published separately are those listed in Table 3. Many 
chemicals are traded in such small quantities that they are 
classified into broader categories for reporting purposes. The trade 
in phosphorus trichloride, however, is reported even though that 
trade is virtually infinitesimal.

Generally speaking US imports and exports of chemicals with a 
potential for CW use are very small. The exception is organo- 
phosphorus insecticides for which exports represented 30 per cent 
of US production in 1970. The only other chemical for which 
separately published trade statistics can be compared with 
production is chlorine. Exports as a per cent of production varied 
from between one half of one per cent in 1967 to one sixth of one 
per cent in 1970. Imports represent one per cent or less of US 
production.

The significant feature of these trade statistics, aside from the 
small quantities relative to production, is their erratic variation 
from year to year.
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United States Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Storage of Chemical Agents and 
Weapons, June 20, 1972*

INTRODUCTION

The US work programme on CW (CCD/360) pointed out that
while there is evidence which suggests the existence of substantial quantities of chemical 
arms in present day arsenals of several nations, storage of chemical weapons by its nature 
is not a readily identifiable activity.^

This paper examines the storage of toxic chemical agents and 
weapons and the extent to which storage may be observable. The 
paper discusses overall configuration of storage areas, as well as 
features of storage, such as security, maintenance, and safety. The 
u s  Delegation believes that an examination of these questions is 
relevant in considering verification questions connected with 
possible prohibitions regarding possession and stockpiUng of 
chemical weapons (CW) and CW agents.

The information set forth below is drawn largely from US 
experience. While similar features could be expected to apply to 
CW storage elsewhere, it is not known whether all states possessing 
CW stocks employ analogous methods to cope with such problems 
as security and personal safety. By making available information, 
concerning US storage methods and some possible alternatives, 
this paper is intended to contribute to the establishment of a 
factual basis for examining verification in relation to stockpiling.

1. General Considerations

Storage o f chemical agents and weapons involves providing for: 
the physical security of stocks, the maintenance of such stocks to 
prevent and minimize the problems of deterioration, and the 
protection and treatment of personnel who may accidentally come 
in contact with the agent. Physical security may be provided by 
maintaining strict perimeter controls to prevent unauthorized 
access. Maintenance can be facilitated by arranging munitions or 
other chemical containers so they can be easily and completely 
inspected, by using leak detection and alarm systems, and by 
having decontamination supplies and equipment available. 
Personnel can be protected by regulating access, by providing 
protective clothing an^ decontamination facilities, and by ensuring 
quick access to sp^ialized medical services in the event of 
exposure to a chemical agent.

2. Perimeter Security

Chemical agents and weapons can be stored both within 
restricted areas of conventiond munitions depots and at separate

'CCD/366, June 20.1972.
Ante, p. 102.
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locations. Like military storage depots in general, the perimeters 
of areas containing chemical agents or weapons are charac
teristically protected by security fencing. They may also be 
guarded by roving patrols and monitored by mechanical sensing 
devices. Access is limited to controlled checkpoints and normally 
requires a special pass or documents. However, none of these 
physical security precautions are unique to CW storage.

Perimeter safety measures to protect personnel against possible 
leakage, on the other hand, may be indicative of CW storage. 
Regular sampling of the air around the perimeter is one measure 
common to CW storage areas and not normally found elsewhere. 
Meteorological and air sampling/recording stations housed in small 
sheds along the perimeter have been used for this purpose. 
Portable samphng equipment has also been shown to be effective. 
Another method of checking for leakage is to place cages 
containing test animals at selected points on the periphery as well 
as inside the storage area.

The most readily visible indication of storage, assuming no 
effort to withhold knowledge from persons in the immediate area, 
might be warning signs. Such signs could be posted along 
perimeters o f CW depot areas alerting personnel to the presence of 
hazardous or toxic materials. While they might not be visible to 
persons entering a general miUtary storage area in which chemicals 
were also stored, special signs could warn those approaching the 
chemical section of the hazard involved and of what protective 
equipment may be necessary to gain admittance. Perimeter guards 
patrolling areas where chemicals are stored might be expected to 
carry—or have readily available—protective masks. Persons entering 
the immediate area of toxic materials storage might be expected to 
wear impermeable clothing and to carry protective masks.

3. Considerations Relating to Types o f  Materials Being Stored

Storage problems differ according to the type of agent that is 
being stored. Some of the agents used in World War I, such as 
chlorine, phosgene and hydrogen cyanide, require less stringent 
storage precautions than do mustard or nerve agents, although 
such basic requirements as monitoring of stocks for leakage and 
precautions for safety are similar. Air-sampling equipment might 
be used to warn of leaks; emergency protection for personnel 
could be assured by having available protective masks.

Effective protection, on the other hand, against mustard agents 
and some nerve agents (such as the V agents) requires impermeable 
protective clothing as well as masks. It might be expected that 
such equipment would be worn by persons servicing stocks of 
these agents. Medical facilities for treating organophosphorus 
nerve agent casualties would have available a supply of antidote, 
such as atropine and 2-PAM chloride, as well as equipment for 
rapid blood analysis. Such supplies and equipment would not be 
found at medical faciUties connected with storage areas containing 
only conventional weapons. Also available in the immediate
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storage area would be decontamination equipment, such as 
vehicles with pressurized spray tanks and decontamination 
chemicals such as super tropical bleach for use in neutralizing 
agents from leaking containers or accidental spills.

In addition to perimeter warnings, signs may be used within a 
chemical storage area to alert personnel to the exact nature of the 
hazard they would face in the event of an accident. Under US 
practice this has been done by posting large signs with symbols 
indicating the type of material being stored. In the interests of 
ensuring maximum safety of personnel, hazard indicators might 
warn if “special hazard” materials (such as nerve agents) are 
present, and if so, whether they are volatile (GB), requiring masks, 
or less volatile (VX), requiring protective suits as well as masks.

4. Storage o f  Bulk Agent and Filled Munitions

Chemical agents are stored in bulk containers or in filled 
munitions. Filled chemical munitions would normally be kept in 
military storage depots. Bulk agent might be stored either at 
munitions storage depots, or at locations associated with 
production or with facilities for the filling of munitions.

For bulk storage the US has used “one-ton” cylindrical steel 
drums. Bulk containers offer the advantages of limiting the 
number of units that need to be inspected, and, because they are 
designed specifically for storage purposes, o f minimizing long-term 
dangers of leakage. They are also suitable for compact storage 
under a variety of conditions—in the open, in buildings, or 
underground.

Storage of agent in filled munitions entails more complex 
maintenance problems over the long run because of the increased 
number of items to be monitored and the somewhat greater rate 
of deterioration. If munitions are stored with their explosive 
components, they would need to be maintained also in accordance 
with procedures for storage of high explosives. (Under US 
practices, high explosives are kept in widely-spaced, revetted and 
reinforced concrete bunkers.)

5. Storage Area Size and Configuration

A  variety of configurations are possible within a chemical 
storage area. Bulk storage of agents can be carried out in the open, 
in various types of shelters, or underground. Open-air storage of 
containers in rows is perhaps most convenient for systematic 
maintenance purposes. However, other possibilities range from 
stacking containers in compact tiers under sheds at military depots 
to warehousing bulk agent at or near production facilities. In 
either example the structures used might physically resemble 
standard storage sheds or buildings—at least externally—and could 
be large or small, closed or open, or high or low.

Large volume storage at one location offers more efficient use 
of equipment and facilities. The convenience offered by
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concentrating storage at one location might, however, be offset by 
other factors such as a desire to make storage less visible and less 
vulnerable by dispersing stocks. Filled munitions might be 
expected to occupy larger storage areas than would similar 
quantities of agent in bulk containers.

Filled munitions have tended to be placed in widely-separated 
magazines which were built to store conventional weapons as well. 
Other structures offering suitable protection against weather 
damage and meeting appropriate standards for chemical and 
explosive hazards could also be used. Some munitions may be 
stored outside, under canvas or similar covers. If warning signs are 
used on bunkers or other storage structures, it would be expected 
that they would indicate not only a chemical hazard but whether 
explosive components are also present. Such signs could offer the 
only ready external means o f distinguishing bunkers containing 
conventional munitions from bimkers storing chemical munitions.

6. Alternative Patterns o f  Storage

While the preceding descriptions are representative of some 
actual storage practices, they do not exhaust the many possible 
alternative ways to handle the problems connected with storage of 
chemical agents and munitions. Other methods might cost more, 
or sacrifice some degree of personnel safety. They might, however, 
be considered worth the possible extra costs and safety risks by a 
country placing particular emphasis on concealing its stockpiles.

Evidence of chemical weapons storage activity offered by the 
storage methods discussed is of low visibility, even to observers 
near a storage faciUty. These indications might be almost 
completely eliminated through the use of alternative methods of 
sampling for leakage and by doing away with or hiding safety 
features. For example, removal of warning markers from perimeter 
fencing, entry points, and within storage areas would eliminate the 
most obvious sign of chemical storage. Use of small, hidden air 
sampling stations in place of permanent, fixed meteorological 
facilities would remove another indicator. Material and related 
equipment, such as bulk storage containers and decontamination 
equipment, normally stored in the open, could be kept out of 
sight in buildings or in below-ground storage.

Safety measures, which might be necessary or highly desirable 
in connection with storage of substances such as nerve agents, 
would not, however, be equally necessary for storage of binary 
chemical weapon components. Any accidental leakage from binary 
munitions would not present a hazard substantially greater than 
that posed by many chemicals in industrial use.

In general, there would appear to be only very limited 
opportunities to distinguish chemical agents and weapons storage 
from other munitions or military storage. These opportunities 
would seem particularly limited at any significant distance from 
the immediate storage area. Furthermore, such indications of 
chemical storage activity as may be available to persons near or at
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a storage facility are largely of a type which could be relatively 
easily altered. TTius, while some indications of CW storage may be 
visible under certain conditions, it is questionable whether these 
will be significantly helpful in formulating a reliable and 
negotiable system o f verification o f possible CW stockpiling.

United States Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Destruction of Chemical Weapons, 
June 20, 1972*

ThiS' paper describes environmental protection and safety 
procedures used in current United States operations for 
demilitarizing limited quantities of chemical weapons. Such a 
description will, it is hoped, be helpful in gaining an understanding 
of practical considerations involved in the objective of destruction 
o f chemical weapons stockpiles.

The example provided below involves the demiUtarization and 
disposal o f nerve agent cluster bombs. The current United States 
plan for destruction of these munitions offers an opportunity to 
examine practical factors relating to the disposition of weapons 
containing one of the most toxic types o f chemical agents.

Growing concern for environmental safeguards has been 
reflected in the United States by an increasing body of laws and 
regulations controUing governmental as well as private actions 
affecting the environment. The major United States legislation 
affecting destruction of toxic materials is the National Environ
mental Policy Act of 1969.^ This Act requires that every proposed 
Federal Government action significantly affecting the quality of 
the environment include a detailed public statement on its 
environmental impact. The Act creates in the Office of the 
President a Council on Environmental Quality with responsibility 
for reviewing and appraising such proposed actions. While directed 
primarily at non-military activities, the Act also applies to 
destruction of chemical weapons.

In 1969 the Department o f the Army initiated plans to dispose 
of approximately 2,500 tons of nervfe agent in munitions of a type 
considered obsolete, stored at Rocky Mountain Arsenal in 
Colorado. Under the National Environmental Protection Act, 
before proceeding with demilitarization of these munitions, the 
Army was required to prepare a statement detaihng its destruction 
plans. Comments on the Army’s proposals were requested in 
February 1971 from interested Federal, State and local agencies, 
including the United States Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare, the State of Colorado, and the Denver Regional Council 
of Governments. A revised statement was made available to the

* CCD/367, June 20,1972. 
^83 Stat. 852; 42 use  4342.
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Council on Environmental Quality and the public in December 
1971. It is anticipated that destruction will begin in 1973 and 
require approximately eighteen months to complete.

The environmental impact statement in this case, with attached 
plan for demilitarization and disposal of waste products, includes 
over 850 pages of discussion and supporting data. As required by 
the Act, it contains a detailed discussion concerning possible 
adverse environmental effects of destruction, and relates these 
effects to various alternative methods of destruction. The plan for 
destruction offers full relevant background information on all 
aspects of demilitarization. This includes technical descriptions, 
with appropriate photographs, charts, and diagrams concerning the 
munitions to be destroyed, the site at which destruction is to be 
carried out, and the proposed destruction and disposal process. 
The description of proposed demiUtarization operations covers 
methods of transporting the munitions from the storage area to 
the holding and demilitarization building, removal of inert parts 
and their decontamination, draining of agent from munitions 
through a chemical pipehne to agent deactivation facilities, 
detoxification of agent, and processing of waste residue in a 
centrifuge/spray dryer system prior to final disposal. Safety 
controls, including provisions to prevent any release of agent 
during normal destruction operations or as a result of an accident, 
measures to control by-products released during detoxification 
processes, and alarms and equipment to protect personnel, are 
described. The results o f pilot tests (using simulated agent) are also 
provided.

The following excerpts from the summary portion of the 
statement are illustrative of the types of information necessary in 
order that responsible agencies may consider whether a given plan 
for destruction of toxic substances provides adequate environ
mental safeguards. These excerpts also offer an indication of the 
rigorous procedures that must be followed in carrying out 
destruction of chemical weapons:

Background
This environmental impact statement presents the programme for the demilitariza

tion of the M34 cluster stockpile at Rocky Mountain Arsenal. This programme 
encompasses about 21,000 M34 gas bomb clusters containing approximately 454,000 
gallons of agent GB (volatile liquid “nerve gas”) which will be disposed of by chemical 
neutralization. The M34 demilitarization effort was initiated in August 1969 by a special 
group designated Task Force Eagle . . . Instructions and guidelines for the Task Force 
placed particular emphasis on safety and security rather than cost or time.

The Cluster, Gas Bomb, Nonpersistent, GB 1000-pound M34 is an air deliverable 
munition containing 76 individual Ml25 bombs filled with 2.6 pounds of GB nerve agent 
(methylisopropoxy-fluoro-phosphine oxide) and a 0.55 pound tetryl central burster. The 
M34 clusters were manufactured in the mid 195O’s, are stored at Rocky Mountain 
Arsenal, are now obsolete and therefore must be disposed of.

Small quantities of M34 clusters had been demilitarized in the past under field 
conditions at Rocky Mountain Arsenal. Review of the procedures and safety for such 
outdoor demilitarization indicated their inadequacy to meet the current emphasis and 
guidance on maximum safety, particularly where many thousands of clusters are 
involved. Accordingly, Task Force Eagle was established to plan and conduct a 
programme for indoor demilitarization in an explosion-proof, gas-tight facility, using
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remote control and automated equipment to the maximum extent. The objective was to 
reduce or eliminate the use of personnel in direct proximity to the declustering 
operation and to provide complete s^ety to the surrounding environment and 
population during normal operations or in the event of accidental munition functioning.

It is currently planned to demilitarize 60 M34 clusters per day in two 8-hour shifts. 
This will permit completing the entire demilitarization about 18 months after start of 
live operations.. . .

Environmental Impact of the Proposed Action
The M34 cluster demilitarization programme has been developed with the specific 

purpose of insuring that there will be no deleterious impact to the environment as a 
result of this effort. It is possible that extremely small amounts of undetoxified GB 
nerve agent will be emitted to the atmosphere during the demilitarization process. 
However, the emission level will not exceed the concentration limit prescribed by the 
Surgeon General of the Public Health Service for the general population and unmasked
workers Other air pollutants (hydrogen fluoride, HF; nitrogen dioxide, NO,) may
be emitted to the atmosphere intermittently during the demilitarization process. NÔ  
emission will be controlled not to exceed the level set in latest Federal Stand
ards. . . .  The waste products from the chemical detoxification will be processed through 
a centrifuge/spray dryer system to remove the solids and evaporate the water. The solids 
will be pack^ed in drums and stored temporarily in a warehouse at Rocky Mountain 
Arsenal pending ultimate disposition. All pipe and sewer lines transporting agent and/or 
waste products will be verified to be leaktight prior to start of operations.

As noted above,. . .  the munitions declustering will be carried out in a facility which 
will physically contain any explosion that may accidentally occur. The facility has 
explosion-proof doors and automatic blast valves that will insure that the facilily is 
gasti^t in the remote event of an accidental munition functioning and will prohibit any 
deleterious leakage of ^ent to the atmosphere. Any liquid agent then will be 
decontaminated by a special spray system and any residual agent vapor subsequently will 
be bled to the scrubbers (cleansing devices). During normal operations the area will be 
continuously ventilated (under negative pressure relative to the outside) and any ^ent 
that may evaporate will pass through ventilation ducts to scrubbers where it will be 
captured and chemically neutralized. Operating personnel are experienced in the 
handling of nerve agents. They will be given preplacement physicals and subjected to 
periodic followup clinical examination, to ensure the adequacy of the detection and 
protective measures provided. In addition, they also will be given special training in the 
conduct of this programme.. . .

These examples of planning for an actual CW destruction 
operation involving a limited quantity of weapons indicate that 
destruction o f chemical weapons is a complex and time-consuming 
task which requires,the most detailed preparations. Comprehensive 
destruction o f all lethal CW stocks in arsenals everywhere would 
involve major environmental and safety considerations which 
would affect both the methods that might be appropriate for 
large-scale destruction, as well as the time required.

United States Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Domestic Legislation Regarding
Chemical Substances, June 20, 1972^

This paper describes relevant provisions of domestic US 
legislation with respect to the use, production and handling of 
chemical substances. The delegation o f Sweden has already 
pointed out that a review of the situation with respect to national 
and international regulations in this area would be useful and 
desirable.^ The following description may be helpful in the

‘CCD/369, June 20,1972.
Ante, p. 142.
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Committee’s consideration of the extent to which existing legal 
restraints might be relevant in reinforcing the observance of 
chemical weapons prohibitions.

The provisions o f US domestic legislation described below are 
illustrative, not comprehensive. They have been condensed from 
voluminous and detailed material and are described only in brief, 
essential terms. Some material o f special interest, such as that 
relating to definitions, has been included in footnotes. Special 
attention has been given to the possible relevance of these 
provisions with respect to the control of the use, production and 
handling o f toxic chemical substances which can be used for 
weapons purposes.

TTie United States is a federal state. Consequently there exist 
parallel systems of legislation, respectively within the domain of 
the Federal Government and of the various states. States do not 
have the authority to legislate in some areas where the US 
Congress has acted. State laws vary widely. In some jurisdictions, 
for instance where there has been extensive industrial develop
ment, there is likely to be far more legal regulation than will be 
found in other jurisdictions, where this has not been the case.

It will be noted that some provisions of Federal legislation deal 
specifically with chemical warfare agents and govern the importa
tion, exportation, handling, use and disposal of these substances. 
Most Federal legislation affecting chemical warfare agents, 
however, applies to them because they are chemical substances 
and not specifically because they are chemical warfare agents. 
Legislation in this category relates to such matters as production, 
sale, transportation and disposal of chemical substances. Parallel 
provisions may be found in State legislation.

An effort has been made to arrange relevant legislation in such a 
way as to facilitate a review of the legislative provisions described 
below.

I. Federal Laws Directly Applicable to Chemical Warfare Agents

Most o f the Federal legislation affecting chemical warfare 
agents applies generally to chemical substances. Some statutes, 
however, do limit the importation, exportation, handling, use and 
disposal specifically of chemical warfare agents. Accordingly, these 
statutes deserve special treatment.

A. Importation and Exportation o f  Chemical Warfare Agents

The Mutual Security Act of 1954^ authorizes the President
to control, in furtherance of world peace and security and foreign policy of the United 
States, the export and import of arms,' ammunition, and implements of war, including 
technical data relating thereto.

The President may designate particular items falling within the 
above categories. All persons engaged

*22 USC1934(1970).
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in the business of manufacturing, exporting or impoiting

such items must register with the Government. Penalty for willful 
violation is $25,000, two years in prison, or both. The powers of 
the President under this section have been delegated to the 
Secretary of the Treasury for import and the Secretary of State 
for export.'*

Among the “implements o f war” designated by regulation are 
“chemical agents”,® “nerve gases and incapacitating agents” .

B. Handling, Use and Disposal o f  Chemical Warfare Agents

Several sections of Title 50 of the United States Code regulate 
the transportation, open-air testing, deployment, storage, disposal 
of, and procurement of delivery systems for “lethd chemical 
warfare agents” by the U.S. Government. Section 1511 requires 
that the Secretary o f Defense submit semi-annual reports to 
Congress setting forth the amounts spent during the preceding 
six-month period for research, development, testing and evaluation 
and procurement o f all lethal and non-lethal chemical agents. 
Section 1512 prohibits the transportation, open-air testing and 
disposal of chemical warfare agents unless the proposed action can 
be accomplished without endangering the public health and safety. 
Section 1513 prohibits the deployment, storage or disposal 
outside of the United States of any lethal chemical warfare agents 
or their associated delivery systems without the giving of prior 
notice of the proposed action to the country exercising jurisdic
tion over the area in question. Section 1516 prohibits the 
procurement of delivery systems for lethal chemical warfare agents 
imless the President certifies to Congress that the delivery systems 
are vital to the safety and security of the United States. Finally, 
sections 1517 and 1518 prohibit the disposal of chemical warfare 
agents unless the agents have been detoxified or made harmless to 
man and his environment, unless immediate disposal is clearly 
necessary to safeguard human life or in a emergency.

II. Federal Legislation Applicable to Chemical Substances
Generally

Although there are only a few laws directly affecting chemical 
warfare agents per se, there are many Federal laws affecting them 
as chemical substances. These laws generally regulate the produc
tion and sale, the interstate transportation and the disposal of 
various chemical substances. The most pertinent legislation is set 
out below.

^Exec. Order No. 11432; 3 CFR 751 (comp. 1966-1970).
The term “chemical agents” is defined as substances “useful in war which, by 

(their) ordinary and direct chemical action, produce a powerful physiological effect”. 22 
CFR 121.08.
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A. Federal Legislation Regulating the Production and Sale o f
Various Chemical Substances

1. Federal Hazardous Substances Labeling Act.

The Federal Hazardous Substances Labeling Act® prohibits 
the introduction into interstate commerce of any misbranded 
hazardous substance or banned hazardous substance. The Act 
defines “misbranded hazardous substance” as a hazardous 
substance which, inter alia, fails to bear a label which states 
conspicuously the word “poison” for any hazardous substance 
which is highly toxic.'’’ The Act also bans hazardous substances 
which might otherwise be used in the household but which cannot 
be made safe by cautionary labelling.

2. Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act.

The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act® 
prohibits the distribution in interstate commerce and the exporta
tion of pesticides not properly registered and pesticides containing 
improperly labelled substances which are highly toxic to man.^ 
The Federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) administers 
the Act’s provisions for registration, packaging and labelling of 
such pesticides. The EPA has the authority to inspect the records 
of the manufacturer to determine whether the provisions of the 
Act are being met. Furthermore, agents of the Department of 
Agriculture are authorized to physically inspect shipments of 
pesticides to ensure that the provisions of this Act are enforced. 
Finally, in cases where the safety of the pesticides is challenged by 
the EPA, the manufacturer of the challenged pesticide must 
estabhsh the safety o f the product.

®15 use 1261 ê se<7. (1970).
An example of an extremely specific statutory definition is found in the following 

definition of the term “highly toxic”:

“any substance which falls within any of the following categories: (a) Produces death 
within fourteen days in half or more than half of a group of ten or more laboratory 
white rats each weighing between two hundred and three hundred grams, at a single dose 
of fifty milligrams or less per kilogram of body weight, when orally administered; or (b) 
produces death within fourteen days in half or more than half of a group of ten or more 
laboratory white rats each weighing between two hundred and three hundred grams, 
when inhaled continuously for a period of one hour or less at an atmospheric 
concentration of two hundred parts per million by volume or less of gas or vapor or two 
milligrams per liter by volume or less of mist or dust provided such concentration is 
likely to be encountered by man when the substance is used in any reasonably 
foreseeable manner; or (c) produces death within fourteen days in half or more than hafr 
of a group of ten or more rabbits tested in a dosage of two hundred milligrams or less per 
kilogram of body weight, when administered by continuous contact with the bare skin 
for twenty-four hours or less”. 15 USC 1261 (h)(1) (1970).

°7 use 135 (1970).
This Act prohibits the sale of pesticides containing the arsenate, arsenite, fluoride 

and fluosilicate compounds listed below unless these compounds are distinctively 
colored to identify their presence in the pesticide. A pesticide containing such an 
uncolored compound would be per se mislabelled and therefore could not be introduced 
into interstate commerce. The compounds specifically covered by this Act are standard 
lead arsenate, basic lead arsenate, calcium arsenate, magnesium arsenate, zinc arsenate, 
zinc arsenite, sodium fluoride, sodium fluosilicate and barium fluosilicate.
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Under proposals presently before the Congress, the power of 
the EPA to regulate the marketing o f pesticides would be 
extended to include the application or use of such substances as 
well.

3. Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act

A great deal of domestic legislation affects the production and 
sale of various chemical substances.*® The Federal Food, Drug 
and Cosmetic Act,* * for example, extensively regulates the 
production and sale of drugs. A “drug” is defined as an article 
(other than food) intended to affect the structure of any function 
of the body o f man or other animals. The Act also prohibits the 
adulteration of any drug in interstate commerce.*^ In order to 
enforce the prohibitions of the Act, Federal agents have the 
authority under section 374(a) to enter and to inspect any 
factory, warehouse or establishment in which drugs are manufac
tured, processed, parked or held for introduction into interstate 
commerce or any vehicle being used to transport such drugs in 
interstate commerce. These inspections extend to all records, files, 
papers, processes, contracts and facilities bearing on whether 
adulterated drugs are being manufactured, processed, parked or 
transported in such places.

B. Federal Legislation Regulating the Transportation o f  
Various Chemical Substances

There is fairly extensive Federal regulation of the transporta
tion of chemical substances within the United States. Section 832 
of Title 18 o f the United States Code prohibits the transportation, 
carriage or conveyance within the US of etiologic (disease causing) 
agents unless authorized by the Secretary of Transportation. The 
Secretary is authorized to promulgate rules and regulations 
covering the transportation of these agents in order to ensure their 
safe transportation. These regulations apply to all land carriers 
engaged in interstate or foreign commerce and contain the 
designations of routes over which etiologic agents may be 
transported.

Under the Occupational Safety and Health Act (29 USC 650 et seq. (1970^, the 
Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare is authorized to establish and administer 
standards protecting the safety and health of workers employed in business engaged in 
interstate commerce. The Secretary of HEW is required to take action in cases where 
“employees are exposed to grave danger from exposure to substances or agents 
determined to be toxic or physically harmful. . .

“ 21 USC 301 et seq. (1970).
An example of a general statutory definition is by 21 USC 351 (1970) which 

defines adulterated drugs as drugs which (1) contain fflthy, putrid or decomposed 
substances, (2) were manufactured under conditions not conforming to current good 
manufacturing processes, and (3) do not conform to standards of strength, quality, or 
purity as set forth in either the United States Pharmacopeia or the Homeopathic 
Pharmacopeia of tiie United States, if the drug purports to be one listed in either of 
these publications.
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Section 834 o f Title 18 o f the United States Code authorizes 
the Secretary of Transportation to regulate the transportation 
within the US of “dangerous articles” including etiologic agents, 
corrosive liquids, compressed gases and poisonous substances. The 
Secretary’s regulations are binding on all land carriers engaged in 
interstate and foreign commerce and on all shippers making 
shipments of “dangerous articles” in interstate and foreign 
commerce.*^ Under this section the Secretary is authorized to 
require carriers to adhere to the best-known practicable means for 
parking, marking, loading, handling while in transit, and inspecting 
such articles in order to insure their safe transit.

Section 170 of Title 46 o f the United States Code prohibits 
the marine transportation of explosives and other dangerous 
articks or substances, including
inflammable liquids and solids, oxidizing materials, corrosive liquids, compressed gases, 
poisonous articles or substances, hazardous articles. . .

except in accordance with the regulations of the Coast Guard. 
These regulations cover the marking, packaging, handling, storage, 
stowage and labelling of dangerous articles and substances.

Under Section 1716 of Title 18 of the United States Code the 
transmission through the mails of poisonous drugs and materials 
which may kill or injure another is prohibited.

Finally, the Anti-SmuggUng Act^^ regulates the transporta
tion and distribution of merchandise into the customs jurisdiction 
of the United States. Another section of the US Code contains a 
list of the controlled merchandise.* ® Various chemical substances 
are enumerated in this Usting. There are specific regulations 
relating to viruses, serums, toxins and analogous products for use 
in the treatment of human beings and domestic animals.* ^

C. Federal Laws Controlling the Disposal o f  Chemical 
Substances

Under Federal water pollution legislation* ’ the Federal 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has the authority to 
establish methods and means for preventing “hazardous sub
stances” from entering the navigable waters of the United States. 
In this legislation the term “hazardous substances” is defined as
such elements and compounds which, when discharged in any quantity into or upon the 
navigable waters of the United States or adjoining shorelines or the waters of the 
contiguous zone, present an imminent and substantial danger to the public health or 
welfare, including, but not limited to, fish, shellfish, wildlife, shorelines and beaches.

^^The regulations promulgated by the Secretary of Transportation list many 
chermcal agents; see 49 CFR 172.5.

^ ^ I9m c i l0 le t s eq .  (1970).
 ̂^19 use  1202 (sub-chapter 4) (1970).
^^19 CFR 12.17, 12.21.
' ■'33 use 1162 (1970) hazardous.
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Analogous authority is given to the EPA with respect to 
certain hazardous air pollutants.* *

When the destruction or disposal of any chemical substance 
by a Federal agency may have a significantly adverse effect on the 
quality o f the human environment, the National Environmental 
Policy Act* ’ requires that the Federal agency undertaking such an 
action file an environmental impact statement assessing the 
possible threat to the environment posed by the proposed Federal 
action.

III. State Laws Applicable to Chemical Substances

State legislation regulating the production, sale, transporta
tion and disposal of chemical substances generally shows con
siderable diversity and is in many cases not as comprehensive as 
Federal regulation. In some areas where the U.S. Congress has 
enacted legislation the States are without authority to do so. In 
other cases, parallel Federal and State legislation exists.

A. Diversity o f  State Regulation

One characteristic of the body of State regulation governing * 
chemical substances is the diversity from one jurisdiction to 
another. For example, Maine, New Jersey and New York have one 
type of legislation—in virtually identical terms—regulating the sale 
and distribution of pesticides. Under this legislation pesticides 
must be registered prior to sale and there are provisions governing 
the handling o f pesticides in commercial transactions. The 
legislation also contains provisions designed to prevent injuries 
arising out of the dissemination of pesticides. CaUfomia, however, 
has a very different type of legislation not only pertaining to sale 
and use, but also to manufacture of pesticides, which is illegal 
without a licence. Provision is made also for inspection of 
manufacturing faciUties by competent State authorities. ®

B. Scope o f  State Regulation

Even though the most heavily industrialized states, like 
California, New Jersey and New York, have extensive industrial 
marketing and pollution legislation, the scope of legislation with 
respect to the production, sale, transportation and disposal of 
chemical substances often is not as comprehensive as Federal

42 use  1857 (1970). An air pollutant is defined to be “an air pollutant to which 
no ambient aii quality standard is applicable and which in the judgment of the 
Administrator (of EPA) may cause, or contribute to, an increase in mortality or an 
increase in serious irreversible, or incapacitating reversible, illness”.

^^42 use  4321 (1970).
^®The basic legislation regulating pesticides in New York may be found at N.Y. 

AGRICULTURE AND MARKETING LAW Sec.149 (McKinney 1954); analogous New 
Jersey legislation may be found at N.J. STAT. Sec.4:8A-2 (1960); in Maine the relevant 
legislation may be found at 7 M.R.S.A.Sec.581 et seq. \ in California the relevant 
provisions may be found at CAL. AGRIC. CODE Sec. 12751 et seq. (West 1954).
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legislation. A case in point is California, which has extensive 
legislation embracing the manufacture and sale of drugs, pesticides 
and injurious or hazardous chemical substances,^ * and which has 
pollution legislation which prohibits the discharge of chemical 
substances into the waters of the State if such discharge is likely to 
be detrimental to wild life.^^ California, however, does not have 
specific legislation regulating the transportation of chemical 
substances within the State, nor does it have the equivalent of the 
Federal Occupational Safety and Health Act, which sets safety 
standards for production facilities that manufacture hazardous 
chemical substances.

The scope of legislation in other States is in some cases even 
less comprehensive. New York, for example, has legislation 
governing the manufacture and sale of drugs, the distribution and 
sale of pesticides and the disposal of chemical pollutants.^  ̂ It 
does not, however, have a Hazardous Substances Act or regula
tions governing the manufacture of pesticides or other injurious 
substances. Moreover, New York, like CaUfomia, does not have a 
comprehensive State Code regulating transportation of chemical 
substances within the State. Unlike California, however, New York 
regulates the routes over which vehicles carrying dangerous 
chemical substances may travel.^ ̂

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, June 20, 1972*

The Soviet delegation associates itself with the words of 
welcome which you, Mr. Chairman, have addressed to all members 
of the Committee on Disarmament, meeting today to begin its 
1972 summer session.

We also associate ourselves with the words of welcome which 
you have addressed to the newly-appointed representative of

21The manufacture and sale of drugs are controlled in general by CAL. HEALTH 
AND SAFETY CODE Sec.llOOO et seq. and Sec.26310 et seq. (West 1954); pesticides 
by CAL. AGRIC. CODE Sec. 12751 et seq. (West 1954); injurious materials by CAL. 
AGRIC. CODE Sec. 14001 et seq. (West 1954); and hazardous substances by CAL. 
HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE Sec.28740 et seq. (West 1954).

^^See CAL. FISH AND GAME CODE Sec.5650 (West 1954); for general 
prohibitions on the discharge of chemicals which degrade water quality standards, see 
CAL. WATER CODE Sec.l 3000 et seq. (West 1954).

^^The manufacture and sale of drugs is governed by N.Y. EDUCATION LAW 
Sec.6808 et seq. (McKinney 1954); pesticides by N.Y. AGRICULTURE AND 
MARKETS LAW Sec. 149 (McKinney 1954); chemical pollution of water by N.Y. 
PUBUC HEALTH LAW Sec. 1200 ef (McKinney 1954).

^^N.Y. VEHICLE AND TRAFFIC LAW Sec. 1630 (McKinney 1954) authorizes 
certain localities to regulate the transportation of dangerous chemical substances.

*CCD/PV.561,pp.7-14.
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Bulgaria, Mr. Peter Voutov. We wish him every success in his new 
assignment.

We welcome Mr̂  Pastinen, the Special Representative of the 
Secretary-General to the Committee on Disarmament; Mr. Epstein, 
the Alternate Representative; and their colleagues of the United 
Nations Secretariat.

The Soviet delegation associates itself with the condolences 
expressed by you, Mr. Chairman, at the death of our distinguished 
colleague Mr. Henri Eschauzier, the former Netherlands 
representative; and we would ask Mr. Polak to convey our 
condolences to the Netherlands Government and to Mr. 
Eschauzier’s family.

The Disarmament Committee’s summer session, which is open
ing today, is beginning its work at a time of marked change: of 
lessened international tension, greater confidence among States 
and a strengthening of peace throughout the world. It may be 
noted that the principle of peaceful co-existence among States 
with different systems is receiving ever wider recognition. There is 
an increasing desire among States to avoid military confrontation 
and to achieve a positive settlement of controversial international 
problems by peaceful means; Steps are being taken to limit the 
most dangerous types of weapons. Multilateral ties between States 
are developing. Progress in this direction is being observed in 
Europe and in other parts o f the world. It must not, of course, be 
forgotten that acute international problems remain unsettled, that 
an end has not been put to military conflicts and acts of 
aggression, and that key problems of disarmament are still 
unsolved. Nevertheless, recent international events taken together 
justify the conclusion that the forces working for peace and the 
strengthening o f international security prevail over those making 
for an exacerbation of international tension and for the outbreak 
and extension o f miUtary conflicts.

If we consider recent events in the light of this evaluation, we 
must note the positive effects of the negotiations between the 
leaders o f the Soviet Union and the President of the United States 
of America in May, which have improved the political climate 
throughout the world. In these negotiations documents were 
signed which are of great international importance and represent 
an advance along the road towards reinforcement of universal 
peace and security for the peoples. Among these documents, 
mention must be made of the agreements between the USSR and 
the United States of America on the problem of disarmament, and 
also of the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-ballistic Missile 
(ABM) Systems and the interim Agreement on Certain Measures 
with respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Systems.^ 
The Treaty signed in Moscow obliges both sides to Umit to a very 
considerable extent the development of anti-missile defense

'^Ante, pp. 197-201, 202-204.



ROSHCHIN STATEMENT, JUNE 20 363

systems; and the Interim Agreement obliges them to “freeze” a 
number o f strategic offensive missiles during the period of its 
operation and to limit the number of submarines with launching 
devices for ballistic missiles.

The Moscow agreements on the hmitation of strategic weapons 
represent a major step towards halting and eventually ending the 
arms race. They are an important contribution towards settlement 
of the problem of reducing the danger of a nuclear war. The 
signing o f these agreements is tangible evidence of the desire of the 
parties to co-operate in improving the international situation and 
to pave the way towards the solution of disarmament problems. 
By these agreements the USSR and the United States of America 
undertake to continue active negotiations on the limitation of 
strategic offensive weapons, and confirm their intention to bring 
about as soon as possible an end of the nuclear arms race and to 
take effective measures for the reduction of strategic weapons, 
nuclear disarmament and general and complete disarmament.

Bearing in mind the agreement between the USSR and the 
United States on the limitation o f strategic offensive and defensive 
weapons, the Soviet Government has instructed the appropriate 
ministries and departments to abide, from the date of signature, 
by the obligations laid down in those international instruments.

The Treaty and the Interim Agreement on the limitation of 
strategic weapons which were signed in Moscow extend and 
amplify the movement which began with the conclusion of the 
Treaties on the partial prohibition o f nuclear weapons tests and on 
the Jion-prohferation of such weapons, and of other important 
agreements designed to slow down the arms race. The Soviet side, 
by its active participation in achieving agreement on the limitation 
of strategic weapons, has shown its desire to fulfil the obligation 
laid down in article VI of the Treaty on Non-Prohferation of 
Nuclear Weapons to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective 
measures relating to the cessation o f the nuclear arms race at an 
early date, and to achieve nuclear disarmament.^

The results of the negotiations between the USSR and the 
United States  ̂confirm that it is possible to achieve agreements on 
questions concerning the security o f peoples and the strengthening 
of universal peace and, more particularly, the application of 
practical measures to end the arms race, including the nuclear arms 
race. These results show that with good faith the States can 
achieve new mutually-acceptable agreements and ensure peace and 
tranquillity on earth. The conclusion of the agreements between 
the Soviet Union and the United States is an effective stimulus 
enabling the creation of favourable political preconditions for 
continued negotiations on further measures in the various sectors 
of disarmament.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.

508-954 0  -  74 -  25
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The documents signed in Moscow on 26 May concerning the 
limitation o f the nuclear arms race are not aimed against any State 
or group of States and give no military advantages to either side. 
They meet the interests o f all States throughout the world and 
have been drafted with due regard to the security needs of all 
countries and peoples. They make a substantial contribution 
towards the settlement o f disarmament problems. Their final aim 
is general and complete disarmament, including nuclear disarma
ment, under strict international control.

An important factor in the improvement of the present 
international climate is the healthier political situation now being 
created in Europe. This process takes several forms: contacts are 
being strengthened, progress is being made towards reduction of 
tensions, co-operation is being extended and confidence is being 
strengthened in the mutual relations between European States 
irrespective of their political and social systems. In this process 
important events have been the entry into force of the agreements 
concluded by the Soviet Union and Poland with the Federal 
Republic of Germany,^ and the conclusion of a series of 
agreements on matters concerning West Berlin.® These inter
national instruments reflect the territorial and political realities 
created in Europe. Their entry into force will undoubtedly exert a 
positive influence on the destiny of the peoples not only of 
Europe but of the whole world. At the same time the foundation 
is being laid for a peaceful future for the peoples of this continent 
and for the convening of an all-European conference on questions 
of security and co-operation. Together with the other socialist 
countries, the Soviet Union regards the convening of such a 
conference as an important event which will do much to create a 
healthier international life in the European continent and an 
all-European system of security. The Declaration on peace, 
security and co-operation in Europe adopted by the States 
members of the Warsaw Treaty^ has met with a favourable 
response among the European States and is a factor favouring the 
convening of such a conference.

These positive changes which have occurred in the world should 
in our view also have a beneficial effect on the course of the 
negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament. For progress 
towards a settlement of disarmament problems, efforts are 
required of all States possessing major weapons, and above all o f  
the nuclear Powers. The question of disarmament and of removal 
of the threat o f a nuclear-missile war is important and difficult. 
Progress towards its solution requires good faith and concern for 
the fate o f the world from all countries, large and small. This is

‘̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 403-404; Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, Documents on Germany, 1944-1970 (Com. print, 92d Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 
884-885.

®TIAS 7551.
Ante, pp. 1-8.
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precisely the approach adopted by the Soviet Union in defining 
the direction of the work and tasks of the Disarmament 
Committee’s session that opens today.

Prominent among the questions which were very fully con
sidered during the Committee’s spring session was that of the 
complete prohibition of chemical weapons. Its discussion ha§ 
shown that it is attracting great interest throughout the world and 
that a large number of States agree on the need for its prompt 
solution. Many delegations in the Committee on Disarmament 
have stressed the need for working out constructive proposals for 
that purpose.

The Soviet Union and the other sociahst countries have for 
many years been working for the removal of these weapons of 
mass destruction from the life of human society. The position of 
the socialist countries on this question has been expressed in the 
draft convention on the prohibition of the development and 
production of chemical weapons and for the destruction of stocks 
of such weapons, submitted by them to the Committee.

The Soviet side believes that at the current session of the 
Committee consideration of this question will continue and that 
every effort will be made to achieve a positive solution to it. A 
factor favourable to this effort was the opening for signature, on 
10 April 1972, of  the Convention on the Prohibition of 
Bacteriological and Toxin Weapons, which has already been signed 
by about ninety States.’ This Convention, it will be remembered, 
contains a special provision obliging the parties to continue 
negotiations in good faith with a view to reaching early agreement 
on effective measures for the prohibition of the development, 
production and stock-piling of chemical weapons and for the 
destruction o f such weapons (article IX).

Successful progress towards a solution of the problem regarding 
the prohibition o f chemical weapons calls for a businesslike and 
practical approach to negotiations on that problem. The Soviet 
side awaits with great interest the specific views of members of the 
Committee on this problem and their practical proposals on the 
draft convention submitted by the socialist countries to the 
Committee. The Soviet delegation, for its part, is also prepared to 
consider and discuss other proposals aimed at a constructive 
settlement of the problem of prohibiting chemical weapons.

A very important question which has been examined and has 
received attention in the Committee on Disarmament is the 
cessation of all nuclear weapons tests, including underground tests. 
This vital and urgent question has been discussed in the Com
mittee for some time. The General Assembly has discussed this 
problem in detail at many of its sessions, including the recent 
twenty-sixth session, and has requested the Committee on 
Disarmament to submit proposals on it.

’’Ante, pp. 133-138.
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The Soviet Union advocates the cessation of nuclear weapons 
tests, including underground tests, everywhere and by all. This 
position was approved by the Twenty-fourth Congress of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union. The Soviet side is making 
every effort to solve this important problem. As we have 
repeatedly pointed out, compliance with an agreement on the 
prohibition of underground nuclear weapons tests may be verified 
with the aid of national means of detection and identification. 
Demands for international inspection as an indispensable condi
tion for the prohibition of underground tests are advanced in 
order to block a solution o f the problem of these tests and to 
prevent the conclusion of an agreement on it.

The Soviet Union attaches vital importance to the question of 
the ending of all nuclear weapons tests by all Powers. Such a 
measure would be one of the important steps towards nuclear 
disarmament. It has been consistently advocated by the Soviet side 
as a most important task concerning cessation of the arms race and 
disarmament in general. The USSR assigns first priority to this 
task, because it is aware of the danger which nuclear weapons 
represent for all mankind.

As regards the problem of nuclear disarmament as a whole, due 
attention must be given also to such matters as the prohibition of 
the use of nuclear weapons, the liquidation of military bases in 
foreign territory, the establishment of nuclear-free zones in various 
parts of the world and to other matters. On each of these 
questions the Soviet Union has repeatedly defined its position and 
made practical proposals. We believe that these questions will 
receive due attention from delegations and that their discussion in 
the Committee will make possible an advance towards their 
solution.

In the discussion of individual disarmament problems the 
overall aim which must be borne in mind, namely general and 
complete disarmament, should not be neglected.

The Soviet Union, guided by the principles of Lenin’s peace- 
loving foreign policy, is a resolute champion of a solution to this 
problem. With that end in view it has undertaken certain 
important initiatives. The documents of the twenty-fourth con
gress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union stress that
The struggle for a cessation of both the nuclear and the conventional arms race and for 
disarmament-including general and complete disarmament-will continue to be one of 
the important fpieign-policy tasks of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and of 
the Soviet State.®

The recent changes in the international' situation justify the hope 
that more rapid progress will be made towards the solution not 
only o f specific but also of more general disarmament problems.

Guided by a desire to activate the efforts of all countries of the 
world towards a solution o f the disarmament questions, the Soviet

^Current Digest o f the Soviet Press, vol. XXIII, no. 12 (Apr. 20, 1971), p. 12.
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Union, it will be remembered, proposed at the twenty-sixth 
sessibn of the General Assembly that a world conference on 
disarmament should be convened. General Assembly resolution 
2833 (XXVI), which endorsed that proposal and mapped out 
practical steps for giving effect to it, convincingly bore out the 
urgency and popularity o f  the idea that such a conference should 
be held.®

The Soviet Government attaches great importance to this 
Assembly decision. It is deeply convinced that all the necessary 
conditions for convening a world conference on disarmament are 
now complete. The peoples of all countries, weary of the heavy 
burden of military expenditure and the danger of a thermonuclear 
conflict, are profoundly aware of the need to adopt new decisive 
measures to end the disastrous arms race. Disarmament has in 
truth become a universal demand.

If a radical solution of the disarmament problems is to be 
achieved, all countries must take part in the discussion of these 
matters and in the search for the most efficient means of limiting 
and curtailing the arms race and subsequently ending it. Disarma
ment concerns everyone; and all States, irrespective of differences 
in their social and economic systems, must therefore make active 
and practical contributions to the discussion, settlement and 
implementation of measures in this field. This is precisely the 
purpose o f the world disarmament conference. In this connexion 
we would point out that the joint Soviet-United States Com
munique, pubUshed on 31 May 1972 in consequence of the visit of 
Mr. Nixon, President of the United States, to the Soviet Union, 
states that
The ultimate purpose [of both Governments] is general and complete disarmament, 
including nuclear disarmament, under strict international control. A world disarmament 
conference could play a role in this process at an appropriate time. * °

We consider that the favourable opportunities now available to 
provide this important international forum must not be missed. 
For its part the Soviet Union is prepared to do everything in its 
power to ensure that the conference is convened and proves 
successful.

In conclusion, we would emphasize that disarmament and the 
cessation of the arms race are a real and absolutely essential task. 
Each step towards the accomplishment of this important task will 
be an invaluable achievement of all peoples, of mankind as a 
whole. With good will it will be possible to reach new mutually- 
acceptable agreements and thus to ensure the establishment of a 
more rehable and durable peace on this earth. In fulfilment of this 
task the Soviet delegation, together with the delegations of the 
other States members of the Committee on Disarmament, will 
seek solutions leading to the hmitation of the arms race, to its 
cessation and to disarmament.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 909-910.
^^Ante, p. 247.
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Statement by Secretary of Defense Laird to the Senate Armed
Services Committee: Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements,
June 20, 1972‘

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Tom Moorer, and I are delighted 
to have this opportunity to again discuss with the Senate Armed 
Services Committee implications of the ABM Treaty and the 
Interim Agreement on Offensive Weapons.^

Two weeks ago, in closed session, we had the opportunity to 
appear before this committee and discuss in detail these docu
ments, their implications not only as they affected the security 
programs of the United States but also as they affected the 1973 
budget.

With us today we have the Honorable Paul Nitze, formerly 
Deputy Secretary of Defense and Secretary of the Navy, who 
served as my assistant for the SALT negotiations and assisted me 
as Secretary of Defense. He was a member of the delegation.

Assisting the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, during the delibera
tions in Helsinki and Vienna was General Allison, who is also here 
with the chairman and with me this morning.

In our appearances before this committee earlier I outlined the 
budget implications of the historic strategic arms agreements 
achieved by President Nixon in Moscow. Today, Mr. Chairman, at 
your request I am here primarily to respond to your questions and 
to pursue the consultative process with the Congress which the 
President has emphasized. Accordingly, my statement today will 
be brief. It is my understanding that the committee will be 
releasing shortly the other testimony given to the Armed Services 
Committee in closed session.

I beUeve the ABM Treaty and the Interim Agreement on 
Offensive Weapons now before the Congress are good for America. 
They enhance our security. They permit us to maintain needed 
strength. They help us to maintain confidence in the effectiveness 
and realism of our strategic deterrent.

But by themselves they do not automatically guarantee these 
national security gains.

The specifics of the agreements and other considerations related 
to them are, o f course, being treated by other officials of the 
administration such as the Secretary of State, the Director, Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, and the Director of Central 
Intelligence. In line with your request, Mr. Chairman, the 
President has asked me to concentrate on the relationship o f the 
agreements to the security o f the United States, with appropriate

Military Implications o f the Treaty on the Implications o f Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Systems and the Interim Agreement on Limitation o f Strategic Offensive Arms: Hearings 
Before the Committee on Armed Services, United States Senate, Ninety-second 
Confess, Second Session, pp. 139-142.

^Ante, pp. 197-201, 202-204.
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emphasis on the critical importance of proposed U.S. strategic 
programs to the viability of the agreements already reached, and 
those we hope to reach in follow-on talks that could begin this 
October.

In my view, the national security requirements o f the United 
States make it equally urgent that: (1) the Senate ratify the ABM 
Treaty; (2) the Congress approve the Interim Agreement on 
Offensive Weapons and (3) the House and Senate reinforce these 
initiatives for arms limitation with strong support of the 
President’s revised defense budget.

As the President has made clear, the merits of each case—the 
agreements and our pending strategic programs—require affirma
tive congressional action in both cases.

Peace cannot be bought cheaply. The opportunities for peace 
embodied in the SALT agreements would be nullified and our 
national security jeopardized unless there is continued strong 
support for an adequate defense budget. The success of SALT and 
prospects for ultimate peace depend on sustained strength.

The programs that we are recommending are designed not to 
jockey for some unilateral advantage within the bounds of these 
agreements, but in full recognition of the fact that they are 
necessary for our national security. The President reported last 
week that Mr. Brezhnev and his colleagues in Moscow had made it 
absolutely clear that they'intended to go forward with defense 
programs in the offensive area not limited by these agreements. It 
should be ho surprise when I report to you that this is precisely 
what they are doing.

During the^past several weeks, the Soviet Union has been 
conducting a series o f tests involving new ballistic missile 
programs, including multiple warhead technology. In addition, 
continued testing o f existing systems is moving ahead.

Both as a Member o f Congress and when I became Secretary of 
Defense, I thought it was essential to apply the brakes to the 
on-rushing Soviet strategic weapons momentum. With ratification 
of these agreements, we will have accompUshed this objective.

As a legislator and as a member of the executive branch, I have 
always felt that it is essential to maintain technological superiority 
in our free society. With approval of the President’s budget 
request, this objective also will be achieved.

Mr. Chairman, as you so eloquently stated it in your meeting 
with the President last week, congressional support for ABM in 
1969 and 1970 increased the chances for a SALT A^eement. You 
pointed out, authoritatively, that, “this same reasoning applies” to 
such programs as the Trident and the B—1. I appreciate your 
expression of “all-out” support for our efforts to assure national 
security and to reach further agreements, on strategic arms 
limitations in SALT—11.̂

^Cf.New York Times, June 7,1972, p. 1.
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We need Trident at the earliest possible date. Last year we made 
the decision to accelerate Trident as the most appropriate new 
strategic initiative to preserve the sufficiency of our deterrent for 
the future. We should move forward to be in a position to deploy 
the first submarine on schedule.

It should be noted that our program will not get the first 
Trident submarine into operation until after the scheduled 
expiration date of the interim agreement. Even though an increase 
from the present 41 to 44 boats is permitted, the U.S. total 
number of operational SLBM submarines will not increase during 
the period o f this agreement. As you know, Trident is also 
presently planned as a replacement system.

Sinfiilarly, the B—1 bomber development program must be kept 
on schedule. It is designed to provide us an option to deploy the 
first aircraft in the late 1970’s. We need to continue our efforts to 
insure we can deploy the B—1 bomber as a replacement for our 
aging B—52 force.

With regard to the NCA defense contemplated in the ABM 
Treaty, we can fund the NCA defense in fiscal year 1973 and still 
reduce the ABM budget request by $650 milhon. As I have 
reported to you, system components originally slated for defense 
of Minuteman sites will be continued with the objective of using 
these components at Washington. During fiscal year 1973, we 
propose to continue studies of NCA defense, continue advanced 
site preparation, and keep open options for specific NCA defense 
configuration.

The site defense prototype development program, as permitted 
in the treaty, preserves the option to deploy a terminal defense of 
U.S. ICBM’s should that become necessary. The pending site 
defense program will provide for earlier availability of develop
mental hardware, earlier development of software, and earlier test 
and demonstration.

The revised sateUite basing program will provide more rapid 
rnovement of our strategic bomber force to inland U.S. bases and, 
in addition, makes provision for reducing the time required to get 
them airborne.

The development of a Submarine-Launched Cruise Missile 
(SLCM) system is necessary to assure availability of future U.S. 
options for additional U.S. strength, if needed. The funding we are 
proposing will allow accelerated study of the SLCM system and 
initiate development of critical technology components such as 
propulsion and guidance. The Soviets, as you know, now have 
significant numbers of SLCM’s deployed on nuclear boats and an 
active production program.

The SALT Agreements, in my view, underscore the importance 
of effective command, control, and communication (C3). That is 
why we are recommending additional funding in fiscal year 1973 
to improve secure communications with the airborne command 
post, advance our satellite technology, improve survivability of 
future computer data systems, and conduct system engineering
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studies of the World Wide Military Command and Conti'ol System.
We are also requesting moderate increases in funding to move 

forward with work on improved re-entry vehicles for our balUstic 
missiles.

Clearly, adequate and effective verification capabilities are 
imperative. We have such capabilities now and are proposing 
moderate increases in funding to assure that verification by 
national means will remain adequate in th  ̂ future, both under 
SALT I and the follow-on agreements we will work diligently to 
achieve in SALT IL

In summary, we must continue to preserve our security and to 
negotiate from a position of strength.

I want to repeat what I told you earlier: we enter these 
agreements with the following interdependent strong convictions:

Our security will be enhanced.
We have appUed brakes to the momentum of Soviet strategic 

missile deployments.
We have adequate means o f verification.
Congress will support the strategic programs we have proposed 

and will propose.
We have taken the initial steps and have laid a soUd foundation 

for further arms limitation and potential arms reductions in the 
future.

I urge your support of these agreements and continued support 
of the programs necessary for the future sufficiency of our forces.

Statement by Admiral Moorer to the Senate Armed Services 
Committee: Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements, June 20, 
19721

Mr. Chairman, members o f the committee, I am grateful for the 
opportunity to discuss with you today the SALT agreements and 
their interrelationship to our strategic force posture. The Treaty 
on the Limitations of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, the Interim 
Agreement on Certain Measures with Respect to the Limitation of 
Strategic Offensive Arms, and our strategic forces have been 
designed to serve a common purpose—to preserve peace.^

The Joint Chiefs o f Staff share with all the people of the United 
States a sincere desire to relieve mankind of the burden and terror 
of modem weapons. On October 23, 1945, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff advised President Truman that they
regard it as of great military importance that further steps * * * be promptly and 
vigorously pressed * * * in an effort to forestall a possible race in atomic weapons. . . .

Military Implications o f the Treaty on the Limitations o f Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Systems and the Interim Agreement on Limitation o f Strategic Offensive Arms: Hearings 
Before the Committee on Armed Services, United States Senate, Ninety-second 
Cona^ess, Second Session, pp. 142-147.

^Ante, pp. 197-201, 202-204.
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At that time, they further suggested, as a matter of immediate 
importance, measures for
restricting or outlawing the use of atomic weapons and for encouraging the full 
development of atomic energy for the benefit of mankind.

The Joint Chiefs o f Staff, however, recognized in 1945 and still 
maintain today that a credible strategic deterrent is indispensable 
to peace. For that reason, no task is more important, from a 
military standpoint, than that of maintaining and protecting such 
a force. Our strategic nuclear weapons have but one essential 
purpose—to deter conflict. The real objective is that these weapons 
never be used. Arms control agreements, to be either enduring or 
effective, must mutually enhance the security of both parties. We 
must, in order to survive as a nation, retain the power needed to 
deter aggression; not as a symbol of national aggrandizement, but 
as an essential shield for the preservation o f our security. It is in 
this context that the Treaty, the Agreement, and the U.S. strategic 
posture must be viewed.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff were officially represented on the 
SALT delegation and were consulted prior to signature. If we press 
forward vigorously with our programs designed to protect against 
a degradation in national security posture, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff believe that the deterrent capabihty of our strategic forces 
will not be impaired, that peace of the world may be enhanced, 
and that the undertakings wUl be in the best interests of the 
United States.

There are two essential ingredients in any analysis of the 
strategic consequences o f these undertakings: First, the relative 
balance between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the 
United States projected over the life of the agreement; and second, 
drawing upon that analysis, a discussion of the essential continuing 
steps we must take to preserve U.S. security and the stability of 
international order as we move into the future.

THE STRATEGIC BALANCE

It is necessary that we examine a little of the past in order to 
understand the present and to put the future in perspective. In 
discussing the fiscal year 1971 budget with the Congress, Mr. Laird 
and I both said that the United States no longer had clear 
superiority in strategic nuclear weapons. In the course of 
considering our relative miUtary posture during the fiscal year 
1972 budget hearings, I reported that the “balance is tenuous.” 
This year my report to the Congress reflected that the balance is 
turning against us in quantitative terms and that short of an 
effective agreement on strategic arms limitations, the momentum 
of the Soviet strategic force buildup would likely carry Soviet 
forces well beyond the level planned for our forces in the mid or 
late 1970’s. This momentum resulted from the fact that the 
U.S.S.R. has had an active ICBM and SLBM construction and 
deployment program since the mid-sixties, while in a quantitative
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sense, the United States remained static—concentrating instead on 
qualitative improvements. We, therefore, must examine the impact 
of these agreements on the basis not only of what they freeze, but 
also upon, what they forestall.

I would like now to briefly analyze the strategic military 
balance and project it into the future in order to describe how the 
Strategic Arms Limitations (SAL) undertaking affect that balance. 
I will address specifically those forces affected by the under
takings: ICBM’s, SLBM’s, and ABM’s. In addition, the three 
general quantitative measures which have been used to summarize 
the overall strategic military balance between the United States 
and the Soviet Union—numbers o f delivery vehicles, megatons, and 
warheads—will be discussed.

Turning now to the numbers of United States and Soviet ICBM 
launchers, the U.S.S.R. is expected to have approximately 1,550 
ICBM’s on launchers by July 1 of this year. They have been 
deploying ICBM’s at the rate of about 250 per year. Thus, if 
imconstrained, they could have had by midyear 1977 well over 
2,000 such missiles on launchers. The number of ICBM launchers 
projected for the Soviet under SAL is between 1,600 and 1,400, 
depending on how many they choose to convert to SLBM’s. In the 
SAL environment, we actually consider the lower number of 
ICBM launchers to be the more severe threat. The reason for this 
apparent anomaly is that a lower number of ICBM launchers 
reflects the phaseout and replacement of older missiles with 
modern SLBM’s. It should be noted, however, that the maximum 
numbei's of ICBM’s and SLBM’s that the Soviets could have had 
without the constraints o f the undertakings were much in excess 
of those permitted by the agreement. U.S. ICBM’s as projected in 
our 5 -year defense program would not have increased beyond the 
cvirrent level o f 1,054.

SLBM launchers are the next item of interest. The U.S.S.R. is 
estimated to have about 580 operational SLBM’s and is building at 
the rate of about 128 per year. They were, therefore, capable of 
operating about 1,200 SLBM’s by 1977. A Soviet maximum of 
950 modem launchers is all they are permitted by the under
takings. The U.S. SLBM launcher level will remain constant 
through 1977 at 656. Although under the Agreement we are 
permitted to build up to 710 SLBM launchers by converting our 
54 Titans to SLBM launchers, we cannot deploy our first new 
Trident submarine until 1978 and, thus, add to our SLBM 
launcher force.

The total number of intercontinental delivery vehicles projected 
for the United States and the Soviet Union should now t»e 
considered. The 140 U.S.S.R. and 457 U.S. bombers must now be 
added to the numbers of intercontinental delivery vehicles 
previously discussed. They are unaffected by the Agreement. 
Approximately 2,100 deployable vehicles are now available to 
each party. The Soviet Union was expected to overtake us in this 
measure by mid-1972 and to have over 3,000 delivery vehicles
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operational by 1977. Under the terms of the undertaking, our best 
estimates reflect a level o f 2,167 United States and 2,499 U.S.S.R. 
delivery vehicles. This factor, more than any other, points out the 
significance of interrupting Soviet momentum. Granted,'we have a 
freeze at a ratio of about 2,499 to 2,167 in favor of the Soviet 
Union, but we have forestalled. a 1977 ratio of about 3 to 2 in 
their favor.

The U.S.S.R. was already far superior to us in total inter
continental strategic offensive megatonnage. Only in the numbers 
of strategic offensive warheads was the United States projected to 
maintain a lead over the Soviet Union during the next 5 years. 
Even here, the U.S.S.R. has the potential to overtake us. Given the 
technology which we have every reason to beUeve the Soviet 
Union either has or is acquiring, it is anticipated that they will 
move vigorously into MIRV’s, both in their ICBM’s and SLBM’s. 
The considerably greater “throw weight” or payload capacity of 
the Soviet missile force, particularly the SS—9 type missile, is 
especially adaptable to this task. It is still anticipated that they 
will considerably narrow our lead in terms of numbers of warheads 
by the late 1970’s. However, the restraint on their deploying more 
than the 313 SS—9 type missiles now operational or under 
construction will impact upon this growth. Here we benefit from 
both what we freeze and what we forestall.

As I have noted on several prior occasions, an objective 
evaluation of the overall strategic balance between the United 
States and the Soviet Union requires consideration of all the 
factors in the strategic equation—dehvery vehicles, megatons, and 
warheads—in an appropriate combination, together with prelaunch 
survivabihty, reliability, accuracy, range, and penetrabiUty of 
enemy defensive systems.

To summarize the offensive balance:

The agreement stops Soviet ICBM deployment at, some 1,600 
missiles, and, if the U.S.S.R. elects to exercise the option of 
replacing SS—7 and SS—8  ICBMs with SLBM launchers, it would 
result in a net decrease of ICBMs to around 1,400. It dso Umits 
their modem large balhstic missiles to the 313 SS—9 types now 
operational or under construction. The agreement also limits 
SLBM’s to 950 modern launchers. Additionally, there is a limit of 
62 modem nuclear-powered submarines. The number 740 was 
used as a base figure for Soviet SLBM’s. To reach the 950 limit, 
the Soviet Union must dismantle and remove from the inventory 
either older ICBM or SLBM launchers or a selected combination 
thereof. The United States will be hmited to the current levels of 
ICBM’s and SLBM’s (1,054 and 656, respectively), but has the 
option to modernize the 54 Titan launchers or replace them with 
Ught ICBM’s or SLBM’s.

The agreement thus permits the Soviet Union more strategic 
offensive launchers than the United States, but prevents them 
from having the strategically significant lead previously projected.
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We had no plans to construct additional strategic launchers in the 
S^year time frame of the agreement. We thus reduced the growth 
of the Soviet lead through negotiations rather than by adding to 
our force structure.

I would Uke to discuss the strategic defensive balance with 
regard to the ABM Treaty. Both sides are limited to a maximum of 
two sites, with 100 launchers at each site. The U.S.S.R. currently 
has one site deployed around Moscow, with a total of 64 
launchers. We have one site under construction at Grand Forks, N. 
Dak., which is about 90 percent complete at this time. The Soviet 
Union is limited to one additional site at an ICBM field, and we 
are Umited to an additional 100-launcher site around Washington, 
D.C., for defense of our national command and control 
mechanism. As far as ABM launchers are concerned, therefore, 
both sides can have a comparable defense. This defense will 
protect our decisionmaking process and command and control 
facilities and provide additional time to implement appropriate 
retaliatory measures. The perception of assured response by those 
who would be our adversaries reduces the potential for attack. 
Further, the undertakings are structured to provide a degree of 
strategic equaUty and balance. Our failure to construct the 
Washington site to balance off the Soviet capability would leave an 
undesirable asymmetrical relationship which could be destabilizing 
and weaken our overall deterrent posture.

NATIONAL SECURITY ASSURANCES IN A 
STRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATION ENVIRONMENT

No discussion of these undertakings would be complete without 
consideration of the future. We must look beyond the 5-year 
period of the Interim Agreement and consider the actions required 
now to preserve an appropriate strategic equilibrium should 
follow-on negotiations fail. The relaxation of tensions evidenced 
by the mutual determination to agree, reflected by these under
takings, reduces the probabiUty of war. There is, however, no 
guarantee that successive arms-limiting steps can be taken so that a 
more permanent solution will be reached. The present under
takings, if properly pursued, should assist us in achieving a 
substantial diminution in tension and lead to peaceful progress. In 
the meantime, however, we must continue taking those essential 
miUtary steps designed to maintain ovir deterrent. If we fail to 
follow the legitimate dictates of our own security, the leadership 
of the U.S.S.R. chalk it up, not to goodwill, but to a failure of will; 
not to our confidence, but to our weakness. They, thus, might be 
encouraged to engage in acts which could threaten the peace and 
security of the world. The Joint Chiefs of Staff, therefore, believe 
that action to achieve the following assurances must be taken now 
if the United States is to guard against a degradation of its national 
security posture:
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Assurance I—“A Broad Range of Intelligence Capabilities and 
Operations to Verify Soviet Compliance in a Strategic Arms 
Limitation Environment.”

Provide high confidence monitoring of Soviet compliance with 
the terms o f the ABM Treaty and the Interim Offensive 
Agreement.

Provide information on Soviet strategic activity, capabilities, 
and achievements as insurance against both technological and 
strategic surprise and for use in follow-on arms limitations 
negotiations.

Assurance II—“Aggressive Improvements and Modernization 
programs.”

Maximize strategic capabilities within the constraints estab
lished by the ABM Treaty and the Interim Offensive Agreement.

Plan for rapid augmentation of strategic forces beyond the 
constraints of the treaty and agreement to be made in the event of 
abrogation, withdrawal, or collapse of negotiations.

Assurance III—“Vigorous Research and Development pro
grams.”

Maintain weapons systems technological superiority.
Continue testing to insure the effectiveness of new and existing 

nuclear weapons systems.

The Secretary o f Defense has already outlined, in his statement, 
the major programs designed to provide the assurances that I have 
enumerated above. It is the conviction of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
that these programs are essential in order not to jeopardize the 
future security o f the United States. Furthermore, these programs 
will:

First, place the United States in a position to negotiate further 
acceptable limitations on offensive systems,

Second, prevent the United States from being placed in a 
position o f strategic inferiority in the years ahead, and

Finally, provide positive evidence to our allies of our intention 
to maintain our strategic deterrent power, so necessary to their 
security within the SAL environment.

When the discussions leading to these undertakings began on 
November 17, 1969, President Nixon advised the delegation:

You are embarking upon one of the most momentous negotiations ever entrusted to 
an American delegation.. . .

I do not underestimate the difficulty of your task . . .  I am nevertheless hopeful that 
your negotiations . . .  will serve to increase mutual security.

I have stated that, for our part, we will be guided by the concept of maintaining 
“sufficiency” in the forces required to protect ourselves and our allies. I recognize that 
the leaders of the Soviet Union bear similar defense responsibilities. I believe it is 
possible, however, that we can carry out our respective responsibilities under a mutually 
acceptable limitation and eventual reduction of our strategic arsenals.̂

^Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 535-536.
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The Joint Chiefs of Staff are in accord with the undertakings 
that are before you today, provided they are properly safeguarded, 
as discussed earlier. They may well constitute the essential first 
step toward an era of negotiation and a generation of peace.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Questions by Senator Smith and Replies of the Department of
Defense on the Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements; June 20,
1972*

Question. Mr. Secretary, during the negotiations o f  the Treaty 
did the Soviets make known the number o f  operational ICBM’s 
that they have deployed or are the numbers that we have been 
provided based on our detection system?

Answer. The Soviets did' not reveal during the negotiations the 
number of their ICBM launchers operational and under construc
tion. The numbers provided for this committee were obtained by 
our national means of verification.

Question. Did the Soviets disclose their nuclear warhead 
inventory during the negotiations?

Answer. No, they did not.

Question. Mr. Secretary, you have indicated that your support 
o f the Treaty is contingent upon Congressional approval o f  certain 
strategic systems in this year’s authorization bill. Does this mean 
that you will withdraw that support if  Congress does not approve 
the defense request?

Answer. It is my view, as I said in my statement, that the 
national security requirements of the United States make it 
equally urgent that; 1) the Senate ratify the ABM Treaty; 2) the 
Congress approve the Interim Agreement on offensive weapons; 
and 3) the House and Senate reinforce these initiatives for arms 
limitation with strong support of the President’s revised defense 
budget.

As the President has made clear, the merits of each case—the 
agreements and our pending strategic programs—require affirma
tive Congressional action in both cases.

I believe that the apfiroval of the ABM Treaty and the Interim 
Offensive Agreement is tied very closely to the approval of the 
strategic programs we are proposing. If we are going to abandon 
the 12-site Safeguard program, as is required by the Treaty, it is 
even more important that we approve the Trident and the B—1

Military Implications o f the Treaty on the Limitations o f Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Systems and the Interim Agreement on Limitation o f Strategic Offensive Arms: Hearing 
Before the Committee on Armed Services, United States Senate, Ninety-second 
Congress, Second Session, pp. 152-154. The agieements appear ante, pp. 197-201, 
202-204. /
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Program that are included in the President’s 1973 budget. If we 
are going to make reductions because of this agreement, the 
approval of those requests that we have pending before the 
Congress is even more important, and I could not recommend the 
approval of the Treaty or the agreement without these follow-on 
programs. This is my position.

Question. Admiral Moorer, will you comment upon the 
relationship between support for the SALT agreements and the 
new strategic programs.

Answer. The President, in transmitting the Treaty and the 
Agreement to the Senate, stated in order to maintain our security 
and to insure agreement upon more permanent and comprehensive 
arms limitations that it is “essential that we carry forward a sound 
strategic modernization program” .̂  The JCS are in accord with 
the undertakings provided the Treaty and the Agreement are 
properly safeguarded. They are also convinced that the programs 
previously outlined are essential to the future security of the 
United States. I enthusiastically share this conviction. In my 
opinion, any major change in these essential new programs could 
place us in a position o f strategic inferiority in the years ahead.

Question. Mr. Secretary, do you consider it sound judgment for 
the Congress to consent to a Treaty which is subject to different 
interpretations by the contracting parties?

Answer. I beUeve the ABM Treaty and Interim Agreement 
reflect an adequate coincidence of U.S. and Soviet views as to the 
meaning of these agreements to warrant their approval by the 
Congress. In short, I believe consenting to these agreements would 
reflect sound judgment on the part o f the Congress.

Question. Since the Treaty has no inspection provisions I  think 
you should comment publicly on the adequacy o f  our detection 
and surveillance capability without going into classified matters.

Answer. The SAL Agreements specifically provide that national 
technical means will be relied on for verification. Also, each side 
pledges not to interfere with the national technical means of 
verification of the other side. Additional funds have been 
requested in the FY 73 Defense Budget to increase SALT related 
intelligence manpower resources and improve intelhgence data 
processing capability. This improves the U.S. capability to verify 
compliance in timely fashion. I am completely satisfied that our 
national technical means of verification are adequate to verify 
Soviet compliance with the provisions of the agreements.

Question. Admiral Moorer, according to Dr. Kissinger, the 
Joint Chiefs o f  Staff concluded that if  there were to be only two 
ABM sites, one should be in the Washington area.

Will you comment on the rationale o f  the Joint Chiefs?

^Ante, p. 287.
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Answer. The deployment of an anti-ballistic missile (ABM) 
defense for Washington, D.C., is considered essential. An ABM 
defense will:

Protect the decision-making process against small attacks and 
unauthorized or accidental launches.

Provide a high assurance that unauthorized or accidental 
launches would not destroy the command and control mechanism. 
Only a deliberate mass attack would saturate the defense.

Such a defense would protect against an irrational attack and 
reduce the creditability of nuclear blackmail.

Would provide the additional critical time in which to perform 
the command and control functions of assessing the threat, 
making decisions, and issuing appropriate execution orders.

For a SLBM attack, a relatively large force of submarines would 
be required to saturate the defense. A force of this size would 
significantly increase the probability of detection and should 
provide strategic warning.

One of the major considerations in developing an ABM defense 
of the Washington area is the amount of time that can reasonably 
be gained against a surprise attack before defense exhaustion or 
penetration occurs. This added decision time permits additional 
flexibility in strategic forces management. This increased time 
would provide a higher assurance that appropriate responses could 
be executed.

Would enhance the credibility of our deterrent.
This defense will protect our decision-making process and 

command[ and control facilities and provide additional time to 
implement appropriate retaliatory measures. The perception of 
assured response by those who would be our adversaries reduces 
the potential for attack.

The protection of our decision-making process will serve to 
convince others, including our allies and potential foes that we 
have the will to resist aggression anywhere in defense o f U.S. 
interests.

Would provide additional benefits including:
The necessary assurance that the nuclear decision is made by 

the President or his civilian statutory successor.
Provide, if Spartan interceptors were deployed, secondary 

coverage of regional urban/industrial and military targets against 
small or accidental attack.

Provide a base for rapid expansion of the defense in the event of 
treaty withdrawal. Additional interceptors could be expeditiously 
added to the authorized defense thereby increasing its overall 
effectiveness>

Indicate our resolve to abide by the treaty limitations and to 
send a signal for subsequent negotiations that the United States 
intends to provide the measures necessary to insure the security of 
the United States and its alUes within the established SAL 
constraints.

505-954 0  -  74 -  26
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Report by Secretary of State Rogers to President Nixon: 
Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Produc
tion, and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin 
Weapons, and on Their Destruction, June 21, 1972*

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., June 21, 1972.

THE PRESIDENT,
The White House.

The President: I have the honor to submit to you, with the 
recommendation that it be transmitted to the Senate for its advice 
and consent to ratification, a certified copy of the Convention on 
the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling 
of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons, and on their 
Destruction.

The Convention was opened for signature at Washington, 
London and Moscow on April 10, 1972. Seventy-four States, 
including the United States of America, the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, signed the Convention in Washington on that 
date.^ A number of other States have also signed the Convention 
in one or more of the three capitals.

In January 1969, immediately after this Administration took 
office, the Secretary of Defense initiated a review of all chemical 
and biological programs within his Department. In April you 
directed that the National Security Council conduct a comprehen
sive study of United States policies and programs relating to 
chemical and biological warfare. This was the first such review ever 
undertaken on this subject at the Presidential level. On November 
25, 1969, you announced that the study had been completed and 
that you had made several decisions on the basis of that review. At 
that time you announced that the United States was unilaterally 
renouncing biological methods o f warfare and would destroy its 
existing stocks of these weapons.^

On February 14, 1970, a further, closely related step was taken.
As a result of a study of our policy and programs concerning 
toxins subsequent to your November announcement, the United 
States also renounced the use of toxins as a method of warfare.^

In May 1971, the Department of Defense announced that plans 
to destroy the United States inventory of bacteriological and toxin 
weapons at Pine Bluff,® Arkansas had been cleared by interested 
agencies and would proceed forthwith. Similar announcements ^ 
with respect to other facilities were made in July 1971.® All

*S.Ex. Q, 92d Cong., 2d sess., pp. 1-6. 
lAnte, pp. 133-138.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 592-593.
Vbid., 1970, pp. 5-6.
INew York Times, May 8,1971, p.. 11;/Wd, June 10,1971, p. 47.- 
®/Wd,July 1 4 ,1971.P-8.
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anti-personnel agents have now been destroyed. Destruction of 
anti-crop material is continuing and will be completed before the 
end of 1972. With respect to Fort Detrick, Maryland, it was 
announced on October 18, 1971, that this facility would be 
converted into a cancer research center.

Included in your November 25 announcement was the positive 
association of the United States with the principles and objectives 
of the draft Convention on Biological Weapons that had been 
submitted by the United Kingdom at the Geneva Eighteen-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament, now the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament (CCD), in July 1969.'^

Important provisions o f the present Convention are derived 
from that United Kingdom draft, which was revised in 1970 after 
extensive discussion at the CCD.® At our suggestion, the coverage 
of the United Kingdom draft was expanded to include toxins.® 
Other provisions of the Convention are based on a draft 
convention presented at the Geneva conference in March 1971 by 
the Soviet Union and a number of its allies.* ®

Following the tabUng by the United States and by the Soviet 
Union and its allies of identical drafts of a convention prohibiting 
biological and toxin weapons at Geneva on August 5, 1970, 
[1971V  ̂ the representatives of Brazil, Burma, Egypt, Ethiopia, 
India, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sweden and Yugoslavia 
presented a paper containing specific suggestions, which are 
reflected in the present text.*^ Other recommendations reflected 
in the language of this Convention and in statements regarding its 
interpretation were put forward at Geneva by representatives of 
Argentina, Canada, Egypt, Japan, Italy, Morocco, the Netherlands, 
and the United Kingdom. On September 28, 1971, a final revised 
draft text was cosponsored in Geneva by the United States, the 
Soviet Union and the United Kingdom, together with Bulgaria, 
Canada, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Italy, Mongolia, the Nether
lands, Poland, and Romania.*^ ITiis text was forwarded to the 
United Nations General Assembly for its consideration. On 
December 16, 1971, by a vote of 110-0, with one abstention, the 
General Assembly commended this draft text and requested that 
the Convention be opened for signature and ratification at an early 
date.*^

The Convention consists of a Preamble and 15 Articles. The 
Preamble contains ten paragraphs expressing the consensus of the 
Parties. The first expresses the belief that an agreement eliminating 
biological weapons will facilitate the achievement of general and

iDocuments on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 324 ff. 
llbid., 1970, pp. 428 ff.

,llbid„ pp. 272-273.
\,Ibid., 1971, pp. 190-194.
\\lbid., pp. 456-460.
\zibid., pp. 500-501.
\llbid., pp. 568-573.
^^Ibid., pp. 890 ff.
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complete disarmament: the second recognizes the significance of 
the Geneva Protocol of 1925;^ ® the third reaffirms the adherence 
of the Parties to the principles and objectives of the Protocol; the 
fourth recalls condemnations by the United Nations of all actions 
contrary to those principles and objectives; the fifth and sixth 
express the desire to contribute to the improvement of the 
international atmosphere and to the realization of the purposes 
and principles of the United Nations Charter; the seventh notes 
the importance of eliminating chemical and biological weapons; 
the eighth expresses the determination to continue negotiations on 
effective measures for prohibiting chemical weapons; the ninth 
expresses the determination to exclude completely the possibility 
of biological agents and toxins being used as weapons; and the 
final preambular paragraphs expresses the conviction that the use 
of such weapons would be repugnant to the conscience of 
mankind.

In Article I, the Parties undertake never in any circumstances to 
develop, produce, stockpile, acquire or retain microbial or other 
biological agents, or toxins whatever their origin or method of 
production, of types and in quantities that have no justification 
for prophylactic, protective or other peaceful purposes, as well as 
weapons, equipment and means of delivery designed to use such 
agents or toxins for hostile purposes or in armed conflict.

Many Parties to the Geneva Protocol have, in their ratification 
of that Agreement, entered reservations regarding the right to use;, 
weapons covered by the Protocol (including biological and toxin 
weapons) in retaUation against States Parties which themselves use 
such weapons in violation of the Protocol. The phrase “never in 
any circumstances” in Article I of this Convention makes it clear 
that, as a practical matter, these reservations would not result in 
any exception to the total prohibition of biological and toxin 
weapons achieved by the Convention. Moreover, since war would 
obviously be one of the “circumstances” referred to, the phrase 
“never in any circumstances” emphasizes the intention of the 
Parties that this Convention remain in full force and effect in time 
of war. The inclusion of this phrase does not, of course, prejudice 
the rights of Parties under the withdrawal clause in Article XIII.

While this Convention does not explicitly ban the use of 
biological weapons, no Party to the Convention would be 
permitted to possess such weapons even in wartime. There is no 
possibility that a Party could use biological or toxin weapons 
without being in violation of Articles I and II of this Convention.

The phrase “whatever their origin or method of production” 
after the word “toxins” in Article I is intended to ensure that the 
concept of toxins will be interpreted broadly and that toxins 
produced synthetically, as well as those produced naturally by 
bacteriological or other biological organisms, would be covered by 
the prohibition. Toxins are poisonous chemical substances which

1969, pp. 764-765.
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are naturally produced by living organisms and which, if present in 
the body, produce effects comparable to those of infection by 
hostile organisms.

The provisions of Article I would not permit any quantities of 
the agents or toxins covered to be developed, produced, stock
piled, acquired or retained for hostile purposes or for use in armed 
conflict. Nor would they permit the stockpiling or retention for 
non-peaceful purposes of agents or toxins that, when acquired, 
had a justification for a peaceful purpose, such as meeting hospital 
requirements.

Article I provides that biological agents or toxins justified for 
purposes covered by the terms “prophylactic” and “protective” 
are not prohibited by this Convention. The word “prophylactic” 
refers to activities related to the protection of the human body 
from the effects o f organisms or substances to which an individual 
might be directly exposed. It encompasses medical activities such 
as diagnosis, therapy and immunization, and related research. The 
term “protective” applies to the development of such equipment 
as decontamination systems, protective masks and clotiiing, air 
and water filtration systems, and detection and warning devices. 
Laboratory quantities o f certain agents and toxins might well be 
required for research and testing in these areas. In order to avoid 
any possible ambiguity, it was made clear during the negotiation 
of this Convention that the terms “prophylactic” and “protective” 
are not intended to convey any broader meaning which would in 
any way permit possession o f biological agents or toxins for 
weapons purposes on the theory that such weapons were for 
“defensive” warfare, retaliation or deterrence.

Article II sets forth a requirement for destruction o f the agents, 
toxins, weapons and equipment prohibited by Article I within 
nine months after the entry into force of this Convention. It is 
expected that the United States program of destruction will be 
completed before the expiration of this period. Article II specifies 
that, in carrying out such destruction, all necessary safety 
precautions should be observed to protect the populations of all 
States and the environment. We believe, as we and a number of 
other participants in the negotiation of this Convention have 
already made clear, that it would be appropriate and desirable for 
each Party to inform other Parties, through notices to the 
Depositary Governments, o f actions taken in the implementation 
of the provisions o f this Article. The United States intends to do 
so when its program has been completed.

Article III provides that no Party shall transfer to any recipient, 
directly or indirectly, or assist any other State or States to 
manufacture or otherwise acquire any of the agents, toxins, 
weapons, equipment or means of delivery specified in Article I. 
This Article is designed to prevent indirect participation by States 
Parties in the development, production or stockpiling of biological 
and toxin weapons.
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Article IV provides that each Party shall, in accordance with its 
constitutional processes, take any necessary measures to prohibit 
and prevent those activities prohibited by Article I, within its 
territory, under its jurisdiction or under its control anywhere. The 
question o f what measures are necessary at a given time must, of 
course, be assessed in the light o f the factual circumstances facing 
a State Party at that time. The governmental policies with respect 
to biological and toxin weapons announced on November 25, 
1969 and February 14, 1970 assure comphance with the Conven
tion by the United States Government. Article IV also 
contemplates the adoption by legislative or administrative action 
of any measures which may be necessary to prohibit and prevent 
private activity which would defeat the central objectives of the 
Convention. Existing United States statutes relevant to this 
obligation include the Munitions Control provisions o f the Mutual 
Security Act of 1954 (22 U.S.C. § 1934 (1970)) and the Export 
Administration Act of 1969 (50 U.S.C. App. § 2401 et. seq. 
(1970)). However, additional legislation for more effective 
implementation o f Article IV is being prepared for early sub
mission to the Congress.

Articles V, VI, and VII strengthen this Convention by establish
ing a framework for consideration of any problems arising under 
the Convention and for possible assistance to any Party 
endangered as a result o f a violation.

Article V provides for consultations and cooperation in solving 
any problems which may arise in relation to the objective of the 
Convention or the application o f its provisions. Such consultations 
and cooperation need not be limited to narrow questions of a 
possible technical violation o f any particular article but may 
encompass as well any problems concerning the achievement of 
the overall objective of this Convention. Consultation and 
cooperation pursuant to this Article may be undertaken directly 
among Parties or through appropriate international procedures 
within the framework o f the United Nations and in accordance 
with its Charter.

Article VI provides that any Party to the Convention which 
finds that any other Party is acting in breach of its obligations 
under this Convention may lodge a complaint with the Security 
Council o f the United Nations. In the second paragraph of Article 
VI each Party undertakes to cooperate with any investigation that 
the Security Council may initiate on the basis of such a complaint.

Article VII concerns providing or supporting assistance, “in 
accordance with the United Nations Charter,” to any Party to the 
Convention which so requests, if the Security Council decides that 
such Party has been exposed to danger as a result of a violation of 
this Convention. This Article does not, of course, alter the 
obligations or the rights of Parties under the United Nations 
Charter but reaffirms those rights and obligations in the specific 
context o f a possible violation of this Convention. While this 
Article does not create any new international commitment, it
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stresses the importance o f strict observance of the Convention by 
placing the question of a possible violation, resulting in danger to 
any State which has agreed to abide by its prohibition, on the 
h ip est plane of international concern. It was made clear during 
the negotiations that under this provision assistance would be 
provided only following a request by the endangered Party and 
each Party would decide for itself whether it was in a position to 
provide or support the form o f assistance requested. In the course 
of the negotiations, the United States, the United Kingdom and 
the Soviet Union expressed their view that medical or other 
humanitarian rehef assistance would be suitable. While this Article, 
by its terms, would not apply until a decision by the Security 
Council had been made that a Party had been exposed to danger as 
a result of a violation. Parties would remain free to provide 
assistance that they deemed appropriate in the interim.

Article VIII provides that nothing in this Convention shall in 
any way limit or detract from obligations assumed by any State 
under the Geneva Protocol.

Article IX reaffirms the objective of effective prohibition of 
chemical weapons, and contains an undertaking to continue 
negotiations with a view to reaching early agreement on effective 
measures to eliminate such weapons.

Article X is designed to encourage international cooperation 
regarding the peaceful uses of biological agents and toxins. It 
contains a general undertaking by the Parties to cooperate in 
efforts to facilitate the widest possible application of discoveries in 
the field of biology for the prevention of disease or for other 
peaceful purposes. In addition, it provides for implementation of 
this Convention in a manner which avoids hampering the 
economic and technological development of Parties in this area. 
The Article is based on similar provisions in the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty.

Article XI sets forth the procedure for amendment. Any Party 
may propose amendments. An amendment would enter into force 
for each Party accepting it upon acceptance by a majority of the 
Parties, and for any other Party on the date it accepts the 
amendment. This Article is similar to a provision found in the 
Outer Space Treaty.

Article XII provides for a review conference to be held five 
years after entry into force of the Convention, or earlier if 
requested by a majority o f the Parties. The provision for a review 
conference was included to assure that the purposes of the 
Preamble and the provisions of the Convention, including the 
provisions concerning negotiations on chemical weapons, were 
being realized, taking into account any relevant technological 
developments. This Article is similar to a provision of the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty.‘ ®

^^Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Article XIII provides in its first paragraph that the Convention 
shall be o f unlimited duration and contains in its second paragraph 
the withdrawal clause that has been standard in post-war arms 
control treaties. This clause provides that a Party may withdraw 
from the Convention upon notice if it finds that extraordinary 
events related to the subject matter of the Convention have 
jeopardized its supreme interests. The notice period required is 
three months.

Article XIV designates the United States, the United Kingdom 
and the Soviet Union as Depositary Governments, and provides 
that the Convention shall enter into force upon the deposit of 
instruments o f ratification by twenty-two signatory States 
including the Depositary Governments. It specifies how other 
States may become Parties and contains provisions of a formal 
nature relating to ratification, accession and registration with the 
United Nations.

The final Article provides for official languages and other 
formal matters.

The provisions for signature and accession have been designed 
to-permit the widest possible application of the Convention. At 
the same time adherence to the Convention will in no way imply 
recognition or change in status of regimes the United States does 
not now recognize. Nor will it in any way result in according 
recognition or change in status to any regime not now recognized 
by any other Party.

I believe that this Convention represents a major advance in 
arms control. Its broad acceptance will enhance the security of all 
countries. It will help to eliminate biolpgical and toxin weapons 
from the arsenals of States, and help to ensure that advances in the 
field of biology, now being made at an impressive pace, will be 
devoted to the benefit and not to the destruction of mankind. I 
hope that the United States, whose ratification is required to bring 
the Convention into force, will become a Party in the near future.

Respectfully s'lbmitted.

William P. Rogers

Questions by Senator Fulbright and Replies of Secretary of 
Defense Laird: Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements, June 21, 
1972‘

Question 1. Has the Soviet Union made any major improve
ments in ASW techniques that would measurably increase the 
threat to our Polaris!Poseidon fleet? Are any such specific threats 
on the immediate horizon?

Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements: Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, United States Sermte, Ninety-second Congress, Second Session, pp. 124-129. 
The agreements appear ante, pp. 197-201, 202-204.
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Answer. There has not been, in recent years, any marked 
improvement in Soviet ASW, [deleted] the Soviets are actively, 
pursuing an intensive research and development program on ASW 
related sensors. [Deleted.]

The Soviets presently possess a limited capability to localize 
US/NATO submarines, both diesel and nuclear powered, once 
initially detected. [Deleted.]

Question 2. What precise reasons have you for desiring an 
accelerated TRIDENT submarine program at this precise point? If  
there is leeway, might it not be better to continue research and 
development for a while to achieve a better TRIDENT?

Answer. Secretary Laird: The basic objective of our strategic 
policy is to preserve the sufficiency of our deterrent, to make 
nuclear attack unattractive. That sufficiency is placed in serious 
doubt by Soviet momentum in building up their already powerful 
strategic forces, particularly their sea-based forces. We believe it is 
imperative that this country have a credible and logical means of 
insuring that the Soviets do not gain a position of clear nuclear 
superiority. The TRIDENT program is part of that credible and 
logical means.

We accelerated the TRIDENT program initially as a step to 
preserve nuclear sufficiency in the face of such a significant Soviet 
construction program for ballistic missile submarines. The on
going Soviet SSBN building program—without an agreement— 
would have given them an even greater numerical superiority 
advantage than they will have under the Agreement. At the 
expiration date of the Interim Agreement the Soviets still will have 
an active production base for these submarines. Unless we 
maintain the accelerated schedule, we will be in a distinctly 
unfavorable strategic situation should the Soviets decide not to 
continue the Agreement. Alternatively, we would not have the 
negotiating leverage to help reduce the present imbalance.

The proposed acceleration of the ULMS submarine program 
would commence design, development and construction of the 
ULMS submarine now rather than waiting another year or two and 
would provide the first operational ULMS submarine in late CY 
1978, approximately three years earlier than in the previous 
development schedule. This acceleration does not compress the 
overall program into a “crash” basis, but simply provides for 
commencement, earlier than originally planned, of a logical, 
orderly phase of the program (the submarine development).

Thus we believe that a delay of a few years would not 
necessarily produce a better TRIDENT. The technology base upon 
which the TRIDENT program is being structured is well in hand. 
We believe that the presently planned TRIDENT will have the 
capability to adjust to Soviet ASW characteristics as well as would 
one delayed by several years.

Question 3. Compare in terms o f  (a) numbers o f  launchers, (b) 
potential numbers o f  warheads, (c) missile range, and (d) boat
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dimensions and size, the U.S. Poseidon, the U.S. Poseidon with the 
ULMS-I missile and the U.S. Trident with the ULMS-II missile 
with the Soviet Y~class 16-missile submarine and the Soviet 
extended Y-class 12-missile submarine. Be as open as possible for  
the record and provide, i f  necessary, for further clarity a classified 
response for the Committee files.

Answer.

Number Potential number of 
of warheads

loiTnr̂ Vnarc

Ap
proximate

missile
range
(NM)

Sub
marine
length
(feet)

Size, dis
placement 

(tons)per boat Per missile Per boat

SSBN/Poseidon . . . 16 " 2 2,500 425 825
SSBN/Trident P. . . . 16 ^ 2 [deleted] 425 830
Trident/Trident II"*.. 24 " 2 [deleted]
Y-Class/SSN6 ‘ ........ 16 ^ 2 1,300 426 900
Mod Y-Class/SSN8 12 ^ 5 6 5 5

Number i Number of warheads
of Missile Submarine Size, dis-

launchers Per Per range length placements
per boat missile boat (NM) (feet) (tons)

SSBN/Poseidon---- 16 [deleted [deleted deleted 425 8,250
SSBN/Trident ........ 16 [deleted [deleted 1 deleted 425 deleted]
Trident/Trident IP.; 24 [deleted [deleted deleted [deleted] deleted]
Y-Class/SSN6 ........ 16 9 9 1,3001 425 deleted]
Mod-YClass/SSN8' ® 12 9 9 [deleted]1 11

Question 4. It is generally assumed that the new extended 
Y-class 12-missile submarine o f  the Soviet Union uses a larger 
missile to achieve longer range. What would be the advantages to 
the Soviet Union o f  this achievement^ and would they be worth 
the obvious extra costs, expenses and smaller number o f  
launchers? Is it possible that the larger missiles are being deployed 
for purposes o f  warhead yield or application o f  multiple-warhead 
techniques? I f  so, could you analyze fully the implications o f that 
prospect? Estimate the new missiles' throw weight.

^Potential number of warheads is not releasabie. [Deleted.]
^Trident I missile not operational until late 1970’s.
^Trident II missile not firmly programed or defined, not estimated in inventory 

until mid-1980’sat earliest.
^Information not releasabie at this classification level.
^Over 3,000.
^Trident I missile not operational until late 1970’s.
^Trident II missile not firmly programed or defined, not estimated in inventory 

until mid-1980’s at earliest.
^Currently 1 warhead per missile. With appropriate development could be MIRV 

with potential payload similar to Poseidon.
 ̂ SSN8 not yet operational-Estimated in'inventory in [deleted].
 ̂^Information not releasabie at this classification level.
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Answer. The new class nuclear powered ballistic-missile sub
marine (follow-on to the Y-class unit) currently under construc
tion in the Soviet Union is apparently designed to carry 12 of the 
new 3000+ NM range (SS—NX—8) baUistic-missiles (SLBMs). 
When operational, probably in early 1973, this new submarine will 
appreciably enhance the flexibility of the Soviet navy’s primary 
SLBM strike force. The new missile, [deleted] more than the 
missile presently carried on Y-class submarines. Its 3000+ NM 
range more than doubles that of the SS—N—6 on the Y-class units, 
and is primarily achieved as a result of its larger propellant 
capacity.

[Deleted.] Presently, the Y-class submarines are required, 
because of missile range constraints, to patrol relatively close to 
the US East and West coasts, [deleted]. Since the patrol areas of 
the new class submarine will be expanded, and could include 
coverage on some US targets, while operating in the vicinity of 
Soviet submarine bases, the US/NATO ASW problem will be 
aggravated. Should the new class submarines exhibit improved 
sound quieting, as estimated, the problem of initial detection and 
subsequent tracking will be further complicated. [Deleted.] 
Therefore in terms of cost, the Soviets undoubtedly view the slight 
additional price tag as worth the advantage gained..

While within Soviet technological capabilities, there is no 
evidence or indication that multiple warhead techniques are 
currently associated with the new or any other SLBM. The 
advantage gained by employing multiple warheads is an increase in 
retaliatory threat (more warheads per missile), an increase in target 
coverage, and improved ABM penetration capability. If testing of 
an SLBM multiple warhead commenced immediately, it is not 
likely that the Soviets could attain operational status of such a 
system before the mid-1970s. Throw weight of the new missile is 
assessed at about [deleted].

Question 5. What specific reasons have led the Joint Chiefs to 
favor a Washington ABM defense? Would not a single ABM site or 
no ABM sites at all be better on both sides? What was the position 
o f the Chiefs on that?

Answer. The deployment of an anti-ballistic missile (ABM) 
defense for Washington, D.C. is considered essential by the JCS. 
An ABM defense will:

Protect the decision-making process against small attacks and 
unauthorized or accidental launches.

Provides a high assurance that unauthorized or accidental 
launches would not destroy the command and control 
mechanism. Only a deliberate mass attack would saturate the 
defense.

Such a defense would protect against an irrational attack 
and reduce the credibility of nuclear blackmail.
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Would provide the additional critical time in which to perform 
the command and control functions of assessing the threat, 
making decisions, and issuing appropriate execution orders.

For an SLBM attack, a relatively large force of submarines 
would be required to saturate the defense. A force of this size 
would significantly increase the probability of detection and 
should provide strategic warning.

One of the major considerations in developing an ABM 
defense of the Washington area is the amount of time that 
can reasonably be gained against a surprise attack before 
defense exhaustion or penetration occurs. This added deci
sion time permits additional flexibility in strategic forces 
management. This increased time would provide a higher 
assurance that appropriate responses could be executed.

Would enhance the credibility o f our deterrent.
This defense will protect our decision-making process and 

command and control facilities and provide additional time 
to implement appropriate retaliatory measures. The percep
tion of assured response by those who would be our 
adversaries reduces the potential for attack.

The protection of our decision-making process will serve to 
convince others, including our allies and potential foes that 
we have the will to resist aggression anywhere in defense of 
U.S. interests.

Would provide additional benefits including:
The necessary assurance that the nuclear decision is made 

by the President or his civilian statutory successor.
Provide a base for rapid expansion of the defense in the 

event of treaty withdrawal. Additional interceptors could be 
expeditiously added to the authorized defense thereby 
increasing its overall effectiveness.

Indicate our resolve to abide by the treaty limitations and 
to send a signal for subsequent negotiations that the United 
States intends to provide the measures necessary to insure the 
security of the United States and its allies within the 
established SAL constraints.

Question 6. I f  all options were exercised, how many warheads 
could the U.S. have in its arsenal at the end o f  five years? What are 
the options that could be exercised to yield the varying warhead 
totals?

Answer. Options available to the U.S. to increase the number 
of warheads in the U.S. strategic inventory and the number 
currently planned for 1977, include the following;

Convert all 1000 Minuteman missiles to MM III [deleted].
Buy up to 20 SRAMs per B—52 [deleted].
Refit Poseidon with [deleted] RVs per launch tube 

[deleted].
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These deployments would be additions to the presently planned 
[deleted] strategic weapon warheads for 197.7.

Question 7. Senator Fulbright. The proposed agreement would 
limit Soviet strategic land-based launchers to the present level or 
less. In March, your Director o f  Defense, Research and Engineer
ing, Dr. John Foster, said, “In cases where small Soviet growth is 
assumed, Minuteman forces do not appear threatened until the 
early 1980s or b eyo n d ” Has that estimate changed? If so, for 

■ what precise reasons?

Answer. Secretary Laird. The quoted material was taken from 
page 8 of Dr. Foster’s statement to the Senate Armed Services 
Committee on 21 March 1972 in which the Soviet ICBM threat 
was being discussed. The excerpt is not a threat estimate, but 
rather part of a section which describes possible Soviet actions. To 
fuUy understand this statement, it must be read in context, as 
follows:

“Analysis of the latest projections concerning Soviet missile 
growth rates and accuracy improvements indicate considerable 
variation in the time period in which our Minuteman forces would 
be seriously threatened. In cases where small Soviet growth is 
assumed, Minuteman forces do not appear threatened until the 
early 1980’s or beyond. For middle range assumptions. Minute- 
man could have less survivors in 1980 or before. If the most severe 
of the postulated SS—9 and SS—11 type missile forces were 
directed at Minuteman, the Minuteman force (assuming that the 
silos are undefended, but are upgraded in hardness) could be 
drawn down as early as the mid-70’s. Prudence requires that we 
take the more pessimistic projections seriously.”  ̂^

Question 8. Senator Fulbright Project the total number o f  
warheads the United States will have in its arsenal under existing 
programs five years from now, at the end o f  the span o f  the SALT  
agreement, and contrast that with the best official estimates o f  the 
Soviet warhead totals five years from now.

Answer. Secretary Laird. The U.S. presently plans to have 
[deleted] strategic nuclear warheads in 1977. The present U.S. 
“best estimate” of Soviet strategic nuclear warheads in being at 
that time is [deleted]. I would point out that such an estimate 
requires very specific assumptions regarding Soviet deployment 
programs for their warheads, assumptions about which there will 
always be uncertainties.

It is certainly true that the Soviets could decide to do nothing 
to upgrade their ICBM force. In this situation, even with the

1 2Fiscal Year 1973 Authorization for Military Procurement, Research and 
Development, Construction Authorization for the Safeguard ABM, and Active Duty and 
Selected Reserve Strengths: Hearings Before the Committee on Armed Services, United 
States Senate, Ninety-second Congress, Second Session, on S. 3108, pt, 3, Authoriza
tions, p. 1820.
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numbers allowed by the Interim Offensive Agreement, Minuteman 
survivability would not be in serious question. However, the Soviet 
R&D program in this" area is vigorous and it is not prudent in the 
light of recent statements made by the Soviet leadership to assume 
a sudden termination of the ongoing Soviet ICBM programs. 
Finally the agreements do not prohibit qualitative improvements 
and our ICBM defenses, with the number of interceptors hmited 
to low levels, are such that future accuracy improvement of Soviet 
single warhead systems could, by itself, reduce Minuteman 
survivability to an inadequate level.

Question 9. Do we not assume that the Soviet Union needs 
more submarines to have the same number on station in strike 
position? Would you give that ratio? Would the ratio change 
importantly during the next five years under the proposed SALT  
agreements?

Answer. We do not assume that the Soviets would necessarily 
require more submarines than the U.S. to have the same number in 
strike position.

Present Soviet deployment practices, if retained, would require 
more submarines than the U.S. to maintain the "same number on 
station. Factors which apply here are the long transit distances 
required for Soviet submarines to reach their patrol stations, the 
limited range of the currently deployed Soviet SLBMs, and the 
single crew manning practices employed.

The Soviets can change any rigid ratio of total submarines to on 
station submarines which we might assign to them at the present 
time. These actions are not constrained by the SAL agreement. 
For example, continuing deployment of the SS—N—8 missile will, 
for constant target coverage, substantially decrease transit time 
thereby increasing on-station rates. While it is not possible to 
predict which other changes the Soviets will implement in the 
future, they could reduce this ratio during the five year interim 
period.

Question 10. Looking ahead to the end o f  the five years 
covered under the Interim Offensive Agreement, could you project 
the strength o f  the U.S. and USSR in relative terms measured by 
equivalent megatonnage in the arsenals o f  each side?

Answer. The U.S. currently plans to have [deleted] equivalent 
megatons in strategic weaponry in 1977. The presently projected 
corresponding value for the Soviet Union in 1977 is [deleted] 
equivalent megatons. Soviet equivalent megatonnage is only 
illustrative or a “best estimate”, since any number of MIRVing 
options is open to them, and we have no way of knowing exactly 
how the Soviets will shape their forces with the constraints of the 
interim agreement.

Question IL  What specific ASW technique would the 
TRIDENT be better at countering than POLARIS/POSEIDON and
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estimate the time available before these techniques might be 
applied?

Answer. The TRIDENT system is expected to be able to 
counter any open ocean ASW technique which we can foresee. A 
good part of the gain will be realized through use of the long range 
TRIDENT I missile, which provides significant additional 
operating area over Poseidon. Greater safety can be added by an 
even longer range TRIDENT II missile which can be deployed only 
in TRIDENT submarines. The TRIDENT submarine will be 
capable of fully exploiting this greatly increased operating area by 
transiting at high speeds while remaining quiet.

In addition to the benefits derived from the much greater ocean 
patrol areas, survivability of the TRIDENT submarine is also 
enhanced through efforts to reduce acoustic observables and 
non-acoustic observables such as [deleted] magnetic anomaly and 
mast and antenna exposure. Noise goals, as well as goals for 
non-acoustic observables, are more stringent for the TRIDENT 
submarine than for any previous class o f nuclear submarine.

If detected the TRIDENT submarine would be more capable of 
evading by use of speed while operating in a quiet mode, by use of ’ 
countermeasures devices and/or defensive weapons.

A further enhancement of survivability is the capability to 
deploy from CONUS bases, and not require overseas bases. This 
would permit greater security in port exit, including the use of 
auxiliary U.S. forces to aid therein.

Question 12. Why does either side need 20 radars at each 
missile complex with only 100 launchers allowed?

Answer. According to the provisions of the ABM Treaty, a 
Party may have no more than twenty ABM radars at the ICBM 
defense site, with eighteen of these radars having a potential less 
than that of the smaller of the two large phased-array ABM radars, 
(the SAFEGUARD Missile Site Radar). These specified limitations 
on radars evolved during the course of extended negotiations.

At present, the Army is continuing its construction of the two 
large radars (PAR and MSR) at Grand Forks, North Dakota. For 
the reasons discussed below, additional radars may be desirable at 
the ICBM site and the Army is investigating this possibility.

The Interim Offensive* Agreement limits the quantity, but not 
the quality of the Soviet strategic missile forces. With feasible 
technological improvements to these forces (such as improved 
accuracy), the U.S. ICBM force could be threatened. Additionally, 
if the Interim Offensive Agreement is not replaced by an effective 
permanent agreement prior to its expiration in five years, the 
Soviet threat to our ICBM force could be further increased. Radars 
are the long lead time deployment component in providing 
defense of the U.S. ICBM force. By deploying additional radars at 
the ICBM field, the U.S. would be able to respond in minimum 
time to a threat to our ICBM’s [deleted].

Question 13. Given the general assumption o f  strategists that 
any ABM o f present technology can be overwhelmed, estimate the
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time saving for Washington before destruction between a situation 
with no ABM system and a situation with the system designed and 
deployed as allowed. Assume full-scale attack.

Answer. With no ABM defense against an SLBM attack, the 
NCA could have as little as [deleted] minutes prior to arrival of 
the attack in which to learn that an attack had been launched and 
to attempt to take appropriate action. With an active ABM 
defense, this time would be increased by about [deleted] or more 
minutes. The range in added time varies depending primarily on 
the size, type and sophistication of attack. For those cases where 
the attacker attempts to rapidly overwhelm the ABM with a large 
SLBM force located close to the US shore line and to which the 
smaller added times apply, there may be an increased probability 
that the element o f surprise would be degraded due to ASW 
detection o f the large number of submarines close to US shores.

I would add that, while the NCA defense would not provide a 
large increase in the time between warning and saturation of the 
defense in a full-scale attack by a large missile force, that is not the 
major reason for deploying the NCA defense. Such a defense will 
provide additional time that is critical for the functioning of the 
command and control system, which is an essential aspect of 
strategic deterrence. In addition, the NCA defense would provide 
protection against unauthorized or accidental launches, and reduce 
the credibility of nuclear blackmail.

Question 14. Please provide the total projected system costs o f  
the following programs: B—1 Bomber, the Short-Range Attack  
Missile, the TRIDENT submarine system. National Command 
Authority ABM defense, site defense o f  Minuteman, accelerated 
basing o f  strategic bombers and the submarine-launched cruise 
missile.

Answer. The following table provides the information re
quested:

TOTAL PROJECTED ACQUISITION COSTS FOR SELECTED STRATEGIC PROGRAMS
[in billions of dollars]

Fiscal year 
1972 and 

prior
Fiscal year 

1973 •
To

complete Total

B-1................................... . 0.7 0.4 10.0 11.1
SRAM............................. . . .8 .2 .3 1.3
Trident  ̂^ ......................... .2 1.0 [deleted] [deleted]
Safeguard NCA site* ̂ ........ . . .2 .2 1.8 2.2
Site defense development.. .. .1 .2 1.3 1.6
Bomber rebasing (Milcon only) .02 .05 .3 .4
SLCM development.......... .02 [deleted] [deleted]

 ̂̂ Decision on eventual Trident force level has not been made at this time.
Acquisition costs shown here are for illustrative 10-boat program and are still being 
refined.

^^Decision on NCA configuration has not been made at this time. Acquisition costs 
shown here are for least costly NCA configuration now under consideration.
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Questions by Senator Percy and Replies of Secretary of Defense
Laird on the Strategic Arms Limitations Agreements, June 21,
1972*

Question 1. What would we do if  the Soviets wish to exercise 
their stated right to exceed their submarine ceiling when our 
NATO allies deploy a seventh submarine which, together with our 
allowed 44 would be beyond 50? Would we cut our limit below 44 
to keep the total at 50?

Answer. [Deleted.] The US would object through the Stand
ard Consultative Commission should the Soviets for any reason 
exceed their submarine ceiling. With regard to specific actions that 
we would take, I believe that it serves no purpose to speculate on 
this hypothetical question.

Question 2. Why do we need TRIDENT when the Soviets have 
a ceiling on SLBMs and when there is no ASW threat for the 
foreseeable future?

Answer. The basic objective of our strategic policy is to 
preserve the sufficiency o f our deterrent, to make nuclear attack 
unattractive. That sufficiency is placed in serious doubt by Soviet 
momentum in building up their already powerful strategic forces, 
particularly their sea-based forces. We believe it is imperative that 
this country have a credible and logical means of insuring that the 
Soviets do not gain a position of clear nuclear superiority. The 
TRIDENT program is part o f that credible and logical means.

. We accelerated the TRIDENT program initially as a step to 
preserve nuclear sufficiency in the face of such a significant Soviet 
construction program for ballistic missile submarines. The on
going Soviet SSBN building program—without an agreement— 
would have given them an even greater numerical superiority 
advantage than they will have under the Agreement. At the 
expiration date o f the Interim Agreement the Soviets still will have 
an active production base for these submarines. Unless we 
maintain the accelerated schedule, we will be in a distinctly 
unfavorable strategic situation should the Soviets decide not to 
continue the Agreement. Alternatively, we would not have the 
negotiating leverage to help reduce the present imbalance.

The presence or absence of a ceiling on Soviet SLBMs does not 
affect the requirement for Trident. We do not concur that there is 
no possibility of an ASW threat for the foreseeable future. 
Although our confidence in the pre-launch survivability of the 
SSBN force is currently very high, our confidence in continued 
high SSBN survivability decline with time simply because of our 
uncertainty about the future course and rate of progress in 
Soviet-ASW technology. Intelligence lead times in this area are

Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements: Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-second Congress, Second Session, pp. 130-131. 
The agreements appear ante, pp. 197-201, 202-204.
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short compared to the time required to design, develop, and 
deploy a new submarine. Consequently, it is essential that we 
hedge against unforeseen developments in the threat with an 
orderly well-planned Trident program which will be able to 
counter potential open-ocean ASW techniques.

In addition to its decreased vulnerability to ASW developments. 
Trident can be operated from U.S. ports, thereby reducing our 
dependency on foreign bases.

Question 3. An advantage that some see in the offensive 
agreement is that it allows the United States time to proceed with 
further development o f  our key strategic programs such as the 
Trident and B—1 bomber as well as improving our already superior 
technology. Doesn’t allowing for such potential advances in 

\ weapons technology and system quality just replace one area o f  
instability with another, in effect convert the arms race to an 
equally expensive technological race?

Answer. A more complete statement of the advantage of the 
Interim Offensive Agreement is that it places some limits on the 
Soviet threat while allowing the U.S. to proceed with those 
programs necessary to counter the remaining portions of the 
Soviet threat that are not foreclosed by the Agreement. We are 
also allowed the right to maintain the technological lead necessary 
to offset the numerical advantage retained by the Soviets.

The increased confidence o f both sides in the effectiveness of 
their strategic retahatory forces, as a result of the SAL agreements, 
should be a major brake to the offense-defense arms race.

Although the initial agreements did not prohibit technological 
improvements, we believe that the numerical limitations will 
reduce arms costs to less than they would have been if both 
quantitative increases and qualitative improvements were un
restrained.

Question 4. During the SALT talks was any consideration given 
to dealing with the problem o f  medium-range ballistic missiles, 
such as those in Eastern Europe, which have the range necessary to 
knock out our forward-based systems? Why was no progress made 
in this area? Will they be on the agenda o f  SALT II?

Answer. [Deleted.] In the May 20, 1971, understanding we 
agreed to limit the offense agreement to ICBMs and SLBMs.  ̂
[Deleted.]

Question 5. I f  parity is important in ABMs where we supposed
ly have a large qualitative edge, why is it not important in 
offensive missiles where we have a qualitative edge but numerical 
inferiority?

Answer. Numerical parity has importance in both ABMs and 
offensive missiles. Because the Safeguard program was being

^Documents on Dmrrmment, 1971, p. 298.
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deployed, the U.S. was able to obtain numerical parity in the ABM 
Treaty in spite of the present Soviet lead in numbers of deployed 
launchers and radars. By contrast, in the offensive missiles area, 
the Soviets had numerical superiority as well as an active program 
to construct additional launchers and the U.S. had no program in 
readiness to construct additional launchers. Because we do not 
have numerical parity in offensive launchers, it is important that 
we maintain our technological lead to offset the numerical 
imbalance. We believe that we can continue to maintain an 
acceptable strategic balance under the provisions of the Interim 
Agreement by keeping our technological capabilities updated and 
by pursuing the other programs we have recommended to the 
Congress.

Statement by the Japanese Representative (Nisibori) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, June 22, 1972^

In my first intervention at the last session of this Committee 
I stated that the basic trend characterizing the climate in 
international politics at present was a shift from an “era of 
tension” to an “era of relaxation”, or from an “era of confronta
tion” to an “era o f negotiation” ;̂  as a matter of fact, such 
continuing efforts for the relaxation of international tension as we 
can see in the visit to the Soviet Union of the President of the 
United States last month, which followed his visit to China last 
February, clearly indicate that the basic trend in international 
politics I have just mentioned is still developing.

On the other hand, however, despite such efforts for the 
relaxation of international tension on the part of the United States 
and the Soviet Union, we should not overlook the fact that tense 
political situations, however restricted the areas directly involved 
may be, still exist in such regions as Asia and the Middle East. I 
am, therefore, inclined to beheve that this trend in international 
politics in no way invalidates the historical fact that, if there is no 
positive contribution by all the countries directly interested, the 
relaxation of international tension and the pursuit of peace in the 
true sense of the term are extremely difficult to realize through 
the efforts of a few States.

I believe that we should examine fully at this stage whether or 
not this reality holds true in the case of our efforts seeking 
effective measures o f arms control and disarmament. If we look 
objectively at the various arms-control measures which we have 
achieved in the decade since this Committee commenced opera
tions in 1962, I cannot but say with regret that the past 
achievements o f this Committee, although it is not my intention 
to belittle them, do not entirely eliminate all misgiving that they

'CCD/PV.562, pp. 6-18.
^Ante, pp. 66-67.
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do not fully respond to the expectations of international public 
opinion.

I am no exception in evaluating highly the efforts made by the 
two major nuclear-weapon States, the United States and the Soviet 
Union, to realize effective measures of arms control and disarma
ment, which have been one of the major drives for relaxing 
international tension since the end of World War II. It is obvious 
that the grave responsibilities of those two States for the 
maintenance o f international peace and security will not become 
any lighter in the foreseeable future.

On the other hand, however, I am greatly concerned by the fact 
that, so long as there exist nuclear-weapon States which do not 
participate in the negotiations on arms control and disarmament, 
it will be extremely difficult for us to realize effective measures of 
arms control and disarmament with which all the nuclear-weapon 
States will comply. As we are well aware, positive contributions by 
all the countries directly interested are essential for the success of 
any efforts to relax international tension. There are definite limits 
to what can be achieved by the efforts o f particular States, 
however great their political power may be, for achieving effective 
measures of arms control and disarmament, without fruitful 
contributions from all States with a direct interest in the matter.

The members of this Committee may recall that, since last 
year’s General Assembly of the United Nations, many countries 
have sta:ted extremely well-considered views on what form a 
disarmament-negotiations forum should take. The most urgent and 
important problem which we now face in our disarmament 
negotiations is the matter of nuclear disarmament, and, if we are 
to accelerate nuclear disarmament, we must secure the participa
tion o f all the nuclear-weapon States in substantial disarmament 
negotiations.

However, the peoples of the world, who desire the early 
achievement of nuclear disarmament, have been deeply dis
couraged and frustrated by the fact that two nuclear-weapon 
States, the Govemment o f the People’s Republic of China and the 
Government o f the Republic of France, still remain outside this 
most important forum for disarmament negotiations in inter
national society today. Particularly with the participation of the 
Govemment o f the People’s Republic of Cliina in the United 
Nations at last year’s General Assembly, only the nuclear-weapon 
States now monopolize a privileged status in international society, 
that o f permanent membership of the Security Council, which, in 
accordance with the United Nations Charter and United Nations 
practice, brings with it a great deal of power. Since it is axiomatic 
in international society today that privilege and responsibility are
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two sides of the same coin, those nuclear-weapon States must 
recognize the grave responsibilities of each and every one of them 
for the maintenance of international peace and security, including 
the area of arms control and disarmament. These are the 
responsibilities corresponding to the power their privilege gives 
them. Japan, as one of the countries of Asia, is most gravely 
concerned about the question o f securing an early participation of 
the Government o f the People’s Republic of China, which is the 
only nuclear-weapon State in Asia, in the work of this Committee.

The necessity for the participation of the Governments of the 
People’s Republic o f China and the Republic of France in 
disarmament negotiations at the present stage is recognized by all 
the member States of this Committee; and, at the last session of 
this Committee, many representatives, including the present 
Secretary-General of the United Nations, called for the participa
tion o f those two States in the disarmament negotiations at the 
Conference. Even if, in spite of this attitude on the part of world 
opinion, we cannot as yet see any immediate prospect o f those 
two nuclear-weapon States participating in this Committee, we 
should not give up our efforts to seek all possible means of 
including them in substantial disarmament negotiations.

When the question of the holding of a World Disarmament 
Conference (WDC) was discussed at the 26th General Assembly 
last year, our representative emphasized that, as an indispensable 
condition for the holding of such a conference, we must secure the 
participation of all nuclear-weapon States in that conference. We 
must bear this point in mind when we study the question of the 
holding o f a World Disarmament Conference. I would like to make 
it clear at this time that Japan will spare no effort to co-operate 
with any constructive attempt to obtain the participation of all 
the nuclear-weapon States in substantial disarmament negotia
tions.

As for the holding of a World Disarmament Conference, many 
States have pointed out various problems involved. It goes without 
saying that we must make the most careful examination of all 
these points at the stage of the preparations for the holding of a 
World Disarmament Conference in order to make it contribute to 
real progress in disarmament negotiations, instead of allowing it to 
serve only the purpose o f political propaganda for some countries. 
Furthermore, such a conference should be held in such a manner 
that it will not prejudice the activities of this Committee, which 
has so far achieved many successes, and that it should make a 
positive contribution in advancing disarmament negotiations as a 
whole by maintaining systematic liaison with this Committee. In 
this respect we consider that this Committee could play an 
important role in the preparations for such a conference.

Before the opening of the present session of this Committee, 
the concrete results o f the strategic arms limitation talks between 
the United States and the Soviet Union were made public in 
Moscow on 26 May. The Japanese delegation considers this
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achievement, which is the fruit of serious efforts by the United 
States and the Soviet Union for more than two years, extremely 
important.

From the pubhshed texts of the Treaty and Agreement, we 
understand that the United States and the Soviet Union have 
reached agreement on the total number of each of such strategic 
weapon systems as ABMs, ICBMs and SLBMs, thus setting clear 
limits to the total number o f missiles those two States may 
possess.^

On the other hand, however, it is a matter for regret that the 
various measures for checking the qualitative improvement of 
strategic nuclear arms have been excluded from the recent 
agreement reached between the United States and the Soviet 
Union, and any progress in this area must depend on future 
negotiations between those two States. As the Japanese delegation 
has constantly stressed, it would be far from satisfying if nuclear 
disarmament is to be limited to what is merely control or freezing 
of the total number of nuclear weapons, neglecting the early 
implementation of any effective measures for eliminating the 
possibility of the qualitative improvement of nuclear weapons. 
Accordingly the Japanese delegation strongly hopes that the 
United States and the Soviet Union, using the recent agreement as 
a stepping-stone in their future negotiations, will continue to do 
all in their power to achieve progress in their talks on effective 
measures for eliminating this aspect of the arms race. At the same 
time I should like to make a strong appeal to the United States 
and the Soviet Union to spare no effort for the early realization of 
a comprehensive nuclear test ban, which must be our primary 
objective, since, as I stressed repeatedly in my statements during 
the last session o f this Committee, this is one of the most effective 
measures for eliminating the qualitative improvement of nuclear 
weapons.

At the same time I must point out that the Governments of the 
People’s Republic of China and the Republic of France, while 
refusing to associate themselves even with the Partial Test Ban 
Treaty o f 1963'* and thus not observing the minimum moral duty 
as nuclear-weapon States, are endeavouring to reinforce their 
nuclear armaments, forcing the atmospheric nuclear tests despite 
the repeated protests from the Asian and Pacific nations. Under 
the circumstances, where there have appeared significant 
tendencies toward the relaxation of international tension in many 
parts of the world and the question of the preservation of the 
human environment is now recognized as one of the most serious 
problems common to all human beings, it is particularly 
deplorable that atmospheric tests are still being conducted despite 
the obvious fact that these tests can do nothing but increase 
tensions and contaminate the environment.

^Seeante, pp. 197-201, 202-204, 204-205, 205-207.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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Japan, as a country of the Asian and Pacific area, feels grave 
concern about this situation. We wish to appeal to the govern
ments of the People’s Republic of China and France to stop 
atmospheric tests as soon as possible.

It is regrettable that, although the question of a comprehensive 
nuclear test ban was one of the main issues for discussion at this 
year’s spring session o f the Conference, we have not as yet 
achieved any substantial progress on this question.

With a view to creating new momentum which will enable us to 
make progress in the discussion of this question, the Japanese 
delegation stressed at the meeting of this Committee on 28 March 
that the United States and the Soviet Union should give concrete 
proof of the sincerity of their desire to reach a solution to this 
question through the early implementation of interim measures 
leading to a comprehensive nuclear test ban, if  the differences in 
the positions of those two countries with regard to the need for 
carrying out on-site inspection continue to make it difficult for us 
to hope for the realization of a comprehensive nuclear test ban in 
the near future.® At the same time we put forward the proposal 
that the United States and the Soviet Union should, as one 
concrete interim measure, prohibit first underground nuclear 
explosions above a certain scale which can be easily detected and 
identified by seismological methods and to expand gradually the 
scope of prohibition until the goal o f a comprehensive nuclear test 
ban is achieved. Various comments have already been made by 
several countries on our proposal and we appreciate the construc
tive views presented, particularly those of Canada, the United 
Kingdom and the United States. The Japanese delegation intends 
to explain further its views on the various opinions and comments 
presented by the members of this Committee, including those 
three countries, at an appropriate stage in the near future.

At the moment, however, I should like to stress the following 
points in connexion with our proposal. ^

First of all, our proposal is one o f the variotis interim measures 
which could be implemented until the time when a comprehensive 
nuclear test ban is revised, and does not rule out in any way 
whatsoever the implementation of other interim measures, 
including a moratorium, not to mention the immediate realization 
of a comprehensive nuclear test ban.

Secondly, if the United States and the Soviet Union prefer 
interim measures, including a moratorium, other than those 
contained in our proposal, or if they can agree on the immediate 
realization o f a comprehensive nuclear test ban without recourse 
to any interim measures, the Japanese delegation will whole
heartedly welcome any such steps which the United States and the 
Soviet Union might take, and in no way insist on our proposal 
being accepted.

^Ante, pp. 125-133.
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As has already been pointed out by many delegations in this 
Committee, any progress towards a comprehensive nuclear test 
ban depends chiefly on how eager the United States and the Soviet 
Union, which are directly involved in this question, are to reach a 
solution to this question.

If we try to make any assessment of the eagerness of the United 
States and the Soviet Union with regard to a solution to this 
question, we cannot but rely on our assessment of the initiatives, 
if any, the United States and the Soviet Union have so far taken or 
may be proposing with a view to facilitating the solution of this 
question. Regrettably enough, however, it is a fact that those two 
States have not made any substantial contribution to the solution 
of this question from the conclusion of the Partial Test Ban Treaty 
in 1963 until today, and that they do not give evidence of any 
intention whatsoever of taking any such initiative in the near 
future. The Japanese delegation believes that we have already 
reached the stage where the United States and the Soviet Union 
should now make a definite political decision to carry out 
concrete measures for the solution of this question. We therefore 
strongly hope that those two States will embark on concrete 
actions including the implementation of interim measures, the 
submission of a draft treaty, etc. without any further delay.

Needless to say, we already have seismological verification 
methods as one of the main scientific means of verifying 
compliance with an underground nuclear test ban. In order to 
realize an underground nuclear test ban, taking full advantage of 
such seismological verification methods, we believe it is essential 
for us to estabhsh an international network of seismograph 
stations. For the establishment of such an international network 
of seismograph stations, however, such technical problems as the 
selection of the seismograph stations which will take part in the 
detection and identification of underground nuclear explosions 
and o f the type o f seismographs with which those stations are to 
be equipped, practical methods of determining the magnitude 
unambiguously, the method of exchanging data among these 
stations, the designation of co-ordinating centres for collecting and 
keeping the data which will be sent from those stations, and 
methods of preventing intentional tampering with the observed 
data, etc. must be solved beforehand among the countries 
concerned, including the United States and the Soviet Union.

The Japanese delegation would like to stress, in particular, that 
the question o f the establishment o f an international network of 
seismograph stations and the various related technical questions 
are questions which cannot be evaded, whether we can realize a 
comprehensive nuclear test ban at a single bound or whether we 
have to be content for the time being with various interim 
measures leading to a comprehensive nuclear test ban.

In the light of this consideration, we strongly hope that this 
Committee will oiganize a series of meetings of experts with a
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view to solving the technical questions relating to the establish
ment of an international network of seismograph stations.

In my statement at the meeting o f this Committee on 28 March 
this year, I suggested that Canada, Japan and Sweden should 
establish a tripartite network o f seismograph stations in order to 
prohibit immediately underground nuclear explosions o f magni
tude 5% or above, as one interim measure leading to a compre
hensive nuclear test ban. Of course, this tripartite network 
of seismograph stations must be developed as rapidly as possible 
into an international multinational network of seismograph 
stations with the participation of as many countries as possible. 
Accordingly we earnestly hope that the United States, the Soviet 
Union and other countries concerned will give positive support to 
our proposal so that we may develop the network of seismograph 
stations from a “tripartite” to a “multinational” network.

Next, I should like to state my delegation’s view on the 
question of the prohibition of chemical weapons, which, along 
with the question of a comprehensive nuclear test ban, is one of 
the most important questions this Committee is now tackling.

According to our experience in the past discussions of this 
Committee, it has turned out very clear that no satisfactory 
agreement ̂ can be reached on the question of the prohibition of 
chemical weapons, and this is also true of any other question 
relating to arms control and disarmament, unless effective verifica
tion measures are established. For this reason the Japanese 
delegation has insisted since 1969, when this Committee com
menced intensive discussions on the question of the prohibition of 
chemical and biological weapons, that a series of informal 
meetings should be held with the participation of experts. This is 
because we believe that close study m ust be made of the various 
technical questions relating to the verification measures which are 
necessary to ensure strict compHance with a prohibition of 
chemical weapons as a precondition for a poUtical decision by 
every State to prohibit chemical weapons.

As the members of this Committee are aware, at such an 
informal meeting held in July last year at the initiative of my 
delegation, various useful suggestions were put forward by the 
experts who participated in that meeting with regard to verifica
tion techniques for use in connexion with a prohibition of 
chemical weapons. It has been obvious, however, that the holding 
of another series of such informal meetings is necessary to make 
further study o f questions connected with verification techniques 
relating to the prohibition o f chemical weapons, since those 
questions are extremely difficult and complex.

For this reason the Japanese delegation emphasized at the last 
session of this Committee the need for holding such informal 
meetings as soon as possible. It was gratifying indeed that the 
distinguished representative of Sweden, Mr. Eckerberg, proposed 
at the meeting of this Committee on 13 April that informal 
meetings with the participation of experts should be held during
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its present session with a view to discussing four concrete items 
relating to the verification techniques connected with the 
prohibition o f chemical weapons,® and that this Swedish proposal 
was accepted with the support of many members of this 
Committee, with the result that this Committee will convene such 
an informal meeting on 5 July.

The Japanese delegation welcomes this positive step taken by 
this Committee to facilitate the solution of the question of the 
prohibition of chemical weapons, and pays high tribute to the 
positive initiative taken by Sweden for the holding of such 
informal meetings. The Japanese delegation will participate fully 
in such informal meetings by sending our experts, and at the same 
time presenting our views in as detailed a form as possible on 
criteria to be used to define super-toxic agents and on a technical 
evaluation of different methods of control for the various groups 
of chemical agents.

With regard to the question of the scope of chemical agents to 
be prohibited, we must examine carefully whether or not it is 
technically possible for any chemical agents available for weapons 
purposes to be prohibited outright without any hindrance to the 
peaceful use o f those agents, since, as many delegations pointed 
out during the previous session o f the Committee, there are large 
numbers o f groups and species of chemical agents available for use 
as chemical weapons, most of which are actually also used for 
many peaceful purposes. Furthermore, it seems to us that it could 
never be a simple matter to discover effective verification measures 
which might be equally applicable to every kind of activity to be 
prohibited, namely use, production, development and stockpiling, 
since there are wide differences between those activities. Ac
cordingly the solution o f such problems as how we can be assured 
of satisfactory verification results with regard to each of those 
activities to be prohibited by means of an appropriate combina
tion o f various verification measures might be possible only if we 
made a close study o f the effectiveness and limitations of each of 
those verification measures which might be applicable at the 
present stage.

In this case we particularly need detailed technical studies of 
whether or not off-site inspection measures, such as remote 
sensing devices, which do not involve any intrusion into the 
territory o f another State could be effective measures of verifica
tion, or o f whether or not some degree of territorial intrusion is 
indispensable for ensuring effective verification. In view of the 
importance of this aspect of the matter, my delegation will express 
our views by presenting concrete illustrations based on the results 
so far obtained in our studies.

The Japanese delegation believes it would be desirable that, in 
order to make such informal meetings more fruitful and construc
tive, the results of the experts’ discussions on the technical

^Ante, p. 142.
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questions relating to verification in connexion with the prohibi
tion o f chemical weapons should be reported to this Committee as 
well as to the United Nations General Assembly, so that we can 
make full use o f them as basic materials for our discussions in the 
future, instead o f making the informal meetings merely a forum 
for exchanges of views between the experts. The Japanese 
delegation is convinced that all members of this Committee 
should, on the basis o f  the reports o f the informal meetings, do all 
they can to discover verification measures acceptable to all 
countries with a view to achieving concrete results with regard to 
measures relating to the prohibition o f chemical weapons.

To this end it is absolutely necessary that experts from as many 
countries as possible should participate in and make concrete and 
positive contributions to such informal meetings to be held in the 
near future. From this point of view the Japanese delegation 
strongly hopes that, as has already been requested frequently in 
the past by many delegations, including my own, the socialist 
countries should also participate positively in such informal 
meetings so that they will make a useful contribution to the work 
of meetings with constructive statements and active participation 
by their experts.

I have stated above the basic positions of the Japanese 
delegation on the various questions of disarmament. The more 
detailed views of the Japanese delegation will be presented on 
several major items relating to those questions at an appropriate 
stage in the present session.

The present summer session is, needless to say, a very important 
one for making the discussions on the disarmament question in the 
coming United Nations General Assembly as fruitful as possible. In 
this session o f the General Assembly, an objective evaluation will 
be made by all the participating States of the extent to which this 
Committee has made an actual contribution to the progress of 
such disarmament questions as a comprehensive test ban and the 
prohibition o f chemical weapons, an early solution to all o f which 
was requested by the resolutions of the last General Assembly. 
Furthermore, depending upon the results of that evaluation, how 
future negotiations on disarmament, including the-negotiations in 
this Committee, should be conducted and what form they should 
take may well be the object of active discussion. The Japanese 
delegation intends to consult closely with all members of this 
Committee on all o f those questions in both formal and informal 
meetings during the present.session of this Committee. At the 
same time we hope that the United States and the Soviet Union, 
the Co-Chairmen o f this Committee, and other members will, 
during the present session o f this'Committee, fully express their 
views on the points I have mentioned.
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News Conference Remarks by President Nixon on the Defense 
Budget and the Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements [Ex
tract], June 22, 1972*

Mr. President, this may be a borderline question in the domestic 
field, but I believe it may fall there since the issues are before 
Congress. Could you tell us your view of the relationship between 
the development of offensive weapons, as proposed in your 
defense budget, and the SALT agreements?^

The President. I have noted the progress of the debate in the 
committee, and particularly the controversy, or alleged contro
versy and contradiction which seems in some quarters to have 
been developed between the views of the Secretary of Defense and 
the views that I have expressed and the views that have been 
expressed by Dr. Kissinger and Secretary Rogers.

I think that I can put the thing in context best by first pointing 
out the Secretary o f Defense’s position, and then relating that 
position to the overall position of the United States in attempting 
to develop policy that will adequately protect the security of the 
United States and also move forward on the arms limitation front.

The Secretary of Defense has a responsibility, as I have a 
responsibility, to recommend to the Congress action that will 
adequately protect the security of the United States. Moving on 
that responsibility, he has indicated that if the SALT agreement is 
approved, and then if the Congress rejects the programs for 
offensive weapons not controlled by the SALT agreement, that 
this would seriously jeopardize the security of the United States. 
On that point he is correct.

What I would suggest to the Congress and would recommend to 
individual Congressmen and Senators, who will have the responsi
bility of voting on this matter[,] is the following course: First, the 
arms limitation agreements should be approved on their merits. I 
would not have signed those agreements unless I had believed that, 
standing alone, they were in the interest of the United States. As a 
matter of fact, the offensive limitation is one that is particularly in 
our interest because it covers arms where the Soviet Union has 
on-going programs which will be limited in this 5-year period, and 
in which we have no ongoing programs.

So, consequently, I would recommend and strongly urge that 
the Congress approve the ABM treaty, and also the limited, 
temporary, offensive hmitations curb. However, after the Congress 
moves in that field, all Congressmen and Smators—and this would, 
of course, include them all—who are concerned about the security 
of the United States should then vote for those programs that will 
provide adequate offensive weapons in the areas that have been

 ^^eekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, June 26,
1972, pp. 1079-1080.

*The SALT agreements appear ante, pp. 197-201, 202-204, 204-205.
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recommended by the Secretary o f Defense and by the Administra
tion.

Now the reason for that is twofold; first, because if we have a 
SALT agreement and then do not go forward with these programs, 
the Soviet Union will, within a matter of a very limited time, be 
substantially diead o f  the United States overall, particularly in the 
latter part of the seventies.

If the United States falls into what is a definitely second 
position, inferior position to the Soviet Union overall in its 
defense programs, this will be an open invitation for more in
stability in the world and an open invitation, in my opinion, for 
more potential aggression in the world, particularly in such 
potentially explosive areas as the Mideast.

Therefore, it is important from the standpoint of the United 
States being able to play its role of maintaining peace and security 
in the world—a role that the United States, of all the non- 
Communist nations, is the only one capable of playing—it is 
essential that the United States not fall into an inferior position.

Therefore, the offensive weapons programs—which incidentally 
were not conceived after the SALT agreements, they were 
recommended prior to the SALT agreements and stand on their 
own because the Soviet Union has programs in which they are 
moving forward. As I pointed out to the leaders, and you ladies 
and gentlemen were present there, or some of you were and the 
rest of you, o f course, covered it through the broadcasting system, 
the Soviet Union is moving forward.

Mr. Brezhnev made it absolutely clear to me that in those areas 
that were not controlled by our offensive agreement that they 
were going ahead with their programs. For us not to would 
seriously jeopardize the security of the United States and 
jeopardize the cause of world peace, in my opinion.

Now, the second reason why those who vote for the arms 
limitation agreement should vote for an on-going program in those 
areas not covered by it, is that this arms control agreement, while 
very important, is only the first step and not the biggest step.

The biggest step remains. The biggest step is a permanent 
limitation on offensive weapons, covering other categories of 
weapons and, we trust, eventually all categories of weapons. This 
would be as dramatic as the one step that we have already 
taken—this would be an even more dramatic step in limiting arms 
overall between the two superpowers.

In the event that the United States does not have on-going 
programs, however, there will be no chance that the Soviet Union 
will negotiate phase 2 of an arms limitation agreement. I can say 
to the members o f the press here that had we not had an ABM 
program in being there would be no SALT agreement today 
because there would have been no incentive for the Soviet Union 
to stop us from doing something that we were doing and, thereby, 
agree to stop something they were doing.

Now in the event that we do not therefore have any new 
offensive systems underway or planned, the Soviet Union has no
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incentive to limit theirs. And so consequently—and I have studied 
this very, very carefully; I can assure you that there is nothing I 
would like better than to be able to limit these expenses—I am 
convinced that to achieve our goal which is the goal, I think, o f all 
Americans, to achieve our goal o f an offensive Umitations curb, 
covering all types of nuclear weapons, that it is essential for the 
United States to have an on-going, offensive program. For that 
reason, I think that the position of the Secretary of Defense, 
speaking for the security o f the United States, is a sound one.

I would hope that Members of the House and Senate, on 
reflection, would recognize that the SALT agreement, important 
as it is by itself, does not deal with the total defense posture of the 
United States. By itself it is in the interest of the United States 
and it stands on its own, but by itself, without a continuing 
offensive program, we can be sure that the security interests o f the 
United States would be very seriously jeopardized and the chances 
for a permanent offensive agreement would, in my opinion, be 
totally destroyed.

British Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Remote Detection of Chemical 
Weapon Field Tests, June 27, 1972*

A .I. In an earlier Working Paper (CCD/308) the requirements 
for verification o f chemical weapon arms control measures were 
reviewed in broad terms in order to put the overall problem of 
verification into perspective.^ Subsequently a number of Working 
Papers have continued this process with varying degrees of 
elaboration o f detailed aspects of the problem. It is appropriate, 
now that the Coihmittee has a general understanding of the 
problem, for consideration to be given in detail to some of the 
verification techniques which have been suggested, so that positive 
action can be focused on those which show real promise of 
practical application.

2. One technique which requires further examination since it 
has been suggested as one which would not involve on-site 
inspection is the use of satellite-mounted sensors designed to 
detect field tests of chemical weapons. This paper seeks to 
examine in detail:

i) whether such a system would be feasible in terms of sensi
tivity requirements and equipment performance; and

ii) what would be the probability of detection of field tests on 
the basis of certain assumptions.

' CCD/371, June 27,1972.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 432-436.
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3. A fundamental assumption is that field tests of chemical 
weapons would be essential as part of the development process 
culminating in production and stockpiling o f the weapons. It is 
important to note that while this may be true for any new 
development, for example by a state previously lacking a chemical 
weapon capability it is not necessarily a valid assumption for 
countries which have previously had such a capability, unless 
perhaps development of a new type were initiated.

B. The characteristics and sensitivity requirements o f  sensors

4. The remote detection of a chemical agent liberated during a 
field test necessitates the transmission of a signal from the 
chemical to a sensor, and in order to differentiate such tests from 
tests of weapons such as high explosive or smoke shells, the 
transmitted signal must allow identification of the chemical. This 
need to transmit a signal indicates the use of electromagnetic 
radiation of some form and only those frequencies of the 
electromagnetic spectrum need be considered which are trans
mitted by the earth’s atmosphere and capable of giving chemical 
information. Absorption by the atmosphere limits the usable 
frequencies to “windows” in the near ultra-violet, visible light, 
infrared, microwave and radio-frequency regions. Of these regions 
only the infrared will produce chemical data on all molecules and of 
the available windows in the infrared region, that from 8-15 ju is 
preferred because:

a. it is a region in which many characteristic infrared absorp
tion bands are found

b. the black body radiation from the earth peaks at about 10

Consideration will therefore be limited in this paper to a remote 
detection device working in the 8-15 ju window.

5. For the purpose of examining the capabilities of a typical 
satellite-mounted sensor, the orbit of the earth resources satellite 
(ERS) will be considered as the sensor requirements for this have 
been extensively reported. The ERS will be placed in a circular sun 
synchronous orbit at a height o f 880 Km with an orbit inclination 
o f  approximately 99°. This produces a ground point shift of 2860 
Km per orbit and a westerly shift of 170 Km each day. The 
sensors have a field of view of almost 190 Km producing a 10% 
overlap on successive days. The ground velocity of the satellite is 
6.7 Km sec'* which imposes severe constraints on the infrared 
sensor.

6 . Two types of sensor which are available are a suitable 
photoconductive detector, such as cadmium-mercury-tellurium 
(CdHgTe), and a pyroelectric detector such as triglycine 
sulphate. The former will require cooling to 77°K, the latter will
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operate at ambient temperature. The photoconductive sensor is 
usually used in a line scanning system, similar to the line scanning 
of a television screen, without interlacing, whereas the triglycine 
sulphate can be used in a pyroelectric vidicon detector in which 
the whole image is formed on the detector surface, which is ruled 
to give a number of discrete point detectors and the charge on 
these points is subsequently scanned by an electron beam. In 
normal systems working in the visible and photographic infrared 
regions of the spectrum, the different spectral ranges are each 
monitored by a separate vidicon using a filter to isolate the 
respective wavelength regions.

7. The choice of which system to use for surveillance of 
chemical weapon tests from a satellite will be governed by the 
degree of spectral resolution required. If the identity of a chemical 
agent can be established using a small number of wavelengths then 
either system could be used. If a large number of wavelengths are 
required then the consequent multiplicity of vidicons would be 
prohibitive.

8 . In remote sensing o f nerve agents from the ground using 
infrared absorption, detection can be based on the 9.7 ju band 
common to most nerve agents. However, this band cannot be used 
for satellite-based observation because of the atmospheric ozone 
absorption band at this wavelength. When the spectra of the 
atmosphere and a selection o f nerve agents are examined together, 
it is apparent that since it is impossible to use the 9.7 n region for 
identification, no simple combination o f bands will allow agents to 
be detected. Identification will then have to depend on summing 
all the information available in the 8-9.4 and 9.8-12 ju regions, the 
individual agents being identified by pattern recognition tech
niques. This will require a spectral resolution o f 0.1 m or better 
which would require a minimum of 38 vidicons. It therefore 
appears that the line scanning approach would be preferable.

9. When using scanning techniques based on passive infrared it 
is essential that the spectrum scan should be complete in the time 
interval in which a single target is being viewed. Since the sensor 
detects the absorption by a vapour cloud of infrared radiation 
from the earth’s surface, a changing pattern of absorption at 
different wavelengths would result if this background surface 
radiation varied during the course of a single scan. Relation of the 
data to the pattern for individual agents would then not be 
possible. If the spectral scan covers areas of different emissivity 
then false signals can result. The highest resolution of a line scan 
instrument yet achieved is 0.5 inilliradians with 0.25 milliradians 
as the practical limit. This gives a minimum Hne width of about 
250 m for the ERS system, but the value is of course dependent 
on altitude. Taking the instantaneous target being scanned as a 
square of this size then there will be roughly 800 such target dots 
in the 190 km line scan or (800)^ dots in the square frame. This 
frame is completed in 28 secs giving a ‘dot’ time of 40 jus. In that
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time it would be necessary to measure absorption at at least 38 
wavelengths—requiring a detector response of 1 jus or better. This is 
within the capabilities o f a cooled CdHgTe photoconductive 
detector. The fastest scanning system yet described would scan the 
8-12 fi region in 3 /is at a resolution of 0.50 n, so that the required 
scan rate o f 40 ms is feasible. This data would need to be digitised 
for transmission to earth and commercial converters have speeds 
up to 15MHz. Allowing 4 bits per wavelength interval (intensity 
scale of 16:1) and using the position of the intensity bits in the bit 
string to denote wavelength, the data transmission rate would be 
4MHz. It appears then that it would be technologically feasible to 
design a satellite based system with adequate speed.

10. Considering now the sensitivity of an infrared line scan 
system, the limiting discriminating power of the present CdHgTe 
detector is 0.08 per cent, the noise level limitation of the scanning 
system is 0.1 per cent. The corresponding detection sensitivity for 
an average nerve agent is about 0 .1  mg m-  ̂based on its strongest 
band. For identification several bands will have to be used which 
could degrade this sensitivity by a factor of 2 - 4. It is possible that 
more sensitive detectors may become available and that more ef
ficient means of suppressing the system noise may be found. How
ever, measurements at ground level indicate that atmospheric turbu
lence itself sets a noise limitation of 0.04 per cent on the discrimina
tion sensitivity. These terrestrial measurements were made with an 
instrument having a low time constant, but still one significantly 
higher than that of the satellite system. It therefore appears 
unlikely that a discrimination level better than 0 .1  per cent is 
likely to be achieved, so that a sensitivity of 0 .1  mg m—̂  is the 
most that appears practicable. EssentiaUy, it appears that the 
intrinsic sensitivity of existing infrared detectors is adequate, but 
that the limiting factor is likely to be the random noise level of the 
overall system.

11. Before the practical value of such a detection sensitivity is 
examined, it should be noted that such a detection system as that 
discussed above could only recognize known agents as the patterns 
for recognition would have to be stored within the system. The 
detection of tests with a new agent would be outside the 
capabilities o f such a system as the necessary spectrum analysis, at 
a rate of the order o f 2,500 spectra per second, would involve an 
extremely large computer organization. Even comparison of the 
limited range o f wavelengths with a limited library of known 
chemical agents at this rate is at the limits o f current computer 
capabilities.

12. So far sensor sensitivity has been discussed in terms o f the 
rapid response necessary for a satellite giving wide coverage by 
tracking over a large proportion of the earth’s surface. With a 
satellite geo-stationary orbit covering a fixed area, there would be

505-954 0  -  74 -  28
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a possibility of improving the sensor sensitivity by using integrat
ing techniques as explained in paragraph 21  below.

C. The probability o f  detection by. satellite-mounted sensors

13. In assessing the probability of successful detection of 
chemical weapon field tests from a sensor-satellite system, a 
number of assumptions have to be made in order to provide 
quantitative data inputs. Two necessary assumptions have already 
arisen from the discussion of appropriate sensors, viz that the 
sensor is an infrared spectrophotometer designed to detect vapours 
of chemical agents (aerosols would not be as readily detected by 
this type o f instrument); and that tests are carried out with known 
agents.

14. Two more assumptions o f particular importance are made 
in the following assessment. Firstly that tests are carried out at 
known fixed locations and secondly that tests are "random with 
respect to time. Arguments can easily be raised against both these 
assumptions. While some tests would probably involve complex 
support facilities which could not easily be moved, undoubtedly 
much testing could be carried out without such facilities. The 
choice of random test times was dictated by the need to employ 
numerical values in this quantitative assessment. Although it is 
reasonable to examine the performance o f a detection system 
under these assumptions, one must consider later the factors 
bearing upon detection possibilities in the case of a deliberate 
attempt at concealment.

15. A logic diagram showing the interactions of the various 
components which affect the separate probabilities involved in the 
overall surveillance system is given in Figure 1 attached. In 
addition to the satellite-sensor system which would scan the test 
area in a systematic manner the other main components are a 
source (munition/agent) which releases a “p u ff’ of agent vapour, 
and the environment which determines the dispersion of the puff 
and also has a large influence on its detectability. The probability 
of successful surveillance of field tests (Ps) is calculated as the 
product of the following four terms:

Pc the probability of a clear sky condition (environmental 
factor only)

Pa the probability of coincidence of the affected and 
scanned areas (satellite orbit and puff dispersion factors)

Pt the probability o f coincidence of the puff dispersion and 
sensor scanning times (environment and satellite orbit 
factors)

Pd the probability of detection (sensor, puff and satellite 
factors)

The first three terms are readily determined and allow favourable 
orbital configurations to be selected. The probability of detection 
will be a complex function of sensor-satellite characteristics, puff
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characteristics and environmental factors and can only be esti
mated on the basis o f further assumptions. The overall probability 
of successful surveillance can then be calculated for the various 
satellite orbits considered and the following paragraphs give details 
of such calculations.

Calculation o f  Probabilities

16. The following assumptions are made as the basis for 
calculating the probabiUties for surveillance:

Source; an instantaneous point source of 10 kg of
volatile nerve agent (such as might be pro
duced from one round of a multibarrelled 
rocket launcher)

Puff: the agent concentration within the puff as
sumes a normal Gaussian distribution which is 
maintained during dispersion downwind. The 
magnitude o f this dispersion was calculated on 
the basis o f a mathematical model and the 
ellipses defining the areas corresponding to 
various levels o f detectable agent (according to 
sensor sensitivities) were derived on the basis 
of this model

Environment: a flat test location; neutral temperature gra
dient; wind steady in direction at 2  mps. 
Cloud cover is the average incidence of over
cast sky during the period 1900 to 1939 (with 
separate winter and summer values)

Sensor: a multiple-spot line-scan (800 x 800) infrared
spectrophotometer with a scan time of 26 s, a 
resolution of 0.25 mrad and a sensitivity of 
0.1  mg m-^ (this sensitivity is derived as a 
product of puff concentration and puff height 
terms)

Satellites: Details o f some possible satellite orbits which
have been included in the calculations are 
given in Table I attached. An important factor 
which has not been considered is the system 
cost which will increase with satellite size, 
complexity and altitude.

Calculation ofP c

■ 17. This is the probability o f a clear sky and is obtained as 1 -
Po (the probability of overcast sky), the latter being obtained 
from meteorologies records for areas o f interest for the months of 
January and July, taken to represent winter and summer con
ditions.



414 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1972

Calculation o f  Pa and Pt

18. These are the probabUities that the ground track area 
covers the area o f puff formation and/or dispersion and the 
probability that the puff is in the scanned area at the time of 
tracking. Both terms will differ according to the type of satellite.

a. Polar orbit. A sensor in a near-recursion sun-synchro- 
nous orbit of this type having a shift for the second day’s track of 
one swathe width (170 km) would achieve complete earth 
coverage in 18 - 20 days. By a graphical method relating distance 
travelled by the puff centroid, wind speed and sensor sensitivity, it 
can be deduced that: Pa x Pt = 0.02 for 0.1 mg m—̂ sensor 
sensitivity.

b. Inclined orbits. The elliptical sim-synchronous inclined 
orbit with a period of 12  hrs. may be used to scan the northern 
hemisphere for two 8 -hr periods during each 24 hrs. at apogee. In 
view o f the persistence of the puff at detectable levels for a 
sufficient time. Pa x Pt = 1. Scanning at perigee would give a lower 
Pt value. The relatively low circular inclined orbit will result in less 
favourable Pa x Pt terms than the elliptical orbit.

c. Circular equatorial orbits. A satellite in a geostationary 
orbit having a sensor aligned and focused on a 7,200 km square 
centred on the puff release point can carry out constant 
surveillance. Thus Pa x Pt = 1 and Pd will be the critical factor in 
this case. A satellite in a 10,000 km orbit scanning a band of 2,000 
km centred on an appropriate latitude would repeatedly interro
gate a given area once every 6  hrs.

As with inclined orbits Pa x Pt = 1 except at high wind speeds 
(during which field tests would be unUkely).

Calculation o fPd
19. Either the sensor will detect a puff or it will not, i.e. Pd = 1 

or 0. A positive sensor system response will depend not only on 
puff characteristics and environmental conditions, but also par
ticularly on satellite characteristics, especially altitude since this 
determines the resolved spot area. If the product of the ratio puff 
area/resolved spot area and a function of the puff height and agent 
concentration is equal to or greater than the detector sensitivity, 
then Pd = 1. The area ratios are given in Table 2 attached and 
show that only with equatorial orbits at low sensor sensitivity ( 1 .0  

and 0.1 mg m-  ̂) will Pd = 0. This arises from the higher altitude 
of the equatorial satellites, but sensors of higher sensitivity in such 
satellites will be effective when the puff area has increased over a 
period of time.

20. In the case of elliptical inclined orbit it is anticipated that 
sensor performance would be likely to be degraded by directional 
and focussing problems and that Pd would be low as a result.
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21. For a sensor in a non-geostationary orbit, it is considered 
that the operational characteristics are likely to be a sensitivity 
limit of 0.1 mg m"̂  and a resolution of 0.25 mradians. This 
performance is attainable with present technology making allow
ance for environmental degradation factors but calculations have 
for completeness been carried out with sensitivities one order of 
magnitude on each side o f this value. As noted earlier (paragraph
1 2 ), the use o f integration techniques is possible for a sensor in 
geostationary orbit. By the rapid accumulation of spectra (as in 
the use o f a “computer of average transients”) the signal to noise 
ratio can be improved by a factor which approximates to the 
square root of the number accumulated. Thus, superimposition of 
1 0 0  spectra will give an improvement in sensitivity of a factor of
10. For this reason a possible sensitivity limit of 0.001 mg m‘  ̂ has 
also been included for such a satellite.

The probability o f  successful surveillance

22. Details o f the individual probability terms discussed above 
and the final values o f Ps (with separate values for winter and 
summer) are given in Table 3 attached.

23. It is evident from the Table that the best orbits are those in 
an equatorial plane although an inclined circular orbit may also be 
satisfactory if sensor sensitivity can be improved. A qualification 
to be applied to equatorial orbits is that sensors may be scanning 
certain locations at low elevations and the resulting increased 
atmospheric path length will introduce an unknown factor into 
the Pd values (see Figure 1).

24. It is seen that in the best conditions the determining factor 
for successful surveillance is the occurrence of clear sky conditions 
at the test site. The values given in Table 3 are for a typical 
Northern Hemisphere continental location. The dominating in
fluence of this particular factor places additional importance on 
the basic assumption discussed earlier, that tests are random with 
respect to time. Furthermore, the values for the probability of 
clear sky (Pc) are derived from data for completely overcast sky 
and do not take account o f partial cloud cover.

Conclusions

25. From this analysis it is concluded that limited detection by 
satellite sensors of chemical field tests o f known agents in known 
areas is technically feasible. The most promising surveillance 
system would require an infrared sensor mounted in a satellite in 
geostationary orbit. The incidence of cloud cover at the test site 
would be a major factor in determining the probability of 
successful surveillance.
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TABLE 1. SOME POSSIBLE SATELLITE ORBITS (APPROXIMATE VALUES)

Type Polar Inclined Equatorial
Orbit Circular Circular Elliptic Circular Circular

Altitude, Km 880 1000 _ 10,000 36,000
Apogee, Km — — 40,000 - -

Perigee, Km — — 500 — —

Inclination C) 99 60 63 0 0
Period, h. 1.6 1.7 12 6 24
Recursion No 14 14 2 4 1
Stability, years >10 >J0 >5 >10 >10
Classification Sun- Sun- — Geo

synchronous synchronous stationary
Example ERS — MOLINYA SYNCOM

(USA) (USSR) (NATO)
Sensor, type IR IR IR IR IR
Swathe, Km 170 200 Var. 2,000 7,200
Spot diameter, Km 0.22 0.25 Var. 2.5 9.0
Elevation at 50® 90 90 Var. 18° 18’ 32° 44’

latitude, (°)
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TABLE 2. RATIO OF PUFF AREA/SENSOR RESOLVED AREA

Type Satellite ResolutiorT' Puff Area/Sensor resolution for
altitude radius (km) Sensot^sensitivity (mgm" )̂

1.0 0.1 0.01 0.001

Polar 880 0.11 92 744 9258
Inclined 1000

Elliptic
0.125
Variable

71 577 7180 
not calculated

Equatorial 10,000 1.25 0.71 5.8 71.8
36,000 4.5 0.055 0.44 5.53 39.5

Source strength 10 kg.
Sensor resolution 0.25 mradians.

TABLES. SUMMARY OF PROBABILITY TERMS

Satellite 
type and 
altitude 

km

Sensor 
sensitivity 

m gm"̂

Probabilities*

Pc(W) Pc(S) PaxPt Pd Ps(W) Ps(S)

Polar 1.0 0.3 0.7 0.01 1 0.01 0.01
880 0.1 0.3 0.7 0.02 1 0.01 0.02

0.01 0.3 0.7 0.07 1 0.03 0.07

Inclined 1.0 0.3 0.7 0.15 1 0.05 0.11
1000 0.1 0.3 0.7 0.35 1 0.11 0.26

0.01 0.3 0.7 1 1 0.30 0.75

Inclined 1.0 0.3 0.7 not calculated
Elliptic 0.1 0.3 0.7 not calculated

0.01 0.3 0.7 not calculated

Equatorial 1.0 0.3 0.7 1 0 0 0
10,000 0.1 0.3 0.7 1 1 0.30 0.75

0.01 0.3 0.7 1 1 0.30 0.75

Equatorial 1.0 0.3 0.7 1 0 0 0
36,000 0.1 0.3 0.7 1 0 0 0

0.01 0.3 0.7 1 1 0.30 0.75
0.001 0.3 0.7 1 1 0.30 0.75

*Pc = probability of clear sky for winter Pc(W) and summer Pc(S).
Pa X Pt = probability of the coincidence of the agent puff and scanned area

and coincidence in time.
Pd = probability of detection by the sensor.
Ps = overall probability of successful surveillance in winter Ps(W) and

summer Ps(S)s.

Swedish Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Two Groups of Chemical Agents 
of Warfare, June 28, 1972*

INTRODUCTION

Within a comprehensive treaty prohibiting the development, 
production and storing o f chemical agents of warfare and 
prescribing their destruction, those agents which are particularly

‘ CCD/372, June 28,1972.



418 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1972

toxic and therefore capable o f inflicting heavy losses would 
probably require more rigorous methods of control than others. 
This working paper examines some o f the prerequisites for such 
special treatment. It studies whether chemicd agents o f warfare as 
comprised by the Geneva Protocol^ and the UN Report on 
Chemical Agents o f Warfare (United Nations. Chemical and 
Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons and the Effects of their 
Possible Use. Report of the Secretary-General. United Nations, 
New York, 1969, A/7575/Rev.l)^ might be divided into two 
groups with such characteristics that different verification 
procedures would seem meaningful.

Chemical substances, whether gaseous, liquid or solid, which are 
suitable to be employed in warfare because of their toxic effects 
on man, animals or plants, are chemical agents of warfare.

Some compounds are already known as chemical agents of 
warfare, others as potential chemical agents of warfare. Future 
compounds which are not yet identified might also become agents 
of warfare. Known chemical agents of warfare are listed in 
literature, e.g. the UN and the WHO reports (United Nations. 
Chemical and Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons and the Effects 
of their Possible Use. Report of the Secretary-General. United 
Nations, New York, 1969, A/7575/Rev. 1. World Health Organiza
tion, Health Aspects of Chemical and Biological Weapons: Report 
of a WHO Group of Consultants, Geneva, 1970.), and some 
potential ones are also mentioned in scientific publications. Such 
lists or descriptions are easily expanded when the existence of new 
agents for chemical warfare becomes known or can be inferred.

The purpose o f this paper is to discuss the principal possibilities 
to dehmit two groups of the chemical agents of warfare, i.e. 
supertoxic agents and other chemical agents of warfare, and to 
suggest a reasonable procedure for this. A delimitation between 
them should facilitate the discussions on verification, which are 
necessary in connexion with negotiations on a comprehensive 
treaty. Possible methods of verification for the different groups 
will not, however, be dealt with in this paper.

EARLIER DELIMITATION CONCEPTS

During the discussions in the CCD the following concepts have 
been used for different delimiting purposes.

Conditional or unconditional prohibition o f production 
(Swedish Statements 12 March 1970,
CCD/PV.457'» and 13 April 1972,
CCD/P.V.556).®

Supertoxic or toxic agents (Swedish Statement 9 March 1971, 
CCD/PV.499).®

^Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765. 
^Ibid., pp. 264-298.
*Ibid., 1970, pp. 83-91.
‘Ante, pp. 139-142.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 108-117.
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Single or dual purpose agents (US Working Paper Work 
programme regarding negotiations on 
prohibition o f chemical we^ons,
20 March 1972, C C D /360)/

These concepts may need further explanations.
A conditional prohibition would be restricted to production for 

use in war. An unconditional prohibition would mean a total 
prohibition of production.

Nearly all supertoxic agents are “single purpose” agents, i.e., 
they have only a belligerent use, and it has been suggested that 
their production should be unconditionally prohibited. All single 
purpose agents are not supertoxic. Other chemical agents of 
warfare may also have a civilian use, i.e. they are “dual purpose 
agents”.

It is apparent that these sets o f concepts are closely interrelated, 
which should be borne in mind in the following discussion, which 
deals with the supertoxic agents.

SUPERTOXIC AGENTS

Exactly which agents should be considered as supertoxic has 
not yet been definitely decided, although some have been 
mentioned, e.g. the nerve agents, mustards, and the toxins. 
Existing, potential and future chemical agents of warfare will in all 
probability have the following properties in common:

High toxicity
Rapid onset o f effect—minutes to hours 
Physico-chemical properties allowing storage and dissemina

tion (or in the case o f binary weapons only dissemination) 
Reasonably economic use

From the user’s point of view the acute toxicity of a chemical 
agent o f warfare is o f the greatest importance, and strong effects 
of low doses considered as an advantage. The most toxic 
compounds known, which also fit the other criteria mentioned for 
a chemical agent o f warfare, constitute the greatest threat. Very 
few o f these compounds have any peaceful use, and none has a 
necessary use outside scientific laboratories. However, it has to be 
admitted that future warfare agents with a very high toxicity and 
an indispensible peaceful use are possible, although not likely. 
There are also technical uncertainties in the determination of 
acute toxicities, such as lethal or effective doses.

The effects of chemicals on living organisms are indeed compli
cated. In considering which compounds should be regarded as 
supertoxic the lethal dose is important, as is the effective dose. 
The effective dose has to be effective from a military point of 
view, and the effects have to have a certain predictable duration, 
say from 24 hours and longer following exposure.

’’Ante, pp. 98-109.
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The concept of supertoxic agents should cover all chemical 
agents of warfare which are'particularly dangerous. Such com
pounds in very small quantities cause death or severe, long lasting 
disability.

A tentative delimitation of supertoxic agents is illustrated in the 
table. The delimitation is based upon known facts and data about 
some known compounds.

TECHNICAL BASIS AND PROCEDURE FOR DELIMITATION

Since the supertoxic agents will have to be treated differently 
wdthin a comprehensive ban of production, etc., o f chemical 
agents, it will be necessary to agree on a method for deciding 
which new chemical compounds should be characterized as 
supertoxic chemical warfare agents. From a technical point of 
view this should not be difficult. A group of experts using the kind 
of theoretical and practical approach suggested in this working 
paper should be able to take on this task.

Many such groups of experts exist for different purposes. 
Examples can be seen in international scientific and technological 
organizations, which perform their tasks continually or intermit
tently. The International Union of Pure and Applied Chemistry 
(lUPAC) is one such organization, which e.g. handles nomencla
ture problems.

Accordingly a list o f the supertoxic agents might be produced 
on request by an appropriate United Nations authority. This might 
be patterned on the work of the United Nations Committee that is 
evaluating radiation hazards of radioactive chemical isotopes, 
United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic 
Radiation on man and his environment, UNSCEAR, which in its 
turn gathers standardized data from two international scientific 
bodies, the International Commission on Radiation Protection, 
ICRP, and the International Commission on Radiation Units and 
Measurements, ICRU, as well as from UNESCO, WHO, FAO, and 
IAEA.

Reference has already been made to possible technical changes 
in the future, which might necessitate revisions in a treaty. The 
need for an updating mechanism covered by a treaty thus seems 
established. TTie same groups of experts and United Nations 
authorities just discussed might perform also this task.

CONCLUSION

There is need for a delimitation of particularly dangerous 
chemical agents of warfare, i.e. supertoxic agents, as a basis for 
different means of control within a comprehensive treaty prohibit
ing production etc. o f chemical agents of warfare.

In modem applied science the understanding of patterns of data 
has increased. The effects of chemicals on living organisins are 
indeed complicated and are best described by such patterns. 
Delimitation o f supertoxic agents from other chemical agents of 
warfare has to be founded upon the effects of chemicals on living
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organisms and thus on the recognition of patterns of data from 
several scientific disciplines and technical specialties.

Data on chemical agents of warfare are available in literature, 
e.g. the United Nations and WHO reports on chemical and 
biological weapons. These data have, as an experiment, been used 
in this paper to demonstrate the possibility to delimitate super
toxic agents from all agents described in the reports. As a result it 
was possible to delimit the most dangerous chemical agents of 
warfare as supertoxic agents, which rarely have a peaceful use and 
never a necessary one outside scientific laboratories. Many toxic 
compounds, most of them with peaceful uses such as hydrogen 
cyanide, could not be considered as belonging to the group of 
supertoxic agents.

A technical basis for the delimitation, if the concept of 
supertoxicity becomes operational, has been discussed. This can 
also serve for a periodic re-evaluation, which becomes necessary 
because of conceivable future inventions in the field of potentid 
chemical agents of warfare.

Statement by ACDA Director Smith to the Senate Armed Services 
Committee: Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements, June 28, 
1972*

I am pleased to appear before your committee today to discuss 
the two SALT agreements.^

During the past l}h years, my associates and I have briefed the 
Armed Services SALT Subcommittee and the committee’s staff 
members a number of times on developments in the negotiations. 
Today I would like to discuss with you the results of the 
negotiations, which I believe constitute a significant first step in 
limiting strategic arms.

My understanding is that this committee is especially interested 
in getting a clear understanding of the terms of the agreements and 
in fully understanding their effect on U.S. security. I will today 
try to be responsive to these special concerns.

First, Mr. Chairman, I would like briefly to discuss the basic 
provisions of the two agreements. The committee has before it an 
article-by-article analysis, and I will try to avoid repetition. I will, 
however, touch on the basic undertakings and their effects and try 
to answer some questions that have been raised.

Provisions o f  the ABM Treaty

Starting with the ABM Treaty-this is a long-term definitive 
agreement, and the effects of its undertakings are basic to a

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, July 31,1972, pp. 147-152. 
^Ahte, pp. 197-201, 202-204.
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realistic assessment of the merits of the two agreements taken 
together.

The treaty contains a general commitment not to build a 
nationwide ABM defense nor to provide a base for such defense. 
This general undertaking is supplemented by certain specific 
provisions. By this general undertaking and the specific commit
ments, both countries in effect agree not to challenge the 
effectiveness of each other’s missile deterrent capabiUties by 
deploying widespread defenses against them. This means that the 
penetration capability of our surviving deterrent missile forces can 
be assured. This, to my mind, bears directly on concerns about a 
first strike against the United States. As long as we maintain 
sufficient and survivable retaUatory forces, this new assurance of 
their penetration capability makes “first strike” as a rational act 
inconceivable, in my judgment. I believe that this is a development 
of prime significance for U.S. security.

The treaty, by permitting only a small deployment of ABM’s, 
tends to break the offense-defense action-and-reaction spiral in 
strategic arms competition. The low ABM limits increase the 
deterrent value o f each of our retaliatory offensive missiles. In the 
long run, we should be able to obtain more deterrence at less cost.

In view of the low ABM levels agreed on, it should be possible 
in the future to agree on mutual reductions in offensive weapons 
without impairing strategic Stability.

The permitted ABM systems are spelled out in article III. Each 
party may have two ABM complexes, one in an ICBM [inter
continental ballistic missile] area and one to defend the national 
command authority. These complexes are Umited in several 
ways—geographically, in numbers of ABM launchers and missiles 
(100 at each complex), and in specific constraints on ABM radars.

The two ABM deployments would serve different purposes. 
ABM coverage of an ICBM area will afford some protection for the 
ICBM’s. ABM coverage at the national capital will provide 
protection for the national command authority against accidental 
or unauthorized launch of a small number of missiles and is 
consistent with the basic purpose of the 1971 U.S.-U.S.S.R. 
agreement on measures to reduce the risk of outbreak of nuclear 
war. There would also be the additional benefit o f increased 
warning time which should afford opportunity for command 
decisions if there were a large-scale attack.

Other articles in the treaty supplement the basic provisions of 
article III. Of special interest are the limitations placed on ABM 
radars. As the long leadtime item in development of an ABM 
system, ABM radar was the subject of intense and complex 
negotiation. There are also limitations on the deployment of 
certain types of non-ABM radars in order to preclude their 
possible use as elements of an ABM system.
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Qualitative Limitations on ABM Systems

As a further restraint on ABM capabilities, there are three 
significant qualitative limitations on ABM systems. Both sides have 
agreed not to develop, test, or deploy ABM launchers for 
launching more than one interceptor missile at a time, not to 
modify launchers to provide them with such capability, nor to 
develop, test, or deploy automatic or semi-automatic or other 
similar systems for rapid reload of ABM launchers.

The development and testing, as well as deployment, o f sea-, 
air-, space-based, and landmobile devices is prohibited. Of perhaps 
even greater importance, the parties have agreed that no future 
types of ABM systems based on different physical principles from 
present technology can be deployed unless the treaty is amended.

To further reinforce the ban on a nationwide ABM defense, 
another major set o f qualitative limitations is the provisions to 
deal with the SAM-upgrade [surface-to-air missile] problem. Both 
sides agree that conversion or testing of other systems, such as 
air-defense systems, or components thereof, to perform an ABM 
role is prohibited. This is part o f the general undertaking not to 
provide an ABM capability to non-ABM systems.

I do not propose to speak about the confidence with which we 
can adequately monitor fulfillment of the obligations o f these 
agreements, since I understand that this committee has discussed 
with previous witnesses the capabilities of our national technical 
means o f verification. We did not work out limitations and then 
check to see if national technical means were adequate to verify 
them. We tailored the limitations to fit the capabilities of nationd 
technical means of verification.

There is a landmark commitment not to interfere with national 
technical means of verification. This provision would, for example, 
prohibit interference with a satellite in orbit used for verification 
of the treaty. The treaty also contains a commitment not to use 
concealment measures so as to impede the effectiveness of 
national technical means of verification. The world should be a 
more open place as a result o f  these two undertakings.

The Standing Consultative Commission established by the 
treaty will permit consideration on a regular basis of the 
operations of the treaty, including questions of compliance. This is 
a significant new development in Soviet-American arms control 
arrangements. The Commission will also have the function of 
considering proposals to increase the viability o f the treaty. We 
expect that the establishment of the Commission will be a priority 
matter when SALT II begins.

Although the treaty duration is unlimited, either party can 
withdraw whenever it  decides that extraordinary events relating to 
the subject matter of the treaty have jeopardized its supreme 
interests. A six-months’ notice of such withdrawal, including a 
statement of the extraordinary*events involved, is required.
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The U.S. delegation indicated the special importance it attached 
to the relationship between defensive and offensive limitations. A 
formal statement was made putting the U.S.S.R. on notice that if 
an agreement providing for more complete arms limitations were 
not achieved within five years, U.S. supreme interests could be 
jeopardized, and should that occur, it would constitute a basis for 
withdrawal from the treaty. The r i^ t of withdrawal fully protects 
our security interests should the follow-on negotiations not 
succeed and should the strategic situation become such that we 
needed to exercise our right to withdraw.

Interim Agreement on Offensive Weapons

Mr. Chairman, I would now like to "turn to the interim 
agreement.

Unlike the ABM Treaty, this is a temporary freeze limited in 
duration and scope and does not provide long-term comprehensive 
limitation on strategic offensive weapons systems. It is an interim 
“holding” device to prevent the aggregate number o f ICBM and 
SLBM [submarine-launched ballistic missile] launchers from rising 
while the negotiation to limit offensive systems continues. It in 
fact constrains a number o f Soviet programs and no U.S. 
programs. It is explicitly provided in article VII that the 
obligations o f the interim agreement shall not prejudice the scope 
or terms of the limitations which may be worked out in the course 
of further negotiations.

In article I the parties undertake commitments not to construct 
additional fixed ICBM launchers. The undertaking in article I does 
not just bar the addition of ICBM launchers; it also bars the 
relocation of existing ICBM launchers.

The agreement would be violated if one more ICBM launcher 
for operational use were started. We are confident that such a 
violation would be detected. We also have confidence in our 
national means of verification’s capability to reveal the current 
number of Soviet ICBM’s. We do not need Soviet confirmation of 
our intelUgence.

Under article II the parties agree not to convert launchers for 
Ught or older ICBM’s into launchers for modem heavy ICBM’s, 
This constitutes a qualitative constraint over and above the 
quantitative constraint not to construct any more launchers.

On the issue of heavy versus light missiles, it is clear from oral 
exchanges during the negotiations that both sides understand that 
Soviet SS-11’s and SS-13’s are “light” and that SS-7’s, SS-8 ’s, and 
SS-9’s are “heavy” and that U.S. Titans are “heavy” and 
Minuteman are “light.” The United States cannot replace Minute- 
man with missiles of the volume of Titans, and the Soviets cannot 
replace SS-1 1’s with missiles of the volume of SS-7’s, 8 ’s, or 9’s.

But both sides want under this interim agreement to continue 
to modernize their ICBM forces. You will recall that in our current
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modernization program on Minuteman we are increasing missile 
volume, but not to the extent that would make “heavy” missiles 
of them.

There are two aspects of this modernization question, launchers 
and missiles. The launcher aspect was handled by an agreed 
interpretation that in the process of modernization the dimensions 
of silo launchers will not be significantly increased and with a 
further understanding that this bars an increase in launcher 
dimensions greater than 10-15 percent.

With regard to the missile aspect of the problem, after months 
of trying we were not able to negotiate a definition o f what 
constitutes a heavy missile, the Soviets arguing that this was 
unnecessary for a short-term freeze and that both sides could tell 
the difference between a light and heavy missile. We finally 
resorted, therefore, to a U.S. formal statement that we would 
“consider any ICBM having a volume significantly greater than 
that of the largest light ICBM now operational on either side to be 
a heavy ICBM.”

I anticipate that when SALT is resumed, hopefully in the fall, 
we will be negotiating for a treaty covering definitive levels on 
ICBM’s as well as other strategic weapons. As opposed to the 
situation in negotiating a short-term freeze (that affected only 
Soviet programs), we found that agreement in greater specificity 
was possible when it was a matter o f negotiating the ABM Treaty.

The agreement does not cover mobile ICBM’s. Neither side 
presently has such systems. The Soviets argued that a freeze 
should not apply to systems not now deployed. Probably their 
main interest was in not prejudicing their position on the 
legitimacy of mobile ICBM’s in the follow-on negotiations by 
agreeing in effect to banning them in an interim freeze. The U.S. 
delegation stated that we would consider deployment of opera
tional land-mobile ICBM launchers during the period of the interim 
agreement as inconsistent with the objectives of that agreement.

'Effect o f  SLBM Arrangement

Article III of the interim agreement and the protocol cover 
SLBM launchers and modem ballistic missile submarines.

The Soviet delegation long resisted inclusion of limitations on 
SLBM’s in the interim agreement. They argued that it was not 
appropriate because the main concern expressed by the United 
States had been the Soviet ICBM program, particularly the SS-9 
program, which they agreed to halt. The Soviets also argued that 
freezing SLBM’s was compUcated because of foreign bases, which 
they said gave the United States an advantage.

The administration insisted that SLBM’s be included in the 
interim agreement since they constituted a dynamic construction 
program and a significant part of the aggregate strategic missile 
forces that should not be increased while negotiations continue for 
definitive offensive limitations.

The effect o f the SLBM arrangement finally worked out is to
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freeze SLBM and ICBM launchers at current levels—coupled with 
an option to replace certain older ICBM’s and SLBM launchers 
with new SLBM launchers. There are three levels involved in this 
arrangement: a numerical limit on SLBM launchers on modem 
nuclear submarines at which replacement must begin, a numerical 
limit on modem SLBM launchers, and a numerical limit on 
modem SLBM submarines each side may have under replacement 
procedures.

After reaching 740 launchers on nuclear-powered submarines of 
any type, the U.S.S.R. must scrap older launchers under agreed 
procedures. The purpose of the negotiated number, 740, is to 
establish a clear and unambiguous baseline which avoids uncer
tainty or debate over the definition of “under constmction.”

There is a ceiling o f 950 for the U.S.S.R. on the total number of 
modem SLBM launchers. This ceiling is to cover launchers on 
nuclear-powered submarines (Y-class and H-class submarines) and 
any modem launchers on older submarines (G-class diesel-powered 
submarines).

To reach 950 SLBM’s on modem submarines, the U.S.S.R. must 
retire older launchers—specifically, those for SS-7 and SS-8  ICBM’s 
and on H-class nuclear submarines. The first SLBM launcher on a 
nuclear-powered submarine after the 740th launcher must be a 
replacement. The older ICBM or SLBM launchers being replaced 
must start being scrapped no later than the date on which the 
submarine containing the 741st launcher begins sea trials.

There is also a ceiling o f 62 for the U.S.S.R. on the number of 
operational modem submarines (Y-class or follow-on nuclear- 
powered SLBM submarines).

The committee will recall from previous briefings given during 
the SALT negotiations that this one-way-mix concept, which 
permits replacement o f land-based with sea-based launchers, was 
suggested by the United States early in the SALT negotiations as a 
way of achieving greater strategic stability.

Under these arrangements, the United States has the right to 
have 656 SLBM launchers and through replacement could have up 
to 710 SLBM launchers on 44 modem submarines.

The conversion of U.S. ICBM launchers to handle Minuteman 
III missiles and the conversion of current Polaris submarines to 
handle Poseidon missiles, as well as the constmction of new 
submarines as replacement for older ones, are not affected by the 
freeze.

The interim agreement provides for application of the same 
verification procedures and commitments about nonconcealment 
and noninterference as contained in the ABM Treaty. Also, the 
Standing Consultative Commission would be used to promote the 
objectives and implementation of the interim agreement.

Meeting U.S. Strategic Concerns

Mr. Chairman, I would now like to comment on what would be 
the effects of these agreements on U.S. security.

505-954 0  -  74 -  29
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The administration’s ofqectives In SAIT are to achieve agree
ments maintaining and enhancing a sound U.S. strategic posture 
and to reach a more stable strategic relationship with the U.S.S.R. 
in order to improve the prospects for peace. I think these 
objectives have been met in these first limitation agreements.

In assessing the agreements, the basic question is: Would not the 
United States be better off with them than without them? This 
question requires comparing the strategic prospects under the 
agreements with the prospects that would exist in their absence. 
Another way of putting the question is to ask how these 
agreements meet the strategic concerns that have existed in this 
country in the past few years.

There were concerns about the dangers involved in a large, 
costly, destabilizing ABM competition. Under the terms of the 
ABM Treaty, those concerns should be sharply reduced if not 
entirely eliminated.

There was concern about the threat to our nuclear deterrent’s 
high assurance of capability to penetrate Soviet defenses. This 
concern rested not only on the prospect of large-scale Soviet ABM 
deployments but also on the possibility of upgrade of Soviet SAM 
systems to give them an ABM capability. Under the ABM Treaty 
the Soviets will take commitments not to deploy a widespread 
ABM system and not to upgrade SAM’s and to have only 200 
ABM’s. U. S. penetration capability can be clearly assured.

There was concern about the continuing growth in the numbers 
of Soviet ICBM’s, especially the SS-9. Under the interim agree
ment the U.S.S.R. is committed not to start any .additional ICBM’s 
and is limited to a number of SS-9’s well below levels which 
seemed likely several years ago.

There was concern about the overall growth of the aggregate 
number of Soviet strategic launchers, both land- and sea-based. 
The growth of that aggregate total will be stopped under the 
interim agreement.

There was concern that our national capabilities to keep 
informed about Soviet deployments might, by adversary action, be 
rendered ineffective. In the ABM Treaty, the Soviet Union has 
taken a landmark commitment not to interfere with our national 
means of verification.

These concerns have been met without any restrictions being 
placed on on-going or programed U.S. strategic offensive pro
grams.

Opportunities for the Future

Mr. Chairman, I urge this committee to give favorable considera
tion to these two agreements. I believe they are in the interest of 
the United States. I have spoken of the strategic concerns that 
exist in this country that are met by these agreements. Those are 
achievements of no small magnitude. It does not lessen the 
importance of having met those concerns to say that not every 
U.S. concem has been met. I can assure the members of this
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committee that it is clear from the negotiations that not every 
Soviet concern has been met. That is a principal reason why the 
interim agreement is temporary. We are, however, better off with 
the interim agreement in force while we negotiate a comprehensive 
offensive limitation agreement.

Under the agreement, U.S. forces will clearly be sufficient to 
protect our, and our aUies’, security interests. We are free under 
the interim agreement to pursue sound modernization programs, 
and I believe we should do so. The offensive limitations on the 
U.S.S.R. in conjunction with the fundamentally new element 
injected into the strategic situation by the very low limits on 
ABM’s for both sides will clearly enhance the security of the 
United States.

We have kept our allies informed at all stages of the SALT 
negotiations. Since the Moscow signing, we have briefed them on 
these agreements, and I believe it is fair to say that they have met 
with their approval.

I am convinced that with these two agreements in force, 
strategic stability will be increased, the threat of nuclear war will 
be reduced, the prospects for future arms accords will be 
increased, and there will be increased hope for a peaceful future.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I think the SALT process has proved 
useful in and of itself. SALT is not a one-time effort, but a 
continuing process which involves negotiating exchanges between 
the two greatest nuclear powers and a continuing effort to move 
step by step. The very first results of SALT did not deal with the 
central issues o f strategic competition between the two powers, 
but they were important. I refer to the 1971 agreements on 
improving the direct communications link between the United 
States and U.S.S.R. and on measures to reduce the dangers of 
nuclear war.  ̂ We have now taken a step toward curbing the 
competition in strategic arms and laying a basis for greater 
strategic stabihty. That step must be judged on its own merits, but 
I think it should also be judged in the context of the opportunities 
it presents for the future. Both the United States and the U.S.S.R. 
are making an investment in this SALT process which, I believe, 
they will want to preserve and increase and not risk lightly.

I urge that this committee and the Senate support the ABM 
Treaty and its accompanying interim agreement.

Questions by Senator Thurmond and Replies of ACDA Director
Smith: Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements, June 28, 1972*

Question: Ambassador Smith, reference your discussion in the 
early pages o f  your statement concerning the ABM agreements, I

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, 634-639.
'Military Implications o f the Treaty on the Limitations o f Anti-Ballistic Missile 

Systems and the Interim Agreement on Limitation o f Strategic Offensive Arms: Hearing 
Before the Committee on Armed Services, United States Senate, Ninety-second 
Congress, Second Session, pp. 315-317. The agieements appear ante, pp. 197-201, 
202-204, 204-205.
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would be interested in your views as to the U.S. position should 
Congress refuse to approve the Washington area National Com
mand Authority site.

Answer; To begin with, let me emphasize the following points 
made by President Nixon on June 22;

First, the arms limitation agreements should be approved on their merits. I would not 
have signed those agreements unless I believed that, standing alone, they were in the 
interest of the United States.^

Now it is clear that, under the ABM agreement the United 
States has preserved the option to establish a national capital area 
ABM complex, as the Soviets have already done, and the 
Administration has requested authorizing legislation for this 
purpose. The Soviets, in turn have the option to build an ABM 
complex for the defense of ICBM silo launchers at a considerable 
distance from their national capital, as we are already doing. I 
trust that the Congress will act, with full knowledge of these facts, 
in a manner that will not impair our national security.

Question: Mr. Ambassador, if  Congress does not approve the 
Washington ABM site, is it your opinion that this Treaty would 
still be in the best interests o f  our country?

Answer; Yes.

Question: Ambassador Smith, what weapon systems do you  
feel will be the main subject o f  negotiation during Phase II o f  the 
SALT meetings?

Answer: The U.S. position for the next phase of SALT is now 
under consideration and I would not wish to prejudge the 
outcome of these studies nor to predict what positions the Soviet 
side will take. It is likely that the next phase will consider all 
offensive strategic weapons.

Question: When will the SALT meetings resume and in what 
time frame does this Administration hope to progress towards 
another set o f  agreements?

Answer; Assuming Congress approves these initial agreements, 
we hope to resume the negotiations in October. I would not 
attempt to predict the duration of the next phase of SALT. The 
first phase required 2 V2  years. We have told the Soviets that the 
U.S. would consider that its supreme interest could be jeopardized 
if an agreement providing a more complete strategic offensive arms 
limitation were not achieved within 5 years. I am hopeful that we 
can reach agreement considerably sooner than that.

Question: Ambassador Smith, in your judgment, why did the 
Soviets agree to the offensive missile limitations negotiated during 
SALT? Why did the Soviets agree to the ABM restrictions?

^Ante, p. 406.
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Answer: Unlike the ABM Treaty, which provides for equal 
long-term limitations on both sides, the Interim Agreement freezes 
ongoing Soviet offensive programs, but not U.S. programs. 
However, I do not believe it is possible to separate Soviet 
motivations for each of the two agreements, since they are 
connected and were negotiated simultaneously. One can only 
speculate as to Soviet motives, of course, but I would list three 
primary considerations which the Soviets may have had in mind in 
negotiating these agreements.

1. The ABM Treaty limits the deployment of ABM systems to 
low levels, alleviating possible Soviet concerns that the U.S. 
Safeguard system might have grown to such a level that Soviet 
deterrent capabilities would have been threatened.

2. The agreements can serve to enhance the apparent Soviet 
policy of seeking improved overall relations with the U.S.

3. The agreements may free economic and other resources for 
use in the non-military sectors of the Soviet economy which 
would otherwise have been used in making additional ABM, ICBM, 
and SLBM deployments.

Question: Mr. Ambassador, on page 6 o f  your statement you  
declare that both parties to SALT have agreed not to use 
concealment measures to impede the effectiveness o f  the national 
technical means o f  verification. ̂

What assurances do we have that this agreement will be adhered 
to?

Answer: It is my understanding that significant changes in 
current practices or other activities that might involve attempts to 
employ concealment measures, would be detectable by our 
national means of verification.

I should add that this is the first time the Soviets have ever 
agreed not to use concealment measures to impede the effec
tiveness of national technical means of verification, and that we 
would be clearly better off with such a solemn treaty undertaking, 
which is part of the consideration for other provisions of the 
treaty of interest to the Soviets, than without it.

If more detailed information is desired on this subject, I suggest 
you ask Mr. Helms.

Question: Mr. Ambassador, would you describe the make-up 
and the operating procedures which will govern the Standing 
Consultative Commission established by the Treaty to assure 
compliance with the agreements?

Answer: The make-up and operating procedures which will 
govern the Standing Consultative Commission provided for in 
Article XIII of the treaty have not yet been worked out. On May

p. 424.
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23 [2-^], 1972, I made the following statement on this subject at 
the SALT negotiations in Helsinki:

The United States proposes that the sides agree that, with regard to initial 
implementation of the ABM Treaty’s Article XIII on the Standing Consultative 
Commission (SCC) and of the consultation Articles of the Interim Agreement, on 
offensive arms and the Accidents Agreement, agreement establishing the SCC will be 
worked out early in the follow-on SALT negotiations; until that is completed, the 
following arrangements will prevail: when SALT is in session, any consultation desired 
by either side under these Articles can be carried out by the two SALT Delegations; 
when SALT is not in session, ad hoc arrangements for any desired consultations under 
thes6 Articles may be made through diplomatic channels.

Minister Semenov replied that, on an ad referendum basis, he 
could agree that the U.S. statement corresponded to the Soviet 
understanding.'*

(The reference to the “Accidents Agreement” was to Article 7 
of the Agreement to reduce the risk of outbreak of nuclear war 
between the United States o f America and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, signed September 30, 1971, a copy o f which is 
attached.)®

Italian Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament: Identification and Oassification of
Chemical Warfare Agents and on Some Aspects of the Problem
of Verification, June 29, 1972*

/. Chemical agents that could be banned
During past meetings o f the CCD there was a clearly discernible 

need for identification o f “chemical warfare agents” with a view 
to negotiations on a treaty to ban the development, production 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons, and to provide for their 
destruction.

In our opinion a decisive step towards the identification of 
chemical weapons could be taken by defining the characteristics 
which, from a military viewpoint, are necessary to classify a 
chemical product as a chemical war agent.

It must be borne in mind, when trying to assign an operational 
effectiveness coefficient to a chemical agent, that this coefficient 
is the result of a combination o f  many factors, o f which toxicity is 
merely one and not necessarily the most important. These various 
factors, which are closely interlinked, cover aspects ranging from 
the possibility o f propagation in the target area, to production, 
storage, etc. It is only through a careful and correct appraisal of all 
these factors that it will be possible to classify a chemical 
substance as a chemical warfare agent.

With a view to negotiating a treaty banning C weapons, the 
chemical substances which present the following characteristics 
may be considered as chem ici warfare agents:

*Seeante, pp. 431-432.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 634-635. 
'CCDH73, June 29,1972.
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(a) Substances whose harmful effects are brought about 
through contact, ingestion or inhalation, excluding those whose 
effects are caused only through injection.

(b) Substances which, because of their chemical and physical 
properties, can be diffused in the atmosphere by normal military 
means (aircraft, helicopters, artillery, missiles, etc.) with a concen
tration h i^  enough in the emission area to produce the effects 
predetermined.

(c) Substances which by acting through the means referred to 
under point (b) are highly toxic or are capable of rendering the 
area uninhabitable for a certain time.

(d) Substances having the above-mentioned characteristics and 
capable somehow o f remaining in the environment long enough to 
develop their harmful action.

(e) Substances having the above-mentioned characteristics and 
which can be produced and stored in such amounts as to 
constitute a veritable military stockpile.

On the base o f these requirements it seems possible to start 
drawing up a first list o f substances which can certainly be 
considered as chemical warfare agents, with a view to determining 
the scope of a treaty banning chemical weapons, as follows:

-  PHOSGENE or CARBONYL CHLORIDE

COCI2
Choking agent. Intermediate product. Used on a large scale in 
the chemical industry for the preparation of dyestuff, 
pharmaceutical products, plastics, etc.

-  ESTERS OF FLUOROCARBOXYLIC ACIDS

F-(C H 2 )„ COOR n = odd
R = alkyl or halogenalkyl

General toxic action.

-  CHLOROPICRIN or NITROCHLOROFORM 

O2 N-CCI3

Choking agent. Disinfestor for stored goods and for grounds.

-  CYANOGEN BROMIDE 

BrCN
Tear and general toxic agent.

-  CYANOGEN CHLORIDE 

CICN
Tear and toxic agent. Used in cyanate preparation and 
halogenation for the synthesis of dyestuff.

-  THIOPHOSGENE or THIOCARBONYL CHLORIDE 

CSCI2

Choking agent.
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-  MUSTARD GAS =

2,2 ' - DICHLORODIlETHYL SUtFIDE
SCCHaCHjCDj
Blister agent.

-  ETHYL.CHLOROSULFONATE } .
'1 f

Cl-SOa-OQHs;
Blister and tear agent. 1 ,

-  NITROGEN MUSTARDS and TERTIARY 2,2'
DINALO DIALKYl. AMINE:S , ' ;

R-N-R'2 R = Alkyl, halogenalkyl '
R' = halogenalkyl ,

Blister agent. '

-  ARSINE ■■ , ;

AsHa , ' i

General toxic agent. '  ̂ ■

-  METHYL DICHLORO ARSINE

ASCI2CH3 ■'
Irritant and blister agent. Used for y e te i in ^  products.

-  ETHYL DICHLORO ARSINE

ASCI2C2HS , , ' ,i
Irritant and blister agent. Used foi* Veterinary prpducts.

-  LEWSITE or DICHLORO (2CHLOE10VINYI.) ARSINE

AsCl2 -CH=CttCl ‘
Blister agent. 1 . ■ ,

-  PHENYL DICHLORO ARSINE

ASCI2 Ce Hs . '
Irritant and bliut^f agent. ‘ ,

-  DJPHENYJ, CHLORO ARSINE , ,v

A sC1 (C6H s)2 ' ' /
Irritant and blister agent

-  DIPHENYL CIA|»fO ARSINE

A sC N (Q H s )3 
Irritant and blister agent.

-  ADAMSITE or DIPHENYL AMINO CHLORO ARSINE

AsC1(C6H4)2 NH  
Irritant agent.

-  IRONPENTACARBONYL

Fe(CO>s 
Genera^ to^ic
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-  CHLOROFORMOSINE

C1CH=N0H
Tear and blister agent.

-  PHOSGENE OXIN or DICHLOROFORMOSINE

Cl2C=N0H
Irritant.

-  CHLORO ISONITROSO ACETONE

CH3C0CC1=N0H
Irritant.

-  ORGANO PHOSPHORUS COMPOUNDS

Tabun, GA (ethyl N,N-dimethylphosphoramidocyanidate)
Sarin, GB (isopropyl methylphosphonofluoridate)
Soman, GD (1,2,2-trimethylpropyl methylphosphonofluoridate)
V agents (alkyl esters of S didkylaminoethylmethyl 

phosphonathiolic acids).

The structural formula proposed by the Netherlands approach 
(see CCD/320, 2 March 1971, page 2, last paragraph)^ could also 
be used.

N.B. In the case o f dual-purpose agents their peaceful uses are 
underlined.

Of course, this is not an exhaustive list. It is proposed as a 
starting point for a more thorough study of those agents which 
must be considered as chemical warfare agents for all intents and 
purposes. However, this list seems to us sufficient to warrant some 
preliminary remarks on the levels of control which would be 
required for an effective prohibition of chemical weapons.

II. Classification o f  chemical agents
As an examination of the list shows us, the chemical warfare 

agents which could be banned by treaty may be divided as 
follows:

-  according to their use:

1. single-purpose agents;
2 . dual-purpose agents;

-  according to their degree o f toxicity:
1. predominantly lethal agents whose effect is achieved in 

minimum concentrations. (It is interesting to note that 
only single-purpose agents fall within this group of warfare 
agents).

2 . agents whose harmful or lethal effects are achieved 
through rather high concentration in the environment.

Special attention must be given to the organophosphorus 
compounds: some are already found in military stockpiles, others

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 99-101.
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can be diverted to warlike uses, and finally others are used In 
agriculture as insecticides. If, as appears likely, the use of such 
substances for peaceful purposes is to be banned, all organophos- 
phorus compounds may be considered as chemical war agents.

III. Some considerations on the problem o f verification.

1. Single puipose agents.

Turning to the problem o f  verification, we see that the 
single-purpose agents—and - the most dangerous ones—are in most 
cases based on the use o f  raw materials which can be considered 
“critical” : these materials, though abundant, are critical in as 
much as their sources are limited in number and are located in 
well-defined areas. In one o f our previous working papers 
(CCD/335 o f 8  July 1971) we tried to highlight the possibilities 
and limits of a non-intrusive system of controls of such materials 
throughout the entire process o f production, trade and use.®

This type of control, which is based in large part on the analysis 
and interpretation of statistical data, will be all the easier to carry 
out as the proportions o f raw materials required for military use 
are greater than the average amounts used for civilian purposes in a 
given state, if that state were to decide to build up a militarily 
useful chemical stockpile.

Accordingly, this type of control would be applicable to a wide 
range o f states, at least for verification of suspected violations, and 
appropriate procedures should, o f course, be laid down for 
foUowing action. On the other hand, this type of control would be 
impossible in the case o f countries which are major producers and 
consumers of such raw materials. In their case, it would be useful 
and fitting to invite contributions in the form of studies and ideas 
from countries represented on this Committee in order to 
determine which factors—if any—when combined, might pave the 
way to a method o f control (hopefully, a non-intrusive one), even 
for this limited number of cases.

2. Dual purpose agents.

Concerning those chemicals which can be used either for 
civilian or military purposes, the problem of verification seems 
easier. These chemical agents have, in fact, a low lethal index.

If a State wishes to build up a miUtarily useful arsenal from 
such substances, it would have to divert large amounts of them for 
that purpose with significant impact on the average amount 
produced for large-scale civilian uses.

Under these circumstances, the establishment of a method of 
monitoring these substances based on the compilation (already 
done in part for other purposes) and interpretation of statistic^ 
data appears to be a simpler, and certainly not an insoluble 
problem.

pp. 417-421.
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The industrial and economic data would have to be suf
ficiently ample and analytical to reveal meaningful deviations 
either in the average or in the forecast indexes.

News Conference Remarks by President Nixon: Arms Control and
Weapon Development [Extract], June 29, 1972*

Q. Mr. President, hardly had you signed the arms control 
agreements in Moscow,^ than your Administration asked for new 
money for new strategic weapons. Some of your critics are saying 
that this is almost a deception giving the Pentagon what it wants, 
namely concentration on developing quality weapons. Will you try 
to dispel this contradiction?

The President. Mr. Morgan, the problem with regard to arms 
control is that we do not deal with it in a vacuum. We have to deal 
with the problem as it affects the security of the United States. 
Now, first, let me say that if we had not had an arms control 
agreement, a limitation o f ABM’s and a temporary limitation for 5 
years on certain classifications of offensive weapons, I would—and 
I am saying this conservatively—have had to ask the Congress of 
the United States to approve an increase in the defense budget for 
nuclear strategic weapons of at least $15 billion a year on a crash 
program. Reason: Had there been no arms control agreement, the 
Soviet Union’s plans called for an increase of their ABM’s to 1,000 
over the next 5 years. The arms control agreement limits them to 
200 as it does us. Had there been no arms control agreement, the 
Soviet Union had a program underway in the field of submarines 
which would have brought them up to over 90. The agreement 
limits them to 62.

Had there been no arms control agreement—and this is the most 
important point—in the terms of offensive strategic weapons, the 
Soviet Union that has now passed us in offensive strategic 
weapons—they have 1,600; we have roughly 1,0 0 0 —they would 
have built 1,000 more over the next 5 years. Now, under those 
circumstances, any President of the United States could see that in 
5 years the United States would be hopelessly behind; our security 
would be threatened, our allies would be terrified, particularly in 
those areas, and our friends, like the Mideast, where the possibility 
of Soviet adventurism is considered to be rather great.

Therefore, the arms control agreement at least put a brake on 
new weapons. Now, with regard to the new weapons that you 
refer to, however, let me point out they are not for the next 
5-year period. We are really talking about the period after that. 
And they are absolutely essential for the security of the United 
States for another reason—because looking at this not in a vacuum

' Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, July 3,1972, pp. 1114-1115.
Mnte, pp. 197-201, 202-204.
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but in terms o f what the other side is doing, Mr. Brezhnev made it 
very clear that he intended to go forward in those categories that 
were not limited.

Now, in fairness to him, he also said, and made it very clear—he 
made it perfectly clear, I should say—he said that he expected that 
we would go forward. Now, under these circumstances, then, for 
the United States not to go forward in those areas that were not 
controlled would mean that at the end of the seventies we would 
be in an inferior position and no President of the United States 
can take the responsibility o f allowing the United States to be the 
second most powerful nation in the world, not because of any 
jingoistic idea but because if we are in that position, our foreign 
policy, our commitments around the world would be very, very 
seriously jeopardized.

Now the most important point I have saved for the last and that 
is this:. I think these agreements are in the interest o f the United 
States. I think that they are very much in the interest of arms 
control and therefore in the interest of world peace. But, they are 
only a beginning; they are only the foundation. Now, what we 
have to do is to really go forward with the second step. That is 
why the phase 2  o f the arms control limitation, which we hope 
will begin in October, provided the Congress approves the ones 
that we have before them at the present time—phase 2 , which will 
be a permanent arms control agreement on all offensive nuclear 
weapons—this is the one that we think can have far greater 
significance even than phase 1 .

Phase 1 is the breakthrough and phase 2 is the culmination. And 
phase 2, if  we can reach agreement with the Soviets—and it will 
take long and hard bargaining—but if we can reach it, it will mean, 
then, that we not only hold our arms budgets where they are, but 
that in these new programs instead of going forward with them on 
the basis presently projected we will be able to cut them back.

That is our god and I think we can achieve it provided we 
approve phase 1 and provided we continue a credible arms 
program because, believe me, the Soviets are not going to agree to 
limit their future programs unless they have something to get from 
us.

Yugoslav Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Some Aspects of the Definition, 
Qassification, and Prohibition of Chemical Agents, July 5, 
1972*

Endeavours to achieve complete prohibition of chemical weap
ons have given particular importance to the question of develop
ment, production and stockpiling of chemical agents. For that

‘ CCD/375, July 5.1972.
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purpose a more detailed and precise explanation of the question of 
definition, classification and prohibition of chemical agents is 
required.

1. DEFINITION

It seems necessary to call attention to possible harmful uses of 
chemical compounds which are not classified as chemical warfare 
agents. For instance, a total herbicide used in standard concentra
tions has toxic effects on plants but it is not dangerous for men. 
However, if  used in concentrations ten times higher, it may also 
have, beside its basic effect, direct and indirect toxic effects on 
people and animals. As another example, one could mention 
TOCP, which is normally used in chemical industry, but if applied 
intentionally against man can have harmful consequences on the 
nervous system and may even be lethal after a latent period of 
several months. Applied together with certain organophosphorous 
insecticides o f low toxicity, the combination may reach an index 
of toxicity similar to that o f highly toxic chemical agents.

In order to define what precisely is prohibited, any agreement: 
should contain a definition o f what are the chemical agents 
intended for purposes o f war. This definition should be given in a 
sufficiently precise and clear manner.

Definitions o f chemical agents are found in the Report of the 
Secretaiy-General of the United Nations, Chemical and Bacteriolog
ical (Biological) Weapons and the Effects of their Possible Use 
(A/7575/Rev. 1, para. 17),^ in the report o f the WHO entitled 
“Health Aspects o f Chemical and Biological Weapons”,̂  and also 
in Protocol III to the Bruxelles Treaty of 23 October 1954 relating 
to the renunciation o f those weapons by the Federal Republic of 
Germany.^

In an attempt to find a suitable definition of chemical agents 
that would cover all the already known chemical agents and 
prevent the eventual use of any chemical compound which, under 
certain conditions, could be used as chemical agents, we think that 
the following definition could be useful:

All chemical compounds intentionally used in quantities which directly or indirectly, 
immediately or after some time, can produce physiological disturbances or cessation of 
physiological functions in men and animals, should be considered as chemical 
agents.

2. CLASSIFICATION

In classifying chemical agents two main criteria can be used:

1. Tactical
2 . Physiological (according to their basic mechanism of 

action).

^Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 264-298.
^Health Aspects o f Chemical and Biological Weapons: Report o f a WHO Group of 

Consultants (Geneva, 1970).
^American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 979-984.
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The tactical classification which is in fact a military one, refers 
primarily to the aim which is to be achieved when specific agents 
are used. Depending on the effect to be achieved and on the 
degree of protection of the adversary as well as on other elements, 
this classification includes:

— Lethal agents
— Incapacitating agents
— Harassing agents

The physiological classification is based on the so-called 
dominant effects of chemical agents in war conditions: lung 
irritants, blood gases, vesicants, nerve gases, lacrymators, stemu- 
tators, etc.

Under these classifications almost all substances which are 
classified as chemical agents could be further sub-divided into 
different groups, depending on their use and target, and on their 
concentration.

It seems, however, that these classifications do not represent a 
^ o d  starting point for the gradual solution of the technical 
aspects of a comprehensive prohibition. The physiological classifi
cation could be more acceptable as a basis for discussion, even 
th ou^  it does not refer to the degree o f toxicity of different 
groups of chemical agents and within such groups.

It seems very likely that the value of median lethal dose (LD 
50), precisely defined, should be the most acceptable parameter 
for the delimitation o f chemical agents.

What is at present known about chemical agents points out to 
the toxicity index (LD-50) as the most acceptable basis for further 
discussion, owing in particular to the following facts:

(a) possibility o f standardization,
(b) possibility of determining the protective index on the 

basis of such standardization.

The present knowledge of technical and medical protection 
should not be neglected either. For instance, a poison which has 
toxicity X and for which there is no effective medical protection 
represents danger Y. A poison whose toxicity amounts to, let’s 
say, 10 X, for which there is 100 X effective medical protection, 
^though more toxic, is less dangerous.

On the basis of all that has been said, it is quite feasible for a 
group of experts to prepare, in a reasonably short period o f time:

(a) a compi'ehensive definition of all classified and potential 
chemical agents;

(b) an elaborated study of laboratory testing procedure and 
criteria of chemical agents toxicity.

The report of Secretary-General (A/7575/Rev.l) and the report 
of the WHO, mentioned above, represent a sound basis for the 
further elaboration o f this problem.
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3. PROHIBITION

Consideration of the prohibition of chemical weapons should 
not be limited to the prohibition of highly toxic chemical agents 
and related problems since other groups o f chemical agents as well 
represent real danger also closely related to the degree of technical 
and medical protection o f  the country which may be attacked.

Chemical weapons, ready for use, are concentrated in the hands 
of very few countries. One cannot exclude the possibility that in 
an eventual conflict, a greater number of countries m i^ t come 
into possession of chemical weapons either by producing them or 
acquiring them from others. However, a h i^  degree protection 
against chemical weapons exists only in modem and well equipped 
armies. Moreover, the means for an effective protection of the 
civilian population exist only in a very small number of countries, 
which means that by far the greater part o f the world population 
remains unprotected. Consequently, the prohibition of only one 
group of chemical agents (the h i^ ly  toxic) does not essentially 
eliminate the danger of chemical warfare for the unprotected 
population in the world. The use of “less” toxic substances might 
have catastrophic consequences for it.

Therefore an agreement on the prohibition of chemical weapons 
should cover the prohibition o f chemical agents “in toto” and not 
only of highly toxic chemical agents.

In view of the existence of different groups o f chemical agents, 
(low or high-toxic agents, dual purpose agents, etc.), an agreement 
on complete prohibition might contain specific provisions in 
connexion with the development, production, stockpiling and 
destruction, as well as the control, of certain groups of chemical 
agents, since the use of chemical weapons is prohibited by Geneva 
Protocol of 1925 and is contrary to generally accepted norms of 
international law.

The degree of danger represented by certain groups o f poisons is 
not uniform, since it depends on a series of variables, namely, who 
is using it and against whom it is used, ways and means of such 
use, and the level of technical and medical protection. Moreover, 
the very same substance with its determined degree of toxicity has 
entirely different effects on the target if applied by different 
means of delivery.

Consequently, all chemical agents, and not only the most 
potent ones, represent nowadays a latent danger for the greatest 
part of mankind and the elimination of only one group of highly 
toxic chemical agents does not essentially exclude the danger of 
chemical warfare. For instance, the use of phosgene or mustard gas 
against less developed countries today would have the same effect 
as before.

Therefore, it should be stressed once again that any agreement 
concerning the prohibition of chemical agents must be a compre
hensive one, i.e. cover all kinds of chemical weapons and all phases 
of their development, production, stockpiling and destruction.
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Netherlands Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee bn Disarmament: Possibility of Delimitating Nerve 
Gases Within the Field of Organophosphorus Compounds, July 
5,1972*

Introduction

Both from the Report o f the Secretary-General of, the United 
Nations [ 1 ] and from the Report of the World Health Organiza
tion [2 ] it is clear that the nerve agents constitute by far the 
greatest threat in chemical warfare.

Nerve agents belong to the group of organophosphorus com
pounds which also contains very useful compounds such as 
pesticides, polymers, flame retardents and plasticizers. This 
immediately brings up the problem of the possibility of dis
tinguishing between organophosphorus compounds which have, 
and compounds which do not have, legitimate uses for civilian 
purposes. In other words: is it possible to delimitate nerve agents 
witiiin the field of organophosphorus compounds.

In order to be considered as a potenti^ chemical warfare agent 
a chemical compound should meet certain requirements [3]. 
Some o f  these can be listed as follows: a considerable toxicity for 
mammals, chemical stability in the presence o f air and water, 
stability at explosion and a certain rate of penetration through 
Skin and materials. This list can easily be extended. In this paper 
we have limited ourselves to the most important property of a 
potential warfare agent, namely that o f toxicity, t^ ing the view 
that this property, more than any of the othefs mentioned, might 
be used in the delineation mentioned above.

In order to be classified as a potential pesticide an organophos
phorus compound has also to meet certain requirements. Here, 
too, the most important will be a considerable toxicity for the 
pest species it is intended for, e.g. insects or spiders. Ideally a good 
pesticide should possess a very low toxicity for mammals in 
generial and for man in particular: in other words it should possess 
selective toxicity.

Unfortunately, in the field o f organophosphorus compounds 
the molecular basis of the toxicity is the same in both mammals 
and insects. Toxic action is mainly based on the inhibition of the 
enzyme acetylcholinesterase in positions where acetylcholine acts 
as a neuro-transmitter [4 ,5]. However, there are a number of cases 
where organophosphorus compounds have a high toxicity for 
insects and a low toxicity for mammals (e.g. the insecticide 
Malathion). In these cases the selectivity can be contributed to 
secondary effects such as differences in the rate O f detoxification 
or to differences in the rate of penetration through membranes.

" CCD/383, Aug. 1, 1972. The paper was presented at the informal CCD meeting of 
July 5, 1972, by Dr. A.J.J. Ooms. ITie references set in brackets may be found at the 
end of the paper.
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We are thus faced with the problem o f whether we can draw a 
borderline; between organophosphorus compounds that have an 
exclusive (potential) use as nerve agents and related compounc|s 
that can be used as pesticides. Such a borderline could be based on 
a cert^n toxicity level. Whereas it is theoretically possible to use a 
nerve agent such as Sarin as an insecticide, this is highly 
improbable due to the very great hazards this procedure wou|d 
cause to humans.

Thus, the delegation from Japan at the CCD (61 has proposed a 
toxicity level of 0,5 m^/kg subcutaneoudy as a borderline between 
compounds having exclusive use as chemical warfare agents aitd 
other compounds. In the same way, the Swedish delegation at the 
CCD [71 proposed a level pf 1 0  mg/kg orally. These proposals 
seem to be very reasonable indeed provided that suffideritly 
standardized methods for the determination o f the toxicity could 
be worked out internationally by toxicological expertsi.

We do, however, feel that if this criterium can be backed up by 
a kind o f general chemical formula we will have at least a lead in a 
possible verification process.

Toxicity o f organophpsphorus compounds related to  ̂ heniiqil 
structure
In a way the position with organopho^horus compounds is a 

favourable One in that we know a good de^ about the mechanism 
of the toxicity on the molecular level: the fore-mentio|ied 
inhibition o f the enzyme acetylcholinesterase. There seems to Ise a 
reasonable relationship between toxicity and; the anti-acetylcholi- 
nesterase potency {8 }. As toxicity depends not only on the 
intrinsic pharmacolo&cal effect but also on factors like permea
bility throu^ membranes, rate o f  excretion and rate o f  metabo
lism, a better«than*reasonabie relationship caimpt be expected. As 
the dependence o f  cholinesterase inhibition on c l̂teitucal structore 
is more clea^cut than the dependence o f toiijcity, w© have in the 
following limited ourselves to a sunrey of lihe fifst-mentioned 
relationship bearing in mind that some organophos^hipnis com.' 
pounds are not cholinesterase inhibitors per se but are metabolised 
into potent inhibitor in the organism.

All the nerve agents mentioned in the literature C9J; are 
powerful inhibitor o f  acetylcholinesterase, in the majority o f  
cases much more powerful than compounds used as insecticides. 
The problem is thus limited to that o f  predicting chemical 
structures giving rise to potent anti-acetylcholinesterases.

The relation between chemical structure and the inhibition o f  
acetylcholinesterase

A very great amount of literature is available on this problem. It 
is not our intention to review these publications. We will instead 
give some summarizing results with the emphasis on measurements 
carried out in our laboratory, not that these are better than those 
obtained elsewhere but for comparative reasons.
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The general fonnula of an organophosphorus compound which 
is able to inhibit acetylcholinesterase may be represented by

R i .Z

R2 X

In this formula j and R 2  are alkyl, alkoxy or amino groups, Z 
is oxygen or sulphur and Z  is a group that is split off in the 
reaction with the enzyme and is therefore called the “leaving 
group”. In the process of inhibition the active site of the enzyme 
is phosphorylated in an irreversible way: recovery of enzyme 
activity does not occur or only at a very slow rate. The process of 
inhibition can be described by the following equation[ 1 0 ].

E + i - — ---------------------

k2

in which E  is the enzyme, I  the inhibitor, / E I J ^  an enzyme- 
inhibitor complex and [EI]j the irreversibly pnosphorylated 
enzyme. The reversible step of the reaction depends on the 
affinity of the inhibitor for the active site of the enzyme and is 
determined by the dissociation constant = k j/k i. The 
phosphorylation constant k is a measure for the rate of 
phosphorylation.

The most relevant data to obtain are obviously and k . 
Unfortunately, however, only few data are available and fewer still 
for powerful anticholinesterases. Main [11, 12] in a number of 
publications gives some data and we also obtained both constants 
for the reaction of stereoisomers of a V-type compound. However, 
for the problem with which we are concerned, we may also use the 
bimolecular rate constant o f the reaction.

k.

E  +  I — -----------------------------* [ E I J j

for which the relation fc, = k„IK^ in the case of a powerful 
inhibitor can be shown [ 1 2 ]. k. is reasonably easy to determine 
(for methods see inter alia ref. [ 13]).

In the following, we will use this rate constant as a measure for 
anti-acetylcholinesterase effects. In general, the rate of enzyme 
inhibition depends on a number o f factors that can be grouped in 
two categories: (a) the strength of the P-X bond and (b) the 
interactions of the different parts o f  the organophosphorus 
compound with sites of the enzyme. The factors are of course 
interdependent.
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For reasons o f simplicity we will discuss the influence of the 
structure o f group X and o f groups Rj and Rj successively.

The influence o f  the structure o f  the “leaving group ” X

Some data on the rate of reaction of isopropyl methylphos- 
phonates are shown in the table (taken from [14, 15]). Only the 
rate constant o f the faster reacting stereoisomer has been shown.

As indicated above two factors can be distinguished.

(a) the strength of the P-X bond.
(b) the interaction of group X with the enzyme.

Ad. (a) In general, the greater the strength of the P-X bond the 
less reactive a compound will be in regard to reactions 
involving the breaking of this bond. This is a general 
effect which can be observed in both the hydrolysis 
and the rate o f reaction with esterases. The strength of 
the P-X bond is related to the pK  o f the conjugated 
acid HX; the lower the pKg of HX the more reactive 
the organophosphorus compound will be. Thus we find 
that fluoridates are veiy reactive towards acetyl
cholinesterase whereas m-dimethylaminophenyl com
pounds are very unreactive [ 14]. The few experiments 
we carried out with azidates (X -N j, pK^ HN2=4.7) 
point in the same direction. A number of p^nitro- 
phenyl compounds also show a reasonable rate of 
enzyme inactivation ('pA’a p-nitrophenol = 7.0).

Ad. (b) The interaction of group X with certain sites of the 
enzyme is o f course much more specific and will vary 
from enzyme to enzyme. Limiting ourselves to acetyl
cholinesterase it is; well known that this enzyrrie 
contains an anionic site which interacts with the 
cationic ammonium head o f the substrate acetyl
choline. If one introduces such a cationic head in the 
leaving group, a very h i^  rate of inhibitiort of 
acetylcholinesterase is obtained [16] with a far more 
specific effect than with the compounds mentioned 
under (a). This rate is not in agreement with the 
above-mentioned dependence on the pK^ of the conju
gated acid (see table) and is therefore attributed to a 
favourable interaction o f this leaving group with the 
enzyme, probably the so-called anionic site. The 
importance of the charge can be seen by comparing the 
rates of compounds 4, 5 and 6  on the one hand and 
compounds 7 and 9 on the other hand. Studies on the 
pH dependence have shown [14] that in the case of 
compound 8  o n ly ' the protonated (charged) form 
reacts vdth acetylcholinester^e. That there is still a 
dependence on the strength o f the P-X bond stems 
from the fact that the corresponding P-OC-compounds
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do not show any anti-acetylcholinesterase affect what
soever. Concerning the size of the groups on the 
nitrogen or the sulphur atom, we observed no great 
changes in the rate constants if the alkyl groups do not 
exceed a certain size. Concerning the number of 
carbon atoms between the thiol sulphur and the 
cationic head there seems to be an optimum between 1 
and 4.

The cyano-group as leaving group takes a special position. In 
phosphates and phosphonates the cyano group gives rise to 
extremely unstable compounds, but together with amido groups 
linked to the phosphorus atom, compounds with a fairly high 
anticholinesterase effect (Tabun) are obtained.

Summarizing the results discussed we may conclude that in the 
formula

compounds with X = F, N3 , CN, S-CCHj),, -SR2 , S-(CH2 )n -NRj
@

and S-(CH2 )n -NR3 in general are very powerful anticholi
nesterases. The corresponding toxicity is in most cases also very 
high. These compounds have therefore to be regarded as potential 
chemical warfare agents with merely limited non-military use.

The influence o f  the structure o f  the groups R 1 and R 2

If the influence of the structure of the leaving group X on the 
acetylcholinesterase inhibition rate is rather clear-cut, that of the 
structure of the groups R] and R2 , which remain bound to the 
central phosphorus atom in the process of the inhibition, (we will 
not discuss here the subsequent process of ageing whereby one of 
these groups can be split off) is much more complex. The general 
outcome of our investigation, together with other results available, 
will be presented here.

First of all, we will distinguish between the following three 
groups

(AlkyDj P<^, (Alkyl 0 ) 2  , and (Alkyl O) (Alkyl)

called phosphinates, phosphates and phosphonates respectively.

The phosphinates are in general rather poor inhibitors of 
acetylcholinesterase (some of them however do inhibit other 
enzymes rather well) and fairly unstable.

The phosphates (among them e.g. DFP) give rise to rather good 
inhibitors with rate constants in the order of 10® M‘* min.‘*.

For chemical warfare agents their potency seems to be too low, 
however.
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The phosphonates comprise the group containing the most 
dangerous nerve agents, so a somewhat more detailed considera
tion seems to be in place.

Concerning the alkyl group directly bound to the phosphorus 
atom in the phosphonates, it seems that maximum rates are 
obtained with methyl groups and fairly high rates with ethyl 
groups. With larger alkyl groups the reaction rates drop off very 
rapidly [14].

The structural requirements for the alkoxy group seems to be 
less stringent. There seems to be a maximum in the C4 - € 5  range. 
Very high rates are obtained with alkoxy groups containing a 
dialkylamino or a trialkylammonio group (so called Tammelin 
compounds) [16] and with cycloalkyl groups. Rate constants of 
cycloalkyl methylphosphonofluoridates are all in the 1 0 * range 
(M-  ̂min.- *) from cyclopropyl up to cyclooctyl. Also unsaturated 
^koxy groups give mostly very effective cholinesterase inhibitors.

In general the substitution of thiols for the alcohols, giving 
phosphonothiolates, give somewhat less but still some very potent 
inhibitors [ 17].

The dialkylamido group has a somewhat peculiar position. In 
combination with an alkoxy group and the cyano group as the 
leaving group, it gives rise to compounds reacting rather rapidly 
with acetylcholinesterase and showing a correspondingly high 
toxicity (e.g. Tabun) [18]. In some other combinations, rather 
unreactive compounds are obtained. The situation is certainly less 
clear than in the cases discussed above.

Finally, we have to consider the OH group. In the literature 
[19] it is stated that Odesalkylation normally reduces anticholi
nesterase activity more than 1 0 0 ,0 0 0 -fold but with certain tertiary 
amine-containing organophosphates the activity is only reduced 
100-fold. As the last mentioned tertiary containing amine com
pounds are the most active anticholinesterases known, the 
corresponding OH-containing compounds are still very active, a 
fact that was confirmed in our own studies.

Summarizing the results discussed, we may conclude that in the 
formula

compounds with Y = 0 or S; Rj is alkyl, cycloalkyl, substituted 
alkyl or hydrogen and RL2 is alkyl or dialkylamino can give rise to 
compounds with high anticholinesterase rates and corresponding 
high toxicity although not in every combination.

The compounds mentioned (with the X groups discussed 
earlier) have thus to be regarded as potential chemical warfare 
agents.

P  - Y O
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The influence o f  the P=Z group

Up till now we have discussed compounds containing a P=0 
group. It is, however, known that a number of compounds 
containing the P=S group are also toxic. Some of the compounds, 
virtually the P=S analogue of the nerve gas soman, is as potent an 
inhibitor as the corresponding P=0 compound (20). In other cases, 
the P=S compounds show a much lower inhibition rate than the 
corresponding P=0 compounds but are still rather toxic because of 
the biooxydation to the corresponding P=0 compounds (e.g. 21). 
For this reason, we believe that certain organophosphorus com
pounds, containing the P=S group, may have an application as 
chemical warfare agents.

Summary

In the preceding paragraphs we have tried to establish some 
general rules according to which an organophosphorus compound 
behaves as a potent inhibitor o f acetylcholinesterase. As with most 
structure activity relationships these rules should be regarded 
rather as tendencies and no firm predictions are possible (although 
some quantitative predictions turned out surprisingly good [14]). 
It is therefore impossible to delimitate the potential nerve agents 
using a general formula only. This formula has to be used in 
conjunction with a toxicity criterium which should be established 
by toxicological experts. For the general formula we propose;

in which

Y = O o rS
Z = O or S ©
X  = F, CN, iVa, S-(CH^ ) - S R 2  S-iCH^) „ -N or

S-iCH )̂n -iV i?3 
R' = (substituted) alkyl, cycloalkyl or hydrogen 
i?" = Alkyl, dialtvylamino [dialkylamino]
R!"= Alkyl

In combination with a carefully selected toxicity criterium, we 
consider the delimitated group of compounds to include very few 
compounds which are used as pesticides whereas the majority of 
compounds may be used as chemical warfare agents. This group 
could therefore be liable to an unconditional prohibition of 
production and stockpiling.
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Table

HX pKa of HX ki (25°, pH = 7.7)

(1) H O - ^ 2 11.5 
7.0
3.5 

10.4
10.6

9 . 6

1.0 X 10̂
7.0 X 10®
1.4 X 10’
5.4 X 10'
7.1 X 10^
1.5 X 10“

(2) H 0 -  < ^ 3 - N 0 j
(3) H F
(4) HS-CHj-CH,
(5) HS-Cri,-Cll,-CHMe,
(6) H S-C H ,-C H ,-S M e

(7) H S - C H ,-C H ,- fM c ,
(8) H S -C H ,-C H ,-N  Me,

8.2
8.0

3.7 X 10’
1.0 X 10’

@
8.2 5.3x10’

^Ibid., 1970, pp. 379-382.
*Ibid. 1971, pp. 151-154.
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Canadian Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Toxicity of Chemical Substances,
Methods of Estimation and Applications to a Chemical Control
Agreement, July 5, 1972*

INTRODUCTION

Considerable difficulty has been encountered by the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament in the formulation of an 
agreement banning the development, production and stockpiling 
of chemical agents for use in warfare. A question which has been 
raised a number o f times by various delegates to the C.C.D. (Japan 
CCD/301,^ 344; Netherlands CCD/320, et. al.) has been that of 
developing a means o f defining those chemicals which should fall 
within the terms of reference of such an agreement. The United 
States in their paper of March 20, 1972 (USA CCD/360) outlined 
a number o f criteria by which a chemical arms agreement might 
delineate, for the purposes of control, those chemical substances 
which have potential usefulness in warfare.'  ̂ Since an agenda item 
of this meeting is “Criteria for Characterizing ‘Super Toxic’ 
Agents”, we have chosen to discuss toxicity as a means of 
classifying chemical substances to be controlled.

Generally, the term toxicity refers to the capability of a 
chemical substance to produce a noxious effect upon living 
processes. The physiological effects can range from those that are 
just observable, to the extreme end of the spectrum, acute 
lethality. Classes o f chemical substances are available for use in 
warfare, which encompass this spectrum of noxious effects, as is 
illustrated in Figure I. We shall consider in this paper procedures 
for estimating the potency of potential chemicals of warfare which 
have lethality as their primary toxic effect, and in particular those 
which might be referred to as “super toxic”, for example the nerve 
agents. Our comments in regard to the role of a toxicity criterion 
for defining CW agents will not be applicable to the control of the 
less toxic chemical warfare substances, for example the irritants, 
incapacitants, or some of the older agents such as the mustard 
gases. We are assuming herein, as the United States paper suggests, 
that such chemicals would be defined by other criteria of the 
control agreement.

In order to have a toxicity criterion, and in this context we 
imply lethality, as a part of a chemical control agreement, it will 
be necessary to develop standardized laboratory testing procedures 
and means for interpreting the ensuing results should a complaint 
arise concerning the production or use of a specific chemical 
substance. We will outline briefly procedures for estimating the 
lethal toxicity of such compounds, considering for example, 
resource requirements, choice of test animals, methods of testings.

^CCD/387, Aug. 24, 1972. The paper was prepared for presentation by Roy 
MacPherson at the informal CCD meeting of July 5,1972.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 379-382.
^Ibid., 1971, pp. 151-154.
^Ante, pp. 98-109.
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experimental design considerations, etc., and conclude our re
marks by giving our opinion on the relationship of lethality testing 
to a chemical control agreement.

FACILITY AND RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS

To assess the lethal potency of a chemical substance properly, 
the following supporting factors should be considered in order to 
make a biological test system functional:

(1) A minimum quantity of the chemical will be required for 
complete testing; 5 g if it is a solid or liquid, and the ability to 
synthesize it if it is a gas.

(2) Physico-chemical information is required on each sample 
tested to verify its authenticity, solubility, composition, etc., for 
use by the toxicologists directing the biological tests.

(3) Testing laboratories must be equipped with adequate 
facilities as well as trained operators to handle safely compounds 
of a “super toxic” nature.

(4) Conditions o f storage for the test compounds must be such 
that the chemical stability of the samples is maintained.

(5) Test laboratories must have the facility to destroy or 
detoxify the samples after testing thereby ensuring no unnecessary 
holding of toxic chemicals.

To cany out the task of defining the lethality o f candidate 
chemical substances adequately, the following specific investiga
tional requirements must be met:

(1) Quantitative testing must be carried out on more than one 
animal species, the minimum requirement being two rodent and 
one non-rodent species.

(2) The species of animals used must be of uniform genetic 
stock which are guaranteed to be in continuous long term supply. 
Rodent species used should be albino to facilitate the observation 
of eye and skin effects. Swine if used should be white-skinned.

(3) Optimum standards of animal care must be practised with 
uniform environmental conditions for animal treatment and 
post-treatment holding being employed.

LETHALITY TESTING-RECOMMENDED GENERAL PROCEDURES

It is not possible to define in detail rigid procedures which 
should be followed in the estimation of the lethal potency of a 
chemical substance with relevance to its possible usage in warfare. 
Much depends upon the nature of the substance and the 
circumstances under which it is being tested. We would, however, 
recommend the following general approach to lethality testing;

\
Stage 1 ^
If the substance to be tested is a gas, then, for simplicity the 

analyst should carry out inhalation studies, the elements of which 
we will discuss at a later stage of this presentation. If it is a solid or 
liquid, it should first be administered to mice by intraperitoneal
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injection using a gross observational method for recording dose- 
effect similar to that described by Campbell and Richter.® Initial 
testing should be carried out at a dose of 50 mg/kg. It and all 
subsequent dilutions (in a 0.9 per cent saline solution) should be 
administered at a volume of 0.005 ml/g to male mice weighing 
from 28 to 32 g. If the substance is non-water soluble it can be 
suspended in 0.9 per cent saline solution containing 0.5 per cent 
methylcellulose. The animals in each dose group should be closely 
observed for 30 minutes and all physiological symptoms recorded; 
subsequent observation for mortality should be carried out at 24, 
48 and 72 hours. If animals die between 24 and 72 hours, it will 
be necessary to extend mortality obseiVation to 14 days.

In addition to the above testing, other groups of male mice 
should be similarly injected intravenously with the chemical in a 
saline solution, or if it is insoluble, _subcutaneously in suspension 
at an injection volume as above. The rate of the i.v. injection 
should be constant at 0.01 ml/sec. The i dose administered should 
again be 50 mg/kg, and a similar observation time as employed 
following the i.p. injection is recommended.

If deaths appear in groups o f ten animals treated at a dose of 50 
mg/kg by either method of administration, subsequent dilutions 
should be made and injected into other! groups for determination 
of LD jo’s by appropriate statistical techniques.*

Under the assumption that further testing is still required, male 
rats weighing 200-250 g should be injeqted with a saline solution 
or suspension o f the test compound. Gi!oups of not less than five 
rats are to be tested with the compound being injected by both 
the intraperitoneal and the intramuscular routes. The volumes for 
administration are 0 .0 0 2  ml/g for i.p. and 0 .0 0 1  ml/g for i.m. 
Observation for dose mortality effect Should be carried out for 72 
hours and again if death occurs between 24 and 72 hours, the 
groups o f animals should be observed for a total of 14 days for 
final recording and compilation of da^a. LDso’s for the com
pound, administered by the two different routes, would be 
required.

Stage 2 i

, Compounds with LDso’s significantly less than 50 mg/kg in 
either o f the rodent species by any route of administration thus 
far used should now be tested in a non-rodent species. The animal 
of choice for this testing is the dog. ■

If the compound is soluble in water it can again be administered 
in a 0 .9  per cent saline solution via the intravenous route 
(injection volume 0.2 ml/kg, rate 0.2 ml/seq). If it is non-water

'Campbell, D.E.S., and Richter, W. “An Observational Method for Estimating 
Toxicity and Drug Reactions in Mice Supplied to 6 8  Reference Acta Pharma Et.
Tpx., vol. 25 (1967), pp. 345-363.

. ‘Bliss, C.I. “The Calculation of the Dose Mortality Curve.” Applied Biology, 
vol. 22 (1935), pp. 307-333; Finney, D. J. Probit Analysis. 2d ed; Cambridge; Cambridge 
University Pr̂ ss, 1951-
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soluble it should be administered subcutaneously in an aqueous 
suspension containing 0.5 per cent methylcellulose at a volume of 
0.1 ml/kg. Each animal would then be closely observed for eight 
hours after injection for symptoms and subsequently at 24, 48 and 
72 hours. Surviving animals should be held for a total of 14 days 
for observation of the occurrence of delayed symptoms and death.

On the basis of the toxicity data obtained from the three 
species possibly tested, the chemical substance should now be 
categorized according to its lethal potency utilizing the minimum 
LD50 thus far recorded. One possible categorization is that given 
in Table I.

TABLE I

CW LETHALITY CATEGORIZATION 

Class ^ ^ 5 0  Range

Toxic 5 0 - 1  mg/kg
Highly toxic 1.0 -  0.025 mg/kg
Extremely toxic < 0.025 mg/kg

Those chemicals classified as toxic may be viewed as being 
within the upper limit of what would be logistically feasible as 
lethal weaponry. Further toxicity studies are not recommended on 
such chemicals since it is unlikely that they would come within 
the terms of definition of a toxicity criterion; however, this does 
not imply that the information available cannot be interpreted 
with regard to other criteria o f the chemical control agreement. 
Those found to be highly or super toxic would warrant further 
consideration and this implies that the investigators must orient 
their approach to evaluating the chemical substance with regard to 
its potential usefulness in warfare. This requires a detailed 
interpretation o f the potency data obtained thus far, and also an 
understanding o f the physico-chemical properties of the substance.

Stage 3

Chemicals which are found to have an intrinsic toxicity 
categorizing them as potential lethal CW agents (e.g., LDso <1 
mg/kg), should be subjected to further testing as follows. Similar 
toxicity studies as previously carried out in the two rodent species 
should be extended to include separate assays for both male and 
female animals. If significant differences in lethality appear which 
are attributable to sex, it will be necessary to carry out both male 
and female assays in the other species utilized.

Autopsies should be carried out on the rats and dogs tested to 
look for any gross pathological changes. This should be done on 
animals killed by the agent and also on those which had survived 
the sub-lethal dose treatments for a period of 14 days.

Compounds which are highly or extremely toxic should also be 
tested with relevance to their most practical route of entry in man, 
the most practical route of entry being based upon the physico
chemical properties of the substance, e.g., as illustrated in Table II.
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TABLE II

PRACTICAL ROUTES OF ENTRY IN MAN VS THE AGENTS 
PHYSICO-CHEMICAL PROPERTIES

Physicchfhemical Property Route of Entry
gas (at normal temperature and p?ressure) inhalation
liquid l>igh vapour pressure inhalation vapour
liquid - Iqw vapour pressure inhalation aerosol

percutaneous intraocular 
normal skin

solid h(gh vapour pressure inhalation vapour
solid Iqw vapour pressure inhalation aerosol

percutaneous intraocular 
normal skin

The assessment of the lethal hazard of the chemical substance 
being tested by the above mentioned routes of entry should be 
carried out according to standardized techniques, and we recom
mend the following points be considered:

(a) Inha^tion Route:

Inhalatiop lethality should be calculated from two relatively 
short exposure periods o f two minutes and ten minutes, and the 
dose response reported as an LCtso . The choice of species for 
inhalation studies is either the dog or swine. The vapour or aerosol 
exposure facility would require the support of an analytical 
chemistry facility to monitor actual agent concentrations in the 
chamber during the exposure. If the substance is a solid, it will be 
necessary tjiat aerosol particles be generated in an optimum 
particle size range to permit penetration into the lung alveoli.

Immediately after exposure the animals must be observed 
closely for symptoms for a period of eight hours and the surviving 
animals peripdically observed for 14 days. Special note should be 
taken o f the delayed increaise in post-treatment pulmonary 
insufficiency and pulmonary secondary infection. All animals, 
both in cases resulting in mortalities, as well as those surviving for 
14 days, shquld be autopsied with particular attention being given 
to the incidence of lung necrosis and edema.

(b) Percutaneous Route:

Specialized integuments such as the comeal surface or conjunc
tival sac of the eye should be challenged with the lethal substance. 
Water soluble liquids or solids should be dissolved in a saline 
solution and instilled as a 5 ul drop into the conjunctival sac or as 
a 1 ul drop on the comeal ,surface of the eye of a rabbit. 
Non-water soluble substances may be dissolved in propylene glycol 
or suspended in 0.9 per cent saline containing 0.5 per cent 
methylcellulose. The animals should be closely observed for time 
to onset of symptoms and death, and surviving animals should be 
retained for 14 days at the end o f which they should be examined 
for ocular pathological effects.

Qiemical liquid substances, classified as highly or extremely 
toxic by previous animal tests,.may be further tested for their
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percutaneous lethal potential on intact normal skin. In this case 
clipped rabbits and clipped swine can be contaminated on the skin 
of their back with 2 0 0  micron free-falling drops of the pure liquid 
chemical. The animals would be restrained for a period of two 
hours after treatment and then released for an additional 14 day 
observation period. Close observation of the contaminated area 
would be carried out for the formation of chemically induced 
lesions.

Thus far, we have outhned briefly test procedures for determin
ing the lethal potency of a chemical substance with particular 
attention to its application as a lethal CW agent. These procedures 
are summarized graphically in Figure II. The major problem that 
would arise after such testing is the interpretation of the data in 
relationship to a chemical arms control agreement.

RELATIONSHIP OF LETHALITY TESTING TO CHEMICAL ARMS 
CONTROL

The objective of the lethality testing is to assess quantitatively 
the relative potency of a substance in terms of its LD5 0 or LCts 0 , 
and relate these to a chemical arms control agreement. These 
derived lethality indices can contribute to a chemical arms control 
agreement in a number of ways. They not only provide a means of 
categorizing toxic chemical substances but also they can be used 
to define this categorization. If the situation arises that a specific 
chemical is being produced or used in apparent contravention of 
the terms of a chemical control agreement, its lethal potency can 
be established according to the procedures outlined, and then its 
derived index compared to a “cut-off” level defined by a toxicity 
criterion of the agreement. This information will contribute to the 
interpretation of the situation being investigated.

The Japanese representatives to the CCD have suggested (Japan, 
CCD/301) that a chemical substance with a lethal dose less than 
0.5 mg/kg be considered for control. We would agree with this 
“cut-off” point for intrinsic toxicity. Such a level will not however 
control the less lethal potential chemicals of warfare and in this 
paper, as stated before, we assume that such chemicals would be 
defined by other criteria o f the agreement.

The problem will arise that some chemicals because of their 
high intrinsic toxicity could be considered for control when in fact 
they need not necessarily be practical CW agents. It is for this 
reason that we have attempted to emphasize the fact that the 
toxicity data must be interpreted with relevance to the chemical’s 
potential for meeting the necessary characteristics of a chemical 
warfare agent.

Toxicity alone does not make a chemical substance a good lethal 
agent o f warfare. Other factors must be considered, for instance, 
availability o f raw materials to produce it, simplicity of produc
tion, cost involved, storage stabihty, stability during and after
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dissemination, ease and efficiency of dissemination. Failure to 
meet a number of these factors  ̂ could prevent a highly toxic 
substance becoming a CW agent.

It will be necessary to define toxicity test procedures in more 
detail than discussed herein. This can best be done by a panel of 
toxicologists and for the sake o f brevity we have tried to limit the 
amount of detail presented. The United States in their paper have 
suggested that a consultative body of experts be set up to 
co-ordinate and interpret such work. Scientific investigations 
could provide estimates of LDso’s and LCtso’s according to 
procedures such as have been outhned, but it would be the 
responsibility o f the consultant experts to interpret the results in 
relationship to the control agreement.

CONCLUSIONS

(1) Procedures for estimating the lethal toxicity of a chemical 
substance have been outlined with emphasis being placed upon 
assessing the potential o f such substances for chemical warfare.

(2) If a toxicity (lethalit^^) criterion is to be included in a 
chemical arms control agreement we would recommend the 
following poiats:

(a) Control o f chemical substances (considered as lethal CW 
agents) which have an LD50 > 1  mg/kg cannot be based upon 
toxicity alone.

(b) Those with an LD50 greater than 0.5 but less than 1.0 
mg/kg should be considered as potential lethal chemicals of 
warfare but it would be necessary to assess their practicability 
as CW agents. This would depend, to a large degree, upon the 
substance’s physico-chemical properties. Means other than a 
toxicity criterion would be necessary to define controls for such 
chemicals.

(c) Chemical substances which have an LD50 <  0.5 mg/kg 
should be controlled and a feasible approach to this control 
within a chemical arms agreement would be a toxicity criterion.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical 
Weapons, July 11,1972*

Today we intend to deal with prohibition of the development, 
production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and with their 
destruction. It is quite understandable that the Committee on 
Disarmament should be concentrating on this important problem 
at its current session. Chemical weapons are weapons o f mass 
destruction, and their presence in the arsenals of States has an

‘ CCD/PV.567, pp. 13-20.



ROSHCHIN STATEMENT, JULY 11 459

adverse effect on the world situation, threatening mankind with 
grave consequences if  ever they were used. A number o f factors 
now favour discussion o f this problem. One of these is the signing 
of the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, 
Production and Stockpiling o f Bacteriological (Biological) and 
Toxin Weapons,^ which should stimulate the negotiations directed 
at solving the problem o f the complete banning of chemical 
weapons.

This important goal can only be achieved if all States are willing 
to renounce chemical weapons, and as a result of businesslike 
negotiations aimed at reaching agreement on an appropriate 
international instrument for the prohibition o f chemical weapons. 
It is obvious that in these negotiations the technical aspects of the 
problem must also be taken into account.

The representatives o f a number of countries have spoken in 
favour o f holding informal meetings attended by chemical experts 
to clarify some o f the technical aspects of the problem. It has also 
been stated that the participation o f experts from both western 
and socialist countries would help delegations which have no such 
experts to understand the technical aspects o f the problem of 
banning chemical weapons. In response to these wishes the learned 
Soviet chemist Professor N.N. Melnikov attended the informal 
meetings of the Committee held on 5 and 6  July.

By thus taking part in discussion of the technical aspects of the 
complete prohibition of chemical weapons, the Soviet delegation 
sou^ t to render the Committee’s discussion of the problem more 
concrete and to bring us closer to the preparation and conclusion 
of an agreement on the prohibition of chemical weapons and their 
destruction. As Mr. Natorf, the Polish representative, pointed out 
on 4 July, we do not o f course expect a meeting of experts to say 
the last word on the prohibition of chemical weapons, at any rate 
on its main controversial problems—the scope of prohibition and 
verification. In our view the solution o f these problems requires 
above all a political will in States to renounce chemical weapons 
and to take the corresponding political decisions.

We think that the informal Committee meetings attended by 
experts have been helpful. Apart from giving us the opportunity of 
considering a number of complex technical problems, they have 
enabled us to see more clearly the pohtical context within which 
the negotiations on the banning o f chemical weapons are now 
proceeding.

A survey o f the results of the technical discussions in the 
Committee on Disarmament shows that the approach of the 
socialist countries which sponsored the draft convention on 
chemical weapons advocating the complete prohibition of chemi- 
cal-warfare agents^ is receiving greater and greater support from a 
large number o f States members o f the Committee. The discussion

Mwte, pp. 133-138. 
Mute, pp. 120-125.
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of technical questions has indicated that ways and means can be 
found of overcoming the difficulties to which certain delegations 
have referred and which they have used as a pretext for evading a 
political solution of the problem of complete prohibition of 
chemical weapons.

At the same time the discussion of the technical aspects of the 
problem of the prohibition of chemical weapons has most clearly 
emphasized the need to embody the ideas and principles sub
mitted to the consideration o f the experts in specific provisions of 
an agreement or convention. To discuss individual approaches to 
the prohibition of such weapons and its problems without 
attempting to translate them into the language of political 
agreements—that is, o f treaties—would divert the Committee from 
its task. It would turn itself into a debating society and fail in its 
function o f conducting political negotiations for an agreed 
solution to the specific problem of the prohibition of chemical 
weapons. If the Committee is to conduct effective negotiations it 
is essential, therefore, that the advocates of different approaches 
to the solution o f the problem under consideration should propose 
definite treaty provisions to make it perfectly clear how, in 
practice, the various parties propose to solve the controversial 
questions which have arisen in our consideration of the problem of 
the prohibition of chemical weapons.

TTie concepts and approaches o f the socialist countries concern
ing possible ways of solving the problem of prohibiting the 
development and production o f chemical weapons have been 
translated into treaty language in the joint document submitted by 
those countries on 28 March. In submitting that document the 
^cialist countries primarily intended that it should serve as a basis 
for constructive and practical negotiations aimed at the complete 
banning of chemical weapons. We are pleased to note that a 
number o f countries have responded favourably to this draft. Its 
positiveness is acknowledged even by some western delegations. 
For example, Mr. Polak, the Netherlands representative, said:

I wish further to express my appreciation to the delegations of the socialist countries 
who submitted the concrete draft convention on 28 March.

He explained that the draft had the merit of containing definite 
provisions and that it was helpful
in identifying the problems to be solved.̂

The most important problem encountered in formulating the 
provisions of a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons 
is that of determining the scope of prohibition. The socialist 
countries’ draft convention envisages the complete prohibition of 
such weapons. The approach adopted in the draft to the problem 
of determining the scope of prohibition is that of the “purpose 
criterion”. Thus, in the view of the sponsors o f the draft 
convention, the criterion for determining the scope of prohibition

“CCD/PV.seO, p. 6.
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should be the purposes which the chemical agents are intended to 
serve.

If we consider all the suggestions put forward by the various 
delegations in their statements, in working papers and at informal 
Committee meetings attended by experts, we may come to the 
conclusion that the criterion proposed by the socialist countries 
for determining what should be prohibited is the one which 
provides the most adequate answer to the problem before the 
Committee; namely, to prepare an international instrument 
providing for the complete prohibition of all chemical warfare 
agents. At the same time, when compared with the criteria for 
determining the scope o f prohibition put forward by other 
delegations in the Committee, the criterion suggested by the 
socialist countries appears the most practical, constructive and 
rational one. As you know, the following criteria for determining 
the scope o f prohibition have been put forward in the working 
documents submitted to the Committee and during the technical 
discussions: the toxicity level, the general chemical formula, or a 
specific list o f agents subject to prohibition.

One highly important consideration in favour of the “purpose 
criterion” is that it covers all those types o f chemical weapons— 
binary weapons, dual-purpose agents and agents which are not 
supertoxic but could be used to incapacitate hostile personnel— 
which might fall outside the scope o f prohibition if other 
approaches were adopted.

We share the view expressed here by the representatives of the 
non-aligned countries thajt, in determining the scope of prohibition 
of chemical weapons, it is necessary to take into account the 
varying extent to which countries are able to protect themselves 
against these. Where the defence of the population against 
chemical weapons was insufficient, even substances of low toxicity 
could cause heavy losses. If applied appropriately, the “purpose 
criterion” provides a complete answer to that difficulty.

The United States Working Paper CCD/365 recognizes that the 
“purpose criterion” on which the draft convention of the socialist 
countries is based is the “simplest and most comprehensive” 
criterion. The Working Paper states, however, that it is not suitable 
for the prohibition o f chemical agents used for both military and 
peaceful purposes—that is, o f the so-called dual-purpose agents.® 
In this connexion we should like to stress that the socialist draft 
proposes to prohibit chemical agents not only according to their 
quaUtative characteristics (by type o f substance), but also accord
ing to the quantitative factor, the volume or quantity of 
dual-purpose chemical agents produced. In accordance with the 
“purpose criterion”, no damage would be done to peaceful 
industries in which dual-purpose agents are used; but the produc
tion o f such substances in quantities exceeding peaceful require
ments would be prohibited.

 ̂See ante, p. 334.
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Moreover, an additional safeguard o f the prohibition concerning 
dual-purpose substances would be provided by the clause in the 
socialist draft prohibiting the development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons, and also of the equipment and 
means o f delivery designed to be used with prohibited substances 
for military purposes or in armed conflicts.

The possibility of applying the “purpose criterion” for the 
prohibition o f dual-purpose agents was acknowledged by Mr. 
Eckerberg, representative of Sweden, who said:
The prohibition concerning those substances which also have recognized peaceful uses 
might be covered by a general article in a treaty text, perhaps similar to CCD/361, 
without detailed provisions for verification. ®

With regard to this type o f verification, the Italian Working Paper 
CCD/373 agrees that it is possible, and draws the conclusion that 
the prohibition of dual-purpose agents is not an insoluble 
problem.’ We shall return to this question later.

It is difficult to imagine how, in such a complex problem as 
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons, it could be possible to provide in the text of 
the treaty itself for all the details of that prohibition, especially in 
view of the rapid progress of chemical science. If we drafted today 
a treaty formula detailing the scope of the prohibition, it might 
prove incomplete tomorrow. That is why we think it reasonable to 
include in the draft agreement a formula o f a general nature. The 
experience gained in the conclusion and implementation of the 
Geneva Protocol o f 1925 on the prohibition of the use of chemical 
and bacteriological weapons seems to us to substantiate this 
approach. The Protocol prohibits “the use in war o f asphyxiating, 
poisonous or other gases, and of all analogous liquids, materials or 
devices”.* This formula, drafted almost half a century ago when 
some o f the substances prohibited by the Protocol were still at a 
rudimentary stage, is so wide that it covers all the modem agents 
that have been developed since the conclusion of the Protocol. If 
an attempt had been made in the early twenties to draft a more 
detailed prohibition formula, this would have become obsolete in a 
few years. As a result, the use o f such chemical substances as nerve 
gases and organophosphorus compounds, which were unknown at 
the time of the Geneva Protocol, might have been left outside the 
scope of the prohibition.

In evaluating article 1 of the socialist countries’ draft conven
tion on the scope o f prohibition o f chemical weapons, it is also 
necessary to bear in mind that corresponding explanations of the 
nature of chemical weapons were given in the “Report of the 
Secretary-General o f the United Nations on Chemical and Bacteri
ological (Biological) Weapons and the Effects of their Possible 
Use”. The Report says:

^Ante, pp. 140-141.
"•Ante, pp. 432-437.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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For the purposes of this report, chemical agents of warfare are taken to be chemical 
substances, whether gaseous, liquid, or solid, which might be employed because of their 
(^ect toxic effects on man, animals and plants.’

It also says that chemical agents should be considered in the 
context of the weapons system o f which they would be part. In 
spelling out the notion o f “weapons system”, paragraph 34 says 
that this comprises
all the equipment and personnel, as well as the organizational structure, required to 
maintain and operate a military device.*®

Thus we can see that this question of the scope of prohibition 
has been sufficiently developed to enable an agreement in 
principle to be reached on its content. Certain details could be 
introduced throu^ specific negotiations. Moreover, certain ques
tions o f the practical appUcation o f article I of the Convention, 
defining the scope o f prohibition o f chemical weapons, might be 
drafted and finalized outside the text of the basic agreement.

Another important question relating to the solution of the 
problem of complete prohibition of chemical weapons is control 
of observance by States parties to an agreement on such 
prohibition o f the obligations they themselves have undertaken—in 
other words, guarantees. of fulfilment of the agreement. This 
question involves considerable difficulties which, we believe, can 
and must be overcome by the persistent and sincere efforts of the 
participants in the negotiations. We assume that, given a reason
able approach, ways can be found to ensure a sufficiently reliable 
implementation of the agreement prohibiting chemical weapons 
that shall not obstruct the use o f chemistry for peaceful purposes.

The main difficulty in our view is that the close and specific 
interrelation between the production of chemical substances for 
military purposes and for peaceful purposes makes verification of 
implementation of the agreement on such prohibition, if based 
solely on a system of international control, all but impracticable; 
since the adoption o f such a system of control would entail 
foreign interference in a very wide range of States’ activities, 
which o f course they would not accept. At the informal meeting 
convincing technical arguments were, we consider, advanced to 
this effect. In this connexion it was pointed out, for example, that 
especially great difficulties in international control would arise 
over the manufacture o f dual-purpose products and also in 
scientific research; since this would raise questions of protecting 
industrial property in connexion with the need to patent new 
chemicals.

At the same time it was pointed out during discussion of the 
question o f control that, with only national means of verification, 
countries lacking adequate scientific and technical capabilities 
would find themselves at a disadvantage in comparision with the 
more developed countries.

^Ibid., p. 271.
">Ibid., p. 275.
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We therefore believe that there must be a rational combination 
of national and international forms of control. As we know, the 
socialist States’ draft convention provides for both national forms 
of control and international procedures, including application to 
the Security Council and the conduct by it of investigation. 
National forms o f verification could in our view be based on a 
single programme drafted and adopted at an iiftemational con
ference of experts, which would surely eliminate uncertainties in 
the solution of this problem and also possible errors and 
inaccuracies.

At the informal meetings held on 5-6 July and in several 
working papers interesting data were given indicating that there 
are several effective forms of national control, including in 
particular analysis of statistical data. Some reflections on this 
method are to be found in the Italian working paper CCD/373.
This type of control,

it says,
which is based in large part on the analysis and interpretation of statistical data, will be 
all the easier to carry out as the proportions of raw materials required for military use 
are greater than the average amounts used for civilian purposes in a given state, if that 
state were to decide to build up a militarily useful chemical stockpile.

This document also notes, in regard to dual-purpose agents, that
the problem of verification seems easier. . .  If a State wishes to build up a militarily 
useful arsenal from such substances, it would have to divert large amounts of them for 
that purpose with significant impact on the average amount produced for large-scale 
civilian uses.”

In regard to the various forms of national control, we may also 
refer to the data given in the working paper submitted by the 
United Kingdom delegation concerning the use of satellites to 
detect field tests o f chemical weapons. This document notes that, 
although at present this type o f observation has definite limits, it 
is in general quite promising.

In conclusion, I should like to stress once again that it is time to 
start concrete negotiations on the text of the draft convention on 
prohibition. Only through adopting this procedure in our Com
mittee can the negotiations on prohibition of chemical weapons be 
moved out o f their present sad impasse. To be sure, this will call 
first and foremost for political decisions. We said so to the 
participants in the talks when all the possible criteria and 
approaches to solution o f the separate problems of complete 
prohibition of chemical weapons were put before this Committee. 
Without such decisions the Committee cannot continue its work 
with any prospect of solving the problem facing it—to reach 
agreement on a draft convention on prohibition of the develop
ment, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on 
their destruction.

‘ 'Ante, p. 436.
'^Ante, pp. 408-417.
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Foreign Relations Authorization Act of 1972 [Extract], July 13, 
1972^

TITLE III-UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND 
DISARMAMENT AGENCY

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

SEC. 301. The second sentence of section 49(a) of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Act (22 U.S.C. 2589(a) )̂  is amended 
by inserting immediately after “$17,500,000,”, the following: 

and for the two fiscal years 1973 and 1974, the sum of 
$22,000,000,”.
SEC. 302. (a) The United States Arms Gontrol.and Disarmament 
Agency, with the cooperation and assistance of other relevant 
Government agencies including the Department o f State and the 
Department o f Defense, shall prepare and submit to the Congress a 
comprehensive report on the international transfer o f conventional 
arms based upon existing and new work in this area. The report 
shall include (but not be limited to) the following subjects:

( 1) the quantity and nature o f the international transfer of 
convention^ arms, including the identification o f the m^jor 
supplying and recipient countries;

(2 ) the policies o f the major exporters of conventional arms 
toward transfer, including the terms on which conventional 
arms are made available for transfer, whether by credit, grant, 
or cash-and-carry basis;

(3) the effects o f conventional arms transfer on international 
stability and regional balances of power;

(4) the impact of conventional arms transfer on the econo
mies of supplying and recipient countries;

(5) the history of any negotiations on conventional arms 
transfer, including past policies adopted by the United States 
and other suppliers o f conventional arms;

(6 ) the major obstacles to negotiations on conventional arms 
transfer;

(7) the possibilities for limiting conventional arms transfer, 
including potentialities for international agreements, step-by- 
step approaches on particular weapons systems, and regional 
arms limitations; and

(8 ) recommendations for future United States poHcy on 
conventional arms transfer.

(b) The report required by subsection (a) shall be submitted to 
the Congress not later than one year after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, and an interim report shall be submitted to 
the Congress not later than six months after such date.^

■ P.L. 92-352, 92d Cong.
‘̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 482-495; ibid, 1963, pp. 622-623; ibid., 

1965, p. 206;/Wd, 1968, p. 396, ibid, 1970, p. 213.
^For the interim rept., see The International Transfer o f Conventional Arms: An 

Interim Report to the Congress Pursuant to Section 302 of The Foreign Relations 
Authorization Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-352).
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Address by Premier Chou to Delegation of the Arab Republic of
Yemen [Extract}, July 17, 1972'*

. . .  The superpowers have not ceased their expansion and 
aggression against other countries, and the international situation 
is far from truly relaxed. What calls for attention is the fact that, 
while mouthing “disarmament” and “the strengthening o f inter
national security,” in reality they are continuing to step up arms 
expansion and war preparations. In order to contend for world 
hegemony, they are engaged in an arms race not only in nuclear 
armaments, but also in conventional armaments, each trying its 
utmost to gain superiority. The agreements they reached not long 
ago on the so-called limitation of strategic nuclear weapons® were 
by no means “a step” towards curbing the arms race as they 
boasted, but marked the beginning of a new stage of their arms 
race. The fact is that the ink on the agreements was hardly dry 
before one announced an increase of billions of dollars for military 
expenditure and the other hastened to test new-type weapons, 
clamouring for seizing nuclear superiority.

“Disarmament” is out o f the question, let alone “international 
peace and security,” in the circumstances when the superpowers 
continue to intensify their arms expansion and war preparations, 
to set up military bases of all descriptions and to station armed 
forces in other countries and to direct nuclear blackmail and 
nuclear threats against the people of all countries!

In the face of such a situation, people throughout the world and 
a great number of small and medium-sized countries have become 
increasingly aware that they must continue to heighten their 
vigilance, unite themselves more closely and persevere in struggle 
against aggression and oppression by the superpowers. It is certain 
that the people of the world will surely win even greater victories 
in their anti-imperialist revolutionary struggles.

Statement by the Yugoslav Representative (fivorovic) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical 
Weapons, July 18,1972*

The main objective of my statement today is to submit some 
views and comments of the Yugoslav delegation with regard to the 
state of negotiations within this Committee on the elaboration of 
the Draft Convention on the prohibition of the development, 
production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and their 
destruction. Although throughout this year the Committee has

^Peking bioadcast, July 17, 1972. The address was delivered at a Peking banquet. 
^Ante, pp. 197-204.
‘ CCD/PV.569, pp. 6-17.
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endeavoured to accord top priority in its work to the solution of 
this question, it is distressing to note that practical results of the 
efforts exerted hitherto have fallen short of our expectations and 
that they are still very much distant from our objective. Only two 
months separate us from the convening of the twenty-seventh 
session of the United Nations General Assembly, to which the 
report o f our work is to be submitted. There are very slim chances, 
in our view, that this Committee would be able to formulate a 
commonly-agreed draft convention within these two coming 
months. What causes even our greater concern is the fact that still 
there exist the differences among Committee members in ap
proach as regards the solution of this problem. One might even get 
the impression on the basis of the discussion led in this 
Committee, particularly at the end of spring session, that certain 
questions which my delegation had considered to be settled in 
their final and solemn form have to a certain extent again come to 
the surface.

The problem o f  the prohibition of chemical weapons is not a 
new one, neither did the discussion for the elaboration of a draft 
convention start only on 29 February this year. The period of 
intensive consideration of this problem, both by this Committee 
and by the United Nations General Assembly, is a rather long one. 
Many o f its technical aspects have been likewise the subject of 
detaUed reports and studies made by prominent experts of world 
reputation. As a result o f all these endeavours, the first step of 
great international political and legal importance towards the 
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons and their destruction was initiated when we 
agreed to introduce in the Bacteriological (Biological) (B) Conven
tion Article IX, so fi'equentiy referred to in this Committee in 
view of its importance.^

The political decision and the legal obligation contained in this 
Article and repeated in General Assembly resolutions 2826 and 
2827A (XXVI)^ are unambiguously clear. First, the signatories of 
the B Convention have, in our opinion, agreed that the process of 
negotiations on the comprehensive prohibition of both chemical 
and bacteriological (biological) weapons, irrespective of whether 
they are dealt with in a single or in separate international 
instruments, are inseparably interrelated. Therefore, although the 
B Convention is technically a separate and legally-independent 
international treaty, it is substanti^y and politically only the first 
part of a broader international instrument which should encom
pass the complete prohibition of both bacteriological (biological) 
and chemical weapons. Second, the signatories of the B Conven
tion, by undertaking the treaty obligation on the continuity of 
negotiations “with a view to reaching early agreement on effective 
measures for the prohibition” of chemical weapons, have at the

^Ante, pp. 133-138.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 884 ff.
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same time taken the obligation of a moral and political character 
to fulfil this task at the earliest. Consequently, both urgency and 
necessity for a successful fulfilment of this undertaking are 
contained in the provisions of Article IX of the Convention on the 
prohibition of bacteriological (biological) and toxin weapons.

Therefore the task of this Committee has been to a considerable 
extent already defined, both with regard to the subject matter and 
the time specified for it. The Committee is requested to 
commence straight away the drafting of the convention on the 
prohibition o f chemical weapons, benefiting from the assistance of 
experts and other forms o f work, in order to effectively and 
successfully accomplish its task.

In view of our final objective, i.e. the formulation of a draft 
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons, my delega
tion wishes to raise two questions before this Committee: first, in 
what phase of negotiations does this Committee find itself at 
present, and second, what is realistically possible that we may 
expect to be able to submit to the United Nations General 
Assembly at its forthcoming session?

It is to be regretted that the present phase of work for this 
Committee concerning the prohibition of chemical weapons is 
characterized, in our opinion, by a lack of any negotiations. 
Negotiating contacts between the members of the Committee have 
not been established as yet.

Since 28 March this year, the text of the Draft Convention on 
the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
Chemical weapons and on their destruction sponsored by nine 
socialist countries has been submitted for our consideration.^ On 
behalf of ifly delegation, I would like to express our thanks to the 
sponsors of this proposal, which deserves our careful attention, 
being one of the constructive contributions for negotiating the 
complete prohibition of chemical weapons.

Parallel to the Draft Convention, a Work Programme regarding 
negotiations on prohibition of chemical weapons was submitted 
by the United States delegation; it deals primarily with lethal 
chemical warfare agents.® Some of the general criteria set forth in 
the Work Programme are presented in a more detailed manner in 
five United States working papers, CCD/365-369, all o f which are 
useful contributions for the deliberations of our Committee.® 
However, we cannot but express our doubt as to the efficacy of 
the negotiating process as implied in the United States Working 
Programme. We sincerely hope that the United States delegation 
will find it possible at the earliest to make a step forward, and 
translate the working papers into a number of concrete proposals 
as an effective contribution towards the beginning of the process 
of drafting the text of a convention.

*Ante, pp. 120-125.
^Ante, pp. 98-109.
^Ante, pp. 331-361.
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In addition to these documents, a number of working papers 
relevant to the prohibition of chemical weapons were also 
submitted to the Committee by the United Kingdom, Swedish, 
Italian and Japanese delegations. Our Committee owes its grati
tude to all these delegations for their efforts in trying to facilitate 
its work, and also to the Conference Secretariat for preparing a 
very useful unofficial summary of the two informal meetings held 
on 5 and 6  July.

Common to all the documents presented so far is, in our 
opinion, a desire to provide the answers and explanations to some 
of the questions and problems which have come up during our 
discussion and also to point out to possible ways and means for 
their solution. The Committee’s informal meetings held on 5 and 6  

July with the group of experts, in which Yugoslav experts also 
took part, were dedicated to the same objective. As a result of 
these meetings, which no doubt were very useful, we have gained a 
new experience and it would be regrettable if that experience and 
knowledge should be left aside and forgotten. We think that it 
should be of benefit not only to us but also to all other members 
of the UN which are also deeply interested in an early and 
successful solution of the prohibition of chemical weapons. 
Therefore my delegation fully endorses the idea put forward by 
the distinguished Japanese representative Mr. Nisibori in his 
statement on 22 June that the basic substance of the results of the 
informal meetings be correctly reflected in the report of the 
Committee to the General Assembly.^

As far as the immediate impact of the informal meetings is 
concerned, I trust that the majority of us have n o t in the least 
expected that a single session with experts might solve the 
problems o f the scope and the verification of the prohibition of 
the chemical weapons. This could not be expected even if a greater 
number o f such meetings were held, which is in no way the fault 
of the experts. The problem we are discussing is not of a technical 
but rather o f a political nature, although the solution of technical 
questions must be found along the way as well. It is only when the 
political readiness o f all interested parties is reached that this 
Committee would be able to undertake without much difficulty 
the elaboration of a generally-acceptable text of a draft agreement.

A long history of negotiatipns has tau^t us that international 
agreements usually come into existence as a result of a compro
mise solution. All agreements reached in this Committee are also 
of such a nature. However, in order to come to an agreement it is 
necessary to take into consideration all its relevant elements, 
advanced by all negotiating parties.

This evidently is not the case now. The Yugoslav delegation 
fully understands the genuine concern expressed by some delega
tions about the necessity to clarify certain categories relevant to

''Ante, pp. 404-405.



470 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1972

drafting the text of the agreement. This seems to be a legitimate 
request. However, we are quite confident that this Committee 
could make a real step forward and come out of its present 
deadlock if it tried to benefit more fully by the discussion on 
chemical weapons held hitherto, by the report presented by the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations,® by the report of the 
WHO consultants “Health Aspects of Chemical and Biological 
Weapons”,̂  as well as by the existing Draft Convention, by 
numerous working papers submitted to the Committee in the 
course of this and previous sessions, among which there are two 
joint memoranda o f the Group of Twelve Countries*® and finally, 
on the basis of what we heard from the experts on 5 and 6  July. 
We think that it is now possible at least to make a few practical 
steps which will bring us closer to our common objective.

This might be, at the same time, the answer to my second 
question raised at the very outset of my statement. Notably, if it 
were not possible for us to submit to the United Nations General 
Assembly at its forthcoming session a final draft convention 
which, as it seems, is illusory now to anticipate, we could be 
nevertheless in a position to submit to it a number of mutually- 
acceptable and defined elements which might constitute a rather 
elaborate framework from which it would not be a long way to 
the text o f  a Draft Convention. If this were not to happen, the 
only possible alternative would be to prepare a straightforward 
and sincere answer as to why the Conference could do nothing in 
pursuing the mandate entrusted to it by the General Assembly and 
to request advice and guidance from it. This would, I am 
convinced, incite great disappointment in the capabilities of our 
Committee and in its negotiating character.

The course of discussion on the prohibition of chemical weap
ons and their destruction carried out in this Committee so far 
clearly shows that both the problem of the scope of the prohibi
tion and the problem of verification are among the main outstand
ing ones. These two questions are of such a character that they re
quire an immediate political decision, having in mind of course 
their technical aspects and technical solutions as well.

Any agreement on the prohibition of chemical warfare agents 
must, in our opinion, be a comprehensive one and can in no way 
be related only to certain kinds or categories of chemical warfare 
agents. This is necessary since the degree of danger which some 
poisons or groups of poisons represent is only a relative one. The 
danger does not solely depend on the degree of toxicity and other 
characteristics of particular chemical warfare agents, but also on 
the manner and conditions of their application, as well as on the 
degree of technical and medical protection of the country against

^Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 264-298.
^Health Aspects of Chemical and Biological Weapons: Report of a WHO Group of 

Consultants (Geneva, 1970).
Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 453-455; ibid., 1971, pp. 566-568.
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which these chemical weapons might be used. Technical and med
ical protection of civilian populations against chemical weapons 
exists in a relatively satisfactory way only in a few countries of 
the world, whereas for the m^ority of the world’s population it 
practically does not exist at all. Consequently any agreement on 
the prohibition of chemical weapons, if not comprehensive [,] 
does not eliminate the danger of the application of chemical 
weapons for the majority of mankind.

In order to achieve this objective and gain the confidence of all 
countries, any agreement on the prohibition of chemical weapons 
must in our view contain as clear a definition as possible of what 
are the chemical agents intended for purposes o f war, in order to 
avoid possibilities of misuse of the existing chemical compounds 
not classified as chemical warfare agents, as well as those which 
may be synthesized in the future. Many compounds used for 
peaceful purposes in approved concentrations, if intentionally 
used in heavier concentrations, might receive characteristics of 
chemical warfare agents. On the other hand, chemical compounds 
which are separately used for peaceful purposes do not represent a 
danger, but, if used in combination, could acquire characteristics 
of chemical warfare agents.

The necessity for a general definition of chemical agents has 
been elaborated in greater detail in the Working Paper submitted 
by the Yugoslav delegation on 5 July.“  The same Working Paper 
contains also a tentative draft of a possible definition of a general 
nature, which reads as follows:
All chemical compounds intentionally used in quantities which directly or indirectly, 
immediately or after some time, can produce physiological disturbances or cessation of 
physiological functions in men and animals, should be considered as chemical agents.

We are not pretending in the least that this draft definition 
represents the best possible solution, but we hope that it contains 
elements which might serve as a useful basis for formulation of the 
final text of the definition. We consider that the acceptance of a 
general definition is the key element in any text of an agreement 
on the complete prohibition of chemical weapons. This does not 
prevent the possibility at the same time to define in a more 
explicit manner chemical warfare agents relative to chemical 
structure and toxicity criterion, in the form of annexes pertaining 
to certain categories o f chemical warfare agents attached to the 
agreement. Such annexes should be kept, o f course, under 
constant review and should be periodically adjusted to the new 
and rapid development of chemical science, for which the most 
appropriate and simplified procedure should be applied.

However, the concept o f the comprehensive prohibition of 
chemical weapons is not exhausted by only prohibiting chemical 
agents. This issue should embrace the prohibition of all activities 
within a State aimed at the preparation and eventual waging of

‘ ^Ante, pp. 438-441.
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chemical warfare. It means, therefore, that besides the prohibition 
of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical 
warfare agents, it is imperative to prohibit also the development 
and production of equipment and means of delivery of those 
agents, as well as the formation o f special military units and the 
training of persons for waging chemical warfare.

The second major issue which we are facing at this moment is 
undoubtedly that o f verification. Effective control is one of the 
basic prerequisites in pursuing successfully international negotia
tions in the field o f chemical weapons as in all other disarmament 
measures.

There is no doubt at all that the problem of effective control 
pertaining to chemical weapons in particular, is exceptionally 
complex. The rapid contemporary development of chemical 
science could create in the near future an even more complicated 
situation in regard to ensuring effective control in this field. 
Should we, being faced by such a complexity, wait for the 
eventual establishment o f an absolutely reliable system o f control 
which, for the present, is not yet in sight, or are we not in duty 
bound to establish right now a technically realistic and politically 
generally-acceptable system of control which might, with further 
continued improvements, represent a satisfactory solution?

As far as control o f chemical agents is concerned, we should 
bear in mind that there exist chemical compounds which are today 
already classified as chemical warfare agents, and those so-called 
“potential chemical warfare agents” for which current knowledge 
in the field o f chemistry, technology, physiology and toxicology 
can justify the assumption o f the eventual possibility of their use 
for purposes o f war.

Technically speaking, the control of both groups could be 
applied to final products, intermediaries and materials. It should 
be immediately stressed that there is not a single raw material 
meant exclusively for purposes o f war, whereas the appUcation of 
the intermediaries for war purposes is reduced to a minimum, and 
that only in the group o f organophosphorus compounds.

The technical control o f final products, notably of ready-made 
chemical warfare agents, might be carried out from the very 
beginning o f their synthesis up to their final storage.

It would be obviously impossible to maintain so high a degree 
of technical control over all institutions and installations which 
could be utilized for research, development and production of 
chemical warfare agents and other activities. Consequently any 
system of control must be based on a considerable degree of 
confidence. It must be conceived on an appropriate combination of 
national and international measures of control. This approach was 
expressed in the Joint Memorandum of the Group o f Twelve 
Countries submitted to this Committee as far back as 25 June 
[August] 1970.
Reasonable guarantees and safeguards should, therefore, be devised to inspire confidence 
in the implementation of any agreement in the field of C and B weapons. Verification
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should be based on a combination of appropriate national and international measures, 
which would complement and supplement eadi other, thereby providing an acceptable 
system which would ensure effective implementation of the prohibition.*^

This approach has been commended by the United Nations 
General Assembly in its resolution 2662(XXV) of , 7 December 
1970,*^ and repeated in resolution 2827A(XXVI) of 16 Decem
ber 1971.*'*

May I be permitted to recall that the Yugoslav delegation 
presented in its Working Paper CCD/302 of 6  July [August 1 
1970*® its elaborated views pertaining to this issue, pointing out a 
number o f national and international measures of control that 
should be undertaken?

The system o f control in our view should be based predomi
nantly on national measures, namely on self-control of States and 
on the development o f wide international co-operation as one of 
the most important means of mutual control.

On the basis of the evolution of political conditions and new 
scientific and technical achievements, the system of control should 
permanently be improved and supplemented in order to make it 
more reliable and effective.

It is, however, possible to envisage numerous actions on the 
national plane which, being mutually interrelated, would represent 
a complete system of national control, i.e. self-control. Some of 
these actions, particularly those in the field of national legislative 
measures, are presented in the Working Paper submitted by the 
Yugoslav delegation (CCD/302). Noteworthy would be to estab
lish a national mechanism of control in the form of a group of 
experts with full authorization to act within the national 
boundaries. The relationship between the national and interna
tional organ for control, especially in regard to reporting pro
cedures, should be clearly defined and internationally agreed.

A uniform procedure for verification measures is required in 
order to make them effective. Likewise, to have a standardized 
method of verification it is indispensable in our view that an ad 
hoc international body of experts of different specialities should 
elaborate the proposals for the procedure of verification. This 
international body of experts should also work out a kind of 
questionnaire which would cover all necessary technical, scientific, 
economic and other data that would officially and periodically 
be reported.

We think that it would be possible for the group of experts to 
prepare without any delay appropriate proposals for technical and 
procedural methods of verification for the future work of this 
Committee.

For the purpose of implementation of agreed measures of 
international control and for the purpose of co-ordination of

'^Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 453-455. 
'^Ibid., pp. 683-685.
'*Ibid„ 1971, pp. 890-892.
' ‘Ibid., 1970, pp. 382-385.
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activities among States, and also as an encouragement and 
advancement of international co-operation in this field, it is 
indispensable to establish an appropriate international body having 
available a professional institutionalized mechanism which could 
perform activities of such a nature. In this connexion my 
delegation focuses its attention particularly on Chapter IV of the 
Working Paper of the United States delegation*® and the ideas put 
forward by the representative o f the Netherlands, Mr. Rosenberg 
Polak, in his statement on 27 April. In the judgment of my 
delegation, in dealing with the system of control for chemical 
weapons it is of particular importance to have in mind that this 
system could be a very important element of a future compre
hensive international system of disarmament control. Accordingly, 
when we are speaking about the question of institutionalization, 
we find very close to our way of thinking the idea put forward by 
Mr. Polak, who in his statement on 27 April said:
One could even go a step further and consider whether such body could be devised as 
the nucleus of an international disarmament organization which, in due course, would 
take over responsibilities also in other fields.*’

We firmly hope that in the course of our future efforts to 
enhance the effectiveness of the system of verification and 
control, the question o f institutional arrangement should be 
elaborated in detail.

So conceived, a system of control must be strengthened by an 
assistance clause in accordance with the United Nations Charter. 
In this connexion my delegation is particularly pleased to have 
heard Mr. Roshchin say, when introducing the Draft Convention 
to this Committee on 28 March in connexion with article VII:

However, we are ready to consider alternative texts for this Article which would 
strengthen the provisions concerning assistance to a victim of a violation of the 
Convention.*®

Only one word more as regards the prohibition of chemical 
weapons. In the Joint Memorandum of the Group of Twelve of 28 
September 1971,*® which was recommended by United Nations 
General Assembly resolution 2827A (XXVI) to be taken into 
account in the work o f the Conference for the prohibition of 
chemical weapons,^® among nine main elements offered as a basis 
for negotiations the last one refers to the savings from disarma
ment which should be used for purposes of economic and social 
development, in particular of developing countries. I would like to 
recall also that the General Assembly, in its resolution 2880 
(XXVI) on “Implementation of the Declaration on the strengthen
ing of international security”, also affirmed inter alia that

‘Mnte, pp. 98-109.
*’CCD/PV.560,p. 10.
^^Ahte, p. ,119.

Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 566-568.
“ /Wd, pp. 890-892.
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a substantial portion of the savings derived from measures in the field of disarmament 
should be devoted to promoting economic and social development, particularly in 
developing countries.**

My delegation shares the opinion of the Brazilian representative 
Mr. Saraiva-Guerreiro when he stressed in this Committee on 18 
April the need to introduce to that end an appropriate provision in 
any agreement on the prohibition o f chemical weapons.

The very limited time at the disposal of this Committee up to 
the end of this summer session is pressing. Should we succeed 
within that lapse of time to smooth out differences and to a 
considerable extent bring closer and harmonize attitudes as far as 
the scope and the system of control of the prohibition of chemical 
weapons is concerned, we should enable the United Nations 
General Assembly to make a substantial important move aiming at 
the definite prohibition o f all activities for the preparation and 
eventual waging of chemical war. In so doing, this Committee 
would justify the confidence entrusted to it by the international 
community. It is urgent to act to this end.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Myrdal) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Weapons, 
July 18,1972*

By way o f general introduction to my statement today—which, 
I must warn my colleagues, will not set any record of brevity—I 
want to express great satisfaction that this session of the 
Conference has had such an unusually favourable starting-point. 
Several recent developments on the world political scene may 
truly be said to mark an era o f change. As the ones closest to our 
own field of work, I need only mention the Moscow agreements as 
to certain quantitative Umitations of strategic nuclear weapons 
systems, and the United Nations Conference in Stockholm on the 
Human Environment.

The bilateral Moscow agreements immediately raise the demand 
for a direct continuation in multilateral negotiations and agree
ments, so as to place restrictions also on the qualitative develop
ment of naclear weapons, that is, on the most ominous com
ponent in the arms race. As the very lock then needed is the 
comprehensive test ban, which we have studied—and delayed—for 
so long, we heartily welcome the propitious thrust it has now 
received. I will return to this issue in a later statement.

In a similar although less direct way, the Environment Con
ference acts as a primer to our task to ban chemical means of

pp. 915-918. 
“ CCD/PV.557, p. 19.
*CCD/PV.569,pp. 18-29.
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warfare. It has raised to a high pitch—in the form of self-incrimina- 
tion no less than accusations—expressions of concern about the 
fiendish treatment Man gives to Nature and to his own conditions 
for survival. Pollution and poisoning with chemical substances has 
been placed in the foreground. It is stated in the solemn 
Declaration o f Principles agreed upon, that
The discharge of toxic substances. . .  in such quantities or concentrations as to exceed 
the capacity of the environment to render them harmless, must be halted in order to 
ensure that serious or irreversible damage is not inflicted upon ecosystems.^

This comes close to our pre-occupation, indeed. It should go 
without saying that intentionally organizing such discharges in 
order to destroy and kill man and/or his environment stand even 
more strongly condemned. But it did not go without saying at the 
Environment Conference. Condemnations of ecocide—“environ
ment murder”—by large-scale application of, among other things, 
herbicides as a method of warfare were explicitly voiced by several 
countries and not least strongly by spokesmen for the movements 
of world public opinion, represented by a large number of 
non-governmental organizations.

This intensified anxiety about damage caused by the use of 
chemical agents compels us in the Conference to become so much 
more forceful in pursuing our part o f the task, that is, to outlaw 
the very existence of such weapons o f mass destruction.

Now to a more special introduction of my statement. It also 
conveys a message of optimism. I want to submit that in the 
Conference we have now advanced far on our way to a convention 
on the prohibition o f chemical weapons and on their elimination 
from the arsenals o f all states, as is the mandate laid down for us 
by the General Assembly. TTiis impression is derived from a 
renewed perusal of the whole Chemical Weapons (CW) dossier, as 
accumulated over the last few years. In fact, we do now have in 
our possession the main building elements for constructing such a 
treaty; what remains is putting them in place and joining them in a 
coherent structure. The wealth o f suggestions contained in 
working papers and statements is impressive and qualitatively of 
high calibre. They are also being constantly screened, adapted and 
perfected.

This realization o f how much we have already achieved was, I 
believe, strongly sensed by all of us during the very fruitful 
informal meetings o f 5-6 July, when experts from many delega
tions considerably clarified some critically important issues. 
Momentarily perhaps the technical profundity of the experts made 
us afraid that we might get stuck in scientific issues. But in 
hindsight the dominant impression must be that many uncertain
ties have been removed.

An example can demonstrate how far we have come on such a 
central issue as verification. In his statement last Tuesday the

’ UN Monthly Chronicle, vol. IX, no. 7 (July 1972), pp. 86-90.
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representative o f the Soviet Union, Mr. Roshchin, illustrated richly 
what might enter into “a combination o f national and inter
national forms of control”, a scheme which was spelled out in 
even fuller detail by the USSR expert at the informal meeting. I' 
want to recall how Yugoslavia already in a Working Paper o f  
August 1970 presented a catalogue of National Legislative 
Measures of Renunciation and Self-Control by Each Country, 
respecting Measures of International Control.^ This in turn was 
an excellent refinement of the model for verification which the 
Swedish delegation had suggested in CCD/PV.463, outlining a 
two-pronged national/international approach based on the main 
principles of open reporting and of internationalization o f 
information.^ The memoranda of the Group o f Twelve of 1970 
and 1971 strongly underlined the need for a combined national/ 
international approach o f verification.® The comprehensive United 
States Working Paper CCD/360 listed many o f the same features,® 
as well as the utilization o f some international panel of experts in 
a similar advisory capacity as the one envisaged by the delegation 
of the USSR.’ This is an example how, thanks to our joint 
deliberations, suggestions have matured and become more and 
more acceptable.

The technical advice in the many working papers reaching us 
this spring and summer has added considerably to what I have 
called our “building elements”. It is now our task to join them in a 
structure, which answers legal-logical and technical-practical re
quirements at the same time; and then—most imperative of all—to 
call on all governments to take the political decision to eliminate 
the horror weapons o f chemical agents once and for all.

Also for the imminent, major task o f erecting a treaty structure 
we do have at our disposal a foundation, namely a Draft 
Convention text.® It is so completely modelled on the Bacteriolo
gical (Biological) (B) Convention of last year,® which has by now 
been approved by a great number of States, that it is not necessary 
to ascribe any particular political character to the fact that this 
draft was submitted by nine socialist countries.

I want formally to propose that we take that document as a 
basis for our negotiations, and that we try to make it more widely 
acceptable by proposals for additions or changes which may later 
be cWselled out as formal amendments.

It is on this understanding that I want to make some suggestions 
today as to how I believe—at this stage—we could visualize an 
effective treaty banning development, production, testing and

^Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 382-385. 
^Ibid, pp. 132-140.
^Ibid,, pp. 453-455;/Wd, 1971, pp. 566-568. 
^Ante, pp. 98-109.
'^Ante, pp. 458464.
^Ahte, pp. 120-125.
^Ahte, pp. 133-138.
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stoekpiling o f all chemical means of warfare and prescribing the 
destruction of existing arsenals.

Let us then begin by the beginning— Preamble.
One proposal for change seems vital, namely strengthening the 

reference to the Geneva Protocol^® to make it appear explicitly 
that its ban against the use of CW is all-inclusive. As we are now 
trying to get a similarly comprehensive treaty, banning also the 
production etc. o f all chemic£d agents o f warfare, not a partial, an 
aborted one—such crippled creatures our experience has taught us 
to beware of—this comprehensive character should be amply 
visible. The reference to the Geneva Protocol as it stands in the 
treaty draft is ambiguous in this respect and should be amended 
simply by adding the words, “as being all-inclusive and without 
exceptions”.

A definite merit o f the draft treaty text in CCD/361 is just that 
it envisages nothing but a comprehensive scope of a CW ban.

In order to make that manifestly clear I also propose that we 
include in the preamble—in a “recognizing” paragraph—the basic 
and general characterization o f CW which is to be found in the 
United Nations report:
Chemical agents of warfare are . . .  chemical substances, whether gaseous, liquid or solid, 
which might be employed because of their direct toxic effects on man, animals and 
plants.

Our technical discussions on more detailed “definitions”, “classi
fications”, “delimitations” m i^ t, I am afraid, have somewhat 
clouded and confused our view as to this fundamental compre
hensive character o f tiie treaty. I am going to propose that we deal 
with all such questions o f practical application in quite another 
context, as they should certainly not be utilized as instruments for 
limiting the scope o f the treaty in any way.

Let me now proceed to the main operative articles in the Draft 
Convention, namely Articles I, II and III, whereby Parties 
undertake—in Article I—to refrain from developing, producing, 
stockpiling or otherwise acquiring or retaining “(1) Chemical 
agents of types and in quantities that have no justification for 
peaceful purposes; (2) Weapons, equipment or means of delivery 
designed to use such agents” ; respectively in Article II to destroy 
such agents, equipment etc.; and in Article III not to transfer them 
to other recipients.

The substance o f these articles seems to the Swedish delegation 
to reflect what we desire to achieve. Even the choice of wording in 
the all-important definition in the central phrase: “Chemical 
agents of types and in quantities that have no justification for 
peaceful purposes” seems to be a good .one, as it clearly indicates 
the “general purpose” principle which should govern the ban on 
production, etc. It does not do so by any enumeration of chemical

"‘Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
"Ibid., p. 271.

/
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agents included, as any such list would function as a limitation of 
the ban, but instead achieves it through excluding “types and 
quantities” needed for peaceful purposes.

The language used is practically the same as the one agreed 
upon in the B treaty. But here the words “types and quantities” 
refer to a much more compUcated situation. What becomes 
relevant is particularly what “quantities” of dual-purpose agents 
that are to be excepted from the ban. It would, however, be 
impossible to decide in a general manner, appUcable to all 
countries and for all times, which “quantities” should be covered 
by the prohibitions and prescriptions.

Neither does it seem necessary to make any such specifications. 
What the operative articles refer to is quite clear without any 
further “definitions”. We have constantly to bear in mind that the 
legal commitments States enter into as Parties to the treaty 
concern the elimination o f chemical agents of warfare, commit
ments which Parties have to translate into thpir own system of 
legislative prohibitions and administrative/controls. And, o f  
course, they would know if any types and if so what quantities 
were produced and stored for non-peaceful purposes. Thus it is 
not for their sake—not in order to point out to them what they 
should prescribe—that any “definition” or “delimitation” or 
“classification” is called for.

The need for this relates to the interest of other Parties, in 
connexion with questions of control, as has been amply clarified 
by the experts. My formal proposal is that, while no specifications 
should enter into the treaty text as such, we should provide for 
some “understandings” or “agreed interpretations” in an annex. 
As it would be of special value in connexion with questions of 
implementation and verification both in regard to national and 
international arrangements and standards, I will deal with those 
questions somewhat later.

I now arrive at Articles IV, V and VI, all o f which in some way 
relate to the complex problem o f verification and which in the 
view o f the Swedish, and I take it many other delegations, stand in 
need of considerable tightening. Every Party should have a right to 
feel reasonably confident that a universal elimination of chemical 
weapons is resized. Therefore the control clauses mus^ensure an 
acceptable level o f security.

Article IV, dealing with what we customarily call “national 
means”, in reality forges a link between the substantive commit
ments by international agreement laid down in Artiples I-III, and 
the verification arrangements proper in Articles V and VI. Its 
immediate aim is to stipulate what responsibilities national 
authorities have to shoulder in order to implement the inter
national agreement. It ought, however, to be made more specific 
by including some measures which have been suggested in the 
course of our deliberations, such as the issuing o f laws and 
regulations to control civihan production, the establishment of 
national committees to check on compliance, etc.
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Article IV should also contain commitments to make national 
provisions known to the outside world, thus already giving the 
undertakings in this article a share in facilitating verification. While 
retaining the permissive umbrella “in accordance with its constitu
tional processes”, it should nevertheless be required of a State 
Party that the laws and similar instruments promulgated should be 
internationally registered and published, as should also informa
tion as to the enforcement measures envisaged. The emulative 
character of any publications about national measures taken 
should not be minimized. These effects would be even better 
secured if we were to follow the advice offered by the representa
tive of the USSR:

National forms of verification could in our view be based on a single programme 
drafted and adopted at an international conference of experts.^*

Such measures of national self-discipline with a fair degree of 
international prodding, as envisaged under this Article, would 
anyway probably come to be called for in relation to environ
mental protection against damage from chemical agents, as I have 
ventured to suggest before (e.g. in CCD/PV.549).

In this context of national obligations other measures to induce 
trust should also be included, such as that o f declarations, 
suggested by several delegations, on which I want to offer some 
preliminary comments.

In the SALT negotiations the careful counting and weighing of 
the resources on both sides seems to have been a prerequisite for 
reaching agreement. The super-Powers thereby have set an 
example for themselves and for other countries, both on the 
possibility and the effectiveness o f this measure. The super-Powers 
have means to find out about each other’s and other nations’ 
resources, while most other countries do not have such capacity. 
However, given declarations from all Parties when they adhere to a 
treaty banning chemical means o f warfare, the smaller countries 
would at least have a possibility to form an opinion as to the 
trustworthiness of other Parties.

The suggestions that declarations should embrace activities and 
facilities as well as stocks is worth further exploration. It seems to 
us that such a procedure might be particularly acceptable in regard 
to stocks which are to be destroyed.

Here I also want to introduce a reminder of our own early 
suggestion that some international observation should be pro
vided for in order to verify such destruction operations, sometimes 
called “bonfires”.*̂  An observation o f that kind is then a 
non-recurrent and quite non-intrusive occurrence.

Articles V and VI would likewise seem to have to be 
streamlined in order to get a clear sequence as to where the 
responsibilities lie for contributions to verification.

•Miite, p. 464.
^^Ddcuments on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 151-154.
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If Article VI is to deal only with the procedures for complaints. 
Article V has to be more distinctly divided into two parts: para. 1 
to deal with the co-operation and consultation between Parties to 
the treaty, and para. 2 to deal with “appropriate international 
procedures”. Both have to be strengthened and amplified.

Thus para. 1 should preferably include certain rules about 
international exchange o f information, thus specifying con
siderably the vague words about the duties of Parties to 
“co-operate” and “consult” in the interest of verification. This 
co-operation and consultation may consist of a sequence of 
inquiries, exchange o f information and other suitable methods of 
verification agreed upon.

In regard to the second half of Article V, I want to stress that in 
para. 2 some international machinery should be indicated which 
can serve States Parties to this treaty as a guarantor that objective 
verification procedures are available at the international level 
before a matter is referred to the Security Council. This is the 
Swedish Government’s persisting criticism o f the B-Convention, 
which envisages the investigations as undertaken on behalf of the 
Security Council with its greater margin for political discrimina
tion. I may refer to the very lucid and constructive statement by 
the representative o f the Netherlands, Mr. Rosenberg Polak, who 
spoke of the
desire . . .  to divide the process of verification into two distinct phases, separating 
fact-finding from political decision. It would certainly not be in keeping with this desire 
if a convention on chemical weapons would only contain a provision similar to Article 
VI of the B-Weapons Convention.^^

The Swedish delegation has no objection to para. 1 of Article 
VI, which gives the Security Council the possibility to consider a 
complaint about breach o f treaty obligations. The function o f the 
Security Council under the United Nations Charter to act to 
maintain peace and security is a safety-valve for all o f us. But it is 
no substitute for the preliminary step o f accumulating data, which 
ought to be done continually, without complaints having been 
lodged, instituting an international co-operation on an advanced 
technological level, to the service not least of nations who 
themselves are insufficiently equipped for such scrutinies. As I 
have just said, this provision should be clearly spelled out in 
Article V(2); Article VI (2) should then be reworded so as to 
distinguish its different character.

At this point, let me take up for somewhat closer consideration 
the suggestion made in passing that a fuller treatment o f some 
principles and provisions be placed in an Annex to the treaty. As 
experience develops, these provisions should be made gradually 
more refined.

As to arguments for using the expediency of an Annex, I beg 
first to refer to the points made in the United States Working 
Paper CCD/365, and by the representative of the United States,

■'‘CCD/PV.560, p. 11.

/ ■n,

\
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Mr. Martin, as to the need for “guidelines”.*® Taking a leaf from 
another document may be even more telling: in the Moscow 
agreement on anti-ballistic missiles (ABM) the main treaty text is 
accompanied by “Agreed Interpretations”.* ®

Another compelling reason for taking recourse to an Annex is 
that the content o f these descriptions is nothing that can be 
ordered ready-made from legal experts. Our meetings with 
scientific experts made it abundantly clear that the substance we 
have to deal with is not a clear-cut one; its boi^ndaries are to 
various degrees overlapping and even apt to change with time. This 
is one reason why for the sake o f verification the Swedish 
delegation in Working Paper CCD/372 tried to establi^ more 
precise relations between the concepts “super-toxic” and! “single 
purpose”. I  would wish to point out that we are already—again 
largely thanks to the collaboration o f experts—close to agreeing on 
some “types” o f  C-agents which should be characterized as single 
purpose ones.

The main function o f the Annex should be to deal with 
verification. Already for the national implementation, some agreed 
standards would be valuable. The international expert panel earlier 
referred to could advise on some matters o f verification, as 
methods for analysing trade statistics, scientific literature, etc., 
possibly by computerized retrieval o f information. This would also 
assist the many countries which have only limited resources for 
such work.

A practical point on which we shall need further mutual 
consultation is where the international panel of experts should be 
attached. The Review Conference would provide far too infre
quent opportunities; one-year intervals would seem preferable. 
One could also consider the Secretariat of the United Nations—as 
is suggested for instance in regard to the new set-up for 
implementing decisions as to environmental problems. Or even an 
interim International Disarmament Organization, as I would 
translate the constructive suggestion made by the representative of 
the Netherlands about a “nucleus o f an intemationd disarmament 
organization”, which could then be evolved for the major task of 
verifying and controlling all multilateral disarmament agree
ments.*® In the Swedish Working Paper CCD/287 we attempted 
to list the asymmetrical provisions for international control of 
disarmament treaties which have so far been adopted.

We have now advanced so far in our deliberations on an 
agreement to eliminate chemical means of warfare that the time 
has come for all Conference o f the Committee on Disarmament 
delegations to take a clear position. I then want to underline, that 
with all the building elements for a treaty provided by our work.

'^Seeante, pp. 331-342.
pp. 205-207.

' ’’Ante, pp. 417-422. 
‘•CX:D/PV.560, p. 10.
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and not least with the advice obtained from our meetings with 
experts, it should stand without doubt that we must aim straight 
for a comprehensive treaty, banning all chemical weapons in
tended to be used against man, animals or plants. There is no 
reason to deviate from the road chosen in 1925 for the Geneva 
Protocol and in 1969 by the United Nations group of experts.

First, there are some general reasons for a comprehensive treaty. 
Our experience tells us that conclusion of a partial treaty does not 
facilitate agreement on a comprehensive one. It might also be 
tantamount to a kind o f back-door legitimation of all activities 
that were not definitely prohibited.

In relation to a treaty on C-weapons there are some further 
specific reasons why it would be an illusion to believe that a 
partial treaty could be considered satisfactory. The vast majority 
of countries have no reason to accept such a half measure, as they 
would stand to lose by it.

If it were contemplated, for instance, to make a treaty partial 
by proclaiming a ban only on production, i.e. new production, 
while delaying the elimination o f existing arsenals, that would 
amount to a freeze of the monopoly situation for the haves, while 
leaving the have-nots to run all the risks. The prospect of 
discrimination inherent in such a partial treaty has been pointed 
out by the representative o f the Netherlands (CCD/PV.560). It has 
been said that chemical warfare so far, at least after the first World 
War, has always implied “shooting downhill”. Therefore a partial 
solution of that kind would blatantly disregard the interests of 
weaker nations.

If, instead, it were contemplated to limit the scope o f the 
treaty, the result would be similar. The representative of Egypt, 
Mr. El Sayed El Reedy, has pointedly warned against
any approach which could lead to fragmentation of the comprehensive scope on which 
the Geneva Protocol is based.

He even more concretely raised the spectre of a discriminatory 
effect resulting from limiting the scope o f the treaty. Thus he 
stated on 11 April:

Used against less-equipped or developing countries, such chemical weapons (i.e. 
Which are not highly lethal) could be as destructive as weapons of high toxicity.^®

The possibilities to use chemical agents against food crops in 
war constitute very real risks for peoples dependent on their 
agrarian production for survival. It is unthinkable in this year of 
the “environment conscience” to come forward with any treaty 
that excludes e.g. herbicides, when such a ravaging onslaught on 
vegetation has been recently used in the war in Indo-China.

Summarizing the suggestions made in my statement to-day, I 
submit that we should earnestly set out to draft a C-convention, 
using as the main outline the model of the B Convention, as 
proposed in CCD/361,^® as a basis for negotiation. We should

‘ M nte, CCD/PV. 555, pp. 11-12.
^^Ante, pp. 120-125.
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then visualize that a decision be taken on an all-embracing treaty, 
with no limitations as to scope but establishing the general 
purpose criteria for banning all “chemical agents o f types and 
quantities that have no justification for peaceful purposes”. While 
making these commitments incumbent.on Parties to the treaty, we 
should at the same time envisage, through some “agreed 
interpretations” set out in an Annex, gradually more precise 
procedures needed for implementation and verification.

We must not forget that the elimination of chemical weapons, 
with their capacity to spread mass destruction widely beyond 
military targets and to produce total terror in civilian populations, 
is in the urgent interest of all nations.

Tripartite Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Measures To Improve Tripartite 
Cooperation Among Canada, Japan, and Sweden in the Detec
tion, Location, and Identification of Underground Nuclear 
Ebcplosions by Seismological Means, July 20,1972*

1. At an informal scientific conference held in Tokyo June 
7th-13th, representatives o f scientific institutions from Canada, 
Japan and Sweden exchanged extensive technical reports and 
views on the seismological discrimination research being under
taken in each country and reached agreement on steps to improve 
trilateral co-operation including data exchange for future research 
in this subject.

2. From the full exchange o f information on the capabilities 
for the detection of seismic waves by key national seismograph 
facilities, it was concluded that these stations, in co-operation with 
the currently operating routine international programme of 
earthquake reporting, are sufficient for the detection and approxi
mate location o f seismic events at least as small as consolidated 
rock underground nuclear explosions of intermediate yield or 
larger. It was agreed to collect the tripartite data for the 
continuing study of the identification of underground consoli
dated rock explosions of intermediate yield and larger, at which 
explosion yield levels it was agreed that there is already a high 
probability of explosion identification.

3. The two most effective seismological earthquake-explosion 
discrimination criteria known to the governments are the surface 
wave magnitude-body wave magnitude method and short period 
discriminants based upon the frequency and time-domain informa
tion in the short period body-wave signals. The individual national 
research and development programmes using these methods were 
examined, and it was concluded that it would now be advan
tageous to develop a programme of trilateral data exchange in 
order to evaluate tripartite capabilities in these fields. The primary

‘ CCD/376, July 20,1972.
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requirement for this evaluation is the acquisition o f a common 
event data base in mutually compatible recording formats for 
earthquakes from important seismic regions and detected explo
sions which continue to be detonated at the present time at the 
principal test sites. To facilitate tripartite evaluation o f seismic 
events o f mutual interest an agreement was reached on the form 
and quantity of data exchange, such data to be exchanged 
between scientific institutions on request from and as available in 
the respective countries.

4. Agreement was reached on measures to strengthen ex
changes, not only o f seismological data but also of scientific 
information in the field o f seismic discrimination. In addition, it 
was agreed to continue to exchange views on the capabilities for 
discrimination achieved using nationally acquired data, acquired 
from key observing stations in the three countries and data 
generally made available to the international seismological com
munity by the very valuable currently existing mechanisms of 
international seismic data exchange.

Yugoslav Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Elements of a System for the 
Control of the Complete Prohibition of Chemical Weapons, July 
20,1972*

I. General principles

In the efforts exerted so far to find solutions for the complete 
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons, it is broadly accepted that the establishment of 
an effective system of control is one o f the most complex and 
important tasks.

In its Working Paper CCD/302, submitted to the Committee on 
Disarmament on 6 August 1970, the Yugoslav delegation has put 
forward its views and suggested some proposals on certain 
elements o f the system for the control of the prohibition o f 
chemical weapons.^

The Yugoslav delegation considers that the majority o f these 
proposals have not lost their validity and actuality.

In elaborating the system for the control o f the complete 
prohibition o f chemical weapons, particular attention should also 
be given to the following:

(1) The system o f control should nowadays predominantly be 
based upon measures o f national control, i.e. on the self-control of 
states, as well as on the development o f broad international 
co-operation as one o f the most important means o f mutual 
control.

‘ CCD/377 and Corr. 1, July 20,1972.
^Documents on Disarmament 1970, pp. 382-385.
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(2) However, it is indispensable to envisage that in certain cases 
and in accordance with the United Nations Charter, appropriate 
measures o f  international control should be undertaken according 
to a procedure strictly defined or specifically agreed between the 
parties concerned.

(3) The system o f control, which would have to represent an 
appropriate combination o f national and international measures of 
control, should be based to a great extent on confidence between 
states.

(4) For the operation of international control, it would be 
necessary to establish an appropriate international organ, which 
could become in the future an important element of an integral 
international machinery for disarmament control.

(5) Having in mind that the prohibition should cover all areas 
of activities o f states relative to the preparation and eventual 
waging o f chemical war, the system of control should encompass 
all activities o f states aimed at:

(a) development, production, and stockpiling of chemical
warfare agents;

(b) development, production and stockpiling of other ele
ments of the chemical weapons system and,

(c) training of troops and other preparation of military
forces for eventual waging o f chemical war.

(6) It is indispensable that the system of control should be 
both flexible and gradual in application before final measures of 
international control have been undertaken.

(7) The system o f control should be constantly improved, 
taking into account the evolution o f international political 
relations and new scientific and technological achievements, in 
order to become more reliable and more effective.

(8) The system of control should be organized and imple
mented in a manner designed to avoid hampering the development 
and the application of the achievements of chemical science for 
peaceful purposes.

II. National control

It is possible to foresee a number of national measures which, 
mutually interrelated, would provide for a comprehensive system 
of nation^ control, i.e. o f self-control.

The Working Paper of the Yugoslav delegation CCD/302 
contains a certain number o f national legislative measures of 
renunciation and self-control by each country.

Further measures to that effect could, inter alia, cover:

(1) Statement by governments, at the time of entering into 
force o f the Convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons, 
about national activities carried out up to that time in the field of 
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and 
also as regards chemical substances as a whole.
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(2) The enactment of national legislative and administrative 
acts on:

(a) the organization and functioning of the national system 
of self-control including establishment of a group of experts 
with full authorization to act on the national level and to 
co-operate closely with the international control organ;

(b) the relationship between national and international 
control, and the national obligations in regard to the submission 
of regular reports to the international control organ according 
to a uniform standard, as well as the submission o f special 
reports at the initiative o f States Parties to the Convention or 
the international control organ.

(c) the organization of the control o f imports and exports of 
all chemical substances.

(3) Declassification of all data on the research and production of 
chemical warfare agents.

(4) The exchange o f national experts between states.

III. International control

A. International control organ

(1) In order to achieve the objective of the convention on the 
prohibition o f chemical weapons, it would be indispensable to 
create an international organ, entrusted on the one hand, with the 
task of reviewing the operation of the Convention and the 
fulfilment of the obligations o f States Parties to the Convention 
on the basis o f the appropriately regulated procedure; to stimulate 
their mutual co-operation and assist in co-ordinating their activi
ties in this field; to analyse and classify new achievements in the 
field of chemical science and its applications and, on the other 
hand, carry out on-site inspection in precisely determined cases 
upon instractions of the United Nations Security Council.

In order to be able to discharge its functions, this international 
organ should have at its disposal adequate expert services and 
necessary equipment.

(2) An expert body, i.e. a council of experts, might be set up 
within the intemationd control organ whose members would be 
elected according to an internationally agreed procedure with 
precisely determined tasks and authorization to carry out on-site 
inspection if the need arises, and when a decision to that effect is 
taken by the Security Council. The council of experts would also 
be entrusted to prepare proposals for the improvement of the 
system and methods of control and to perform other functions 
which may be entrusted to it.

B. Procedure o f  international control

In order to preserve the essential principle upon which the 
system of control is based, i.e. predominant rehance on the 
measures o f national control and the development of international
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co-operation as an important element of international control, it 
would be indispensable that the application o f measures of 
international control be introduced gradually. Such approach is 
implicitly contained in the Working Paper o f the Yugoslav 
delegation CCD/302 proposing measures in case of suspicion of 
violation of the provisions of the convention by any Party.

In addition, it would be also necessary to envisage the 
possibility that group [5?] of national experts of the parties 
concerned be engaged in solving in a satisfactory manner any case 
involving suspicion of such a violation as well as the possibility of 
acceptance of certain forms of international mediation by the 
parties concerned.

If a party to the Convention lodges a complaint to the United 
Nations Security Council with a request that on-site inspection 
should be carried out, the Security Council might for that purpose 
consult the council o f experts before deciding about the request 
itself, about the procedure for on-site control, the manner of its 
being carried out and the appropriate measures against the violator 
of the Convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. The 
Security Council should also decide on collective measures of 
assistance to a country which is exposed to danger as a result of 
violation of the Convention by another party or parties.

Statement by Secretary of State Rogers to the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee: Agreement on Limitation of Strategic 
Offensive Weapons, July 20,1972*

It is a pleasure to meet with this committee to support the 
treaty on the limitation o f ABM systems and the Interim 
Agreement on the limitation of strategic offensive arms.^

The President, in his June 13 letter to Speaker Albert, urged 
congressional support for the two agreements. He asked for an 
expression o f support from the House of Representatives for the 
Interim Agreement.^

The two agreements before you represent an unprecedented step 
in controlling strategic arms. These agreements lay a basis for 
enhancing strategic stability. They are concrete evidence of what 
can be achieved throu^ patient negotiation.

The United States and the U.S.S.R. remain competitors with 
important differences between them, but both recognize that 
there can be advantages in reaching agreements in certain areas.

 ̂Agreement on Limitation o f Strategic Offensive Weapons: Hearings Before the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, House o f Representatives, Ninety-second Congress, 
Second Session, on Joint Resolutions To Consider Approval o f interim Agreement 
Between the United States o f America and the Union o f Soviet Socialist Republics on 
Certain Measures With Respect to the Limitation o f Strategic Offensive Arms, pp. 1-10. 

^Ante, pp. 197-201,202-204.
^S^e ante, pp. 288-289.
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Placing limitations on strategic arms is a continuing process. The 
United States and the U.S.S.R. will seek additional mutual 
limitations.

The SALT agreements are not only in the interests of the 
United States and the Soviet Union; they are in the interests of all 
nations. They are the most significant achievements to date in the 
era of developing negotiations.

SALT PROCESS ITSELF USEFUL

The SALT process has in itself been useful. The negotiating 
dialogue has led to greater understanding between the United 
States and the Soviet Union.

As a result of the SALT talks and SALT agreements, we 
appreciate and understand better Soviet interests and concerns in 
the strategic area—the most sensitive area with respect to national 
security—as they do the concerns and interests on our side.

This has led to a more accurate perception of each by the other, 
which should be an important contribution to a more stable 
relationship between us.

CONSULTATION WITH CONGRESS

Mr. Chairman, during the course of the SALT negotiations over 
the past several years, we have endeavored to maintain close 
contact with the Congress, and to consult regularly with our allies.

I understand the SALT delegation consulted with Mr. Za- 
blocki’s subcommittee on a regular basis. We have undertaken this 
continuing consultation in order to ensure the broadest possible 
support for agreements reached.

The administration is pleased that the Congress is giving full 
consideration to these two documents. Our allies have approved of 
the results o f SALT, and recognize them as enhancing our 
common security interests.

I beheve there is also broad support for these agreements in the 
Congress. Judging them on their merits based on a realistic 
assessment of what has been achieved, can, I submit, lead only to a 
positive conclusion.

A “ ROUGH BALANCE” IN STRATEGIC FORCES

As you know, in the mid-1960’s the United States chose to 
concentrate on improving its strategic offensive weapons through 
modernization programs, rather than deploying more missile 
launchers.

The U.S.S.R., on the other hand, was engaged in an intensive 
program to increase the number of its missile launchers. Enhancing 
U.S. security by strategic arms limitations seemed good sense to 
the present administration when it came into office early in 1969.

We faced a situation where there would be in the not-too- 
distant future a rough balance in strategic forces between the U.S. 
and the U.S.S.R.
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However, there was not then, and there is not now, any 
question that the United States could and would maintain 
strategic forces adequate to meet its security requirements—forces 
second to none.

This situation presented an opportunity to maiiitain a sound 
strategic posture and—at the same time—to achieve a more stable 
strategic relationship with the Soviet Union through success in 
SALT.

The agreements that have been reached achieved these objec
tives.

The President recognized that a continuing arms race would be 
pointless. Intense strategic competition could only dissipate re
sources and make more difficult the bettering of U.S.-U.S.S.R. 
relations which might otherwise occur in other areas to the 
advantage of the American and Soviet peoples, and, indeed, of all 
peoples.

The administration, therefore, undertook detailed studies to 
prepare for what the President has termed the most important 
arms control negotiation in history.

HISTORY OF THE NEGOTIATIONS

Negotiations began in November 1969, in Helsinki. We learned 
quickly that both o f us had much to learn about how the other 
viewed the strategic situation. The early dialog was devoted mainly 
to exploring strategic principles and establishing an agenda to 
guide the more detailed negotiations to come.

In the next several rounds of discussion, alternating between 
Vienna and Helsinki, problems developed with respect to the 
scope of initial limitations.

Although various comprehensive approaches and proposals were 
discussed, it became doubtful that a single comprehensive agree
ment could be negotiated as a first outcome of SALT.

The U.S.S.R. had been pressing for an .initial agreement only 
limiting ABM systems. It was our judgment that the first outcome 
of SALT should include limitations on offensive as well as 
defensive strategic forces, since an agreement only limiting ABM’s 
would make less of a contribution to strategic stability.

The problems in SALT that made it evident that an initial single 
comprehensive agreement was not likely were resolved by the 
breakthrough announced by the President on May 20, 1971. ^

As you recall, it was agreed to work out a definitive limitation 
on ABM’s, and at the same time to agree on certain measures with 
respect to the Umitation of strategic offensive arms.

The May 20 understanding provided a new impetus for the 
negotiating process. A number o f major issues, and many more 
lesser ones, remained to be addressed by the negotiators. The main 
issues were two: how much limitation of offensive forces could be 
agreed, and how to formulate mutually acceptable specific 
limitations on ABM’s.

^Documents on Disarmament 1971, p. 298.
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SALT AGREEMENTS: CONTRIBUTE tO  STRATEGIC BALANCE

The two agreements reached as a result of the ensuing year of 
negotiating on these difficult questions will contribute to main
taining a stable strategic balance and thereby reduce the likelihood 
of nuclear war.

In the ABM Treaty, both sides have committed themselves not 
to build nationwide or heavy ABM defenses. The importance of 
this undertaking is fundamental. It places both sides in a position 
where neither will have a substantial defense against major missile 
attacks. In effect, we agree to maintain mutual deterrence.

I am convinced that the possibility of nuclear war has been 
dramatically reduced as a result of the ABM Treaty.

BASIC PROVISIONS REVIEWED
I think it would be useful now, Mr. Chairman, for me to run 

through some of the basic provisions of the two agreements. I will 
not go into detail since the committee has before it the documents 
transmitted by the President, which include a detailed article-by- 
article analysis.

As-1 said at the beginning, at the conclusion of my remarks. 
Ambassador Smith will be glad to . join with me in answering 
questions.

Our aim in both agreements has been—where necessary—to put 
detailed obligations in the texts of the agreements themselves.

If one of the sides had a preference for including clarifying 
material or elaboration in agreed interpretations, and this was 
sufficient, that approach was used. '

The apeed interpretations include initialed statements and 
other common understandings. ® They have been included in the 
President’s transmittal package to the Congress.

The transmittal package also included formal unilateral state
ments of U.S. views in certain cases where agreement could not be 
reached.® There are, Mr. Chairman, and I want to make it clear, 
there are no secret agreements.

What we have submitted to the Congress represents the 
agreements that were reached between the Soviet Union and the 
United States.

THE ABM TREATY

Let me start with the ABM Treaty. It is a definitive agreement 
of unlimited duration, the central feature of which is the 
commitment by both sides to no more than a low level of ABM 
defenses, at two small and widely separated locations.

The treaty permits deployment o f one ABM complex in an 
ICBM deployment area, and one for defense of the National 
Command Authority: There can be no more than 100 ABM 
launchers and an equal number o f associated interceptors at each 
complex, for a total of 2 0 0 .

* See ante, pp. 205-207.
^Ante, pp. 282-286.
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Strict limitations are ■ placed on ABM radars, a matter of 
particular importance since radars are the long leadtime item in 
deployment of an ABM system.

Important limitations are also placed on deployment of certain 
non-ABM radars to contain their potential for application to an 
ABM role.

Because of the technical complexity of the radar issues, intense 
and protracted negotiation was required to resolve them.

QUALITATIVE LIMITATIONS ON ABM’S

The commitment to low ABM levels is further enhanced by 
several important qualitative limitations. We and the Soviet Union 
have agreed not to develop, test, or deploy:

1. ABM systems or components that are sea based, air based, 
space based, or mobile land based;

2. Automatic or semiautomatic or other similar systems for 
rapid reloading of ABM launchers;

3. An interceptor missile with more than one independently 
guided warhead; and

4. An ABM launcher capable of launching more than one 
interceptor missile at a time from each launcher, or. to modify 
launchers to give them such a capability.

Such undertakings are important. It may be of even greater 
importance that both sides have agreed that future types of ABM 
systems based on different physical principles, for example, 
systems depending on such devices as lasers, that do not consist of 
ABM interceptor missiles, launchers, and radars, cannot be 
deployed even in permitted areas. So there is a limitation on what 
may be employed in the ABM systems now in operation and it 
prohibits the deployment of new esoteric systems in these areas.

I might note, Mr. Chairman, that limiting ABM’s to these low 
levels will increase the deterrent value of each of our offensive 
missiles for retaliatory purposes. In the long term it should be 
possible to achieve greater deterrence at a lower cost.

One of our principal aims in SALT has been to reduce tensions, 
uncertainties, and high costs which go hand in hand with an 
upward spiralling strategic arms competition.

We could have maintained a strong strategic posture without 
the SALT agreements, but in that event, beyond continued 
expenditures for maintaining a sufficient defense posture in the 
circumstances of a very low level of Soviet ABM deployment, 
there would have been heavy pressures as a result of unconstrained 
arms competition to spend additional billions of dollars for 
widespread ABM systems and greater offensive forces.

COST SAVINGS FROM SALT AGREEMENTS

Cost savings from these first SALT agreements will be limited 
initially. It is not possible to predict when particularly significant 
savings can be achieved, but tWs is certainly our aim.
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The agreements which have been achieved will result in [a] 
break in the cycle of action and reaction in the strategic arms area, 
which, until now, has been a principal factor in pushing the 
strategic arms race.

In the agreements there is a general undertaking not to provide 
an ABM capability to non-ABM systems. One important aspect of 
this prohibits the upgrading of antiaircraft systems to provide 
them with an ABM capability.

Conversion or testing of non-ABM systems, or components of 
such systems, to perform an ABM role is prohibited. This further 
reinforces the prohibition on a nationwide ABM defense.

NATIONAL TECHNICAL MEANS OF VERIFICATION

In order to monitor compliance with the undertakings in the 
ABM Treaty, and in the Interim Agreement, it has been agreed to 
rely on national technical means o f verification.

The provisions of the agreements were developed so that we 
could rely for verification on such national means. Modem 
national technical means of verification provide the most practical 
and effective assurances of compliance.

Mr. Chairman, we have full confidence that we can adequately 
verify the agreements by the use of our national technical means 
of verification.

I believe it important to point out the very basic commitment 
that each side not interfere with the other’s national technical 
means of verification and not use deliberate concealment to hinder 
or impede the effectiveness of these means of verification.

I have mentioned the importance we attach to a continuing and 
developing strategic dialog with the U.S.S.R. to lend support to 
what has been achieved, and to assist the effort to place additional 
limitations on strategic arms in the future.

A manifestation of this is another significant “first” in 
American-Soviet arms control.

STANDING CONSULTATIVE COMMISSION

A Standing Consultative Commission to be established under 
the treaty will consider, on a regular basis, such matters as the 
operations of the treaty and questions of compliance.

Also, the commission will have as one of its tasks to consider 
proposals to enhance the viability of the treaty.

Although the ABM Treaty is o f unlimited duration, it contains a 
withdrawal clause under which either party can withdraw on 6  
months’ notice if  it ever decided that extraordinary events relating 
to the subject matter of the treaty had jeopardized its supreme 
interests.

An appreciation o f the impact of the ABM Treaty obligations is 
fundamental to a sound judgment of the merits of the two 
agreements looked at together.
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Achieving limitations on strategic offensive forces in conjunc
tion with the ABM Treaty assuredly enhances the importance of 
the overall achievement.

THE OFFENSE-DEFENSE RELATIONSHIP

The interrelationship between limitations on both the offensive 
and defensive sides of the strategic equation, which we have 
continued to stress, is reflected in the intention expressed in the 
agreements to continue active negotiations to limit strategic arms.

U.S. views as to the particular importance of the offense- 
defense relationship were contained in a formal statement made 
by Ambassador Smith, which set forth the position of this 
Government that if an agreement providing for more complete 
strategic offensive arms limitations were not achieved within 5 
years, U.S. supreme interests could be jeopardized, and should 
that occur, it would constitute a basis for withdrawal from the 
ABM Treaty.’

This right o f withdrawal protects U.S. security interests if the 
follow-on negotiations do not succeed and if the strategic situation 
should develop in such a way that we felt the need to exercise our 
withdrawal ri^t.

Before turning to the Interim Agreement, I want to make one 
point which is perhaps not fully appreciated.

NEED FOR PROCEEDING WITH NCA ABM SYSTEM

Questions have been raised as to the need for proceeding now 
with the second ABM site—that is, at the NCA—permitted under 
the treaty.

The administration believes we should move forward now with 
that site. We believe it prudent, as early as possible, to have this 
form of insurance against a situation where, because of our 
inability to assess the nature of an attack and thus to make timely 
decisions, an unwanted nuclear exchange could be triggered.

This is not a population protection defense. Its mission would 
be to protect the national command authority against an 
unauthorized or accidental strike. Its radars would also afford 
additional warning in case of a general nuclear attack.

THE INTERIM AGREEMENT AND PROTOCOL

Let me now, Mr. Chairman, briefly discuss the Interim 
Agreement and its associated protocol. The Interim Agreement 
essentially freezes for up to 5 years the number of strategic 
ballistic missile launchers on each side.

This curbs the momentum of the Soviet offensive missile 
launcher buildup, but places no limitations on ongoing or planned 
U.S. offensive programs.

''Seeante, p. 284.
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Under the agreement, the future effectiveness of our retaliatory 
deterrent can be insured. The Interim Agreement freeze is limited 
in duration and scope.

However, it provides time and creates a good basis for further 
negotiations. It is our hope that it will be replaced well before 5 
years by a more comprehensive agreement.

The agreement includes a basic undertaking not to construct 
additional fixed land-based ICBM launchers, and not to convert 
launchers for light or older ICBM’s into launchers for heavy or 
modem ICBM’s. Thus, the numbers both of light and heavy ICBM 
launchers cannot be increased.

The fact that the agreement does not specify the number of 
ICBM’s operational and under construction when it was signed is 
not of importance, since the construction of even one new ICBM 
for operational purposes is banned.

When we made clear to the Soviet Union that we consider their 
number of ICBM’s to be 1618, they did not dissent. But the point 
is that no further ICBM launchers may be constructed.

LIMITS ON SLBM LAUNCHERS

SLBM launchers are frozen at present levels, except that 
additional such launchers can be built so long as they replace older 
strategic launchers on a one-for-one basis.

A ceiling on operational modem submarines—Y-class nuclear- 
powered submarines—for the U.S.S.R. has been set at 62. A ceiling 
for SLBM launchers for the U.S.S.R. has been set at 950, to 
include all launchers on nuclear-powered submarines—Y-class and 
H-class submarines, and modem launchers on older submarines— 
G-class diesel-powered submarines.

The Soviets are permitted no more than 740 launchers on 
nuclear-powered submarines of any type, operational and under 
construction, except as replacements in accordance with agreed 
procedures for other older strategic launchers.

The figure 740 is a negotiated figure; it establishes a clear and 
unambiguous baseline which avoids uncertainty or debate over the 
definition of “under construction.”

Thus, the first SLBM launcher after the 740th launcher must be 
a replacement. The older ICBM or SLBM launcher being replaced 
will have to be dismantled beginning no later than the date on 
which the submarine containing the 741st launcher begins sea 
trials.

Launchers for modem SLBM’s on the G-class diesel-powered 
submarines would also have to be included in the 950 SLBM 
launcher ceiling.

Both sides may improve their missile forces through moderniza
tion and replacement. The restriction against converting launchers 
for light or older heavy ICBM’s to launchers for modem heavy 
ICBM’s, however, places significant restrictions on the U.S.S.R.
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Conversion of our ICBM launchers to handle Minuteman III 
missiles and conversion o f Polaris submarines to handle Poseidon 
missiles by contrast, is not prohibited.

Modernization may relate both to launchers and missiles. There 
is an agreed interpretation that the dimensions of. launchers will 
not be significantly increased through modernization, and a 
further vinderstanding that the word “significant” prohibits an 
increase in a launcher dimension greater than 10-15 percent.

AREAS NOT COVERED BY AGREEMENTS

We were unable to reach agreement on a definition for a heavy 
missile. In the end, our delegation made a formal unilaterd 
statement that the United States “would consider any ICBM 
having a volume significantly greater than that of the largest Ught 
ICBM now operational on either side to be a heavy ICBM.”®

The Interim Agreement does not cover all strategic delivery 
vehicles. For example, aircraft are not limited. Mr. Chairman, the 
United States has a very large advantage in this area. The Interim 
Agreement also does not cover systems not presently in existence. 
An example of this would be mobile ICBM’s. Our delegation did 
state that the United States would consider deployment of 
operational mobile ICBM launchers during the period of the 
Interim Agreement as inconsistent with the objectives of the 
agreement.

The Interim Agreement provides for the application of the same 
verification procedures and commitments about nonconcealment 
and noninterference that are contained in the ABM Treaty.

Thus, national technical means of verification, in which we have 
full confidence, will monitor compliance with the obligations 
undertaken.

The Standing Consultative Commission will also be used to 
promote the objectives and implementation of the Interim 
Agreement.

Both sides commit themselves in the Interim Agreement to 
continue active negotiations for more complete limitations on 
strategic offensive arms.

The agreement also provides that its terms shall not prejudice 
the scope and terms of the limitations which may be worked out 
during future negotiations.

EFFECT OF THE INTERIM AGREEMENT

The effect of the Interim Agreement is to place limitations on 
current Soviet offensive programs, but not current U.S. programs.

The Soviet Union may not increase the aggregate total of its 
strategic offensive missile launchers.

Taken together, the limitations on Soviet strategic offensive 
forces plus the low ABM limits on both sides are decidedly in the 
United States security interest.

p. 285.
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United States strategic offensive forces are sufficient to protect 
U.S. and allied security interests, and under the Interim Agree
ment will remain so.

The SALT agreements make a major contribution in protecting 
our security and in moderating many of the dangers we would 
otherwise face over the next several years.

It is because o f the potential dangers that have not as yet been 
brought under control that the United States must keep its 
strategic forces up to date if they are to continue their central role 
for deterrence. We must keep these strategic forces up to date.

These forces must be such that no one underestimates our 
ability and determination to protect U.S. and allied security 
interests.

BENEFITS OF THE SALT AGREEMENTS

Mr. Chairman, the SALT agreements—dealing as they do with 
the central security interests of the U.S. and the U.S.S.R.—respond 
to each side’s interests.

Otherwise, we could not expect them to last very long. In 
strategic arms limitation, both countries gain, or neither does.

Through these agreements, we shall be able to maintain—and 
even increase—a sound U.S. strategic posture. A brake has been 
apphed to the build-up o f Soviet strategic forces.

There will be a break in the action-reaction pattern that up to 
now has fueled strategic arms competition. These agreements create 
a good basis for further negotiations to limit strategic arms, and 
enhance the prospects that such efforts will be successful.

As a result of our current success we are provided a more secure 
and stable strategic relationship with the U.S.S.R. And, I believe, 
Mr. Chairman, the security o f the United States has been 
strengthened.

The gains of the United States and the U.S.S.R.—and the 
world—through SALT are achieved without compromising basic 
security interests.

International security and world order are preserved and 
strengthened. The threat of nuclear war is dramatically reduced, 
and the world thus has greater hope for the future.

Mr. Chairman, I urge this committee and the House of 
Representatives to support the agreements that have been reached 
in SALT.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Report by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on the Treaty 
on Limitation of Antibailistic Missile Systems, July 21, 1972*

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to which was referred the 
treaty between the United States of America and the Union of

* S. Ex. Rept. 92-28, 92d Cong., 2d sess.
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Soviet Socialist Republics on the limitation of anti-ballistic-missile 
systems (ABM Treaty), signed in Moscow on May 26, 1972,^ 
having considered the same, reports favorably thereon without 
reservation and recommends that the Senate give its advice and 
consent to ratification thereof

BACKGROUND

Steps toward arms control and limitation have been a longstand
ing interest of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Even 
before the present administration began its discussions with the 
Soviet Union, this committee joined government officials and 
other concerned Americans in pressing for initiation of serious 
talks with the Soviet Union in an attempt to bring the arms race 
under control and to start the process that might eventually lead 
to a lessening of international strategic tensions.

An extremely important early venture toward the present treaty 
and agreement came at the Glassboro Summit in 1967. From that 
point on movement toward a comprehensive arms limitation was 
an active issue. Indeed, it appears that the recent endeavors could 
have commenced much earlier had not the Soviet invasion of 
Czechoslovakia intervened.

The Nixon administration opened talks with the Soviet Union 
in Helsinki on November 17, 1969. The first breakthrough came 
May 20, 1971, with the agreement between the two Governments 
that concentration would be focused on attempts to reach 
agreement on limitation o f ABM’s and that the two sides would 
work together to agree to certain measures to limit offensive 
systems.^

On May 26, 1972, the President signed in Moscow the ABM 
Treaty and at the same time agreed with the leadership of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Certain Measures of 
Limitations on Strategic Offensive Arms. The interim agreement 
includes a protocol.^

Throughout the course of the discussions, the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee made every attempt to keep abreast of the 
developing situation. A number of members o f the committee 
visited the negotiations. In addition, periodic updating briefings 
were provided on request by the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency and by the Central Intelligence Agency. The committee is 
most appreciative o f the evenhandedness and comprehensiveness 
demonstrated by those two agencies. The committee regrets that 
the administration rejected suggestions that there be Senate 
participation in the SALT talks either in the form of observers or 
as members of the delegation. It is the view of the committee that

^Ante, pp. 197-201.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, p. 298.
*Ante, pp. 202-204, 204-205.
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such participation would have been of benefit to both the Senate 
and the executive branch.

On April 9, 1970, the 91st Congress approved Senate Resolu
tion 211, the Brooke-Cooper resolution, expressing the sense of 
the Senate on mutual suspension of further deployment of 
offensive and defensive nuclear weapons systems by the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics and by the United States. The Senate 
resolved:

That it is the sense of the Senate that prompt negotiations between the Governments 
of the United States of America and of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to seek 
agreed limitations of both offensive and defensive strategic weapons should be urgently 
pursued; and

Resolved further. That the President should propose to the Government of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics an immediate suspension by the United States and by the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics of the further deployment of all offensive and 
defensive nuclear strategic weapons systems, subject to national verification or such 
other measures of observation and inspection as may be appropriate. ̂

The administration rejected this advice by the Senate and 
continued deployments of nuclear weapons during the process of 
negotiations.

In addition, the committee held several hearings on the ABM 
and other strategic weapons systems:

Strategic and Foreign Policy Implications of the ABM, Pt. I; 
March 6 , 11, 13, 21, 26, and 28, 1969.

Strategic and Foreign Policy ImpHcations of the ABM, Pt. II: 
May 5, 1969.

Strategic and Foreign Policy Implications of the ABM, Pt. Ill, 
Anti-Submarine Warfare and MIRV: May 16 and July 16, 1969.

Intelligence and the ABM: June 23, 1969.
ABM, MIRV, SALT, and the Nuclear Arms Race: March 16,

April 8 , 9, 13, 14, and May 18, 28, June 4, 29, 1970.
1 \

PROVISIONS OF THE TREATY
\

An analysis of the treaty was provided by the Secretary of 
State:

Under this treaty, both sides make a commitment not to build a nationwide ABM 
defense. This is a general undertaking of utmost significance. Without a nationwide ABM 
defense, there can be no shield against retaliation. Both great nuclear powers have 
recognized, and in effect agreed to maintain, mutual deterrence.

TTierefore, I am convinced beyond doubt that the possibility of nuclear war has been 
dramatically reduced by this treaty * * *.

The heart of the treaty is article III, which spells out the provisions under which each 
of the parties may deploy two limited ABM complexes, one in an ICBM deployment 
area, and one at its national capital. There can be no more than 100 ABM launchers, and 
100 associated interceptors, at each complex-a total of 200.

The two ABM deployment complexes permitted each side will serve different 
purposes. The limited ABM coverage in the ICBM deployment area will afford some 
protection for ICBM’s in this area. ABM coverage at the national capitals will permit 
protection for the National Command Authority against a light attack, or an accidental 
or unauthorized launch of a limited number of missiles, and thus decrease the chances 
that such an event would trigger a nuclear exchange. In addition, it will buy some time 
against a major attack, and its radars would help to provide valuable warning.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1970, p. 132.
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ABM radars are strictly limited. There are also important limitations on the 
deployment of certain types of non-ABM radars. The complex subject of radar control 
was a central question in the negotiations because radars are the long lead-time item in 
development of an ABM system.

The treaty provides for other important qualitative limitations. The parties will 
undertake not to develop, test or deploy ABM systems or components which are sea-based, 
air-based, space-based or mobile land-based. They have also agreed not to develop, test or 
deploy ABM launchers for launching more than one ABM interceptor missile at a time from 
each launcher, nor to modify launchers to provide them wifli such a capability; nor 
to develop, test or deploy automatic or semiautomatic or other similar systems for rapid 
reload of ABM launchers; nor to develop, test, or deploy ABM missiles with more than 
one independently guided warhead.

Perhaps of even greater importance as a qualitative limitation is that the parties have 
agreed that future exotic types of ABM systems, i.e., systems depending on such devices 
as lasers may not be deployed, even in permitted areas.

One of the more important corollary provisions deals with prohibiting the upgrading 
of antiaircraft systems, what has been c^ed the “SAM-upgradeproblem.’’The conversion 
or testing of other systems, such as air defense systems or components thereof, to 
perform an ABM role is prohibited as part of a general undertaking not to provide an 
ABM capability to non-ABM systems.

The undertakings in the ABM Treaty, and in the Interim Agreement, have been 
devised so as to assure that they can be verified by national technical means of 
verification. For the types of arms control measures in these agreements, modern 
national technical means of verification are the most practical and a fully effective 
assurance of compliance. The treaty also contains the very important landmark 
commitments not to interfere with each side’s national technical means of verification 
and not to use deliberate concealment measures to impede the effectiveness of these 
means.

The treaty contains another significant “first” in Soviet-American arms control. A 
Standing Consultative Commission will, on a regular basis, consider the operations of the 
treaty as well as questions'of compliance. The Commission will also have the function of 
considering proposals for further increasing the viability of the treaty. It will assure that 
even after the completion of the follow-on negotiations there will be a continuing 
strategic dialogue between the two powers.

The duration of the ABM Treaty is unlimited. But it contains a withdrawal clause of 
the kind which has characterized postwar arms control agreements. Each party can 
withdraw if it decides that extraordinary events relating to the subject matter of the 
treaty have jeopardized its supreme interests. Notice of such a decision, including a 
statement of the extraordinary events involved, must be given 6 months prior to 
withdrawal.

The interrelationship between limitations on offensive and defensive strategic arms 
which the United States has repeatedly stressed is reflected in the expressed intention to 
continue active negotiations for limitations on strategic arms. As was pointed out in my 
submittal letter, the special importance attached by the United States to this relationship 
was set forth in a formal statement by Ambassador Smith recording the position of the  ̂
U.S. Government that if an agreement providing for more complete strategic offensive 
arms limitations were not achieved within 5 years, U.S. supreme interests could be 
jeopardized, and should that occur it would constitute a basis for withdrawal from the 
treaty. Not necessarily withdrawal, it would constitute a basis for withdrawal from the 
treaty. I believe that this withdrawal right, which is exercisable on our jud^ent alone, fully 
protects our security interests in the event that the follow-on negotiations were not to 
succeed and that the strategic situation became such that we felt obliged to exercise it.̂

COMMITTEE ACTION

The Committee on Foreign Relations held public hearings on 
June 19, 21, 26, 28 and 29 and July 20. Appearing for the 
administration were Secretary of State William P. Rogers; Gerard 
Smith, Director o f the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; 
Melvin R. Laird, Secretary of Defense; and A'dmiral Thomas H. 
Moorer, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. In a separate 
executive session, the committee was briefed by Richard Helms, 
the Director of the Central IntelUgence Agency.

Mnfe, pp. 313-315.
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The committee called a number of persons to testify, including 
Pr. Robert C. Tucker, Director o f the Russian Studies Program at 
/Princeton University', Dr. Marshall Shulman, Director of the 

'Russian Institute at Columbia; and Dr. Roman Kolkowicz of the 
Department of Political Science at the University of Southern 
California; Mr. Paul C. Wamke, former Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for International Security Affairs; Dr. Donald G. Brennan, 
Senior Fellow, Professional Staff, Hudson Institute, New York; 
Dr. Stanley Hoffmann, Professor of Government and Management 
of the Center for International Affairs, Harvard University; Mr. 
Jerome H. Kahan, Senior Fellow, Brookings Institution of 
Washington; and Dr. Edward T. Teller, Director of the Lawrence 
Radiation Laboratory, Livermore, CaUf. Many additional 
competent witnesses might have been called including some heard 
during earlier sessions, but the press of time precluded this.

At a public session Senators Edward M. Kennedy and James L. 
Buckley and former Senator Joseph Clark testified as did 
representatives of a number of interested organizations.

The administration was given an opportunity to present its case 
in favor o f the treaty limiting antibalUstic missiles as it saw best. 
The testimony o f the administration witnesses before the com
mittee was augmented by a session at the White House for 
members o f this and other concerned committees conducted by 
President Nixon and his National Security Adviser, Dr. Henry 
Kissinger.

The committee then called witnesses from the scientific and 
academic communities in order to receive expert counsel on the 
various ramifications o f the proposed treaty. Implications for the 
Union o f Soviet Socialist Republics were explored. Other wit
nesses provided their views on the strategic ramifications of the 
propose both for the United States and for the U.S.S.R. The 
various military issues as they might affect the treaty were also 
explored. Interested parties were able to make their views known 
at a public session durifig the course of the hearings.

Widespread public support for the treaty was demonstrated 
througliout the course of the hearings. Of the nongovernmental 
witnesses cailled, only one, Dr. Brennan of the Hudson Institute, 
suggested that the treaty should not be approved. Dr. Brennan 
said:

The argument can reasonably be made that although both agreements represent 
Important failures, the best course of action in view of current political realities is simply 
to accept them.

I am sympathetic to this argument. I also ̂  doubt very much whether any 
recommendation of mine will alter the expected acceptance of these agreements. But it 
seems appropriarte that someone should say, unambiguously and on the record, that both 
of these agreements are wrong, that the United States ought not to be in the position 
these agreements will leave us in, and that the country would ultimately be best off by 
rejecting them both and then doing what is right.’

'̂ Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements: Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-second Congress, Second Session, p. 190.
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Other witnesses suggested that the ABM Treaty should be 
ratified. The degrees of support varied considerably, however.

Dr. Edward Teller argued,
I am for the treaty because it is realistic and because it raises a signal of danger which 

signal will remain on the mast long after ratification.

Dr. Teller went on to cite both article XIII of the treaty and 
article VI of the agreement and to urge the Senate to insist that 
these articles, which establish a Commission on Verification, 
should be closely watched to make sure that the Commission 
would include technically competent and imaginative people
who are properly worried about the safety of the United States and of the free world.

Dr. Teller maintained that the Commission could be very useful in 
demanding assurances of adherence to the treaty and in tempering 
the secrecy that has marked the arms race.*

Other testimony was generally laudatory, although it was 
pointed out several times that the treaty could have been arrived 
at sooner at a lower threshold o f danger for both sides. But it was 
generally agreed that the treaty marks an important breakthrough 
in relations between the United States and the Soviet Union. The 
treaty recognizes the necessity for sufficiency as a basic reality of 
credible deterrence, and it leaves both signatory nations in a 
position to destroy the other in retaliation for a nuclear attack. 
Thus, each side becomes hostage for its own good behavior.

Mr. Paul Wamke, former Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
International Security Affairs, told the committee that the ABM 
Treaty—

constitutes realistic recognition of the fact that no physical defense on any known or 
foreseeable technology is available against a nuclear attack of any significant size.

Accordin^y, both sides have accepted the principle that safety resides not in physical 
defense but in the certainty that the attacker would be destroyed by the retaliatory 
strike that the other side would be able to mount.’

Dr. Marvin Goldberger said:
While supporting the treaty without reservation, I think it worth while to draw 

attention to certain issues that naturally arise in connection with it which might have 
bearing on future actions taken by both sides and on the direction which future arms 
control agreements might take.

In connection with the ABM Treaty, it has long been clear that ABM systems have 
been one of the most destabilizing elements in the arms race; they can create 
unwarranted confidence in their effectiveness for those who build such systems which 
might promote reckless foreign policies and at the same time cause the other side to 
react violently to produce offensive weapons in quantities more than sufficient to 
compensate for the conjectured effectiveness of the defense. Although it would have 
been preferable in my opinion if the treaty had banned ABM’s completely or limited 
them to the existing single site in each country, I feel that the two-site provision in the 
treaty is still quite satisfactory since it clearly precludes the acquisition of a nationwide 
defense by either side.̂ ®

^Ibid,, p. 221.
^Ibid., p. 178.

^^Ibid., p. 345.
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Although the treaty itself did gain widespread approval, 
witnesses pointed out that the treaty does not require construc
tion of a second ABM site. Despite the lack of certainty on the 
part of the witnesses over whether the Soviet Union would 
construct its second site as allowed in the treaty, there was 
widespread concern over the wisdom of having the United States 
move to build a National Capital Area ABM system. Giving a 
dissenting view, Dr. Brennan argued,

I believe there is a very considerable substantive importance to the Washington 
defense site. This does not have to do with protecting the country as a whole against 
large-scale Soviet attacks but with a number of technical but important considerations 
for protecting the command and control capability of the country against possible light 
attacks, which might be Soviet attacks or they might be from some other source.**

Dr. Teller suggested a second site by the United States would be 
useful if  only to gain experience.*^

The administration argued for the second site very strongly. 
Admiral Thomas H. Moorer told the committee:
. . .  As far as ABM launchers are concerned, therefore, both sides can have a comparable 
defense. This defense wiU protect our decisionmaking process and command and control 
facilities and provide additional time to implement appropriate retaliatory measures. The 
perception of assured response by those who would be our adversaries reduces the 
potential for attack. Further, the undertakings are structured to provide a degree of 
strategic equality and balance. Our failure to construct the Washington site to balance 
off the Soviet capabiUty would leave an undesirable asymmetrical relationship which 
could be destabilizing and weaken our overall deterrent posture.*^

Admiral Moorer said earlier that “a very small part” of the U.S. 
force could saturate the Moscow ABM system.*'* Witnesses 
pointed out that this should also be true of the Washington 
system, should it be built at a cost measured in billions of dollars.

Dr. Goldberger said:
. . .  Since the allowed system would permit only 100 defensive missiles, even if it 
were 100 percent effective, it could be penetrated by 101 incoming warheads. What time 
is then bought by the defensive system? Our current command-and-control system has 
been built to respond to the normal 30-minute warning of an ICBM launch or the 
somewhat smaller period for the submarine-launched ballistic missile. Any small 
increment provided by a defense which could be measured only in seconds or at most 
minutes is clearly irrelevant.

Furthermore, the Washington ABM makes no sense for the secondary objectives 
originally put forth to justify the SAFEGUARD system, that is, defense against a 
Chinese attack or accidental launches. Since by treaty the remaining population and 
industrial centers of the United States outside of Washington must remain vulnerable, 
the Washington system cannot have any practical value against even a limited Chinese 
ICBM threat.

Similarly, only a small proportion of the Soviet missiles would be targeted against 
Washington so that the probability that it could provide useful protection against an 
accidental Soviet launch is very small. Thus the Washington ABM has virtually no value

^^Ibid,, p. 232.
pp. 232-233.

^^Ibid., p. 69.
Fiscal Year 1973 Authorization for Military Procurement, Research and 

Development, Construction Authorization for the Safeguard ABM, and Active Duty and 
Selected Reserve Strengths: Hearings Before the Committee on Armed Services, United 
States Senate, Ninety-second Congress, Second Session, on S. 3108, pt. 2, p . 503.
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against accidents, the Chinese threat, or a Soviet attack. I would submit that we are 
carrying the concept of parity too far if we seek equality in Soviet mistakes.'*

Dr. Kahan, who also argued against deployment of the 
Washington system, said:
. . .  More than any other strategic weapon, defensive systems capable of protecting 
populations against missile attacks have the potential of stimulating an increase in the 
level of offensive armaments and, beyond that, of creating serious instabilities.*®

Mr. Wamke noted:
With the completion of the treaty it seems obvious that not even a bargaining-chip 

argument can be advanced as a reason for deploying a system that can provide no 
effective defense.

Dr. Garwin said:
. . .  I believe that the site at Washington, D.C. was never worth the money and is far less 
desirable now. If the Soviet Union wished to deny us the small additional decision time 
which one might imagine to be provided by a 100-interceptor SAFEGUARD site, it 
could well do that by targeting on Washington a very small fraction of their total stable 
of warheads. They could do it with far less expenditure by the use of decoys. They could 
deny us all warning in the case of this attack on the National Capital-not in the case of 
an attack on the strategic offensive force—by the use of other.means... .* ®

Dr. Panofsky maintained:
. . .  the single most important fact is that in the absence of meaningful ABM defenses of 
their territory each nation is now vastly overarmed for its primary mission of deterring 
an attack by the other.*®

COMMITTEE COMMENTS

The committee explored fully the question of the Washington 
ABM site with nongovernmental witnesses and administration 
representatives, and a number of members are seriously concerned 
about the feasibility of the project. Some administration witnesses 
argued that there are some advantages to a Washington site, but 
critics on the committee believe that there are reasons to doubt 
whether the benefits gained would be worth the cost. Admiral 
Moorer contended that failure to construct the Washington site 
would weaken our overall deterrent posture. But it appears that 
that weakening would not be of great note. The administration 
argument that an “undesirable asymmetrical relationship” would 
result in failure to build a Washington complex seems less than 
compelling.

Beyond that, it is clear that a Washington site could be easily 
overwhelmed. The administration has chosen to classify the 
precise estimations of the potential time required to activate a 
Washington ABM system to meet nearby submarine-launched 
missiles. However, the committee believes, based on its study and

Strategic Arms Limitation A^eements: Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-second Congress, Second Session, p. 346.

^^Ibid., p. 202.
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comments from witnesses, that the time available for response to 
such a threat would be at the most minimal. In the event of any 
sizable attack, the ABM system could be overwhelmed with such 
ease that the safety afforded by the ABM would be a moot point.

It should J5e pointed out that there is a tremendous difference 
between the missile-protecting system and capital-protecting sys
tem. It may be that some few missiles could be saved by the 
Safeguard system at Grand Forks protecting strategic missiles from 
an attack by 100 warheads or less. The Capital presents a much 
softer target in military terms, which could be destroyed easily by 
the first warheads coming through whatever ^reen was provided 
by the ABM. Any ABM system, particularly one limited to 100 
interceptors as in the case o f each of the two sites allowed each 
side, can be overwhelmed easily.

Beyond these considerations, some committee members ques
tioned whether protection against an accidental launch is a 
compelling argument given the uncertainty over where an acci
dental attack would be directed. Similarly, a small attack which 
might be defended against, assuming the ABM functions as planned 
and assuming the attack is directed against Washington, would still 
be effective against any unprotected area.

On the basis of the expert testimony provided by both 
administration and public witnesses, the committee concludes that 
the treaty limiting each side to two ABM sites is an important step 
in the direction o f bringing a hdt to the arms race. The treaty is 
the result o f years of work by both Governments.

However, the committee notes that allowance for a second 
anti-ballistic-missile site is not a commitment to build. Despite the 
lengthy inquiry and the affording of every opportunity for the 
administration to make its case in favor of the National Capital 
area defense, the majority of the committee finds itself unper
suaded as to the need for the Capital defense and believes that 
national restraint in the case of the deployment of the National 
Capital defense might have a salutary effect upon the Soviet Union 
and contribute to a similar realization that deployment of a 
second site is neither necessary nor particularly useful.

Despite doubts over the wisdom and feasibility of a Washington 
ABM defense, the committee unanimously approved the treaty 
limiting antiballistic missiles and hopes that it will be a harbinger 
of further agreement. It is imperative that the treaty be used as a 
building block to go further in the direction of comprehensive 
arms limitation.

TEXT OF RESOLUTION OF RATIFICATION

Resolved ( two-thirds o f  the Senators present concurring there
in), That the Senate advise and consent to the ratification of the 
Treaty Between the United States of America and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic 
Missile Systems (ABM Treaty), signed in Moscow on May 26, 1972 
(Ex. L, 92-2).
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Senate Foreign Relations Committee Report on Interim Agree
ment on Limitation of Strategic Offensive Weapons, July 21,
1972*

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to which was referred the 
joint resolution (S.J. Res. 241)^ authorizing the President to 
approve on behalf o f the United States the interim agreement, and 
the associated protocol, between the United States of America and 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on certain measures with 
respect to the limitation o f strategic offensive arms,  ̂ having 
considered the same reports favorably thereon without amend
ment and recommends that the joint resolution do pass.

BACKGROUND

The prospect o f arms limitation agreements with the Soviet 
Union has been a continuing concern of the Foreign Relations 
Committee and other committees of both the House and the 
Senate. During the past several years the subject of strategic arms 
limitation and progress made has been explored in this committee 
and in the Senate Armed Services Committee as that group has 
discussed military budgets with the administration. The Foreign 
Relations Committee has followed the progress o f the strategic 
arms limitation talks since their beginning on November 17, 1969. 
Briefings have been provided by both the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency and the Central Intelligence Agency on a 
regular basis, and views have been made available to the 
administration as the talks progressed. The signing in Moscow on 
May 26, 1972, o f the treaty limiting antiballistic missiles'* and the 
interim agreement pertaining to strategic arms mark the culmina
tion of years of endeavor. The committee plans to pursue its 
involvement in arms limitation issues as the United States and the 
Soviet Union continue endeavors to bring the arms race under 
control.

PROVISIONS OF THE AGREEMENT

An analysis o f the agreement was provided by the Secretary of 
State:

This agreement freezes at approximately current levels the aggregate number of 
intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) and submarine launched ballistic missile (SLBM) 
launchers operational and under construction on each side for up to 5 years. We hope 
that it will be replaced well before that time by a more complete agreement in treaty 
form covering strategic offensive weapons.

Under the agreement, in articles I and H, the parties undertake a commitment not to 
construct additional fixed ICBM launchers and not to convert launchers for light or older 
ICBM’s into launchers for modern heavy ICBM’s. This undertaking by the Soviet Union 
should be viewed in terms of the concern in this country during the past several years 
about the continued buildup in number of Soviet ICBM’s, particularly the heavy SS-9

 ̂S. rept. 92-979, 92d Cong., 2d sess. 
^Ante, p.289,
^Ante, pp. 202-204.
^Ante, pp. 7-201.
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ICBM’s. The growth in numbers of both light and heavy Soviet ICBM launchers has now 
been stopped.

The agreement does not specify the number of ICBM’s operational and under 
construction when it was signed. We have made it abundantly clear to the Soviets, 
however, that we consider this number for the U.S.S.R. to be 1,618. I would like to 
stress, however, specifically the number of ICBM’s in the agreement is not important, 
since national means of verification will reveal if any new ICBM construction, which is 
prohibited by the agreement, were to take place.

Article III and the protocol limit SLBM launchers and modern ballistic missile 
submarines. The agreement contains undertakings not to build such launchers and 
submarines above a given number.

A ceiling of 62 has been set for the U.S.S.R. on the number of operational modern 
submarines (Y-class nuclear-powered submarines). The ceiling is 62 placed on the Soviet 
Union. This ceiling is to include all launchers on nuclear-powered submarines (Y-class 
and H-class submarines) and modern launchers on older submarines (G-class diesel- 
powered submarines). There are only a few such launchers on older submarines.

In effect, the agreement freezes SLBM launchers at present levels except that 
additional SLBM launchers can be built if they replace older strategic launchers on a 
one-for-one basis.

The Soviets are permitted to have no more than 740 launchers on nuclear-powered 
submarines of any type, operational and under construction, unless they replace them in 
accordance with agreed procedures. The purpose of the figure 740 is to establish a clear 
and unambiguous baseline which avoids uncertainty or debate over the definition of 
‘Under construction’; 740 is the figure of launchers operational or under construction, 
and this in a sense is a negotiated figure, but we think it is fairly close to the fact and any 
launchers above that figure have to be replaced with SS-7’s, 8’s or H-class submarines.

To reach 950 SLBM’s on modern submarines, the U.S.S.R. must retire older ballistic 
missile launchers-specifically, those of SS-7 and SS-8 ICBM’s and on H-class submarines. 
The first SLBM launcher after the 740th launcher must be a replacement. The older 
ICBM or SLBM launchers being replaced will be dismantled beginning no later than the 
date on which the submarine containing the 741st launcher begins sea trials.

I might add that this one-way mix concept-permitting replacement of land-based 
launchers with submarine-based launchers-was first suggested by the United States early 
in SALT as a way of achieving greater strategic stability.

The U.S.S.R. could retain the existing older launchers on G-class submarines, in 
addition to 950 launchers on modern submarines. However, any launchers for modern 
SLBM’s on these older diesel-powered submarines would have to be included in the 950 
ceiling.

The modernization and replacement provisions of the interim agreement will permit 
both sides to improve their missile forces, but the restrictions on converting launchers 
for light ICBM’s or older heavy ICBM’s to launchers for the modem heavy ICBMs will 
place important qualitative restrictions on Soviet programs. The conversion of current 
U.S. ICBM launchers to handle Minuteman III missiles and the conversion of current 
Polaris submarines to handle Poseidon missiles, as well as the construction of new 
submarines as replacement for older ones, will not be prohibited.

The agreement provides for application of the same verification procedures and 
commitments about nonconcealment and noninterference as contained in the ABM 
treaty. The Standing Consultative Commission will also be used to promote the 
objectives and the implementation of the interim agreement.

There is a commitment to continue active negotiations for more complete limitations 
on strategic offensive arms. The agreement also stipulates that its terms will not 
prejudice the scope and terms of the limitations on strategic offensive arms which may 
be worked out in the iollow-on negotiations.

The offensive arms limitations are temporary and not comprehensive. They do not 
cover all strategic delivery vehicles. For example, strategic bombers, where the United 
States already has a very large advantage, are not limited by the interim agreement.

The interim agreement does not limit ongoing U.S. offensive arms programs. It does 
stop the Soviet Union from increasing the number of its strategic offensive missile 
launchers. These limitations on Soviet strategic offensive forces, in conjunction with very 
low limits on ABM’s on both sides, clearly advance U.S. security interests.^

COMMITTEE ACTION

The Committee on Foreign Relations held public hearings on 
June 19, 21, 26, 28, and 29, and July 20. Appearing for the 
administration were Secretary of State William P. Rogers; Gerard

Mnte, pp. 316-317.
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Smith, Director o f the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; 
Melvin R. Laird, Secretary o f Defense; and Adm. Thomas H. 
Moorer, Chairman o f the Joint Chiefs o f Staff. In a separate 
executive session, the committee was briefed by Richard Helms, 
the Director o f the Central Intelligence Agency.

The committee called a number o f persons to testify, including 
Dr. Robert C. Tucker, director o f the Russian studies program at 
Princeton University; Dr. Marshall Shulman, director of the 
Russian Institute at Columbia; and Dr. Roman Kolkowicz of the 
Department of Political Science at the University of Southern 
California; Mr. Paul C. Wamke, former Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for International Secimty Affairs; Dr. Donald G. Brennan, 
senior fellow, professional staff, Hudson Institute, New York; Dr. 
Stanley Hoffmann, professor of government and management of 
the Center for International Affairs, Harvard University; Mr. 
Jerome H. Kahan, senior fellow, Brookings Institution of Washing
ton; and Dr. Edward T. Teller, director of the Lawrence Radiation 
Labojatory, Livermore, Calif. Many additional competent wit
nesses might have been called, including some heard during earlier 
sessions, but the press of time precluded this.

At a pubUc session Senators Edward M. Kennedy and James L. 
Buckley and former Senator Joseph Clark testified, as did 
representatives o f a number of interested organizations.

The administration was given an opportunity to present its case 
in favor o f the treaty limiting antibdlistic missiles as it saw best. 
The testimony o f the administration witnesses before the commit
tee was augmented by a session at the White House for members 
of this and other concerned committees conducted by President 
Nixon and his national security adviser. Dr. Henry Kissinger.

Although the strategic arms limitation agreement is o f an 
interim nature, it hopefully will mark the beginning of a process 
that will eventually provide permanent arms controls and hope
fully reductions. Beyond that, there is the eventual prospect of 
negotiations by the United States and the Soviet Union in related 
directions in efforts to reduce conventional arms with the final 
purpose of achieving a stable situation in which a nuclear exchange 
and broad strategic conflict become remote. There is hope that the 
world’s most powerful nations can arriVe at a point at which both 
can exist in an atmosphere of greater security, cooperation, and 
confidence.

The committee explored with witnesses the impact upon the 
Soviet Union in political and strategic terms of the interim 
agreement. An attempt was made to examine comprehensively the 
implications of the interim controls for both the United States and 
the Union o f Soviet Socialist Republics and to explore possible 
directions that might be taken later as the two nations explore 
grounds for further agreement. Various administration plans and 
proposals o f a strategic nature were examined as the committee 
endeavored to relate the proposed administration programs to the 
interim agreement in political, philosophical, and strategic terms.
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The one striking concept that emerged in the course of the hearing 
was that the United States and the Soviet Union have at last 
reached a point at which sufficiency of weapons, rather than 
attempted superiority on both sides, can be the guiding principle 
in the quest for viable relationships. Each side now possesses such 
a plethora o f strategic weaponry that each can now feel itself 
securely able to deter attack but not to initiate strategic nuclear 
attack.

Dr. Panofsky told the committee:
. . .  The treaty is equivalent to a joint declaration that mutual deterrence is the strategic 
policy of both the United States and U.S.S.R. and implicitly denies the usefulness of a 
nuclear war-fighting strategy. . . .

Thus, the treaty and the initial agreement on strategic weapons 
mark a turning point in the arms race. As Dr. Panofsky said:
. . .  Once a nuclear war-fighting strategy at various levels of intensity is given up as a 
realistic objective of national policy there should be no need for either side to develop 
and deploy any nuclear strategic offensive weapons beyond those needed for deterring 
the other side from a first-strike attack or from a preemptive strike in case of crisis.̂

A number o f witnesses testified that a substantial gain to the 
United States would be the stabilizing o f the Soviet strategic force. 
Although further qualitative improvements undoubtedly will be 
developed in the nuclear forces of both sides, the total strategic 
force structure can be expanded through substantially fewer 
avenues than were possible before the agreement.

Admiral Moorer told the committee that the Soviet Union has 
been deploying ICBM’s at the rate of about 250 per year. He 
argued that the Soviets would be capable of having well over 2,000 
land-based missiles in 1977, as contrasted with the SALT 
limitation o f  1,618. Similarly, the admiral said, the Soviets could 
have had about 1,200 sea-launched ballistic missiles by 1977 as 
compared with the limitation of 950 under SALT.’ Secretary 
Laird placed the possible Soviet ballistic-missile submarine total in 
1977 at as many as 90, compared with the agreed upon limitation 
of 62.®

While agreeing with the admiral that the initial agreement could 
keep the Soviet forces small, some witnesses disagreed with the 
anticipated force levels, pointing out that the Soviet Union has not 
deployed new land-based missiles for nearly a year and that in the 
year preceding, deployments were substantially fewer than the 
250 cited.

Dr. Goldberger told the committee:
. . .  In particular, in connection with the submarines, if you take their current rate of 
construction and the fact that they presently have 25 submarines, in 5 years it would 
come to a number no greater than 75. It is not technically impossible for them to build 
at the rate of 200 ICBM’s per year but in fact there have been no new starts on ICBM 
launchers for about 9 months, and in the preceding year there were only 80 launchers 
constructed or begun.. . . ’

^S^atefdc Arms Limitation Agreements: Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-second Congress, Second Session p. 358

’’Ibid., p. 67.
^Ibid., p. 87.
^Ibid., p. 384.
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At the present rate of construction, the Soviets would have 
perhaps 65 submarines deployed by 1975. Thus, assuming a 
potential total without SALT of perhaps 65 to 75 submarines, the 
total deployed submarine-based missiles would be in the 800 to 
900 range, or well within the agreement limitations. The commit
tee has reason to believe that these lower estimations of likely 
Soviet progress are well-grounded.

There was some disagreement among the witnesses over whether 
the agreement represented a complete breakthrough. Some witnes
ses in disputing the administration projections for the Soviet 
buildup argued that a study o f Soviet achievement in the recent 
period indicates that the Soviet Union may not have planned to go 
much further in missile-based submarine or land-based missile 
construction. Consequently, they argue it is difficult to say that 
the agreement definitely curtailed Soviet production, although if 
worst possible cases are assumed, the agreement does offer marked 
improvement.

More importantly, it is argued the agreement has laid the 
groundwork for further discussion now that the relative strategic 
parity o f the two superpowers has been recognized.

Dr. Tucker told the committee:
The achievement of such politico-military parity with the United States has been a 

long-range Soviet goal, necessitating a costly effort in strategic weapons development. 
But that alone does not exhaust the significance of the new accords from Russia’s point 
of view. The placing of Soviet-American relations on a new plateau is part of a Larger 
trend in Soviet foreign policy which has gained momentum in the early 1970*s and was 
given authoritative sanction at the 24th Party Congress in March of last year. It is a 
movement toward stabilizing and improving Soviet relations with the West on the basis 
of the European status quo. In this context the United States-Soviet agreements take 
their place alongside the recently concluded Soviet and Polish treaties with the German 
Federal Republic; the important new four-power agreement on West Berlin, under which 
the access routes are guaranteed and the Berlin situation normalized; the Soviet-French 
talks and accord on “principles of cooperation” in October of last year; and the Soviet 
Government’s promotion of a European Security Conference, with United States and 
Canadian participation, for the near future.*®

In summation. Dr. Garwin argued:
.. . Between the reality and grudged acceptability of deterrence on the one hand, and 
the will-o-the-wisp of the permanent defensive shield (against all possible types of 
weapon) on the other, the responsible national leaders have chosen the reality of 
deterrence."

The witnesses generally agreed that it is in the best interest of 
the United States to try to limit further deployment of nuclear 
weapons despite the allowances of the interim agreement. Al
though it would be possible to go on, the result would not be 
greater security but greater terror. As Dr. Hoffman analyzed the 
choices:
. . .  Deterring the unthinkable and accumulating the unusable would continue to be 
almost as senseless as the holocaust itself.

The alternative is to try to stabilize deterrence in such a way as to make unnecessary 
the breathless race that we have known for more than a quarter of a century and which
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merely condemns the two racers to keep running faster just in order to remain in place, 
with temporary pauses when the strain becomes too high. It always leaves the two 
runners at the end of each phase in the same mutual relation but on a higher plateau of 
financial depletion and human absurdity. In effect, each side is a hostage of the other’s 
calculations; both are driven by their interacting fears and their competing pro
grams. ..

There was also wide general agreement among the witnesses that 
the United States should not fear the Soviet imbalance in 
land-based missiles and in submarines. The United States has a lead 
in separately targetable warheads of more than 2 to 1 at present. 
That lead will be maintained over the 5-year duration of the 
agreement. In addition, the U.S. strategic bomber force is 
substantially larger than that o f the Soviet Union. And the U.S. 
technological lead, it was believed, should allow a certain degree of 
confidence.

Mr. Wamke argued:
. . .  In light of the abandonment of any forlorn hope of an ABM defense, either number 
[of launchers on one side] affords more missiles than the other side affords in the way 
of targets.

So, accordingly, we should not be concerned about the existing mathematical edge 
nor should we be concerned about any attempts that the Soviet Union might make to 
add additional, useless numbers to their already far more than adequate supply.*̂

Witnesses noted that under the terms of the agreement the 
Soviet land-based missile arsenal must be reduced if the submarine 
force is to be expanded to the maximum allowable limit of 950 
missiles. This would require a reduction of the land-based force to 
slightly more than 1,400, which would be an aid to the easing of 
tensions. Because of U.S. collective defenses and because of the 
differing geographical situations of the two sides, many strategists 
believe the Soviet Union needs IVi times as many sea-based 
missiles as does the United States in order to have a comparable 
number at sea. It is generally considered that the 3 to 2 ratio will 
continue to pertain even with the development of a newer class of 
Soviet submarines with missiles of longer range.

Adding to this security, in the view of some of the witnesses, is 
the simple fact that the ABM treaty guarantees that retaliatory 
forces will be able successfully to penetrate into either country.

As Dr. Panofsky said:
. . .  neither side can have the least hope of delivering a first strike against the other that 
would be sufficiently devastating to escape destruction of its own society in 
retaliation.

Thus, the expert witnesses were generally agreed that the 
United States has enough deliverable warheads in the various 
delivery systems to assure that U.S. strategic forces can destroy 
the Soviet Union or any other nation many times over. Variations 
in strengths merely affect overkill, not the ability to kill. Beyond 
that, however, is the now broadly held concept that sufficiency, or

'^Ibid., p. 192. 
‘V6W.,p. 179. 

p. 360.
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parity, which has replaced the policy o f numerical superiority, has 
made computation of numbers far less germane.

Several witnesses, including Dr. Brennan, addressed themselves 
to the question whether possible imbalances might not affect 
political perspectives. Dr. Brennan said that, with ratification of 
the treaty and approval of the agreement, the Soviets will think of 
themselves as very much in the ascendant, that an image of 
American inferiority will be established in American conventional 
[governmental] circles, that the new imbalance will perhaps cause 
allies to become unduly responsive to Soviet diplomatic pressures 
and initiatives and that the enshrinement of a Soviet superiority will 
have adverse consequences in any serious crisis that may 
develop.* ® Disagreeing, Mr. Wamke said:

Since the accumulation of additional offensive weapons by the Soviet Union will give 
them nothing that they do not now have and will chaUenge nothing that is important to 
our national security, it seems to me that we should not, by apparently attributing, some 
military significance to any such gesture, put ourselves at a political disadvantage. This 
will occur if, and only if, we bad-mouth our own military capability and appear to 
deprecate our own strength.*®

Dr. Teller, who expressed doubts about the present strategic 
situation nevertheless said that he favors congressional support of 
the agreements “because in doing so you will not do more than to 
ratify a fact that is not going to change whether you ratify it or 
not.” *’

There were misgivings expressed over whether the United States 
should now embark upon large-scale weapons programs in order to 
redress the imbalance which some allege exists. Dr. Brennan said;
. . .  I also believe that it is important not to violate the ^irit of this Interim ^eem ent if, 
as expected, it is approved and, therefore, I should be reluctant to say at this point that 
we should attempt to redress in the span of a few years the strategic force imbalance that 
has developed between the Soviet Union and the United States.**

Other witnesses who do not now see a significant imbalance in 
strategic weaponry believe it would be wise to go ahead now with 
new weapons programs.

Making the case for the administration. Admiral Moorer said:
. . .  If we fail to follow the legitimate dictates of our own security, the leadership of the 
U.S.S.R. will chalk it up,not to goodwill, but to a failure of will: jiot to our confidence, 
but to our weakness. They, thus, might be encouraged to engage in acts which could 
threaten the peace and security of the world.*®

This view was challenged by a number of witnesses. Dr. 
Panofsky said:
. .. The conclusion that the SALT agreements have decreased the need for offensive 
weaponry is greatly substantiated on technical grounds. The only question that remains 
is whether one can justify further [escalation of strategic weapons] expenditures on a 
political basis, that is, by the so-called bargaining-chip argument applied to the 
forthcoming round of SALT.* ®

*̂ See ibid.y p. 189. 
**/Wc/.,p. 181. 
*’ /W^/.,p. 221.

p. 228.
p. 69. 

Ibid., p. 363.
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The result of the bargaining-chip approach, however, Dr. 
Panofsky said, might be that “The negotiating opponent may not 
propose that the ‘bargaining chip’ be given up; rather he may 
demand an equal augmentation in armament.” *̂

Dr. Goldberger told the committee:
Since the interim agreement places so few restrictions on qualitative improvements, 

its true value and indeed that of the ABM treaty as well will depend on the unilateral 
actions which the two nations now take in li^ t of .the present guaranteed state of 
mutual deterrence and on the vigor with which additional negotiations are prosecuted to 
secure restrictions on qualitative improvements and to reduce existing weapons. Our 
proposed strategic arms program should now be carefully reexamined in light of the new 
situation and only those items which have a real security need should be carried forward. 
There is no reason for accelerating any offensive weapons programs at this time. Instead, 
if the agreements are to have any real value, then many proposed pro^ams should be cut 
back. There is no security requirement for rushing ahead with the Trident submarine; in 
fact, prematurely freezing on the design of a large, and hopefully quieter vessel at this 
time could eventually lead to a reduction in our security. Further deployment of MIRV’s 
on either the Poseidon or Minuteman III is no longer warranted since the requirement 
for overwhelming a large Soviet ABM does not now exist and since the continuation of 
such programs can only make more difficult the achievement of a MIRV ban. The 
proposal to move ahead with a submarine launched strategic cruise missile at this time 
seems so absurd as to almost not warrant comment since the ABM treaty has guaranteed 
that our submarine launched ballistic missiles can reach their target within the U.S.S.R. I 
would recommend that the Congress look at these and in fact all other strategic weapons 
pro^ams in light of the Moscow agreements and fund only those which have a clearly 
justifiable security need.*̂

Dr. Garwin agreed, saying:
. . .  I think that the historic achievement represented by the strategic arms limitation 
agreements, when endorsed by the Confess, should force a thorough review of the 
detailed programs for improving and maintaining our defense capabilities. I do not 
believe that hasty action on the defense budget is in the best interests of our national 
security or of our military capability.

The committee finds, after comprehensive investigation of the 
many facets of the interim agreement and the proposed weapons 
programs of the executive branch that, on balance, the interim 
agreement is an extremely important first step toward arms 
limitation. However, a number of committee members believe 
there are serious questions as to the political wisdom of proceeding 
full steam ahead with some of the various weapons systems now 
proposed. While these proposals involve many technical aspects 
not within the purview o f the committee, it was believed necessary 
to address them from the standpoint o f the possible impact upon 
the Soviet Union’s weapons programs and upon the future success 
of arms limitations endeavors.

Escalation o f weapons development at this juncture involves a 
risk that the Soviet Union will be incited into endeavors it might 
not otherwise undertake. It would be ironic indeed if what is 
purportedly an agreement on arms limitation might become a spur 
to further arms buildups. At the same time it can be argued that 
new programs will provide “bargaining chips” which might then be 
given away in further negotiations. Some members felt this

pp. 364-365.
pp. 347-348.
p. 357.
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approach is risky and unnecessary because of the possibility that 
the bargaining chips will turn into strategic liabilities at some 
future point. The threat of further deployments coupled with 
Soviet knowledge of U.S. technological and industrial capabilities 
should be a sufficient spur to further agreement, if such pressures 
are necessary. The possibility o f deployment rather than the actual 
rush to construction and deployment can be persuasive and 
substantially less expensive and possibly less destabilizing.

The present treaty and agreement have changed dramatically 
the strategic expectations of both the United States and the Soviet 
Union. The next phase of negotiations will not be easy. However, 
the committee believes that both nations will clearly see it in their 
advantage to continue to work toward goals that are extremely 
important in the most pragmatic sense.

The committee unanimously endorses the interim agreement 
and the related protocol and urges the executive branch to direct 
its best and most earnest efforts toward further agreements.

Questions by Senator Jackson and Replies of the Department of
Defense on the Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements, July 24,
1972^

Question. President Nixon in his remarks o f  June 29 referred to 
contingency plans involving an increased expenditure o f  $15 
billion a year for a crash program o f  strategic weapons.^ Could 
you provide a breakdown o f  that expenditure?

Answer. The $15 billion a year crash program would be 
composed of m^'or increases in modernized strategic forces, and 
the development and deployment o f n ew  systems. If Soviet 
momentum were to continue in the absence of the SAL 
Agreements, we would be forced "to implement plans for the 
deployment of increased numbers of Minuteman III missiles 
defended by an expanded Site Defense system. We would also add 
launchers to our Poseidon submarines; accelerate the procurement 
and deployment of Trident SSBN’s; improve rapidly our com
mand, control and communications systems; and develop and 
deploy SLCM’s. (Note: A more detailed breakout is attached).^

Question. The President indicated that the SALT Agreements 
had obviated the need for those expenditures. Could you explain 
the relationship between the relevant provisions o f  the SALT  
Agreements and the need for the $15 billion per year supplemen
tary strategic budget?

^Military Implications o f the Treaty on the Limitations o f Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Systems and the Interim Agreement on Limitation o f Strategic Offensive Arms: Hearing 
Before the Committee on Armed Services, United States Senate, Ninety-second 
Congress, Second Session, pp. 564-567.

'^Ante, p. 437.
 ̂Not printed here.
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Answer. The SAL Agreements will break the momentum of 
Soviet strategic deployment programs in both ABM’s and ballistic 
missiles. With the agreements our on-going programs, including 
those in the revised defense budget, will be adequate for the 
five-year interim period, after which we will have our new systems 
in production. Without the agreements, Soviet ABM and ballistic 
missile deployments would require the accelerated deployments 
and production o f modernized and new systems referred to by the 
President.

Question. I t has been repeatedly argued as a rationale for the 
SALT Agreements that during the next five years there is nothing 
that the United States could do to offset the increasing Soviet 
offensive force. How do you reconcile this statement with the 
notion that we could have usefully invested $15 billion per year in 
the new strategic programs?

Answer. In neither case—SALT or no SALT—could we add 
appreciably to the number o f ICBM or SLBM launchers during the 
next five years. However, an unconstrained Soviet buildup would 
make it imperative that we make major investments now to move 
many systems toward production and deployment in the late 
1970’s and early 80’s. With the existence of a SALT Agreement, 
we need to move forward only in those programs currently before 
the Congress such as Trident and the B-1.

Question. The President stated rather categorically that had 
there been no arms control agreement, the Soviet Union’s plans 
called for an increase in their ABM’s to 1,000 over the next five 
years. Just what ABM system was the President referring to?

Answer. The President was referring to the current Soviet ABM 
system and future systems estimated to be operational by 1980.

Question. The President also stated that the Soviets would have 
built 1,000 more ICBM’s in the next five years in the absence o f  a 
SALT Agreement. Which ICBM’s was he referring to?

Answer. The President was probably referring to follow-on or 
modified versions of the SS-9, and SS-11 systems.

Question. In which o f  the various National Intelligence Esti
mates—for which date—does that projection appear?

Answer. A growth o f 1,000 in the Soviet ICBM force over the 
period 1972-77 is not projected in any NIE. The President was 
alluding to Soviet capabilities. The Soviets have demonstrated a 
capability to deploy some 200 ICBM’s per year.

Question. The President has stated that the agreement limits 
the Soviets to 62 Y-Class submarines at the end o f  the five year 
period. How many more could they have under construction, 
designated as replacement for early Y-Class?
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Answer. Fifteen to twenty, assuming they continue to produce 
submarines at 7 or 8 a year.

Question. What is the difference between the number o f  
Y-Class submarines that the Soviets could have operational or 
under construction under the SALT agreements and in the absence 
o f  the SALT agreements?

Answer. Though there would be no necessary difference 
between those operational and under construction, SALT does 
constrain the number operational. At a production rate of 8 a 
year, the Soviets could have about 67 operational at the end of the 
five year period. At an average rate of 10 a year they could have 
about 77 boats operational.

Question. The largest part o f  the Soviet land-based ICBM 
deployment is in the SS-11 silos. I f  the Soviets were to retrofit 
their SS-11 silos with a new missile, iiow  much could they:

(a) increase the volume o f  those silos?
(b) increase the volume o f  the missiles that go in those silos?

Answer. Up to about 30% in both cases. This volume increase is 
not sufficient to permit installation of an SS-9 class missile in an 
SS-11 silo.

Question. How many such new missiles could they deploy in 
five years?

Answer. After a two year missile test period we believe the 
Soviets could retrofit old silos and easily deploy about 200 new 
missiles per year resulting in a total of at least 600 by 1977.

Question. The Soviets are very likely going to deploy a new 
missile as a follow-on to the SS-9. Under the terms o f  the Interim 
Agreement they are free to retrofit their 313 “heavy” silos to 
accommodate this new missile. How would the deployment o f  313 
new “heavy” ICBM’s over the next five years compare with what 
the Soviets could do in the absence o f  a SALT agreement? How  
does a deployment of, say, 60 “heavy” ICBM’s per year compare 
with the history o f  the deployment o f  the SS-9 force?

Answer. Under SALT, the 313 new Heavy ICBM’s must be 
replacement for modem heavy missiles now operational or under 
construction. Without SALT, we would expect them to be 
additive to those now operational and under construction. The 
SS-9s were deployed at a rate o f 50-60 per year.

Question. One method o f  assessing the impact o f  the SALT  
accords on Soviet programs would be to compare what they are 
free to do under the agreement with what we have projected that 
they might have done in the absence o f  the agreement Speaking 
generally, and without getting into precise estimates, how does the 
lower end o f  the spectrum o f  official estimates o f  the Soviet 
strategic offensive force for mid-1977 compare with the permitted  
Soviet force under the SALT accords?
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Answer. The low side o f the official estimates were lower; the 
high side was higher; however, we have consistently underesti
mated the future size o f the Soviet ballistic missile forces.

Question. In October, 1970, I asked Ambassador Smith what 
options would be open to the United States if  the Soviets, without 
adding to their land-based missile force, improved it qualitatively 
so that it threatened the survival o f  Minuteman. Ambassador 
Smith replied as follows: . . you can harden to a certain extent.
You can under the present proposal put in as many as 250 large 
missiles o f  any sort you like under any conditions o f  hardening 
you like. You can also become less vulnerable by switching to 
some form o f  seaborne missile system. ” Now, in view o f  the fact 
that the right to deploy credible hard point defenses was given up 
sometime ago, and we later gave up the right to deploy 250 large 
hardened missiles or to deploy a seaborne missile system or, by a 
unilateral declaration, to deploy land mobile ICBM’s, how are we 
to defend the Minuteman force from an upgraded Soviet offensive 
force?

Answer. Minuteman today has high survivability. Limiting the 
Soviets to about 300 SS-9s helps maintain this survivability. If 
necessary, however, we could within the Interim Agreement, 
deploy Minuteman or Poseidon on ships or on large airplanes; by 
withdrawing our unilateral declaration we could also deploy land 
mobile ICBMs.

Question. Are you concerned at the prospect o f  a vulnerable 
Minuteman force?

Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you have any proposals for SALT II that might 
reduce the vulnerability o f  the Minuteman force?

Answer. There are several ways in SALT II that the surviva
bility of Minuteman can be enhanced, including limits on payload, 
reductions in heavy missiles, etc. Since the preparation for SALT
II is now underway it would be inappropriate to comment further.

Question. Is it correct that the Minuteman force is the cheapest 
part o f  the U.S. strategic deterrent and that the other components 
o f the triad, submarines and manned bombers, are two or three 
times more expensive?

Answer. Yes, Minuteman is the least expensive.

Question. Do you agree that a vulnerable Minuteman force 
therefore forces us to rely on the most costly components o f  the 
triad?

Answer. If Minuteman survivability were to be substantially 
undermined, we would continue to rely on all three components 
of our Strategic forces, but we would have to deploy Minuteman
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in a more survivable mode. This would no doubt increase the cost 
of Minuteman substantially.

Question. Why, in your view did the Soviets refuse to agree to a 
ban on the deployment o f  land-mobile ICBM’s?

Answer. In my view Soviets might have decided they wanted to 
retain the option to deploy mobile ICBM’s or mobile IRBM’s 
which might be difficult to distinguish from mobile ICBM’s.

Question. Why, in your view, did the Soviets refuse to agree to 
a prohibition on the deployment o f  ICBM’s larger than 70 cubic 
meters ( in excess o f  313 permitted “heavy” launchers)?

Answer. In my view the Soviets might have decided they 
wanted to retain the option to deploy a slightly larger version of the 
SS-11.

Question. Why, in your view, did the Soviet Union insist on 
retaining 4 times the throw weight (or payload potential) o f  the 
U.S. missile forces?

Answer. The U.S. proposed the freeze in the interim agreement 
and the difference in throw weights reflects what was deployed by 
each side at the time o f the freeze.

Question. Is the radar deployment permitted at Moscow an 
adequate base for the eventual development o f  a thick defense o f  
European Russia?

Answer. In my judgment, no.

Question. Is it an adequate base for a thick defense o f  the 
Moscow region?

Answer. In my judgment, no.

Question. Assuming installation o f  the radar permitted at 
Moscow, and assuming that all necessary production o f  intercep
tors, testing and development had taken place, how long would it 
take the Soviets to deploy a thick defense o f  the Moscow region?

Answer. About 2 (perhaps 3) years to complete construction 
and check out o f the radars needed to support the larger number 
of interceptors.

Statement by ACDA Director Smith to the House Armed Services 
Committee: Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements, July 25, 
1972*

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to have this opportunity to appear 
before your committee to discuss the treaty on the limitation of

* House Armed Services Committee, Full Committee Hearings on the Military 
Implications o f the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks Agreements, pp. 15083-15091.
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ABM systems and the interim agreement on the limitation of 
strategic offensive arms.^

I

These two agreements are the result of IVz years of SALT 
negotiations. They are significant achievements in their own right. 
They are also first steps in a continuing process o f negotiation.

These two agreements represent clear evidence that both sides 
are moving into an era o f negotiations. By this action, both sides 
are making important investments in cooperation, investments 
that I think they will want to protect and not risk lightly. Large 
differences between the two nations persist but these SALT 
agreements, touching on central security interests o f both coun
tries, are recognition that relations can be improved even while 
differences remain and that the two sides can act in their separate 
self-interests to bring greater security and stability to a nuclear 
world.

II

At the start, I would like to place the SALT agreements in 
perspective. Early in 1969, when this administration entered 
office, the Soviet Union was engaged in a rapid buildup of its 
strategic offensive missile launchers. It was clear that a rough 
balance in strategic offensive forces between the two sides was 
approaching. The United States was determined to maintain forces 
adequate to meet its security requirements and second to none. As 
President Nixon stated in his Foreign Policy Report of February 
1970 [19711, “Both sides would almost surely commit the 
necessary resources to maintain a balance.” The President had also 
made it clear in that report that any Soviet attempt to attain large 
advantage would spark an arms race which would in the end prove 
pointless.^

The question was whether we could through negotiation—rather 
than competition—achieve a more stable strategic relationship with 
the Soviet Union and over a period of time create a situation in 
which both countries could use more o f their resources for 
purposes other than building strategic weapons. SALT was an 
acceptance by both sides o f the opportunity to do just that.

Success was far from sure. Asymmetries in weapon systems and 
programs resulting from historical and geographical differences 
were great. And technical complexities involved in seeking limits 
on strategic weapon systems had never before been faced.

After careful preparations, SALT opened in Helsinki in Novem
ber 1969. In addition to myself the principal members of the U.S. 
delegation were:

Philip Farley, Alternate Chairman and Deputy Director of 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency;

 ̂Ante, pp. 197-201, 202-204.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, p. 60.
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Ambassador Graham Parsons, representing the Secretary of 
State;

Paul Nitze, former Deputy Secretary of Defense, represent
ing the Secretary o f Defense;

Lt. Gen. Royal Allison, USAF, Assistant to the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs o f Staff for Strategic Arms Negotiations; 
and

Dr. Harold Brown, President of the California Institute of 
Technology and former Secretary of the Air Force.

I understand later this week you will be hearing from Mr. Nitze 
and General Alhson when they accompany the Secretary of 
Defense and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs.

Former U.S. Ambassador to the U.S.S.R., Llewelyn Thompson, 
also served on the U.S. delegation until his death early this year. 
The delegation was supported by officials o f the Department of 
Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Department of State and 
the Arms Control Agency.

In keeping with the unique nature o f these talks, the initial 
discussions concentrated on exploring strategic principles to 
determine areas o f common thinking and to allow both sides to 
understand more fully the concerns of the other. A clearer mutual 
understanding of issues to be faced and the development o f an 
agenda emerged from the first phase o f the discussions. The next 
phases of the talks focused on comprehensive limitation proposals. 
These reflected the differing views of the two sides as well as 
certain common approaches.

Through this effort we were able to determine the areas in 
which early progress seemed possible and the areas where 
agreement would require more time.

We found that problems existed as to what should be 
considered strategic systems as well as to finding a basis for 
limitations o f such systems. These problems made it clear that it 
would be very difficult to negotiate within a reasonably short 
period a comprehensive agreement. The Soviet response to this 
situation was to press for an initial agreement limiting only 
antiballistic missile (ABM) systems. The United States believed 
that such an agreement would not make as great a contribution to 
stability as limitations on both offensive and defensive strategic 
systems and could in fact prejudice prospects for a subsequent 
comprehensive agreement on offensive arms.

Ill

On May 20, 1971, the President announced a breakthrough that 
resolved this impasse. Under the May 20 understanding, the two 
Governments agreed to work out an agreement limiting deploy
ment o f ABM systems and at the same time to agree on certain 
measures with respect to the limitation of strategic offensive
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arms.'* The general problems remaining after the May 20 under
standing were how extensive a coverage of offensive arms could be 
agreed upon, and how to frame in concrete terms the agreement in 
principle that had been reached to limit ABM’s to a low level. 
There were many complex specific issues, and the task of resolving 
them took another year o f negotiations.

IV

Mr. Chairman, I would like now to discuss basic provisions of 
the two agreements. I will not attempt an article-by-article review. 
A detailed analysis o f the two agreements appears in the Secretary 
of State’s letter o f submittal to the President, which has been 
transmitted to the Congress.® I would, however, like to discuss the 
most important provisions, and I would then welcome any 
questions the committee may have.

Let me start with the ABM Treaty. This is a long term and 
definitive agreement and an understanding of the effects of its 
undertakings is necessary for assessment of the merits of the two 
agreements taken together.

Article I contains general commitments not to build a nation
wide ABM defense nor provide a base for such a defense. Through 
this general undertaking and the more specific commitments in 
subsequent articles both countries have, in effect, agreed not to 
challenge each other’s missile retaliatory capabilities by deploying 
widespread defenses against them. This is the central consequence 
of this treaty and its significance cannot be overestimated. Both 
great nuclear powers have agreed that they will not attempt to 
build a shield against penetration by the other’s retaliatory missile 
forces. By this step, both agree to maintain mutual deterrence in 
order to reduce the possibility o f nuclear war.

Under this treaty, the penetration capability of our surviving 
deterrent missile forces can be assured. As long as we maintain 
sufficient and survivable retaliatory forces, this new assurance of 
their penetration capability resulting from the treaty should make 
“first strike” as a rational act inconceivable. I believe the great 
significance of this for U.S. security is self-evident.

Article III is the heart o f the document. That article spells out 
the provisions under which each of the parties are limited to two 
ABM complexes. One of these comple^ies can be in an ICBM 
deployment area and one at the National Capital. At each complex 
there can be no more than 100 ABM launchers, and 100 associated 
interceptor missiles. In addition to numerical limitations on ABM 
launchers and missiles at each complex, the area permitted for 
ABM deployments is Umited geographically, in size and in specific 
constraints on ABM radars.

It is useful to keep in mind the different purposes served by the 
two ABM deployment complexes. Some protection for ICBM’s

‘'Ibid., 1971, p. 298.
^Ante, pp. 267-286.
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will be afforded by the ABM coverage permitted for ICBM 
defense. Protection for the National Command Authority against 
an accidental or unauthorized launch of a limited number of 
missiles will be made possible by the ABM coverage at the 
National Capital; this will decrease the chances that such an attack 
might trigger a general nuclear exchange. The National Capital 
ABM complex would also afford a short time for decisionmaking 
in the event of a major attack.

To assure that these two complexes do not form the beginning 
of a base for a nationwide system, the two sides agreed that they 
must be separated by a distance of at least 1,300 kilometers. This 
separation requirement assures that the second Soviet ABM site 
will be east o f the Ural Mountains.

ABM radars are an essential element o f an ABM system and are 
the long-lead-time item in development o f an ABM system. The 
question of limitations o f radars—a highly complex subject- 
occupied a great deal o f time in the negotiations. Specific 
limitations on ABM radars are spelled out in the treaty. In 
addition, there are limitations on the deployment of certain types 
of non-ABM radars in order to preclude the possibility of their use 
as elements o f an ABM system.

In order to assure further that there would be adequate 
restraints on ABM capabilities, the treaty provides for significant 
qualitative limitations on ABM systems.

The very low quantitative limitation of 200 ABM launchers for 
each side cannot be circumvented through qualitative changes. The 
two sides have agreed not to develop, test, and deploy ABM 
launchers for launching more than one interceptor missile at a 
time, not to modify launchers to provide them with such a 
capability, nor to develop, test or deploy automatic or semiauto
matic or other similar systems for rapid reload o f ABM launchers.

An additional important qualitative limitation is the prohibition 
on the development and testing, as well as deployment, of sea, air, 
space-based and land-mobile ABM systems and components.

Of even greater importance as a qualitative limitation is the 
prohibition on the deployment of future types of ABM systems 
that are based on physical principles different from present 
technology.

On this point, Mr. Chairman, there is an agreed interpretation 
with respect to ABM systems based on different physical 
principles, and including components capable o f substituting for 
those components used at present—that is, launchers, missiles and 
radar components. If such new systems are developed, and one or 
the other side wants to deploy them under the limitations of this 
treaty, there would have to first be a discussion of the question in 
the Standing Consultative Commission we are proposing to 
establish under this treaty, and then the treaty would have to be 
amended before such novel ABM systems could be deployed.

To avoid possible circumvention o f the ban on a nationwide 
ABM defense through developments in non-ABM systems, for
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example, anti-aircraft systems, the parties agreed to prohibit 
conversion or testing of such other systems, or components 
thereof, to perform an ABM role. This specific prohibition 
reinforces the general undertaking not to provide an ABM 
capability to non-ABM systems. These provisions deal with what 
has come to be known in this country as the possible “SAM- 
upgrade problem.”

For the purpose o f assuring adequate verification o f the treaty, 
important and unique provisions were agreed on. As you know, 
the undertakings in the treaty, as well as in the interim agreement, 
are to be verified by national technical means o f verification. For 
the types o f obligations contained in these agreements, national 
technical means o f verification are the most practical and 
effective.

I understand that Mr. Helms will be appearing before this 
committee later this week to speak about our capability to 
monitor compliance with these agreements. Since he will be 
discussing that subject with you, I would merely note here that we 
are completely confident that we can adequately monitor ful
fillment o f these two agreements.

I would like, however, to point out that there are landmark 
commitments relating to this question that are contained in the 
treaty. The first is the commitment not to interfere with national 
technical means o f verification. This would, for example, prohibit 
interference with a satellite in orbit used for verification purposes. 
The second is the commitment undertaken not to use deliberate 
concealment measures to impede the effectiveness o f national 
means of verification. These twin commitments mean that the 
world will become somewhat more open.

Also related to the question of compliance is the provision for a 
Standing Consultative Commission which is to be established at an 
early date. This Commission will meet on a regular basis to 
consider questions o f compliance and other aspects of implemen
tation of the treaty. The Commission will have additional 
functions as prescribed by the treaty, including that of considering 
proposals to increase the viability of the treaty.

The ABM Treaty is a complete and comprehensive agreement 
and is of unlimited duration. It contains, however, a withdrawal 
clause o f the kind that has characterized arms control agreements 
in the postwar period. Under this provision, either party can 
withdraw whenever it decides that extraordinary events relating to 
the subject matter o f the treaty have jeopardized its supreme 
interests. A 6-month notice of such withdrawal, including a 
statement o f the extraordinary events involved is required.

Because o f the special importance that the United States 
attaches to the relationship between defensive and offensive 
weapons limitations, a formal statement was made putting the 
U.S.S.R. on notice that if an agreement providing for more 
complete offensive arms limitations were not achieved within 5 
years, the duration of the Interim Agreement, U.S. supreme

505-954 0  -  74 -  35



524 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1972

interests could be jeopardized, and should that occur, it would 
constitute a basis for withdrawal from the treaty.® Our security 
interests are therefore fully protected should the follow-on 
negotiations not succeed and should the strategic situation develop 
in such a way as to prejudice our supreme national interests.

V

Mr. Chairman, I would now like to turn to the interim 
agreement for limitations on offensive weapons.

Unlike the ABM Treaty, this agreement is limited in duration 
and scope. It does not provide long-term comprehensive limita
tions on strategic offensive weapons systems. It is an interim 
“holding” agreement to prevent the aggregate number of ICBM 
and SLBM launchers from rising while the negotiation to place 
comprehensive limitations on offensive systems continues. It is 
explicitly provided in article VII that the obligations of the 
interim agreement shall not prejudice the scope or terms of the 
hmitations which may be worked out in the course of further 
■negotiations. It is the expectation of both parties that it will be 
replaced before the end of the 5-year period with a definitive 
agreement in treaty form.

The parties undertake commitments in article I not to construct 
additional fixed ICBM launchers. The effect o f this undertaking is 
not only to bar the addition of ICBM launchers but also to bar the 
relocation of existing ICBM launchers.

[- The parties also agree, under article II, not to convert launchers
for light or older ICBM’s into launchers for modem heavy ICBM’s. 
This constitutes a qualitative constraint over and above the 
quantitative constraint not to construct any more launchers.

Both sides understand that Soviet SS-11’s and S-13’s are “light” 
and that SS-7’s, SS-8 ’s, and SS-9’s are “heavy” and that U.S. 
Titans are “heavy” and Minutemen are “light.” The United States 
cannot replace Minutemen with Titans, and the Soviets cannot 
replace SS-11’s with SS-7’s, 8 ’s, or 9’s.

Under this interim agreement, both sides are allowed to
continue to modernize their ICBM forces. As you know, Mr. 
Chairman, in our current Minuteman ICBM modernization pro
gram, we are increasing missile volume, but not to the extent that 
would make Minuteman III “heavy” missiles.

During the negotiations, there were two aspects of this
modernization question that were considered: Launchers and
missiles. The launcher aspect was handled by an agreed interpreta
tion that in the process of modernization the dimensions o f silo 
launchers will not be significantly increased, with a further
understanding that either side could increase silo launcher dimen
sions by no more than 10 to 15 percent. This means an increase of

’‘Ante, p. 284.
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1 0  to 15 percent in one dimension or a combination, but not in 
both.

We were not able to agree on a definition of a “heavy” missile. 
The U.S.S.R. argued that this was unnecessary for a short-term 
freeze and that both sides could tell the difference between a light 
and heavy missile. We therefore advised the Soviet delegation that 
we would make a formal unilateral U.S. interpretation on this 
matter. We stated that we “would consider any ICBM having a 
volume significantly greater than that o f the largest light ICBM 
now operational on either side”—that is, the SS-11—“ [/o] be a 
heavy ICBM.”

We will soon be negotiating for a treaty covering definitive 
levels on ICBM’s as well as other strategic offensive weapons. I 
personally believe that we will be able to negotiate provisions with 
greater specificity in a definitive offensive treaty. As opposed to 
the situation in negotiating a short-term freeze, we found that 
agreement in greater specificity was possible when it was a matter 
of negotiating the comprehensive ABM Treaty.

The interim agreement does not cover, mobile ICBM’s. The 
Soviets argued that since neither side presently has such systems, a 
freeze should not apply to them. Their main interest probably was 
in not prejudicing their subsequent negotiating position on the 
legitimacy of mobile ICBM’s under a definitive limitation on 
offensive arms by agreeing, in effect, to ban them in the interim 
freeze. The Soviet position was that in a comprehensive agree
ment, mobile systems should not be banned since they might add 
to survivability o f land-based systems. Our position was that 
mobile systems should not be permitted, since they could be 
somewhat more difficult to verify. The U.S. delegation stated that 
we would consider deployment o f operational landmobile ICBM 
launchers during the period of the interim agreement as incon
sistent with the objectives of the agreement.

SLBM launchers and modem ballistic missile submarines are 
dealt with in article III o f the interim agreement and the protocol.

The U.S.S.R. long resisted inclusion of any limitations on 
SLBM’s in the interim freeze. They claimed that it was not 
appropriate because the main concern expressed by the United 
States had been the Soviet ICBM program, particularly the SS-9 
program, which they had agreed to halt, under the freeze.

They also argued that freezing SLBM’s was complicated because 
of the advantage which they said the United States derived from 
its bases abroad.

We insisted that SLBM’s be included in the interim agreement 
since they were a significant and growing part o f the aggregate 
strategic missile launcher forces that should not be increased while 
negotiations continue for definitive offensive limitations.

^ e  SLBM arrangement finally worked out will have the effect 
of freezing the combined aggregate o f SLBM and ICBM launch
ers—coupled with an option to replace certain older ICBM’s and 
SLBM launchers with new SLBM launchers.
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Three levels are involved in this arrangement: a numerical limit 
on SLBM launchers on nuclear submarines at which replacement 
must begin, numerical limits on modem SLBM launchers and 
numerical hmits on modem SLBM submarines up to which the 
sides may build under replacement procedures to be agreed upon.

To have more than 740 launchers on nuclear-powered sub
marines o f any type, the U.S.S.R. must under agreed procedures 
scrap older launchers. The purpose o f the negotiated number, 740, 
is to establish a clear and unambiguous baseline which avoids 
uncertainty or debate over the definition of the term “under 
construction.”

A ceiling o f 950 is set for the U.S.S.R. on the total number of 
modem SLBM launchers. This ceiling is to cover launchers on 
nuclear-powered submarines (Y-class and H-class submarines) and 
modem launchers on older submarines (G-class diesel-powered 
submarines).

In order to reach 950 SLBM’s on modem submarines, the 
U.S.S.R. must retire older launchers—specifically, those for SS-7 
and SS-8  ICBM’s and on H-class nuclear submarines. The first 
SLBM launcher on a nuclear-powered submarine after the 740th 
launcher must be a replacement. The older ICBM or SLBM 
launchers being replaced must start being scrapped no later than 
the date on which the submarine containing the 741st launcher 
begins sea trials.

A ceiling o f 62 is set for the U.S.S.R. on the number of 
operational modem submarines (Y-class or follow-on nuclear- 
powered SLBM submarines).

This arrangement incorporates what has been called a one-way 
mix concept, which permits replacement o f land-based with 
sea-based launchers. It was suggested by the United State§ early in 
the SALT negotiations as a way o f achieving greater strategic 
stability under the more comprehensive strategic arms agreement 
then under consideration. It proved to be the means by which the 
SLBM question was solved in the Interim Agreement.

The United States has, under these arrangements, the existing 
level o f 656 SLBM launchers, and through replacement o f 54 
Titans the right to have up to 710 SLBM launchers on 44 modem 
submarines.

The conversion o f United States ICBM launchers to handle 
Minuteman III missiles and the conversion of current Polaris 
submarines to handle Poseidon missiles are not affected by the 
freeze.

The same verification procedures and commitments about 
nonconcealment and noninterference as contained in the ABM 
Treaty are provided for in the Interim Agreement. Also the 
Standing Consultative Commission would be used to promote the 
objectives and implementation of the freeze agreement.

VI

Mr. Chairman, I would now like to comment on what would be 
the effect of these agreements on U.S. security.
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The administration’s objectives in SALT are to achieve agree
ments maintaining and enhancing a sound U.S. strategic posture 
and to reach a more stable strategic relationship with the U.S.S.R. 
in order to improve the prospects for peace. I think these 
objectives have been met in these first agreements.

To my mind, the central question is whether we are better off 
with these agreements than without them.

On this score I think it is helpful to consider some of the 
strategic concerns we have had in the past that these agreements 
meet.

Under the terms o f the ABM Treaty, past concerns about the 
dangers involved in a large, costly, destabUizing ABM competition 
would be sharply reduced if not entirely eliminated.

Under the ABM Treaty the Soviets will undertake commitments 
not to deploy a widespread ABM system, to have only 200 ABM 
launchers, and not to upgrade SAM’s. U.S. missile penetration 
capability can be clearly assured. This will constitute a large 
change from the situation when there was concern about the 
threat to our nuclear deterrent’s high assurance o f capability to 
penetrate Soviet defenses. This concern rested not only on the 
possibility o f upgrade of Soviet SAM systems to give them an 
ABM capability, but also on the prospects of large-scale Soviet 
ABM deployments.

Under the Interim Agreement the U.S.S.R. is committed not to 
start any additional ICBM’s and is limited to a number of heavy 
missiles such as SS-9’s, well below levels which seemed likely 
several years ago.

In addition, there was concern about the growth of the 
aggregate number o f Soviet strategic launchers, both land and sea 
based. That growth will be stopped under the Interim Agreement.

In the ABM Treaty, the Soviet Union has taken a landmark 
commitment not to interfere with our national technical means of 
verification. Compare this with the earlier concern that our 
national capabilities to keep informed about Soviet deployments 
might, by adversary action, be rendered ineffective.

And, Mr. Chairman, these past concerns have been met without 
any restrictions being placed on ongoing or planned strategic 
offensive programs o f the United States.

I believe these agreements are clearly in the interest of the 
United States. Meeting some o f the major strategic concerns that 
exist in this country is an achievement of great significance. Of 
course, not all U.S. concerns about the future have been met. I can 
assure the members o f this committee that it is clear from the 
negotiations that not every Soviet concern has been met. That is a 
principal reason why the Interim Agreement is temporary. While 
we negotiate a comprehensive offensive limitation agreement, we 
are, however, better off with the Interim Agreement in force.

U.S. Forces will remain sufficient to protect our, and our allies’, 
security interests. We remain free to pursue sound modernization 
programs, and we should do so. The limitations on U.S.S.R.
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offensive systems in conjunction with the significant new factor in 
the strategic situation that will result from the very low limits on 
ABM’s for both sides, thus assuring the effectiveness of our 
deterrent forces—will clearly enhance the security o f the United 
States and the stability of the strategic balance.

Since the Moscow signing, we have briefed our allies on these 
agreements, as we briefed them at all stages of the SALT 
negotiations. These agreements have met with their full approval.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, I would say with these two 
agreements in force, strategic stability will be increased, our 
deterrent will be assured, the threat of nuclear war will be 
reduced. American-Soviet relations should be improved, the 
prospects for future arms accords will be increased and the 
prospects o f a peaceful future for all nations will be enhanced.

Thank you.

Statement by the Director of the Bureau of International 
Scientific and Technological Affairs of the Department of State 
(Pollack) to the Subcommittee on Oceans and International 
Environment of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee: 
Weather Modification, July 26, 1972*

My presentation this morning will first recount the interest and 
actions of the Department of State in recent years regarding policy 
on weather modification, a topic central to the resolution which is 
the subject of this hearing. Against that background I will then 
comment on the broader scope of the resolution.^

STATE DEPARTMENT APPROACH TO NEW TECHNOLOGIES

The State Department follows closely the development o f all 
new technologies which appear to have the potential of impacting 
on the international affairs of the United States.

Quite frequently, when a new branch of technology is in its 
early developmental phase, it is not possible to define with any 
precision its future impact, much less to be sure whether its 
impact will be primarily beneficial or primarily harmful. At early 
stages of development, the facts necessary to make such a 
judgment are simply not at hand. Under the circumstances, the 
formulation of general policy is premature and we establish a 
“watching brief.” When the development o f the technology 
reaches an appropriate stage, the Secretary’s attention is drawn to

^Prohibiting Military Weather Modification: Hearings Before the Subcommittee on 
Oceans and International Environment o f the Committee on Foreign Relations, United 
States Senate, Ninety-second Congress, Second Session, on S. Res, 281, Expressing the 
Sense o f the Senate That the U.S. Government Should Seek the Agreement o f Other 
Governments to a Proposed Treaty Prohibiting the Use o f Any Environmental or 
Geophysical Modification Activity as a Weapon o f War, or the Carrying Out o f Any 
Research or Experimentation With Respect Thereto, pp. 17-20.

^Ante, pp. 89-92.
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it and the analysis and formulation of policy gets seriously 
underway.

The State Department approach to weather modification has 
followed essentially that pattern. Parenthetically, I might say that 
the art—if I may call it that—of climate, earthquake or ocean 
modification is not yet at a point where even a “watching brief,” 
as we use the term, is in order. These are areas of great paucity of 
scientific data and understanding.

DEVELOPMENTS CAUSING ESTABLISHMENT OF WATCHING BRIEF

Returning now to weather modification, as you know experi
ments on the modification of clouds throu^ seeding with various 
agents started shortly after the end of the Second World War and 
by the early 1960’s it seemed likely that this technology, when 
further developed and when more answers were known, might 
some day produce vast benefits through enhancing rainfall and 
might also pose new tasks in international relations. At about the 
same time, the first efforts to moderate the intensity of hurricanes 
through seeding were initiated. It was these developments, nearly
10 years ago, that caused the State Department to establish its 
watching brief on weather modification; and responsibility for 
maintaining this brief was assigned to the Bureau which I head.

DEVELOPMENTS IN 1968 TO 1970 PERIOD

In the period 1968 to 1970 several developments occurred 
which made it clear that weather modification was progressing 
beyond the early experimental phase and was approaching the 
stage where at least a few types of human intervention in weather 
processes might well be approaching operational status. Among 
these developments I will mention three in particular:

The studies o f the Department of Interior showed that proper 
seeding of winter clouds might enhance the snow-pack in the 
Colorado River Valley by perhaps 20 or 30 percent. Such an 
achievement would enhance the fresh water available in the whole 
river valley during the spring and summer months.

The experiments o f Dr. Joanne Simpson and her associates at 
the NOAA (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration) 
laboratory in Miami produced manifold increases in the rainfall 
from isolated tropical cumulus clouds.

The experiments known as “Project Stormfury” aimed at 
moderation of violent hurricanes appear to have produced their 
first substantially positive results in a series of experiments on 
Hurricane Debbie of 1969.

REPLACEMENT OF WATCHING BRIEF BY MORE ACTIVE STUDY

This combination o f events provided us with some of the 
information needed for the development of policy to control or 
facilitate the impact of this new technology. I have at hand the 
memorandum which I sent to Secretary Rogers on November 16, 
1970, informing him that the time had come for the watching
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brief on weather modification to be replaced by a more active 
study o f the implications for our foreign policy. It reported that:

. . .U.S. scientists who have heretofore been very cautious and guarded in their 
assessment of progress in this field are now showing visible signs of excitement at recent 
events. This is especially so with regard to the highly successful seeding of cumulus 
clouds in tropical areas for the purpose of increasing rainfall. Equally a source of 
excitement is the mounting evidence that the force of hurricanes and typhoons can be 
lessened by seeding techniques.

Clouds and storms are unconscious of sovereignty. International law on weather 
modification is practically nonexistent. The problems that operational weather modifica
tion technology will pose to this Department and the foreign offices of the world are 
therefore self-evident.

Steps are underway to set up intra-Department and interagency committees to 
develop plans and policies for the international reception of this new technology.

Shortly thereafter, in a statement to the House Committee on 
Science and Astronautics, Secretary Rogers made particular 
mention of weather modification as a potential boon in assisting 
the economic problems of the developing nations. He also pointed 
to the need to consider international arrangements to deal with 
the applications of this new phenomenon. I was pleased to note, 
Mr. Chairman, that you quoted this section of Secretary Rogers’ 
statement in your speech on the Senate floor last March 17.

CONCLUSIONS OF INTERAGENCY STUDY

The interagency study to which I referred in my memorandum 
to the Secretary got underway in the spring of 1971. The study 
which was completed earlier tWs year came to certain conclusions 
regarding civilian aspects o f weather modification.

The objective o f our programs is to advance civilian weather 
modification research and development efforts and to apply this 
technology for human benefit. To this end, we will further 
international cooperation and understanding in this rapidly de
veloping field and conduct our programs with maximum openness 
and within the framework of clear safeguards designed to protect 
the interests o f the United States and of other countries. With 
regard to assisting other countries, we will consider each request 
on the basis o f its own merits. We will not, in any case, encourage 
activities involving a high risk of damage or where the effects 
cannot be foreseen with reasonable assurance.

Although the science of weather modification is still experi
mental and at an early stage in its development, the U.S. 
Government will maintain continuing review of the international 
aspects of weather modification generally.

The Department of State, with appropriate interagency support, 
is instituting and overseeing implementation of appropriate guide
lines for U.S. activities, will review any requests from other 
countries for assistance in weather modification activity, and will 
report on policy issues as the need develops.

As was indicated in Mr. Abshire’s letter of May 15, 1972, to 
Senator Fulbright,^ the study came to no conclusions with respect

 ̂Ante, pp. 196-197.
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to international agreements on military aspects of weather 
modification.

CLIMATE MODIFICATION

With respect to climate modification, we shall continue research 
in this area in the hope that there may be a potential for human 
benefit. However, no climate modification experiment will be 
conducted until we can predict its total impact with great 
assurance and, of course, no such activity would be conducted 
without thorough consultations among interested agencies and 
approval at the highest levels o f Government. I might observe that 
it goes without saying that the administration would not use 
techniques for climate modification for hostile purposes even 
should they come to be developed.

NOT ADOPTING SENATE RESOLUTION 28 r  RECOMMENDED

In summary, with respect to Senate Resolution 281 and simply 
stated, we believe that there is at present too much uncertainty 
about essential facts and that the factual basis itself is insufficient 
to make possible any fundamental decisions on whether a treaty 
dealing with military aspects is feasible and desirable. For 
example, how could we verify suspected violations or monitor 
compliance by other signatories of an international agreement 
proWbiting the use o f weather modification,'much less climate, 
earthquake, or ocean modification about which we know next to 
nothing? Furthermore, how could we distinguish between weather 
modification research and development which is directed toward 
military application and that which is to be used for purely civilian 
purposes, since the techniques involved may be the same?

Relevant questions such as these will have to be answered, 
through further study and research, before it is possible to 
formulate a solid basis for decisions on issues such as are raised by 
Senate Resolution 281.^

It is therefore our conclusion that actions such as those 
recommended in Senate Resolution 281 are premature. Ac
cordingly, the Department of State recommends that this resolu
tion not be adopted.

Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Farley to the Subcommittee 
on Oceans and International Environment of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee; Weather Modification, July 26, 1972*

Mr. Pollack has described for you our poUcy on certain 
international aspects of weather modification, and identified other

'Ante, pp. 89-92.
 ̂Prohibiting Military Weather Modification: Hearings, pp. 29-30.
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areas where study is still required.^ In support of his statement, I 
will address briefly the area of arms control.

In holding these hearings on Senate Resolution 281,^ you are 
seeking to focus attention on a potential preventive arms control 
measure. My agency is of course mindful, Mr. Chairman, o f the 
similar role you played in connection with another arms control 
measure—the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of 
Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons o f Mass Destruction on the 
Seabed and the Ocean Floor and on the Subsoil Thereof.^ We 
agree that the possibilities of arms control in this new field deserve 
the most careful study and consideration, along with other 
international aspects of civilian environmental modification 
activities.

As Mr. Pollack has indicated, this administration has already 
begun this process. My agency participated in the preliminary 
study of the international aspects o f weather modification 
activities, done by the NSC Under Secretary’s Group, and will 
participate in the continuing review. I want to assure this 
committee that, while this is a relatively new subject, we in ACDA 
are very conscious o f our responsibility to see that in this process 
relevant arms control aspects are fully considered.

However, given the need for further understanding of these 
subjects, we are not prepared to endorse a resolution to the effect 
that we should seek the agreement o f other governments to a 
specific treaty, or to take positions on the substance of the matter.

I noted, in the speech with which you introduced the resolution 
to the Senate, that one o f your objectives was to generate 
discussion of the subject. In this spirit, I want to make one general 
observation.

Your draft treaty applies not only to experimentation or use of 
any environmental or geophysical modification activity “as a 
weapon of war,” but also to research. Does this take sufficient 
account o f the nearly identical nature of the techniques involved 
in civilian and military applications o f these activities? It may be 
impossible to distinguish between research and perhaps testing on 
such applications as cloud seeding, for military or civilian 
purposes. How would it be possible to avoid the consequences of 
hampering research on what might be highly desirable civilian 
apphcations? If these problems were avoided by restricting your 
proposal to a limitation on the use o f such activities, this would 
leave the question, referred to by Mr. Pollack, of whether and how 
we could satisfy ourselves as to compliance with any such 
agreement.

Let me conclude, Mr. Chairman, by thanking you for bringing 
your proposal to public attention. We will examine carefully the 
testimony and discussion during these hearings to be sure we are 
taking into account all relevant information and points of view.

 ̂Supra,
^Afite, pp. 89-92.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 7-11.
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Statement by the Assistant General Counsel for International 
Affairs of the Department of Defense (Forman) to the 
Subcommittee on Oceans and International Environment of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee: Weather Modification, 
July 26, 1972»

Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee: Along with 
such other Government agencies as the Department of Agriculture, 
Commerce, Interior, Housing and Urban Development, Trans
portation, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, 
and the National Science Foundation, the Department of Defense 
conducts research and development programs pertaining to the 
general subject matter of this hearing under the aegis of the 
Interdepartmental Committee for Atmospheric Sciences (ICAS) of 
the Federal Council for Science and Technology.

In relative dollar terms, the research and development effort of 
the Department of Defense in this area is approximately .05 
percent of the Department’s total research and development 
budget. Comparing our relative level of effort in dollars with that 
of the other Government agencies involved, the Department o f  
Defense ranks fourth. The major portion of the national weather 
modification research and development progr^s is conducted by 
the Departments o f Commerce and Interior, together with the 
National Science Foundation.

The Department of Defense has no unique weather modifica
tion techniques. Its research and development projects relating to 
environmental and geophysical modification activities are 
conducted on an unclassified basis. The results of the research and 
development are available to the public through the National 
Technical Information Service of the Department o f Commerce.

MAJOR DEFENSE INTERESTS

Research by the Department of Defense in this area is 
conducted because of two major defense interests. The first of 
these' is the protection of personnel and resources against weather 
hazards and thus the improvement of our operational capabilities. 
Research programs to meet this objective include investigations of 
techniques to dissipate warm fog and cold fog and the seeding of 
cumulus clouds to inhibit or enhance their growth. The President’s 
budget for fiscal year 1973 proposes $1,429,000 for this area of 
research by DOD. The second major interest is guarding against 
technological surprise by increasing our understanding of the 
capabilities any potential enemy'mi^t possess in this area. To this 
end the President’s budget for fiscal year 1973 proposes 
$3,090,000 for exploratory development by DOD, designed to 
develop a capabiUty to predict climatic change due to natural 
phenomena or inadvertent or deliberate human actions. This

 ̂Prohibiting Military Weather Modification: Hearings, pp. 33-35.
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research depends heavily on computer simulation; it is a threat 
exploration program to determine whether there is a threat, where 
it is, and of what it might consist.

CONDUCT OF DOD RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Department of Defense research and development is conducted 
both in the laboratory (DOD, academic, and industrial) and in the 
field. As indicated in the report of the Inter-departmental 
Committee for Atmospheric Sciences, the field efforts are usually 
joint efforts with other government agencies. One of the best 
known of these efforts has been the one conducted with the 
Department of Commerce (NOAA), known as Project Stormfury, 
which has investigated the possibilities o f ameliorating the severity 
of damage caused by hurricaneis and typhoons.

WEATHER MODIFICATION OPERATIONS

The Department o f Defense also conducts some weather 
modification operations. We have not, as Secretary Laird has 
previously stated to the parent committee of this subcommittee, 
ever engaged in weather modification activities over North 
Vietnam. The Department of Defense has conducted cold fog 
modification at air bases in Alaska, the United States and 
Germany, where there is significant occurrence of the cold fog 
phenomena. It has participated in rain enhancement projects in 
Texas, India, the Philippines, and Okinawa. As announced to the 
press on July 21 by the Department of State, the Department of 
Defense is currently undertaking a rain enhancement project in the 
Azores at the request o f the Government o f Portugal, which was 
made through diplomatic channels, in an effort to relieve severe 
drought conditions. Reports thus far received indicate favorable 
but not yet definitive results. As Mr. Pollack has indicated to the 
committee, all such requests for assistance are subject to thorough 
interdepartmental review in Washington. This review includes an 
evaluation of the probable effects.

INADEQUACY OF KNOWLEDGE CONCERNING ATMOSPHERIC
SCIENCES

Notwithstanding the fact that studies in this area have been 
conducted now for some 25 years by the Federal, academic, and 
industrial communities, there remains a great deal that the 
Department of Defense does not know about the atmospheric 
sciences. As indicated in the June 1971 ICAS report on weather 
modification, there are a number of technical problems on which 
further research and development is required. According to 
Department of Defense researchers, our knowledge of other areas 
of envirormiental and geophysical modification is even more 
inadequate.
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HOLDING ACTION ON S. RES. 281 IN ABEYANCE RECOMMENDED

In light o f our present state of knowledge, the Department of 
Defense believes that it does not yet have sufficient knowledge to 
make an informed judgment as to whether a treaty along the lines 
of Senate Resolution 281^ would be in the national interest. 
Similarly, this Department is not able intelligently to draft such a 
treaty if  a treaty were, in fact, in the nationsd interest. And, 
finally, the Department does not possess at this time the requisite 
scientific knowledge and techniques to be able to verify 
compliance with such a treaty.

In the circumstances, the .Department o f Defense is not in a 
position to comment on the substance of Senate Resolution 281. 
It accordingly recommends that committee action on the resolu
tion at this time be held in abeyance.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Myrdal) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Comprehensive 
Test Ban, July 27, 1972‘

Already in my first intervention during this renewed session I 
took the opportunity to state that the Swedish Government has 
regarded the conclusion of the Moscow pact on nuclear missiles, 
which resulted from the bilateral SALT negotiations, as a very 
encouraging event. It should not only promote a relaxation of 
political tensions. It should also serve to preclude further wasteful 
acquisition of vast armament supplies in the fields comprised by 
the various agreements. Such a gratifying curtailment of a 
dangerous trend is of course most definitively achieved in regard 
to the anti-ballistic missile (ABM) system, on which the agreement 
is embedded in treaty form.^ However, it is also of a promising 
character in relation to the numerical freeze on offensive strategic 
missiles.^

Logically, the next step to follow the limitation of the defensive 
super systems of ABM ought to be a freeze on the qualitative 
development o f offensive weapons. A cessation of nuclear 
weapons tests then becomes of imminent urgency. We should 
therefore have the right to hope that the renewed series of SALT 
negotiations will start with this measure, which is o f such crucial 
importance. Then we can believe that the arms limitations 
agreements will mean a definite halt of the nuclear arms race.

So far, the course of events has not seemed to be near attaining 
a fuU-stop to the arms race. Alarms are being raised among 
commentators, in political as well as military quarters, that the

PP- 89-92.
‘CCD/PV.572, pp. (S-13, and Coir. 1, Feb. 22,1973. 
^Ante, pp. 197-201.
^Ante, pp. 202-204.
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Moscow agreements o f this spring have left the doors open for 
developments of greater potential danger than the ones they have 
so far succeeded in curbing. First, the Moscow agreements did not 
concern themselves with the nvimber of nuclear warheads as such. 
Secondly, they did not bar modernization of missiles, nor such 
qualitative “improvements” as replacing the present generation of 
long-range bombers or nuclear-armed submarines by future 
armadas with even more assured kill-efficiency. The new methods 
of using Laser and TV-guidance for conventional precision 
bombing, reported to be used in Indo-China, might presumably 
also be applied to nuclear bombing. Thus what may well Ue ahead 
is still another turn in the spiral o f qualitative escalation of nuclear 
weapons systems.

Most imminent o f the developments which will destabilize the 
strategic arms balance and open yet another phase o f the arms 
race, thus threatening the security of all o f us, is o f course the 
multiplication of warheads for each missile through multiple 
re-entry vehicles (MRV) and multiple independent re-entry vehi
cles (MIRV). It is here that our multilateral negotiations become 
directly concerned. In order to put up a bar against such develop
ments the technical measure most indicated is none other than 
“the comprehensive test ban (CTB), which we in this Committee 
have studied—and delayed—for so long” , to again use the same 
words as in my last statement.

Against this background it is disconcerting to find that the two 
super-Powers have not expressed, in the extensive documents 
published on the Moscow agreements, any intention to start 
negotiations on a comprehensive test ban, which would seal off 
the possibility of pursuing nuclear tests underground. Such tests 
are, in the circumstances of today, truly ominous. They have 
helped to produce MIRV. They are now believed to be essential 
for the development of warheads for those ever more sophisticated 
nuclear-weapon systems the planning of which is still uninhibited.

Or is it f êasible to develop nuclear warheads for the Trident 
submarine or the B-1 bomber without further testing? I put this 
question to the delegation of the United States. If the answer is 
that tests must be made, then we must also press for an answer on 
a next question, central to our Committee: How many years will a 
CTB be virtually blocked by decisions to go ahead with such 
projects?

I will phrase a question with a similar bearing to the Soviet 
Union delegation somewhat differently, given the different basis 
of information available. What are the requirements behind the 
intense testing activity observed lately? For the last eighteen 
months we have our own observations or official announcements 
about at least 50 nuclear explosion tests—3 by China, 5 by France, 
16 by the United States and not less than 26 by the Soviet Union. 
What weapon systems are they concerned with? And what is the 
time perspective for ending these activities?



MYRDAL STATEMENT, JULY 27 537

The answers to these questions will tell whether I was right 
when I surmised in my statement o f 14 March that we might be 
forced to interpret the unwillingness of the major testing Powers 
to negotiate a CTB as an unwillingness to stop testing.'*

In the situation after SALT I it becomes more strongly than 
ever incumbent on the members o f  this Committee to take up the 
seemingly abandoned issue of the test ban and produce, urgently, 
an agreement to prohibit further testing of nuclear weapons, in all 
environments.

The implications of an unabated arms race are of concern not 
only to the super-Powers. The statement o f the Secretary-General 
when he addressed this Committee on 29 February this year 
reminded us of what is at stake.

A comprehenave test ban treaty would strengthen the Treaty on the Non-Prolifera
tion of Nuclear Weapons,® which remains the foremost achievement thus far of the 
disarmament negotiations. It wjould be a major step towards halting what has been called 
“vertical proliferation”, that is, the further sophistication and deployment of nuclear 
weapons, and would also strengthen the resolve of potential nuclear^weapon States not 
to acquire nuclear weapons and thereby help to prevent the “horizontal proliferation” of 
such weapons. On the other hand, if nuclear-weapon tests by the nuclear Powers 
continue, the future credibility and perhaps even the viability of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty achieved after such painstaking effort may be jeopardized. I need not describe the 
greatly increased dangers that would confront the world in such event.®

Mr. Waldheim’s words are even more relevant today than five 
months ago.

Only two days ago the representative of Canada, Mr. Ignatieff, 
reminded us o f previous commitments and obligations to dis
continue nuclear test explosions and to iimit the nuclear arms 
race, commitments made in the Moscow test-ban Treaty of 1963’ 
and in the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) of 1968. He also 
quoted last year’s resolution 2828C, in which the General 
Assembly gave top priority in our Committee to this issue of 
nuclear testing.®

As Mr. Ignatieff pointed out, numerous proposals have been 
advanced in this Committee over the years in order to stimulate 
action. For instance, today exactly a year ago I presented some 
new ideas for a possible treaty text, and shortly afterwards the 
Swedish delegation tabled a revised edition of its working paper 
from 1969, containing “suggestions as to possible provisions of a 
treaty banning underground nuclear weapon tests”.® The reason 
why we submitted a treaty draft was our hope that it would incite 
more specific negotiations in the Committee. The salient feature 
of the Swedish draft is that it provides a firm decision, in one 
stroke,® on a comprehensive ban but at the same time allows for

‘'CCD/PV.549, p. 9.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
«CCD/PV.545,pp.9-10.
’’Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 
'‘Ibid., 1971, pp. 895-897.
^IbU, pp. 441449,540-543.
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gradual implementation. In order to achieve this, the detailed 
provisions, as well as later deadlines for certain acts related to the 
implementation and verification of the prohibition, would be laid 
down in three separate protocols annexed to the treaty.

One important question to be dealt with in such a protocol 
concerns the future possibilities for licensing peaceful nuclear 
explosions. In order to facilitate such peaceful uses, some 
economically-advantageous cratering explosions—which are now in 
effect prohibited—could conceivably then be licensed. A condition 
would of course be that safety, security and non-discrimination 
were guaranteed. This [I have?] just said in order to point out 
one, although minor, of the positive aspects o f a comprehensive 
test ban.

Some delegations would at this stage want to remind me that a 
CTB also has some drawbacks. They will raise the question of 
verification. I have repeatedly intimated that at the present stage 
of accumulated knowledge this issue is a red herring to distract us 
from the decisive factor, which is the lack of political will, reason 
and courage.

To look at what is agreed to be the main instrument for remote 
control, seismological monitoring has advanced so far that one can 
correctly identify a sufficiently large proportion of explosions so 
as to obtain an effective deterrence against attempts at clandestine 
testing. No objections on verification grounds can thus be raised 
against banning the type of tests which now constitutes the large 
majority. To monitor weak explosions more satisfactorily—which 
also should be included in the ban—some investments for 
improvement o f observational facilities would be needed, but they 
are not large in relation to the issue. The few false alarms caused 
by earthquakes that would still occur would then be handled by 
the challenge procedure incorporated in our treaty proposal. And 
they certainly represent an insignificant risk in comparison with 
continued testing over the whole range.

But we should, of course, continue to improve monitoring 
facilities. We have dealt with this topic thoroughly before in great 
detail in my statement of 27 July last year. By way of further 
progress reports I want today to introduce some working papers. 
The first contains a list of Swedish research pubUcations related to 
the monitoring of nuclear explosions (CCD/379).* ° It is a 
companion paper to the recently-tabled working paper with a list 
of Canadian publications in this field (CCD/378).*® Among the 
items listed in the Swedish paper are three so-called event reports, 
which we have taken the liberty to circulate informally today. 
These are intended to be a contribution from our Hagfors 
Observatory to the international exchange of seismological data. 
The reports are highly technical, presenting available seismic 
records and other data in some detail for selected events among 
the earthquakes and the nuclear explosions. They are given in a

 ̂°Not printed here.
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standardized format and, which may be of some interest, the text 
and the diagrams are composed and printed almost entirely by a 
computer.

Another paper, also today informally circulated, entitled 
“Identification o f underground nuclear explosions and earth
quakes” , summarizes the research that served as a background to 
my detailed intervention here on 27 July last year about the 
verification issue. The report contains references to some pertinent 
Swedish research reports which were not published until after last 
summer’s informal meeting with seismological experts. The sum
mary report also contains a discussion of related work in other 
countries.

The Swedish investigations have produced precise, if simplified, 
decision theoretical models of the identification and control in a 
test-ban treaty, and also methods to assess the capabilities in this 
field. Their application to available data shows, as also summarized 
in the report, the large capabilities presently available.

It remains, however, to evaluate fully the large seismometric 
array stations in Montana, in Alaska and in Norway. At our 
seismological experts’ meeting last year we understood that such 
evaluations would be made by the United States. We are in 
particular looking forward to the evaluation of the very large and 
well equipped NORSAR station in Norway, which we understand 
is under way, in regard to its detection sensitivity and its 
discrimination sharpness.

A second working paper which I have the honour to introduce 
formally is the Canadian-Swedish working paper CCD/380, 
distributed today. * ’ It describes an experiment in direct inter
national co-operation which was, I think, fairly successful.

The sometimes very efficient method of identification by body 
and surface wave magnitudes has, as you know, been demon
strated down to 5 kt and less. Its practical applicability depends, 
however, on having enough of some rather sensitive equipment in 
the right places. In view of this difficulty it appeared advisable to 
our scientists and also to their Canadian counterparts to develop 
further the method of identification by means of the rather easily 
recorded short-period body waves. The scientists eventually 
entered into direct co-operation and investigated what can be 
achieved by such short-period discriminants when data from the 
Yellowknife array in Canada and the Hagfors array in Sweden are 
used jointly. They also combined methods of analysis employed in 
the two scientific institutes.

The results described in the working paper show that the joint 
use o f the Yellowknife and Hagfors data on Eurasian events 
significantly increased the probability for correct identification of 
explosions. At the false-alarm rate o f one in one hundred 
earthquakes, the probability for correct identification of 
explosions was estimated to be somewhat higher than 95 per cent.

‘  ̂Infra.
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This is a considerable improvement over the 75 per cent estimated 
when only Hagfors data are used. The sharpness of this two-station 
short-period discriminant appears indeed to be as good as that of 
the widely-accepted method of discrimination by body and 
surface-wave magnitudes.

The Canadian-Swedish co-operation leading to this result is 
therefore not only a source of satisfaction to us but also an 
example of how close international co-operation can further the 
complete test-ban case.

We have stated repeatedly that the regional differences in 
short-period discrimination are important. This is confirmed in a 
recent scientific paper where Japanese scientists describe dis
crimination by certain short-period data routinely recorded for 
such purposes in Japan. The discrimination obtained by this 
method is very sharp indeed for events in some regions in Eurasia 
but appears to be less so for some events in some other regions. 
This again points to the importance of the joint use of data from 
widely-separated stations.

We therefore welcomed a recent invitation by the Japanese 
Government to Swedish and Canadian experts to co-operate 
closely with Japanese identification experts and to use Japanese 
data jointly with Canadian and Swedish data in research in the 
field of identification of explosions and earthquakes. The 
representative of Japan, Mr. Nisibori, last week tabled a working 
paper outlining an agreement on such tripartite co-operation 
reached in a recent meeting in Japan of Japanese, Canadian and 
Swedish experts. The Swedish Government is grateful to the 
Government of Japan for this initiative.

All the endeavours made to improve verification capabilities, 
some of which have just been mentioned, would greatly benefit 
from some specific co-operation from the testing Powers. In 
particular I want to direct some questions to the United States 
delegation. On 23 July last year a representative o f the United 
States Government stated at a Congressional hearing (Dr. Walske 
before Senator Muskie’s Sub-Committee on Arms Control, Inter
national Law and Organization) that the United States expects to 
encounter three unidentified events in the Soviet Union at 
magnitudes above 4.5, and 25 such events at magnitudes above 
4.*  ̂ These numbers were offered as an explanation of the United 
States attitude on CTB verification, that “some on-site inspection” 
is required. We and, I think, also other delegations here would 
appreciate learning from the United States delegation about the 
technical details behind these numbers, how they were defined, 
which events they were related to, what observations were

' ^Ante, pp. 484-485.
* ^Prospects for Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty: Hearings Before the 

Subcommittee on Arms Control, International Law and Organization o f the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-second Congress, First Session, on 
Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, pp. 118-119.
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employed. Such information would do much to focus properly the 
scientific investigations by other States to help us understand the 
United States objections correctly.

This question widens to become one of greater political 
significance. It corresponds to the sixth and last in my catalogue 
of questions on 4 May last year, questions as yet unanswered by 
the testing Powers. I then asked them to state their present 
positions as to on-site inspection obligatory on the one hand and 
by challenge or by invitation on the other. In the records from the 
just-mentioned very interesting hearings the phrase is used: “a 
comprehensive test ban treaty with adequate safeguards”.*  ̂ Now, 
we must ask, what exactly is “adequate”, in technical terms?

I have, according to tradition, dwelt on the seismological means 
for verifying a comprehensive test ban. We all know, however, that 
other means also exist, assisting in building up “adequate 
safeguards” , and that particularly the major testing Powers have 
access to observations from satellites, which are becoming 
increasingly more informative. The time seems to have come when 
we—who are all so concerned with a test ban and its verification— 
should be allowed to share this knowledge. I consequently urge 
the delegations of the United States and the Soviet Union to 
present a report to us with information as to the monitoring 
capabilities of satellites in respect to nuclear testing. Why not 
arrange a demonstration with pictures and some comments, for 
the benefit of bringing all members o f the Committee up to date 
on the true state of the art of verification.

In the beginning of my statement I said that, logically, 
negotiations on a test ban should constitute the very first step in a 
second series o f SALT. But logic evidently is a weak weapon when 
Powers are bargaining from a position of strength. However, the 
“moratorium” of five years which is provided for by the interim 
Moscow agreement on strategic offensive arms could at least be 
coupled with a corresponding moratorium on nuclear-weapon 
testing. The representative of Canada in his statement two days 
ago specifically referred to a moratorium solution. I could support 
it as a kind of second-best, but I want also to point out that 
concluding a comprehensive treaty according to the Swedish draft, 
which provides a review conference after five years and a 
withdrawal clause, would in reahty amount to very much the same 
thing, although one with a somewhat stronger claim on perpetua
tion.

All I have said today, and what so many o f my colleagues have 
said, attempts to bring the testing Powers to understand how 
earnest we are about this question of cessation of nuclear-weapons 
tests. The United Nations General Assembly has also (in resolution 
2828C (XXVI)) laid upon the nuclear-weapons States in the 
Committee the responsibility to make specific proposals for an

p. 102.
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underground test ban.*® We have the right to ask that such 
proposals should be forthcoming very soon, as an account of them 
has to be included in our report to the United Nations.

This concludes my statement. However, I should like to draw 
the attention o f the members of the Committee to a new working 
paper on the problems connected with veri^cation and control of 
a treaty on chemical weapons. On the request of the Government 
of Finland, the Special Representative of the Secretary-General 
has today distributed a paper “On definitions o f chemicd warfare 
agents and on technical possibilities for verification and control of 
C-weapons with particular regard to a Finnish project on creation 
on a national basis of a CW-control capacity for possible future 
international use”.* *

This document should be of great interest to members of our 
Committee. As is pointed out in it, all nations, whether members 
of the Committee or not, have a vital stake in promoting concrete 
progress in disarmament. I should like to express my appreciation 
to the Government of Finland for their very useful contribution, 
which is particularly welcome to us at a time when we are still 
evaluating the result of the expert meetings of 5 and 6  July.

Caiiadian-Swedish Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament: Experiment in International 
Cooperation—Short-Period Seismological Discrimination of 
Shallow Earthquakes and Underground Nuclear Explosions, 
July 27,1972*

1. Introduction

Working Paper CCD/327 of June 29, 1971, described the results 
obtained in an extensive case-study of seismological discrimination 
between a suite o f Eurasian shallow earthquakes and underground 
explosions using the surface wave magnitude (M^)—hod.y wave 
magnitude (mi,) technique. This study utilized the recordings from 
standard conventional seismographic stations in Europe and Asia 
in order to obtain detectable long-period surface wave signals from 
the smaller events in the data set. Further progress towards lower 
yield discrimination using this method now awaits scientific 
analysis and discussion of the results being obtained by the United 
States of America and Norway with their large aperture, long- 
period arrays (LASA, NORSAR and ALPA) and by the Very Long 
Period Experiment of the United States of America.

It therefore seemed useful to  re-examine the power of seismo
logical discriminants which depend only on short-period seismic

‘ ^Documents on Disannament, 1971, pp. 895-897.
“ CCD/381.

•CCD/380, July 27, 1972.
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observations. One discriminant initially suggested by the United 
Kingdom used the “complexity” in the P-wave or first body-wave 
arrival. In the mid-60s, it was believed that 90 per cent of all 
shallow earthquakes could be classed as such on the basis of 
complexity, leaving only 10  per cent of events unclassifiable. 
However, this early estimate was downgraded once underground 
nuclear explosions occurred in Novaya Zemlya. Some further 
Canadian studies based on 35 underground explosions and more 
than 700 world-wide earthquakes of unrestricted depth, using 
other parameters which define the characteristics of the P-signal 
development with time, indicated that 10 per cent of the 
earthquakes in the sample violated a criterion which had only a 50 
per cent chance o f identifying an underground nuclear explosion 
as such. On the basis of studies such as these, the discrimination 
power of “complexity” was widely questioned.

Parallel to this work, studies in the Union of Soviet SociaUst 
Republics, Japan, United States of America, Canada and Sweden 
were being made on the spectral content in the P-wave, attempting 
to utilize as a discriminant the fact that shallow earthquakes tend 
to have relatively more low frequency energy in the P-wave than 
do explosions of the same body-wave magnitude. However, the 
available statistics were too poorly defined to be of value in a 
rigorous discussion of the potential of the method.

In the United States of America, a modification of the spectral 
method called the spectral ratio method has been shown to have a 
high probability of correctly identifying both earthquakes and 
explosions using signals with adequate signal-to-noise ratio 
recorded on the LASA short-period array from certain Asian 
regions. Some Canadian studies suggested a further effective 
variant of the process and used a data sample going down to 
Yellowknife magnitude mjj 4.5 for earthquakes and 4.8 for 
explosions. It was found that for Eurasia events, about 80 per cent 
of the shallow earthquakes overlapped 2 0  per cent of the 
explosions using this criterion with the data from the Yellowknife 
short-period array suitably regionalized.

2. Recent Developments in Canada

The Mg.mi) study described in CCD/327 provided the oppor
tunity for a rigorous re-examination of independent short-period 
capabilities. Of the events described in CCD/327, a population of 
57 shallow earthquakes and 27 explosions was available in the 
digital tape library extracted from the Canadian Yellowknife 
short-period array (YKA) data.

An intensive study was made of a number of paranieters which 
define the characteristics in time of the P-wave signals, and a 
parallel study was made of the frequency content of these events 
using a number of different frequency ranges. Discrimination 
parameters were chosen for investigation that could later, in 
principle, be utilized in a real-time data system in an automatic 
mode, and personal bias was also eliminated. The results o f this
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study have been published in a scientific journal: it was found that 
a combination o f the information obtained in the time and 
frequency domains separated this data set into two distinct 
populations of earthquakes and explosions. Thus the combination 
of frequency and time characteristics provided a much more 
effective discriminant than any based on time- or frequency- 
information alone. It might be noted that those Ural explosions 
described in CCD/327 which gave the greatest difficulty with the 
Mg.mjj method were clearly identified with the short-period 
technique.

The results o f this bivariate case-study were sufficiently 
encouraging that the data base was extended to include a total of 
92 shallow earthquakes and 56 imderground nuclear explosions. It 
was then found that a small overlap occurred for the higher yield 
explosions of the data set but otherwise the populations remained 
distinct down to the lower limits of available data. This study is 
described in a journal article which is in press at this time.

3. Swedish Studies o f  Short-Period Seismological Discrimination

Somewhat similar studies were undertaken in Sweden using 
short-period data recorded at the Hagfors Observatory (HFS) with 
event populations comprised of 32 Eurasian explosions and 177 
earthquakes. Although in detail some parameter definitions were 
slightly different, a result similar' to the Canadian one was 
obtained in that a combined use of the time and frequency 
information enhanced the discrimination. As with the YKA data, 
it was found that earthquakes having depths greater than about 
1 0 0  km tended to appear explosion-like using these parameters. 
Furthermore, the Swedish work indicated that the time and 
frequency discriminants differed considerably when examined on 
a regiond basis, but were not observed to differ greatly between 
the large-scale tectonic belts.

The Swedish study also used multivariate statistical analysis 
with discriminants defined from detailed information in the time 
and frequency domains. These results were inter-compared using 
identification curves. Such curves are essentially graphs of the false 
alarm probability versus the identification probability, where the 
false alarm probability is defined as that of mistaking an 
earthquake for an explosion, and the identification probability is 
defined as that of correctly classifying an explosion as such.

In this way the multivariate discriminants appeared to be more 
efficient than discriminants obtained using simpler concepts in the 
time and frequency domains. In addition, classification experi
ments with the total event population were conducted with the 
multivariate discriminants. A 90 per cent identification probability 
corresponded to a false alarm probability o f about 3 per cent. 
Most of the false alarms were produced by deep earthquakes in 
this HFS data set. This study is described in a journal article in 
press at the present time.

4. Combined Canadian-Swedish Study

To estabUsh more generally the applicability of short-period
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discriminants, using widely separated stations observing an 
extended region of Eurasia, Canadian and Swedisli scientists have 
been co-operating in a study of a data set common to YKA and 
HFS.

Seismic data available from the YKA tape library and also 
common to the data o f the HFS tape library for the period from 
June 1969 to March 1972 contained 135 shallow Eurasian 
earthquakes with an estimated depth less than or equal to 50 km, 
and with NOAA body-wave magnitudes (m^) between 4.1 and 5.9. 
In addition, 30 presumed Eurasian explosions with a body-wave 
magnitude between 4.6 and 5.8 were common to both 
libraries. These data covered a number of explosion sites in 
Eurasia, and earthquakes from a variety of Eurasian regions. The 
locations of YKA and HFS are such that the azimuths o f the 
propagation paths between an event and the two recording 
stations were quite different for most of the events.

Discrimination parameters involving both the time and 
frequency characteristics of the P-wave signal were combined in 
various multivariate modes. In order to compare the relative 
discrimination capabilities for YKA data alone, HFS data alone 
and the combination of YKA and HFS data, identification curves 
were calculated. The two-station case significantly improves the 
identification probability at a fixed false alarm probability. With 
this data set, an identification criterion was defined giving an 
identification probability of more than 95 per cent with a false 
alarm probability of 1 per cent. The power of this discriminant 
appears approximately equivalent to that of the widely accepted 
Mg:mij discriminant. These results have been submitted to a 
scientific journal for publication.

■5. Further Studies

The Canadian and Swedish scientists involved in this joint study 
intend to pursue the matter by making further studies on existing 
data sets, and by increasing the statistical significance of their 
results using more extensive data sets. It seems reasonable to 
assume that a very effective discriminant with a very low false 
alarm probability is potentially possible by this technique or some 
modification of it.

There are, however, two serious limitations. Firstly, although 
the method appears powerful where it can be used, it is premature 
to define the applicability of the method in the low magnitude 
range. However, it would appear that the method has a potentially 
high probability of application down to low yield hard rock 
explosions in Eurasia. Although the detection capability o f YKA 
and HFS and their regional variabiUty have been studied, 
systematic studies of the level of applicability of the short-period 
discriminant remain to be made.

Secondly, it must be realized that the method, although 
physically reasonable has not been given a theoretical basis 
generally applicable. Since complex effects near a source can 
probably never be treated adequately for all conceivable locations, 
it appears unlikely that a universally applicable theoretical basis
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for the technique can be devised. Accordingly, it therefore is 
extremely important to extend the data sets to obtain results from 
a variety o f locations in order to strengthen the statistical basis of 
the results obtained.

Similar studies of earthquakes and explosions in North America 
should be attempted with sensitive tape recording seismic observa
tories or medium-aperture arrays at a sufficient distance; the above 
results demonstrate capabilities only for Eurasian events.

Press Statement by Senator Jackson, August 7, 1972^

The amendment I am introducing today with bipartisan 
support^ is a simple declaration of the poUcy of the Congress with 
respect to the future strategic relationship between the United 
States and the Soviet Union. It does three things;

First, it recognizes that the failure of the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. 
to achieve a treaty limiting the threat to the survivability of U.S. 
strategic deterrent forces could jeopardize our supreme national 
interests. Surely, we would all agree that our supreme national 
interests would be jeopardized if the survivability of our strategic 
forces were threatened. The language in which this Congressional 
poUcy is stated in the resolution differs from the language used in 
an earlier draft to make the same point. Far from being 
controversial, this is a policy to which the Administration 
committed itself during the SALT talks and which the Congress is 
here asked to join in supporting.

Second, my amendment puts the Congress on record in 
opposition to a follow-on SALT agreement in which the United 
States is limited to levels of intercontinental strategic forces 
inferior to the level accorded to the Soviet Union. In insisting on 
equality in any treaty to emerge from SALT II, l am certain I am 
speaking for the good sense of the overwhelming majority o f the 
American people. We should support the principle o f equality on 
which the ABM treaty^ is based by applying it to offensive 
systems as well. We have, in the few brief years since the Kennedy 
Administration, gone from strategic superiority to parity to 
sufficiency (whatever that means) to interim sub-parity. We must 
not, and cannot accept strategic inferiority.

Moreover, in insisting that the limits to be negotiated in SALT
II are confined to intercontinental strategic forces, the Senate 
would be strongly supporting the proper refusal of the President 
and our negotiators to compromise the interests of our European 
allies by including forces dedicated to their defense in the 
calculation o f the overall U.S.-U.S.S.R. strategic balance.

‘ACDA files.
^Infra.
^Ante, pp. 197-201.
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Third, my amendment simply reaffirms the importance of 
research and development and force modernization leading to a 
prudent strategic posture.

I am confident that the Senate will give a solid vote of approval 
to this amendment expressing our determination to secure a stable 
future strategic relationship with the Soviet Union.

Many of my colleagues have argued for some time that the 
Senate ought to play a more significant role in the formulation of 
our foreign and defense policy. My amendment provides the 
Senate with an opportunity to join with the Administration as a 
full partner in the effort to broaden the understanding of as well 
as support for the interim agreement."*

Jackson Amendment to Senate Joint Resolution 241 on the 
Interim Strategic Offensive Arms Agreement, August 7, 1972^

Intended to be proposed by Mr. Jackson (for himself, Mr. Scott, 
Mr. Allott, Mr. Anderson, Mr. Bentsen, Mr. Buckley, Mr. 
Cannon, Mr. Chiles, Mr. Ervin, Mr. Inouye, Mr. Magnuson, Mr. 
Packwood, Mr. Stennis, Mr. Talmadge, Mr. Montoya, Mr. 
T6wer, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Harry F. Byrd, Jr., Mr. McGee, Mr. 
Gambrell, Mr. Cook, Mr. Fong, Mr. Thurmond, and Mr. 
Hollings) to S.J. Res. 241, a joint resolution authorization o f  
the President to approve an interim agreement between the 
United States and the Union o f Soviet Socialist Republics,^ viz:

On page 1, between lines 2 and 3, insert the following: “That the Government 
and the people of the United States ardently desire a stable international strategic 
balance 4at maintains peace and deters aggression. The Congress supports the stated 
policy of the United States that, were a more complete strategic offensive arms 
agreement not achieved within the five years of the interim agreement, and were the 
survivability of the strategic deterrent forces of the United States to be threatened as 
a result of such failure, this could jeopardize the supreme national interests of the 
United States; the Congress recognizes the difficulty of maintaining a stable strategic 
balance in a period of rapidly developing technology; the Congress recognizes fiie 
principle of United States-Soviet Union equality reflected in the antiballistic missile 
treaty, and urges and requests the President to seek a future treaty that, inter alia, 
would not limit the United States to levels of intercontinental strategic forces inferior 
to the limits provided for the Soviet Union; and the Congress considers that the 
success of these agreements and the attainment of more permanent and comprehen
sive agreements are dependent upon tiie maintenance of a vigorous research and 
development and modernization program leading to a prudent strategic posture.”

On page 1, line 3, strike out “That the” and insert in lieu 
thereof “SEC. 2. The”.

^Ante, pp. 202-204.
^S. amdt 1406 to S.J. Res. 241, 92d Cong., 2d sess. Res. 241 appears p. 289. 

The original Jackson amdt. was not put to a vote. It was replaced by the revised amdt. of 
Sept. 14, 1972 (post, pp. 652-653), which became with certain modifications sec. 3 of 
the it. res. of Sept 30,1972 (post, pp. 681-683.).

’̂Ante, pp. 202-204.
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Statement by the British Representative (Godber) to the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Weapons,
August 8, 1972^

My visit to Geneva earlier this year took place not long after the 
presentation of the Soviet and United States papers which have 
brought chemical weapons (CW) to the forefront of this Com
mittee’s discussions this year.^ Today I should like to look again 
at this subject in the light o f the discussions which have taken 
place in the past three months, to set out the views of the United 
Kingdom on the problem of chemical weapons, and to suggest 
how I think we might make progress in this field. And, after all, 
we have not made very much progress on it, although we have 
talked about it a good deal.

Speaking on 18 April, Mr. Hainworth drew attention to the fact 
that in effect this Committee had already made a decision about 
what it wished to achieve—that is a comprehensive ban on 
CW—and that the next stage would be for the
technical experts to diow us whether and how far our desires were capable of 
fulfilment^

The subsequent discussions seem to me to have been productive 
in that sense. AU delegations have shown willingness to con
centrate to the fullest extent of their available resources on 
achieving progress either by contributing scientific assessments or 
in exploring the legal, diplomatic and administrative problems 
involved in this subject. The very successful informal meetings on 
5 and 6 July, which took place in response to the wise urgings of 
the representatives of Italy and Sweden, were the highlight o f this 
stage.

As a result we now have a clearer idea of the sort o f ground 
which might be covered by an agreement on CW. We have also, I 
think, what may prove to be equally significant in the long run, 
namely an improved climate in the approach to this complex 
problem. Although we may none of us yet see a way forward which 
we can be confident will be acceptable to all members of this 
Committee, nevertheless few doubt that such a path must be 
found.

Our problem, quite simply, is how to make the best use of the 
work we have done this year and the progress we have achieved. 
This is not just a question of dressing up our deliberations in order 
to persuade the General Assembly that we have been diligent, 
although I am sure we would all wish to give this impression, nor is 
it an occasion for supporters of any particular approach to try to 
appeal to public opinion and argue that their own approach is the 
only sincere one and that all others are bogus. In this Committee 
we have leamt that all shades of opinion and each delegation can

•CCD/PV.575,pp. 6-12.
’ See ante, pp. 98-109,120-125.
^Ante, p. 149.
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contribute to the making of progress and that we do well to heed 
each other’s contributions. That at least is one element of progress 
over the last ten years.

I should like to indicate some of the directions in which I think 
we have made progress, and then go on to suggest ways in which 
we can proceed further. To take definitions first, it seems to me 
that within the Committee there is now sufficient understanding 
and knowledge of the problem to enable us to adopt suitable 
language to cover at least the super-toxic agents. It seems that we 
are agreed that a general purpose criteria definition, while 
indispensable at some point, is not in itself sufficient. There is thus 
the question of how to supplement it by technical definitions. For 
this purpose we shall require a little more help from the experts in 
order to frame the right language. We have already seen from the 
informal meetings that there are no essential differences between 
them I think too that there is general agreement that it would be 
desirable to keep the subject under continuous expert review so as 
to ensure that the prohibitions agreed were not subsequently 
evaded on technical grounds as the result of further and new 
developments.

Next there is the still very difficult problem of verification. We 
have, I believe, leamt much on this subject during the summer as a 
result of our exchanges of views and information. We all start from 
the position that a mixture of international and national verifica
tion methods is going to be essential. And we have examined the 
possibilities in quite some detail. We agree that no single method 
has emerged that would be clearly capable o f providing all States 
with reliable means of assurance that other States were observing 
bans on production or on stockpiling of CW. We have, however, 
discovered some possibilities that taken together might go some 
way towards providing a degree of assurance that certain aspects 
of the cycle from research to deployment might be detected. At 
the same time, the Committee may now be ready to accept that a 
complaints procedure, including one that separates the fact-finding 
phase from the taking of decisions about remedial action, is not 
verification, although of course it may constitute a partial 
deterrent. So too I think the Committee accepts that the 
reworking of nationally-provided information by an international 
body does not constitute direct international verification. In
creasingly, in my view, the Committee is coming to accept that, in 
order to have any chance of being reliable, any system of 
verification of the ending of production or o f stockpiling of CW 
would have to include a certain amount of on-site inspection. The 
Yugoslav working paper acknowledged this, although making the 
decision to carry out inspection subject to a Security Council 
decision.^ The representatives of Italy and the Netherlands have 
also made this point unambiguously clear. What we have not 
found so far is agreement that on-site inspection would be either

*Ante, pp. 485-488.
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physically practical or politically acceptable as a principal element 
in the verification provisions of a comprehensive agreement 
abolishing chemical weapons.

Now as to how we should proceed. Earlier in the year the 
Committee devoted time to consider an approach suggested by our 
Swedish colleague Mrs. Myrdal, when she stated that
We should organize the work [towards an eventual CW agreement] in stages to make it 
more manageable,

without necessarily embodying these stages in treaty form before 
the subsequent steps were finalized.® This approach seemed 
attractive, and my delegation suggested on a later occasion that
As a method of proceeding, there is obvious advantage in isolating the easier problems 
and completing work on them first. This is not necess^y the same as proposing a series 
of agreements or protocols. The Committee might, however, prefer to work by this 
method.®

Our suggestion here was that, as we completed stages, we might 
embody them in a concrete form so that they could come into 
force without further delay caused by problems whose solution 
was recognized to be difficult and for which there was no 
guarantee of early success.

Before pursuing this idea further, I should like to remind the 
Committee of a point which I know has been made before. It is 
that, in examining possible measures of arms control in the CW 
field, we must establish a proper proportion between the intended 
scope of an agreement and the means available of satisfying the 
parties that its provisions will be fully respected. There are two 
ways of applying this criterion; it is possible to establish the 
desired goal and then to seek measures of verification adequate to 
ensure its fulfilment. Or, alternatively, we can identify the 
possibilities for verification which are available and then propose 
appropriate arms-cohtrol measures to suit them.

It is necessary here to bear in mind that there are considerable 
differences between States as to what they see as an adequate 
proportion between scope and verification. We are looking for a 
regime which will suit the requirements of the majority of the 
world’s States, indeed I hope of all States. We must therefore 
consider how the interests of the various States differ.

States which feel themselves in any way threatened by the 
highly-toxic chemical weapons available today will need very firm 
assurances that a potential adversary has really discarded such 
weapons. On this subject we have as I said, learnt a great deal as a 
result of the exchange of views and information during the 
summer. While there could perhaps be inspection of specific and 
declared activities such as the destruction of stockpiles, we are 
little further forward in being able to achieve what I might perhaps

®CCD/PV.549, p. 12.
^Ante, p. 149.
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call negative assurances. By that I mean that it is difficult to prove, 
whether by national or international means or by a combination 
of both, that in some remote comer a particular material does not 
exist or that a particular activity has not taken place or is not now 
taking place; and that is what I mean by negative assurances.

In these circumstances, the possibility o f retaliation in kind has 
been regarded as offering the best available assurance that such 
weapons would not be used in time of war. Such a possibiUty is 
not a guarantee o f non-use, but it has in the past proved effective. 
However, one must recognize that not all States which might 
believe themselves potentially menaced by CW have a retaliatory 
capacity at their immediate disposal, although of course the 
technical means of providing such a capacity may be available to 
them. There are, on the other hand. States which, if they felt 
themselves threatened by chemical weapons, would be prepared to 
meet the development o f a threat by purely defensive measures. 
Finally, there are States which may feel that they have at present 
no defence and no deterrent against the use of chemical weapons 
and that therefore any ban, however poorly verified, that would 
support the ban on use contained in the Geneva Protocol’ would 
be worth having. One can imderstand that view, but I do not think 
it is a view that could be used as the basis for a comprehensive 
treaty.

With these facts in mind, the desired goal of my delegation, and 
I believe of all the delegations around this table, is a comprehen
sive ban on the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons and their destruction. We have subscribed to 
this view in resolutions and in the treaty commitment in the 
Bacteriological Weapons (BW) Convention, which all but one or 
two States represented in this Conference have now signed.® But, 
as in all journeys, we must start from where we are, rather than 
where we might like to be.

I would therefore now like to mention some aspects which the 
Conference will need to take into account in tackling the problems 
lying before it, and to draw together what I mean.

First, we should recognize clearly and openly that what we are 
confronted with in achieving a convention on CW is by its very 
nature much more difficult and complicated than was the 
achievement o f a convention on BW. That, after all, was the reason 
why this Conference chose to divide these two matters; and that is 
why, with the greatest respect to the sponsors of the draft in 
CCD/361,^ I would say that progress on the basis of that draft is 
likely to be very difficult simply because it appears in aU its 
essentials to be almost a replica of the BW convention. We need 
something more than that for CW, and I believe that that is 
generally recognized in this Conference.

’̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
*Ante, pp. 133-138.
^Ante, pp. 120-125.
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Secondly, the disciissions that we have had, and particularly the 
meetings of experts at the beginning of July, have shown the 
possibilities for clear definition of what is to be covered by a CW 
ban. Substantial progress has now been made in this field, and I 
think it should be possible to produce definitions, which could 
figure in any draft convention brought forward, of at least the 
organophosphorus compounds to be banned.

Thirdly, I think we are all aware o f the enormous problems in 
the whole field o f verification, which I have already touched on. 
The very nature o f chemical weapons and the ever more complex 
evolution of the use o f chemicals in normal productive industry 
shows how difficult it is without effective verification to achieve 
any certainty about the actual production of chemical weapons. 
Anyone who sees a modern petro-chemical works will readily 
understand what I mean.

Therefore, if we are to make progress in this field, we have 
either got to accept the need for international on-site inspection, 
with aU the practical problems that this would involve, or we have 
to decide what CW disarmament measures might be agreed 
without the assurances that such inspection would give. For 
example, limited agreement might be possible on a basis of 
declarations of national stocks and declarations of national 
productive capacities provided by member States to an ap
propriate international body, giving the fullest information on tĥ e 
use by a State of chemical products that could be diverted to CW 
production. There would need to be in such a case regular 
provision of information by States members o f the convention, 
and there would have to be opportunity for consultation and 
requests for further information to be handled through the 
international body concerned. Such a regime would be supported 
by such national verification techniques as today exist.

If one accepts that, without better verification arrangements 
than have so far been devised, we cannot move now to complete 
abolition of all forms of CW in existing stockpiles together with all 
forms of productive capacity, then the question arises, would it be 
possible to achieve our major objective in two stages? That is, one 
stage would be the elimination of stockpiles (with a freeze on 
production) and the other would be the elimination of productive 
capacity.

At this point I merely pose the question, but immediately 
another question arises. Even if we were to accept the thesis that 
this could be done in two stages, which stage should be 
contemplated first? If we are to eliminate stockpiles first, can we 
really be sure that all stockpiles have been disclosed? Technical 
information on this subject has been provided in the United States 
working paper CCD/367 tabled on 20 June.‘ ° Some degree of 
what I might call “demonstrative verification” could be applied to 
this activity, but compliance with the ban would rest ultimately-

‘Mnte, pp. 352-354.
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on the security provided by tlie retention of a potential 
production capacity.

On the other hand, if one proceeds by the cessation of 
production while retaining stockpiles, then one leaves the re
sources in the hands o f those who already possess these weapons, 
while the ability of others to create stocks designed to deter the use 
of CW by potential enemies would be removed.

Which stage should precede the other if such a decision were 
taken would be for the Committee to consider. I merely list them 
as logical steps that can be taken if we decide that the achievement 
of a complete and effective convention on the banning of all 
chemical weapons cannot be realized in one step. There may well 
be other points of departure which delegations would wish to 
suggest.

Whichever initial stage were agreed, it should be accompanied 
by a commitment to proceed to a final stage at which the 
prohibition on CW would become comprehensive. And I attach 
great importance to that. This would have to be in accordance 
with the possibilities yielded by progress on the techniques of 
verification, the willingness of States to accept the implications of 
these techniques, and the development of their assessment o f the 
political, military and security considerations involved. This, after 
all, is the essence of our problem in seeking a convention on CW.

I reiterate that it is the desire of the British Government to 
achieve a complete convention to ban production and stockpiling 
of all CW; but it is because I frankly reaUze the enormous 
difficulties that confront us at present in achieving agreement on 
verification measures which are going to satisfy us all that I 
wonder whether possibly an approach by progressive stages may 
not be helpful in enabling us to move forward.

I venture to suggest that, on the road towards the complete CW 
convention which we all wish to achieve, we might perhaps pause 
to see whether some intermediate measure might be worth 
securing as a first stage.

That is my feeling, having considered very carefully the 
discussions in this Committee over the last few months. We all 
want to move forward. But at the moment there seems to be some 
sort of feeling of impasse; and if we can find some way of moving 
forward, possibly by stages, that would be better than saying we 
can make no progress at all.

Letter from President Nixon to the Senate: Convention on the 
Prohibition of the Development, Production, and Stockpiling of 
Bacteriological (Biologicid) and Toxin Weapons and on Their 
Destruction, August 10, 1972*

The White House, August 10, 1972

To the Senate o f  the United States:
I am transmitting herewith, for the advice and consent of the
‘ s. Ex. Q, 92d Cong., 2d sess., pp. iii-iv.
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Senate to ratification, the Convention on the Prohibition of the 
Development, Production, and Stockpiling of Bacteriological 
(Biological) and Toxin Weapons, and on their Destruction, opened 
for signature at Washington, London and Moscow on April 10, 
1972.2

The text of this Convention is the result of some three years of 
intensive debate and negotiation at the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament at Geneva and at the United Nations. 
It provides that the Parties undertake not to develop, produce, 
stockpile, acquire or retain biological agents or toxins, of types 
and in quantities that have no justification for peaceful purposes, 
as well as weapons, equipment and means of delivery designed to 
use such agents or toxins for hostile purposes or in armed conflict. 
The provisions of the Convention are described in detail in the 
accompanying report of the Secretary of State.

It was about two years ago that this Government renounced, 
unilaterally and unconditionally, the use of all biological and toxin 
weapons and affirmed tiiat we would destroy our existing stocks 
and confine our programs to strictly defined defensive piirposes.^ 
These initiatives reflected a deep national conviction and con
tributed in a very substantial way to the ultimate success of the 
negotiations leading to this Convention.

At that same time, we looked to the day when the community 
of nations would act together to prohibit biological warfare and 
weaponry. We accompanied our renunciation of these weapons 
with support for the principles and objectives o f the United 
Kingdom’s 1968 [1969] draft convention in this field.^ On 
December 16, 1971, the Convention transmitted herewith, which 
would provide a binding international prohibition on the weapons 
we have renounced, was overwhelmingly commended by the 
General Assembly o f the United Nations.®

This Convention is the first international agreement since World 
War II to provide for the actual elimination of an entire class of 
weapons from the arsenals o f nations. The safe destruction of 
biological and toxin stocks in this country is expected to be 
completed by the end of this year. AU the stocks at Pine Bluff 
Arsenal in Arkansas have already been destroyed, and the former 
biological warfare facility there is now a new national center for 
research on the adverse effects of chemical substances in man’s 
environment. The former military biological research facility at 
Fort Detrick, Maryland, is becoming a center for cancer research. 
Other nations are being invited to share in the humanitarian work 
at these centers.

I believe this Convention will enhance the security of the 
United States and the world community. It will help ensure that

^Ante, pp. 133-138.
 ̂Sts Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 592-593.

*Ibid., pp. 43 W33.
‘Ibid., 1971, pp. 884 ff.
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scientific achievements in the field of biology will be devoted not 
to destruction but to the service of mankind. It represents a 
significant advance in the field of arms control and disarmament 
and I recommend that the Senate give it prompt and favorable 
attention.

RICHARD NIXON

House Foreign Affairs Ciommittee Report on the Agreement on
Limitation of Strategic Offensive Weapons, August 10, 1972*

The Committee on Foreign Affairs, to whom was referred the 
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 1227)^ approving the acceptance by the 
President for the United States of the Interim Agreement Between 
the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics on Certain Measures With Respect to the Limitation of 
Strategic Offensive Arms,^ having considered the same, report 
favorably thereon with amendments and recommend that the joint 
resolution do pass.

The amendments are as follows:
1. Strike all after the enacting clause and insert in lieu thereof 

the following;
That the Congress sqpproves and authorizes the President to accept on behalf of the 
United States the Interim Agreement Between the United States of America and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Certain Measures With Respect to the Limitation 
of Strategic Offensive Arms and the Protocol related thereto, signed at Moscow on May 
26, 1972, by Richard Nixon, President of the United States of America, and Leonid L 
Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union.

2. Strike out, the preamble.
3. Amend the title to read as follows:
-^proval and authorization for the President of the United States to accept an 

Interim Agreement Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics on Certain Measures With Respect to the Limitation of Strategic 
Offensive Arms.

BACKGROUND

The agreements signed in Moscow on May 26, 1972, limiting 
certain strategic nuclear systems were the culmination of more 
than a decade of efforts aimed at curbing the arms race. The 
process began with the creation of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency by Congress during the Kennedy administra
tion. Subsequently, President Johnson began the task of preparing 
for face-to-face discussions with the Soviets on mutual arms 
limitation. It was during the present administration, however, that 
the strategic arms limitation talks (SALT) actually began on 
November 17, 1969. For l>h years United States and Russian

‘H. rept 92-1324, 92d Cong., 2d sess. 
^Ante, p. 290.
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negotiators alternated sessions between Helsinki, Finland, and 
Vienna, Austria, working out the details of the accords.

During the period of negotiations the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs was being kept fully abreast o f developments. The 
committee chairman assigned the Subcommittee on National 
Security Policy and Scientific Developments as a forum for regular 
briefings on progress at SALT. Ambassador Gerard Smith, chief 
U.S. negotiator, or his representative briefed the subcommittee 
nine times during the 30-month negotiating period. In addition, 
SALT-related briefings were scheduled with officials of the Central 
Intelligence Agency and the Department of Defense. Several 
committee members actually visited the sites of the talks for 
special briefings. Other committees of the House and Senate 
similarly have availed themselves of the opportimity to be 
informed about, and consult on, the SALT negotiations.

In fact, the willingness of the Executive to be candid about the 
U.S. negotiating position and developments at SALT, together 
with the unblemished record of the Congress in keeping confiden
tial the sensitive information imparted to it, have established a 
model of executive-legislative cooperation which might well be 
emulated in other areas related to national strategic policy.

THE SALT ACCORDS

The SALT accords consist of (1) a treaty limiting antiballistic 
missile systems^ and (2) a five-year interim agreement which 
freezes the overall levels of strategic offensive missile forces 
pending further negotiations which are to begin in October. There 
is also a protocol to the interim agreement, and a number of 
statements of “interpretation,” some agreed and some unilateral. 
The texts may be found in House Docimient 92-311.^

As is customary, the treaty was sent to the Senate for its 
“advice and consent,” while the interim agreement on offensive 
strategic arms has been submitted to both Houses for approval. 
Although the House o f Representatives is being called upon to 
pass on only the interim agreement, the two accords are so closely 
linked that an understanding of both is essential. A summary of 
the main provisions of each follows:

THE ABM TREATY

Each country agrees not to build an ABM system which could 
defend its entire territory or a major area thereof. In effect, as 
Secretary of State Rogers told the committee, both sides are 
placed in a position where neither would have a substantial 
defense against major missile attacks.* Thus, the current mutual 
deterrent balance would be maintained.

Each side will limit ABM systems to two sites—one in defense of 
its national capital, the other in defense of an intercontinental

"̂ Ante, pp. 197-201.
"See ante, pp. 202-204, 204-205, 205-207, 282-286.
 ̂Ante, p. 491.
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ballistic missile (ICBM) field. Sites must be at least 1,300 
kilometers (800 miles) apart. That means the Soviet ICBM field to 
be protected must be east of the Ural Mountains, away from major 
western U.S.S.R. population and industrial centers.

No more than 100 ABM launchers and 100 interceptor missiles 
may be deployed at each site.

Limitations are set on numbers, types, and placement of ABM 
radars to foreclose establishment of a radar capability for 
nationwide or regional defense of either country.

The two nations additionally agree to ban development, testing 
or deployment of sea-based, air-based, space-based or land-mobile 
ABM systems. Nor will they deploy ABM systems or components 
based on new technology without prior discussion and amendment 
of the treaty. The parties also agree not to convert air-defense 
systems to an ABM role, or to build early warning radars except 
along the edges of each country facing outward. Both pledge not 
to transfer ABM systems to other states or deploy them overseas.

Each party will use its own “national technical means of 
verification,” such as observation satellites, to monitor compliance 
with the accords. Each pledges not to interfere with those means 
or resort to deUberate concealment. There is no onsite inspection.

A Standing Consultative Commission will be established to 
promote implementation of the agreements and fo handle ques
tions concerning them, including compliance issues.

The treaty is o f unlimited duration but either side may 
withdraw upon 6 months’ notice to the other party that its 
“supreme interests” have been jeopardized.

The treaty would require the United States to cut back its ABM 
program from the four sites which have been approved by 
Congress to a maximum of two. Plans are to finish the ABM site at 
Grand Forks, N. Dak., which is closest to completion. Work has 
been halted at the other three sites and Congress has been asked to 
approve an ABM site for Washington, D.C. The Soviets are 
permitted to complete the ABM site already under construction 
around Moscow and to start a second site at an ICBM field.

THE INTERIM AGREEMENT AND PROTOCOL

Dealing with offensive strategic nuclear weapons, the interim 
agreement and protocol limit ICBM’s, ballistic missile submarines 
and submarine launched ballistic missiles (SLBM’s). Limitations 
bind for 5 years unless superseded by a comprehensive agreement. 
No limitations are placed on strategic bombers.

With certain “interpretations” agreed by both parties, the 
limitations have the following effects:

No additional fixed, land-based ICBM launchers may be started 
during the freeze above the numbers deployed and under 
construction on July 1, 1972—1,054 for the United States and 
1,618 for the Soviet Union. Silo relocation also is prohibited.

Launchers for “light” ICBM’s (U.S. Minuteman: Soviet SS-11, 
SS-13) and “older” ICBM’s (U.S. Titan; Soviet SS-7 and SS-8) may
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not be replaced by “modern heavy” ICBM’s (Soviet SS-9). SS-9 
class missiles may, however, be made somewhat heavier. The 
U.S.S.R. now has 288 SS-9’s and 25 larger silos dug. It could, 
therefore, construct a total of 313 “modem heavy” ICBM’s of 
SS-9 size or larger. The United States has no such large ICBM’s and 
plans none.

Within those limitations, both sides may replace their ICBM’s 
with more modem ones, including installation of multiple in
dependent reentry vehicles (MIRV’s). But the modernization may 
not increase the launcher size more than 10 to 15 percent in 
dimension (or 32 percent of total volume).

The agreement also limits SLBM launchers and modem nuclear- 
powered ballistic missile submarines on both sides. The United 
States, from a stipulated base level of 656 SLBM launchers and 41 
ballistic missile submarines (Polaris/Poseidon) can reach a ceiling 
of 710 SLBM launchers on 44 submarines by exercising the option 
to deploy new SLBM launchers as replacements for 54 “older” 
Titan ICBM launchers.

The Soviets, from a stipulated level o f 740 SLBM launchers on 
nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarines (Y- and H-class), may 
increase to no more than 950 modem SLBM lavmchers on all 
submarines (Y-,H-, and G-class), and to no more than 62 modern 
nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarines (Y-class). Their ad
ditional SLBM launchers may become operational only as replace
ments for an equal number of “older” ICBM launchers (SS-7, 
SS-8) or SLBM laimchers on older nuclear-powered submarines 
(H-class).

Moreover, modem SLBM launchers deployed on non-nuclear 
submarines (G-class) could be replaced but would count against 
the total ceiling on SLBM launchers.

Destruction or dismantling of old ICBM launchers or SLBM 
laimchers on older submarines must begin by the start of sea trials 
of a replacement ballistic missile submarine.

Each side agrees not to increase significantly its number of test 
and training launchers for ICBM’s or SLBM’s.

Several points remain unresolved between the parties:
(1) The Soviet Union stated unilaterally that if U.S. allies in 

NATO should increase their numbers of ballistic missile sub
marines beyond those presently in operation or under construc
tion, the Soviet Union would have the right to make a correspond
ing increase in its number of submarines. The United States 
categorically rejected this assertion.’

(2) Although land-mobile ABM’s are banned by the treaty, the 
United States was unable to get agreement to include land-mobile 
ICBM launchers in the freeze. The United States declared 
unilaterally that their deployment during the freeze would be 
considered “inconsistent with the objectives” of the agreement.®

\Ante, pp. 285-286.
°Ante, p. 284.
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(3) The United States was unable to get agreement on a 
common definition o f , “heavy” ICBM’s. The United States 
declared it would consider any missile having a volume sig
nificantly greater than the largest existing “light” ICBM (the 
Soviet SS-11) to be a “heavy” ICBM.’

COMMITTEE ACTION

On June 13, 1972, the President transmitted copies of both 
agreements to the Speaker of the House, addng that the House of 
Representatives enact an expression of support for the Interirn 
Agreement on Strategic Offensive Arms.*® Subsequently severail 
resolutions approving the agreement were introduced in the House 
and were referred to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Committee hearings opened on July 20 with testimony from 
Secretary of State William P. Rogers and the chief U.S. negotiator 
at SALT, the Honorable Gerard Smith. On subsequent days the 
committee heard from Secretary of Defense Melvin R. Laird; 
Adm. Thomas H. Moorer, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; 
Congressman Fred Schwengel, of Iowa; and Dr. Edward Teller of 
the Lawrence Livermore Laboratory, University of California. In 
addition, a special briefing on national means of verification was 
provided by Director Richard Helms of the Central Intelligence 
Agency.

On August 10, 1972, the committee met in executive session to 
mark up a resolution expressing support of the interim agreement 
and protocol. By a vote of 23 to 1, the committee ordered 
reported an amended version of House Joint Resolution 1227 (by 
Mr. Boggs and Mr. Ford).

SUPPORT FOR UNILATERAL STATEMENTS BY THE UNITED STATES

During the negotiations, several significant unilateral statements 
were made by the U.S. delegation. They concerned—

(a) The right of the United States to withdraw from the 
ABM treaty if an agreement for a more complete strategic 
offensive arms agreement is not achieved within 5 years;

(b) The inconsistency with the objectives of the interim 
agreement which would be involved in any deployment of 
operational land-mobile missiles by the Soviets;

(c) The definition of the term “heavy” ICBM’s from the 
viewpoint of the United States;

(d) The understanding of the phrase “tested in an ABM 
mode” as found in article II of the treaty;

(e) The inconsistency with an agreement of any increase by 
the SoAdets in the defense of its ballistic missile early warning 
radars by surface-to-air missiles.* *

^Ante, pp. 284-285.
^^Ante, pp. 288-289.
^^Ante, pp. 282-286.
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The committee strongly supports those unilateral statements by 
the U.S. negotiators and would view actions inconsistent with 
those statements by the Soviets as a grave matter affecting the 
national security interests of the United States.

EFFECT OF THE AGREEMENTS

The committee believes that the agreements on strategic arms 
signed in Moscow in May are in the national security interests of 
the United States.

During the next several years the existence of the agreements 
will provide for a more stable international strategic balance than 
would otherwise be possible.

The Soviet Union had embarked on a large-scale expansion of 
its strategic forces. According to testimony by Admiral Moorer, 
short o f an agreement at SALT, the momentum of the Soviet arms 
buildup would likely have carried Soviet forces well beyond the 
level planned for our forces in the mid or late 1970’s.̂  ^

The effect o f the interim agreement, therefore, is to place 
limitations on current Soviet offensive programs, but not current 
U.S. programs.

Further, by banning nationwide or regional antibaUistic missile 
systems, the ABM treaty has halted the substantial deployment of 
ABM systems which would have resulted without an agreement. 
The emplacement of both ABM’s and MIRV’s would have given 
new momentum to the arms race.

The net result would have been billions spent on armaments by 
the American people to buy a diminishing amount o f safety in an 
ever more dangerous world.

The agreements should not, however, engender euphoria that an 
end to the arms race is in sight. As the President himself has said:

The agreements are an important first step in checking the arms race, but only a first 
step; they do not close off all avenues of strategic competition.* ^

The negotiations of SALT I required 2V2 years to come to 
fruition. Because it must deal with issues of qualitative limitations 
as well as quantitative limitations on weapons, SALT II can be 
expected to pose considerably more difficult problems and be 
even more protracted in time.

While never abandoning the hope that comprehensive nuclear 
offensive arms limitation is possible, th? United States must 
continue to maintain a strong strategic posture. As Secretary Laird 
pointed out to the committee, only by bargaining from a position 
of sufficient strength can the United States expect success in the

* ‘‘Agreement on Limitation o f Strategic Offensive Weapons: Hearings Before the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, House of Representatives, Ninety-second Congress, 
Second Session, on Joint Resolutions To Consider Approval of Interim Agreement 
Between the United States o f America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on 
Certain Measures With Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms,p. 50. 

^^Ante, p. 287.
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attempt to achieve an effective, lasting agreement limiting of
fensive strategic systems.

While offering the prospect of a more secure and peaceful 
world, the SALT agreements will permit the United States to take 
those steps necessary to maintain a strategic posture which both 
protects our vital national interests and guarantees our continued 
security.

For those reasons, the interim agreement and protocol deserve 
the support and approval of the House of Representatives.

Mansfield Amendment to Senate Joint Resolution 241 on the 
Interim Strategic Offensive Arms Agreement, August 11,1972* *

Proposed by Mr. Mansfield (for himself, Mr. Aiken, Mr. Cooper, Mr. Javits, and Mr. 
Church) to S.J. Res. 241, a joint resolution authojization of the President to approve 
an interim ^reement between the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, viz:

On page 1, after line 2, insert after the resolving clause (which reads: '̂Resolved by 
the Senate and House o f Representatives o f the United States o f America in Congress 
assembled, **) the following: “That the Congress hereby endorses those portions of 
the Declaration of Basic Sinciples of Mutual Relations Between the United States of 
Amearica and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, signed by President Nixon and 
General Secretary Brezhnev at Moscow on May 29, 1972, which relate to the dangers 
of military confrontation and which read as follows:

“ ‘The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
attach major importance to preventing Ihe development of situations capable of 
causing a dangerous exacerbation of their relations . . . ’ and *will do their utmost to 
avoid military confrontations and to prevent the outbieak of nuclear war’ and *will 
always exercise restraint in their mutual relations,’ and ‘on outstanding issues will 
conduct’ their discussions and negptiations ‘in a spirit of reciprocity, mutual 
accommodation and mutual benefit,’ and

“ ‘Both sides recognize that efforts to obtain unilateral advantage at the expense 
of the other, directly or indirectly, are inconsistent with these objectives,’ and

“ *The prerequisites for maintaining and strengthening peaceful relations between 
the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics are the 
recognition of the security interests of the parties based on the principle of equality 
and the renunciation of the use or threat of force.’.” ̂  ®

On page 1, line 3, strike out “That the” and insert in Ueu thereof “SEC. 2. The”.

Letter From Foreign Minister Gromyko to Secretary-General 
Waldheim: World Disarmament Conference, August 14, 1972^

Sir,
In connexion with United Nations General Assembly resolution 

2833 (XXVI) concerning a world disarmament conference,^ the 
Soviet Government would like to state its views on questions

'̂̂ S. amdt. 1434 to S.J. Res. 241, 92d Cong., 2d sess. Res. 241 and the interim 
agreement appear ante, pp. 289, 202-204. The Mansfield amdt. was adopted on Sept. 7 
by a vote of 84 to 1. It became sec. 1 of the jt. res, approved Sept. 30 {post, pp. 
681-683).

^^Ante, pp. 237-240.
* A/8757, Aug. 14, 1972.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 909-910.
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relating to the practical preparations for, and the holding of, such 
a conference.

When submitting the proposal to convene a world disarmament 
conference for consideration by the United Nations General 
Assembly at its twenty-sixth session, the Soviet Union was guided 
by a desire to help to co-ordinate and intensify the efforts of all 
States to bring about a successful settlement of disarmament 
questions, which are of vital importance to all peoples. General 
Assembly resolution 2833 (X X ^ ), which approved the funda
mental idea behind the proposal and set out the first steps towards 
its implementation, was convincing confirmation of the current 
importance and popularity of the idea of holding such a 
conference.

The Soviet Government attaches great importance to the 
resolution adopted by the Assembly. It is convinced that 
conditions have recently become ripe for the convening of a world 
disarmament conference. All peoples recognize more fully than 
ever before the need to adopt new decisive measures to halt the 
pernicious arms race. Disarmament is indeed becoming a universal 
demand.

Over the last decade a considerable body of experience in 
international disarmament negotiations has been built up, showing 
that a halt to the arms race, and disarmament, although difficult, 
are attainable aims: Evidence of this is provided by A e series of 
international agreements to limit the arms race which have already 
been concluded, agreements which at one time seemed impossible, 
but which are now being successfully implemented. These are the 
Treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer 
space and under water the Treaty on the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons;'* the Treaties prohibiting the emplacement of 
nuclear weapons in outer space and on the sea-bed;® the 
Convention on the prohibition and destruction of bacteriological 
weapons,® and other useful agreements. It is universally recognized 
that among such agreements a special place is held by the 
Agreement limiting anti-missile defence systems and the Interim 
agreement on measures to limit strategic offensive weapons, 
recently signed in Moscow as a result o f the Soviet-American 
negotiations.'^

On the basis of accumulated experience and of the agreements 
that have already been reached and which are a stimulus to a 
continued fight for disarmament, it is possible to bring about a 
fundamental change with regard to curbing the arms race. In order 
to achieve a radical settlement of disarmament questions, it is 
essential that all countries, whatever the size of their territory and

^Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
“/ftW., 1968, pp. 461-465.
*The outer-space treaty may be found ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43. For the seabed treaty, 

see ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11.
^Ante, pp. 133-138.
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population or the level of their military and economic potential, 
should participate in the discussion of these questions and the 
search for the most rational ways of limiting and curtailing the 
arms race, and then of destroying armaments. Disarmament 
concerns everybody, and for that reason all States, regardless of 
differences in their socio-economic systems, must play their part 
in solving these problems. It is precisely this that they are called 
upon to do by the resolution adopted by the United Nations 
General Assembly at its twenty-sixth session concerning the 
convening of a world disarmament conference, open to all States.

It is also clear that ah the nuclear Powers must participate in 
any agreement concerning nuclear disarmament. It was for 
precisely that reason that the USSR also put forward a proposal to 
hold a meeting of the five nuclear Powers to consider thoroughly 
nuclear disarmament questions.® Such a meeting could do the 
important ground work necessary for the success of a world 
disarmament conference. However, the Soviet Union does not 
make the holding of a meeting of the five nuclear Powers and the 
convening o f a world disarmament conference in any way 
dependent on each other.

The Soviet Government feels that the favourable opportunity 
which has developed for the convening of a world disarmament 
conference must not be missed. For its part, the Government is 
prepared to do everything within its power to promote the holding 
and success o f such a conference.

The Soviet Government feels it necessary to make the following 
comments on specific points raised in the resolution concerning a 
world disarmament conference adopted by the United Nations 
General Assembly at its twenty-sixth session. These suggestions 
have been prompted by a desire to lay the practical foundations 
for the holding of .the conference and to define clearly its 
objectives and tasks.

A. Main objectives o f  the conference

In the opinion of the Soviet Government, the world dis
armament conference must be a forum in which all countries of 
the world, without exception and on an equal basis, could state 
and compare their views on the whole range'of disarmament 
problems, both those relating to weapons of mass destruction and 
those relating to conventional armaments and armed forces. A 
comprehensive exchange of views at the conference would not 
only make it possible to clarify the positions of all States on 
various aspects of the problem of disarmament, but also to 
determine by joint efforts the most effective ways and means to 
solve that problem. There is no doubt that the work of the 
Conference would promote more purposeful action by States to 
reach agreement on measures relating to disarmament.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 313-315.
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B. Provisional agenda for the conference

The Soviet Government believes that a world disarmament 
conference could consider a broad range of disarmament ques
tions.

An important place in the work of the conference should be 
reserved for the consideration of ways and means of achieving the 
main goal of all efforts in the field of disarmament, namely, 
general and complete disarmament, for in current conditions it is 
only on that basis that the threat of war can be fully excluded 
from the life of the human community and lasting international 
peace and security be guaranteed. General and complete dis
armament would contribute to an outstanding degree to the 
economic and social progress of all mankind.

The conference should also devote due attention to the 
preparation of iadividual, partial measures to limit and halt the 
arms race and bring about disarmament.

C. Site for the conference

In the opinion of the Soviet Government, the conference could 
be held in a place where conditions are such that all States in the 
world are able to participate.

D. Date and contemplated duration o f  the conference

The Soviet Government considers that a world disarmament 
conference could be held, within the one or two years after the 
completion o f the necessary preparatory work.

In our opinion, the approximate duration of the conference 
could be set at one to one and a half months.

The conference could become a permanent body. It could be 
convened at regular intervals, for example, once every two to three 
years. If that were the case, the conference would regularly draw 
the attention o f aU States to disarmament matters and would issue 
recommendations concerning problems requiring immediate con
sideration. It could give instructions to smaller working groups 
concerning discussions of disarmament matters.

E. Procedures for carrying out the preparatory work

In the opinion of the Soviet Government, a preparatory body 
comprising 30-35 members, including all the nuclear Powers, all 
the members of the Committee on Disarmament, and some 
additional States selected with due regard for the principle of 
balanced political and equitable geographical representation, could 
be established to carry out the preparatory work leading to the 
convening of the conference. Such a body could take up its duties 
immediately following the end of the twenty-seventh session of 
the United Nations General Assembly, at which the practical 
problems of convening the conference would be finally settled.
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Naturally, the preparations for and the holding of the confer
ence must not in any way diminish the importance of those forms 
and channels for disarmament negotiations which are in use at the 
present time.

F. Relationship to the United Nations

With respect to the relationship between the United Nations 
and a world disarmament conference, the United Nations could, 
on the basis o f the first preambular paragraph o f General 
Assembly resolution 2833 (XXVI), which reads:
Conscious of the responsibility of the United Nations under the Charter for disarmament 
and the consolidation of peace,

actively promote the organization and holding of the conference. 
It could, in particular, assume responsibility for the organizational 
and financial questions connected with the holding of the 
conference.

In expressing its views on the practical matters connected with 
the preparations for and the convening of a world disarmament 
conference, the Soviet Government expresses the hope that they 
will be carefully studied by other States and borne in mind when 
measures are evolved to give practical expression to the proposal 
to convene such a conference. For its part, the Soviet Government 
is prepared to consider constructively and in a spirit of goodwill 
the views of other States on this important question, a positive 
solution to which would contribute to the further improvement of 
the international situation and to the strengthening of the peace 
and security of all States.

Yours truly,

A. GROMYKO 
Minister for Foreign Affairs 

o f  the USSR

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Nuclear Dis
armament, August 15,1972*

The Soviet del^ation intends to deal in its statement today 
with some questions concerning nuclear disarmament.

For more than a quarter of a cenjtury now mankind has been 
living under a constant nuclear threat. As international tensions 
increase or relax, so this threat grows more or somewhat less 
ominous; but it is stiU there, since nuclear weapons are still present 
in military arsenals. The build-up of their stockpiles and their 
improvement are the most dangerous factors in the arms race. 
Progress in solution of the problem of nuclear disarmament would

‘CCD/PV.577,pp. 14-21.
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have a tremendous impact on the whole international situation, 
would help to strengthen confidence among States, and would 
promote solution of other problems of disarmament. The Soviet 
Union’s position on this question was fully expoxmded in the 
documents of the twenty-fourth Congress of its Communist Party, 
which adopted a wide-ranging programme of measures of nuclear 
disarmament which if implemented would pave the way to a ban 
on nuclear weapons and their removal from the arsenals of States.

It would be wrong to say that nothing has been done recently 
to limit the arms race and alleviate the nuclear threat. Indeed, in 
the last few years a number of important agreements have been 
signed which mark definite progress towards the solution of this 
problem.

The strategic arms limitation agreements signed by the Soviet 
Union and the United States in Moscow on 26 May have been the 
major recent achievements.^ They have made an important 
contribution to restraint of the arms race and to alleviation of the 
threat o f nuclear war. We have every reason to say that they meet 
the security interests of all States and aU nations.

The Soviet delegation is gratified to note that a number of 
representatives speaking in this Committee have responded 
favourably to these agreements. Thus the representative of 
Sweden, Mrs. Mj^dal, has pointed out that they fall within the 
category of those recent international developments which
may truly be said to mark an era of change.’

The representative of Brazil, Mr. Guerreiro, has stated that the 
results of the meeting of the Soviet and the United States leaders 
in Moscow are
a reliable indication of the development of conditions conducive to the strengthening of 
the security of all nations, to the elimination from international relations of the threat or 
use of force, and to the early achievement of concrete progress towards disarmament, in 
particular nuclear disarmament/

Many other delegations also have assessed the Moscow agreements 
favourably.

Speakers on this question in the Committee have observed that 
the Moscow strategic arms limitation agreements are a definite 
step towards fulfilment of Article VI o f the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,® which obliges its parties 
to continue in good faith the negotiations on further measures in 
the field of nuclear and general disarmament. In particular the 
representative of Mexico, Mr. Castaneda, dealing in his speech with 
fulfilment of this Article, said

A big step forward has been taken. Vertical proliferation has been curbed to a 
considerable extent, and one reason which some States invoked to reject the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty has thereby disappeared.^

^Ante, pp. 197-204.
^Ante, p. 475.
^CCD/PV.564, p. 8.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
"CCD/PV.565, p. 10.
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Many delegations link the agreements on the limitation of 
strategic arms signed in Moscow with the cessation of nuciear- 
weapon tests. We intend to dwell on the subject later in our 
statement today. Before doing so, however, we should like to draw 
the Committee’s attention to a very important problem of nuclear 
disarmament which, in our view, has not yet received adequate 
attention, although it bears on the effectiveness and success o f the 
Committee’s entire work, which is highly appreciated by the 
public of many countries o f the world.

Everyone knows that a number of treaties signed as a result of 
negotiations on nuclear disarmament have imposed some limita
tions on nuclear armaments. Chief of these are the Moscow Treaty 
banning nuclear tests in three environments,’ the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, and, the Treaty forbidding 
emplacement of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction on 
the seabed and ocean floor.® These international acts were the 
fruit of extensive efforts and lengthy negotiations, some of them 
within this Committee. There can be little doubt that these 
international acts, which are designed to strengthen the peace and 
security of nations and to lay the groundwork for further steps in 
disarmament, can fully accomplish this task only if they become 
universally-recognized international agreements—that is if  they 
cover, if  not all, then at least the overwhelming majority of States, 
and primarily all the nuclear and “near-nuclear” countries.

In assessing the current state o f affairs concerning the accession 
of States to the existing international treaties related to dis
armament, we have to state—and this cannot fail to cause us 
concern—that far from all States and, what is most significant, not 
all the militarily-important States have become parties to the 
agreements concluded in that sphere.

Thus when the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons was negotiated, agreed and concluded, nearly all the 
participants in the discussions noted its great international 
importance. Hardly, anyone can doubt the extreme danger created 
by the spread of nuclear weapons and their acquisition by a large 
number of States. U Thant, who was Secretary-General of the 
United Nations at that time, stated that the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty was the most important.treaty on disarmament signed since 
the war.
Proliferation of nuclear weapons,

emphasized Mr. Rosenberg Polak of the Netherlands,
would be a horrible threat to the peace of the world. Opportunities once lost may never 
present themselves again.̂

Meanwhile, of the hundred States which have signed the Treaty, 
only 69 have ratified it. Many militarily important and even

''Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
’‘Ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11.
’CCD/PV.572,p. 14.
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“near-nucleax” States have not even signed this major international 
act, though some of them took an active part in the discussion and 
drafting of some of its provisions, and even introduced amend
ments which were taken into account during the agreement and 
approval o f the final text o f the Treaty.

The present state of participation in the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty is however that, of more than ten “near-nuclear” States, 
only three—Canada, Sweden and Czechoslovakia—have acceded to 
it. The fact that most of the “near-nuclear” countries are outside 
the Treaty has—and this must be admitted—an adverse effect on 
the international situation.

The situation concerning conclusion by the parties of safeguards 
agreements with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 
under Article III o f the Treaty is imsatisfactory. Although the long 
period allowed by the Treaty for the conclusion of such 
agreements has already expired, only 25 States have concluded 
them with the IAEA. The Euratom countries have not yet 
concluded any, although negotiations on them have continued for 
many long months.

We believe that the delay in making the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons fully effective is fraught 
with adverse consequences. If the present favourable opportunity 
of halting the nuclear spread is lost, then what wiU be the 
consequences o f that turn of events?

A New York Times editorial of 23 July pointed out that by 
1976 about one-fourth of the countries of the world will have 
large nuclear reactors in operation for the production of electric 
power—that is, an important means of making atomic weapons. 
“Apart from today’s five nuclear-weapon nations” , the newspaper 
went on to say, “some 27 other countries will be producing 
plutonium . . .  enough of it to make at least 900 Hiroshima bombs 
a year” . These figures clearly indicate the nature and scope of the 
danger o f the spread of nuclear weapons.

TTie question of the effectiveness of the treaties which have 
been concluded arises in connexion not only with the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons but with the Moscow 
test-ban Treaty as well. This Treaty is one o f the outstanding 
international acts concluded in order to limit the arms race and 
prevent radioactive pollution o f the environment. The non-par
ticipation in this Treaty o f a number o f major States hampers 
further progress towards a comprehensive ban on nuclear-weapon 
tests.

The question of treaty effectiveness which we have raised also 
concerns other international instruments relating to nuclear and 
other types o f weapons. In this connexion it is appropriate to refer 
to the Geneva Protocol o f 1925,*® the universality of which has 
regrettably not yet been achieved. This fact clearly gives rise to 
adverse developments in current world affairs.

* ^Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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The effectiveness o f the disarmament Treaties already in force is 
therefore an important problem of our time which the Committee 
on Disarmament should not overlook.

Many members o f the Committee have raised with good reason 
some acute and urgent questions concerning nuclear disarmament, 
such as the banning o f all nuclear weapon tests. The Soviet side 
also favours their speediest possible solution. We should like to 
emphasize, however, that failure to make the already-concluded 
disarmament agreements effective will not only diminish the 
significance o f the results already achieved but will also complicate 
further negotiations in this field, including those proceeding in the 
Committee on Disarmament. These are our views on the question 
of the effectiveness of the agreements on disarmament that have 
been concluded.

Turning to other problems of nuclear disarmament, it is 
necessary to dweD first o f all on that of prohibiting nuclear- 
weapon tests. Many delegations speaking in this Committee, have 
discussed it at length. The Soviet side fully shares the concern of a 
great many States at the lack of progress towards solution of the 
problem of cessation of nuclear test explosions. In our statement 
today we hardly need to set out again the Soviet position on this 
matter, since we have done so repeatedly both in this Committee 
and at General Assembly sessions. The Soviet delegation’s aim is to 
ensure the cessation of nuclear-weapon tests, including those 
under ground, everywhere and by all.

Everyone knows that the main stumbling-block on the road 
towards the solution of this problem is the question of systems 
and forms of control. The Soviet side still constantly asserts that 
national means of detection and identification are sufficient to 
control compliance with a ban on all nuclear tests, including those 
under ground. It gives us satisfaction to note that the Soviet 
position on this question is appreciated more and more fully by an 
increasing number o f States and representatives of various political 
and scientific circles. Evidence of this can be found particularly in 
a joint working paper on the identification of underground nuclear 
explosions submitted recently to this Committee by Canada and 
Sweden. This paper points out that the probability of mistaking an 
earthquake for a seismological event and consequently of a false 
alarm is one per cent, and that the probability o f correct 
identification exceeds 95 per cent.* * This level of precision in 
identification, according to the documents, has been achieved by 
co-operation between a Canadian and a Swedish array. As the 
representative o f Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal, pointed out in her 
statement in this Committee on 25 [27 ]  July, the probability of 
correct identification when only Hagfors data were used was 75 
per cent.* ^

"  Ante, pp. 542-546.
* ^Ante, p. 540.
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International co-operation in exchange of seismological data 
between many countries provides—and the Soviet Union is well 
known to be ready to take part in such co-operation, if certain 
requirements are met, under a treaty on cessation of underground 
nuclear tests—and increases the possibility of detecting and 
identifying all underground explosions by national means of 
control.

In considering problems of nuclear disarmament it is impossible 
to bypass a question of such paramount importance as that of 
prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons. The United Nations 
General Assembly has taken important decisions on this matter. 
Thus its sixteenth session adopted a declaration banning the use of 
nuclear and thermonuclear weapons which recognized that the use 
of nuclear weapons is illegal.*^ Its twenty-second session, on a 
proposal by the Soviet Union, adopted a resolution urging all 
States
to undertake negotiations concerning the conclusion of an appropriate convention 
through the convening of an international conference by the Eighteen-Nation Committee 
on Disarmament, or directly between States. ̂  ̂

The Soviet side, in its desire to save the world from the threat 
of a nuclear disaster through the conclusion of an agreement 
banning the use of nuclear weapons, believes that such a measure 
would meet the interests o f all States without exception. 
Certainly, agreement on the non-use of nuclear weapons would 
require the co-ordinated efforts of all the nuclear Powers, which 
should work out a mutually-acceptable solution. We should like to 
note that in solving this problem no compHcated accessory 
questions arise such as control, verification or the like.

The problem of nuclear disarmament is directly linked to 
questions of regional measures such as the establishment o f zones 
free from nuclear weapons, both national and foreign. The Soviet 
Union supports the efforts of States in this direction. In doing so 
the Soviet side believes that the establishment of nuclear-free 
zones in various parts o f the world is highly important for removal 
of the threat o f nuclear war and the limitation of the arms race, 
and will be a practical step towards nuclear disarmament.

The Soviet Union considers that, in the interests of strengthen
ing peace and preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
obligations concerning establishment o f nuclear-free zones can be 
assumed not only by groups of States covering whole continents 
and geographical regions, but also by more limited groups of 
States and even by single countries. Commitments by groups of 
States or single countries to turn their territories into nuclear-free 
zones must necessarily include provisions which would effectively 
restrict the stationing of nuclear weapons and make their direct or 
indirect proliferation impossible.

' ^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 648-650.
^Ubid., 1967, pp. 626-627.
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In connexion with the question of nuclear-free zones we should 
like to reiterate our support o f the proposal made by the Socialist 
Republic of Romania to establish a nuclear-free zone in the 
Balkans.*® This proposal, and the proposals o f other States to 
establish nuclear-free zones in various parts of the world, are 
aimed at limiting the stationing and use o f nuclear weapons.

The dismantling of foreign miUtary bases, especially those with 
nuclear weapons and troops ready to use them, would be an 
important means o f reducing international tension in general. The 
presence of such bases on the territories of other States seriously 
threatens both the country which has allowed nuclear weapons to 
be stationed on its territory and its neighbours. Such military 
bases, and particularly nuclear bases on the territory o f other 
countries, are a constant source o f armed conflicts.

In view o f all these considerations, the Soviet Union has many 
times put forward proposals to dismantle foreign military bases. 
We still insist on the need for the speediest solution o f  this urgent 
and important problem. Restoration of tlie world situation to 
normal largely depends upon this solution. That is why it would 
be wrong to ignore this problem in our discussions here at the 
Committee on Disarmament.

These are the considerations which the Soviet delegation 
thought it necessary to set forth at our meeting today. We strongly 
believe that solution of the nuclear disarmament questions we 
have touched upon would give impetus to the struggle to remove 
the nuclear threat and would create a solid base for accomphshing 
other tasks in the hmitation and cessation of the arms race and in 
disarmament.

Interview Between Secretary of State Rogers and James 
McCartney [Extract], August 16, 1972*

STRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATION AGREEMENTS

Mr. McCartney: L e t’s talk a little bit about non-Viet-Nam 
subjects. L e t’s talk about the Soviet Union and American-Soviet 
relations. Since the strategic arms agreement was reached in 
Moscow,^ the administration has been proposing new programs o f  
various kinds for defense expenditures not covered by the treaty. 
When is the American taxpayer going to get any benefit from the 
strategic arms agreement?

Secretary Rogers: Well, he already gets benefit from it, because 
in the absence of the treaty and the interim agreement the defense

■ 'See ENDC/PV.1.68, p. 15.
 ̂Department o f State Bulletin, Sept, 11, 1972, pp. 267-269. 
^See ante, pp. 197-204.
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expenditures would have inevitably been higher than they are 
now. So to that extent, there has been a saving. For example, if  
neither side had agreed to stop ABM deployment, each side would 
have had to proceed with it; it would have been a tremendous 
cost. So they are getting benefits already. And of course if we are 
able to achieve further agreement on offensive missiles, there will 
be further saving.

Now, because we don’t have a permanent agreement on 
offensive missiles, both the Russians and we agreed that we were 
perfectly free to continue to develop offensive capabilities within 
the prescribed limitations. And of course if we fail to do that, we 
would be at a disadvantage in the negotiations, militarily and in 
foreign policy terms.

So it has been a tremendous achievement. And I think for 
people to say that we haven’t achieved savings is really quite a 
superficial comment.

I believe that the treaty on arms limitation is the most 
important treaty ever signed dealing with arms Umitation. And I 
think the world is a much safer place today than it was before.

Mr. McCartney: What is the next step for us? What would we 
like to achieve in the next round?

Secretary Rogers: Of course we would like to achieve as much 
as we can. We are not sure how much we can achieve. But the 
more comprehensive the agreement as far as offensive weapons are 
concerned, the better.

Mr. McCartney : Can you give me any idea o f  what kind o f  hard 
proposals we may go into?

Secretary Rogers: No, we are not in a position to disclose what 
our initial negotiating position is going to be. But we will make 
every effort to achieve a fair and balanced agreement just as we 
did in the defensive missile field.

ACHIEVEMENTS IN U.S.-SOVIET RELATIONS

Mr. McCartney: In the broad area o f  American relations with 
the Soviet Union, do you believe a beginning has been made in a 
better relationship? There seems to be some trouble in the trade 
field. What is the next step overall or some o f  the other steps that 
we would like to achieve in going beyond what has already been 
done?

Secretary Rogers: I do not think that the achievements are 
minimal today, as your question might suggest. I think that the 
President’s visit was a most successful one, not only in present 
terms but in future terms.

First, we have estabhshed a very good relationship with the 
U.S.S.R., an understanding based on the principles that we 
announced there.^ We had six agreements, in the field of

^Ante, pp. 237 ff.
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environment,'^ health,® science,® space,’ medicine, incidents at 
sea,® and so forth, all o f which are very significant because they 
have continuing aspects. We are going to work together in 
scientific projects and so forth. Now, those have continuing 
benefits.

Of course, in addition, as I have mentioned, we have the arms 
limitation agreement, which is a very significant agreement.

We also agreed that we would take part in the European 
Conference on Security and Cooperation looking to ways to 
reduce tensions in Europe. We agreed on parallel negotiations on 
mutual and balanced force reductions in Europe. We talked about 
increased trade. And we are having discussions about that now. 
The Russians have agreed to buy almost a billion dollars’ worth of 
grain from us during this year, which is the largest grain purchase, 
I think, in the history of the world.

So these are very substantial achievements—not only in them
selves but looking to the future.

We would hope that as we work together in these fields, as we 
have more contacts with each other, as we have more trade with 
each other, as we proceed in the second phase of the SALT talks 
[Strategic Arms Limitation Talks], that instead of having merely 
peaceful coexistence, that gradually, over a period of time, we will 
look to ways that we can deal with each other mote cooperatively, 
not just Uve-and-let-live, but getting along better realizing it is to 
our mutual benefit.

As you know, the President wouldn’t go to the summit with the 
Russians until he felt there were going to be concrete results. And 
because of that policy we worked for a couple of years in advance, 
so that when the trip took place we would have the opportunity 
to complete them at the summit.

So I think that anyone that is thoughtful about this initiative on 
the part of President Nixon has to come to the conclusion that it 
is very significant, not only presently but for the future of the 
world.

Mr. McCartney: On the question that you mentioned here 
involving mutual and balanced force reductions in Europe, Senator 
McGovern, as you know, has proposed what I think is fairly 
described as a unilateral slash in U.S. troops to the level o f  
130,000, compared to something like, 300,000 now. ® M/hat do you  
think would happen in Europe if  that were done?

«TIAS7345.
*TIAS 7344.
‘ TIAS7346.
’ TIAS 7347.
“TIAS 7379.
^National Priorities—The N ext Five Years: Hearings Before The Subcommittee on 

Priorities and Economy in Government o f the Joint Economic Committee, Congress o f 
the United States, Ninety-second Congress, Second Session, p. 326.
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Secretary Rogers: Well, we wouldn’t have to bother thinking 
about mutual and balanced force reductions, because we would 
have unilaterally reduced. I think it would be very unwise. If we 
are going to reduce our forces we should require the Russians to 
reciprocate, and reduce our forces in a mutual and balanced 
manner.

But more than that, I think it would have the effect of 
undermining our NATO alliance, which is, I think, of great 
importance to our security. As you know, it is an alliance 
consisting o f 15 nations which has worked together very effective
ly since World War II for common defense. And if we gave the 
Europeans the idea that somehow we were losing interest in it now 
and we were not prepared to continue to maintain the strength of 
the alliance, it would have a very debilitating effect on the alliance 
and on the European situation generally.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: World Disarma
ment Conference, August 17, 1972*

Before I turn to my statement today, I should like to welcome 
the distinguished representative of Mongolia, Ambassador 
Dugersuren.

The Soviet delegation would like to state its views on the 
convening of a world disarmament conference.

First of all we should like to express our satisfaction that this 
question has attracted the Committee’s attention and that a 
number of its members have stated convincing and concrete views 
in favour of convening such a conference and on its preparation 
and conduct.

We should like to emphasize that' in proposing such a 
conference the Soviet Union was guided by the desire to unify and 
activate the efforts of all States to bring about a successful 
solution of disarmament problems. The Soviet side beheves that at 
present the appropriate conditions for holding such a conference 
have matured. First, the need for measures to curb the arms race 
and for disarmament has become so obvious to all countries that 
disarmament is indeed becoming a universal demand. Secondly, 
the accumulation of sufficient negotiating experience in this field 
over the past few years has been demonstrated by the conclusion 
of a series of major international disarmament agreements.

The task is to ensure further progress towards solution of the 
problem of stopping and reversing the arms race and executing 
radical disarmament measures by taking advantage o f that

‘CCD/PV.578,pp. 13-16.
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experience o f the negotiation and conclusion of disarmament 
agreements.

As representatives, and especially the representative of Poland, 
Mr. Natorf, have pointed out in this Committee, to solve 
disarmament problems successfully all States, regardless of their 
size and their military and industrial potential, should take part in 
discussing these questions and should diligently seek ways leading 
to the cessation of the arms race and to disarmament. Dis
armament concerns all, and therefore all States, irrespective of 
their different social systems, must play their ov/n parts in the 
fulfilment of this task.

The Soviet side is absolutely convinced that all nuclear Powers 
should take part in any agreement on nuclear disarmament. That is 
precisely the reason why the Soviet Union has proposed a 
conference of the five nuclear Powers to discuss all aspects of 
nuclear disarmament. This conference could, in the view of the 
Soviet side, prepare important prerequisites for the success of a 
world disarmament conference. In this connexion we should like 
to point out that the Soviet Union does not make the holding of a 
conference of the five nuclear Powers and the convening of a 
world disarmament conference in any way interdependent.

A few days ago the Soviet Foreign Minister, Mr. A.A. Gromyko, 
sent a letter to the Secretary-General of the United Nations 
adducing strong arguments in favour of convening a world 
disarmament conference and replying to the questions raised in 
General Assembly resolution 2833 (XXVI) concerning the aims, 
preparation and conduct o f such a conference.^

Concerning the aims of the conference, the letter says that it 
should be a forum in which all countries of the world without 
exception could, on an equal footing, set forth and compare their 
views on the whole range of the problems of disarmament, on 
those related to weapons of mass destruction and on those related 
to conventional weapons and armed forces. A thorough exchange 
of views at the conference would not only bring into clearer relief 
the positions o f all States on different aspects of the disarmament 
problem, but would also enable them to determine by their 
combined efforts the most effective ways and means of solving it. 
The work of the conference would without doubt help to make 
more purposeful the endeavours of States to reach agreement on 
disarmament measures.

Concerning the conference’s preliminary agenda, the Soviet side 
believes that the conference might examine a wide range of 
disarmament problems.

The conference should, in the view of the Soviet Union, devote 
major attention to the discussion of ways and means to achieve 
the main final goal of all efforts towards disarmament: general and 
complete disarmament; since in the world of today that is the only

*Mr. Gromyko’s letter appears ante, pp. 561-565. For the G.A. res., Documents 
on Disarmament, 19 71, pp. 909-910.
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condition on which the threat o f war can be fully eliminated from 
the life of mankind and durable international peace and security 
can be ensured. General and complete disarmament would very 
greatly promote the economic and social progress of all mankind.

The conference should also pay due attention to devising 
separate partial measures to limit and stop the arms race and 
achieve disarmament.

The conference might, after appropriate preparation, be held 
next year or the year after, in a place where all the conditions 
would favour participation of all the States o f the world. It might 
last about a month or six weeks.

The conference might become a permanent organization. It 
might be convened periodically, for example every two or three 
years, and would then draw the attention of all States regularly to 
disarmament problems and make recommendations on top- 
priority issues. It might give directions to smaller disarmament 
negotiating bodies.

To perform the work preparatory to convening the conference, 
a preparatory board. of 30-35 members might be established, 
including all the nuclear Powers, all the members of this 
Committee and an additional number of States conforming to the 
principle of balanced pohtical and equitable geographical 
representation.

Both the Soviet delegation at the twenty-sixth session of the 
United Nations General Assembly and we here in this Committee 
have explained that the preparation for a world disarmament 
conference and its convocation must not reduce in any way the 
importance of the present forms and channels of disarmament 
negotiations, including those within this Committee. The Soviet 
side recognizes the Committee’s positive activity and holds that it 
should continue its efforts to negotiate and reach agreements on 
problems of disarmament.

Concerning the relations between a world disarmament con
ference and the United Nations, we believe that the Organization 
might assist actively in organizing and convening the conference.

These are the Soviet side’s views on the practical problems of 
preparing and convening a world disarmament conference. We 
hope that they will be carefully studied by other States and taken 
into account in devising measures to execute the proposal to 
convene such a conference. For its part the Soviet side will study 
constructively and in good faith other State’s views on this 
important problem, a positive solution of which would further 
improve the international situation and strengthen peace and the 
security o f all States.

We should like to express the hope that the Governments of the 
States members o f the Committee and of other States will send 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations their replies to the 
questions on the preparation and convocation of a world 
disarmament conference, as the corresponding resolution of the 
twenty-sixth session of the General Assembly provides.
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Revised House Joint Resolution 1227, August 18, 1972^

Approval and authorization for the President of the United States 
to accept an Interim Agreement Between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Certain 
Measures With Respect to the Limitation o f Strategic Offensive 
Arms.^

Resolved by the Senate and House o f  Representatives o f  the 
United States o f  America in Congress assembled, That the 
Congress approves and authorizes the President to accept on 
behalf of the United States the Interim Agreement Between the 
United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics on Certain Measures With Respect to the Limitation 
of Strategic Offensive Arms and the protocol related thereto, 
signed at Moscow on May 26, 1972, by Richard Nixon, 
President of the United States of America, and Leonid I. 
Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union.

Passed the House o f Representatives August 18, 1972.

Attest: W. PAT JENNINGS,
Clerk.

British Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Seismic Data Handlii^ and 
Analysis for a Comprehensive Test Ban, August 22, 1972*

Introduction

In September 1965 the United Kingdom tabled a working paper 
which outlined a scheme for monitoring underground explosions 
by means of a network of between 20 and 25 seismograph arrays.  ̂
The system was described in more detail in CCD/296 of 28 July 
1970 when the detection and discrimination capacity of a world 
wide network of 26 arrays on named sites was presented.^

Both papers referred to the need for processing the recorded 
data so that the full potential of the arrays could be used. In 
particular, the second paper recommended the installation at each 
station of a small computer to assist with the handling and

^H.J. Res. 1227, 92d Cong., 2d sess. The original version appears ante, p. 290. The 
revised version, incorporating amdts. proposed by the House Foreign Affairs Committee 
{antê  p. 555), was adopted by the House of Representatives by a vote of 329 to 7. On 
Sept. 14 the Senate deleted the operative language and replaced it by the operative text 
of S.J. Res. 241 {ante, p. 289) and certain Senate amdts. {post, pp. 65 3-655.). The 
Senate changes were accepted by the House and incorporated in the jt. res. approved 
Sept. 30 {post, pp. 681-683.).

^Ante, pp. 202-204.
‘CCD/386, Aug. 22,1972; and Corr. 1, Aug. 23,1972.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 408-411.
^Ibid., 1970, pp. 342-349.
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processing of these data. Backed by the results of the research and 
development programme which began in 1960, the United 
Kingdom were in a position to make detailed specifications of the 
design of the array and of site and engineering requirements, for a 
given detection and discrimination threshold, and to provide an 
estimate of the capital and running costs for a network having a 
discrimination threshold for explosions giving average magnitudes 
of mi) 4 V2 . Following the arguments presented in the United 
Kingdom Working Paper CCD/363 Rev 1 of 25 April 1972,'* this 
threshold can now be better expressed in terms of My Direct 
measurements o f Rayleigh wave amplitudes, show that the 
threshold of the network advocated in CCD/296 of 1970 isM^ 2 V2 . 
Reference to the observations summarised in Annex A and B of 
CCD/363 Rev 1 indicates a yield equivalence o f roughly 5 kton 
referred to consolidated rock (or about 40 kton to unconsolidated 
rock.)

However, the requirements and design of the computer aided 
system for processing the recorded data had not been studied in 
detail at the time CCD/296 was presented in 1970, and the 
purpose of the present Working Paper is to expand on the reasons 
why a good deal of data processing would be best carried out at 
the recording stations, to outline the kind of system whidi would 
do the task, and to review costs in the light o f other new studies 
which have been undertaken by the United Kingdom since the 
Working Paper was completed two years ago.

Last year the United Kingdom pointed out that the introduc
tion of tape recording required by the Canadian improvements to 
standard stations® would involve some degree o f electronic 
processing before measurements could be made on the improved 
seismograms. The advantages of an array o f seismometers over a 
standard station are to increase the amplitude of the signal relative 
to background noise (signal to noise ratio), to separate overlapping 
signals, and independently, if not very accurately, to locate events.

However the complexity and speed of processing required to 
exploit these advantages are much greater than are required for 
improved standard stations (for which no more than straight
forward filtering processes are needed) and require computer 
processing. Examples of the procedure necessary before an analyst 
can make best use of the recorded data from an array are 
illustrated in the annex to this paper. The examples are derived 
from processing carried out in a laboratory with the aid of an 
analog computer; but for operational purposes at an array station 
a fast digital computer is essential (see description below of the 
Seismic Array Station Processor which has been designed for this 
purpose.)

^Ante, pp. 176-189.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 342-357.
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For the United Kingdom Research and Development pro
gramme, the processing and analysing of array recordings has 
always been done at a data centre; the recording stations are 
provided only with visible recordings, similar to those of a 
standard station. If arrays o f this type are to be used to monitor a 
comprehensive test ban the question that must be answered is how 
and where are all the recorded data to be processed, displayed and 
analysed.

In CCD/296 of 1970 the United Kingdom advocated that the 
full power of each array should be made available by suitable 
processing at the station, thereby giving analysts at each station 
the full benefit o f the array. The consequences of this decision 
would be reflected in a reduction of long distance communications 
loads, and of routine processing at data centres of huge quantities 
of unnecessary data. This is because the overwhelming proportion 
of the recorded data are background noise and earthquake signals, 
which if transmitted to regional or international data centres 
would add significantly to the running costs of each station. Other 
factors in favour of this approach are that the basic measurements 
whether o f standard recordings, improved standard recordings, or 
of processed array recordings are equally simple to make by 
competent analysts, and that such faciUties would give greater 
independence to national systems of verification.

These points were briefly made in the United Kingdom Working 
Paper CCD/296 o f 1970, but the way in which the task might be 
accomplished had not been studied in detail. Since then, one of 
the principal efforts o f the United Kingdom research programme 
has been devoted to the detailed design of a seismic array station 
processor (SASP). A SASP is now under construction and it 
should be operational by the end of 1973. A first report on its 
performance should be available early in 1974. In the philosophy 
and design of SASP the United Kingdom researchers have 
benefitted from the pioneer work on the same problem by 
colleagues in Australia and Canada. The rest o f this Working Paper 
contains a brief recapitulation of the problem, the method 
proposed to solve it, and an updated version of the costs estimated 
in CCD/296.

The Seismic Array Station Processor

At an average array site the analyst would be expected to deal 
with some 5 ,0 0 0  events each year (although this number might 
easily be doubled in great earthquake years) and the analyst 
should spend his time looking only, at the signals from these 
events. But these signals will occupy only about 400 hours out of 
a total years recording of 8760 hours. How does one quickly and 
reliably ehminate over 8000 hours (over 95 per cent) of 
non-essential data each year? It can be done with the assistance of 
a specially programmed computer, and once accomplished, and 
the improved seismogram displayed, the analyst takes over as 
described in the Annex. '
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The computer can be used basically in two ways. One way is to 
feed the signals from the seismometers directly into the computer 
and arrange for signals to be processed and displayed as they are 
recorded. The analyst would make measurements on each signal 
while waiting for the next event to be recorded. This is the 
so-called ‘real-time’ or ‘on-line’ method, and it would entail 
manning the station throughout the 24-hour day. It would also 
result in gross misuse o f the small but fast computers which are 
nowadays available for the task. The alternative method which we 
have decided to use is to scan the previous 24 hours of magnetic 
tape recordings ‘off-line’ as fast as present day computers would 
allow, and thereby complete the whole detection and editing 
procedure within the first hour or two of the following working 
day, leaving time for analysis, for dealing with interrogations from 
data centres or other stations, for special studies of ‘difficult’ 
events, and for maintenance of the equipment. To begin with, a 
speed-up factor o f 8  times over the original recording speed will be 
used. At this speed, sets of beams will search (sweep) for signal 
arrivals using all the short period (narrow band) seismometer 
outputs within the array. With further experience of the system 
and with even faster computers now being marketed a day’s worth 
of recordings may be scanned in less than one hour. When an event 
is detected, the rough onset time and approximate epicentre is 
noted and the unfiltered (‘raw’) array data for a period of about 2  

minutes before and after the event will be transferred to a ‘library’ 
tape. In this way the long sections of noise, which form the bulk 
of the previous 24 hours recording, are eliminated and only those 
sections that contain recognisable signals are stored on the library 
tape. Though this fast detection-editing process takes advantage of 
filters for maximum detection capacity, as illustrated in Figure 1 
of the Annex, the event library tape contains unfiltered array data, 
thereby retaining any differences in source characteristics which 
may be present in the original data.

The two main considerations in the design of SASP are 
speed—the faster the many Jiours of background noise between 
each event can be eliminated the more time will remain for 
analysis of events—and the fact that the short period (P-wave) 
arrays' are more sensitive than those of long period (R-wave) in 
detecting underground explosions. Working Paper CCD/296 drew 
attention to this point when assessing the practical limits to 
discrimination, and advantage has been taken of the half
magnitude gap between detection and discrimination to reduce the 
complexity and cost of the processor by accepting a reduction in 
the automatic detection threshold of SASP of 0.2 relative to 
the optimum capacity of the array. Any events not detected 
because o f this relaxation will still be available on the primary 
recordings for special searches on interrogation by other stations 
or data centres. The processing has also been simplified and costs 
reduced by taking advantage of the line symmetry of the United 
Kingdom type arrays. The full resolving power of the array will of
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course be used when the analyst comes to process the library tape 
of events which have taken place during the previous 24 hours. A 
much denser (high resolution) pattern of beams will then be 
formed round the original detection beam, and the parameters 
estimated from the maximum resolution of each event will be 
typed out, and the best (maximum resolution) seismogram 
displayed visually for the analyst.

The long period signals wUl be processed in a similar fashion, 
the onset times having been predicted during the processing of 
the event library tape, and fin ^ y  the basic data on the event will 
be punched onto paper tape for transmission, with the analyst’s 
assessment, to other stations or to regional or international data 
centres whenever called for.

The United Kingdom recording system is economical of 
magnetic tape, and there would be no practical difficulty in 
retaining the magnetic tapes for the arrays and the event library 
for a period o f two years. This allows ample time for reviews of 
data in the context of a comprehensive test ban and for 
seismological research. The data are particularly valuable for the 
latter activity and the two year data bank currently stored by the 
United Kingdom are much sought after.

Costs

The cost (1972) o f SASP is estimated to be £30,000, including 
additional facilities (for research and development and for testing 
criteria) which will not be incorporated in an operational 
recording station. This is a quarter of the estimates which were 
included in the overall figure o f £15 m reported in CCD/296 
(1970). The United Kingdom researchers have also reviewed the 
design of the 16-element long period arrays and reached the 
conclusion that vertical component seismometers would suffice in 
place of the three component instruments recommended in 1970. 
The overall effect at today’s (1972) prices would be to reduce the 
cost o f the United Kingdom proposals in CCD/296 to about £10 
m.

ANNEX

Examples o f  Data Processing and Analysis

The upper traces of Figures 1 and 2 are the records of a single 
seismometer selected from an array of 20. They are equivalent to 
the vertical component recording of a standard station. The 
second trace of Figure 1 is the result o f beaming (tuning) the 
whole array at GBA (S India) for optimum reception of seismic 
energy arriving from Eastern Kazakhstan. To the practised eye this 
record now reveals a small signal of short duration but of higher 
frequency than the background noise about 65 seconds after the 
beginning of the recording, and it is the sudden change of 
frequency at this point which draws the analyst’s attention to it. 
Advantage is now taken of this change of frequency by passing the
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recording through a suitable filter which has the effect of 
diminishing the amphtude of the lower frequency noise, while 
passing the higher frequency signal. The result, illustrated in the 
third trace o f Figure 1, is a signal on which the analyst can now 
make an accurate measurement of amphtude, and after applying 
the normalizing factor appropriate for the approximate distance 
between E. Kazakhstan and Gauribidanur, an estimate o f the 
magnitude of the event. In doing so he makes the reasonable 
assumption that the signal is the P-wave or first arrival o f a seismic 
event. The analyst is also able now to measure the onset time of 
the signal, and thereby infer the expected arrival time of the lower 
velocity R-waves. He will then search the station recordings for 
signs o f the surface waves around this time.

In this particular case the amplitude (M^) o f the R-wave was 
small even after suitable processing, and the measurements, 
perhaps also the recordings themselves must now be transferred to 
a centre for more detailed processing and collation with those of 
other stations before a decision on the source of the event can be 
made. Nevertheless, given the suitably processed array data the 
station analyst was able to detect signals which otherwise would 
be difficult or impossible to see in the background noise, and from 
simple measurements to estimate onset times, rough locations, and 
magnitudes (and Mg if R-waves detected). The lower trace in 
Figure 1 is the result o f a processing method which measures the 
energy of the signal. It is useful for assessing the complexity of 
seismic events, and is a more efficient way of detecting them, but 
no amplitude (w^) measurements can.be made on this trace.

Figure 1 illustrates the effect of processing an array on the 
detection of small signals. In Figure 2 on the other hand the signal 
on the ‘standard’ recording is clearly defined; the onset time and 
magnitude can be measured without processing. A second arrival 
which follows the onset some 80 seconds later could well be 
associated with the train of signals initiated by one event.® In fact, 
as the next two traces show, the array beams have revealed that 
these two signals originated at two quite different places. Signals 
from an event in Nevada have overlapped with the wave train 
initiated by an event in the Pacific Ocean. The surface wave 
magnitude of the first event puts it in the earthquake population 
on the mjj'Mg criterion. The well marked burst of energy which 
arrives some 20 seconds after the P onset of this event would be 
earmarked by the analyst as a possible surface reflected P-wave 
indicating a source of about 90 kms in depth.

“The figures are not printed here.
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On-line computer

O ffline computer

Real time processing

Beam Forming

Seismic Spectrum

Short Period (SP) 
Recording Systems

Long Period (LP) 
Recording Systems

Very Long Period (VLP) 
Recording Systems

Narrow Band Recording 
Systems

Filtering

Glossary o f  Terms Used in this Working Paper

A computer used to process data as it is recorded with little or no time 
delay.

A computer used to process data previously recorded onto a magnetic 
tape. Delay between recording and processing can range up to many 
years.

Equivalent to using an on-line computer; the processing is carried out as 
the seismic data is recorded.

The process of combining the outputs from the seismometers of an 
array to look for signals arriving from a given direction and distance. 
Usually a number of beams are formed covering a range of directions 
and distances. When a signal (which is large enough to detect) arrives at 
the array this signal will appear with largest amplitude on the beam that 
is looking towards the source of the signal; this output is called the best 
beam. So not only is the signal detected but the epicentre of its source 
can be determined from a knowledge of the direction in which the best 
beam is pointing. Beam forming is also something called beam steering 
or the process is referred to as phasing or tuning the array.

Seismic events generate vibrations with a very wide range of 
frequencies. A large earthquake for example produces vibrations 
ranging from several vibrations (cycles) per second down to one 
vibration in about an hour. The whole range of seismic frequencies is 
called the seismic spectrum.
Conventionally systems that record only that part of the seismic 
spectrum around 1 cycle/second (i.e. periods of vibration of 1 second).

Conventionally systems that record only that part of the seismic 
spectrum around 0.05 cycles/sec (i.e. period of vibration of 20 
seconds).

Currently used to describe systems that record only that part of the 
seismic spectrum around 0.025 cycles/sec (i.e. periods of vibration of 
40 seconds).

Systems that record only a small range of frequencies out of the total 
seismic spectrum. SP, LP, and VLP systems are narrow band.

The process of operating on any signal to select particular frequencies 
of vibration and suppress others.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Comprehensive
Test Ban, August 24,1972*

I would first like to take great pleasure in joining the previous 
speakers in welcoming Lord Chjdfont to our meeting. He has 
contributed so much to the work of the Committee in the past.

Also before beginning my prepared statement, I would like to 
say that I have Ustened very attentively to the statement of our 
colleague from Japan, Mr. Nisibori, who spoke on the same subject 
as my own today. I am sure that we will wish to study Mr. 
Nisibori’s statement with very great care.

I will now begin my prepared statement.
During this summer session there have been a number of 

interventions addressed to the subject o f the Comprehensive Test 
Ban (CTB). Many speakers have characterized this issue as the 
most important one before this conference.

Mr. Ignatieff, the representative of Canada, emphasized among 
other points the importance of the CTB as a limitation on future 
military developments.^ Mrs. Myrdal, the representative of 
Sweden, who with patience and persistent effort has stimulated 
our discussion of this subject, once again has raised important 
questions on several aspects of a CTB.  ̂ Secretary-General 
Waldheim, in his opening address, emphasized that the CTB would 
play a major role in furthering the cause o f non-proUferation,^ a 
view with which we fuUy agree. Although we cannot agree with all 
the views that various speakers have expressed, we do agree that a 
CTB is an extremely important measure.

Our position on the CTB is well known. Nevertheless, we 
believe it is timely once more to restate it and the rationale behind 
it. We welcome the questions which have been addressed to us and 
are happy to provide answers to the extent we are able.

In essence the United States Government supports the achieve
ment o f a CTB Treaty which is adequately verified. What 
constitutes adequate verification, however, has been and continues 
to be the fundamental point o f difference between us and many 
other delegations, including the Soviet Union. I will return to this 
later.

I would first like to consider the questions raised by Mrs. 
Myrdal. She asked, in effect, if there were nuclear-test require
ments for new strategic deterrent weapons such as the Trident 
submarine and the B-1 bomber which were preventing the United 
States from accepting a ban on underground nuclear weapons tests 
at this time. The answer to this question is No. It has been the 
consistent policy o f the United States Government to support the 
conclusion of a CTB in an adequately-verifiable agreement.

‘CCD/PV.580,pp. 27-35.
*See CCD/PV.571, pp. 7-12.
^Sstante, pp.535-542.
‘‘CCD/PV.545, pp. 8-10.
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Mrs. Myrdal’s question brings to the forefront one of the 
important aspects o f nuclear-weapon testing as it relates to a 
comprehensive test ban. One o f the basic reasons for testing is to 
make a total weapon system as effective as possible for achieving 
its military objectives. Some nuclear-weapon tests are thus 
directed toward the development o f a nuclear warhead which, in 
combination with the non-nuclear characteristics of a particular 
weapon system, will maximize the military effectiveness of the 
entire system.

The United States is prepared to give up the advantages derived 
from nuclear-weapon testing only if we can be assured that other 
treaty partners are abiding by the same restrictions. If one party to 
a CTB accepted this restriction while another party, by means of 
clandestine testing, continued to improve the military effective
ness o f its systems, this could in time lead to an adverse effect on 
strategic stability. Even if all parties to a treaty abided fully by all 
treaty provisions, a lack o f adequate verification capabilities could 
foster uncertainties about whether other nuclear Powers were 
actually complying with the treaty in all respects. Such uncertain
ties could, under some circumstances, lead to strategic and 
political instability because o f the efforts that one nation might 
make to hedge against unknown but feared developments else
where. One o f the objectives o f arms limitations, I am sure we 
would all agree, is increased stability, not additional instability.

The thought has been expressed many times that the nuclear- 
weapon developments that might be attempted clandestinely 
under a CTB verified by national means would have only minor 
technical and military significance. We must take exception to 
this. Nuclear-weapon tests at relatively low yields can be of 
military significance for strategic weapon systems. In addition 
they can be significant for tactical nuclear-weapon systems. 
Unfortunately, the restrictions of military security hamper a 
detailed discussion o f this important consideration. However, I 
wish to note the Annual Report o f the United States Atomic 
Energy Commission, which states that over half o f the listed 
nuclear-weapon tests carried out by the United States are in the 
low-yield category: that is, with explosion yields o f less than 2 0  
KT. Tests at such yields can therefore be significant for the 
development of strategic and tactical nuclear-weapon systems.

At this point it is appropriate to turn to the aspect of this 
subject wWch has dominated our discussion of a CTB—the 
detection and identification o f seismic events. Mr. Ignatieff and 
Mrs. Myrdal have both expressed an interest in a status report on 
the use o f large seismic arrays for the detection and identification 
of seismic events. Today I would like to introduce a working paper 
dealing with current progress and problems in seismic verifica
tion.® This paper reviews the progress made towards attaining the 
research objectives outlined in the United States working paper of 
June 1971.® In today’s working paper we describe the current

 ̂Infra.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 379-386.
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status o f the use o f large seismic arrays for seismic identification, 
and the current status of research in other important aspects of 
the seismic verification problem. The paper also discusses our 
plans regarding future research directed toward resolving some of 
the important problems that still remain. Let me describe in 
layman’s language the principal features of this rather technical 
paper.

Section I reviews our assessment of the detection capabilities of 
the large seismic arrays and the status o f the research in the United 
States related to very long-period seismometers and their capa
bilities. In the past year two significant developments have 
occurred. With regard to short-period arrays, there has been at 
LASA an important improvement in the techniques for automati
cally detecting events, reducing the threshold for the automatic 
detection of events almost to the limit for this array. Second, 
high-quality data from the full NORSAR array have provided a 
means o f estimating the ultimate threshold for the detection of P 
waves by that array. The development of automatic detection 
methods for NORSAR is now under way. With respect to the 
long-period arrays, sufficient data have now been obtained to 
estimate their detection thresholds in certain areas. For example, 
preliminary analysis indicates that LASA and NORSAR can detect 
Rayleigh waves from Kurile-Kamchatka earthquakes o f about 
surface-wave magnitude 3.1 and 3.0 respectively, whereas ALPA 
can detect Rayleigh waves on events o f about surface-wave 
magnitude 2.6 from this area. During the next year, studies of 
other earthquake zones are planned. Perhaps more important, 
high-quality data from all these arrays and from the very 
long-period experiment stations have become available for docu
mentation o f the capabilities and limitations of identification 
criteria at low magnitude.

Seven stations o f the very long-period experiment have been 
operating during the past year and three others are nearing 
completion. The very long-period experiment has demonstrated 
that high-gain instruments can be installed in such a manner that 
their capabihties are restricted only by seismic noise. It has also 
demonstrated that careful installation of instruments can signifi
cantly lessen the levels of such noise. Results from the very 
long-period experiment suggest that, rather than using data at 
periods o f only 20 to 40 seconds, data from as broad a band as 
possible, extending from about 10 to 50 seconds, should be 
employed. We have seen that the capabilities attained at the 
prototype very long-period experiment station are attainable at 
other sites. Although we are only now attaining the technical 
capabiUty of analysing these data fully, initial analysis supports 
the concept of the general applicability to earthquakes o f the 
criterion based upon the relationship between the magnitudes of 
surface and body waves. But we must always keep in mind the 
existence o f occasional anomalous events, which I will discuss 
next.
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Section II of the working paper reviews several important 
remaining problems in seismic verification. First is the problem of 
some anomalous earthquakes which, for reasons not clearly 
imderstood, generate seismic signals whose character is not 
distinguishable from explosions by the criterion based on the ratio 
of surface- to body-wave magnitudes. Although these events occur 
occasionally at body-wave magnitudes above 5.0, their number 
increases substantially at lower magnitudes. Our working paper 
presents a compilation o f information on this phenomenon. We 
can conclude that, for events in the Tibetan-Himalayan region, the 
criterion based on the ratio between surface- and body-wave 
magnitudes will not by itself positively identify explosions smaller 
than about body-wave magnitude 5.0. It should b*e noted that, 
although the compilation was done for seismic events in one 
particular region, such events have been noted on some occasions 
to occur in some other regions as well. Continuing research may 
permit us to understand the causative mechanism of such events 
and place limits on where they may occur in the future; we may 
also be able to derive other criteria for the proper classification of 
such events.

A second important problem is that posed by the interference 
of long-period signals from two or more discrete seismic events. In 
some cases the interference o f the signals can be so severe that any 
extraction o f useful information of the later-arriving signal is 
almost impossible. In this case it would not be possible to employ 
a criterion based on surface waves for identification. In other cases 
and with certain techniques, the problem becomes more manage
able. It is possible in such cases to separate the interfering surface 
waves o f the two seismic signals, thus allowing use o f a criterion 
based on the relationship between the magnitude of surface and 
body waves. In the working paper a detailed description is given of 
the use o f arrays and o f analytical techniques o f separating mixed 
events. In the examples studied, the number of mixed events 
which could not be effectively separated was reduced to six per 
cent of the original number. Possible approaches which may 
enable an even greater improvement are described.

A third problem is that posed by technically-possible evasion 
techniques. The working paper contains (1) a table summarizing 
the known techniques available for clandestine testing, (2 ) the 
estimated yield limits for such testing in the context o f detection 
capabilities of stations remote from the event, and (3) the 
constraints on the tester. One of the principal objectives of the 
United States research programme is to devise measures which can 
be incorporated into seismic verification schemes in order to 
detect and thereby deter attempts at implementing techniques for 
clandestine testing.

Section III discusses some of the approaches to research 
suggested by the problems discussed in Section II. Of these 
approaches I would like to single out just one which merits 
particular attention. This is a co-operative multinational project

505-954 0  -  74 -  39
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which has recently been undertaken under the aegis of the Lincoln 
Laboratory o f the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Partici
pating groups are in Canada, Sweden, Norway, the United 
Kingdom and the United States.

TTiis study will seek to achieve for a specified time interval a 
compilation o f basic seismic data for nearly all seismic events in 
the northern hemisphere o f body-wave magnitude 4 and greater. 
The number o f potential events being considered is about 5,000.

For the first time we will be in a position to accumulate a single 
list o f events which will form a common and agreed data base for 
comparative studies. The study will seek to answer a number of 
scientific and operational questions related to detection and 
discrimination by using all available seismic data. Without such a 
comprehensive study it has not been possible to evaluate or 
predict network performance.

The rest o f this section of the working paper discusses future 
communications systems and data analysis, seismic instrumenta
tion, study o f improved seismic networks, and counter-evasion 
research.

Our seismic research effort has not been restricted to teleseismic 
means. Research is continuing on the feasibility and the problems 
of developing tamper-resistant, tamper-indicating low-mainte- 
nance, unattended seismic observatories involving minimum 
intrusiveness. Our study includes an analysis of the vulnerabilities 
of these observatories to possible evasion by the host country, and 
an analysis o f their possible effectiveness for improving identifica
tion. On the basis o f our research to date we beheve that 
unattended seismic observatories can be a useful addition to 
verification capabilities, though they are not the equivalent of 
on-site inspections.

I feel this would be an appropriate opportunity to comment on 
one of the issues raised by the representative o f Canada, Mr. 
Ignatieff. He requested further information on the use of 
techniques based on the relationship between the magnitudes of 
surface and body waves in order to distinguish earthquakes from 
explosions. Summarizing, we have concluded from our research 
that we understand how to identify by teleseismic techniques 
about 90 per cent of earthquakes down to those having a 
body-wave magnitude o f 4.5; we also recognize that there are 
events which cannot be identified with current discriminants. In 
principle—and this is most important—seismic discrimination by 
the surface-body-wave magnitude criterion of about 90 per cent of 
earthquakes down to body-wave magnitude 4.0 appears feasible. 
However, more work still needs to be done to determine precisely 
what seismic capabilities will be achievable.

I would like now to turn to another of Mrs. Myrdal’s questions. 
She asked for technical details of, and the observational basis for, 
the Congressional testimony given last summer by Dr. Carl Walske
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of the United States Department o f Defense.’ In that testimony 
he said that in the Soviet Union there would annually be about 
three unidentified seismic events above body-wave magnitude 4.5, 
and about 25 unidentified events above body-wave magnitude 4.0. 
The estimated 25 unidentified events constitute about 10 per cent 
of the annual number o f seismic events in the Soviet Union at 
body-wave magnitude 4.0 and above as determined by teleseismic 
means. These will consist primarily o f mixed events and anoma
lous events such as are discussed in our working paper. The paper 
suggests that unidentifiable mixed events alone account for about 
six per cent o f total detected events. However, this figure is based 
on a limited set o f events. It may well be that the percentage of 
mixed events will increase when all events of body-wave mag
nitude 4.0 or greater are investigated. The six per cent figure also 
does not include anomalous events in the Soviet Union or other 
factors such as instrument malfunction. Therefore the 10 per cent 
estimate for teleseismic identification criteria is a fair assessment 
of the problem. Since it has been estimated that about 250 events 
occur each year in the Soviet Union at magnitudes o f 4.0 and 
above, this leads to the estimate o f 25 unidentified events in this 
magnitude range cited by Dr. Walske. The importance o f these 
numbers is, o f course, that they represent a not insignificant set of 
seismic events which cannot be unequivocally established as 
earthquakes and thus potentially could be underground explo
sions. This set o f unidentified events forms a natural background 
of ambiguous events which could give cause for concern.

Mrs. Myrdal has asked us to define what we mean by adequate 
verification. We do not believe that, as has been assumed in some 
theoretical studies, this question can be addressed in simple 
numerical terms. We consider adequate verification as that which 
would reduce to an acceptable level the risk that clandestine test 
programmes o f military significance could be conducted under a 
CTB. In the last analysis, a determination of what constitutes 
adequate verification can only be made on the basis o f a careful 
assessment o f all o f the current and potential risks against the 
current and potential availability of the means for deterring and, if 
necessary, discovering attempts to conduct testing clandestinely. 
We must assume that any party seeking to violate a CTB by 
clandestine testing would take sophisticated precautions in order 
to minimize the seismic signals or explosion-like characteristics of 
its tests. Or, to put it another way, such a party would seek to 
make the explosions look seismically more like earthquakes. Some 
of these techniques have been discussed in the 1968 SIPRI Report 
and were also discussed in the last CTB Experts meeting. We have 
to face the fact that, if only national systems are used, even with

’For Dr. Walske’s testimony, see Prospects for Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban 
Treaty: Hearings Before the Subcommittee on Arms Control, International Law and 
Organization o f the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety- 
second Congress, First Session, on Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, pp. 118-119.
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advanced seismological techniques, there will still be a substantial 
number of unidentified or ambiguous natural seismic events. These 
could provide a background against which some number of 
clandestine nuclear tests could be hidden. On the basis of seismic 
means alone there could be no objective way to resolve the true 
character of such events. On-site inspections, however, could 
provide just such a method—and it is in fact the only method that 
we know which could identify the nuclear character o f some 
seismic events. Thus, on-site inspections can be useful in helping to 
deter a country from conducting prohibited tests by increasing the 
chance that any significant violations will be discovered. This, in 
turn, will increase the probability that clandestine testing will not 
be judged to be worth the risk. We regard this increase in 
verification capability as necessary.

An additional aspect of the verification problem is found in the 
difficult issue of how peaceful nuclear explosions could be 
accommodated within a CTB while simultaneously ensuring that 
such explosions will not be used for weapon development. This 
problem arises from the fact that peaceful nuclear explosive 
devices are inherently indistinguishable from devices sviitable for 
military purposes.

I have commented today on various issues and questions raised 
by the representatives of Sweden and Canada. We have also 
submitted a status report on the progress of our large seismic array 
programme. Together with this report we have submitted a 
description o f our current and planned research which we hope 
will further oiu- understanding and capabilities in the area of 
seismic verification. We sincerely hope that our efforts will be 
helpful to the members o f the Committee.

All delegations here have stressed the importance of a compre
hensive test ban as an arms-control measure. We share this view of 
its importance. All delegations have also recognized that the 
question o f verification is a vital issue. The United States has 
already expended a very great effort to build up and improve 
verification capabilities, and, as the President o f the United States 
has said on a number o f occasions, the United States will continue 
to support efforts to improve worldwide seismological capabilities.

United States Paper Submitted to the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament: Review of Current Progress and 
Problems in Seismic Verification, August 24, 1972*

INTRODUCTION

The scope of the ongoing United States program. Project 
VELA, devoted to research into seismic verification of an

‘ CCD/388, Aug. 24,1972; and Corr. 1, Aug. 31,1972.
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underground test ban has been previously reported to the 
Conference in a working paper o f June 1971, CCD/330.^ The 
present paper reviews the progress towards attaining the research 
objectives outlined at that time, and discusses certain residual 
problems presently preventing seismic verification down to low 
magnitudes. It ^Iso outlines some directions that are currently 
being pursued in seismic instrumentation, seismic systems, and 
deployments to assist in the solution of these problems.

SECTION I

Recent Progress in Seismic Verification Research
The U.S. Large Array Program is now halfway through its 

two-year evaluation program. Available data indicate the capabil
ity o f these arrays as research tools and their potential for seismic 
monitoring systems. In the companion Very Long Period Experi
ment, seven stations have been in operation during the past year 
and three others are nearing completion. The results of this 
experiment indicate the value of careful emplacement o f instru
ments to ensure that the residual noise is in fact earth noise and 
pose some interesting questions as to the emplacement and 
seismometer bandwidth o f future installations. This section is a 
review o f progress to date in these programs and indications for 
future research.

Signal Detection Capabilities o f Large Arrays
'Research has continued on the detection capabilities of the 

three large seismic arrays developed under the U.S. research 
programs. These are the Large Aperture Seismic Array (LASA) in 
Montana, the large Research Array in Norway (NORSAR), and the 
Alaskan Long Period Array (ALPA). During the past year, two 
significant developments have occurred. First, there has been an 
important improvement in the techniques for automatically 
detecting events at LASA, bringing the automatic seismic event 
detection threshold close to the limit for this array. Second, high 
quality data from the full NORSAR array have provided a means 
to estimate the ultimate P-wave detection threshold for that array 
and the development o f automatic detection methods is now well 
vmderway. Turning to the long period arrays, sufficient data have 
now been obtained to estimate their detection thresholds for 
seismic events. Summaries o f both short-period and long-period 
detection thresholds are described below. High quality data from 
all three arrays have become available for the initial studies of 
capabilities and limitations o f identification criteria at low 
magnitude.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 379-386.
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Capability to Detect Short-Period P-Waves

P-wave detection thresholds of short-period arrays are ulti
mately limited by:

(a) The amplitude and variability o f the ambient noise which 
exists in the earth at the detection site.

(b) The improvement in effective signal-to-noise ratio which 
can be achieved by combining the outputs of all o f the sensors of 
the array, and

(c) The reduction in amplitude o f seismic signals o f interest 
caused by filtering and combining signals from the array’s sensors.
These parameters are measurable, and may be used to determine 
the ultimate threshold o f an array. The first two parameters, 
measured in the frequency band o f the P-wave signals of interest, 
define the irreducible noise at the output o f the array, and hence 
the amplitude o f the minimum detectable P-wave signal. The third 
parameter is then used to define the P-wave earth motion input 
required to produce the minimiun detectable signal at the array 
output. This earth motion may then be interpreted in terms o f  
earthquake magnitude.

The limiting threshold for LASA has been established for 
several years, and reported in several publications of Lincoln 
Laboratory and the Seismic Data Laboratory [Refs. 1, 2 ]. These 
studies indicate that the ultimate teleseismic detection threshold 
of the LASA array is about 3.9 (LASA magnitude) at the 90% 
confidence level. Based on recently acquired data from NORSAR, 
we may now estimate that the ultimate teleseismic detection 
threshold is about 4.1 (NORSAR magnitude) for that station at 
the 90% confidence level. Details of these estimates are given in 
Table L

Developing the capability to approach these ultimate detection 
thresholds by automatic means has been one of the goals o f the 
U.S. seismic research program. Last year it was reported to the 
CCD that equipment for automatic event detection had achieved a 
threshold of mjj = 4.2 at the 90% confidence level for LASA. 
Since then, improvements in the computer logic for recognizing 
earthquake signals has lowered this threshold to = 3.9.

This threshold was verified by counting the number of 
earthquakes detected in small magnitude increments and observing 
the magnitude level at which the number of detected events no 
longer increase as expected. Figure 1̂  shows the incremental 
histograms o f 4,884 seismic events automatically detected by 
LASA at distances between 30° and 85°. The body wave 
magnitudes are those determined directly by LASA, which agree 
closely with magnitudes reported by the U.S. National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration. The general trend o f increasing 
numbers o f events detected as the magnitude decreases continues

^Not printed here.
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Ĝ

JA
L 

L
O

SS
E

S

U.S. PAPER, AUGUST 24 593

3.

B
«o
rj-
O

9*

3 .
B

a
6

I
ON

II

ss
5

a.
B
so
c4

a.
6

o
’T3

N .ti 
ro g
d-52

I
’oc
tl o

i t s !
•i 5  S*

S 3 a
t - § l

’g'O

I M}5© VS
■S

btQ
•S s s

^  o *-'^ GO
3 2  
3*19 

»< o cy
S s 
.S

till? rQ TO 3O « aS  
oi3 e-

& o
^i3

?•3
3 .
s
Os
O

i
8
§Os

I
§ (U

I  ®«3
« P o fi-

6

| § 5 ; g
S  <-*y t5

6 ^
=l
S

8
0 \

•E? e?
:! S

^  ON

I 'S  
S s3 £3
.s X

ON o t3 ,s: CO

:«a

cd 2 S'
8 ^ 1  4-* «*H -M

S o >»s .£) 
gs^'o 
•I 2̂ g•Sap
S.S s
s » ss

.§
S

ss
.S

II
-C5
6

I.
73^
O  II

VJB

8 ;

•- 2 | « 8  
i! §

- 8 g |
’O fc9 'S
.s |« l I-
o> ® o 1̂3 gj S 

73 c  .S3 SS..S o -

Ov

o

lli

i ) |cS C
G
.a s
00 O

jsâ
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from magnitude 6  down to magnitude 4. The rate o f increase 
drops sharply just below magnitude 4 as increasing numbers o f  
earthquakes which are known from other evidence to occur are no 
longer detected by LASA. The incremental histogram implies that 
90% of the expected number of = 3.9 earthquakes are 
detected, confirming that this is the current threshold for 
automatic event detection at LASA.

Automatic event detection methods at NORSAR have not yet 
been fully developed to take advantage o f signal and noise 
characteristics at that site. Accordingly, the lowest possible 
automatic event detection threshold at that station has not yet 
been achieved. Preliminary data similar to that given for LASA in 
Figure 1 suggest that the current automatic event detection 
threshold o f NORSAR is near = 4.4 (90% incremental). 
Although NORSAR’s ultimate short-period threshold will not 
quite equal that o f LASA, its long-period characteristics are 
equally as good. Furthermore NORSAR and LASA are now 
providing crucial data needed for research on events in regions of 
common coverage.

Capability to Detect Long-Period Waves

An initial evaluation of the long-period detection capabilities of 
NORSAR, LASA, and ALPA has recently been completed. The 
earthquake source region chosen for the study was the Kurile- 
Kamchatka area which is about 60° from NORSAR and LASA 
and 30° from ALPA. The processing used was filtering and 
beamforming o f vertical seismometers augmented by matched 
filtering when required. It appears that this is very close to 
optimum processing for those arrays. A preliminary estimate o f  
the 90% incremental detection thresholds for Rayleigh waves, in 
the absence o f interfering events (which are discussed separately 
later), were determined to be Mg = 3.0 for NORSAR, 3.1 for 
LASA, and 2.6 for ALPA. These values were obtained from 
histograms o f numbers o f earthquakes vs magnitude in a manner 
similar to that discussed previously for short-period detection 
thresholds. A simple correction to normalize these magnitude 
values to a common distance indicates that all three arrays can 
detect surface waves down to a magnitude of Mg 2.5-2.6  at 30°. 
Further data may modify these estimates.

To determine the utility o f the large long-period arrays for the 
discrimination problem, it is also necessary to know the threshold 
of these arrays in terms o f body wave magnitude. That is, for an 
event o f given we want to know the probability of detecting 
Rayleigh waves to be used in criteria such as that based upon 
Mg. mi,. The correlation o f body wave and surface wave magnitude 
is complicated by the fact that surface wave magnitudes are 
dependent upon the depth of the seismic event, and a 
determination o f the depth o f focus is important to this 
correlation. We are currently investigating this problem, 
particularly in a comprehensive study o f worldwide data (see
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Section III), with a view to defining the body wave magnitude of 
shallow focus earthquakes corresponding to the surface wave 
magnitude thresholds o f the large arrays for various seismic areas 
of the world.

Very Long Period Experiment i

The Very Long Period Experiment has two principal objectives. 
The first is to demonstrate that high gain instruments can be 
installed such that their performance is limited only by earth noise 
and to demonstrate that careful siting of the instruments can 
markedly reduce the amount of earth noise. The second is to 
exploit the fact that the instrument response was designed to be at 
a maximum where the earth noise level is at a minimum between 
30 and 50 seconds (Figure 2).* It was anticipated that this 
favorable “window” for viewing surface waves from earthquakes 
and explosions would reveal new characteristics that might 
supplement our previous experience at periods in the vicinity of 
20 seconds. Of particular importance was the hypothesis that 
there might be a greater separation of the earthquake and 
explosion population on the Mg:mjj plot than exists at 2 0  seconds.

Seven stations have been used extensively in recent studies. The 
seven existing stations are listed in Table II, together with their 
geological settings. The base noise levels for the vertical, North- 
South, and East-West horizontal components at 20 seconds and 40  
seconds with a passband of 0.013 Hz are shown in Table III. 
During particularly noisy periods, however, the noise levels can be 
an order o f magnitude greater than the base levels at 2 0  seconds 
due to microseismic storms. Base levels, therefore, represent the 
quietest conditions at the stations recorded to date. The locations 
of the stations and their 30° area o f coverage are shown in Figure 
3.®

The results indicate that careful design of seismometer, instru
ment container, and vault has resulted in an instrument which is 
sufficiently insulated from the environment that we can have 
confidence that it is recording only ground movement. This is an 
important achievement because full utilization has been made of 
the instrument gain, as much as 100,000, at periods o f 35 to 40 
seconds. The equivalent earthquake detection capability o f the 
first four stations built for various seismic areas of the world is 
shown in Figure 4.® This figure indicates that these four stations 
give an mjj 4.3-4.4 in the Kamchatka-Kurile region and an 4.5 
or less capability in most areas investigated. An enhanced 
capability could be achieved by more stations, possibly as small 
arrays, and by digital data processing.

ITie stability of the noise level at 40 seconds is apparently 
greater than that at 20 seconds. This stems from the origin of the 
noise components at two periods, that at 2 0  seconds being from 
microseisms and that at 40 seconds from local atmospheric

‘Not printed here.
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TABLE II.-STATION LOCATIONS, GEOLOGIC SETTINGS

Depth of
Lati- Longi- Eleva- Over-Bur-

Station tude tude tion (M.) Bedrock den (M.)

Fairbanks,
Alaska

64° 53'N 148° OO'W 330 Precambrian Birch 
Creek Schist

2 0

Charters Towers, 
Australia

20° OS'S 146° 15'E 357 Devonian Ravenswood 
Granodiorite

30

Eilat, Israel 29° 33'N 34° 57'E 2 0 0 Precambrian Granite- 
porphyry

2 0 0

Ogdensburg, 
New Jersey

41° 04'N 74° 37'W -373 Franklin Limestone 543

Chiang Mai, 
Thailand

18° 47'N 98° 58'E 416 Triassic Granite 0

Toledo, Spain 39° 51'N 4° OO'E 465 Precambrian Granite 2 0

Konigsberg,
Norway

59° 38'N 9° 35'E 216 Precambrian CrystaUine- 
like Slate and Granite

340

TABLE IIL-RMS BASE NOISE LEVELS AT 20 and 40 SECOND PERIOD 
WITH 0.013 Hz BAND WIDTH AT BOTH PERIODS 

(At Least 8-Hour Samples)

20 Seconds 40 Seconds
Station Vertical North-South East-West Vertical North-South East-West

Fairbanks, 
Alaska, USA

9 5 3 7.3 7 7

Charters Towers, 
Australia

4.6 3.5 5.2 3.6 1 1 ’ 11

Eilat, Israel 3 8 3.2 2
8 3

Ogdensburg, 
New Jersey, 
USA

8 8 . 6 8 3.2 7 7

Chiang Mai, 
Thailand

10 10 10 3.1 12 12

Toledo, Spain 4.3 4.3 13 3.7 11.5 16

Konigsberg,
Norway

3.6 4 4.5 1 .6 3 2.7

90% Confidence Level, 2.2 db Spread

’Daytime average level-night-time level is 3.6 mu.
“Instrument malfunction.

perturbations. At depth these different origins might have greater 
significance than at the surface since the microseisms do not 
decrease significantly with depth but the atmospheric-induced 
component does, particularly with respect to the horizontal signals 
due to earth tilt. These horizontal components are especially 
important for the detection o f Love waves.

Based on results from a large number of earthquakes and a 
relatively small number of explosions it appears that no increase
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in the average separation between earthquakes and presumed 
explosions will be obtained by using instead of
M /20):m i, althougji the spread in M^(40) values at a given mjj 
appears to be less. Azimuthally-dependent spectral criteria have 
still to be investigated in detail. By the utilization of deep 
boreholes advantage might possibly be taken of the suppression of 
atmospheric-induced noise with depth. This is an approach which 
will be pursued further. Analysis o f data obtained under the Very 
Long Period Experiment program has supported the concept of 
the general utility o f the Mg-.mi, criterion to earthquakes, always 
keeping in mind the existence o f anomalous events. We have seen 
that the capabilities attained at the prototype station are 
attainable at other sites. We are only now attaining the technical 
capability to analyze fully and effectively the VLPE data.

SECTION II 

Important Remaining Problems

Some detailed studies over the past year have attempted to 
provide quantitative information on several problems which were 
discussed previously but for which no precise data have been 
available. For instance, it was suggested in the U.S. Working Paper 
last year that the criterion for seismic discrimination might
fail occasionally, for reasons unknown. Such events, sometimes 
referred to as false alarms, appear in the explosion population on 
the Mg: mi, plot. Another question unanswered previously was the 
extent and severity o f the mixed event problem at low magni
tudes. This phenomenon has been investigated further and is 
reported in this section. Finally, o f continuing concern is the 
possibility of evasion. The current U.S. research into possible 
clandestine testing techniques and research into ways of deterring 
such testing is reviewed briefly.

Anomalous Events

A number of effective discriminant criteria may be successfully 
employed for distinguishing between signals from earthquakes and 
explosions. One of those in extensive use is a comparison of 
amplitudes of long-period surface waves and amplitudes of 
short-period body waves; i.e., the so-called criterion. It is
intended to be applied to shallow focus (depth less than 60 
kilometers) events. It has been found that in most cases such 
earthquakes have much higher Mg values for a given value than 
do explosions.

For reasons not thoroughly understood at this time, some 
earthquakes are inefficient generators o f Rayleigh waves. These 
events, most o f which appear to be of shallow focus on the basis 
of the Preliminary Determination of Epicenters by NOAA, give 
surface wave magnitudes that are so low that they are statistically 
indistinguishable from explosions by the Mg-.mfj criterion. Al
though these events occur occasionally at magnitudes slightly
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above their numbers increase substantially at low magni
tudes; this is largely because there are more seismic events at low 
magnitude.

To document this phenomenon, a study was made of Ms-tnb 
characteristics o f earthquakes in a region comprising the eastern 
Himalayas and parts o f Assam and Tibet. This region was chosen 
because there had been previous indications that anomalous 
Rayleigh wave energy was associated with some seismic sources in 
the area.

Fifty-three earthquakes occurring between 1963 and 1970 
within the region, bounded by latitudes 27°N and 34°N and 
longitudes 92°E and 100°E, were selected for study. Epicentral 
characteristics are listed in Table IV. Stations whose data 
contributed to the analysis were Shillong, Poona, and New Delhi, 
India; Kabul, Afghanistan; Quetta and Lahore, Pakistan; ang 
Chiang Mai, ITiailand. It was decided not to obtain Rayleigh wave 
data from more distant stations although the proximity to the 
seismic zone of the stations used could introduce some bias. Ally 
individual station magnitudes were normalized to the mean values 
from the network on large events to minimize possibilities o f bias/ 
when signals were detected at only a few stations. /

Surface wave magnitudes were computed by three methods, 
using the Prague, Marshall and Basham, and von Seggem formulas 
with only slight differences in the results. The data presented in 
this paper are based solely on the method of Marshall and Basham 
(including depth corrections) since this technique is gaining wide 
acceptance.

The plot o f Ms:mt> is given in Figure 5’ for all events whose 
depth is estimated to be less than 60 km. The shaded area encloses 
all explosion data for Central Asia (Eastern Kazakhstan and 
Sinkiang) shown by Marshall and Basham [Ref. 3 ].

The Ms'.mb plane in Figure 5 is divided into three parts by the 
lines

Mg = m/,-1.0

Mg = m^-1.5
It will be observed that the Mg and values o f the Marshall 

and Basham explosion population lie below the lineMj = mi)-\.S. 
It should be understood that the points which are plotted are 
subject to normal statistical error. Accordingly, an event with 
mean Ms and mb values which plots somewhat above the 
explosion zone may, nevertheless, be statistically indistinguishable 
from an explosion by this criterion. Region I, above = mj-1, 
can be safely characterized as containing only earthquakes. It is 
clear from Figure 5® that the values of Ms.'tnb for numerous 
earthquakes in this area below about mt,5.0 cannot be distin
guished with confidence from explosions. The conclusion of this

’Not printed here.
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TABLE IV.-LIST OF EVENTS

Date 
Mo Da Yr

Origin
Time

Coordinates 
N. Lat. E.Long

Depth
KM

v-fr E- V iz.1^ 1 o

Geographical
Region

07 05 63 7 19 15.8 27.7 92.1 10 4.2 3.90 Assam, India
10 08 63 2 516.0 28.6 95.1 24 5.4 4.33 Assam, India
11 16 63 11 39 37.8 28.1 95.1 37 4.7 3.93 Assam, India
01 07 64 4 50 37.0 29.8 98.7 46 5.0 4.38 Eastern Tibet
01 27 64 5 29 27.0 29.2 97.2 10 4.9 3.87 Southern Tibet
04 3 0 65 7 13 23.1 28.3 96.0 10 4.4 3.96 India-China Border
06 04 65 15 56 56.0 31.7 95.2 10 5.0 3.87 Tibet
07 3165 16 36 53.8 32.7 93.2 10 4.9 4.27 Tibet
07 31 65 17 7 52.6 32.7 93.1 10 4.7 4.81 Tibet
07 31 65 19 1 9.4 32.8 93.0 1 0 4.4 4.40 Tibet
07 31 65 21 44 47.8 32.7 93.1 21 4.9 4.60 Tibet
08 01 65 14 14 1.7 32.6 93.6 10 5.5 3.94 Tibet
08 01 65 20 9 17.9 32.6 93.3 32 5.3 4.78 Tibet
08 02 65 17 49 47.0 32.8 93.3 to 4.8 4.35 Tibet
10 06 65 8 3 3.2 29.2 96.1 27 5.4 4.10 India-China Border
12 09 65 20 26 4.0 27.5 92.5 22 5.3 AAl India-China Border
01 31 66 2 35 5.8 27.9 99.6 10 5.6 4.87 Yunnan Prov., China
03 14 66 4 42 50.0 32.4 97.4 10 4.9 4.46 Tibet
05 27 66 14 35 5.0 27.4 96.5 51 4.8 4.34 Burma-India Border
09 1166 15 55 20.0 27.0 95.8 37 5.0 3.77 Burma-India Border
09 26 66 5 10 58.1 27.5 92.6 10 5.6 5.26 India-China Border
09 26 66 6 3 48.0 27.6 92.7 JP 4.2 3.59 India-China Border
03 1167 16 56 48.7 28.4 94.4 7 5.3 4.69 India-China Border
03 14 67 6 58 4.6 28.4 94.3 24 5.9 5.54 India-China Border
07 07 67 22 56 30.8 27.8 92.2 ■ 0 4.9 3.71 India-China Border
08 15 67 9 21 2.3 31.1 93.7 10 5.7 5.07 Tibet
02 16 68 5 37 54.2 33.7 95.1 10 4.8 4.51 Tsinghai Province, China
06 28 68 20 34 55.3 30.1 95.1 44 4.8 3.58 Tibet
06 3 0 68 5 4 10.0 30.2 94.8 42 4.8 3.40 Tibet
07 01 68 3 11 10.0 30.3 94.5 28 4.3 3.00 Tibet
07 04 68 6 45 58.0 30.3 94.9 10 4.7 3.46 Tibet
07 13 68 6 5 54.2 30.3 94.6 10 5.0 3.46 Tibet
07 14 68 18 1241.0 30.3 94.8 22 4.9 3.54 Tibet
07 15 68 5 9 5.9 30.3 95.0 22 4.8 3.39 Tibet
07 16 68 22 23 7.0 30.3 94.8 40 4.8 3.45 Tibet
07 23 68 20 51 47.9 30.3 94.9 30 4.9 3.43 Tibet
07 26 68 12 44 3.0 29.4 95.6 10 4.9 3.45 India-China Border
08 23 68 12 1 16.5 30.3 94.9 10 4.8 3.46 Tibet
08 24 68 14 26 7.4 30.0 95.1 56 4.6 3.35 Tibet
08 25 68 17 55 5.3 30.4 94.8 19 4.8 3.28 Tibet
08 29 68 19 51 24.6 30.2 95.1 1 0 5.0 3.48 Tibet
09 01 68 5 59 26.6 30.3 94.8 20 5.0 3.59 Tibet
09 03 68 17 45 54.1 30.2 94.8 53 4.9 3.43 Tibet
09 04 6 8 1 40 4.0 33.5 97.5 10 4.8 4.05 Tsinghai Province, China
09 1168 3 7 32.0 30.3 94.9 38 4.3 3.52 Tibet
08 15 69 7 15 37.0 30.2 95.0 10 5.2 3.57 Tibet
11 24 69 2 1 9.3 30.6 98.9 12 4.6 4.00 Tibet
02 08 70 19 7 30.0 31.1 93.5 10 4.5 4.05 Tibet
05 08 70 11 8 8.4 32.8 95.2 35 4.5 3.55 Tibet
06 24 70 0 43 1.9 28.9 95.6 10 4.8 4.53 India-China Border

* ® Depth constrained to 33 km.
‘ * Calculated according to the formula of Marshall and Basham (1971) including depth correc

tion. For those events w i^  constrained depths, the depth correction was applied as if they were at 
33 km.
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study is that for events o f this area, the Ms:mb criterion by itself is 
not a positive identifier o f explosions smaller than mt>5.0, 
although it should be pointed out that an event as high zsmjjS.S 
was observed to Ue within the explosion population. While the 
examples o f anomalous events given here are derived from a 
particular region, such events have been noted on some occasions 
to occur in some other regions as well [Ref. 4 ].

The cause and geographical distribution of anomalous earth
quakes are an important field o f research because it may assist in 
defining the extent o f the problem. Figure 6 *̂  shows each event 
plotted and symbolized to indicate to which of the three 
populations in Figure 5 it belongs. A striking feature of the 
distribution is the concentration of explosion-like Mg.mi) values 
centered at about 30°N and 95°E. Furthermore, the events in 
question occurred mainly in one sequence which occurred from 
June fo September 1968. Two other clear regions characterized by 
low Mg values relative to values can be distinguished. One is 
the frontal region o f the Himalayas, also described by Marshall and 
Basham, which shows such anomalous events intermingled with 
normal earthquakes. The other occupies the eastern end of Assam 
and the north-south trending mountain ranges which join the 
Himalayas and extend south toward Burma. The observed magni
tude characteristics would thus appear to correlate with geological 
features.

Perhaps continuing research will permit us to understand the 
causative mechanisms o f such events and place limits on where 
they may occur in the future. The importance o f other criteria for 
achieving proper classifications o f anomalous events is clearly 
indicated. Perhaps the most promising o f those under development 
for events o f and smaller involves the determination of focal 
depth with greater accuracy and more confidence than has 
heretofore been possible. These methods are basically refinements 
of the classical ones which use surface reflections, calibrated travel 
times o f P waves and calibrated travel times o f other phases 
(especially S where suitable stations exist or can be established 
within a few degrees o f the source). Research on these and other 
methods may hopefully find a variety o f solutions to the problem 
posed by events which are inefficient generators o f surface waves.

Interfering Long-Period Signals or Mixed Events

Because o f their relatively long time duration, a number of 
surface wave trains from different seismic events will overlap. In 
some cases the resulting interference will be so severe as to make 
any extraction of useful information relating to the later arrival 
impossible. In other cases, and with certain techniques, the 
problem is more tractable and allows the interfering wave trains to 
be separated. It should be pointed out that many earthquakes with 
mixed surface waves can be identified as earthquakes by a variety

'^Not printed here.



U.S. PAPER, AUGUST 24 601

of other techniques, among which are establishing depth of focus 
and location by use o f  short-period data.

There are three distinct circumstances in which interference 
may occur, each causing different degrees o f difficulty in effecting 
separation of the component events. The first is when signals from 
two events o f approximately the same magnitude from different 
locations arrive simultaneoudy at a seismic station. The second is 
when signals originate from two discrete but nearly co-located 
events having roughly the same origin time, and the third is when a 
small event is mixed in the coda of a much larger earthquake.

As an illustration o f the extent o f the problem. Table V shows 
the percentage o f mixed events at six single stations providing data 
for the Very Long Period Experiment. Expected signal arrival 
times at the stations for Eurasian events were calculated from 
origin times and locations given by a combined list of NOAA 
(including WWSSN), LASA, and NORSAR epicenters. The data 
were collected between January 1, 1972 and February 20, 1972. 
A total o f 155 signal sources within Eurasia are the data base for 
the study. On the average, about 16 per cent of the total possible 
single station observations showed interfering signals. An inter
fering signal in this context is taken to be one which, from visual 
inspection o f actual seismic records, lies within the wave train of 
an event preceding it in time on the record to such an extent that 
no reliable information on amplitude or spectral content may be 
obtained from the combined waveform. Proximity to seismic areas 
causes some variation in this percentage. For example, Chiang Mai 
and Charters Towers both had a higher than average number of 
mixed events.

TABLE V. PERCENTAGE OF MIXED EVENTS AT SINGLE STATIONS 
OF THE VERY LONG PERIOD EXPERIMENT

No. of Events Recorded 
During Study

Percent Mixed 
at Single Station

Charters Towers, Australia 154 19
Fairbanks, Alaska, USA 13313 14
Konigsberg, Norway 154 14
Ogdensberg, New Jersey, USA 154 16
Toledo, Spain 133‘^ 12
Chiang Mai, Thailand 7 7 1 3 2 2

The effect o f a group of VLPE stations acting as a network is 
shown in Table VI. Since all the stations were not operable over 
the entire period o f the study, results are given when 4, 5, or 6  of 
the stations were taken together as a network.

The tabulation shows that only in 92 out o f 155 events was 
there no interference at all, but that the number of mixed events 
for which signals were obscured at all stations o f the network was 
reduced as the number o f stations in the detecting network was

'®In operation during only part of the period of the study.
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increased. Distribution o f the totally mixed events as a function of 
magnitude was as follows:

TABLE VII

Magnitude mjj < 4.0 mjj 4.0 to 5.0 mjj > 5.0

Number of events for 
which all stations in 
network recorded mixed 
signals

3 3 2

Number of events 
in population

41 99 15

The largest o f eight mixed events noted above occurred simulta
neously with an 5.0 event some 600-700 km away, so that the 
arrival times of the two were nearly the same at all stations. The 
signals from three intermediate magnitude events were mixed with 
large signals from mij 5.5 events not occurring within Eurasia. 
Signals from the three low magnitude events were masked by 
either the signal or the coda from events outside Eurasia of 
magnitudes greater than 4.5.

The above discussion centered upon the reduction of the mixed 
event population by the use o f a geographically distributed 
network. Beamforming capabilities of an array can also be used as 
an effective means o f separating mixed events. In particular, the 
frequency-wave number analysis technique has proved most 
effective.

Frequency-wave number (f-k) analysis is fundamentally 
beamforming in the frequency domain. The method takes 
advantage of the fact that signal-to-noise ratio is frequency 
dependent; therefore, beamforming is performed frequency by 
frequency. Since frequency-domain array analysis procedures are 
computationally faster than their time domain equivalents, many 
beams can be examined rapidly. In practice this means that the 
azimuth and velocity o f a signd need not be assumed; one merely 
accepts the beam with the maximum power. The position of this 
maximum in the wave-number domain defines the azimuth and 
velocity of the signal, its amplitude being a function of ground 
motion amplitude and hence related to the seismic magnitude. A 
typical representation of a wavenumber spectrum at a period o f 
18.3 seconds is shown in Figure 7 (A).*** A large coherent signal 
from the northeast causes a power peak in the wavenumber plane 
at a point corresponding to its azimuth and velocity, the velocity 
being inversely proportional to the distance from the origin of the 
wavenumber co-ordinates. The same wavenumber spectrum is 
shown in relief in Figure 7 (B). 'f

The capability o f f-k analysis to separate interfering signals/is 
illustrated by comparing Figures 7 and 8 .‘® In Figures 7(A) and

*^Not printed here.
Not printed here.
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7(B), a suspected small signal coming from the south is completely 
dominated by the large signal. However, the f:k technique allows 
us to remove the main peak along with its associated sidelobe and, 
thereby, bring out the smaller signal as shown in Figures 8 (A) and 
8 (B). The analysis is, o f course, done entirely by the computer and 
these illustrations merely give a visual representation of the results 
o f the data processing.

The technique will allow the measurement of the magnitude of 
interfering events provided that the signals are less than a seismic 
magnitude apart in energy and the azimuthal separation is greater 
than 20°. Since the analysis is done in the frequency domain, in 
principle the spectral content can be preserved and spectral 
discriminants still utilized. In practice, however, some degradation 
o f spectral information will probably occur. This is a subject of 
current research.

The utility o f the f-k analysis technique for the separation of 
mixed events was tested in two recent studies. In the first, 
conducted from May 1, 1971 to January 23, 1972, signals from 
earthquake sources in the Kurile Islands were recorded at LASA 
(77 events) and NORSAR (74 events). In the second, 94 events 
were recorded at LASA, NORSAR, and ALPA from February 20, 
1972 to March 1, 1972. The number o f events mixed before f-k 
processing was applied, and after it had been applied, are shown 
for each array in Table VIII. Also shown is the effective reduction 
by the use o f more than one array as a network in a similar fashion 
to the VLPE study. Array processing brings the mixed event 
population down to about 2 0  per cent and f-k analysis techniques 
improve the situation to just below 10 per cent. The use of 
multiple arrays reduces the number still further to about 6  per 
cent. The residual mixed events are due to nearby co-located 
events or very large events with long codas.

The problem of a small seismic event being mixed in the coda of 
a very large earthquake might be alleviated by the use o f a

TABLE VIII.-THE EFFECT OF F-K SPACE ANALYSIS ON THE 
SEPARATION OF MIXED EVENTS IN TWO RECENT STUDIES OF 

EVENTS IN THE KURILE ISLANDS AND EURASIA

Study Region
Studied

Duration
of

Study

Number 
of Events 
Studied

Mixed at a 
Single Array

Mixed with 
Multiple Arrays 

After f-k Analysis

- Before f-k 
Analysis

After f-k 
Analysis

2
Arrays

3
Arrays

Using 
NOR
SAR and 
LASA

Kurile
Islands

1 May 71 
to

23 Jan 72

74

77

16

17

6

6

5 -

Using
ALPA
NOR
SAR
LASA

Eurasia 20 Feb 72 
to

20 Mar 72

81
95

1 0 2

19
18
18

1 0
8
8

- 6
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network of high sensitivity broadband instruments close to the 
seismic zones. While the coda energy from a large earthquake 
tends to be omni-directional, it also tends to be concentrated at 
periods o f 18-20 seconds and longer. By contrast, the signals from 
a nearby event tend to still retain shorter periods around the 12-14 
second range. Broadband instrumentation coupled with digital 
equipment, both to utilize the inherent dynamic range and to 
perform adaptive filtering, might be useful in separating signals in 
the frequency domain.

Some possibilities open up, therefore, for mitigating the mixed 
event problem by a combination o f small high quality long-period 
arrays for array processing separation and h i^  gain broadband 
instruments close to seismic zones. Although it might be antici
pated that this approach to a network will reduce the residual 
long-period non-detections, it is conceded that the separation of 
residual mixed events, particularly from co-located or very large 
events, remains a significant problem which may impose a 
limitation on long-period seismic detection in areas o f interest for 
monitoring a test ban.

EVASION

There are inherent limitations to verification systems which 
mean that nuclear testing at some level can be carried out without 
seismic detection and identification. Recent work described in the 
previous two sections highlighted some of these problems. Even 
though further research may reduce the number o f anomalous 
events, there are likely to be some events each year whose source 
identity cannot be determined by teleseismic means. We have also 
seen that there is always likely to be some residuum of overlapping 
events whose signals interfere to such an extent that they cannot 
be separated and identified teleseismically. There may even be a 
few occasions per year when the world’s seismometers, both long 
and short period, may be rendered largely useless for verification 
purposes by a very large earthquake. These inescapable occur
rences o f natural phenomena continue to be a cause o f concern 
because they could conceivably offer a potential violator o f a 
comprehensive test ban additional opportunities to test without 
detection, let alone identification. It should be pointed out that 
the extent to which clandestine testing might be possible depends 
on the capability o f the monitoring facilities available.

Our program o f evasion research is oriented to understanding 
the potential techniques that could be used for clandestine testing 
in order to develop approaches that can improve the deterrence 
against such testing. Most U.S. research to date on this problem 
has focused on obtaining a better understanding of seismic 
coupling, yield/magnitude relationships as a function o f rock type, 
and methods which might be used to decouple seismic energy. We 
have also been conducting theoretical studies concerned with the 
so-called “multiple explosion” technique. In our studies, the
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simulated explosions are sequenced so that in the composite 
seismogram the short-period body waves are reduced (depressing 
m^) and the long-period surface waves are reinforced (increasing 
Mg). The result is an earthquake-like signal, both in general 
appearance, and in Mgimij ratio. Thus far, “identification” of the 
‘̂event” as a multiple explosion using accepted diagnostic aids and 

discriminants has not been possible.
Another series o f studies are underway to evaluate the 

likelihood o f detecting and identifying the seismic signal from an 
explosion hidden in the signal from either a nearby earthquake or 
a distant large earthquake and its aftershocks. The detection 
problem is, in effect, similar to that already discussed for mixed 
events, and the present inability to separate certain events makes 
this evasion technique a subject for particular attention.

The emphasis o f our current research is being directed toward 
determining the capabilities and limitations o f seismic techniques 
that may be used to foil the earthquake-simulation and hide-in- 
earthquake evasion technique.

Table IX summarizes current information on evasion potential. 
It suggests estimated yield limits for various evasion techniques 
which are considered technically feasible. Despite known con
straints on the tester, including yield limitations, high cost, and 
the possibility o f detection, we cannot be confident that they will 
suffice to deter a potential evader. It, therefore, seems important 
to improve the seismic means for detecting such tests.

TABLE IX

Evasion Techniques

Estimated Yield 
Limit to Avoid 
Detection** Constraints on Tester

Tamped Shot in Low 
Coupling Media

1-2 KT>'̂ Low yields; relatively few areas of low 
coupling media, most in undevel
oped regions; evader would probably 
test in seismic region.

Decoupling Cavity 50 KT Large volume of rock or salt required; 
long preparation time; expensive.

Detonate Following 
Nearby Earthquake

50 KT Device must be pre-positioned; local 
earthquakes must be about one seis
mic magnitude larger than explosion; 
decision to test must be made very 
quickly.

Detonate Following Large 
Instant Earthquake

100 KT Device must be pre-positioned; evader 
would probably have to test in seis
mic regions; 1 opportunity every 1-2 
years to conduct several simultaneous 
events in a series; decision to test 
must be made quickly.

Multiple Shot Simulation 
of Earthquake Signal

100 KT Requires multiple emplacement holes; 
evader would have to test in seis
mic regions. Requires considerable 
testing experience.

"‘ Estimates based on detection capabilities of stations remote from event.
Could be as high as 10 KT dependent upon the availability of sufficiently deep low 

coupling media.
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SECTION III 

Future Research

The problems discussed in Section II suggest some promising 
avenues of further inquiry that should assist in their solution. For 
example, our inadequate data base for events of low magnitude for 
many o f the seismic areas o f the world can be rectified by the 
deployment of higher quality seismic stations with higher gains in 
quiet sites. Additionally, as more low magnitude events become 
detectable, the problem o f h^dling more high-quality digital data 
will present a task o f major proportions in data processing and 
system management. Finally, increased knowledge about evasion 
techniques may suggest ways to deter clandestine testing; counter
measures to evasion should be actively pursued. This section seeks 
to outline some o f the new approaches to research suggested by 
the unresolved problems in seismic verification.

A Multi-National Seismic Cooperation Study

At the present time we do not know with any degree of 
confidence how many seismic evrats there are in every area o f the 
world above magnitude 4.0. To aijraress this problem a cooperative 
multi-national project has recently been undertaken under the 
aegis o f the Lincoln Laboratory o f the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology. It utilizes the detection logs, rather than the more 
conservative seismic bulletins o f the participating groups, and will 
seek to answer a number of scientific and operation questions 
related to detection and discrimination by using all available 
seismic data.

Data recorded for a period of one month, 20 February to 19 
March 1972, has been selected for this, extensive study with 
participating groups in Canada, Sweden,^Norway, the United 
Kingdom and the United States. In addition, the analog records of 
all other groups submitting data to the US National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration have been incorporated in the data 
base. Finally, a list o f events from non-seismic regions, or which 
for some reason cause difficulties with some^scriminants, and 
other recent special events o f particular interest, is being compiled 
for study by the various groups. The number of potential events 
being considered is about 5,000 although the process of event 
authentication promises to reduce this figure to under 1,500. 
Event authentication means that detection of an event is made by 
at least three WWSSN stations or one detection'af'a local standard 
station corroborating the same detection by ah array.

Although the work is only in its initial phase, it is hoped that 
the final bulletin will contain very nearly all events in the 
Northern Hemisphere of 4.0 and greater and that by using 
modem data acquisition systems and c^ p u ter  techniques for 
data integration and manipulation such a capabihty might be 
achieved routinely. Of course, some events smaller than 4.0 
will be detected too but not with sufficient reUability to be useful.
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Another parameter which requires evaluation is a more precise 
estimate o f the number o f times small events are masked by 
occasional very large events.

Data already compiled have included bulletins from the US 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, NORSAR and 
LASA; detection logs from NORSAR, LASA, Yellowknife, Hag- 
fors, and Warramunga; arrival times and amplitude measurements 
for Warramunga, Guaribidinaur, Canadian network stations, and 
other measurements reported to NOAA. Film records o f selected 
WWSSN stations will also be utilized and every attempt will be 
made to reprocess array data for possible events not originally 
reported by the arrays. For the first time we will be in a position 
to accumulate a sin^e list of events which will form a common 
and agreed data base for comparative studies, almost an impossi
bility up to this time.

It is anticipated that the work will be completed by October, 
1972 at which time the results wiU be distributed by Lincoln 
Laboratory to all participants and other interested workers.

Future Communications Systems and Data Analysis

One of the important issues which was mentioned in our earlier 
paper (CCD/330)** was that optimum verification system 
performance requires a good deal o f operating experience before it 
is actually achieved, and is crucially dependent on the quality of 
system management. Preliminary results of the multi-national 
cooperative experiment are revealing that there are Ukely to be as 
many as twenty thousand events above m]y 4.0 per year. This will 
pose a data management and processing problem o f major 
proportions.

The appl^^~toThis problem which the US is now undertaking 
will have three facets. First, each high quaUty station or array will 
have a comprehensive signal processing system including tech
niques for maximizing signal-to-noise ratios for various wave types, 
azimuths, and frequency bands; automatic event detection; signal 
editing and storage; and a means o f reprocessing data on request.

Second, there should be regular but not necessarily real time 
transmission o f processed data from the individual station to an 
analysis center or centers. Modem satelHte communication sys
tems, already in existence and commercially available at economic 
rates, have made communications on a worldwide basis simple in 
principle. A map of current ground stations and the three 
COMSAT satellites is shown in Figure 9. They possess the unique 
advantage in a worldwide seismic monitoring context that the data 
would be available to all who would wish to use it, the only 
requirement being a Unk to a satelhte communications ground 
station. Simple though the concepts may be, many details must be 
investigated. These include data format; the means of interfacing

Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 379-386.
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with the satellite link; data rate, including trade offs between 
continuous low rate and short bursts o f high rate transmission of 
accumulated data; and sufficient two-way transmission to permit 
data to be extracted from as well as deposited in the data baitk.

Third, consideration will have to be given to the functions of 
the data bank and central data analysis centers. The important 
seismic parameters for an operating system will have to be 
specified, such as location, time of origin, depth, magnitudes, 
spectral data and other possible discriminant material, and 
improved means for computing them will have to be developed to 
handle the great numbers o f events which occur worldwide. The 
development o f the recently operational network o f interacting 
computers — called the ARPANET — encourages us to explore these 
possibilities without being limited by computers. This net provides 
high quality remote access to a number o f large special and general 
purpose computers in the United States. The Seismic Array 
Andysis Ce'nter (SAAC) in Alexandria, Virginia, is linked to this 
net, and this provides the Center with the capability o f utilizing 
the largest and most sophisticated computing facilities available. A 
further devejopment which promises to be more valuable from the 
point o f view o f a data bank is a mass storage device having a 
capacity of approximately lÔ  ̂ i îts o f data. This is adequate to 
store the unedited data from 25 nine-element long period arrays 
operating for approximately three years.

Seismic Instrumentation

The results o f recent research make it important to review our 
current thinking on seismic instrumentation. The results obtained 
from the Very Long Period Experiment seem to indicate that 
rather than restricting analysis to periods o f 20 or 40 seconds, it 
seems much more profitable to use as [much?] broadband data as 
possible. An extension of the pass band of long-period instruments 
is indicated by the fact that earthquakes occurring within 2 0 ° have 
a richer frequency spectrum in the region of 12-14 seconds than at 
greater distances. There is a prospect, therefore, of seeing 
relatively short range earthquakes against the background of the 
coda from a large earthquake whose dominant period is likely to 
be of the order of 20 seconds. These facts combine to suggest that 
in future research we should record broadband from about 10  to 
50 seconds.

Recent research has been devoted to develop a reliable 
broadband instrument. Hitherto, analog recording has precluded 
the realization o f the potential of the broadband instrument since 
instrument band passes were designed to eliminate seismic noise, 
specifically at the 6 -second and 18-second microseismic peaks. 
With the introduction o f digital recording, the large dynamic range 
can be exploited and the prewhitening of the noise by analog 
filtering avoided.

An instrument with a good response curve from periods of one 
second to d.c. has been constructed. This essentially means that
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this instrument, with d i^ a l recording, and perhaps notched 
filtering to remove Jh e ^S^second microseismic peak, has the 
potential of obtaining data presently obtained by both long and 
short-period instruments. The instrument can be packaged in a 
way that it contains its own temperature and pressure environ
ment and, in addition, is small enough for use in a 7-inch diameter 
borehole. This latter feature is o f considerable importance because 
it opens up the attractive possibility o f economically deploying 
instruments below the zone o f locally-generated atmospherically- 
induced earth noise. The horizontal components of the long 
period {t >  2 0  seconds) earth noise are particularly sensitive to 
deep burial, and it is the noise in these components which at 
surface sites severely inhibits the detection of potentially useful 
Love waves. The noise is not only high in these components at the 
surface but is highly unstable due to storms and diurnal changes 
due to atmospheric loading causing earth tilt. Love waves have 
been less investigated for this reason.

The instrument and other similar new developments are 
currently being evaluated at the Tonto Forest Observatory 
alongside more conventional long-period instruments in surface 
vaults. A borehole experiment will be undertaken to establish the 
advantages to be gained operationally from the deployment of this 
seismometer at depths up to 5,000 feet, particularly to explore the 
utility of Love wave data as a factor in seismic discrimination.

Improved Seismic Research Networks

Studies of identification criteria which have been conducted to 
date reveal deficiencies in the data base available for research. For 
example, the previously described events in Asia having low 
Mg:mjj ratios are so remote from the large arrays and from all but 
one o f the stations o f the Very Long Period Experiment that only 
limited information can be obtained from these stations. In 
addition, some other promising criteria which might identify these 
events (e.g. Wadati’s method for determining focal depth using S-P 
[Ref. 5 ]) require high quality data recorded within several degrees 
of the source. Valuable as they are for most general seismological 
studies, data from standard WWSSN stations are inadequate to 
support the desired research. In particular, the stations do not 
have sufficient effective gain to record data from the low 
magnitude events o f interest, and the photographic recordings are 
not suitable for the necessary computer analyses.

As a consequence of these considerations, and as an adjunct to 
the communications study and other studies related to the 
consideration of monitoring a test ban, the US is planning a 
program for selectively upgrading selected WWSSN stations. Sites 
would be chosen at locations where they can be expected to 
produce data needed for important investigations. Small arrays 
may be needed at a few locations to attain necessary detection 
thresholds and to assist in mixed event separation. Distal 
recorders will be needed for high dynamic range and efficient
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analysis. As currently envisioned, about 20 stations o f the WWSSN 
might be improved with advantage. Planning is, at present, in the 
preliminary stages and hence cannot be reported to the Con
ference at this time.

Counter-Evasion Research

The principal objective of the research program into evasion 
techniques is to devise measures which can be incorporated into 
seismic verification schemes to detect, and thereby deter, possible 
attempts to test clandestinely. It is important to determine the 
quantity and character o f seismic data which will sufficiently deter 
such testing and to design a seismic verification system which 
meets those specifications.

A number of new approaches to the evasion problem are being 
examined using spectral analysis of both long- and short-period 
data as well as broadband signals. Further research on coda 
suppressions as a means o f limiting testing opportunities is 
required. Performance comparisons need to be made for various 
beamforming techniques, filters, and spectral processors as a 
means o f separating and identifying events. Continued work on 
short-period discriminants is required since this may prove to be 
the only useful positive counter-evasion approach at low magni
tude levels. Network characteristics, particularly station location, 
may be able to reduce the likelihood of successful evasion by 
simulating an earthquake or hiding the explosion signal in the coda 
of a natural event. Research on these subjects is continuing.
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French Note to Secretary-General Waldheim on the World 
Disarmament Conference, August 25,1972*

As it has stated on several occasions, the French Government 
believes that the problem of disarmament, and in particular of 
nuclear disarmament, is o f vital importance. France is desirous of 
promoting the study o f that problem and the implementation of

‘A/8817, annex 1, pp. 23-24.
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any agreement that might be concluded, in so far as the purpose is 
to seek genuine disarmament measures accompanied by effective 
international control and dealing in particular with the destruc
tion, and prohibition o f the production of nuclear weapons.

The most appropriate means o f attaining that result would be 
agreement between the Powers which possess nuclear weapons.

In the absence o f such agreement, the French Government has 
approved the draft resolution for a world disarmament con
ference.^ It feels that such a meeting could give fresh impetus to 
the work on disarmament and, in particular, provide nuclear 
countries with a framework for joint discussion of their common 
problems in the interests o f all.

(a) Main objectives

The French Govemrnent does not intend to make its participa
tion dependent on any conditions or prerequisites and considers 
that all participants should accept such a rule.

However, it feels that a world conference which failed to bring 
together all Powers having special responsibilities in this field 
would not serve the purpose for which it was convened.

(b) Provisional agenda

The conference should be free to determine its agenda and its 
procedures.

It seems premature to take a position on a provisional agenda, 
since that subject would be the major task of the preparatory 
body for the conference. We shall communicate our views on this 
subject at the appropriate time.

(c) Date and contemplated duration

The date of the conference would of necessity depend on the 
progress of the preparatory work. It would seem premature to try 
to fix a date at the present time.

The duration of the conference should not exceed five or six 
weeks. If the results achieved seemed encoxiraging, a decision 
could be taken in the l i^ t  o f those results, to hold one or more 
additional sessions.

(e) Procedures to be adopted for carrying out the preparatory 
work

Serious and detailed preparation for the world conference is one 
of the pre-conditions for its success, and in these circumstances it 
is essential to establish a preparatory body. In the opinion of the 
French Government, its composition should be determined by 
three main criteria: it should consist o f a limited number of 
participants; it should recognize the special responsibilities which, 
by the very nature o f things, have devolved on the nuclear Powers, 
which are, moreover, the five permanent members of the Security

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 909-910.
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Council; and, lastly, the representation in the preparatory body of 
all these countries should be sufficiently strong and sufficiently 
diversified.

Since no existing body meets the above criteria satisfactorily, it 
would seem to be essential to establish an ad hoc body. In order to 
avoid any disagreement that might result from what would 
necessarily be arbitrary selections, the French Government is of 
the opinion that this body should be composed of all those 
countries which, at the time it is established, are members o f the 
Security Council.

(f) Relationship to the United Nations

Since the Charter confers on the United Nations General 
Assembly and the Security Council responsibiUties in the field of 
disarmament, it would be desirable to maintain close contact 
between the world conference and the United Nations, which, 
moreover, could lend the conference logistic support.

British Note to Secretary-General Waldheim on the World Dis
armament Conference, August 29,1972^

The United Kingdom Government supports wholeheartedly the 
efforts o f the United Nations under the Charter to maintain and 
improve international security and to preserve the peace and 
believes that arms control and disarmament have a vital role to 
play in the discharging of these responsibilities. Through effective 
measures of arms control and disarmament the structure of 
international security is consolidated and the diversion o f scarce 
resources to costly and dangerous arms races can be prevented. It 
is therefore a clear duty incumbent on governments energetically 
to pursue agreement on measures of disarmament, to do all in 
their power to bring under control the escalating spiral o f arms 
transfers and production and to remove this burden from the 
peoples of the world.

TTie United Kingdom has contributed constructively to the 
negotiation of the existing instruments in the field o f disarma
ment—the partial test ban treaty o f 1963,^ the Antarctic and 
outer space treaties,^ the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons,'* the sea-bed arms control treaty,® and the 
biological weapons convention.® Most o f these instruments were 
negotiated in the Conference o f the Committee on Disarmament,

‘ A/8817, annex I, pp. 72-73.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
®For the Antarctic treaty, see ibid., 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556. The 

outer-space treaty appears ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.
‘•Ibid, 1968, pp. 461-465.
‘Ibid, 1971,pp.7-n.
'‘Ante, pp. 133-138.
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the Conference to which the United Nations has entrusted the 
conduct o f negotiations on disarmament. The Government o f the 
United Kingdom recognizes the major contribution of this 
Committee to international security, and continues to place great 
importance on the existence of an expert committee comprising 
countries which have built up an expertise in disarmament 
negotiations and a profound knowledge and practical experience 
of the difficult problems which are to be solved.

The Government o f the United Kingdom recognizes the 
necessity periodically to renew the sense o f urgency with which 
the nations address the problem o f disarmament and arms control. 
It recognizes also that it is o f the highest importance that all the 
five permanent members o f the Security Council should be 
included in the international disarmament negotiations. The 
United Nations General Assembly is itself a forum for such 
reassessment and renewal. But the United Kingdom does not close 
its mind to any other forum for which there is general support. It 
would favour the calling o f a world disarmament conference 
provided such a conference had the general support o f the United 
Nations membership and in particular o f all the nuclear Powers, 
whose active participation would be essential to the consideration 
o f measures in the nuclear field as foreseen in the preamble to 
resolution 2833 (XXVI);’ and provided thorough preparatory 
work showed that a satisfactory basis for such a conference exists.

The United Kingdom Government holds that, if  it is agreed that 
a world disarmament conference should be held, there should be 
no automatic exclusion from the agenda of any aspect of 
disarmament and arms control whether nuclear or non-nuclear; 
and the approach to the conference should be based on the 
principle that at each stage o f disarmament and arms control a 
balance should be preserved which maintains or improves the 
security o f all those concerned. As regards the procedures to \>e 
adopted for carrying out the preparatory work, adequate prepara
tion for the conference would be o f the highest importance. A 
conference which took place without detailed and careful prepara
tion and prior agreement on the main areas for discussion would 
not merely fail to achieve concrete results but could have 
damaging effects, by arousing the expectations of the world 
community only to frustrate them. The United Kingdom Govern
ment therefore believes that if the General Assembly should 
decide in principle to proceed with the preparation of a world 
disarmament conference, this preparation should be entrusted to a 
preparatory committee with a balanced membership. It would be 
to the advantage o f this committee if  it could draw on the 
knowledge o f some o f those with experience of the disarmament 
negotiations in Geneva.

The Government o f the United Kingdom believes that a definite 
date should not be assigned to the conference until the work of

’’Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 909-910.
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the preparatory committee has made it clear that a satisfactory 
basis exists for the holding of a conference. As to the relationship 
between the conference and the United Nations, we believe that 
such a conference should be held within the United Nations 
framework. For practical and administrative reasons, the appro
priate site for a conference might be New York but whatever 
venue is chosen for the conference itself, the United Kingdom 
view is that a preparatory committee could best do its work in 
Geneva, where it would be able to draw on the expertise of 
participants in the existing Conference o f the Committee on 
Disarmament. For its part the United Kingdom would be willing 
to play a full part in such a preparatory committee.

United States Note to Secretary-Gleneral Waldheim on the World
Disarmament Conference, August 30,1972*

The United States is dedicated to progress in arms control and 
disarmament. Our fundamental objective is a stable and enduring 
peace which we are convinced must be based on broadly accepted 
limitations on armaments rather than on the unconstrained 
development o f armaments. We support and participate in forums 
or mechanisms that can promote progress toward this objective 
through meaningful negotiations. We have pursued and we shall 
continue to pursue throu^ multilateral arms control negotiations 
the working out o f broadly acceptable arms control and disarma
ment agreements. We have engaged in and shall continue to engage 
in bilateral negotiations aimed at achieving limitations and 
reductions on major armaments.

Since the adoption o f United Nations General Assembly
resolution 2833 (XXVI),^ the United States has given careful 
consideration to the question o f a possible world disarmament 
conference. We have devoted particular ifttention to the questions 
of whether the early convening of suph a conference would 
contribute to sound progress in the arms control and disarmament 
field and whether, from an organizational viewpoint, it would 
provide a useful supplement to existing arms control and
disarmament forums. We have concluded that the premature 
convening of such a conference not only would not contribute to 
the working out o f the concrete agreements that are needed at this 
stage of the disarmament process but could in fact be harmful to 
the existing framework in which such agreements are being 
progressively developed.

ITie history o f arms control and disarmament efforts demon
strates that effective and lasting international limitations on 
weapons that States possess or might develop have been achieved
through the working out and acceptance of concrete treaty

'A/8817,annex I,pp. 73-76.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 909-910.
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agreements. Progress toward such agreed restraints on armaments 
can best be made through careful, patient and persistent negotia
tion. We doubt that the premature convening o f a large and 
unwieldy conference, or o f a preparatory commission for such a 
conference, would be likely to promote this kind of negotiation.

Progress on arms control and disarmament issues would only be 
hindered by attempts to demonstrate that certain participants 
desire disarmament while others do not. Unfortunately, as was 
evident at the most recent session o f the General Assembly, 
discussions regarding a world disarmament conference are con
ducive to exchanges o f this nature and also to heated exchanges 
pertaining to matters wholly extraneous to the solution of arms 
control and disarmament problems. The premature convening of a 
world disarmament conference or o f a preparatory commission 
would, we believe, be more likely to produce this kind o f harmful 
rhetoric rather than the purposeful, quiet and businesslike 
exchanges of views needed for serious work on the underlying 
security issues and complex technical problems involved in the 
present stage of the disarmament process.

Progress toward disarmament is difficult in large part because 
the international issues and antagonisms that stimulate weapons 
competition remain unresolved. It would not be possible to come 
to grips with these issues in a responsible and purposeful way 
throu^ the premature convening of a world conference. We 
therefore believe the General Assembly should avoid raising hopes 
throughout the world that it might now be possible to make rapid, 
major progress toward general disarmament through preparations 
for, and convening of, a world disarmament conference. To decide 
now to begin such preparations or to set a time for such a 
conference would inevitably lead to frustration and disappoint
ment. The result would be damaging, not helpful, to the red task 
of developing the techniques and mutual confidence involved in 
limiting and reducing armaments.

Tiaming to the organizational aspect of the question, the United 
States believes that it would not be productive at this stage to 
duplicate through a world disarmament conference the regular 
review and assessment o f arms control issues by the international 
community which is one of the central purposes o f the United 
Nations General Assembly. The General Assembly defines basic 
objectives in the arms control and disarmament field. It evaluates 
concrete steps that have been accomplished. It stimulates further 
efforts and provides direction to work in this area through its 
resolutions on arms control and disarmament issues. In the view o f  
the United States, the General Assembly, which includes repre
sentatives o f all nuclear-weapon States, is performing these tasks in 
an effective manner.

If it is the view o f some Members that the General Assembly is 
not performing these tasks as well as it might, we would suggest 
that they seek to improve the functioning o f the Assembly itself. 
Surely its procedures and schedule are sufficiently flexible and
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adaptable to allow whatever degree o f attention to disarmament 
issues is desired. We would consider it unwise to attempt to create 
a cumbersome mechanism outside o f the Assembly, with the 
inevitable confusion and substantial expense that this would 
entail. The United States, for its part, would consider it a more 
than worthwhile investment to support discussions that could be 
expected to contribute to progress in arms control and disarma
ment. But we would have serious reservations about the expendi
ture o f United Nations funds, which should be devoted to 
productive purposes, for a conference which, at the present stage, 
would offer no such expectation.

All Members of the United Nations can address the issues 
involved in arms control and disarmament within the present 
structure o f that Organization. All Members can introduce 
resolutions on these issues in the General Assembly. All can 
inscribe agenda items. All nuclear-weapon States are present. 
There is ample opportunity for serious informal contacts and 
discussion. The United States will continue to co-operate with all 
United Nations Members in attempting to use these existing 
opportunities effectively.

We are aware that some United Nations Members have related 
the question of a world disarmament conference to issues 
involving the organization of the existing multilateral arms control 
negotiating forum. These issues were considered in some detail at 
the General Assembly last fall. Some Members, we understand, 
believe that a world disarmament conference should be convened 
to deal with them. We would therefore like to set forth in this 
letter the basic views o f the United States in this regard.

We attach importance to the maintenance of an effective, 
expert and experienced body o f limited size to carry out 
multilateral arms control and disarmament negotiations. The need 
for experience and consistency in membership derives from the 
inherent complexity and difficulty o f the subject-matter. The need 
for a conference of Hmited size comes not from any desire for 
exclusivity, but rather from the dynamics o f the process o f  
developing broadly acceptable treaty restraints on armaments.

Given the need for limited size, it is important that the 
multilateral arms control forum be broadly representative o f our 
complex world — that it be representative of various regions and 
various political and mihtary ^oups and that it include major 
military and economic Powers. In this regard, the United States on 
a number o f occasions has placed on record the fact that we would 
welcome the participation o f all nuclear-weapon States in arms 
control and disarmament efforts in a manner satisfactory to those 
States and in a manner reflecting the interests and concerns as well 
of non-nuclear-weapon States.

Issues relating to the organization of multilateral arms control 
negotiations are extremely delicate and sensitive. We believe that 
they should be approached in a thoughful, prudent manner 
through informal consultations. We believe it would only be
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harmful to attempt to deal with them through the early convening 
of a world disarmament conference. Such action could create 
pressures on States to adopt rigid positions on issues that can only 
be settled through the exercise of patience and flexibility. The 
premature convening of a world disarmament conference might 
thus, without providing effective substitutes, undermine existing 
institutions which have made important contributions in the arms 
control and disarmament field.

In Ught o f the foregoing considerations, the United States 
believes the General Assembly should not now attempt to convene 
a world disarmament conference, to set a specific date for such a 
conference, or to establish any machinery for its preparation. At 
the same time, we believe it would not be inappropriate for the 
General Assembly, if  a consensus of its Members wish to do so, to 
note in a resolution that a world disarmament conference could 
play a role in the disarmament process at an appropriate time.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical
Weapons, September 5,1972*

In our statement today we intend to deal with the prohibition 
o f the development, production and stockpiling of chemical 
weapons and with the destruction of stocks. The Soviet Union 
regards this question as one o f the most important and urgent 
problems of disarmament. The presence- of chemical weapons of 
mass destruction and their continued stockpiling have an adverse 
effect on the world political situation, sow distrust among nations 
and hamper the solution of other disarmament problems. In the 
meantime there exist favourable opportunities for ensuring 
progress towards the prohibition o f chemical weapons and the 
destruction o f all stocks o f them. This has been emphasized by 
many delegations which took part in the discussions.

On 28 May [March 1 the socialist countries members o f the 
Committee submitted a draft convention on the complete prohibi
tion of chemical weapons.^ In the preparation o f this draft, as we 
emphasized in submitting it to the Committee, the points of view 
of many States concerning possible provisions o f an agreement on 
the prohibition o f chemical weapons were taken into account. We 
would Uke to refer in this connexion to the statement by Mr. 
Naik, the representative o f Pakistan, who pointed out that this 
draft
is based on a number of fundamental points which were elaborated in the Joint 
Memorandum of the twelve non-aligned countries submitted to the Committee on 28 
September last year.®

*CCD/PV.583,pp. 6-14.
 ̂Ante, pp. 120-125.

®Mr. Naik’s statement appears in CCD/PV.571, p. 18. For the twelve-nation 
memorandum, Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 566-568.
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At the same time we' stated that the sponsors of the draft are 
guided by the desire to pursue businesslike, concrete negotiations 
with a view to achieving an agreement on this question and are 
prepared to examine most carefully all the considerations which 
the members of the Committee may have to advance.

The discussions which have since taken place during the spring 
and summer sessions have convincingly shown how opportune was 
the submission by the socialist countries of their joint draft 
convention. In the course o f these discussions many delegations 
have commented on the draft, and it is fairly safe to say that it has 
in fact become a basis for the discussion of the prohibition of 
chemical weapons in the Committee. Thus, Mrs. Myrdal, the 
representative o f Sweden, proposed that the socialist countries’ 
joint draft should be taken “as a basis for our negotiations” .̂  
Many representatives who took part in the discussion of the 
problem o f the prohibition o f chemical weapons have made a very 
substantial contribution to the consideration o f this important 
disarmament problem.

The discussion has, on the whole, been helpful. It has shown 
that the majority o f States are in favour of completely ehminating 
chemical weapons, as a type o f weapons of mass destruction, from 
the life o f mankind. Unfortunately, not all the members o f the 
Committee have shown a readiness to conduct concrete negotia
tions with a view to solving this problem. In the course o f the 
discussions, a number of States have voiced their growing concern 
over this fact. The Soviet delegation fully shares this concern.

As members o f the Committee are aware, the main discussion of 
this problem has been centered on the following questions:

1. The scope of the prohibition o f chemical agents;
2. The criteria for identifying poisonous substances-which may 

t»e regarded as chemical weapons;
3. The methods o f control o f the prohibition jof the develop

ment, production and stockpiling o f chemical weapons.

The delegation o f the Soviet Union would now like to dwell on 
these questions.

1. The scope o f  the prohibition o f  chemical agents

Most of the representatives who have spoken at plenary 
meetings o f the Committee have been in favour of a complete 
prohibition o f all types o f chemical weapons. In this respect we 
may refer to the statement made by Mrs. Myrdal, the representa
tive o f Sweden, who said:
We must aim straight for a comprehensive treaty, banning all chemical weapons intended 
to ie  used against man, animals or plants.®

Mrt/e, p. 477. 
^Ante, p. 483.
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The same view has been expressed by a large number of other 
delegations, including those o f Argentina,® Yugoslavia,’ 
Pakistan,* Egypt,® and Canada.* ®

Mr. Godber, the representative of the United Kingdom, has 
expressed a somewhat different point o f view. He believes it 
possible to achieve an agreement on the prohibition of chemical 
weapons in two stages: the eUmination of stockpiles (with a freeze 
on production) and the eUmination o f productive capacity. The 
representative o f the United Kingdom left open the question 
which stage should come first. ”

In the opinion of the Soviet Union delegation, the idea of 
separate stages in the pr6 hibition o f chemical weapons suggested 
by the United Kingdom delegation can hardly be regarded as an 
appropriate way to settle the problem. In this connexion we 
would like to refer to the statement by Mrs. Myrdal, who said;
If it were contemplated, for instance, to make a treaty partial by proclaiming a ban only 
on production, i.e. new production, whUe delaying the elimination of existing arsenals, 
that would amount to a freeze of the monopoly situation for the haves, while leaving 
the have-nots to run all the risks.

It is abundantly clear that to ban the production of chemical 
weapons while preserving stockpiles would place in an unfavour
able position the countries which do not possess stockpiles of 
chemical agents or capacity to produce them. It should be noted 
in this connexion that an agreement on the prohibition of 
chemical weapons can be truly effective only if  it takes due 
account o f the interests of all the signatory States. On this 
question, Mr. Cvorovic, the representative of Yugoslavia, said that:
.. . any agreement on the prohibition of chemical weapons, if not comprehensive, does 
not eliminate thê  danger of the application of chemical weapons for the majority of 
mankind.

2. The criteria for identifying poisonous substances which may 
be regarded as chemical weapons.

The scope of the prohibition is closely linked with the question 
of determining the criteria for defining what is to be prohibited. 
This definition should be so precise as to exclude the possibility of 
differing interpretations and of misunderstandings. Practically all 
the delegations which have taken part in the discussion of the 
problem of prohibiting chemical weapons have spoken on this 
subject.

It may be noted in this connexion that most of the delegations 
that spoke mentioned the acceptability of using the “purpose 
criterion” in formulating the prohibition of chemical weapons,

‘CCD/PV.578, pp. 6 ff.
’CCD/PV.569, p. 11.
*CCD/PV.571,p. 18.
’CCD/PV.572, p. 22.

‘°CCD/PV.576, p. 6.
Ante, pp. 552-553.

‘̂̂Ante, p. 483.
*^CCD/PV.569,p. 11.
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although some of them expressed reservations in doing so. Thus 
Mrs. Myrdal, the representative o f Sw^eden, has suggested that the 
following formulation in the report of the Secretary-General of 
the United Nations be used for this purpose:
. . .  chemical agents of warfare are taken to be chemical substances, whether gaseous, 
liquid, or solid, which might be employed because of their direct toxic effects on man, 
animals and plants/

In a document submitted to the Committee, the Government of 
Finland has clearly stated its support for the above-mentioned 
criterion. This document says:
As far as definitions of CW-agents are concerned a purpose criterion would provide the 
simplest and most comprehensive definition of chemical warfare agents for a 
comprehensive treaty. Such a general definition would have the advantage of covering aU 
possible future agents and also binary systems of weapons.*®

In the course o f the discussion o f this question in the 
Committee, the view has been expressed that the criterion 
advanced by the socialist countries for defining the scope of the 
prohibition might be unsuitable for some of the chemical agents to 
be prohibited. Thus, Mr. Polak, the representative of the Nether
lands, has pointed out that for dual-purpose agents
A simple purpose-criterion does not seem to be fitting, because chemical agents in that 
category are used for different purposes.

He noted that the production of such chemical agents might 
initially have a peaceful commercial purpose, and that they might 
afterwards be used for military purposes.

In the opinion of the delegations o f Argentina,*’ Egypt*® and 
Pakistan,*® the definition of the criterion of the scope of the 
prohibition should be somewhat elaborated and made more 
precise. In the view o f the delegation of Italy, the “purpose 
criterion” should be supplemented by special lists of chemical 
substances and classes o f compounds.^® A number of delegations 
have suggested that a general formula including the most highly 
toxic compounds should be used as the prohibition criterion. It 
has also been suggested that this problem be settled by compiling 
Usts o f classes of compounds and individual chemical substances.

The Soviet delegation believes that when it comes to defining 
the scope of the prohibition the above-mentioned methods or 
approaches do not provide a solution of the problem before us. 
lists o f compounds and classes o f chemical compounds cannot 
reflect future discoveries o f chemical substances in new classes of 
compounds. A general formula including the compounds to be 
prohibited has the same disadvantage, since in this case future

Documents on Disarmament, 1969, p. 271. 
>*CCD/381,p.3.
'«CCD/PV.572,p. 17.
” CX:D/PV.578, pp. 7-8.
‘'CCD/PV.572, pp. 22-23.
■’CCD/PV. 571,pp. 18-19.
^®CCD/PV.570, p. 6.
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discoveries o f toxic substances would be confined to a particular 
class o f chemical compounds.

The “toxicity criterion” does hot have this disadvantage or if so 
only to a certain extent; but this criterion, too, does not cover 
many substances with new mechanisms of action and substances 
with non-lethal effects. Thus, for instance, if  the proposed level of 
toxicity of 0.5 mg/kg of animal weight is to be accepted, then 
such substances as mustard gas and its analogues would not be 
covered by the prohibition. The delegation of Canada, too, draws 
attention to this fact in its working paper, which says:
Our comments in regard to the role of a toxicity criterion for defining CW agents will 
not be applicable to the control of the less toxic chemical warfare substances, for 
example the irritants, incapacitants or some of the older agents such as the mustard 
gases. ^

Nor does a combination o f the “purpose criterion” with general 
formulae including the chemical compounds to be prohibited 
produce the desirable effect, since in this case substances used for 
the destruction o f useful plants, and substances with a toxicity of 
the mustard gas type, psychochemical substances and many others 
would not be covered.

In connexion with the considerations expressed in the Commit
tee concerning a possible partial solution of the problem by 
prohibiting only highly toxic agents, we would like to point to the 
necessity of taking into account the already-mentioned “subjective 
criterion” of the degree o f preparedness for defence against 
chemical attack. Thus, Mr. Natorf, the representative of Poland, 
said:
We must however also take into account wars between parties not adequately or at all 
prepared to defend themselves against chemical weapons, or wars when one party has 
over the other advantage in equipment or training. In such wars there is no need to use 
agents of the highest degree of toxicity. Those which were used during the first world 
war would be sufficient to cause irremediable damage.*̂

After careful consideration o f different criteria for defining the 
scope o f the prohibition, the Soviet delegation finds it necessary 
to emphasize once again that the “purpose criterion” is the most 
suitable approach to the solution of this task. This, does not 
exclude, however, the possibility of individual concrete additions, 
outside the text o f the convention, which may be suggested for a 
comprehensive and clearer definition o f the substances to be 
prohibited. We would like to point out in this connexion that the 
“purpose criterion” also covers weapons based on binary systems; 
and this too, is an important advantage compared with other 
criteria, especially in view o f the possible emergence o f new 
products with properties that are as yet unknown.

The view has been expressed that if the “purpose criterion” 
were accepted, difficulties might arise with the prohibition of 
dual-purpose substances. It should be noted in this connexion that

CCD/387.
” CCD/PV.551,p. 26.



ROSHCHIN STATEMENT, SEPTEMBER 5 623

a combination o f the “purpose criterion” and quantity indices of 
production almost completely disposes of this objection. The draft 
convention on the prohibitibn of the development, production 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons, submitted by the socialist 
countries, speaks o f “chemical agents o f types and in quantities 
that have no justification for peaceful purposes”. In using quantity 
indices, it is o f course necessary to take into account not only the 
production o f dual-purpose agents but their use for peaceful 
purposes. We believe that in the course o f further discussions on 
this question considerations will be expressed with a view to the 
adoption o f a mutually acceptable solution excluding any loop
holes for the military use o f dual-purpose products.

3. Methods o f  control

Those representatives who have spoken at meetings of the 
Committee on the problem o f the prohibition of chemical 
weapons have given considerable attention to questions of control 
over the cessation of the development, production and stockpiling 
of such weapons. That is quite understandable, since all States 
want to have the necessary guarantees o f the implementation of 
the agreement by all the parties to it. This is a quite complicated 
matter, requiring careful study and discussion. And yet the 
difficulties o f solving this problem are not, we beheve, insur
mountable. Some degree of trust must o f course be shown if a 
solution is to be found for the problem o f the complete 
prohibition of chemical weapons and the conclusion of an 
agreement on such an important and complicated question as the 
prohibition o f the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons. Without this no such agreement can be 
reached.

Given the necessary degree o f trust, an agreement prohibiting 
chemical weapons should provide for statements by governments 
on the destruction o f stockpiles o f chemical weapons and the 
cessation of their production; and this in our opinion may prove 
to be an element o f the agreement that would very likely facilitate 
a solution of the problem o f guarantees. This view, we beheve, is 
shared by the delegations o f Sweden,^^ Yugoslavia^"* and others.

As we pointed out in our statement on 11 July, the aim should 
be a rational combination o f national and international forms of 
control, with provision for the use of international procedures, 
including appUcation to the Security Council and the conduct by 
it o f investigation.^®

Alongside with the system of international procedures, includ
ing application to the Security Council, national control organiza
tions may be established, which, under a special programme agreed 
upon by international experts, would exercise general control over

^^Ante, pp. 475-484.
“ CCD/PV.569, p. 15.
^^Ante, p. 464.
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the observance o f the agreement on the prohibition, production 
and stockpiling o f chemical weapons and their destruction. Such 
organizations may have reasonably wide access to industrial plants, 
look into things and verify the implementation of the agreement 
in situ, and take part in observing the destruction of stockpiles of 
chemical weapons and armaments. Such national organizations for 
controlling the implementation of the agreement on the prohibi
tion of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical 
weapons might periodically inform other parties to the agreement 
of the results o f their work.

National organizations could make statistical and economic 
analyses o f the production o f potential chemical agents. It should 
be pointed out here that for dual-puipose products the analysis 
should bear not only on their production but also on their use in 
peaceful industry, medicine and other branches of the economy. 
Such an analysis o f the balance o f the manufacture and use of 
dual-purpose products could reveal stockpiling and attempts to 
employ the'products for purposes other than their direct peaceful 
use. Such an analysis would be assisted, too, by the possibility of 
direct visits by members o f the national control organization both 
to manufacturing enterprises, dual-purpose agents and to enter
prises using them. It goes without saying that statistical and 
economic control o f this kind with the help o f the national 
control system should also cover semi-finished products required 
for the production o f CW substances such as ethylene oxide, 
which can be used to manufacture mustard gases and phosphorus, 
which are raw materials for the production of phosphoro-organic 
poisonous substances. It is not only the manufacture but the use 
of such products that should be subjected to special analysis.

Support for such a national control system has also been 
expressed, as we understand it, by the delegation of Yugoslavia, 
which said:
Noteworthy would be to establish a national mechanism of control in the form of a 
group of experts with full autiiorization to act within the national boundaries.**

Mr. Polak, the representative o f the Netherlands, spoke along 
the same lines when he said:
I believe that for the super-toxic chemical agents the method of economic monitoring 
m i^t be promising.^’

It is necessary to point out, however, that for dual-purpose 
agents Mr. Polak considers this form of control less promising. If, 
however, a system of monitoring the balance of production and 
consumption is adopted, such control is in our opinion quite 
possible in view o f the fact that chemical agents are weapons of 
mass destruction and can be used only in substantial quantities.

“ CCD/PV.569, p. 15.
” <XD/PV.572, p. 18.
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Control over the development o f new chemical agents which 
may potentially be o f miUtary significance is also an important 
question. Control over the development of new chemical sub
stances is very difficult to exercise due to the need to protect 
intellectual property, and it could be carried out only on a 
national basis. To reduce the incentive to produce chemical 
weapons and consequently the volume of work in this field, it 
would o f course be necessary to annul all the existing patents for 
CW agents and methods o f using them for military purposes, as 
well as to impose a legal ban on the future issue of patents for all 
such types o f chemical compounds and means o f using them.

In conclusion, we would like to point out that in the course of 
the current session o f the Committee there has been a very 
detailed exchange of views on the entire range of problems 
connected with the prohibition o f chemical weapons. In particu
lar, attention has been given to a number o f technical aspects 
related to the definition of the scope of prohibition and control 
over the observance o f such prohibition, as witness also the 
informal meetings o f the Committee held with the participation of 
technical experts, including one from the Soviet Union. Our 
appraisal o f these meetings has already been given in our previous 
statement on the question of the prohibition o f chemical weapons. 
Now we would like once again to emphasize that no matter how 
important and necessary discussions on the technical aspects of 
this problem may be, they should not divert us from the main 
goal, and they should not delay the process of business-like and 
constructive negotiations based on concrete proposals aimed at 
positive steps towards a practical prohibition of chemical weapons. 
We would like to refer in this connexion to the statement made by 
Mr. Khattabi, the representative of Morocco, who said;
Althou^ the detailed examination of the technical aspects of the problem of eliminating 
chemical agents as methods of warfare is undeniably valuable for the preparation of a 
treaty providing all possible safeguards for its observance, the lack of an agreed text on 
which to base our negotiations is bound to delay unnecessarily the adoption of practical 
measures for that purpose.**

By putting forward a specific draft convention, which, in our 
view could becorhe a basis for business-like negotiations, the 
Soviet Union and other socialist countries have made a positive 
contribution to the joint search for ways of achieving the 
complete prohibition of chemical weapons. We await a positive, 
constructive response to our proposals. The absence of such a 
response is holding up the advance towards a solution of that 
important question, the prohibition of chemical weapons. The 
interests o f strengthening international peace and security urgently 
require progress in this direction without delay.

“ CCD/PV.581.P. 16.
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Report of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to
the General Assembly and the Disarmament Commission,
September 7,1972^

The Conference o f the Committee on Disarmament submits to 
the United Nations General Assembly and to the United Nations 
Disarmament Commission a progress report on the Committee’s 
deliberations on all questions before it for the period 29 February 
1972 to 7 September 1972, together with the pertinent docu
ments and records.

This report includes accoxmts o f the Committee’s work during 
1972 on further effective measures relating to the cessation o f the 
nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, 
non-nuclear measures including the question o f the prohibition o f  
chemical weapons, other collateral measures, and general and 
complete disarmament under strict and effective international 
control.

I. ORGANIZATION OF THE CONFERENCE

A. Procedural Arrangements
The Conference reconvened on 29 February 1972.
Two sessions were held, the first from 29 February to 27 April 

1972, and the second from 20 June to 7 September 1972. During 
this period the Committee held 40 formal plenary meetings during 
which members set forth their government’s views and recom
mendations for progress on the questions before the Committee. 
The Committee also held 6  informal meetings without records.

In addition to the plenary meetings described above, members 
of the Committee met frequently for informal multilateral 
consultations on disarmament questions o f common interest.

The representatives o f the United States of America and the 
Union o f Soviet SociaUst Republics, in their capacity as Co- 
Chairmen o f the Committee, also held meetings to discuss 
procedural and substantive questions before the Committee.

B. Participants in the Conference

Representatives o f the following States continued their partici
pation in the work o f the Committee; Argentina, Brazil, Bikgaria, 
Burma, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Ethiopia, Hungary, India, 
Italy, Japan, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, the Netherlands, 
Nigeria, Pakistan, Poland, Romania, Sweden, Union o f Soviet 
Socialist Republics, United Kingdom, United States of America 
and Yugoslavia.

II. WORK OF THE COMMITTEE DURING 1972

In a letter dated 18 February 1972, the Secretary-General of 
the United Nations transmitted to the CCD the following

' CCD/392, Sept. 7,1972. The documentaiy annexes are not printed here.
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resolutions adopted at the twenty-sixth Session of the General 
Assembly:

\  '■

A/RES/2825B (XXVI) — Question of General and Complete
Disarmament.^

A/RES/2827A (XXVI) -  Question of Chemical and Bacteri
ological (Biological) Weapons.®

A/RES/2828C (XXVI) -  Urgent Need for Suspension of
Nuclear and Thermonuclear Tests.'*

A/RES/2831 (XXVI) — Economic and Social Consequences
o f the Armaments Race and Its 
Extremely Harmful Effects on 
World Peace and Security.®

and also the following resolutions which deal with disarmament 
matters:

A/RES/2825A (XXVI) — Question of General and Complete
Disarmament.®

A/RES/2825C (XXVI) — Question of General and Complete
Disarmament.’

A/RES/2826 (XXVI) —Convention on the Prohibition o f
the Development, Production and 
Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Bio
logical) and Toxin Weapons and on 
their Destruction.®

A/RES/2827B (XXVI) — Question o f Chemical and Bacteri
ological (Biological) Weapons.^

A/RES/2828A (XXVI) — Urgent Need for Suspension of
N uclear and Therm onuclear 
Tests.

A/RES/2828B (XXVI) — Urgent Need for Suspension o f Nu
clear and Thermonuclear Tests.* ‘

A/RES/2829 (XXVI) —Establishment, within the Frame
work of IAEA, o f an International 
Service for Nuclear Explosions for 
Peaceful Purposes Under Appro
priate International Control.*^

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 882-883. 
^Ibid., pp. 890-892.
*Ibid., pp. 895-897.
‘Ibid., pp. 899-900.

pp. 881-882.
''Ibid., pp. 883-884.
'/6W.,pp.884ff.
^Ibid., p. 892.

‘®/6ic?.,pp. 893-894.
Ibid., pp. 894-895.

^^Ibid.,pp. 897-898.



628 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1972

A/RES/2830 (XXVI) —Status o f the Implementation o f
General Assembly Resolution 2666 
(XXV) Concerning the Signature 
and Ratification of Additional Pro
tocol II of the Treaty for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in 
Latin America (Treaty o f Tlate- 
lolco).*^

A/RES/2832 (XXVI) — Declaration of the Indian Ocean as
SL Zone of Pc3.cc 

A/RES/2833 (XXVI) — World Disarmament Conference.*®

Members of the Committee were assisted in their examination 
and analysis o f possible disarmament measures by numerous 
messages, working papers, and other documents that were sub
mitted to the CCD (Annexes A and B), and by the’ plenary 
statements of Committee members (Annex C).

On the opening plenary meeting o f the 1972 session, the 
Secretary-General o f the United Nations addressed the Con
ference. The Secretary-General paid tribute to the accomplish
ments o f the CCD over its ten years o f existence and called it
the most effective and productive organ for multilateral arms control and disarmament 
negotiations available to the international community.

He emphasized the need for a comprehensive test ban as the single 
most important measure to halt the nuclear arms race and 
expressed his belief that all the technical and scientific aspects of 
the problem had been so fully explored that only a political 
decision was now necessary to achieve final agreement. He 
expressed views on the prohibition o f the development, produc
tion and stockpiling o f chemical weapons, emphasized the 
agnificance of the question of general and complete disarmament 
and stated that in his opinion it would be most fitting that a World 
Disarmament Conference be held at some early date. He also 
referred to the progress that has been made in working out 
Safeguards Agreements as required by Article III o f the Non-Pro- 
liferation Treaty*® and urged that the speedy and successful 
conclusion o f negotiations on the Agreements be facilitated. He 
called for the participation of all o f the permanent members o f the 
Security Council in disarmament negotiations. The Secretary- 
General also expressed assurance that the Committee would put 
forward its utmost efforts to deal with the full range o f problems 
referred to it by the General Assembly.*’

The Committee continued work in accordance with its provi-

‘’/Wd., pp. 898-899. 
“ /Wd, pp. 901-903. 
'^/bid., pp. 909-910. 
'‘ /bid., 1968, pp. 461-465. 
‘’ CCD/PV.545,pp. 6-12.
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sional agenda on the following measures in the field o f disarma
ment.

A. Further effective measures relating to the cessation o f the 
nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament.

B. Non-nuclear measures.
C. Other collateral measures.
D. General and complete disarmament under strict and effec

tive international control.

Many members of the Committee addressed the question o f a 
World Disarmament Conference.

The question of the Committee’s organization and procedures 
was also discussed.

A. Further Effective Measures Relating to the Cessation o f  the
Nuclear Arms Race at an Early Date and to Nuclear Disarma
ment

Members o f the Committee continued their work on questions 
relating to the cessation of the nuclear arms race and many 
delegations expressed in their plenary statements the view that 
nuclear disarmament must be given highest priority. They urged 
the adoption o f effective measures for the reduction and cessation

the arms race. _____ _____________
A number of delegations made reference to the signing of the 

two major agreements worked out through the strategic arms 
limitation talks (SALT) between the USSR and the United 
States—the Treaty on the Limitation o f Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Systems and the Interim Agreement on Certain Measures with 
Respect to the Limitation o f Strategic Offensive Systems.*® While 
citing the need for further measures, particularly of nuclear 
disarmament, several members of the Committee indicated that 
they viewed these agreements as significant and promising accom
plishments in the effort to restrain and turn back the nuclear arms 
race. Some delegations emphasized the need for further measures 
of a qualitative as well as a quantitative nature.

The delegations o f Czechoslovakia (CCD/PV.550),*® Poland 
(CCD/PV.551),*^ Mexico (CCD/PV.565),‘  ̂ the Netherlands 
(CCD/PV.572),‘  ̂ Pakistan (CCD/PV.576),‘  ̂ the Soviet Union 
(CCD/PV.577),“  Canada (CCD/PV.581)2» and the United States 
(CCD/PV. 584),^^ expressed views on the need to ensure a fuller 
measure o f participation in disarmament agreements; and particu
larly in the field o f  nuclear disarmament, concluded over the last 
few years.

The delegation o f the Soviet Union expressed views on the 
problem o f ensuring the full effectiveness and universality o f the

' “Ante, pp. 197-201, 202-204.
‘ ’ Not printed here.
^‘Ante, pp. 567-569.
’ ‘ Not printed here.
^^Ante, CCD/PV.584, pp. 13-16.



630 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1972

agreements in the field o f disarmament and particularly o f those 
relating to nuclear disarmament (CCD/PV.577).^^

The delegations o f Czechoslovakia (CCD/PV.550),^^ Poland 
(C C D /PV . 5  5 1),24 M exico  (C C D /P V .565),2^  Pakistan 
(CCp/PV.576)^'* and the Soviet Union (CCD/PV.577)^ * stressed 
the importance of full implementation of and adherence to the 
Non-ProUferation Treaty by all States. Some of these delegations 
called for the prompt conclusion of safeguards agreements 
required under the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

The delegation of Romania advocated a concrete programme in 
the field o f nuclear disarmament (CCD/PV.550, 559, 574).^ *

Question of a Comprehensive Test Ban

Having in mind the recommendations o f the XXVI session of 
the General Assembly the Committee continued its deliberations 
on the question of a comprehensive test ban. Many delegations 
stressed the great importance of the early achievement o f a 
comprehensive prohibition of the testing o f nuclear weapons.

The delegation o f the Soviet Union stated that the aim pursued 
by the USSR is to ensure the cessation o f all nuclear weapon tests, 
everywhere and by everyone (CCD/PV.545,^ ’ 561,^ * 577).^ ’

The delegation o f the United States reaffirmed the policy 
commitment o f the United States to work toward a cessation o f 
nuclear weapons testing pursuant to an adequately verified treaty 
(CCD/PV.545).3»

The United Kingdom representative said it was his wish to make 
progress toward the conclusion of the comprehensive test ban. 
With a real effort and goodwill on all sides it should be possible to 
make that further step which would be welcomed throughout the 
world (CCD/PV.559).^ ‘

The d elega tion s o f  India (CCD/PV.552),^ * Japan 
(CCD/PV.547, 5 6 2 ) , Canada (CCD/PV.562, 571),"^ Mexico 
(CCD/PV.565),”  and Morocco (CCD/PV.574)3 3 expressed the 
view that all nuclear-weapon States should adhere to the partial 
test-ban treaty. The representative of Mexico expressed the view 
that the achievement of this aim would become easier if 
underground nuclear weapon tests were discontinued 
(CCD/PV.565,580)."'*

^^Ante, pp. 565-571.
 ̂̂  Not printed here.

^^Ante, pp. 567-569.
 ̂® Not printed here.
'̂^Ante, p. 58.

^^Ante, p. 366.
^^Ante, p. 569.
^^Ante, pp. 51-52.
 ̂* Not printed here.

^^Ante, pp. 70-71,400-401.
 ̂̂  Not printed here.

^^The Mexican statement is not printed here. For the test-ban treaty, Documents 
on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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The delegation of Yugoslavia expressed the view that an early 
solution of the prohibition of all nuclear tests can be successfully 
approached only in the wider context of nuclear disarmament, 
respecting the vital interests of all partners (CCD/PV.548).^ ®

TTie representative o f Sweden urged that action be taken during 
the session on a comprehensive test ban, and said that if  this were 
done the renewed series o f SALT could lead to a definite halt o f  
the nuclear arms race (CCD/PV.549^ ® and 512) }  *

The representative o f India stated that a comprehensive ban has 
two aspects (a) all nuclear weapon tests in all environments should 
be prohibited and (b) all nuclear weapon States should be parties 
to it. He also stated that negotiations should be undertaken for a 
separate treaty to prohibit all nuclear weapon tests in the 
underground environment and attention should simultaneously be 
fixed on the need to conclude an agreement on underground 
nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes (CCD/PV.552).^ ’

The delegation of Brazil discussed the context in which it was 
willing to collaborate with efforts to achieve an equitable solution 
to the question o f the prohibition of underground nuclear weapon 
tests which would complement the partial test ban Treaty of 
1963, reiterating the position o f its Government with regard to the 
peaceful uses o f nuclear energy, including nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes (CCD/PV.557).^ ’

The delegation of Pakistan reiterated the views expressed in its 
Working Paper of 1971 (CCD/340)^® concerning the prohibitions 
in an underground test ban that should apply to non-nuclear- and 
nuclear-weapon States and concerning nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes (CCD/PV.576).^^

Special attention was paid to the problem of the prohibition of 
underground nuclear weapon tests.

The delegation o f Mexico urged the achievement of the 
cessation of underground nuclear-weapon tests at the earliest 
possible date, adding that, if such agreement were not possible 
right away, perhaps a moratorium could be agreed upon 
(CCD/PV.545, 580)}^

The delegations of Canada (CCD/PV.546,'* ® 571," ‘ 581),““  
Japan (CCD/PV.547, 553),'’" and Italy (CCD/PV.547),'*" while 
stressing their preference for an immediate CTB, expressed the 
desirability o f considering interim measures or a step-by-step 
approach to the prohibition o f underground nuclear tests.

The delegation of Canada suggested that two lines o f approach 
might bie followed: the imposition of interim measures of restraint

’ ® Not printed here.
^^Ante, p. 535.
 ̂’ Not printed here.

Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 489-490. 
^’ Not printed here.
*°Ante, pp. 60-66.
*' Not printed here.
"M nte, pp. 66-75,125-133.

* Not printed here.
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such as commitment by the testing powers to reduce the size and 
number of their nuclear weapon tests, or an agreed moratorium, 
and the tabling by the testing powers of texts of their proposals 
for a comprehensive test ban (CCD/PV.546).'’ “

The suggestion that measures of restraint might take the form 
of an agreed moratorium was supported by the delegations of 
Morocco (CCD/PV.555),'** Japan (CCD/PV.562),'‘® Sweden 
(CCD/PV.572),''’ and Nigeria (CCD/PV.553).'**

The representative o f Japan proposed a threshold ban in three 
phases and called on the US and USSR to undertake immediately 
unilateral or negotiated measures o f restraint that would limit or 
reduce the size and number o f nuclear tests substantially. He 
subsequently commented on several technical aspects of his 
proposal and posed  a number of related questions 
(CCD/PV.553,^® 580).*®

The delegations of Poland (CCD/PV.SSl),®" India (CCD/ 
PV.552),5 0 Egypt (CCD/PV.SSS),^® Bulgaria (CCD/PV.556)5® 
and Soviet Union (CCD/PV.577[557])®  ̂ the Netherlands 
(CCD/PV.572)®^ and Morocco (CCD/PV.574)®^ stated that they 
favoured a comprehensive test ban instead of partial solutions.

The delegation o f the Soviet Union expressed the view that a 
partial prohibition of underground nuclear weapon tests will not 
contribute to a solution of the problem as a whole or remove the 
dangers inherent in the improvement o f nuclear weapons 
(CCD/PV.557).

The representative o f the United States stated that the US was 
giving careful consideration to the Canadian proposal concerning 
interim measures (CCD/PV.546)®^ as well as to the Japanese 
proposal for a threshold ban (CCD/PV.553)®^ and referred to 
technical questions regarding implementation of the latter 
(CCD/PV.560).®®

Members of the Committee devoted detailed attention to the 
question of verification of a prohibition on underground nuclear 
weapon tests. International co-operation in the exchange of 
seismic data, the improvement of world-wide seismologjcal capa
bilities, and further study of detection and identification of 
underground nuclear tests were also considered by the Committee 
and several members made specific contributions to these efforts 
during the sessions.

"^^Ante, pp. 65-66.
 ̂̂  Not printed here. 

^^Ante, p. 401.
Ante, p. 541.

 ̂® Not printed here.
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® ® Not printed here.
 ̂^Ante, pp. 153-155. 

® ̂  Not printed here. 
^^Ante, pp. 65-66. 
^"^Ante, pp. 125-133. 
^^Ante, pp. 189-193.
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The delegation o f the Soviet Union stated that the prohibition 
of underground nuclear weapon tests can and must be based on 
national means o f detection and identification and that the Soviet 
Union is prepared to conclude an agreement on this basis. The 
delegation of the Soviet Union reiterated its wilUngness to 
participate in an international co-operative effort for the exchange 
of seismic data within the framework of a treaty banning 
underground nuclear tests if  certain requirements are met 
(CCD/PV.545,5« 557,”  5 6 0 , 5 6 1 , and 577).®®

The delegation o f the United States expressed the view that 
further progress towards restraints on testing is tied in closely with 
understanding and resolving the complex problem o f verification 
and stated that more work needs to be done with regard to still 
unresolved technical aspects (CCD/PV.545).*^

The representative of Japan suggested that verification has 
become technically possible by solely seismological means unless 
100 per cent effectiveness is insisted upon (CCD/PV.553).®^

The representative of Egypt stated that verification can be 
safely accomplished by national means complemented by an 
international exchange of seismic data and suggested that a 
comprehensive test ban provide for some form of verification by 
challenge ( C C D / P V . 5 5 5 ) . ® 3

The delegation o f Bulgaria expressed the view that there is no 
need for on-site inspection to identify and locate nuclear
explosions ( C C D / P V . 5 5 6 ) . ® 3

The delegation of Sweden stated that the main instrument for 
remote control, seismological monitoring, had advanced so far, 
that one could correctly identify a sufficiently large proportion o f  
explosions so as to obtain an effective deterrence against attempts 
at clandestine testing (CCD/PV.572). ^

The delegation of Pakistan stated that seismological means of 
detection, through national facilities and international co-opera- 
tion and combined with verification by challenge, would consti
tute an effective method of verifying a comprehensive test ban 
(CCD/PV.576).® *

The representative of the United Kingdom said agreement on 
the prohibition o f underground testing would be effective only if  
parties could be assured that the prohibition was being observed. 
As a contribution to the further study needed on verification he 
submitted a working paper on estimating yields o f underground 
nuclear explosions from amplitudes of seismic signals (CCD/PV.559 
and CCD/363, Rev. 1).««

^^Ante, p. 58.
^'^Ante, pp. 150-155.
^^Ante, pp. 194-195.
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^^Ante, pp. 569-570.
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^"^Ante, p. 538.
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The delegation o f Canada expressed a desire to co-operate more 
closely with Japanese and other experts in seismological monitor
ing techniques (CCD/PV.560).®'^

The representative o f Japan expressed the hope that the 
Committee will organize a series of meetings o f experts to solve 
questions relating to establishment of an international seismic 
network (CCD/PV.562).*®

The representative o f Yugoslavia speaking in favour of an early 
cessation o f all underground nuclear-weapon tests suggested that 
the Committee should take as a basic framework for discussion 
and negotiation [the] Swedish Working Paper with suggestions as 
to possible provisions of a Treaty Banning Underground Nuclear 
Weapon Tests-CCD/348 (CCD/PV.572).® ®

On 20 July 1972, the representatives o f Canada, Japan and 
Sweden submitted a Working Paper on measures to improve 
tripartite co-operation by these countries in the detection, location 
and identification o f underground nuclear explosions by seismo
logical means (CCD/376).’®

On 25 July 1972 the representative of Canada submitted a 
Working Paper containing a bibliography of papers relevant to 
seismologicd verification problems (CCD/378).'”

On 27 July 1972 the representative of Sweden submitted as a 
Conference document a list o f publications bearing on seismolo
gical discrimination of nuclear explosions and earthquakes 
(CCD/379).’^

On 27 July 1972, the representatives of Canada and Sweden 
submitted a Working Paper on international co-operation in 
short-period seismological discrimination of shallow earthquakes 
and underground nuclear explosions (CCD/380).'^^

On 22 August the representative o f the United Kingdom 
submitted a Working Paper (CCD/386) describing new data 
processing equipment for use by individual seismic stations in 
monitoring underground nuclear explosions. Such seismic array 
station processors could put States participating in the network 
proposed by the United Kingdom in 1970 in a better position to 
assess seismographic evidence for themselves and could result in 
appreciable reductions in cost (CCD/PV.579).”

The representative of the United States reiterated that his 
Government supports the achievement o f a comprehensive test 
ban treaty which is adequately verified. He explained why his 
Government believes that on-site inspections are necessary for

®‘̂ Not printed here.
^^Ante, pp. 402-403.
*̂ ®The Yugoslav statement is not printed here. For the Swedish working paper, see 
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adequate verification. He submitted and discussed a Working 
Paper (CCD/388)'^^ which reviews the progress made towards 
attaining research objectives outlined last year, describes the 
current status o f the use o f large seismic arrays for seismic 
identification and discusses United States plans regarding future 
research directed towards resolving important remaining problems 
(CCD/PV.580,’ 5 584’ ‘ ).

Other measures

The subject of nuclear-weapon-free zones was also discussed.
On 14 March, 1972 the representative o f Mexico submitted a 

Working Paper listing Conference documents and statements by 
the Mexican delegation relating to the Treaty for the Prohibition 
of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (CCD/359).”  The repre
sentative recalled the appropriate General Assembly resolutions 
urging the nuclear weapon States that had not yet done so to sign 
and ratify Additional Protocol II o f the T r e a t y . H e  discussed 
various points in connexion wdth this question and restated the 
interpretation of his Government and which in his view is shared 
by other States Parties to the Treaty of Article 18 (CCD/PV.551, 
533).’  ̂ Subsequently, the same representative specified which are 
the Parties to the Treaty (CCD/PV.554).'^®

The representative o f the Soviet Union expressed support for 
the creation o f nuclear-weapon-free zones in different parts o f the 
world and responded positively to Romania’s proposal to make 
the Balkans a nuclear-weapon-free zone.®® He commented on 
provisions of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in 
Latin America (CCD/PV.553® ‘ and S IT  ^).

The representatives of Argentina and Brazil reaffirmed the 
interpretation of their Governments of article 18 of the Treaty for 
the Prohibition o f Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 
(CCD/PV.554).«3

The delegation of Romania stated it attached particular 
importance to the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones and 
referred to its proposal to make the Balkan States a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone (CCD/PV.559 and 574).®^

TTie delegations o f Romania (CCD/PV.550, 559, 574),®  ̂ the

’̂ '^Antey pp. 590-611.
’̂ ^Ante, pp. 584-590.

Not printed here.
^'^The Mexican working paper is not printed here. For the Latin American treaty, see 
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Soviet Union (CCD/PV.545, 557),*'* and Poland (CCD/PV.551)* * 
expressed views on the importance of achieving agreement on the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons.

The delegation of Romania requested that the question of 
security guarantees for non-nuclear-weapon States be examined 
and solved in an appropriate manner in disarmament negotiations 
(CCD/PV.550, 559, 574).**

The representative of Japan expressed the view that the 
Committee should promptly consider measures aimed at achieving 
the diversion of weapons-grade enriched uranium to peaceful 
purposes (CCD/PV.547).* ®

The representatives of Romania (CCD/PV.550, 574)*’ and the 
Soviet Union (CCD/PV.577)®* called for the elimination of 
foreign military bases, particularly nuclear, and the ban on the 
creation o f new such bases.

B. Non-nuclear measures

Question o f  chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons

Having in mind the recommendations o f General Assembly 
resolution 2827 ( X X V I ) , t h e  Conference continued its efforts 
to achieve progress on all aspects o f the problem of the 
elimination o f chemical weapons. Members o f the CCD 
emphasized the importance and urgency which they attach to the 
prohibition o f chemical weapons.

Possible steps for progress in this field were discussed in detail 
by members o f the Committee in their plenary statements.

On 21 March, 1972 the delegation of the United States tabled a 
comprehensive Work Programme (CCD/360) which set forth 
detailed considerations concerning major categories o f chemical 
agents and precursors as well as possible ways o f defining those 
substances.^ The Work Programme also dealt with the questions 
of scope and verification, calling attention to the relationship 
between these key elements o f any convention prohibiting 
chemical weapons. Various means o f verifying the observance o f a 
convention as well as international consultative arrangements to 
review its implementation were discussed in the Work Programme.

pp. 59,156.
® ̂  Not printed here.
^^Ante, p. 71.
® ̂  Not printed here.
^^Ante, p. 571.
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The delegation o f the United States expressed the hope that its 
Work Programme would contribute to the essential work of 
exchanging ideas and studjdng intensively all the issues relating to 
possible prohibitions o f chemical weapons (CCD/PV.551).®^

On 28 March, 1972 the delegations o f Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, 
Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Romania and the USSR tabled a draft 
convention on the prohibition of the development, production 
and stockpiling o f chemical weapons and on their destruction, 
which proposed a comprehensive approach to the problem. These 
representatives stated that the draft convention provides for both 
national forms of control and international procedures, including 
application to the Security Council and the conduct by it o f  
investigations. They also stated that the draft contains provisions 
with regard to assistance to a State which may be exposed to a 
danger as a result o f violation of the convention (CCD/361).®^

On behalf o f the co-sponsors o f the draft convention the Soviet 
delegation expressed the hope that this draft would serve as a basis 
for a fruitful discussion, and proposed to begin concrete negotia
tions with a view to achieving an agreement on the comprehensive 
prohibition of chemical weapons (CCD/PV.553,^^ 557 [55<S],®  ̂
567,®* 583® «).

Many delegations commented on this draft in their plenary 
st2.t6nfi6tits '

The delegations o f Morocco (CCD/PV.555, 581),®’ Yugoslavia 
(CCp/PV.569),®* and Egypt (CCD/PV.572)®® expressed the view 
that the draft submitted by the socialist countries (CCD/361) 
deserved careful consideration and made specific comments on 
that draft. The delegations o f Sweden and Pakistan suggested 
amendments and additions to the draft convention of the socialist 
countries (CCD/PV.569,‘ 571^).

Several delegations expressed views with respect to the nature 
and scope o f measures prohibiting chemical weapons.

The representative o f Mexico underlined the importance of the 
close connexion, expressly recognized by the General Assembly, 
between the Convention on Biological and Toxin Weapons® and 
n eg o tia tio n s regarding a chemical weapons agreement 
(CCD/PV.545).'»

The delegations o f Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Mon

^'Ante, pp. 110-113, 
’Mnte, pp. 120-125. 
^^Ante, p. 1 2 0 . 
^*Ante, p. 157. 
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golia, Poland, Romania and the USSR advocated a complete 
prohibition on the production, development and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons as weapons o f mass destruction as set forth in 
their draft convention (CCD/361).

The representative o f Poland, in speaking in favour o f a 
comprehensive prohibition, expressed the view that developing 
countries might not be concerned solely with prohibitions 
regarding highly toxic chemical agents, having in mind that the 
effectiveness o f chemical weapons can depend to a great extent on 
the training and equipment facilities in the field o f defence. He 
also stated that the extent o f such facilities could have relevance 
to the question of the scope of the prohibition (CCD/PV.55I).® 

TTie representative of Yugoslavia expressed the view that the 
danger o f chemical weapons does not solely depend on the degree 
of toxicity and other characteristics of particular chemical warfare 
agents, but also on the manner and conditions o f their application, 
as well as on the degree o f technical and medical protection of the 
country against which these chemical weapons might be used 
(CCD/PV.569).®

The delegations o f Mexico (CCD/PV.545),’ the Netherlands 
(CCD/PV.552, 572),’ Egypt (CCD/PV.555 and 572),’ Sweden 
(C C D /P V .569),*  Y ugoslavia (C C D /PV .569),’ Pakistan 
(C C D /P V .5 7 1 ),‘ « A rgentina (CCD/PV.576),* ° Canada 
(CCD/PV.576)'® and Morocco (CCD/PV.581)‘ ® also spoke in 
favour of the comprehensive approach.

The representative o f Italy, dso examining the problem on the 
basis o f a comprehensive approach, stressed the need of interna
tionally adopted uniform criteria to be incorporated by all 
contracting States in their legislative provisions. In this connexion, 
he suggested that if  the scope o f prohibitions is defined in general 
terms, it would be necessary for the treaty to provide for the 
establishment o f an international committee of experts to de
termine acceptable technical criteria for the identification of the 
agents to be banned and keep such criteria up to date. He also 
suggested that the CCD should convene, during the present phase 
of negotiations, a temporary panel o f experts for the elaboration 
of an annex to the treaty containing a first identification of the 
chemical agents to be banned (CCD/PV.570).‘ °

The delegation of Nigeria expressed the view that one o f the 
Committee’s major problems concerned the scope o f a chemical 
weapons ban and how to classify and identify the chemical agents 
to be banned (CCD/PV.553).‘ “

The delegation of Brazil favoured the achievement as soon as 
possible o f a comprehensive prohibition, but indicated its readi
ness to consider less ambitious alternatives if  these seemed to be

 ̂Not printed here.
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the only possible first steps. The delegation suggested that a 
comprehensive prohibition, in order to be equitable to all 
participants, could be implemented in two stages, facilitating the 
solution of problems of verification and control; the first stage 
would be the elimination of existing stockpiles, verified by direct 
international methods, with the cessation of production; and the 
second—in which indirect methods of verification might become 
politically acceptable—would be the prohibition of development 
and production. It also expressed the view that a CW agreement 
should not create any obstacles for the development, production 
and utilization of chemical agents for non-military purposes and 
that it should include provisions for the channelling to developing 
countries o f a substantial portion of the derived savings 
(CCD/PV.557 and 579).

The representative o f the United Kingdom expressed the view 
that chemical agents covered by a ban should be carefully defined. 
He stated that the desired god of his delegation was a compre
hensive ban. He expressed the view that, as a method o f 
proceeding, there could be advantage in isolating the easier 
problems and completing work on them first. He therefore 
wondered, having in mind the question of adequate verification, 
whether it would be possible to achieve the comprehensive 
objective in two sta^s: one, the elimination of stockpiles (with a 
freeze on production) and, the other, elimination of productive 
capacity. The question, he stated, was which stage should come 
first (CCD/PV.557,‘  ̂ 575* ^).

The representative o f the United States stated that his Govern
ment has not decided upon any preferred solution to the problem 
of chemical weapons control and suggested that the Committee 
consider carefully the characteristics o f the substances and 
activities that might be prohibited. (CCD/PV. 560, ‘ 584* ® ).

The representative o f Japan expressed the view that the 
Committee should carefully examine whether or not it is 
technically possible for any chemical agents available for weapons 
purposes to be prohibited outright without any hindrance to the 
peaceful uses o f these agents (CCD/PV.562).' *

The representative o f the tfnited States expressed the view that 
the question of definitions is central to an effective prohibition on 
chemical weapons. He submitted and discussed a United States 
working paper (CCD/365) which outlined how various criteria 
might apply to the principal known single- and dual-purpose lethal 
agents and which highlighted the advantages and disadvantages of 
a number of possible criteria.'’ He also expressed the view that

* * Not printed here.
* ^Ante, pp. 142-149.
* ^Ante, pp. 548-553. 
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comprehensive destruction o f chemical agents and weapons would 
entail environmental and safety considerations for all involved and 
submitted a working paper (CCD/367)* ® on this problem 
(CCD/PV.561,‘ ® 5842 0).

The delegations o f Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Mon
golia, Poland, Romania and the USSR proposed the “purpose 
criterion”, set forth in the draft convention (CCD/361), as an 
approach to the solution of the problem of the scope of 
prohibition. The Soviet delegation expressed the view that the 
“purpose criterion” provided the most comprehensive scope of 
prohibition and covered all those types o f chemical weapons 
which could fall outside the scope of prohibition if less general 
approaches were adopted. The delegation of Himgary expressed 
the hope that there could be a general agreement to define the 
substances prohibited in a chemical weapons ban in terms of the 
“purpose criterion”, posably supplemented, outside the text of 
the convention, by technical guidelines (CCD/PV.567,^ * 577^^).

The delegation o f Sweden stated that it favoured the use of the 
“purpose criterion” for the definition o f the scope o f the 
prohibition. It proposed to elaborate agreed interpretations in 
connexion with the definition of the scope o f the prohibition 
which should be included in an annex (CCD/PV.569).^ ^

The delegation o f Pakistan commented on the issue o f a 
“purpose criterion” (CCD/PV.571).^'»

The delegation o f the Netherlands expressed the view that the 
definition of highly toxic chemical agents could be based on a 
“purpose criterion” in connexion with some technical guidelines, 
but expressed doubts about the use of this criterion with regard to 
dual purpose agents (CCD/PV.572).^“

The delegation of Egypt, in commenting on the purpose 
criterion, expressed the view, inter alia, that such criterion when 
formulated “exclusively” by describing the prohibited chemical 
agents as those which have no justification for peaceful purposes, 
reduces the risks o f subjectivity in the definition, since the task of 
justification would rest mainly on objective technical and scien
tific grounds. (CCD/PV.572).^'*

The delegation of the United Kingdom expressed the view that 
while a general purpose criteria definition for the supertoxic 
agents would be necessary at some point it was not by itself 
sufficient and should be supplemented by technical definitions 
(CCD/PV.575)." =

^^Ante, pp. 352-354. 
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The representative o f Argentina expressed the view that the 
security problems related to chemical weapons are more complex 
and cover more States than those connected with other weapons 
systems. He stated that his government favours a wide prohibition 
of chemical weapons and stressed the Committee must first solve 
the problems of the scope and verification of such a measure 
(CCD/PV. 576).^® He also commented on various proposals and 
documents relating to the scope and verification of a chemical 
weapons ban and suggested other provisions that might be 
included in such a ban (CCD/PV.578).^ ®

The delegation of the Netherlands commented on the need for 
verification of the destruction of military stockpiles o f chemical 
agents or o f their diversion to peaceful uses. It also discussed the 
question of monitoring of economic activity in connexion with 
verification and expressed the view that the possibility of 
inspections on or near the spot should be included in the 
framework of a complaints procedure (CCD/PV. 552, 560, 
572).2®

The delegation of Nigeria expressed the view that verification 
was one o f the major problems with which the Committee must 
grapple in pursuing a chemical weapons ban (CCD/PV.553).^*

ITie representative o f Hungary expressed views in support o f the 
verification system stipulated in the draft convention on chemical 
weapons (CCD/361) (CCD/PV.554).^ ’

Tlie delegation of Sweden, discussing possible national and 
international measures o f verification, stated that an acceptable 
level o f security must be ensured. The delegation expressed the 
view that the complaint formula o f the bacteriological weapons 
convention was not a suitable precedent for a chemical weapons 
ban, since objective verification procedures should be available 
already before a matter was referred to the Security Council 
(CCD/PV.549,2« 5 5 5 2 9  569).3<>

The delegation of Japan expressed the view that the question o f  
verification with regard to a ban on chemical weapons was far 
more important than in the case o f biological weapons and 
discussed the utility of international measures o f verification 
(CCD/PV.559).3 ‘

The representative of the United States stated that his govern
ment welcomed further discussion on verification elements and 
that it had not decided at this stage which combination of 
elements may be necessary for an adequate verification system 
(CCD/PV.560).3 2
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The representative of the United States discussed a United 
States working paper (CCD/366) on the difficulty of distinguish- 

' ing storage o f highly toxic chemical agents and weapons from 
the storage of other munitions and chemicals (CCD/PV.561).^^

The representative of Poland stated that the most ap
propriate solution of the problem o f guarantees of the observ
ance of the convention prohibiting chemical weapons consisted 
of national means of verification.

He stated that he favoured a general formula concerning the 
scope of the prohibition on chemical weapons, expressing the 
view that such a formula would be consistent with the provi
sions of the Geneva Protocol of 1 9 2 5 . ^ He also expressed the 
view that detailed technical definitions might be of particular 
importance when partiar solutions are sought (CCD/PV.565).^ * 
The representative of Mongolia expressed similar views on this 
problem (CCD/PV.571)." *

The delegation of Czechoslovakia expressed views on the 
complexity and difficulty o f international on-site inspections 
(CCD/PV.567).3s

The representative of the Soviet Union stated that the inter
relationship between military and peaceful production of 
chemical agents makes a system of international controls 
practically impossible and that there should be a reasonable 
combination of national and international forms of control as 
set forth in the draft convention o f the socialist countries. He 
put forward some specific considerations with regard to 
practical implementation of national forms of control 
(CCD/PV. 567,3® 583^’̂ ). Interest in these considerations was 
expressed by the delegations of Sweden (CCD/PV. 569),^* the 
Netherlands (CCD/PV. 5 7 2 ) , and Bulgaria (CCD/PV. 572).^’

The representative o f Yugoslavia stated that any system of 
control must be based on a considerable degree of mutual 
confidence, on an appropriate combination of national and 
international measures of control, and in particular on self- 
control of States and wide international co-operation (CCD/PV. 
569).'"’

The representative o f Italy commented on his Working Papers 
CCD/335 of 8  July 1971^ ‘ and CCD/373 of 21 July [29 June] 
1972.'*  ̂ Pointing out that controls are also intended to ensure the 
effective and complete destruction of stocks, as an essential part of 
the treaty, he expressed the view that specific forms of international

^^For the working paper, see ante, pp. 348-352. The U.S. statement is printed 
pp. 329-330.

 ̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
 ̂  ̂Not printed here.

^^Ante, pp. 463-464. 
pp. 623-625.

^^Ante, pp. 479-480.
 ̂® Not printed here.

'^^Ante, pp. 473-474.
 ̂^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. M l A l l .

^^Ante, pp. 432-437.
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direct controls should receive careful attention for inclusion in 
such a treaty (CCD/PV.570).''"

The representative o f Egypt stated that verification by inter
national means should be made more readily available to the 
developing countries and that the Committee should address itself 
to the question o f security guarantees and sanctions against 
\dolations o f a chemical weapons ban (CCD/PV.572).^ ®

The representative o f the United Kingdom stated that there 
should be a strict proportion between the scope o f the prohibi
tions in an agreemeiit and the means of verification. He expressed 
the view that one should either accept the need for international 
on-site inspection with all the practical and political problems 
involved or decide what measures might be agreed without the 
assurances such inspection could provide (CCD/PV. 557,“’ '’ 
575 *̂ 5).

Several delegations also discussed the role o f an international 
body of experts in relation to the question of verification. A 
number o f delegations expressed a preference for dividing the 
process o f verification into two distinct phases, separating fact
finding from political decisions.

The following working papers were submitted to the Com
mittee: Definition of controlled substances (USA, CCD/365);'*® 
storage of chemical agents and weapons (USA,CCD/366);'”  the 
destruction of chemical weapons (USA, CCD/367);^** statistics 
relating to production and trade of certain chemical substances in 
the United States (USA, CCD/368);‘'® United States domestic 
legislation regarding chemical substances (USA, CCD/369);®” 
remote detection of chemical weapon field tests (United Kingdom, 
CCD/371);® ‘ two groups o f chemical agents of warfare (Sweden, 
CCD/372);®^ identification and classification of chemical agents 
and some aspects of the problem of verification (Italy, 
CCD/373);®  ̂ the question of a criterion to be used to characterize 
super-toxic chemical agents (Japan, CCD/374);®som e aspects of 
the definition, classification and prohibition of chemical agents 
(Yugoslavia, CCD/375);® ® elements of a system for the control of 
the complete prohibition of chemical weapons (Yugoslavia, 
CCD/377);® ® definitions o f chemical warfare agents and technical 
possibilities for verification and control of chemical weapons (by

 ̂̂  Not printed here. 
"^^Ante, p. 144. 
"^^Ante, p. 550. 
"^^Ante, pp. 331-342.

pp. 348-352. 
"^^Ante, pp. 352-354.

pp. 343-347. 
^^Ante, pp. 354-361. 
^^Ante, pp. 408-417. 
^^Ante, pp. 417-422. 
'M /tfe, pp. 432-437. 
 ̂ Not printed here.

 ̂ pp. 438-441.
^^Ante, pp. 485-488.
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the Government of Finland) (CCD/381);®’ the possibility of 
delimitating nerve gases within the field o f organophosphorus 
compounds (Netherlands, CCD/383);®’ domestic legislation in 
Sweden regarding chemical substances (Sweden, CCD/384);®’ 
toxicity of chemical substances, methods of estimation and 
applications to a chemical control agreement (Canada, 
CCD/387).® ’

Informal meetings, requested by Italy and Sweden, were held 
on 5 and 6  July 1972 in which technical experts from nine 
member States participated.

A fruitful discussion took place concerning various aspects of 
the question of defining the chemical agents to be covered by 
future chemical prohibitions. The discussion left the Committee in 
a better position to determine the usefulness o f various criteria, 
including definitions based on general purpose, toxicity levels, 
chemical structural formulas, and lists of substances.

The informal meetings also helped the Committee to acquire 
further background on various technical verification methods 
which might be applied to various categories o f chemical agents. 
There was also a useful discussion o f the utility o f national and 
international methods o f verification as well as o f the adequacy of 
national methods for countries having different capabilities in this 
regard. The possible use in a verification system of trade data, 
declarations o f activities and facilities and of other data exchanges 
was also considered. There was also discussion of the environ
mental and other aspects o f the destruction of chemical agents and 
of practical questions regarding peaceful applications o f certain 
agents.

The members o f the Committee foimd these informal meetings 
of great value in promoting their work on the question of 
prohibitions regarding chemicd weapons and shared the view that 
these technical exchanges would contribute to the implementation 
and effectiveness o f any convention on controlling chemical 
weapons.

The representative o f the United States urged the Committee to 
begin the serious examination of the possibility of arms control 
measures related to conventional weapons (CCD/PV. 545,® * 
584).®^

l i ie  delegation of the Netherlands expressed its willingness to 
participate in the common search for practical measures in the 
field o f conventional arms control (CCD/PV. 552).® ®

The representative o f Romania expressed support, also, for the 
examination of the problems of conventional disarmament, as part 
of the efforts towards general disarmament (CCD/PV. 550, 
CCD/PV. 574).® ^

printed here. 
^^Ante, pp. 52-53.
 ̂  ̂Not printed here.
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C. Other Collateral Measures

The delegations o f the Soviet Union (CCD/PV. 545),®° Poland 
(CCD/PV. 552)® ‘ and Czechoslovakia (CCD/PV. 561 f  ‘ called for 
further measures to achieve demilitarization of the seabed.

The delegations of Romania (CCD/PV. 550, 574),® ‘ Poland 
(CCD/PV. 551),®* Hungary (CCD/PV. 554),®* the Soviet Union 
(CCD/PV. 561® 2 and Czechoslovakia (CCD/PV. 561)®^ expressed 
support for the convening of a conference on the questions of 
European security and co-operation.

The representative o f Japan stated that Japan was prepared to 
extend positive co-operation in efforts towards regional dis
armament (CCD/PV. 547).®

The delegation of Romania advocated, also, the adoption of 
measures aimed at military disengagement and regional dis
armament in Europe (CCD/PV. 550 and CCD/PV. 574).®*

D. Question o f  General and Complete Disarmament

Taking into account General Assembly Resolution 2515 B 
(XXVI) {2825 B (XXVI)?]^^ the Committee continued its 
discussion regarding the question of general and complete dis
armament.

The representative o f the United Kingdom considered that the 
Committee while recognizing the goal o f GCD should continue to 
seek realistic ways to increase security for all nations and to save 
scarce resources (CCD/PV. 546).® ’

The representative o f Italy, in reaffirming the interest o f his 
delegation in the formulation of a comprehensive programme, 
suggested the establishment o f a working group to identify the 
points o f agreement and disagreement revealed by the various 
documents submitted on general and complete disarmament 
between 1962 and the Committee’s last session, with a view to the 
formulation in an agreed text o f some basic principles likely to 
promote a discussion on this subject among all members o f the 
international commimity (CCD/PV. 547X®’

The delegation of Romania reiterated its support for the 
objective o f general disarmament and suggested the beginning o f  
concrete negotiations for a draft treaty on general disarmament 
(CCD/PV. 550, 574).®’

The representative of Poland dted various measures related to 
general and complete disarmament which he suggested the' 
Committee consider (CCD/PV. 551).® ’

^"Ante, pp. 58-59.
* * Not printed here.
^'^Ante, p. 364.
®  ̂Not printed here.
^'^Ante, pp. 73-74.
® ® Not printed here.

Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 882-883. 
® ’ Not printed here.
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The representative o f the Netherlands expressed views on the 
ultimate goal o f general and complete disarmament (CCD/PV. 
552).«»

ITie representative of Mexico stated that the application of 
savings from disarmament to the raising of the living standards of 
the “Third World” has become an appropriate topic for considera
tion by the United Nations (CCD/PV. 565).® *

The delegation of CzechoslovaJda expressed the view that it was 
urgent to achieve progress in general and complete disarmament 
(CCD/PV. 567).« *

The delegation of the USSR reiterated its view that general and 
complete disarmament is the main final goal o f all efforts in the 
field o f disarmament (CCD/PV. 578).®®

Question o f  a World Disarmament Conference

The Committee also devoted attention to the question of a 
World Disarmament Conference.

The representative o f the Soviet Union expressed the view that 
conditions are now ripe for holding a World Disarmament 
Conference, open to all States, which could play an important role 
in imifying and stepping up the efforts o f all States to bring about 
a successful solution o f disarmament problems. He set forth 
specific considerations concerning the main aims of such a 
conference, its agenda, duration and place, preparations and 
relationship to the United Nations.

He stressed that the holding o f a World Disarmament Con
ference must not reduce in any way the importance of other 
disarmament negotiations, including those within this Committee 
(CCD/PV. 545,''° 5 6 0 , 5 6 1 , ’  ̂ 578” ).

The representative o f Mexico expressed his view that one o f the 
most important resolutions adopted by the General Assembly at 
its last session was Resolution 2833 (XXVI)’ which, he stated, is 
intended to pave the way for a WDC and he recalled the main 
provisions o f that resolution (CCD/PV. 545).’ ®

The representative o f Czechoslovakia expressed the view that a 
World Disarmament Conference should be open to all States and 
that all nuclear powers should participate in its preparation 
(CCD/PV. 567).’ ®

The delegation of Romania reiterated its advocacy of the 
convening o f a World Disarmament Conference and stated that the

‘ “ Not printed here.
‘'^Ante, pp. 575-576.
’’"Ante, p. 59.
’’ 'Ante, p. 195.
''^Ante, p. 367.
’’^Ante, pp. 574-576.

Documents on Disarrmment, 1971, pp. 909-910. 
Not printed here.
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Conference should cover all aspects with priority attention to 
nuclear disarmament (CCD/PV. 550 and 574).’ ®

The representative o f the Netherlands expressed the view that a 
World Disarmament Conference would not be able to take the 
place o f a limited negotiating forum (CCD/PV. 552).’ ®

The representative o f Mongolia expressed support for the 
convening of a World Disarmament Conference and stated that 
this does not prejudice the role of the Committee (CCD/PV. 552 
and 571).’ ®

The delegation of Nigeria expressed agreement in principle with 
the idea o f a World Disarmament Conference and stated it should 
not become a forum to replace the Committee (CCD/PV. 553).’ ® 

The representative of Hungary suggested that the Committee 
could play a positive role in preparation for a World Disarmament 
Conference and that all States should participate in such a 
Conference (CCD/PV. 554).’ ®

The delegation of Egypt reaffirmed its support o f General 
Assembly resolution 2833 (XXVI) calling for a World Disarma
ment Conference (CCD/PV. 555).’ ®

The representative o f Bulgaria expressed the view that a World 
Disarmament Conference would concert the efforts o f all 
countries in the spirit o f General Assembly resolution 2833 
(XXVI). He also expressed the view that conditions are ripe for 
convening such a conference within one or two years and 
commented on its preparations, partidpants and agenda (CCD/PV. 
556 and 580).’ ®

The representative of the United States expressed scepticism 
about the value o f a World Disarmament Conference at this time 
and raised questions concerning its need and likely results 
(CCD/PV. 560).’ ’

The representative o f Japan stressed that the participation of all 
nuclear weapon States was an indispensable condition for the 
convening o f a World Disarmament Conference and that such a 
conference should not prejudice the activities o f the Committee 
(CCD/PV. 562).’ *

The delegation of Canada stated that it looked to the 
permanent members o f the Security Coundl to reach a consensus 
on an approach to a World Disarmament Conference (CCD/PV.
571).’ ^

The representative of Yugoslavia expressed the view that a 
World Disarmament Conference was indispensable and stated that 
the Conference should establish a programme o f action leading to 
the ultimate goal o f general and complete disarmament (CCD/PV.
572).’ ®

‘̂ ^Not printed here. 
'^'^Ante, pp. 192-193, 
'^^Ante, p. 399. 
’ ®Not printed here.
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On 27 July 1972, the representative of Mexico submitted as a 
Working Paper a memorandum containing his Government’s views 
on the convening of a World Disarmament Conference 
(CCD/382).*"

The representative of Poland stated that a World Disarmament 
Conference should be held in 1974 to consider all aspects of 
disarmament and that such a Conference would not undermine the 
role o f the Committee. He expressed the view that the time is now 
ripe for a World Disarmament Conference to analyse past 
disarmament achievements and provide stimulus for the future. 
The Conference should be attended by all nuclear weapon States 
and other militarily significant countries. A preparatory commit
tee o f 30-40 countries, including all nuclear weapon States and 
based on a proper geographic representation, could be set up 
(CCD/PV. 575).®°

The representative o f Sweden stated that her Government 
favoured the convening of a World Disarmament Conference 
provided that the principle o f universality is applied for the 
invitations, that the attendance of the permanent members o f the 
Security Council is assured and that the Conference is well 
prepared for (CCD/PV. 576).®“

The representative o f Mexico expressed the view that the main 
objective o f the WDC should be to develop the possibility of 
effective action by the United Nations in the sphere o f disarma
ment by supplementing existing international machinery through 
the addition of an organ open to all States which would meet for 
2-3 months every third or fourth year and would play in this 
sphere a role similar to that o f UNCTAD in economic and social 
questions. He suggested that the “comprehensive programme o f 
disarmament” presented to the CCD in 1970 by Mexico, Sweden 
and Yugoslavia* * could serve as the basis for the WDC’s 
provisional agenda (CCD/PV. 580).*^

The representative o f Morocco stated that his Government 
would be in favour of the convening of a World Disarmament 
Conference for which adequate preparations had been made. He 
expressed views on the objectives, agenda, timing, location and 
duration o f such a conference (CCD/PV. 581).®^

Question o f  the Committee’s Organization and Procedures

During both of its sessions in 1972, members o f the Committee 
discussed the question of its organization and procedures.

Many members o f the Committee referred in their plenary 
statements to the question of the Committee’s organization and 
procedures.

The representative o f Mexico stated that it was now timely to 
begin considering changes that will have to be made in the

® ° Not printed here.
Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1970, pp. 459-465.

* ̂  Not printed here.
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Committee. He suggested that the Committee express its readiness 
to increase its membership at the earliest possible moment in a 
manner satisfactory to all. He stated that the Committee should 
study what changes should be made in its procedures in order to 
give a better chance o f enlisting the participation of all nuclear- 
weapon States. The representative of Mexico also expressed the 
view that the Committee’s co-chairmanship should be replaced 
with a system providing for an annually elected chairman or for 
the monthly rotation of the chairmanship (CCD/PV. 545, 575 
and 580).*^

The representative o f the United States stated that his Govern
ment would welcome the participation of all nuclear weapon 
States in arms control and disarmament efforts in a manner 
satisfactory to all those States and reflecting the interests and 
concerns as well o f the non-nuclear weapon States. He also stated 
that the United States attaches importance to the maintenance of 
an effective, expert and experienced body of reasonably limited 
size for the purpose o f multilateral arms control and disarmament 
negotiations (CCD/PV. 545).»‘'

The representative of the United Kingdom hoped that in the 
course o f time all nuclear weapon States would consider it in their 
interest as well as the Committee’s to join in disarmament 
negotiations. The CCD should continue substantially as at present 
constituted until agreed changes would bring about the expansion 
desired (CCD/PV. 546).**

The delegation o f Italy expressed views set forth in Working 
Paper CCD/389 on the reorganization of negotiating structures.* *

The delegation of Yugoslavia stated that the Committee should 
examine without delay certain procedural, administrative and 
organizational questions concerning the work of the Committee to 
make it better able to satisfy present requirements. He expressed 
the view that the Committee should address itself to the questions 
of establishing a precise agenda, creating working groups, facilitat
ing contributions by non-member States, discontinuing the co
chairmanship system and appointing a rapporteur (CCD/PV. 
548).**

The representative o f Bulgaria expressed the hope that any 
changes in the Committee will reaffirm its responsibility for 
disarmament negotiations, broaden its outlook and increase its 
productivity (CCD/PV. 549).*®

The representative of Czechoslovakia stated that his Govern
ment favours the participation of all nuclear-weapon States in the 
Committee but is opposed to any hurried or unstudied action 
concerning the Committee’s organization which might jeopardize 
the positive aspects o f the Committee (CCD/PV. 550).* *

® ̂  Not printed here.
pp. 53-54.

* ® Not printed here.
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The representative o f Romania called for the improvement of 
the CCD’s organization and procedures with a view to ensuring the 
effectiveness o f the negotiations on disarmament, the demo
cratization o f the CCD’s activity and its submission to effective 
public control. He put forward a number of suggestions to that 
effect and stated that appropriate conditions should be created to 
enable all interested States to take part in disarmament negotia
tions (CCD/PV. 550).*®

The representative o f Poland expressed the view that the 
Committee had proved to be an appropriate and effective 
negotiating body and that its composition reflected in principle 
various political trends in a balanced manner. He stressed, 
however, the desirability o f the participation of all nuclear weapon 
States in the work of the CCD and in disarmament efforts in 
general (CCD/PV.551 ).****

The delegation of India expressed the view that the cause of 
disarmament would receive a set-back if the work of the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament were disrupted. It 
said that it would be difficult, if  not impossible, to hold 
meaningful disarmament discussions if a proven forum were to be 
destroyed or changes made in it on the basis of preconceived 
expectations and wishful anticipation (CCD/PV. 552).**

The representative o f the Netherlands expressed the hope that 
in the course o f time all nuclear weapon States will join in 
disarmament negotiations. He further stated that the Netherlands 
would be prepared to consider changes in the structure o f the 
Committee i f  lliat might contribute to an improvement in the 
credibility and acceptability o f the Committee (CCD/PV. 552).*® 

The representative o f Mongolia stated that the Committee needs 
more time to find the best possible solution to organizational 
problems and expressed the view that all militarily important 
States should take an active part in disarmament efforts (CCD/PV. 
552).*®

The representative o f Nigeria stated that any enlargement o f the 
Committee should be limited and that consideration should be 
given to the participation of all nuclear weapon States and other 
major military States. He suggested several procedural changes 
including the establishment o f a definite calendar for the 
Committee’s work (CCD/PV. 553).*®

The delegation of Hungary stated that the Committee’s present 
structure has never prevented it from carrying out constructive 
negotiations and reaching mutually acceptable agreements 
(CCD/PV. 554).*®

The representative of Morocco expressed the view that the 
non-participation of additional nuclear weapon States is not due 
to the structure of the Committee and that nothing should be

‘ ‘ Not printed here.
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done to force the issue o f their participation (CCD/PV. 555, 
581).**’

The delegation of Brazil stated that changcs o f a methodological 
or procedural nature were less important than the achievement of 
effective measures o f nuclear disarmament. Such an achievement 
would contribute to attracting all nuclear weapon states to 
disarmament negotiations. Dealing with the question of the 
reorganization of the CCD as an aim in itself, the delegation of 
Brazil expressed the view that the practice of the co-chairmanship 
should be discontinued and replaced by a procedure such as the 
election of an annual chairman who, among other duties, would be 
responsible for the preparation of the draft of the annual report 
(CCD/PV. 557).*’

The representative o f the Soviet Union stated that the question 
of the Committee’s procedures and organization should be 
approached with care and expressed his government’s view that all 
States possessing substantial armed forces, particularly those 
having nuclear weapons, should participate in disarmament nego
tiations (CCD/PV. 560).®«

The representative o f Canada stated that his Government has 
long urged the participation of all the principal military Powers in 
disarmament efforts and suggested ways of achieving this goal. He 
expressed the view that the Committee possesses the charac
teristics necessary to function as an effective multilateral body for 
disarmament negotiations. He also suggested that the permanent 
members of the United Nations Security Council should consult 
on ways to halt the arms race (CCD/PV. 571, 581).*^

The representative o f Mexico reaffirmed his Government’s views 
on the question of increasing the Committee’s membership so as 
to include all the nuclear weapon States and on the question of 
changing the system of having co-Chairmen. He also reiterated his 
view that such changes are necessary if  the Conference o f the 
Committee on Disarmament is to play a role in preparatory work 
for a WDC as his Government has proposed. He expressed the view 
that the Committee, in preparing its annual report, should follow a 
procedure analogous to that followed by the Sixth Committee of 
the General Assembly, which enables the Secretariat to provide 
that Committee with valuable assistance, and that the Committee 
should adopt an annual calendar o f meetings which would remain 
flexible but ensure a modicum of stability in the timing of the 
beginning and end of its sessions, such as by fixing the second or 
third Tuesday in February for the opening of the annual session 
and the last Thursday of August for its closing (CCD/PV. 575, 580 
and 582).*®

The representative o f Mexico also expressed the view that the 
negotiating body on disarmament should continue to work within

® ’ Not printed here. 
^^Ante, pp. 195-196, 
®®Not printed here.
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the framework o f the United Nations General Assembly, and 
independently of the Security Council, to avoid restricting the 
negotiating body’s scope of action (CCD/PV. 580).®®

On 8 August 1972, the representative of Mexico submitted a 
Working Paper containing a subject index of opinions expressed on 
this question during the Committee’s 1972 session (545th to 
574th meetings) (CCD/385)® ° and on 28 August 1972 he also 
submitted a Working Paper containing a compilation of statements 
made on this question at the Committee’s plenary meetings from 
29 February 1972 to 24 August 1972 (545th to 580th meetings) 
(CCD/39d).®“

At the request o f the representative o f Mexico, informal 
meetings were held on 16 and 17 August 1972 in order to discuss 
this question and a full and useful exchange of views took place. 
Views on possible changes in the Committee’s organization and 
procedures were discussed. As a result o f the exchange of views at 
the informal meetings, it became apparent that the participation 
of all of the nuclear weapon States in multilateral disarmament 
negotiations would be welcomed. The view was expressed that 
appropriate measures should be worked out, when advisable, to 
facilitate such participation. Some members of the Committee 
expressed the intention of holding informal consultations on this 
question with the States concerned.

* * * *

The Committee agreed to reconvene on a day to be established 
by the co-Chairmen in consultation with all members o f the 
Committee.

This report is transmitted by the co-Chairmen on behalf o f the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament.

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics United States o f America

Revised Jackson Amendment to Senate Joint Resolution 241 on 
the Interim Strategic Offensive Arms Agreement, September 13, 
1972*

Intended to be proposed by Mr. Jackson (for himself, Mr. Scott, 
Mr. Allott, Mr. Allen, Mr. Anderson, Mr. Bellmon, Mr. Bennett,

® ° Not printed here.
* S. amdt. 1518 to S.J. Res. 241, 92d Cong., 2d sess. The original Jackson amdt. and 

Res. 241 appear ante, pp. 289,547. On Sept. 14 the Senate rejected the Fulbright 
substitute (infra) and the Muskie and Symington amdts. {n. 3 and n. 4). Senator Jackson 
accepted the Javits-Mathias and Cranston-Taft amdts. \n. 5 and n. 6). The modified 
Jackson amdt. was then adopted by a vote of 56 to 35. It became sec. 3 of the jt. res. 
approved Sept. 30, 1972.



REVISED JACKSON AMENDMENT. SEPTEMBER 13 6 5 3

Mr. Bentsen, Mr. Buckley, Mr. Brock, Mr. Harry F. Byrd, Jr., 
Mr. Cannon, Mr. Chiles, Mr. Cook, Mr. Cotton, Mr. Curtis, Mr. 
Dole, Mr. Dominick, Mf. Eastland, Mrs. Edwards, Mr. Ervin, Mr. 
Fannin, Mr. Fong, Mr. Gambrell, Mr. Goldwater, Mr. Gumey, 
Mr. Hansen, Mr. Hollings, Mr. Hruska, Mr. Inouye, Mr. Jordan 
of North Carolina, Mr. Jordan of Idaho, Mr. Long, Mr. 
Magnuson, Mr. Montoya, Mr. McGee, Mr. Packwood, Mr. 
Pastore, Mr. Roth, Mr. Stennis, Mr. Stevens, Mr. Talmadge, Mr. 
Thurmond, and Mr. Tower) to any pending amendment which 
may be offered to S.J. Res. 241, a joint resolution authorization 
of the President to approve an interim agreement between the 
United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,^ viz: 
In Ueu of the language proposed to substitute the following 
language:

SEC. The Government and the people of the United States 
ardently desire a stable international strategic balance that 
maintains peace and deters aggression. The Congress supports 
the stated policy of the United States that, were a more 
complete strategic offensive arms agreement not achieved 
within the five years o f the interim agreement, and were the 
survivability o f the strategic deterrent forces o f the United 
States to be threatened as a result o f such failure, this could 
jeopardize the supreme national interests o f the United States; 
the Congress recognizes the difficulty o f maintaining a stable 
strategic balance in a period of rapidly developing technology; 
the Congress recognizes the principle o f United States-Soviet 
Union equality reflected in the antiballistic missile treaty, and 
urges and requests the President to seek a future treaty that, 
inter alia, would not limit the United States to levels of 
intercontinentaP strategic forces inferior to the limits provided 
for the Soviet Union and the Congress considers that the 
success of these agreements and the attainment o f more 
permanent and comprehensive agreements are dependent upon 
the maintenance® o f a vigorous research and development and 
modernization program leading to® a prudent strategic posture.

pp. 202-204.
 ̂Senator Symington proposed to delete the word “intercontinental” (Congressional 

Record [daily ed.], Sept. 14, 1972, p. S14879). His amdt. was rejected by a vote of 38 
to 51.

"^Senator Muskie proposed to replace the words “not limit the United States to levels 
of intercontinental strategic forces inferior to the limits provided for the Soviet Union” 
by the following language: “maintain an overall equality between the United States and 
the Soviet Union in nuclear strength and guarantee the suffidericy of United States 
defense” {jbid., p. S14887). His amdt. was rejected by a vote of 35 to 55.

 ̂Senator Jackson accepted the proposal of Senators Cranston and Taft to add the 
words “under present conditions” after “maintenance” {ibid. , p. SI4893).

® Senator Jackson accepted the proposal of Senators Javits and Mathias to change the 
words “leading to” to “as required by” {ibid., p. S14885).
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Fulbright Substitute for Revised Jackson Amendment to Senate 
Joint Resolution 241 on the Interini Strategic Offensive Arms 
Agreement, September 14, 1972*

The Congress supports continued negotiations to achieve further limitations on 
offensive nuclear weapons systems with the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the 
basis of overall equality, parity, and sufficiency, taking into account all relevant 
qualitative and quantitative factors pertaining to the strategic nuclear weapons systems 
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America.

Cranston-Taft Amendment to Senate Joint Resolution 241 on the 
Interim Strategic Offensive Arms Agreement, September 14, 
1972' '

SEC.—. The Congress hereby commends the President for 
having successfully concluded agreements with the Soviet Union 
limiting the production and deployment o f antiballistic missiles 
and certain strategic offensive armaments, and it supports the 
announced intention of the President to seek further limits on the 
production and deployment o f strategic armaments at future 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks. At the same time, the Senate 
takes cognizance of the fact that agreements to limit the further 
escalation o f the arms race are only preliminary steps, however 
important, toward the attainment o f world stability and national 
security. The Congress therefore urges the President to seek at the 
earliest practicable moment Strategic Arms Reduction Talks 
(SART) with the Soviet Union, the People’s Republic o f China, 
and other countries, and simultaneously to work toward reduc
tions in conventional armaments, in order to bring about 
agreements for mutual decreases in the production and develop
ment o f weapons o f mass destruction so as to eliminate the threat 
of large-scale devastation and the ever-mounting costs of arms 
production and weapons modernization, thereby freeing world 
resources for constructive, peaceful use.

Brooke Amendment to Senate Joint Resolution 241 on the 
Interim Strategic Offensive Arms Agreement, September 14, 
1972^

At the end of the bill, add the following:

Pursuant to paragraph six of the Declaration of Principles of Nixon and Brezhnev on May 
29, 1972 which states that the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist

 ̂Congressional Record (daily ed.), Sept. 14,1972, p. S14870. On Sept. 14,1972, the 
Senate rejected the Fulbright amdt. by a vote of 38 to 48.

^Ibid., p. S14897. The interim agreement and S.J. Res. 241 appear ante, pp. 
202-204, 289. The Senate accepted the Cranston-Taft amdt. on Sept. 14, and it became 
sec. 4 of the jt. res. approved Sept. 30 {post, pp. 681-683).

^Congressional Record (daily ed.), Sept. 14, 1972, p. S14902. Senator Brooke 
accepted Senator Pastore’s proposal to delete the words “counterforce weapons which 
might be construed as having” from the last clause of his amdt. (ibid., p. S14903). The 
modified amdt. was accepted and became sec. 5 of the jt. res. approved Sept. 30,1972 
(post, pp. 681-683.). The interim agreement and Res. 241 appear ante, pp. 202-204,
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Republics: ‘will continue to make special efforts to limit strategic armaments. Whenever 
possible, they will conclude concrete agreements aimed at achieving these purposes’;̂  
Congress considers that the success of the interim agreement and the attainment of more 
permanent and comprehensive agreements are dependent upon the preservation of 
longstanding United States policy that neither the Soviet Union nor the United States 
should seek unilateral advantage by developing counterforce weapons which might be 
construed as having a first strike potential.

News Conference Remarks by Presidential Assistant Kissinger on 
the Strate^c Arms Limitation Talks [Extract], September 16, 
1972*

Q. Dr. Kissinger, can you amplify on the SALT discussions that 
you had? Since the summit meeting, there has been extensive 
debate about the summit, with contentions made that the United 
States may be pu t in an inferior position. As you know, the 
Jackson resolution insists that there must be equality in the 
further discussions.^ Can you tell us whether the prospect for the 
second round o f  SALT has been impaired in any way by this 
debate?

Dr. Kissinger: No. We think that the prospects for the second 
round of SALT are good. I think both sides have now gained 
valuable experience in talking to each other about issues that great 
nations have never in the past talked to each other about. I have 
every hope that the next round o f SALT may move even faster 
than the first round of SALT.

On the other hand, the conceptual problem with respect to the 
next rovmd o f SALT is much greater ftan it was with the last one 
for the following reasons. We have no difficulty whatever, indeed, 
we agree with the proposition that any agreement that may be 
made in the field o f strategic arms limitation must be based on the 
principle of equality, and indeed, I believe that we will have no 
difficulty getting Soviet agreement to this as an abstract proposi
tion. The difficulty with respect to such a proposition is to define 
equality. How do you relate various weapons systems to each

*Ante, p. 239.
 ̂Department o f State Bulletin, Oct. 9,1972, pp. 396-398. The news conference took 

place at Washington after a trip by Dr. Kissinger to the Soviet Union and other European 
countries.

^See ante, p. 547.
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other when the weapons on both sides have been developed, at 
least to some extent, according to different objectives and with 
different technical criteria and with a different mix? So this is a 
problem that will have to be carefully and thoughtfully addressed. 
Secondly, the first round of SALT concentrated primarily on 
quantitative limitations. It may well be that in some o f the early 
phases o f SALT II this will be the case.

Yet, as one looks ahead in the more distant future, one has to 
recognize that the strategic balance now can be upset perhaps 
more decisively by qualitative changes than by quantitative 
changes.

If you look at the problem of verification, you will recognize 
that qualitative changes are infinitely harder to verify and control 
than quantitative changes.

So I would say that we have a major intellectual problem ahead 
of us, first, within our government to come up with definitions to 
the problems which you raise.

Therefore, it is probable that the first stage o f these negotia
tions will concern piindples, approaches, rather than very precise 
negotiating positions, as indeed SALT I did also.

But on the other side of the ledger is that one cannot help but 
be struck by the fact that one can now talk to Soviet leaders about 
weapons on which the survival o f both sides depends in a way that 
woidd have been inconceivable in traditional diplomacy and would 
have been quite difficult to imagine even in the first phase o f the 
SALT negotiations.

But we have not developed our own thinking to a point where 
we can be concrete, and my impression was that the Soviet leaders 
have the same inteUectud problems that we have; but it was 
interesting that both sides foxmd it possible to talk even about 
those.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, did the Soviet leaders ask you to explain the 
administration’s support o f  the Jackson amendment, and i f  they 
did, how did you explain it?

Dr. Kissinger: We discussed, in a general way, the conditions in 
which our relationships can be developed on a basis o f mutual 
confidence. I believe that when I left there was a mutual feeling 
that we had made considerable progress in that direction and that 
events that had happened in the interval, whether or not they were 
Uked in every detail by both sides, had not stood in the way of a 
further development o f Soviet-American relations.
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Address by Secretary of State Rogers to the General Assembly
[Extract], September 25, 1972^

During the past few years the world has made remarkable 
advances toward the charter goal o f practicing tolerance and living 
together in peace with one another as good neighbors. In 1972 
alone:

—The United States and the Soviet Union have undertaken with 
each other to do “their utmost” to avoid military confrontations, 
to respect the sovereign equaUty o f all countries, and to promote 
conditions in which no coimtry would be subject to “outside 
interference in (its) internal affairs.”^

—The Soviet Union and the United States have also placed 
precise limitations on our defensive and at least for the next five 
years on oiu: offensive strategic missile systems.

—The United States and the People’s Republic o f China have 
undertaken to broaden understanding between our peoples, to 
improve relations between us in the conviction that this would be 
“in the interests o f all coimtries,” and to oppose any efforts 
toward hegemony in Asia or toward divisions o f the world “into 
spheres o f interest.”^

—The United Kingdom, France, the Soviet Union, and the 
United States have agreed on specific provisions to insure 
unimpeded movement to and from Berlin by road, rail, and 
waterways.^

—The Federal Republic o f Germany and the German Demo
cratic Republic have opened negotiations on a treaty to normalize 
their relations.

—And North and South Korea have intensified their talks on the 
plight o f divided families and have agreed to establish a joint 
committee to examine problems of imification.

There were many other accomplishments toward the charter’s 
objectives in 1972. I mention these merely to illustrate how old 
patterns o f hostility are being eroded. If continued, this process in 
time will find positive reflection within the United Nations itself.

We are encouraged, too, by calls in both Eastern and Western 
capitals for a more secure and more open Europe.

A step toward realizing this goal would be creation o f a more 
stable ndlitary balance in centrd Europe throu^ negotiation of 
mutual and balanced force reductions. We are currently in 
consultation with our allies, and we believe exploratory talks on 
this subject coiild begin within several months. We trust they will 
be productive.

^Department o f State Bulletin, Oct. 16,1972, pp. 425-426.
^Ante, pp. 237-240.
^Department o f State Bulletin, Mar. 20, 1972, pp. 435-438. 
“IIAS 7551.
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It is equally important to move toward more normal relation
ships in Europe, relationships which have not existed since the end 
of the Second World War.

Toward this objective a Conference on Security and Coopera
tion in Europe, if  it is carefully and constructively prepared, could 
play a crucid role. A conference whose overall effect was to put a 
stamp o f approval upon the rigid divisions o f Europe would only 
prolong the problems o f today into yet another generation. A 
conference which promoted a more normal relationship among all 
of Europe’s states and peoples would reinforce the trend toward 
better relations on other levels. That is why we believe that the 
conference must take practical steps to promote the freer 
movement o f people, ideas, and goods across the breadth of the 
continent.

We are also now studying alternative approaches for the 
forthcoming SALT talks. The United States will pursue these 
general aims:

—First, our endeavor will be to negotiate on offensive weapons. 
In so doing we shall seek to expand the scope o f strategic offensive 
weapons included in the limitations and to establish an equitable 
balance in the major delivery systems.

—Second, we will wish to examine carefuUy qualitative limita
tions which could enhance stability.

—Third, we will aim to reduce levels o f strategic arms. As 
President Nixon said to this General Assembly in 1969, our 
objective is

•not only to limit the buildup of strategic arms but to reverse it.̂

Of course we also attach importance to the wOrk o f the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, which has now 
turned its attention to preventing the accumulation o f chemical 
weapons for use in warfare. Work in the Committee has come a 
long way toward resolving some o f the important and complex 
issues related to possible significant restraints in this area. The 
United States is intensifying its study of all proposals, and we look 
forward to responding to them at an early date.

It is clear from what I have said that the United States believes 
that a practical step-by-step approach is the best way to achieve 
genuine progress in disarmament.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1969, p. 454.
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Address by Foreign Minister Gromyko to the General Assembly
[Extract], September 26, 1972^

Last year the session of the General Assembly already noted 
new trends in relations among States, trends towards meeting the 
desires o f the peoples to secure lasting peace in the world. Today 
there are grounds for saying that those trends have been growing 
stronger—though the forces opposing the relaxation of tensions in 
the world have not ceased their activities.

In the situation that obtains, the United Nations must make 
firesh efforts to promote the solution of acute international 
problems. As a Member of the United Nations and a permanent 
member o f the Security Council, the Soviet Union will go on 
making its contribution to the strug^e for peace and for 
converting the United Nations into an even more effective 
instrument o f peace.

The Soviet State wiU soon be celebrating its fiftieth anniversary 
as the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. The Leninist formula 
of the state unity of the peoples o f the Soviet Union contains a 
powerful peace-loving potential. A profound interest in peace is 
organically inherent in the volxmtary and equal union of socialist 
republics which have joined their efforts in a creative endeavour 
for the good of their peoples; wars o f conquest and the oppression 
of other peoples are organically alien to i t

For the Soviet Union a policy o f peace is an adequate 
reflection, in the sphere o f foreign relations, o f its internal 
social nature. In the decisions o f the Twenty-Fourth Congress of 
the Communist Party o f the Soviet Union our country put 
forward a programme of peace and international co-operation, 
which is universaliy recognized as expressing not some narrow 
interests of one State or group o f States, but the aspirations o f aU 
the peoples, o f all mankind. Every step taken to implement that 
programme has a positive effect on the entire international 
development.

As has been pointed out by Leonid Brezhnev, the General 
Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of 
the Soviet Union,
Our line of principle is the active defence of the peace, freedom and secmity of the 
peoples. We are pursuine it together with our friends and allies, co-ordinating our steps in 
the international arena/

If agression is committed, the Soviet Union always sides with 
the victim of aggression. If trouble threatens our allies and friends, 
we always come to their aid. And when we sign treaties, we 
implement them and observe our obligations.

The objectives for which the Soviet Union and all the nations of 
the socialist community have been fighting tirelessly for many

‘A/PV.2040, pp. 17-42.
 ̂Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXIV, no. 12 (Apr. 19,1972), p. 6.
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years are embodied in the positive dianges taking place in the 
international situation. Together with our allies and friends we 
shall go on fighting for peace, freedom and the progress o f the 
peoples.

While consistently pursuing a policy o f peace, the Soviet Union 
and the countries o f the so d ^ st community by no means claim to 
be monopolists in this field. In the interests o f peace we are 
prepared to co-operate, and do co-operate, with all States that are 
also prepared to do so. Whatever social system they may belong to 
and wherever they may be situated in the world, the door is 
closed to no one.

The more covmtries that pursue a constructive foreign policy 
line and the weightier the contribution of each o f them to the 
relaxation of tensions, the more considerable are the changes for 
the better in international affairs. Recent developments confirm 
this.

In the past, post-war periods always turned out to be nothing 
more than respites between wars. In the present-day conditions 
real possibilities exist for a fxmdamentally different development 
and for the transition to a system o f stable peace, to ensure which 
the United Nations was created.

This transition requires the solution of questions engendered by 
the Second World War and by the specific features o f develop
ments over the quarter o f a century that followed. If we wish to 
attempt to express, in the most general form, the essence o f the 
changes now in progress, we should say that some of those 
questions are now lending themselves to solution, while in respect 
of others a constructive effort has been initiated to solve them.

The territorial realities that have taken shape in Europe, a 
continent where both World Wars originated, are gaining universal 
recognition and are being formalized in terms of international law. 
The entry into force o f the well-known Treaties signed by the 
USSR and the Polish People’s Republic with the Federal Republic 
of Germany^ asserts the inviolability of European boundaries, 
including the boundary between the German Democratic Republic 
and the Federal Republic o f Germany, and the western frontiers 
of Poland.

The conclusion o f the Agreement on West Berlin'* eliminates an 
inveterate source of friction between States in the very centre of 
Europe.

The clearing from the soil o f Europe of the legacy of war must 
be completed through the normalization of relations between the 
German Democratic Republic and the Federal Republic o f  
Germany in accordance with the requirements of observing the 
sovereignty and independence o f both those- States, and through

^The Polish-German treaty may be found in Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
Documents on Germany, 1944-1970 (S. Com. print, 92d Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 884-885. 
For the Soviet-German treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 403-404.

^TIAS 7551.
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the settlement o f relations between Czechoslovakia and the 
Federal Republic o f Germany on the basis o f recognizing the 
Munich Agreement as invalid from the very beginning. Negotia
tions on these matters are known to be under-way and I should 
like to express the hope that they will have a positive outcome.

Negotiations are pending on the conclusion of a peace treaty 
between the USSR and Japan which should play its part in 
drawing a line under the Second World War in Asia and in 
providing a lasting basis for peace and co-operation on that 
continent as well. On our side, efforts will be made to ensure the 
success o f those negotiations, but o f course for this it is necessary 
that the same desire exists on the other side.

On the whole, the cold war is being replaced by recognition of 
the truth that in the nuclear age there is no alternative to 
conducting relations between States with different social systems 
on the basis o f peaceful coexistence. More and more often this is 
being couched in a binding international legal form.

Premises for the many-sided and equal co-operation of States in 
areas including the political sphere are multiplying.

The high level o f such co-operation reached in relations between 
the USSR and France reflects these new trends with particular 
clarity. Soviet-French relations are continuously gaining in 
strength, and we express our great satisfaction on this score. The 
aforesaid trends are increasin^y manifest in the Soviet Tiinion’s 
relations with several other States as well.

As a result o f the Soviet-American summit talks in Moscofcv last 
May, a start has been made in the process o f reshaping red&tions 
between the Soviet Union and the United States o f America

Our coimtry attaches great significance to its relations wi|h the 
United States, a big Power belonging to a different social system. 
For our part, we shall do all that depends on us to develop these 
relations, and we believe that this is in the interests o f the Soviet 
and American peoples, and the interests o f preservinj  ̂ and 
strengthening international peace. The broadening of co-operation 
between the two countries is already beginning to become a 
reality, though there remain, and will remain, political and 
ideological disagreements o f principle between the USSR and the 
United States as States belonging to different social systems.

Naturally we proceed from the assumption that no improve
ments in Soviet-American relations should be achieved at the 
expense o f other States. This is an important principle o f our 
policy in relations with any State. In our conviction, all States 
should be guided by this principle in their mutual relations, and it 
is this criterion that we apply in assessing the significance of 
various developments in relations between different countries.

Since the first years after the Second World War, international 
relations have been complicated by the division o f the world into 
military-poUtical groupings which set some States off against 
others and constantiy carry the risk of military conflict. The 
architects o f the policy o f creating military blocs, o f the arms race
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and o f whipping up international tensions, who determined for a 
long time the foreign poUcies o f the major capitalist Powers o f the 
West, put a lot o f work into bringing the world to the dangerous 
brink o f military conflict. Even today, at every step we are coming 
up against the consequences o f that line in various parts o f the 
world.

That is why it is hard to overestimate the significance o f even 
the first steps now being taken to lay the foimdations o f security 
resting on the collective efforts o f all the States concerned.

We are now on the eve o f the all-European conference on 
questions o f security and co-operation; preparations for it must 
very shortly enter the practical phase. The importance o f this 
contemplated meeting o f States lies in making Europe really 
peaceful and in transforming relations between States on the 
European continent along the lines o f mutual imderstanding and 
confidence, and we stand in favour of such a policy, in favour of 
such a course o f action in European affairs.

In the well-known Prague Declaration® the European socialist 
countries have already put forward their suggestions as to the way 
in which, in their view, a system o f security in Europe should be 
built up. Many other States have also expressed their opinion on 
this score. This is a great and exceptionally important task, and 
the aU-European conference is called upon to make an important 
contribution to its solution.

We are convinced that if  all the States and Governments 
concerned show proper responsibility and practical readiness to 
seek solutions meeting the common interests, the conference will 
go down in the history of our time as a big success for the cause of 
peace.

As regards Asia, there too the idea of ensuring security 
meeting equally the interests of aU Asian States is also beginning 
to make way for itself The Soviet Union includes the question of 
security in Asia also among important tasks. Those who are not 
now in sympathy with it, for some reason, should realize that the 
countries o f Asia are interested in strengthening the peace in that 
area no less than the Soviet Union.

The successes in bringing about an international detente are 
making themselves felt, but it is hardly likely that anyone will 
dispute the fact that so far only the beginning of the road has been 
covered and that far more than has been done still lies ahead. What 
is more, unless further advances are made, unless the scale of 
efforts to achieve greater detente is increased, all that has been 
gained could be lost. History knows of such examples.

Among the problems awaiting their solution within an inter
national framework are some which affect the interests of 
practically all States. If one looks into the substance o f any 
problem that leads to international complications, and if one 
focuses attention on what directly generates the danger of war and

^Ante, pp. 1-8.
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the unleashing of imlitary conflicts, one cannot fail to come to the 
conclusion that it is the use o f force by some States against others 
for the purpose o f territorial annexation, for the purpose of 
subjugating peoples and establishing domination over them—in 
other words, for purposes o f conquest.

This has been true up to now; it remains true today.
In the past, tens and hundreds of millions o f people in Asia, 

Africa and America were reduced to colonial slavery by force. 
Now that almost aU of them have freed themselves the slightest 
opportunity is used to restore direct or indirect colonial domina
tion over them.

Those who ventured in the past, and venture now, to use force 
for purposes which have nothing in common with the interests of 
the peoples are concerned but little at the fact that no dispute 
between States has ever been, or could ever be, resolved on a 
secure and fair basis by force. The use o f force for purposes o f  
aggression, annexation of territories and oppression of other 
peoples has usually laid the foundations for new hostility and 
new conflicts. For this the peoples have to pay, human beings 
perish and immense material values created by their toil are 
destroyed.

That is why progressive political forces have been conscious of 
the necessity to eliminate the use o f force from relations between 
States for almost as long as States themselves have existed. But, of 
course, mere awareness o f this is not enough: the practical efforts 
of States are required. That is all the more imperative now that the 
appearance in the arsenals o f States o f nuclear weapons, and their 
stockpiling, have radically changed the concepts o f the conse
quences that military conflicts can have for the peoples o f the 
world.

The likelihood of this or that crisis or conflict developing into a 
nuclear confrontation can be evaluated in different ways, but so 
long as nuclear weapons exist, that possibility will exist too. No 
State, no government, can ignore that. Our country proceeds from 
the assumption that the danger that a conflict between States will 
provoke a nuclear disaster can be removed, or at least drastically 
reduced. It can be done if renunciation of the use of force in 
international relations is elevated to the level of international law 
and if simultaneously—and I stress this, simultaneously—a ban is 
imposed on the use o f nuclear weapons.

The Soviet Government is convinced that a serious considera
tion of these issues can no longer be delayed. The conditions for 
this are now more favourable than before, and the opportunities 
for taking posithre decisions are greater.

Proceeding from those considerations, aware of its responsi
bility as a permanent member of the Security Coundl, the Soviet 
Union has submitted for consideration by the twenty-seventh 
session o f the General Assembly of the United Nations the item on
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the non-use o f force in international relations and permanent 
prohibition of the use o f nuclear weapons.®

The essence of our proposal is that it provides for the 
renunciation by States o f any recourse to force for settling 
international disputes, including the use o f both nuclear weapons 
and such types o f weapons as are commonly called conventional. 
It is proposed that this renunciation be of such a nature as to 
enable no one to evade its strict observance—and that wiU be 
possible if  the United Nations displays the necessary awareness of 
its responsibility for the destinies o f peace.

That approach is fuUy consistent with the fundamental princi
ple embodied in the Charter o f the United Nations under which all 
Members o f the United Nations undertake to:
. . .  refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force against the 
territorial integrity or political independence of any state, or in any other manner 
inconsistent with tiie Purposes of the United Nations.^

The need to solve the question of the non-use o f force in 
general and the question of prohibiting the use o f nuclear weapons 
in an organic complex is determined by the real state of affairs in 
the world.

Ever since they first appeared, nuclear weapons have invariably 
been regarded as the most dangerous weapons of mass destruction. 
That is still true—all the more so since the capacity of those 
weapons is not a constant value; it is growing.

It would be wrong to overlook the other side o f the question: 
with the development o f conventional types o f armaments the 
danger of their use in military conflicts has also grown many 
times, even as compared with the period of the Second World War. 
In the last quarter o f a century nuclear weapons have not been 
used in military conflicts; but who can be vinaware o f how many 
tragedies the use o f conventional weapons has entailed, how 
numerous have been the victims o f their use. All this speaks in 
favour o f prohibiting the use o f force in violation of the Charter o f  
the United Nations, in an organic combination with a ban on the 
use, first and foremost, o f nuclear weapons, which is especially 
important.

The wisdom and expediency of such a decision is attested to 
also by the experience already accumulated by the United Nations 
in examining problems o f security and disarmament. The repeated 
attempts o f the United Nations to find a solution to both those 
problems are fresh in everyone’s memory. They have been made 
now from one side, now from the other; now in terms of 
considering the question of the non-use o f force, now in terms of 
considering the question of banning the use o f nuclear weapons. 
And what has transpired?

^Infra.
’ Alt. 2, pai. 4, of the Charter.
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If we take only recent years, the States Members of the United 
Nations have unanimously adopted a resolution on strict observ
ance o f the ban on the threat or use o f force in international 
relations;® a Declaration on Principles o f International Law 
concerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation among States in 
accordance with the Charter o f the United Nations f  and a 
Declaration on the Strengthening o f International Security.*”

The real core o f all those documents is the principle o f the 
non-use o f force in international relations and o f solving aU 
disputes between States solely by peaceful means. The necessary 
formulas were carefuUy worked out and weighed on the politicd 
scales and all aspects o f the problem seem to have been taken into 
account, but it is no secret that so far the objectives aimed at have 
not been fully reached: force is being used, human blood is being 
shed.

More than 10 years ago the General Assembly o f the United 
Nations adopted a declaration proclaiming the use of nuclear 
weapons to be a crime against humanity and civilization.**

Since then the United Nations has repeatedly advocated the 
signing by all States o f an appropriate international convention, 
but the declaration banning the use o f nuclear weapons was not 
supported by aU the nuclear Powers, while it has still not proved 
possible to initiate productive negotiations to conclude an 
international convention on this question.

One can find many reasons for the inadequacy o f the 
resolutions adopted by the United Nations on these matters, but 
one of the most substantial ones is undoubtedly the fact that they 
were examined and acted upon by the United Nations in isolation 
from one another. When the question of banning the use of 
nuclear weapons was raised, some States began to have doubts as 
to the possibility o f taking such a step in conditions where the use 
of force was not precluded from relations between States. We do 
not now intend to go into a discussion of the extent to which 
those doubts were justified; be that as it may, they did become an 
obstacle to agreement.

At the same time, when the question of banning the use of 
force was considered, the significance o f any resolution adopted 
turned out to be restricted in a situation where there was no 
agreement on nuclear arms, that is, the most powerful weapon of 
mass destruction. The separation o f the one from the other 
introduced an element o f uncertainty and suspicion, and it 
weakened the effectiveness of the best resolutions o f the United 
Nations. Furthermore, their effectiveness was also restricted by 
the fact that they were all in the form of recommendations or, at 
best, declarations of intent. They were not given the force of law.

'General Assembly Officitil Records: Twenty-first Session, Supplement No. 16 
(A/6316), p. 4.

^IVid., Twenty-fifth Session, Supplement No. 28 (A/8028), pp. 121-124.
^"Ibid., pp. 22-24.
^^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 648-650.
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The proposal o f the Soviet Union envisages the adoption of the 
most realistic and effective decision that is possible in modem 
conditions. It is precisely such a decision that meets the interests 
of all States regardless o f their social system, or their territory and 
population, or o f whether or not they possess nuclear weapons.

As a result o f such a decision the militarily stronger States, and 
above all the nuclear Powers, will mutually obtain greater 
assurance of the absence of a threat from one another. The 
security o f each one of them will be safeguarded more reliably, 
and on an equal basis at the same time; that is, no one would gain 
a unilateral advantage at the expense of others in comparison with 
the situation obtaining at present, and no one would lose 
anything.

The militarily less powerful States, including all States not 
possessing nuclear weapons, would gain too. Now they are 
justifiably concerned at the danger that nuclear weapons might be 
directed against them if aggression were committed. Prohibition of 
the use o f nuclear weapons in combination with renunciation o f  
the use o f force would remove that threat and would greatly 
strengthen the security o f all States.

It stands to reason that the obligation of States to renounce the 
use o f force, including nuclear weapons, can in no way affect their 
right of individual and collective self-defence stipulated in Article
51 of the Charter o f the United Nations. On the contrary, that 
obUgation would reinforce the right o f defence against aggression, 
o f the struggle to eliminate the consequences of aggression in cases 
when it has already been committed and the aggressor seeks to 
capitalize on it.

No one can challenge the inaUenable right of States and peoples 
subjected to aggression to rebuff it by employing all possible 
means so long as the aggressor continues to use force and to 
encroach upon their freedom and sovereignty, so long as he tries 
to retain control over the forcibly seized territories. It will suffice 
to refer to those examples that are before the eyes o f everyone: 
Indo-China and the Middle East. Who, indeed, could venture to 
contest the incontestable fact that crude force has been and is 
being used against the peoples o f both Indo-China and the Arab 
States and that they are entitled to use all the necessary means to 
rebuff the aggressor?

Renunciation of the use of force in relations between States in 
no way limits the right o f the peoples o f colonial countries to fight 
for their freedom and independence, making use o f any means 
that may be required in that struggle. That right is recognized by 
tlie United Nations as being a lawful one. It is based upon the fact 
that violence was used against those peoples, which are the victims 
of colonialism and aggression, and that in resorting to force to 
make themselves free they are only restoring justice and restituting 
their trampled rights.

A decision on the non-use o f force and on the permanent 
prohibition of the use o f nuclear weapons would thus be beneficial
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to all. But this also requires the participation in its elaboration and 
adoption of all States, and particularly the Powers possessing 
nuclear weapons. Otherwise no decision, even the very best one, 
could attain its objective.

The Soviet Government has given all-round consideration to the 
question of what would be the most appropriate form for a 
decision by the United Nations on the renunciation of the use of 
force in international relations and on the permanent prohibition 
of the use o f nuclear weapons. We propose that the consideration 
of this item should result in a clear-cut decision being taken. In 
the interests o f its maximum effectiveness the decision should 
bind together appropriate actions by the two principal bodies of 
the United Nations—the General Assembly and the Security 
Council. On behalf o f the Soviet Union the Soviet delegation 
submits for consideration by the General Assembly the following 
draft resolution:

[The draft resolution appears infra. ]

The proposed draft speaks for itself. It envisages a major step on 
the part of the General Assembly: a decision on behalf o f the 
States Members o f the United Nations on their renunciation of the 
use or threat of force in international relations and on the 
permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. It contains 
an appeal to the Security Council to take action which would 
make this declaration mandatory for all States. For this purpose, 
and in accordance with the known provisions o f the Charter o f the 
United Nations, a meeting o f the Security Council should be 
convened at the level o f members o f government or other special 
designated representatives.

The Soviet delegation is authorized to state that the Soviet 
Union will stand ready to take part in convening such a meeting o f  
the Security Council and in its work. In this political action we 
shall be ready to join with all other States permanent members of 
the Council. We are convinced that for States to which the Charter 
of the United Nations assigns a special responsibility for maintain
ing international peace and security there can be no loftier duty.

We are calling on all the States represented in the General 
Assembly to study thoroughly the draft we have introduced and 
on its basis to take a unanimous decision expressing the firm will 
of this world Organization to put an end to any use of force in 
relations between States in contravention of the Charter o f the 
United Nations and to eliminate the threat o f nuclear war.

The United Nations would thereby lend strong support to the 
cause of further international detente, to the cause of strengthen
ing peace and increasing mutual understanding in relations between 
States. This step would meet the interests o f all those for whom 
peace, security and peaceful coexistence are no mere words but a 
guide to action.

505-954 0  -  74 -  44
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The task o f building a lasting peace requires effective measures 
to prevent and avert military conflicts in the future. But it is no 
less important to put an end to those conflicts that are poisoning 
the international atmosphere now, and to put out the fires of 
armed conflicts in areas where encroachments are being made on 
the right o f peoples to be masters of their own destinies. Lack of 
progress in the settlement of these problems cannot but cause deep 
anxiety over the future course o f world affairs.

The position o f the Soviet Union regarding the war against the 
Viet-Namese people is known to all. The continuance and 
expansion of the United States intervention in Viet-Nam and 
other countries o f Indo-China provoke indignation and condemna
tion. Probably never before have so many declarations been made 
promising to leave Viet-Nam and to stop the war as have been 
made o f late. And never before has there been so striking a 
contrast between words and deeds. Whatever manipulations are 
resorted to, with reports about reductions in the strength o f the 
United States infantry in Viet-Nam designed to reassure the 
public, behind them all is in fact an unprecedented expansion o f 
the acts o f war and of their cruelty and inhumanity. No matter 
how many assurances are given to the effect that there is no desire 
to settle for the Viet-Namese people their own internal affairs, in 
reality a policy is being pursued which is aimed at eliminating the 
Provisional Revolutionary Government of the Republic of South 
Viet-Nam and the People’s Armed Forces o f Liberation and at 
preserving the puppet Saigon administration as the sole legitimate 
authority in South Viet-Nam.

One can only wonder why the one and only correct solution has 
not been drawn as yet: namely, that the Viet-Namese people 
cannot be defeated. Its resistance will not be broken by heavier 
bombing, or the blockade of its ports, or damage to its 
hydrotechnical installations. That people is fighting heroically 
against aggression, fighting for just aims in order to be the master 
in its own land. It cannot allow anyone from outside to prescribe 
for it a political and social system or to impose strawmen 
upholding interests that are alien to the Viet-Namese people.

A way out can be found, but only through serious negotiations 
for which a constructive basis has been provided by the well 
known proposals contained in the statements o f the Provisional 
Revolutionary Government of the Republic o f South Viet-Nam of  
11 September 1972 and o f the Government of the Democratic 
Repubhc of Viet-Nam of 14 September 1972.

The essence o f these proposals is clear and simple. The United 
States must respect the right o f the Viet-Namese people to genuine 
independence and the right of the people of South Viet-Nam to 
self-determination; it must stop the aggressive war in Viet-Nam, 
cease the bombing, the mining, the blockade and all military 
actions in Viet-Nam; it must renounce the implementation of the 
policy of the “Vietnamization” of the war, withdraw American 
troops from South Viet-Nam immediately and completely, and
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discontinue its military participation and its support of the Saigon 
puppet regime. In the solution of the internal problem of South 
Viet-Nam it is necessary to proceed from the real state o f affairs: 
two systems of authority, two armies and other political forces are 
in existence there. The basis for the solution of the problem is the 
equality of the parties and the renunciation of annexation. For 
that purpose it is necessary to set up in South Viet-Nam a 
provisional government of national accord on a tripartite basis 
which will deal with all matters in the transitional period and 
organize general elections on_truly free and democratic jiiws.

All those who respect the rights" ol peoples, all those who have 
not lost the ability objectively to assess the state o f affairs, cannot 
but acknowledge that these proposals are most well founded, 
reasonable and logical and that they express the good will o f the 
Viet-Namese people; they cannot but reject categorically allega
tions that the Democratic Republic o f Viet-Nam is endeavouring 
to foist a “communist regime” upon South Viet-Nam.

If the United States wishes the Paris negotiations to lead to the 
restoration o f peace it should give a positive reply to the statement 
of the Provisional Revolutionary Government o f the Republic of 
South Viet-Nam of 11 September 1972. If, however, it is pursuing 
some other goal, the Paris negotiations cannot fail to end in 
deadlock; the war will go on and the whole responsibility will rest 
with the United States.

As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, our country is giving 
fuU support to the proposals of the Provisional Revolutionary 
Government of the Republic of South Viet-Nam. All those who 
cherish the ideals of freedom and independence cannot fail to be 
at one with the Viet-Namese people in their struggle.

A solution must be found for the problems of the Middle East. 
The latest events coimected with the new criminal acts of 
aggression by Israel against the Arab countries, including Lebanon, 
show how ^ave is the danger and how far the Israeli leaders are 
going in their reckless policy.

The responsibility which rests upon the aggressors is shared by 
all those who protect them and whose support makes it possible 
for Israel to defy the United Nations and its decisions regarding 
the elimination o f the consequences o f aggression and the 
establishment o f peace in the Middle East. The leaders o f Israel 
must be well aware that an adventurist policy can bring only 
seeming success and that in the end it inevitably entails retribu
tion.

Attempts to appropriate Arab lands and continuous aggressive 
military actions cannot be tolerated. The United Nations is 
endowed with the necessary rights and possibilities to put the 
aggressor in his place.

Only a lasting and just settlement in the Middle East in ac
cordance with the well known decisions of the United Nations 
can guarantee peace and security to all the States—and we repeat,
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to all the States—of the region. IsraeU troops must be withdrawn 
from all the Arab territories occupied in 1967.

For the Soviet Union, support for the legitimate demands of the 
Arab countries and for the decisions o f the United Nations 
concerning a political settlement o f the Middle East conflict, as 
well as for the mission of Ambassador Jarring, is a policy of 
principle. We are pursuing it and we shall continue to pursue it 
imwaveringly.

We also support the just struggle of the Arab people of Palestine 
for the restoration of their inalienable rights, recognized by the 
United Nations. At the same time it is certainly impossible to 
condone the acts of terrorism committed by certain elements 
among the participants in the Palestinian movement, which have 
led, among other things, to the recent tragic events in Munich. 
Their criminal actions deal a blow also at the national interests and 
aspirations of the Palestinians. These acts are used by the Israeli 
criminals to cover up their policy o f banditry against the Arab 
peoples. The Soviet Union, basing itself on positions of principle, 
opposes acts o f terrorism, which disrupt the diplomatic activity of 
States and their representatives, the transport communications 
between them and the normal course o f international contacts and 
meetings. It opposes acts o f violence, which serve no positive ends 
and cause loss o f human life.

Peace will not be truly stable unless an end is put to the arms 
race, which is one of the main sources of mistrust between States 
and of the increase of the danger o f war. The struggle for 
disarmament has been going on for a long time. The Soviet Union 
and the countries of the socialist community see in the struggle 
for disarmament a major direction of their foreign policy activity. 
That policy will be continued. Some of the tWngs that seemed 
almost unattainable even 10  or 15 years ago are being reflected in 
operative treaties and agreements. Among them are those which in 
a certain measure restrain the nuclear arms race and reduce the 
threat o f a nuclear war: the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons, the Treaty ending nuclear weapon tests in three 
environments, and others. The first agreement in history on the 
elimination of a category of armaments relating to means of mass 
destruction—namely, bacteriological and toxin weapons—has also 
now been concluded.

To the sum total o f obligations in the field of the limitation of 
the arms race and disarmament already assumed by the majority 
of States one more has recently been added which concerns those 
types o f armaments which possess the greatest destructive capac
ity: it is the Soviet-American understanding on strategic arms. 
Limiting to a minimum the deployment of anti-ballistic missile 
systems, it removes one of the main motives for unleashing a 
competition between offensive and defensive missile weapons—a 
competition all the consequences of which are difficult to foretell. 
By laying down for the first time numerical limits for offensive
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strategic arms, this understanding is curbing the most dangerous 
trend in the arms race.

The conclusion of the Soviet-American agreements on strategic 
arms limitation*^ is an important step which contributes to 
lessening the threat o f a nuclear war and curbing the arms race, 
opening up new prospects for progress towards general disarma
ment. Both sides have agreed to continue negotiations with a view 
to finding new steps in that direction.

Each success scored in the struggle for the limitation of the 
arms race is important in its own right and, at the same time, as a 
starting-point for further struggle. The possibilities for going 
further towards the resolution of new disarmament problems will 
grow with each new measure agreed upon. Our country has always 
looked forward to this and we will spare no effort to go 
on facilitating, together with all other States, the release o f the 
peoples from the burden o f weapons.

The Soviet Union is in favour of the earliest possible solution of 
the problem of discontinuing the manufacture of and destroying 
chemical weapons, which is being negotiated in the Committee on 
Disarmament in Geneva; the cessation of all nuclear-weapon tests, 
including underground tests, everywhere and by everyone; the 
elimination of foreign military bases on alien territories; and the 
establishment o f nuclear-free zones in various areas of the world.

States have now accumulated great experience in negotiations 
on disarmament. Various methods have been and are being used; 
some o f them have fully justified themselves and they should be 
used further. At the same time, it can not be said to be proper that 
since the advent o f the nuclear age the States of the world have 
not once gathered together to consider the disarmament problem, 
which is o f concern to all States, socialist and capitalist, large and 
small, developed and developing, nuclear and non-nuclear. There
fore one can only welcome the fact that the idea of convening a 
world disarmament conference has become most popular among 
States o f the world and in world pubUc opinion.

Hie General Assembly is due to consider in concrete manner 
the question o f convening a world conference. Our views on this 
score are well known. We believe that that conference should 
become a forum where all countries, without exception, can 
present and compare, on an equal basis, their views on disarma
ment problems in their totality, and come to an agreement on 
practical steps aimed at curbing the arms race and at disarmament. 
This relates both to weapons o f mass destruction and to 
conventional types of weapons.

The Soviet Government believes that full advantage should be 
taken o f the opportunities taking shape for the convening o f the 
world disarmament conference. We, for our part, will continue to 
do everything in our power to ensure that that conference is held 
and that it achieves success.

‘Mnfe, pp. 197-201,202-204.
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The agenda o f the General Assembly again includes the item on 
the strengthening of international security. This is a topical 
problem and it will continue to be topical while there are forces at 
work interested not in implementing the principles of the Charter 
of the United Nations, but in the aggravation of international 
tensions and in suppression o f the liberation struggle of peoples.

Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the General Assembly: 
Non-use of Force in International Relations and Permanent 
Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear Weapons, September 26, 
1972' ^

The General Assembly,
Noting that renunciation of the use or threat o f force as 

proclaimed in the United Nations Charter and a number of other 
international instruments is gaining ever wider international 
recognition,

Bearing in mind at the same time that the use o f force is still 
occurring in violation of the United Nations Charter and that the 
threat o f the use o f nuclear weapons continues to exist,

Guided by the growing desire o f all peoples to eliminate war 
from the life o f human society and to prevent a nuclear disaster. 

Believing that renunciation of the use o f force and prohibition 
of the use o f nuclear weapons should become a law of interna
tional life,

1. Solemnly declares on behalf of the States Members o f the 
Organization, in accordance with the United Nations Charter, 
their renunciation o f the use or threat o f force in international 
relations and the permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear 
weapons;

2. Recommends the Security Council to take, as soon as 
possible, an appropriate decision whereby the present declaration 
of the General Assembly will acquire binding force under Article 
25 of the United Nations Charter.

Statement by Mr. M. A. Suslov to the Presidium of the Supreme 
Soviet [Extract]: Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements, Sep
tember 29, 1972*

The Foreign Affairs Committees o f the Union Soviet and the 
Soviet o f Nationalities of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, at a

*  ̂A/L. 676, Sept. 26, 1972. This draft res. was not voted on. It was replaced on Nov. 
27, 1972, by a revised draft res. (A/L. 676/Rev. 1 and Adds. 1-2), cosponsored by 
Afghanistan, Barbados, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, 
Hungary, Iran, Liberia, Mauritius, Mongolia, Nigeria, Poland, Sierra Leone, Somalia, 
Ukrainian SSR, and USSR. The revised res. was approved as G.A. res. 2936 (XXVII), 
post, pp. 848-849.

^Izvestiya, Sept. 30, 1972 (State Dept, translation).
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joint session on August 23, 1972 considered and discussed the 
Treaty between the Union o f Soviet Socialist Republics and the 
United States o f America on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic 
Missile Systems, signed in Moscow on May 26, 1972 and 
submitted for ratification by the Council of Ministers of the 
USSR.2

In their speeches, the members of the Foreign Affairs Com
mittees have unanimously pointed out that this Treaty, as well as 
the Interim Agreement Between^ the USSR and the USA on 
Certain Measures With Respect to the Limitation of Strategic 
Offensive Weapons,^ which, even though it does not require 
ratification by the Supreme Soviet, is closely linked to the Treaty, 
represent an important step in the direction o f strengthening 
international security and reducing the threat of thermo-nuclear 
war, toward limiting the strategic arms race and creating new 
opportunities for solving the problem of general and complete 
disarmament.

As emphasized in the speeches given by members o f the 
committees, the Treaty Between the USSR and the USA on the 
Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems as well as the Interim 
Agreement and other documents signed in Moscow in May, 1972, 
during the Soviet-American summit, are an important result and a 
significant success o f the peace-loving foreign policy consistently 
carried out by our party and state, and a practical implementation 
of the peace program adopted at the 2 4 ^  Congress of the CPSU.

Not much time has elapsed since the 24th Congress of the 
CPSU. Yet all the peoples o f the world can see that during this 
period our Soviet nation has made a large and active contribution 
to the struggle for peace and security of the peoples of the world, 
and has attained an even firmer and more reliable international 
position for our country.

Our successes in implementing the decisions of the 24th 
Congress o f the CPSU in the field o f foreign policy are a result of 
the growing might o f the Soviet Union, a change in the world’s 
power structure in favor of socialism.

The Soviet-American summit and its positive results reflect 
these objective changes in the intemationd situation. The docu
ment, Basic Principles o f Relations between the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and the United States o f America, signed in 
Moscow, states that the USSR and the USA will proceed from the 
premise that in a nuclear age there is no basis for supporting 
relations between them other than peaceful coexistence, that the 
necessary prerequisites for supporting and strengthening peaceful 
relations between the USSR and the USA is the recognition of the 
security interests o f both sides, which is based on the principle of 
equality and renunciation of the use o f force or threat of force.^

^Ante, pp. 197-201.
^Ante, pp. 202-204.
"̂ Ante, pp. 237-240.
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At a joint session of the Foreign Affairs Committees it was 
emphasized that the main feature o f the treaty being considered 
today, and also the Interim Agreement, is the fact that they are 
built on the principles o f equal security o f the sides and do not 
provide unilateral advantages in strategic arms to either side.

As numerous comments indicate, Soviet people imderstand well 
that the conclusion of the Treaty and the Interim Agreement is, 
although a first, but nevertheless, a serious step, aimed at curbing 
the race in strategic nuclear arms, serves the interests of both the 
Soviet and American nations, and interests o f all other nations of 
the world, and facilitates the general reduction of international 
tensions. ■

It is quite clear and natural that in concluding the agreement 
with the USA on the limitation of strategic arms, our Party does 
not lose sight o f the need to ensure the proper protection of the 
interests of our socialist fatherland against any encroachments 
upon it. In the summary report o f the Central Committee o f the 
CPSU to the 24th Party Congress it was emphasized that

Eveiything that is created by the people must be securely protected. To strengthen 
the Soviet state means also to strengthen its Armed Forces and to improve in every way 
possible the defense capabilities of our country. And as long as we Hve in an uneasy 
world, this task remains one of our most important tasks.®

We speak of this because in the world, including the USA, there 
are still influential militarist forces interested in maintaining 
international tensions and in continuing the arms race, who are 
attempting to erect all sorts of obstacles on the way to resolving 
the problems of arms limitation and the strengthening of the 
security of all nations.

It must be said bluntly that those who entertain the illusion of 
the possibility o f negotiating with the Soviet Union at the 
follow-on strategic arms limitation talks from a “position of 
strength” are deeply mistaken. These people have simply lost their 
sense o f reality. The Soviet Union will not do anything that would 
infringe on the principle of equal security o f the sides. We are 
deeply convinced that the American people are no less interested 
than the Soviet people and the peoples o f other countries in 
limiting the arms race. Real progress in limiting the arms race and 
improving Soviet-American relations serves the interests of aU 
nations.

The Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, 
as well as the Interim Agreement on Certain Measures with 
Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Weapons, in the 
opinion of the Foreign Affairs Committees, is an important 
contribution to developing Soviet-American relations and 
strengthening international security.

 ̂Current Digest o f  The Soviet Press, vol. XXIII, no. 14, (May 4, 1971), p. 5.
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Statement by First Deputy Foreign Minister Kuznetsov to the 
Ftesidium of the Supreme Soviet [Extract]: Strategic Arms 
Limitation Agreements, September 29,1972*

The Treaty between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and 
the United States o f America on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic 
Missile Systems, submitted by the Council o f Ministers of the 
USSR for ratification, was signed in Moscow on May 26, 1972, on 
behalf of the Soviet Union by L. L Brezhnev, General Secretary of 
the Central Committee o f the CPSU, and on behalf of the United 
States by R. Nixon, President o f the USA.^

The conclusion of the Treaty on the Limitation o f ABM 
Systems and the Interim Agreement on Certain Measures with 
Respect to the Limitation o f Strategic Offensive Arms  ̂ was an 
important step toward solving the problem of Umiting the arms 
race in its most important area—that o f strategic arms; this 
continues the trend o f recent years, which was the result o f 
dedicated work by the Soviet Union, and was actively supported 
by the socialist countries and all peace-loving nations.

The conclusion o f the ABM Treaty and the Interim Agreement 
on offensive strategic arms, just as the overall results of the 
meeting of Soviet leaders with the President of the USA in May 
1972, is an important step in the implementation of the program 
of peace adopted by the 24th Congress of the CPSU, an important 
contribution to carrying out the general foreign policy course of 
our party.

What is the essence of the agreement?
Hie Treaty on the Limitation of ABM Systems provides that 

the parties may have no more than two areas of deployment o f 
anti-balUstic missile systems, having a radius of one hundred and 
fifty kilometers each, and in each of the two areas—no more than 
one hundred ABM launchers. ABM launchers must not be 
developed and deployed for launching from each launcher more 
than one ABM interceptor missile at a time. The parties undertake 
not to develop and not to deploy ABM systems or components 
which are sea-based, air-based, space-based, or mobile land-based, 
and also assume other obligations aimed at assuring the effective
ness o f the limitation on ABM systems.

An important constituent part o f the Treaty is the obligation of 
the parties not to transfer to other states, nor to deploy outside 
their national territories, ABM systems or their components 
limited by this Treaty. This provision undoubtedly increases the 
significance o f the Treaty as a measure for strengthening inter
national security.

^Izvestiya, Sept. 30,1972 (State Dept trandation). At the end of this statement, Mr. 
Kuznetsov said that the Council of Ministers of the USSR requested the Supreme Soviet 
to ratify the ABM treaty.

^Ante, pp. 197-201.
^Ante, pp. 202-204.
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The mutual abstention from deployment of ABM systems 
within national borders, provided for by the Treaty, places both 
parties in an identical situation from a security point of view, and 
permits avoidance o f the large expenditures which the parties 
would incur in further deployment of ABM systems. Furthermore, 
this race in the area of ABM defense would inevitably impel both 
Parties to assume additional expenses for their offensive strategic 
forces, for the purpose o f increasing their capability o f overcoming 
the ABM defense o f the other party. Thus, the alternative to the 
conclusion of the Treaty on the limitation of ABMs with the 
United States would, in essence, be a continuous race in the 
deployment by both parties of expensive ABM systems, along with 
simultaneous increases in the intensity o f the build-up of strategic 
offensive arms as well.

Taking into account this interrelationship between offensive 
and defensive arms, simultaneously with the Treaty, an Interim 
Agreement on Certain Measures with Respect to the Limitation of 
Strategic Offensive Arms was signed. In accordance with this 
Agreement, the parties undertake not to begin new construction 
of fixed land-based intercontinental ballistic missile launchers after 
July 1, 1972. The parties also agreed to Kmit the number of 
submarine-laimched ballistic missile launchers and the number of 
modem ballistic missile submarines. Geographic peculiarities, the 
presence o f bases and other factors were taken into consideration 
for purposes o f ensuring equal security.

The Interim Agreement, in its nature, does not require 
ratification; by agreement between the parties, it must be 
approved simultaneously with ratification o f the Treaty by the 
Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR.

As a result o f these efforts, a number o f important agreements 
were successfully concluded, both bilateral and multilateral, aimed 
at curbing the arms race.

It would o f course be incorrect to suggest that the limitation o f  
strategic arms has in itself already eliminated the danger of 
outbreak o f war involving various kinds of arms, including nuclear 
missiles, although it undoubtedly acts in the direction o f de
creasing this danger.

Naturally, as long as the danger of war has not been eliminated, 
the Soviet Union will continue to take all necessary measures to 
ensure its security and the security o f its allies. The understanding 
with the USA on limiting strategic arms in no way weakens the 
defensive capabilities o f the Soviet Union and of the Warsaw Pact 
countries as a whole.

The agreements are in complete accord with the interests o f the 
Soviet Union. They are based on the principles of ensuring the 
parties equal security, keeping in mind the specific conditions on 
each side and the barring of unilateral military advantages. The 
embodiment of these principles in the specific provisions o f the 
Treaty and the Interim Agreement is an important step toward
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making Soviet-American relations more stable, a step toward 
providing a firmer basis for these relations. Securing the principle 
of equality and equal security o f the USSR and the USA and 
reciprocal respect for the lawful interests o f the parties in the 
agreements on the limitation o f strategic arms became possible 
thanks to the profound and irreversible changes in the world’s 
power structure as a result of the increasing m i^ t o f the forces o f  
sodaUsm and, above all, o f the Soviet Union.

The signing by the President o f the USA of the agreements with 
the USSR on the limitation of strategic arms must be regarded as 
official recognition by the leadership of the USA of the 
unquestionable fact that relations with the Soviet Union can be 
built only on the basis of complete equality in ensuring security 
and barring unilateral military advantages.

This tendency was also evident during the discussion in the US 
Congress o f questions related to the ratification of the Treaty and 
approval o f the Interim Agreement. It should be noted that these 
agreements were supported by an impressive majority o f American 
parliamentarians. Republicans as well as Democrats, including 
many o f those who earlier were on the side of the idea of nuclear 
“superiority” o f the United States over the Soviet Union.

At the same time, even now there are politicians in the US 
who continue to insist that with respect to the Soviet Union, 
policy should be conducted “from a position of strength.” During 
discussion of the Soviet-American agreements in the US, these 
politicians advanced various far-fetched “conditions” and 
“interpretations” on the agreements already signed, with the 
intention thus to obtain unilateral advantages for the USA. These 
politicians refuse to face existing realities and would like to reverse 
the development of Soviet-American relations. For the sake of the 
devious goal o f obtaining unilateral advantages, they in essence 
disregard the interests o f strengthening international security and 
therefore the security interests o f the USA itself.

The Treaty and the Interim Agreement do not reqixire any kind 
of contrived interpretations and conditions. It is important that 
the provisions of the agreements concluded be firmly and strictly 
implemented both in letter and in spirit.

The agreements on the limitation o f strategic arms have already 
received wide international recognition as documents of great 
importance. They are welcomed with great satisfaction by the 
peoples of all countries. After all, it is quite obvious that if  nuclear 
war were to break out, it would bring incalculable suffering to all 
nations and would be a great tragedy for all mankind.

The Soviet-American agreements on the limitation of strategic 
arms, being mutually advantageous for both countries—the Soviet 
Union and the United States—in no way infringe upon the 
interests o f third countries. On the contrary, they serve not only 
the interests o f the Soviet and American peoples, but also the 
interests of other countries and of all mankind, since they
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contribute to further decreasing the threat of nuclear war and lead 
to the strengthening of international security.

The agreement with the US provides for the sides to continue 
active negotiations on further limiting strategic offensive weapons. 
The positive experience of the first round of negotiations gives 
reason to hope that discussion of this issue will be continued in a 
constructive spirit and will produce concrete and positive results.

In the United States the process o f ratification of the Treaty on 
Limitation of ABM Systems is nearing completion.

Statement by President Podgorny to the Presidium of the Supreme 
Soviet: Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements, September 29, 
1972‘

Comrades!
We are concluding the discussion of the question of ratifying 

the Treaty between the Union o f Soviet Socialist Republics and 
the United States o f America on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic 
Missile Systems, signed in Moscow on May 26, 1972 by the 
General Secretary o f the Central Committee o f the CPSU, L. L 
Brezhnev, and the President o f the United States, R. Nixon.^

The addresses by Comrade V. V. Kuznetsov, who spoke for the 
Soviet government,^ by Comrade M. A. Suslov, who spoke for the 
Foreign Affairs Committees of the chambers of the Supreme 
Soviet of the USSR,"* the addresses by other comrades at today’s 
meeting of the Presidium extensively outline and analyze the 
content o f the Treaty on the Limitation o f  Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Systems as well as the Interim Agreement on Certain Measures 
With Respect to the Limitation o f Strategic Offensive Arms.®

In briefly defining the essence of the Treaty and of the Interim 
Agreement we can say that they establish quantitative limitations 
on the most destructive types o f nuclear arms of the two largest 
powers in the world, and keep intact the principle o f equal 
security and barring o f unilateral military advantages.

All the comrades who have spoken justifiably noted that a 
certain limitation o f strategic arms, both offensive as well as 
defensive, will signify a concrete step toward limiting the arms 
race and toward blunting the edge of rivalry between the USSR 
and the US in the military field. At the same time it was quite 
justifiably stressed that the agreement which has been achieved in

^Izvestiya, Sept. 30,1972 (State Dept, translation). 
^Ante, pp. 197-201.
 ̂Supra.
Ante, pp. 672-674.

^Ante, pp. 202-204.
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no way weakens the defense capability and security o f our 
country and our allies. ^

The concluded agreements are in no way detrimental *to third 
countries and do not infringe on their interests. On the contrary, 
by substantially contributing to a reduction o f tensions and by 
creating favorable preconditions for further negotiations on the 
limitation o f strategic arms, they make a substantial contribution 
to the cause o f ensuring peace and security for all peoples.

The significance of the understanding between the USSR and 
the U.S. on limiting strategic arms becomes even more evident if 
this step is examined within the framework of other measures 
which were undertaken at the initiative o f the Soviet government, 
in cooperation with many nations, toward reducing the threat of 
nuclear war and toward improving the international climate.

As is well known, the following were previously concluded 
toward the same goal: the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons: the Treaty on banning their tests in the
atmosphere, in outer space and under water;'' the Treaty on the 
Prohibition of the Emplacement of Weapons of Mass Destruction 
on the Seabed and the Ocean Floor;® the Agreement prohibiting 
the placing into orbit o f space objects carrying nuclear weapons.^

Adoption of the Convention on the Prohibition and Destruction 
of Biological Weapons*® as well as conclusion last year of the 
Soviet-American Agreement on Measures for Reducing the Risk of 
Nuclear War“  serve the same noble purposes.

Also of great significance to the cause o f peace is tlie question 
of renouncing the use o f force in international relations and a 
perpetual prohibition on the use o f nuclear weapons, raised by the 
Soviet Union at the current session of the UN General Assembly.

In studying questions related to the conclusion of agreements 
on problems of disarmament, and in conducting the appropriate 
negotiations, our Party and the Soviet government are comprehen
sively and thoroughly working on all these problems, carefully 
w eiring possible consequences o f the decisions being adopted. 
And that is not surprising. At issue, after all, is that which is most 
sacred and important for the people—dependable security for the 
country. In such endeavors it is clearly necessary to carefully 
consider multiple factors which are active in world politics, and to 
maintain a high degree of alertness in relation to the aggressive 
plots o f imperialism. It is no secret that imperialist circles, and 
particularly those with close ties to the military-industrial 
complex, only reluctantly agree to a reduction o f military arsenals, 
hamper in every way the conclusion of agreements on questions of 
disarmament and attempt to make difficult the actual implementa
tion o f agreements which have been concluded.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
''Ibid, 1963, pp. 291-293.
'‘Ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11.
^Ibid, 1967, pp. 3843.

‘ '‘Ante, pp. 133-138.
*'Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 634-635.
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By decisively repudiating the aggressive policy o f imperialism, 
and by taking a clearly defined class position in international 
affairs, *the Soviet Union consistently carries out the Leninist 
course of foreign policy which is most recently reflected in the 
decisions of the 24th Congress of our Party and in the Program of 
Peace developed by it. We consistently proceed from Leninist 
premises which require consideration of current tasks and long 
range goals, a combination of principle and flexibility, a capacity 
to find sensible compromises when necessary, which are dictated 
by reality and which further the interests of Socialism.

While persistently struggling for general and complete dis- 
aimament, the Soviet Union does not follow the principle of “all 
or nothing”; it supports the implementation of partial measures to 
limit lethal nuclear weapons, and strives to make use of every 
possibility to restrain the arms race. Life convincingly attests to 
the fact that such an approach is the correct one. And today, only 
the obviously biased politician will assert that with the achieve
ment o f agreements in the field of disarmament the situation in 
the world has become worse, and not better.

It is clear, comrades, that every international treaty is viable 
only when it is honestly and strictly observed by the parties. The 
USSR has always proceeded from this principle as the foundation 
of relations between states. The Soviet Union—and also the United 
States, we hope—will strictly adhere to this principle in 
implementing the Treaty and Interim Agreement on the limitation 
of strategic arms.

These first practical steps in limiting nuclear arms can with 
ample reason be regarded as real positive steps forward in our 
relations with the United States of America. This movement 
forward is an indication of the significant success of the policy of 
peaceful coexistence, it can favorably influence the international 
situation as a whole, and this serves the objective needs o f peoples 
of all nations.

Active efforts in resolving such burning problems as elimination 
of the danger of war, and disarmament—and this is one o f the 
basic trends of the foreign policy of the Soviet Union and other 
countries of the Socialist commonwealth—may produce and are 
producing tangible constructive results in the matter o f strengthen
ing peace and international security. It is for this reason that the 
Treaty and the Interim Agreement on the limitation of strategic 
arms, concluded between the USSR and the USA, are approved by 
the Soviet and American peoples and are supported by the entire 
world community.

Comrades! The Council of Ministers of the USSR has 
introduced a proposal to ratify the Treaty between the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America on the 
Limitation o f Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, dated May 26, 1972.

The Foreign Affairs Committees of the Union Soviet and Soviet 
of Nationalities o f the Supreme Soviet o f the USSR have 
examined and approved tliis proposal and unanimously recom
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mend ratification o f this Treaty. All those who spoke at this 
meeting of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet o f the USSR 
support this recommendation.

As has been stated here, the U.S. Senate has approved the 
Treaty on the Limitation of ABM Systems, and with the signing 
by President R. Nixon of the Instrument of-Ratification, the 
process o f ratification o f the Treaty by the United States of 
America has been officially completed.

It is proposed that an Edict on the Ratification o f the Treaty 
between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United 
States o f America on the Limitation of ABM Systems be adopted.

Congressional Joint Resolution on the Interim Strategic Offensive 
Arms Limitation Agreement, September 30, 1972*

Approval and authorization for the President of the United States 
to accept an Interim Agreement Between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Certain 
Measures With Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive 
Arms.^

Resolved by the Senate and House o f  Representatives o f  the 
United States o f  America in Congress assembled. That the 
Congress hereby endorses those portions of the Declaration of 
Basic Principles o f Mutual Relations Between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics signed by 
President Nixon and General Secretary Brezhnev at Moscow on 
May 29, 1972, which relate to the dangers o f military confronta
tion and which read as follows:

“The United States of America and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics attach major importance to preventing the 
development of situations capable of causing a dangerous 
exacerbation of their relations. . .” and “will do their utmost to 
avoid military confrontations and to prevent the outbreak of 
nuclear war” and “will always exercise restraint in their mutual 
relations,” and “on outstanding issues will conduct” their dis
cussions and negotiations “in a spirit o f reciprocity, mutual 
accommodation and mutual benefit,” and

“Both sides recognize that efforts to obtain unilateral advantage 
at the expense o f the other, directly or indirectly, are inconsistent 
with these objectives,” and

“The prerequisites for maintaining and strengthening peaceful 
relations between the United States of America and the Union of

* p. L. 92-448,92 Cong. The res. was approved by the Senate on Sept. 14,1972, by a 
vote of 88-2. It was approved by the House of Representatives on Sept. 25,1972, by a 
vote of 307 to 4, with two members voting “present.” The President approved the res. 
on Sept. 30,1972.

title was taken from the House bill of Aug. 18, 1972 (ante, p. SIT.).
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Soviet Socialist Republics are the recognition of the security 
interests o f the parties based on the principle o f equality and the 
renunciation of the use or threat of force. ̂

SEC. 2. The President is hereby authorized to approve on 
behalf of the United States the interim agreement between the 
United States o f America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics on certain measures with respect to the limitation of 
strategic offensive arms, and the protocol related thereto, signed at 
Moscow on May 26, 1972, by Richard Nixon, President o f the 
United States o f America and Leonid I. Brezhnev, General 
Secretary of the Central Committee o f the Communist Party of 
the Soviet Union.'*

SEC. 3. The Government and the people of the United States 
ardently desire a stable international strategic balance that 
maintains peace and deters aggression. The Congress supports the 
stated policy of the United States that, were a more complete 
strategic offensive arms agreement not achieved within the five 
years o f the interim agreement, and were the survivability of the 
strategic deterrent forces of the United States to be threatened as 
a result o f such failure, this could jeopardize the supreme national 
interests of the United States; the Congress recognizes the 
difficulty o f maintaining a stable strategic balance in a period of 
rapidly developing technology; the Congress recognizes the princi
ple of United States-Soviet Union equality reflected in the 
antiballistic missile treaty, and urges and requests the President to 
seek a future treaty that, inter alia, would not limit the United 
States to levels o f intercontinental strategic forces inferior to the 
limits provided for the Soviet Union; and the Congress considers 
that the success o f these agreements and the attainment of more 
permanent and comprehensive agreements are dependent upon the 
maintenance under present world conditions o f a vigorous research 
and development and modernization program as required by a 
prudent strategic posture.®

SEC. 4. The Congress hereby commends the President for 
having successfully concluded agreements with the Soviet Union 
limiting the production and deployment of antiballistic missiles 
and certain strategic offensive armaments, and it supports the 
announced intention of the President to seek further limits on the 
production and deployment of strategic armaments at future 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks. At the same time, the Senate 
takes cognizance o f the fact that agreements to limit the further 
escalation of the arms race are only preliminary steps, however 
important, toward the attainment of world stability and national 
security. The Congress therefore urges the President to seek at the

^The declaration appears ante, pp. 237-240. Sec. 1 of the res. was the Mansfield 
amdt. {ante, p. 561).

^Sec. 2 was the operative part of S.J. Res. 241 {ante, p. 289). The interim agreement 
may be found {ante, pp. 202-204).

^Sec. 3 was the revised Jackson amdt. {ante, pp. 652-653).
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earliest practicable moment Strategic Arms Reduction Talks 
(SART) with the Soviet Union, the People’s Republic of China, 
and other countries, and simultaneously to work toward reduc
tions in conventional armaments, in order to bring about 
agreements for mutual decreases in the production and develop
ment of weapons o f mass destruction so as to eliminate the threat 
of large-scale devastation and the ever-mounting costs o f arms 
production and weapons modernization, thereby freeing world 
resources for constructive, peaceful use.®

SEC. 5. Pursuant to paragraph six of the Declaration of 
Principles o f Nixon and Brezhnev on May 29, 1972, which states 
that the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics: “will continue to make special efforts to limit strategic 
armaments. Whenever possible, they will conclude concrete 
agreements aimed at achieving these purposes”; Congress considers 
that the success of the interim agreement and the attainment of 
more permanent and comprehensive agreements are 'dependent 
upon the preservation of longstanding United States policy that 
neither the Soviet Union nor the United States should seek 
unilateral advantage by developing a first strike potential.’

Approved September 30, 1972.

Remarks by President Nixon on Signing the Congressional Joint
Resolution Approving the Interim Agreement on Strategic
Offensive Arms, September 30, 1972*

Gentlemen, we are gathered here, as you know, for the signing 
of the Executive Agreement. I would like to repeat something that 
I said in the White House to this group o f leaders when I returned 
from the trip to Moscow.

I pointed out both in my statement to the Congress and also to 
the Members of the Congress, both House and Senate, who had to 
consider this agreement, that we considered this a cooperative 
venture and we wanted the Congress to examine the agreement 
and to reach a conclusion, independently o f the Executive, that 
they were in the interest of the United States.

The Congress has now so acted. Its debate has, in both the 
Senate and the House, served to inform the American people of 
the contents o f the agreement, and also what its implications are.

I think what is particularly pleasing—pleasing in the sense of 
how our system works—is that this agreement has had bipartisan 
support in the fullest sense. Democrats and Republicans have 
joined together in debating it and criticizing where they felt there 
was room to criticize, and finally in voting for it in the form that 
it has now reached the desk here, and as I will sign it.

*Sec. 4 was the Cranston-Taft amdt. {ante, p. 654.).
“̂Sec. 5 was the revised Brooke amdt. {ante, p. 655.).
* Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, Oct. 2, 1972, p. 1474. The 

agreement appears ante, pp. 202-204.

505-954 O -  74 -  45
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We have asked you to come to this room because we do feel 
this agreement is one that has a very special significance. All of 
you who have been here many times before know that it was the 
Cabinet Room from the period of Abraham Lincoln up until 
1902, when the West Wing was completed. But it is now known as 
the Treaty Room because the war between Spain and the United 
States, as you know, was ended by a treaty signed in this room.

I would simply say in that connection, this is not a treaty which 
ends a war. This is not an agreement which guarantees that there 
will be no war. But what this is is the beginning of a process that is 
enormously important that will limit now, iand, we hope, later 
reduce the burden of arms, and thereby reduce the danger of war. 
We think, therefore, it deserves this kind of attendance by the 
leaders of the Congress, the Administration, the Armed Forces, 
and it deserves also being signed in this room.

Remarks by Foreign Minister Gromyko on the Entry Into Force 
of the Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements, October 3, 1972*

Mr. President, Mr. Secretary o f  State, ladies and gentlemen:
The Treaty and the Interim Agreement on questions of strategic 

arms limitation which were signed in Moscow by you, Mr. 
President, and by the General Secretary of the Central Committee 
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Leonid Brezhnev,^ 
and which are today coming into force wiU go down in history as a 
significant achievement in restraining the arms race.

This is how the significance o f this event is evaluated by world 
public opinion. The Soviet Union attaches great importance to 
these accords which are a continuation of the process initiated by 
the conclusion of the Moscow Test Ban Treaty,^ the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear W eapons,and  other important 
agreements limiting the arms race in the world.

The Soviet people firmly intend to go on implementing the 
peace program approved by the 24th Congress o f the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union. We are confident that the question on 
the nonuse of force in international relations and on the 
permanent prohibition o f the use of nuclear weapons, which we 
have submitted for consideration by the current session of the 
United Nations General Assembly,® is also of signal importance 
for the cause o f peace.

The Treaty and the Interim Agreement entering into force today 
are based on recognition of the principle of the equal security of 
the parties, and they offer no one any unilateral military 
advantages. At the same time, these accords meet not only the

* Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, Oct. 9,1972, pp. 1482-1483. 
^See ante, pp, 197-201, 202-204.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
"̂ Ibid,, 1968, pp. 461465.
®See ante, p. 672.
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interests o f our two nations but also the interests of international 
security as a whole and the interests of all nations because security 
and peace are their common goal.

Practical steps to limit rocket nuclear armaments rightfully hold 
an important place among the very real political changes taking 
place in relations between our two countries and this signifies a 
success for the policy of peaceful coexistence and it has a positive 
effect on the entire international situation as a whole.

For the first time since the Second World War, agreements are 
coming into force aimed at slowing down the race in the most 
destructive types o f armaments, but any treaty and any agreement 
can have a genuine historic significance only when the principles 
and the intentions proclaimed in them become the content o f the 
practical activity of states and lead to further important achieve
ments in that direction.

The Soviet Union is fully resolved, for its part, to do all that is 
necessary to that end.

Today when these important documents are entering into force, 
it should be noted that in accordance with the understanding 
achieved between our two countries, negotiations will be 
continued with a view to deepening and broadening agreements to 
Umit strategic arms.

As is evidenced by the Treaty and the Interim Agreement 
entering into force today, vigorous efforts aimed at removing the 
threat o f war and at disarmament do yield their concrete positive 
results.

We are convinced that the interests of the Soviet and American 
peoples and tlie interests o f the peoples of all the countries of the 
world demand that efforts to limit the arms race should continue 
unabated.

Thank you.

Remarks by President Nixon on the Entry Into Force of the
Strat^c Arms Limitation Agreements, October 3, 1972‘

Mr. Vice President, Mr. Foreign Minister, Mr. Secretary o f  State, 
Members o f  the Cabinet, Members o f  the Congress, and all o f  our 
distinguished guests:

As has already been indicated, the documents we have signed 
today place into force the first limitation on offensive and 
defensive nuclear arms ever entered into, and particularly it is 
important that this limitation is entered into between the Soviet 
Union and the United States o f America.

On this particular occasion, I would like to pay a personal 
tribute to and express the thanks of the Nation to the Members of 
the House and the Senate who, in a bipartisan manner, gave 
approval and support to these historic agreements.

^Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, Oct. 9, 1972, pp. 1483-1484. The
agreements appear ante, pp. 197-201, 202-204.
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Also, I would like to pay tribute to and express personal 
appreciation to the scores o f people in both governments who are 
not seated here at the table, but who worked with those at the 
table in working out the details of these agreements and their 
substance over almost 3 years.

It would not be fair to mention the names o f all o f them, or 
even a few, but I am sure that everyone would appreciate the fact 
that I would say that one name particularly comes to mind today, 
a former Ambassador from the United States to the Soviet Union, 
who also served with Ambassador Smith on the delegation to 
SALT from the United States— Ambassador Llewellyn Thompson.

It can truly be said of him, as it can be said of so many others 
who have worked in this field, that he gave his life to the cause o f  
peace.

On this occasion, we recognize that these agreements mean the 
first step in limiting the burden of nuclear arms as far as our two 
nations are concerned. Also, these agreements mean a first step in 
reducing the danger o f war in the world and increasing the chances 
of peace.

I have used the term “first step” quite deliberately, because 
while these agreements have enormous significance in the ban on 
defensive nuclear weapons beyond the points that are covered in 
the Agreement and in the Treaty, an enormous significance in 
terms of the limitation of certain offensive categories, there 
remains a significant number o f categories in the nuclear field that 
are not covered, and that is why I share the views that have been 
expressed by Foreign Minister Gromyko that we must now move 
from this first step to the vitally important next step in which we 
consider the whole range of offensive nuclear weapons and try to 
find agreement between our two nations in that field.

And then beyond, after that step is taken, we can look to the 
possibility o f reducing the burden of nuclear arms and eventually 
to the possibility of limitations and restrictions on the use of such 
arms.

What we are in effect witnessing today, then, is, we believe, the 
beginning o f a great historical process in which we have learned by 
working out these agreements, following, as they do, the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty^ and the Test Ban Treaty,^ that we have 
found the way to make progress in other fields which can 
eventually lead to the goal that we all want, a world that is much 
safer and particularly a world that may possibly be free from the 
enormous danger o f a nuclear disaster.

I think all o f us are quite aware of the fact that the signing of 
these documents today, the signing of the documents that 
occurred earlier this year in the Kremlin, raise the hopes of all the 
people of the world for a dream of mankind from the beginning of 
civilization, a world of peace, a world in which peoples with

Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
^Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
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different governments and different philosophies could live in 
peace together.

We believe that we have contributed to that cause and to the 
realization o f that dream, and as we take this first step, we look 
forward to working together in taking the next steps; we look 
forward particularly in being worthy of the hopes o f the people of 
the world and we can be worthy o f those hopes if  our two great 
nations can move together, not only to limit the burden of arms 
on ourselves but to lift the burden of fear o f war from all o f the 
people o f the world.

Statement by the PRC Deputy Foreign Minister (Chiao) to the 
General Assembly [Extract], October 3, 1972*

Now I wish to speak on the question of disarmament. Not long 
ago some agreements on the limitation of strategic armaments 
were reached by the Soviet Union and the United States in 
high-level talks.^ There is no need for us to comment on these 
agreements if  they are regarded merely as bilateral affairs between 
the Soviet Union and the United States. But if they are being 
blown up as tremendous achievements on the road of reducing the 
threat of nuclear war, we cannot agree. These agreements only 
stipulate some limitation on the quantity of certain categories of 
nuclear weapons in the possession of the Soviet Union and the 
United States, but impose no limitation at all on their quality, nor 
do they mention a single word about the destruction of nuclear 
weapons. This can by no means be regarded as a step towards 
nuclear disarmament. On the contrary, this marks the beginning 
of a new stage in the Soviet-United States nuclear arms race. 
Before the ink on the agreements had dried, the one hastened to 
test new-type nuclear weapons and the other expressed its 
intention to make a big increase immediately in its military 
expenditure. How can this be described as reducing the threat o f a 
nuclear war? We hold that no fond illusion should be cherished 
about these agreements. In 1921, the major naval Powers of the 
time prescribed a limitation on their respective total tonnages o f  
capital ships,^ and the limitation was reaffirmed in 1930.'* 
Everybody knows what happened in the end. It is not without 
meaning to recall this historical case today.

Moreover, the Soviet Union and the United States have stated in 
the document on the “basic principles o f relations” between them

‘A/PV. 2051 (prov), pp. 78-90.
^Ante, pp. 197-201,202-204.
^Disarmament Subcommittee, Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Disarmament 

and Security: A Collection of Documents, 1919-55 (Com. print, 84th Cong., 2d sess.), 
pp. 13-26.

^Ibid., pp. 30-43.
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that they have a special responsibility to avert conflicts which 
would serve to increase international tensions, and they have 
recognized each other’s security interests based on the principle of 
equality.® What special responsibility and what equal security 
interests? According to Khrushchev’s “theory”, do they not stand 
for Soviet-United States coUaboration for world domination? Of 
course, one can talk like that, but it would not be so easy to have 
it realized.

As everyone knows, war is the continuation of politics. The 
invention and development of nuclear weapons have not changed, 
nor can they change, this truth. Although no new world war has 
occurred since the Second World War, local wars of various types 
have never ceased. Why? Because imperialism resorts to armed 
force in carrying out aggression and expansion. Where there is 
oppression there is resistance, and where there is aggression there 
is struggle against aggression. This is inevitable so long as 
imperialism exists. But now the Soviet Government asserts that in 
a nuclear age there is no other way than the peaceful coexistence 
among States, which presupposes, above all, the renunciation of 
the use of force in international relations, that is, the non-use of 
both conventional and nuclear weapons. It has even spread the 
alarmist theory that the destructive power of even conventional 
warfare has by now increased so greatly that the large-scale use of 
conventional weapons can lead to the annihilation of entire 
nations. But the world will be safe once there is a resolution on 
the non-use o f force in international relations and the permanent 
prohibition o f the use of nuclear weapons.. This is a sheer hoax. As 
a matter o f fact, the Soviet Government does not believe in its 
own theory. Its practice in the Middle East, where it gave weapons 
to Arab countries but forbade the use o f them, does smack a little 
of this “theory”. Yet, in the Indo-Pakistan war last year, it gave 
undisguised support to the Indian Government in its armed 
aggression against Pakistan. What kind of non-use of force is this?

People condemn war and consider it a barbarous way of settling 
disputes among mankind. But we are soberly aware that war is 
inevitable so long as society is divided into classes and the 
exploitation of man by man still exists. There are two categories 
of wars, just and unjust. We support just wars and oppose unjust 
wars. If a socialist still wants to be a socialist, he should not 
oppose all wars indiscriminately. The non-use of force in inter
national relations can only be conditional and not unconditional. 
The condition is to realize peaceful coexistence through mutual 
respect for sovereignty and territorial integrity, mutual non
aggression, non-interference in each other’s internal affairs, and 
equality and mutual benefit. And in order to realize this it is 
imperative to oppose the policies of aggression and expansion of 
any imperialism. When imperialism, colonialism and neo
colonialism of various descriptions are still using force to enslave.

’’Ante, pp. 237-240.
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commit aggression against, control and threaten a majority of the 
countries of the world, it is betrayal to the people o f the world to 
advocate non-use of force in international relations indis- 
crirainatingly, without regard to conditions and in an absolute 
way. If one still has a grain o f socialism in him, why does he not 
produce something presentable, for instance, opposition to ag
gression in international relations, and especially aggression backed 
by nuclear weapons? Why should he, on the contrary, choose to 
produce such shabby stuff as renunciation of the use of force in 
international relations and permanent prohibition of the use o f  
nuclear weapons? In that way, does he not allow himself to be 
seen through right away?

Permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons—this 
sounds so nice and looks so much like China’s proposition, but in 
fact it is completely different. We say that, as the first step 
towards the-complete prohibition and thorough destruction of 
nuclear weapons, agreement should first be reached on the non-use 
of nuclear weapons. And we have publicly declared that at no time 
and in no circumstances will China be the first to use nuclear 
weapons. This fully shows that China is developing nuclear 
weapons for defensive purposes and with the aim of breaking the 
nuclear monopoly and proceeding from there to eliminate nuclear 
weapons. If the Soviet Union entertains the same defensive 
purposes as it has claimed, why does the Soviet representative not 
dare to come up to this rostrum and make a similar declaration? 
How can it make people believe its big talk for the permanent 
prohibition o f the use of nuclear weapons to be sincere when it, 
while mouthing such prohibition, is constantly brandishing the 
nuclear weapons, obdurately opposing the possession and develop
ment of nuclear weapons by countries with few or no nuclear 
weapons, feverishly improving and developing its own nuclear 
weapons and deploying them at the gates of other countries? It 
asserts that the renunciation of the use of force and prohibition of 
the use of nuclear weapons would be effective only when the two 
are linked together. In actuality, this is demanding that the people 
of the world give up their armed struggle against aggression; 
otherwise, nuclear weapons will be used against them. Is this not 
its plain logic? Big talk is useles The proposal of the Soviet 
Government, no matter how mr.ch it is couched in diplomatic 
language, has the real intent of making all oppressed nations and 
peoples tamely submit to the nuclear threat of the one or two 
superpowers. But they have grossly underestimated the political 
consciousness o f the people of the world.

In order truly to do away with nuclear threat, it is necessary to 
completely prohibit and thoroughly destroy nuclear weapons. Yet 
the Soviet Government dares neither to undertake not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons nor to touch on the question of 
complete" prohibi+ion and thorough destruction of nuclear 
weapons but advocates the cessation of all nuclear tests. Why? As 
everyone knows, tlie Soviet Union has made hundreds of nuclear
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tests. When it had made enough tests in the atmosphere, it 
proposed the partial ban on nuclear tests. Now when it has made 
enough underground tests, it calls for a ban on all nuclear tests. 
Actually this means that the Soviet Union could make any kind of 
tests when it had the need, and that when it no longer has the 
need the others are not permitted to make any test. This is 
another trap blatantly designed to maintain its nuclear monopoly, 
following the partial nuclear test ban treaty® and the Treaty on 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. ’ As a Chinese saying goes, 
“The magistrates are allowed to bum down houses, while the 
common people are forbidden even to light lamps.” China 
absolutely will not fall into this trap. At no time and in no 
circumstances will China recognize such a right for the Soviet 
Union or any other nuclear Power. No one but they alone are 
permitted to develop nuclear weapons; they may threaten others 
but others are not flow ed to exercise the right of self-defence. 
Can there be such reason on earth? At present, a mere cessation of 
all nuclear tests without complete prohibition and thorough 
destruction o f nuclear weapons can only hinder countries with few 
or no nuclear weapons from developing their nuclear capabilities 
for self-defence but will not affect in the least the nuclear 
hegemony of the superpowers. The real purpose of the proposal of 
the Soviet Government is to maintain its nuclear monopoly and 
nuclear superiority by capitalizing on many countries’ legitimate 
desire for peace, so that it can have a free hand to carry out its 
nuclear threat and nuclear blackmail against countries with few or 
no nuclear weapons. Nuclear weapons are something which people 
can neither eat nor wear. China is a developing country and 
certainly does not want to spend one penny more than necessary 
on such stuff. China is making nuclear tests under compulsion. Her 
nuclear tests are taking place in her interior, and their number is 
limited. China is ready at any time to stop all her nuclear tests, but 
only on the day the nuclear weapons o f the nuclear superpowers 
and all other nuclear countries are completely prohibited and 
thoroughly destroyed, and not before.

On the question of convening a world disarmament conference, 
we have explained the position and views of the Chinese 
Government at the twenty-sixth session of the General Assembly. 
We cannot agree to the Soviet position on the “world disarmament 
conference” as set forth in the Soviet Foreign Minister’s 
letter o f 14 August this year to the United Nations Secretary- 
General.® The “world disarmament conference” as proposed by 
the Soviet Union has neither the necessary requisites nor a clear 
aim. It would in fact be an “empty-talk club” which would 
indulge in far-ranging rambling discourse without solving any

^Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp, 291-293.
1968, pp. 461-465.

^Ante, pp. 561-565.
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practical problem. To hold such a conference would only serve to 
hoodwink and lull the people of the world. It is better not to hold 
it.

The actual situation in the world today is this: The two 
superpowers are maintaining military bases of various kinds, 
including nuclear bases, and stationing large numbers of their 
armed forces, including nuclear-missile forces, in many countries; 
their airplanes, warships and submarines, including those carrying 
nuclear weapons, are flying and plying everywhere; and they have 
up to now refused to undertake not to be the first to use nuclear 
weapons, particularly not to use them against non-nuclear 
countries. To varying degrees, all the countries in the world with 
no nuclear weapons and those with few nuclear weapons are 
exposed to their threat. The most urgent question today is the 
withdrawal of foreign armed forces, rather than the reduction o f  
armaments. Let the two superpowers withdraw all their armed 
forces, both conventional and nuclear, back to their own 
countries. If they do not even want to effect a withdrawal, how 
can one believe that they are willing to make an arms reduction?

The cry for general and complete disarmament has been going 
on for more than a dozen years. But the result is. general and 
complete arms expansion by the two super-Powers, while all the 
small and medium-sized countries o f the world are in a position o f  
defence inadequacy. This hoax should not be allowed to continue. 
In order that a world disarmament conference will make a true 
start and carry on fruitfully instead of becoming a bout of 
deceptive empty talk, it is imperative to create the necessary 
conditions for the convening of such a conference, namely, all 
nuclear countries, particularly the Soviet Union and the United 
States which possess the greatest amount of nuclear weapons, 
must first o f d l undertake the unequivocal obligation that at no 
time and in no circumstances will they be the first to use nuclear 
weapons, and that they not only will not use nuclear weapons 
against each other, but, more importantly, will not use tiiem 
against the non-nuclear countries, and they must withdraw from 
abroad all their armed forces, including nuclear missile forces, and 
dismantle all their military bases, including nuclear bases, on the 
territories o f other countries. Only thus will it be possible to 
create the necessary conditions for all the countries, irrespective of 
their size, to discuss and solve on an equal footing the important 
questions o f complete prohibition and thorough destruction of 
nuclear weapons and the reduction of conventional weapons.
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Thirteen Nation Draft Resolution Introduced in the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Cessation of Nuclear and 
Thermonuclear Tests, October 19, 1972*

The General Assembly,
Recognizing the urgent need for the cessation of nuclear and 

thermonuclear weapons tests,
Recalling its resolution 2602 E (XXIV), which declared the 

decade of the 1970s as a disarmament decade,^ and its resolution 
2734 (XXV), the Declaration on the Strengthening of Inter
national Security,^

Recalling also its resolutions 914 (X) o f 16 December 1955, '̂ 
1762 (XVII), o f 6 November 1962,® 1910 (XVIII) o f 27 
November 1963,® 2032 (XX) of 3 December 1965,'' 2163 (XXI) 
of 5 December 1966,® 2343 (XXII) of 19 December 1967,® 2455 
(XXIII) o f 20 December 1968,‘° 2604 (XXIV) of 16 December 
1969," 2663 (XXV) of 7 December 1970,‘2 and 2828 (XXVI) 
of 16 December 1971,*^

I

Noting with regret that all States have not yet adhered to the 
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapons Tests in the Atmosphere, in 
Outer Space and under Water, signed in Moscow on 5 August 
1963,1'*

Expressing serious concern that testing of nuclear weapons in 
the atmosphere has continued in some parts of the world, 
including the Pacific area, in disregard of the spirit o f that Treaty 
and of world opinion,

Noting in this connexion the statements made by various 
Governments in and around the Pacific area, expressing strong 
opposition to those tests and urging that they be halted,

1. Stresses anew the urgency of bringing to a halt all atmos
pheric testing of nuclear weapons in the Pacific or anywhere else 
in the world;

'  A/C.1/L.611, Oct. 19, 1972. The draft res. was sponsored by Australia, Bolivia, 
Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Fiji, Indonesia, Japan, ^ laysia . New Zealand, Peru, 
Philippines, and Thailand. After the withdrawal of the amdts. of Nov. 13 (post, p. 776.), 
it was adopted by the G.A. as pt. A of res. 2934 (XXVIl), post, pp. 842-846.

Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 713-715.
^General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-fifth Session, Supplement No. 28 

(A/8028), pp. 22-24.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 583-586.
^Ibid., 1962, vol. II, pp. 1029-1033.
‘Ibid, 1963, p. 627.
Ubid., 1965, pp. 623-625.
''Ibid., 1966, pp. 802-803.
^Ibid., 1967, p. 731.

^"Ibid., 1968, pp. 796-797.
1969, pp. 719-722.

'̂‘Ibid, 1970, pp. 685-687.
•VW i, 1971, pp. 893-897.
^*Ibid„ 1963, pp. 291-293.
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2. Urges all States that have not yet done so to adhere without 
further delay to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapons Tests in the 
Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water and, meanwhile, to 
refrain from testing in the environments covered by that Treaty; 

•

II

Noting that no less than nine years have elapsed since the 
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapons Tests in the Atmosphere, in 
Outer Space and under Water came into force,

Taking into account the determination expressed by the parties 
to the same Treaty to continue negotiations to conclude a treaty 
resulting in the permanent banning of all nuclear test explosions,

1. Declares that a treaty banning all nuclear weapons tests is an 
important element in the consolidation of the progress towards 
disarmament and arms control made thus far and that it would 
greatly facilitate future progress in these fields;

2. Calls upon all nuclear weapons States to suspend nuclear 
weapons tests in all environments;

3. Calls upon the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment to give urgent consideration to the question o f a treaty 
banning all nuclear weapons tests, taking into account the views 
already expressed in the Conference, the views expressed at the 
current session of the Assembly and, above all, the pressing need 
for the early conclusion o f such a treaty.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Malik) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: World Disarmament
Conference, October 23, 1972^

Today the First Committee is beginning consideration of the 
item on its agenda entitled “World Disarmament Conference”. As 
is known, this question is before the twenty-seventh session of the 
General Assembly for discussion, pursuant to the recommendation 
contained in resolution 2833 (XXVI) adopted by the Assembly 
last year. That resolution, that reflected the views of almost all 
States Members o f the United Nations and in the first instance of 
the non-aligned States, emphasized that it was most desirable for 
all States to make “further efforts for the adoption of effective 
measures of disarmament and, more particularly, nuclear disarma
ment.”^

In that resolution the Assembly also recognized “that a world 
disarmament conference could promote and facilitate the realiza
tion of such aims”.

That decision, unanimously adopted by the General Assembly, 
convincingly shows that States attach great importance to the

‘A/C.l/PV.1872,pp.22-41.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 909-910.
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problem of disarmament and are striving to find the most effective 
ways towards its solution.

In our age, when tremendous stocks of very powerful weapons 
of destruction have been accumulated, one of the most urgent 
tasks is to unite the efforts of all States in order to cUrb the fateful 
arms race and thereby to prevent the world from sliding towards 
universal catastrophe. The head of the delegation of Mexico, the 
previous speaker, mentioned this question. The arms race swallows 
up enormous resources of manpower and material wealth. Every 
year over $200,000 million are spent on armaments in the world, 
of which over one-third is spent by the United States. These 
tremendous military expenditures go far towards preventing a rise 
in standards of living, and curtail the possibility of giving due 
economic and technical assistance to the developing countries. If a 
considerable part of the resources that are now directed to the 
creation of destructive weapons were spent on productive pur
poses and for assistance to the developing countries, the world 
today would look very different. General human welfare, the state 
of science, education and health of all peoples, including the 
developing countries, would be on an immeasurably higher level.

The twenty-sixth session of the General Assembly concluded 
that it would be desirable and useful for this purpose to hold a 
world conference devoted to the problem o f disarmament, with 
the participation of all States. At the same time, it stated that it 
would be necessary to take immediate steps in order carefully to 
consider the question of convening, after appropriate preparations, 
a world disarmament conference open to all States. Now we may 
note with satisfaction that, in the period which elapsed between 
the two sessions of the General Assembly, the idea of holding a 
world conference of all States, specially devoted to a comprehen
sive consideration o f disarmament questions, has won solid 
international support.

There are many facts that convincingly indicate this. The 
proposal to convene the conference was supported in the decision 
of the Conference of Foreign Ministers from over 70 non-aligned 
countries held in August this year in Georgetown. In this 
document o f States of what is called third world, we read that the 
participants in the conference welcomed the initiative calling for a 
world disarmament conference to seek an effective solution to this 
question and declared their intention to co-operate towards the 
successful outcome o f such a conference.^

In connexion vwth the request expressed in a resolution of the 
twenty-sixth session of the General Assembly a large group of 
States have sent replies to the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations setting forth their views and considerations on questions 
having to do with the conference. These replies are contained in 
document A/8817. In the same document, we now have before us

® The Georgetown Declaration: The Action Programme for Economic Cooperation 
and Related Documents (Georgetown, Guyana: Ministry of Foreign Affairs, n.d.).
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a report o f the Secretary-General accompanying these communica
tions from various States. This document shows that 33 of the 34 
States that have replied to the Secretary-General expressed a 
positive attitude to the idea of holding a conference whose 
objective would be to give an impetus to steps to reduce the 
burden of the arms race which would otherwise have irreparable 
consequences.

The disarmament conference is necessary and useful. This 
conclusion has been reached by the representatives o f Bulgaria, 
France, Hungary, Mexico, Czechoslovakia, Sweden, Japan and 
many other countries. Full support for the conference was 
expressed also by the German Democratic Republic, which has 
consistently pursued a constructive policy in regard to disarma
ment. The latest testimony in favour of holding this conference is 
to be found in many of the statements o f representatives in the 
general debate at this session of the General Assembly, em
phasizing the necessity o f holding a world forum on the important 
question of disarmament. This idea was clearly expressed in the 
statements o f the Foreign Ministers and representatives o f Poland, 
Romania, Finland, Mexico, the United Repubhc of Tanzania, 
Ghana, Denmark and many other countries.

Mr. Garcia Robles, in his detailed statement, stressed that over 
90 States have called for the holding of such a disarmament 
conference.'*

The examples I have given are sufficient to illustrate the 
viability and popularity of holding a world disarmament confer
ence. In my delegation’s opinion it is essential that, in view o f last 
year’s discussion and also recent developments at this session o f  
the General Assembly we define quite clearly what the tasks of 
such a disarmament conference should be. In our view, now that 
the decision in principle to hold a disarmament conference was 
taken at the last session of the Assembly we must take the next 
step and, having carefully weighed all views and considerations, 
outline practical and mutually acceptable ways of holding a 
conference.

In this connexion it must be recognized that work to carry out 
this decision of the General Assembly at its twenty-sixth session 
has now entered upon a new and even more responsible stage. It is 
no longer a question of whether we should or should not convene 
a conference on disarmament. We have to solve another problem: 
how can we best prepare for the conference and when should this 
important international event be held?

In its statement today the Soviet delegation would Uke to set 
forth the approach o f the Soviet Union to this important problem, 
which is a matter of interest to all peoples of the world. May I 
begin by saying that in calling for a disarmament conference in the 
United Nations the Soviet Union has been guided by the desire to

“A/C. l/PV.1872,pp. 13-15.
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promote the unification and activization of the efforts of all States 
for a successful solution of the urgent problems of disarmament.

Disarmament has become a truly universal demand in our time. 
One need only look at the general debate at this session o f the 
General Assembly in the course o f which 125 States made 
statements showing that the overwhelming majority o f States 
Members o f the United Nations attach great importance to this 
question. For our part the Soviet Union, as the first socialist State 
in the world, from the very beginning of its existence has attached 
and continues to attach special importance to the problem of 
disarmament. The founder of the Soviet State, the great Lenin, 
was the first to put forward the slogan: “Disarmament is the ideal 
of sociahsm.” And while Lenin was still alive — during the 1920s — 
the Soviet Union came out with a programme of general 
and complete disarmament.® After the Second World War, both in 
the United Nations and in other international forums, the Soviet 
Union unswervingly and persistently carried on the struggle for a 
comprehensive programme of general and complete disarmament 
and also pressed for individual measures to limit and halt the arms 
race in both nuclear and conventional weapons. The Soviet tjnion 
has pressed for a ban on the use o f nuclear weapons even at a time 
when we did not possess such weapons, and we continue to do so 
now.

Efforts to achieve international agreements on general and 
complete disarmament and to prohibit the use o f nuclear weapons 
continue to represent one of the most important courses of action 
in the Soviet State’s policy. The General Secretary of the Central 
Committee o f the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Comrade 
Brezhnev, in his report to the twenty-fourth Congress o f the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union in March 1971 declared:

The struggle for a halt to the arms race both in nuclear and conventional weapons and for 
disarmament up to and including general disarmament will continue to represent one of 
the important courses of action in the foreign policy activities of the Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union and the Soviet State.®

Such has been and remains the unswerving position of principle 
of the Soviet Union on this question. It has been such from the 
first day of its existence.

The consistent struggle of the Soviet Union in this direction is 
not only today’s policy but also the policy of principle o f the 
Soviet State which it has followed now for over half a century. We 
were following it at a time when the United Nations did not yet 
include any third world countries and we are continuing to follow 
it today.

In the light o f these generally known historical facts there is no 
basis for attempts by opponents o f disarmament and a ban of

®Cf. Jane Degras, ed., Soviet Documents on Foreign Policy (London, 1951), vol. 1, 
pp. 298-301.

‘ Current Digest o f the Soviet Press, vol. XXIII, no. 12, (Apr. 20, 1971), p. 12.
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nuclear weapons both in the past and today to obfuscate or distort 
this consistent and resolute policy o f the Soviet Union in the 
defence o f disarmament.

Over the past decade considerable positive experience has been 
gained in international disarmament negotiations which shows that 
a halt to the arms race and disarmament, albeit difficult targets, 
are nevertheless attainable. The supporters o f disarmament have to 
their credit a whole series o f agreements already concluded on 
limiting the arms race which in the years of the cold war would 
have seemed completely impossible and unthinkable but which 
today are being successfully carried out. These are the Treaty 
prohibiting nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere, outer space 
and under water,’ the Treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons,® the Treaties prohibiting the placing o f nuclear weapons 
in outer space and on the sea-bed,® the Convention prohibiting 
and eliminating bacteriological weapons* ° and other useful 
agreements.

Among them, as has been widely recognized throughout the 
world and by many delegations in the course of the general debate 
at the twenty-seventh session of the General Assembly, a special 
place is occupied by the agreement limiting anti-missile defence 
systems, resulting from the Soviet-American negotiations,* * and 
fee temporary agreement on some measures in the field of limiting 
strategic offensive weapons.* ^

In oi;r time a new and qualitatively higher stage has begun in 
the consideration and solution of this problem.

The task now is to ensure that all States without exception and 
irrespective o f their size or population, the level of their military 
or economic potential, take an active and equal part in the 
discussion o f disarmament questions and in the quest for the most 
rational ways of limiting and winding down the arms race and 
thereafter of fully eliminating it. An important step towards this 
goal would, in the view of the Soviet Union, be a world 
disarmament conference. In setting forth the views of the Soviet 
Government on the place that the conference should hold in the 
system of international relations, the Foreign Minister o f the 
Soviet Union, Mr. Gromyko, in his statement to the present 
session of the General Assembly, said the following:
We believe that that conference should become a forum where all countries, without 
exception, can present and compare, on an equal basis, their views on disarmament 
problems in their totality, and come to an agreement on practical steps aimed at curbing 
the arms race and at disarmament. This relates both to weapons of mass destruction and 
to conventional types of weapons.

Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
^Ibid,, 1968, pp. 461-465.
®The outer-space treaty appears ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43. For the seabed treaty, see 

ibid,, 1971, pp. 7-11.
^^Ante, pp. 133-138.
 ̂  ̂Ante, pp. 197-201.
' ^Ante, pp. 202-204.
^^Ante, p, 671.
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In this official statement we find a reflection of the Soviet side’s 
understanding of what should be the objectives of the world 
disarmament conference. A comprehensive exchange of views at 
the conference would make it possible not only clearly and fully 
to ascertain the position of all States on the various aspects of 
disarmament but also to direct our joint efforts to the most 
effective ways and means of solving the problem.

The actions o f States aimed at carrying out disarmament 
measures resulting from the conference would be more purposeful 
and better directed.

In a letter from the Foreign Minister of the USSR to the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations dated 14 August 1972, 
we find a statement o f the position o f principle of the Soviet 
Union regarding practical ways o f convening and holding a 
disarmament conference. This document is already in the hands 
of delegations therefore we do not think it necessary in today’s 
statement to expatiate on all the matters set out in it in connexion 
with the resolution o f the twenty-sixth session of the General 
Assembly. My delegation would like to address itself to some key 
points and express its views on what might be the most 
constructive outcome of the discussion in the First Committee on 
the world disarmament conference. First o f all, as regards the 
agenda for the conference, the Soviet Union believes that the 
participants in this representative international body might 
consider a broad complex o f disarmament questions. An impor
tant place in the work of the conference should be given to the 
consideration o f  ways and means of solving the problem which is 
of deep concern to all peoples—that of general and complete 
disarmament, which is the main ultimate objective of all United 
Nations efforts in the field of disarmament. Attainment o f this, as 
has been emphasized in many decisions of the General Assembly, 
would create a reliable basis for eliminating the threat of war and 
ensuring stable international peace and security. General and 
complete disarmament, by releasing enormous resources which are 
now spent on maintaining the military machines o f States, would 
make possible an unprecedented acceleration of the economic and 
social progress o f all mankind. Recognizing this, the States 
gathering in a world disarmament conference could not but give 
due attention to the problem towards whose solution they have 
already taken the first steps.

It goes without saying that the conference could also concern 
itself with working out individual partial measures both in the 
field of limiting and halting the arms race and with regard to 
general and complete disarmament. In the course o f the discussion 
topical questions would also emerge which could be settled in 
practical terms and agreed on in the course of the negotiations.

* Ante, pp. 561-565.
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In setting forth these views about the conference’s agenda the 
Soviet Union considers that they are extremely constructive and 
would make it possible to take account o f the views of all States. 
It is not our wish to impose any conditions on anyone as to the 
objectives or agenda o f the conference. Any country has a right to 
raise any question at tlie conference and to make any proposal. 
The agenda can be agreed upon provisionally on a mutually 
acceptable basis before the conference. Beyond that is the business 
of the conference itself to establish the order o f its work: that is 
to say, to determine which and how many questions should be 
considered and in what order it would be most desirable to 
discuss them. In the light o f these considerations we find 
incomprehensible and unwarranted the assertions to the effect 
that the disarmament conference would become a discussion club 
if all States, small, medium-sized and great, took part in it. The 
Soviet Union has no small experience of participation in inter
national negotiations, including disarmament negotiations, and 
from that experience we know very well that any negotiations or 
conferences can be turned into empty chatter if any of the 
participants are not seeking agreement or, worse still, if they are 
actually trying to prevent negotiations and wreck the possibility of 
agreement. Conversely, if States approach negotiations with a 
feeling of good will and a desire to reach mutually acceptable 
agreements, without o f course jeopardizing their national interests 
in the process, then the negotiations can be positive and 
successful.

A world disarmament conference is conceived first and 
foremost as a world forum in which all States—and we emphasize 
“all States”—great, small and mediimi-sized, can make their 
contribution towards solving the problem o f disarmament. There
fore those who would block the convening of a world conference 
are virtually trying to deprive many small and medium-sized States 
of an opportunity at a specid international conference of 
expressing their views on so important a question as the problem 
of disarmament.

In international relations, as we know, wide use has already 
been made of major international conferences devoted to one or 
other particular problem which is of interest to all States. Such 
conferences have considered or will be considering the questions 
of the peaceful uses o f atomic energy, the preservation o f the 
human environment, the use of the resources of the sea-bed, the 
control of narcotic drugs, and so on. In the circumstances it is 
perfectly legitimate and warranted to raise the question o f holding 
a special international conference on disarmament. This is all the 
more necessary and timely because, quite rightly, many call 
disarmament the question of questions, by which they mean that 
progress in the field of disarmament is crucial to the favourable 
solution of many other international problems, chief among them 
being in what direction our international events are going to move; 
are they going to move towards strengthening international peace

505-954 0  -  74 -  46
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and security or towards the growing threat of a world thermo
nuclear catastrophe?

In connexion with the question of a disarmament conference, 
at this session of the General Assembly, as last year, the view has 
been expressed that it is necessary to put forward as a prior 
condition which should be met before the conference is convened 
the requirement that all States take unilateral steps in the field of 
limiting armaments. The Soviet delegation would like to express 
its attitude to this viewpoint.

First o f all, we believe that putting forward such requirements 
or conditions before any international negotiations or before the 
opening o f a disarmament conference is, in principle, inap
propriate if we mean to have serious negotiations or a serious 
exchange of views among sovereign States on a footing of equaUty. 
At the same time, history has not a few examples showing that 
prior conditions of this kind are often put forward for the purpose 
of preventing or wrecking negotiations. This is particularly easy to 
see when such conditions include the deliberate selection of 
questions whose solution gives rise to serious difficulties.

Take, for example, the question o f the elimination of foreign 
military bases on the territories o f other States: if the convening 
of a world disarmament conference were to be made contingent on 
the solution of that problem one could safely say that such a 
conference would be long postponed. Everyone knows full well 
that the problem of foreign military bases unfortunately remains 
unresolved because o f serious differences in the positions of 
various States. The Soviet Union, for example, consistently favors 
the elimination of such bases and was the first to put forward an 
appropriate proposal in the United Nations. As the Committee 
knows, the Soviet Union was the pioneer in this matter.

For more than a decade the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics has been calling for an early and positive solution to this 
question of bases. Today, too, we continue to give great 
importance to the need to eliminate military bases from the 
territory of other countries. This was made quite clear in the 
decisions o f the Twenty-Fourth Congress o f the Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union which serve as guidelines for statements by 
Soviet diplomats in the international arena.

A different position in this field is taken by the Western 
Powers, which have so far displayed no readiness to dismantle 
their military strongholds beyond their national territory. Thus, 
unfortunately this problem has not yet been solved. To put 
forward this problem as a prior condition for holding a conference 
on disarmament is tantamount to delaying the conference, if not 
preventing it altogether. There is no other possible interpretation 
of such an approach. Of course, this does not preclude the 
posssibiUty that at the world conference the question of the 
elimination of foreign military bases could, and indeed should, be 
considered. Indeed, that should be among the front rank of urgent
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measures directed at a military detente and easing the arms race.
The Soviet Government, as has already been noted, proceeds 

from the assumption that any State is entitled to raise any 
question for discussion at the disarmament conference. No 
attempt should be made, therefore, to put forward any proposals 
as prior conditions for convening the conference. It will be far 
more desirable to put forward these proposals for consideration by 
the actual participants in the conference. This is the only approach 
which can now be regarded as positive and constructive.

Another important question to which we should like to 
address ourselves today is the procedure for the preparatory work 
on the conference. In the view of the Soviet Government a 
preparatory organ should be established for this purpose consisting 
of 30 to 35 members, including all the nuclear Powers, all the 
members of the Conference o f the Committee on Disarmament 
and also a certain additional number of States, in order to ensure a 
balanced political and equitable geographical representation. We 
note with satisfaction that this position coincides with what was 
stated this morning by the representative of Mexico. Such a 
composition for the preparatory body seems to us fully justified.

The participation of all the nuclear Powers in disarmament 
negotiations is insisted upon by almost all States. Members o f the 
Conference o f the Committee on Disarmament, which is a highly 
representative organ, could make a substantial constructive contri
bution to the work of the preparatory committee since they, 
having long been engaged in disarmament negotiations, have 
accumulated a great deal of useful experience in this area. The 
inclusion in the preparatory committee of an additional number o f  
countries on the basis we have proposed, the basis o f equity, 
would need [be needed?] to ensure active participation in the 
convening of the conference and make the preparatory body still 
more representative.

The question arises as to when the world disarmament 
conference should be convened and when the work of the 
preparatory committee should begin. The Soviet Union considers 
that the conference could be held, let us say, in the next two years 
and the preparatory committee could start its work immediately 
following the twenty-seventh session of the General Assembly, 
that is in January 1973. However, in expressing these views, the 
Soviet delegation believes that the time-periods mentioned should, 
of course, be determined by States after careful consultation and 
by mutual agreement. These questions, like any other question 
having to do with the conference, should be settled in such a way 
as to ensure the participation of all States in the work of the 
conference.

The Soviet delegation considers that this session of the General 
Assembly would make a substantial contribution towards 
implementing the proposal to convene a disarmament conference 
if it were to take a decision in principle to create a preparatory
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committee to prepare recommendations on the specific time and 
place for the conference, its agenda and other practical questions 
in connexion with the conference.

In calling for a world disarmament conference the Soviet Union 
at the same time considers that such a conference should in no 
way reduce the importance o f those organs and channels for 
disarmament negotiations which are already being used. The task 
of the conference is precisely to give a further impetus to more 
effective consideration o f disarmament questions in the narrower 
working organs in which drafts o f other specific agreements are 
already being worked out.

The conference should serve as a means of bringing a wider 
range of States into the work of preparing such agreements so that 
we may have an opportunity to compare and summarize the 
views o f all countries on the various aspects of disarmament. The 
recommendations it prepares could be used by the participants in 
the narrower working organs dealing with disarmament questions. 
All this, in the final analysis, wiU help to ensure that the draft 
agreements prepared by those organs will win broader inter
national support.

The preparatory committee cannot replace a substantive 
working body for the continuation of the disarmament negotia
tions such as the Conference o f the Committee on Disarmament 
since its task is strictly defined as being to conduct the 
preparatory work for convening the disarmament conference. 
Similarly, the conference cannot take the place of the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament since the practical and 
sometimes very detailed work on the preparation o f texts of 
agreements requires negotiations in bodies with a limited number 
of participants and with the participation of acknowledged experts 
on disarmament questions. Of course, in order to ensure the 
success o f the world conference there will be need for the joint 
efforts and the good will o f all the nuclear Powers.

The Soviet Union hopes that in the final analysis all the nuclear 
Powers will take a constructive position and will help to bring 
about positive results at such a conference. We do not want to 
argue or to engage in polemic. What we want is to adopt at this 
session of the General Assembly a decision on the question o f the 
world disarmament conference which would be in keeping with 
the interests o f all States and peoples and o f all mankind. Such are 
the views of the Soviet delegation on the question of the 
preparations for and the holding o f a world disarmament 
conference. We express the hope that they will be carefully 
studied by other delegations. For its part, the Soviet delegation is 
prepared, constructively and in a spirit of goodwill, to consider the 
views of all States on this important question now under 
discussion, the solution of which would help to slow down the 
arms race and thereby to strengthen the peace and security of all 
States.
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In conclusion, I should like to say that the delegation of the 
Soviet Union reserves the right to express its views on all other 
aspects o f the problem o f disarmament which wiU be discussed in 
this Committee somewhat later.

Statement by the United States Representative (Bush) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly, October 23, 1972*

Today the First Committee is beginning its consideration of 
disarmament problems, which make up one of the most important 
items on the Committee’s agenda. We take up these problems 
conscious o f the fact that achievements in the area of arms 
control, particularly the two recently concluded strategic arms 
limitation agreements, have had a beneficial effect both in 
beginning to curb the competition in nuclear armaments and in 
contributing to improvement of the international political atmos
phere.

As President Nixon said in his foreign policy report to the 
Congress earlier this year:
The limitation of armaments is an essential element in the larger political process of 
building a more stable international system. By contributing to international stability 
and restraint, arms control agreements can provide a greater measure of security than 
could be achieved by relying solely on military power. A mutual willingness to curb arms 
competition indicates constructive intentions in political as well as strategic areas. 
Progress in controlling arms can reinforce progress in a much wider area of international 
relations.^

The United Nations, bearing the primary responsibility for the 
maintenance o f world peace and security, appropriately devotes a 
substantial part o f its annual meeting to the general area of arms 
control and disarmament. This measure o f concern clearly 
recognizes the interrelationship of arms control and intemationd 
security.

The entry into force o f the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 
(SALT) accords^ on 3 October marks a major achievement in arms 
control. For the first time agreement has been reached to limit 
strategic nuclear arms.

This is an achievement that we have sought since the very 
beginning o f the nuclear age. It follows a number o f other 
important successes in arms control during the past decade, 
including the limited test-ban Treaty,^ the outer space Treaty,® 
the non-proliferation Treaty,^ the sea-bed arms control Treaty 
and the biological weapons Convention,® as well as the earlier

‘A/C.l/PV. 1872, pp. 41-55.
'^Ante, p. 35.
^Ante, pp. 197-201,202-204.
‘'Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 
‘Ibid., 1967. pp. 38^3.
^Ibid., 1968, pp. 461465.
'̂ Ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11.
^Ante, pp. 133-138.
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SALT agreements on measures to reduce the risk of outbreak of 
nuclear war and to modernize the US-USSR direct communica
tions link.®

The Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty and the Interim 
Agreement limiting strategic offensive nuclear arms represent a 
significant step in lessening the burden of nuclear weapons on 
mankind. They testify to the good faith of the two largest 
nuclear Powers in working to meet their pledge under article VI of 
the non-proliferation Treaty, and they serve the cause of the first 
principle of the United Nations Charter—“To maintain inter
national peace and security.”

The SALT accords are intended to promote stability, arrest the 
arms race and stimulate further measures to Umit nuclear arms. 
They are designed to benefit all nations by establishing conditions 
for a more peaceful world in which resources can be redirected 
from means o f destruction to ways o f improving the life and the 
weU-being of all peoples.

Under these agreements the United States and the Soviet Union 
have significantly limited themselves. Each party undertakes not 
to deploy ABM systems for a defence of the territory of its 
country and not to provide a base for such a defence. In the ABM 
Treaty the parties have pledged not to deploy more than 200 ABM 
launchers and missiles. In the Interim Agreement the parties have 
frozen the level of offensive strategic missile launchers at the 
number operational and under construction. A number of impor
tant qualitative restraints are also specified. For example, the 
parties have accepted limitations on development and on testing. 
They have agreed not to develop, test or deploy ABM systems or 
components which are sea-based, air-based, space-based or mobile 
land-based; ABM launchers for launching more than one intercep
tor missile at a time; automatic or semi-automatic or other similar 
systems for rapid reload o f ABM launchers; and multiple 
independently-guided warheads for ABM missiles. They have also 
decided not to deploy new ABM systems based on other physical 
principles, such as those which employ laser beams, for example, 
without discussion and agreement on their limitation. The parties 
have also sought to limit the size and potential destructive power 
of offensive strategic missiles by agreeing not to substitute heavy 
missiles for light ones and not to increase significantly the 
dimensions o f land-based ICBN^silo launchers.

The SALT agreements do not, of course, end the threat of 
nuclear war, but they have begun a great historical process which 
can ultimately lead to that goal. When the SALT talks resume in 
Geneva on 21 November we are resolved to make further progress 
by seeking more complete limitations on nuclear armaments. We 
believe that reason and purpose on both sides will continue to be 
the key to success, and we are confident that sober, persistent and 
realistic efforts will lead to positive results. We will return to the

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 634-639.
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negotiations in that spirit, endeavouring to reach further agree
ments which will merit the confidence of all who seek a more 
stable and a more secure world.

The undoubted successes in the area o f bilateral arms control 
have been accompanied by important work in the Geneva forum 
for negotiating multilateral arms control.

In accordance with resolution 2827 (XXVI), adopted by the 
General Assembly last year,’ ° the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament continued and intensified its high priority 
deliberations on seeking effective prohibitions of chemical weap
ons. The work of the Committee during the past year dealt with a 
very wide spectrum of issues related to this important problem. A 
variety of approaches was thoroughly examined and analysed. 
Considerable progress has been made in identifying the various 
areas of concern. Consideration has been given to the troublesome 
problems of verification and compliance. All of this activity, I 
believe, has contributed to the significant degree o f progress that 
has been made towards our goal, and has provided a basis for the 
Committee’s work when it meets again next year.

Now, I would like to reaffirm at this point my Government’s 
commitment to the undertaking contained in article IX of the 
biological weapons Convention to negotiate in good faith for 
agreement on effective chemical weapons prohibitions. My 
Government’s approach to acliieving those prohibitions rests on 
the fundamental view that ia this intensely complex matter of 
chemical weapons restraint reliance on one or more rough-and- 
ready abstract principles is simply not adequate. What is needed is 
thorough and objective study of the materials to be placed under 
control, as well as analysis of the problems and opportunities 
offered by various approaches. Existing problems need to be faced 
squarely and solved on the basis o f mutual accommodation. We 
must recognize, for example, that any workable prohibitions 
would apply to some complex substances that are very closely 
related to large-scale production of materials for peaceful 
purposes. The chemical industry is, as we all know, one of the 
largest, most enterprising and most innovative industries. Recogni
tion of these factors has resulted in the focusing of attention and 
discussion on defining what we are trying to prohibit or control 
and the related problems of verification.

Last spring the United States presented to the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament a comprehensive work programme 
to assist in the negotiation of practical and workable chemical 
weapons prohibitions.^^ We are gratified that this programme 
helped to provide a framework for some of the discussions, 
working papers, and technical meetings during the past year at the 
Conference o f the Committee on Disarmament.

>®/6ia.,pp. 890-892.
 ̂^Ante, pp. 98-109.
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The working papers which we submitted all concerned them
selves in one way or another with the central problems o f scope 
and verification o f chemical weapons prohibitions and the 
relationship between these two factors, as well as with the 
associated problems of environmental safety. They discussed, for 
example, the crucial issue o f which criteria might be considered 
relevant in establishing the scope of an agreement. They repre
sented an earnest effort to lay the basis for establishing clear and 
broadly acceptable standards that could be applied uniformly by 
all parties to an agreement. It is precisely such basic, practical 
considerations that in our view must necessarily precede efforts to 
decide on treaty solutions.

I believe that the work of the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament during the past year has significantly broadened and 
deepened the understanding of the important issues that are 
involved. The technical papers and the proposals submitted by a 
large number o f delegations have clearly contributed to the 
common search for effective chemical weapons prohibitions. We 
expect to be responding on the issues and the proposals at the 
forthcoming session of the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament.

We are hopeful that the General Assembly will again, as last 
year, provide encouragement and stimulus to the Committee to 
continue on the general course it has set and, o f particular 
importance, to consider all the various approaches to this problem.

Turning now to another vital element of the Committee’s work, 
I would like to comment briefly on the issue o f a comprehensive 
nuclear test ban. The Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment this year had before it a number o f interesting proposals for 
solving the variety of problems that still confront us. My 
Government will continue to give those proposals serious 
consideration, recognizing that the General Assembly has attached 
great urgency to the achievement o f a comprehensive test ban.

In a statement on 24 August, the United States representative at 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament reaffirmed the 
support of the United States for an adequately verified compre
hensive test ban, and presented our position on several o f the key 
aspects o f the issue.** At the same time, the United States 
presented a detailed working paper which reviewed some of the 
current progress and problems in seismic verification.*^ As we 
have often stated before, an adequate degree of compliance with 
an agreement by all parties to it must necessarily be assured if an 
agreement is to contribute to the basic objectives of greater 
security for all.

The progress that has been made in seismology has indeed been 
heartening, and we are proud of the contribution made by our own 
United States scientists in this regard. Very long period seismic

' ^Ante, pp. 584-590.
'^Ante, pp. 590-611.
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stations as well as some new large arrays have made it possible to 
imp'rove the capability for detecting and identifying seismic 
events. Nevertheless, as our working paper showed, important 
problems still remain. There are still, for example, a significant 
number o f mixed events, including some fairly large-sized ones, in 
which the signals from smaller seismic events become hidden in 
those of larger earthquakes occurring at roughly the same time. 
These events create obvious difficulties in achieving an adequate 
degree of verification by national means alone. These difficulties 
are real and they are very significant.

More work must be done on solving these problems as well as 
the continuing problem o f possible treaty evasion through 
clandestine testing. The United States continues to devote 
substantial resources to efforts to solve these problems, both by 
utilizing its own means and by co-operating with other countries.

As Ambassador Martin made clear in speaking on this subject to 
the Conference o f the Committee on Disarmament on 7 Septem
ber o f this year:

A Comprehensive Test ban is not an impossible goal, difficult though it is. However, 
the technical, military, and political questions involved must be faced. We, for our part, 
are making the utmost efforts to understand these questions and to propose what we 
believe are the necessary solutions in order to achieve an adequately verified 
Comprehensive Test Ban.*̂

The United States fully recognizes that in order to achieve a 
safer and a saner world it is not only important to write new arms 
control agreements but equally important to gain the broadest 
possible participation in those agreements that already exist. 
During the past year we have made some noteworthy progress in 
this respect.

After the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, 
Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and 
Toxin Weapons and on their Destruction was commended by the 
General Assembly last year the Treaty was opened for signature in 
Washington, Moscow and London on 10 April 1972. Almost 100 
countries have already signified their intention to become parties 
to this landmark disarmament Treaty. President Nixon has sent 
the Treaty to the United States Senate for its advice and consent 
to ratification, and we hope the Treaty can be brought into force 
during the course of the coming year.

The Treaty on the Prohibition o f the Emplacement o f Nuclear 
Weapons and Other Weapons o f Mass Destruction on the Seabed 
and Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof came into force on 18 
May 1972 and has now been ratified by some 37 countries. The 
number of countries participating in the non-proliferation Treaty 
continued to grow during the past year and we are hopeful that 
this trend will continue. I would like to take this opportunity to 
reiterate that my Government continues to give full support to the 
objectives o f the non-proliferation Treaty. We consider this Treaty

“ •CCD/PV. 584, p. 15.
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to be one o f the key disarmament agreements, which deserves the 
broadest possible international participation.

On the related matter o f safeguards, many States have 
negotiated appropriate safeguards agreements with the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency pursuant to the non-proliferation 
Treaty. Of particular importance, the Agency has recently 
completed safeguards negotiations with EURATOM. This will, it 
is hoped, lead to early ratification of the non-proliferation Treaty 
by the governments concerned. For its part, the United States has 
initiated talks with the International Atomic Energy Agency on a 
safeguards agreement, pursuant to our unilateral offer to place 
United States nuclear activities, other than those of direct national 
security significance, under Agency safeguards at an appropriate 
time.

We all recognize that the complex area of arms control affects- 
the national security of each country in the world. In no area is 
this more true than in that of the conventional weapons that each 
country needs to defend itself against possible external aggression 
and for the maintenance of internal security. Nevertheless we must 
recognize that the expenditure o f large sums of money on these 
arms can compete with the resources available for economic and 
social developments in both developed and developing countries. 
Substantial increases in conventional arms can also disturb existing 
military balances.

Conventional arms must therefore be considered along with the 
weapons o f mass destruction if we are to move towards a structure 
of peace and security. It is our belief that the Conference o f the 
Committee on Disarmament should begin explorations in depth o f  
this admittedly complex problem.

During the past year my Government has given considerable 
thought to the questions raised by General Asssembly resolution 
2833 (XXVI) with respect to a world disarmament conference.*® 
In the response to the Secretary-General’s request we have made 
known our position in very considerable detail.*® Permit me to 
outlirle briefly the nature o f our views on this specific question o f  
a world disarmament conference.

The United States already supports and participates in different 
forums which we believe are making concrete progress in the 
area of arms limitation. In the earlier part o f my statement today I 
referred specifically to many areas of progress. We stand ready to 
provide assistance to and play our part in any discussions which 
appear likely to contribute to this end. For us the sole measure of 
the value of disarmament mechanisms is their likelihood of 
contributing to the goal that we all share.

* ‘Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 909-910.
' ‘ See ante, pp. 615-618.
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We do not believe, however, that a world disarmament 
conference could in fact contribute at this time to the achieve
ment o f concrete arms control agreements. The history of arms 
control efforts today shows that there is no substitute for careful, 
patient negotiations. A large, unwieldy conference would not 
provide the sort of atmosphere conducive to real progress; it could 
indeed be harmful to institutions that have already achieved 
a record of proved accomplishments and that are currently 
conducting on-going negotiations. So far as the establishing of 
broad objectives is concerned, we believe that this Committee, the 
First Committee o f the General Assembly where all nuclear 
Powers are represented, is performing this task and that it need 
not be duplicated in another forum.

As we pointed out in our letter to the Secretary-General, the 
United States attaches importance to the maintenance of an 
“effective, expert and experienced body of limited size” to 
negotiate concerning arms control and disarmament. It is of course 
desirable that such a body be broadly representative and include 
the major military and economic Powers. The United States has 
repeatedly made clear in this connexion that we would welcome 
the participation of all nuclear-weapon States in arms control and 
disarmament efforts in a manner satisfactory to those States and 
in a manner reflecting the interests and concerns of non-nuclear- 
weapon States.

For the many reasons we have indicated in our letter, we beheve 
that the General Assembly should not now attempt to convene a 
world disarmament conference, to set a specific date for a 
conference or to set up machinery for preparing for a conference. 
However, we believe it would not be inappropriate for the General 
Assembly, if a consensus of its members wished to do so, to note 
in a resolution that a world disarmament conference could play a 
role in the disarmament process at an appropriate time.

The First Committee of the United Nations General Assembly 
has very important responsibilities in the field of disarmament. I 
noted earlier in the statement of Ambassador Malik that the Soviet 
Union does not wish the world disarmament conference idea to 
downgrade in any way the substantial existing machinery.* It is 
primarily in this Committee that nations have the opportunity to 
express their views on the entire range of disarmament issues. It is 
here in the First Committee that the world community can best 
work out priorities in the disarmament field, develop a consensus 
as to which measures are now ripe for negotiations in other forums 
and express its concern or its satisfaction wdth the progress made 
in an area of unsurpassed importance to all countries and to all 
mankind. There is nothing exclusive about this Committee.

The views expressed in the debates o f the First Committee are 
important in stimulating disarmament work. The Committee plays

 ̂ Ante, p. 702.
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an indispensable role in the continuing search for effective 
measures o f arms control.

I have earlier noted a number of agreements which have been 
reached in recent years. In each case agreement was built upon the 
perseverance, hard work and, above all, patience o f all who were 
involved. None would have been reached without the help of 
many nations, including those which did not participate directly 
in the negotiating process.

Some 25 countries from different regions of the world now take 
part in the work of the Geneva Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament. Over the years they have acquired considerable 
expert knowledge about a wdde range of disarmament issues. They 
do not have any monopoly, however, on either expert knowledge 
or ability to put forward fruitful ideas. I need only recall the 
outstanding role played by Dr. Pardo, at that time the permanent 
representative of Malta, in initiating the work which led to the 
sea-bed arms control Treaty. And this year the Government of 
Finland presented a useful, detailed working paper on the subject 
of chemical weapons to the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament. I know I speak for all the members of that 
Conference in welcoming such contributions from all States 
Members of the United Nations, whether these contributions are 
made here or in Geneva.

In our view the years ahead are full of promise. We are all 
conscious of our responsibility to ensure that the improvement 
we are witnessing in the world political situation is translated into 
concrete achievements in the disarmament field. We believe that it 
will prove possible to identify areas where additional progress can 
be made, taking advantage of the gradual relaxing of tensions that 
all of us here in the United Nations can now observe. The First 
Committee, I am certain, will continue to act as a spur to progress, 
as a force in overcoming inertia. Progress—and I am sure you above 
all, Mr. Chairman, know this-will not be easy. The same 
perseverance, the same hard work and the same patience which 
were required continue to be needed in the future. But that 
progress must and, certainly in the view o f the United States, can 
be achieved.

My Government welcomes this annual opportunity to review its 
objectives with the members of the Committee and certainly to 
review the progress that some of us forget has indeed been made. 
The United States delegation benefits greatly from this unexcelled 
opportunity to exchange views with other delegations, not only in 
the speeches and the debates but also in the corridors and in many 
conversations as well. Not only the goal o f disarmament but also 
the process of accomplishing it belong to all nations, and this 
Committee—I need not remind members—is at the very centre of 
that process.
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Statement by the Argentine Representative (Ortiz de Rozas) to
the First Committee of the General Assembly, October 24,
1972‘

In this first statement on disarmament I shall deal with items 26 
and 30 (a) o f the agenda.

Every year, almost as a rite, delegation follows delegation- 
including that of Argentina—in trying to draw the attention of the 
General Assembly to the imperative and urgent need to adopt 
measures which will make possible steady progress towards general 
and complete disarmament under effective international control.

And, also year after year, the appeals and exhortations which 
we make here, as very long and sad experience attests, serve but 
little to slow down the arms race, which is increasingly rapid, 
increasingly acute and increasingly generalized.

I shall not contribute to the usual litany by adducing arguments 
that have been repeated ad nauseam to prove why it is necessary 
that once and for all an end be put to this unreasonable 
competition, which now goes beyond the imaginable.

Suffice it simply to point out that expenditures on armaments 
have reached astronomical figures and have a most negative effect 
on the economy of countries as well as repercussions on the 
harmonious development of relations among national communities 
and, of course, on international co-operation.

At a stage in history when relations among States, great, 
medium and small, offer extremely promising perspectives we 
cannot invoke the precarious strategic balance which exists at 
present as a guarantee of stability. On the contrary, subject to the 
advantages that one Power might acquire over another owing to 
one or other technological discovery, that balance can be shattered 
at any moment, thus creating the gravest threat to international 
peace and security.

This is particularly so since the arms race has now entered its 
most dangerous state, the qualitative. Hence the exceptional 
importance of giving new impetus to the multilateral discusssions 
on disarmament.

In 1961 the General Assembly adopted resolution 1722 (XVI) 
whereby it recommended to the Committee on Disarmament that 
it
. . .  as a matter of the utmost urgency, should undertake negotiations with a view to 
reaching . . .  agreement on general and complete disarmament under effective inter
national control.^

Ten years have elapsed, and that statement is practically a dead 
letter. We now find ourselves at the outset of a new decade, one 
that the General Assembly itself has labelled the Disarmament 
Decade.

‘ A/C.1/PV.1873, pp. 4-15.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 741-742.
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Therefore it is up to us to call a halt, weigh the very grave 
consequences o f the path we have chosen, and then start to make 
that requirement a reality.

From now on words are not necessary, and the only things that 
can serve us as well as the succeeding generations to which we are 
accountable are facts.

No one can validly challenge the priority which should be given 
in the negotiations to those weapons which, because of their 
characteristics, are the most dangerous.

Dealing with this specific matter the Minister of Foreign Affairs 
of Argentina stated in the general debate:

Thanks to the patient work of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, 
the international community has made some process in the prohibition of weapons of 
mass destruction. Little enough has been achieved, however, in regard to nuclear 
weapons, apart from some collateral measures of dubious practical effectiveness and, in 
some ways, of a discriminatory nature. Within the more restricted framework of bilateral 
talks on strategic arms, the agreement signed in Moscow is a first step in the right 
direction; yet these are not measures of nuclear disarmament but efforts to stabilize a 
precarious military balance between the super-Powers. In other words, they are not 
enough to stem and turn back the nuclear arms race.®

It is not difficult to give a diagnosis of this unfortunate state of 
affairs: France and the People’s Republic o f China have not been 
represented at the multilateral negotiations on disarmament. It 
appears obvious to us that in order to achieve the objective of 
nuclear disarmament the necessary measures should be decided 
upon so that all the nuclear Powers will be able to participate in 
these negotiations. It would not come amiss to record as well that 
those Powers are permanent members of the Security Council, 
since the legitimate rights of the People’s Republic of China in the 
United Nations have been restored. Therefore those Powers have 
certain special privileges granted them by the Charter. But there 
can be no doubt that they also possess special responsibilities as 
regards the maintenance of international peace and security, and 
this is the logical counterpart of the privileged position that they 
enjoy. To enjoy exceptional powers also implies the assumption of 
correlative obligations in all matters that might affect world peace, 
and among these there can be no doubt that we must include the 
problem of dealing with nuclear disarmament.

We believe that the presence of the People’s Republic o f China 
and France in the multilateral negotiations on disarmament is 
imperative if we wish to revitalize those negotiations in order to 
achieve general and complete disarmament under effective inter
national control with due priority for nuclear disarmament. Since 
Argentina took its seat in the Conference o f the Committee on 
Disarmament it has so understood this question and at that 
Conference we have repeatedly stressed the need to ensure the 
participation of those States.

® A/PV. 2043 (prov.), pp. 16-17.
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The alternative offered us could not be more negative. If the 
situation which has prevailed so far were to be maintained, instead 
of giving new impetus to our efforts to achieve disarmament, 
negotiation would decline into a theoretical exercise o f doubtful 
effectiveness in which sterile debates would replace specific 
achievements.

Furthermore, we have no doubt whatever that France and 
China can bring valuable ideas to bear on our efforts to achieve 
progress in the negotiations on disarmament. It is obvious that 
there will have to be adjustments in certain approaches to the 
subject and a period in which to harmonize positions will be 
required so that we can then start considering important matters 
bearing on disarmament on new bases. This is in the very nature 
of any negotiating process.

To cUng to the status quo when the situation has changed is 
tantamount to failure in international affairs.

We are firmly convinced that the substantive aspect o f the 
problem lies in ensuring the participation o f all nuclear-weapon 
States in those negotiations and endeavouring to find a procedure 
satisfactory to all States concerned. We also feel that it would be 
hardly logical rigidly to uphold or oppose any specific procedure 
since the procedure is not the substantive problem. The search for 
a solution must be carried out in a spirit of flexibility, for what 
matters is not how we can make that participation easy but to 
ensure that participation on bases acceptable to all.

The convening of a world disarmament conference might well 
be one of those measures so long as it would allow us to examine 
and assess what we have already done, correct errors and guide 
future negotiations on firm foundations. Were the Conference to 
achieve such objectives it might be considered a success. But this 
would presuppose our meeting an essential prerequisite in order to 
achieve such a positive result, and that is the participation in that 
conference o f all Powers possessing nuclear arms. It would be 
equally essential to ensure the presence o f militarily significant 
States, and among them, o f course, would be the entire German 
nation. The importance of wide representation of central Europe 
requires no explanation if we recall its undoubted importance in 
the political and military problems that followed the end o f the 
war.

Another unavoidable condition for the holding of that confer
ence is the need for very careful prior preparation which would 
allow the points of view of all participating governments to be 
borne in mind. A number o f delegations have stressed the need to 
set up a preparatory committee if  it is decided that the conference 
be convened. We fuUy share that idea and we support the opinions 
expressed on the importance of that organ’s ensuring the 
participation in its work of the five nuclear-weapon States. 
Otherwise we should merely be repeating the blueprint of an 
“atomic club” of three States, which is not an objective reflection 
of present-day reality.
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A number o f delegations have also given their views on those 
aspects that call for prior consideration, setting forth certain 
conditions that should be fulfilled for the holding of that meeting 
or, in other cases, proposing other items that the conference might 
consider.

Whether it is a question of planning the complex agenda for a 
possible conference or deciding whether the conditions necessary 
for the convening of that conference have been met, it might be 
appropriate for the General Assembly to weigh the possibility of 
establishing a committee and entrusting it with the study of these 
questions as a prior step, so as to determine whether an 
appropriate climate exists for the convening of the conference. In 
other words, the General Assembly would in no way prejudge the 
various opinions expressed for or against the holding of the 
conference but would limit itself to entrusting to an ad hoc body 
consideration of all the views expressed. The report which that ad 
hoc body might submit would be based on the consensus of its 
members, and on the strength of its conclusions the General 
Assembly would take a final decision.

I repeat that the Committee, which would study the various 
problems raised here, would not be engaged in preparation for a 
conference. It should be composed of between 30 and 35 
members, including all the nuclear-weapon States, other States 
already involved in the disarmament negotiations, and other 
countries, so as to ensure a balanced geographical and political 
representation in keeping with the reality of the present-day 
world.

We believe that without an adequate solution to these problems 
it would be very difficult for the conference to meet the hopes to 
which it has given rise. The consequences of failure would be so 
negative that instead o f advancing and helping the cause of 
disarmament we might seriously jeopardize any possibility of 
progress in the future. Again we wonder how effective measures 
for nuclear disarmament could be adopted if any of the five 
nuclear-weapon States failed to participate in the conference.

We admit that the difficulties I have mentioned are not easy to 
overcome. Nevertheless, as an example of flexibility and o f the 
spirit of co-operation in finding an adequate procedure, we refer 
to France’s reply, reproduced in document A/8817, to the 
Secretary-General’s consultation. That reply includes the following 
statement:

The French Government does not intend to make its participation dependent on any 
conditions or prerequisites and considers that all participants should accept such a rule."̂

The need to act in a similar spirit and as flexibly was raised in 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament by the 
Argentine delegation when we were discussing the problem of its 
organization and procedures. Paragraph 173 of the report o f the 
Conference o f the Committee on Disarmament (A/8818), in the

^Ante, p. 612.
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drafting of which my delegation participated very actively, stresses 
this same viewpoint. That paragraph reads:

At the request of the representative of Mexico, informal meetings were held on 16 
and 17 August 1972 in order to discuss this question and a full and useful exchange of 
views took place. Views on possible changes in the Committee’s organization and 
procedures were discussed. As a result of the exchange of views at the informal meetings, 
it became apparent that the partic^ation of aU of the nuclear-weapon States in 
multilateral disarmament negotiations would be welcomed. The view was expressed that 
appropriate measures should be worked out, when advisable, to facilitate such 
participation. Some members of the Committee expressed the intention of holding 
informal consultations on this question with the States concerned.®

These unofficial consultations might clarify doubts and satisfy 
concern which might otherwise be left unanswered. In matters as 
delicate as these we gain little or nothing by pitting one position 
against another in a formal debate. That is not our intention. We 
are merely pointing to the substantive problem. An informal 
dialogue would allow us thoroughly to explore the possibilities of 
understanding.

But it is necessary to state here that the international 
community has a perfect right to expect some positive reaction 
from all the nuclear-weapon States which will allow us to decide 
upon a procedure that will be acceptable and that will ensure their 
participation in the multilateral negotiations on disarmament.

We have a number of choices open: one is that which we are 
discussing in this Committee under agenda item 26. Although a 
State may have serious reservations regarding the appropriateness 
of convening the conference, it can still become a member o f the 
preparatory committee to make known its views and reservations. 
Another possibility, as I pointed out earlier, would be for the 
General Assembly to entrust to a committee the task of studying 
the serious problems raised by this initiative and preparing a report 
on the possibility of holding a conference or deciding upon other 
machinery that would give greater impetus to the multilateral 
disarmament negotiations. We might dso reorganize the Con
ference o f the Committee on Disarmament, making certain 
changes that would facilitate the participation in the work of that 
organ of those nuclear-weapon States which have so far refrained 
from participating. Finally, the unofficial consultations might lead 
to the conviction that some new negotiating organ should be 
estabhshed. Whichever of these solutions is decided upon, it will 
be possible to implement it if  there is a true political will to 
co-operate towards making disarmament a reality—and this fact 
has to be brought out.

Be that as it may, it is obvious that the negotiating organ to 
examine in future the problems of disarmament will have to be 
composed of a limited number of States so as to allow it to 
prepare specific instruments to be referred to the General 
Assembly for consideration. Furthermore, that organ will have to 
be flexible in its procedures, enjoy a certain institutional auton-

^Ante, p. 652.
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omy and act by consensus, since this is the only way to carry out a 
negotiating process in matters which directly affect the security 
and sovereignty of States.

Statement by the PRC Representative (Chen) to the First
Comnodttee of the General Assembly, October 24, 1972*

In his speech at the 2051st meeting of the General Assembly, 
held on 3 October, the Chairman of the Chinese delegation already 
made clear our basic stand on the convening of a world 
disarmament conference and other questions relating to disarma
ment.^ Now, I would like to make a few additional observations.

First, imperiaUsm has brought untold oppression, plunder and 
aggression, as well as innumerable wars to the people of the world, 
who were made to suffer the calamities of two world wars. By 
unleashing and waging wars, imperialism has inflicted a great toU 
of suffering on the people, but at the same time it has educated 
them. Now more and more people have come to understand the 
truth that imperialism is the root cause of war in our time. So long 
as imperiahsm exists, there is the possibility of the outbreak of 
war. To defend world peace, it is essential firmly to oppose the 
imperialist pohcies of aggression and war. However, there are now 
certain people who assert that the arms race is the main cause 
underlying the danger of war and who place the responsibility for 
the arms race on all countries ahke. They propagate that it is only 
on the basis of general and complete disarmament that the threat 
of war can be fully excluded from the hfe of the human 
community. Such an assertion shows a lack of common sense and 
is deceptive.

As is well known, arms as such do not lead to a war; the crucial 
question is who wields these arms and what kind of policy they 
serve. Arms in the hands of those who pursue an imperialist policy 
will become tools for oppressing the people of various countries 
and waging wars of aggression; whereas arms in the hands of those 
oppressed and aggressed countries fighting for self-defence will 
constitute a force in defence of peace. The enhancement of 
self-defence capabilities by a great number of small and medium 
countries confronted with the aggression, interference, subversion 
and control by imperiaUsm, coloniaUsm and neo-colonialism has 
nothing to do with the “arms race” at all. In spreading the idea 
that the arms race is the root cause of war and in advocating 
general and complete disarmament, their plain aim is to cover up 
the basic fact that imperiaUsm is the root cause of war and to ask 
the people of various countries to abandon their struggle against 
imperialism and coloniaUsm and disarm themselves before the 
intimidation and aggression by imperiaUsm, coloniaUsm and 
neo-colonialism, who may trample upon them at will.

‘ A/C.1/PV.1873, pp. 28-37.
^See ante, pp. 690-691.
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Secondly, China has always been in favour of disarmament. But 
we are opposed to describing disarmament indiscriminately as an 
issue of vital importance to, and a universal demand of, all 
peoples. In our opinion, a serious discussion o f the question of 
disarmament should not be a far-ranging rambling discourse, but 
should make it clear as to whose armament should be cut first. 
What is there to be cut in the armament o f the great number of 
third world countries? Nothing. For them the important question 
and the universal demand today is by no means disarmament but, 
on the contrary, the strengthening of their national defence 
capabilities to resist foreign aggression and oppression and 
safeguard their national independence and state sovereignty. As for 
those peoples still under colonial domination, they are fighting 
against colonialism and neo-colonialism, and it goes without saying 
that for them disarmament is all the more out o f the question. The 
whole world is aware that at present it is none other than the two 
super-Powers which are feverishly engaged in the arms race. To 
reduce armaments, it is first of aU necessary to reduce their arms. 
Those who tiy to put the blame for the arms race indiscriminately 
on aU countries and who insist on disarmament by all countries 
alike in case o f any disarmament, only show that they have no 
desire at all for disarmament but are attempting to shift the blame 
onto the great number of small and medium countries.

Thirdly, at present, the nuclear arms race between the two 
super-Powers is being stepped up without cease. They are 
brandishing nuclear weapons to intimidate the people o f various 
countries. Who is obstructing nuclear disarmament? The answer 
should have been crystal clear. However, at the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament held in Geneva not long ago, the 
Soviet representative alleged that those countries which had 
refused to sign or ratify the “partial nuclear test ban treaty” and 
the “treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons” must be 
held responsible for obstructing nuclear disarmament.^ In his 
letter o f 14 August to the United Nations Secretary-General, the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the USSR again made a big fanfare 
about those treaties and suggested that such “a considerable body 
of experience” of the so-called “accumulated” disarmament 
should be summed up.'̂  This is sheer deceptive talk which turns 
things upside down. One may ask: How much nuclear armament 
have these two super-Powers reduced over these years? Have they 
reduced or increased the nuclear weapons in their hands? While 
engaged in unbridled nuclear arms expansion, they want to put the 
blame for obstructing nuclear disarmament on the non-nuclear 
countries or countries with few nuclear weapons. Can there be 
such reason on earth? More and more countries have now come to 
realize that the “partial nuclear test ban treaty”, the “treaty on

’The Soviet statement appears ante. p. 568. The limited test-ban treaty may be 
found in Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. Fqt the non-proliferation 
treaty, see ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons” etc. which they have 
concocted are a sheer hoax aimed at maintaining their nuclear 
monopoly and nuclear hegemony. If any experience on disarma
ment over the last decade is to be summed up, there is indeed “a 
considerable body of experience”, that is, one must not trust their 
words but must thoroughly expose their nuclear frauds.

Fourthly, all the imperialists invariably try to cover up their 
essence of aggression and arms expansion by lies about peace and 
disarmament. In the last decade alone, not to look into the remote 
past, no small number of the so-called disarmament agreements 
have been concocted by the two super-Powers, who have spared 
no energy in advertising peace. But what have they actually done? 
Please look at the facts.

They have been engaged in frantic arms expansion and war 
preparation. They have been feverishly developing not only 
nuclear weapons, but conventional weapons as well. Their military 
budgets have reached astonishing figures.

They have stationed large numbers of troops and have set up 
various military bases, including nuclear bases, on the territories of 
many countries in wilful violation of the sovereignty and the 
territorial integrity o f other countries.

They have been vying with each other in carrying out miUtary 
manoeuvres and making a show of force on high seas, on the 
territories o f other countries and on the borders adjacent to other 
countries.

Their planes, warships and submarines, including those carrying 
nuclear weapons, have been flying or plying everywhere, posing a 
threat to the security of the people of various countries.

One of them has carried on its war of aggression in the Far East 
for a decade, and the other flagrantly dispatched its troops to 
occupy one of its European alUes and incited a war of armed 
aggression to dismember Pakistan on the South Asian sub
continent.

It is not a new invention by modem imperialism to employ the 
policy of peace deception and the poUcy of war threat alternately 
or at the same time. Tsarist Russia was an old hand at such tricks. 
As is known to aU, Tsarist Russia at the end of the 19th century 
was a huge feudal mihtary empire, enforcing a brutal military rule 

' at home and carrying out frenzied armed expansion abroad. 
However, it was precisely that Government which, chanting the 
tune of peace and disarmament, proposed in 1899 and 1907 
successively the convocation of what it called “a world peace 
conference”. But after a short span of a few years it unleashed the 

' First World War in collusion with other European Powers. History 
will not repeat itself all over again. Nevertheless, the past not 
forgotten is a guide for the future. Historical experience merits 
attention.

Fifthly, in our opinion, if there is to be disarmament, it should 
be genuine disarmament, and it must not be used as a slogan to 
deceive the people. If a world disarmament conference is to be
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convened, it must contribute to the promotion of the stru ^ e of 
the peace-loving people of the world for the complete prohibition 
and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons and must not serve 
to lull and hoodwink them. The Soviet Government maintains that 
all “conditions” now exist for the convening of such a conference. 
We cannot agree to such views. The actual situation is that the 
overwhelming majority of countries in the world are being 
subjected to threat by the nuclear super-Powers in varying degrees. 
To convene the world disarmament conference under such 
circumstances is in effect demanding that these countries accept 
“terms of surrender” under nuclear threat. In our opinion, so long 
as there is no assurance for all countries to participate in the 
conference free from any threat, it cannot be said there exist the 
necessary conditions for convening such a conference, and there 
can be no talk even about the preparatory work for the 
conference.

The Chinese Government has consistently stood for the 
complete prohibition and thorough destruction o f nuclear 
weapons and has stated solemnly on many occasions that at no 
time and under no circumstances will China be the first to use 
nuclear weapons. The Chinese Government is ready to promote 
actively the convening and smooth progress of a world disarma
ment conference. However, in view of the actual situation 
prevailing in the world, the Chinese Government is of the opinion 
that the most important thing at present is to create the necessary 
conditions for the convening of such a conference, that is: to say 
that all nuclear countries, particularly the Soviet Union and the 
United States, which possess the largest amount of nuclear 
weapons, should undertake the obligation: 1. not to be the first to 
use nuclear weapons at any time and under any circumstances, 
particularly not to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear 
countries at any time and under any circumstances; 2. withdraw 
from abroad all armed forces and dismantle all military bases 
including nuclear bases set up on foreign soil. Only thus w^l it be 
possible for all countries, big or small, to participate in the 
conference on an equal footing and free from any threat. If, in the 
absence o f these elementary conditions, the so-called preparatory 
work is to be forcibly carried out and a date for the convening of 
the conference is to be fixed in advance, it will only give rise to 
fond illusions among the people of various countries. This is most 
harmful to the peoples’ just cause of opposing imperialism, 
colonialism and neo-colonialism, winning and safeguarding 
national independence and defending world peace. China fully 
understands the legitimate desire for peace on the part of many 
countries which oppose the super-Powers’ arms race and demand 
their disarmament. However, when certain people are exploiting 
such a desire to serve their deceptive trick of sham disarmament 
and real arms expansion, China declines to be a party to it.

We hope that the above views will be seriously considered by 
the Committee.
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Mexican-Swedish Draft Resolution Introduced in the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Incendiary Weapons, October 
2 6 ,1972‘

The General Assembly,
Conscious that all armed conflicts and the use of any weapons 

bring suffering and that the only effective means o f eliminating 
this suffering is through the elimination of armed conflicts and 
general and complete disarmament,

Recalling the general rules o f international law that weapons 
which cause unnecessary suffering are especially forbidden and 
that only military targets are legitimate objects of attack,

Noting further that the 1925 Geneva Protocol prohibits the 
use of methods o f chemical and bacteriological warfare,^ that an 
agreement has been reached regarding the elimination of biological 
and toxin weapons, and that efforts are being made by the 
Conference o f the Committee on Disarmament to agree also on a 
similar convention to eliminate chemical weapons,

Convinced that the widespread use of many weapons and the 
emergence o f new methods o f warfare which cause unnecessary 
suffering or are indiscriminate call urgently for renewed efforts by 
Governments to seek, through legal means, the prohibition of use 
of such weapons and o f indiscriminate and cruel methods of 
warfare and, if possible, through measures of disarmament, the 
elimination of specific especially cruel or indiscriminate weapons, 

Conscious that incendiary weapons have always constituted a 
category of arms viewed with horror and that the United Nations 
Conference on Human Rights in Teheran in 1968 in its resolution 
(XXIII) on human rights in armed conflicts held napalm bombing 
to be among methods and means which erode human rights and 
engender counterbrutality,^

Noting that complete proposals for both elimination and 
non-use of incendiary weapons were advanced at the disarmament 
negotiations in 1933 and that proposals have recently been made 
to prohibit or restrict their use,

Recalling that the Secretary-General of the United Nations in 
his reports on human rights in armed conflicts o f 2 November 
1969 (A/7720, paragraph 200) and of 18 September 1970 
(A/8052, paragraph 125), stated the view that the legality or 
otherwise of the use of napalm would seem to be a question 
calling for study which might be eventually resolved in an 
international document that would clarify the situation.

Recalling further that, in response to an express suggestion 
made by the Secretary-General in his 1970 report (A/8052,

' A/C. 1/L. 616, Oct. 26, 1972. This diaft res. was replaced by the 27-nation revised 
draft res. of Nov. 8 {post. pp. 771-773).

^Ddcuments on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
^Final Act o f the International Conference on Human Rights (U.N. pub., sales no. 

E.68.XIV.2), p. 18.
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paragraph 126), the General Assembly, by paragraph 5 o f 
resolution 2852 (XXVI),^ requested him to prepare as soon as 
possible, with the help of qualified governmental consultants, a 
report on napalm and other incendiary weapons and all aspects of 
their possible use.

Noting that the report on napalm and other incendiary weapons 
(A/8803) concludes that the massive spread of fire through 
incendiary weapons is largely indiscriminate in its effects on 
military and civilian targets,

Noting further its conclusions that bum injuries, whether 
sustained directly from the action of incendiaries or as a result o f  
fires initiated by them, are intensely painful and require excep
tional resources for their medical treatment that are far beyond 
the reach of most countries,

Noting finally that the report also concludes that the rapid 
increase in the military use o f these weapons is but one aspect o f  
the more general phenomenon of the increasing mobilization of 
science and technology for purposes o f total war, alongside which 
the long upheld principle of the immunity o f the non-combatant 
appears to be receding from the mihtary consciousness, and that 
these trends have grave implications for the world community,

1. Welcomes the report submitted by the Secretary-General 
on napalm and other incendiary weapons and expresses apprecia
tion to him for having presented it without delay;

2. Takes note of the views expressed in the report regarding 
-the use, production, development and stockpiling of napalm and

other incendiary weapons;
3. Commends the report to the attention of all Governments 

and peoples;
4. Requests the Secretary-General to publish the report for 

wide circulation;
5. Requests the Secretary-General to circulate the report to 

Member Governments for their comments and^to report on these 
comments at the twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly.

Statement by the New Zealand Representative (Scott) to the First
Committee of the General Asses'ibly: Nuclear Tests in the
South Pacific, October 26, 1972*

I have the honour to introdu’ce the draft resolution contained in 
document A/C.1/L.611, which is cosponsored by Australia, 
Bolivia, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Fiji, Indonesia, Japan, 
Malaysia, Peru, Philippines, Thailand and New Zealand.^ In taking 
this step I ;im conscious that the thirteen cosponsors o f this draft 
have agreed to table it as an expression of their opposition to all

^Documents on Disarmament 1971, pp. 910-913.
'A/C.1/PV.1876, pp. Z6A2.
^Ante, pp. 692-693.



722 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1972

nuclear weapons testing and the conduct of such tests in the 
Pacific area in particular.

During their preparation of this draft resolution the cosponsors 
were influenced by two undeniable facts: First, that nine years 
after the United Nations General Assembly endorsed the Treaty 
banning nuclear weapons [tests] in the atmosphere, in outer space 
and under water,^ two States still conduct nuclear weapons tests in 
the atmosphere. Second, that although the same treaty bound its 
parties to conclude an agreement on the banning of all nuclear 
tests, no such agreement has been reached, while at the same time 
the rate at which nuclear weapons are tested underground has 
significantly increased.

The thirteen-Power draft resolution contained in document 
A/C.1/L.611 deals with both of these problems in separate 
sections. However, I should emphasize at this point that the 
problems of atmospheric testing and underground testing cannot 
be dealt with in isolation because they are inextricably linked with 
each other and with the more general problems of nuclear arms 
control and general and complete disarmament. In the draft 
resolution which we have tabled we have attempted to strike a 
balance between the problem of atmospheric testing and the 
problem of underground testing which sets out the objectives for a 
unified approach towards further agreements in these fields.

In section 1 o f our draft resolution we have referred to the 
numerous statements of concern by Governments in and around 
the Pacific area expressing strong opposition to the atmospheric 
nuclear tests being held in that area. I shall refer briefly to some of 
the more recent of those statements.

On 20 June 1972, the Prime Ministers of Australia and New 
Zealand wrote to the co-chairmen of the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament expressing their joint protest that a 
further series of atmospheric tests was imminent in the South 
Pacific. The text o f that letter is given in document A/8741, which 
is before this Committee.'^

On 21 June 1972 the Foreign Ministers of Bolivia, Chile, 
Colombia, Ecuador and Peru noted that nuclear tests were going 
to be carried out by the French Government at Mururoa atoll. 
They condemned such tests, and they noted that decisions of the 
General Assembly and the Human Environment Conference placed 
upon them the responsibility for demanding the immediate 
suspension of those tests. The full text of that declaration has 
been circulated and is before the Committee in document A/8740.

On 14 July 1972 a ministerial meeting of the Association of 
South East Asian Nations issued a communique containing the 
following passage:
The meeting deplored nuclear tests anywhere in the world. Such tests pose unknown 
hazards to human life, disturb ecology and pollute the environment, and are in defiance

^Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293, 627.
 ̂Also circulated as CCD/364.
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of the Declaration adopted by the Stockholm Coriference on Human Environment/ 
/Moreover, they are contrary to the letter and spirit of the United Nations Treaty 

Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water, 
which has received almost universal support.

On 14 September 1972, representatives of the Governments of 
Australia, Fiji, Nauru, New Zealand, Tonga, Western Samoa, and 
the Cook Islands issued a communique at the conclusion of the 
third meeting of the South Pacific Forum. The communique 
stated, inter alia, that:
Members were unanimous in expressing their deep concern that the French Government 
should have failed so signally to accord recognition to the wishes of the peoples of the 
South Pacific Area despite the views so clearly indicated by both Governments and 
peoples. The fact that radio active fall-out from this year’s series was low because of the 
nature of the test explosions carried out did not lessen their opposition, which would 
remain unaltered untfl such time as a firm assurance was given that the South Pacific 
would not be used as a site for further experimentation of this kind with its resulting 
implications for man and his environment, and in particular for the marine environment.

I might also add that the members of the South Pacific Forum 
include the States nearest to and most directly affected by the 
nuclear explosions carried out in the South Pacific. Not all of 
them are Members o f the United Nations, but I can confidently 
state that the thirteen-Power draft resolution I am introducing 
today has the support o f their Governments and peoples.

I have restricted myself to those statements issued by Pacific 
region Governments acting together. To these must be added the 
numerous unilateral statements, declarations and protests made 
about nuclear tests by Governments in the Pacific region and 
elsewhere. Furthermore, we must include the initiatives taken by 
United Nations bodies, including the large number of resolutions 
on disarmament recommended by this Committee, the resolution 
on nuclear testing passed by the United Nations Conference on the 
Human Environment and the consideration of the environmental 
effects o f nuclear testing undertaken by Sub-Committee III o f the 
Seabed Committee.

I would also like to draw this Committee’s attention to the 
report of the Committee of Twenty-Four on the situation in Niue 
and the Tokelau Islands, contained in chapter XVI of document 
A/8723, and the situation in the Gilbert and Ellice Islands, 
Pitcairn and the Solomon Islands, contained in Chapter XVII o f  
the same document. In both those chapters specific reference is 
made to the conduct o f nuclear tests in the Pacific region. Chapter 
XVI expresses the fears o f the people of Niue which stem directly 
from the conduct of these tests, while chapter XVII contains a 
recommendation that the Government concerned should desist 
forthwith from carrying out more nuclear tests.

It is sufficient to note that, in direct opposition to the 
statements and opinions I have listed, two States carried out 
nuclear tests in the atmosphere during the past year. Furthermore 
we are given every reason to believe that these recent tests are not

’ UN Monthly Chronicle, vol. IX, no. 7, July 1972, pp. 86-90.
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the last ones which will be carried out. Neither Government 
involved has stated that it will abide by past General Assembly 
resolutions on nuclear testing.

Similarly, nuclear weapons tests underground, in the atmos
phere, in outer space and under water still continue in spite of 
General Assembly resolutions calling upon them to cease such 
tests and conclude a treaty banning all nuclear tests. All nuclear 
weapons tests have one objective: they are carried out in order to 
make more efficient, more destructive, more deadly nuclear 
weapons, that is, weapons which represent more of a threat to 
mankind. All States in all regions are subject to this threat.

There can be no doubt that the peoples of the States in and 
around the Pacific want all nuclear weapon tests to be stopped. 
The nuclear tests carried out in their vicinity led to consultations 
among a number of Pacific States, most of which are now 
co-sponsors of the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.611. 
Nevertheless, the draft they have devised is universal in its 
application. It calls for an end to all atmospheric tests and all 
undergroxmd tests. It calls for universal adherence to the treaty 
banning nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere, in outer space 
and under water, and it calls for the rapid conclusion of a treaty 
banning all nuclear tests which it declares would be an important 
element in the consolidation of the progress towards disarmament 
and arms control made thus far, and would greatly facilitate future 
progress in these fields. Few States will disagree with these 
objectives and we hope that every member of this Committee will 
support this draft resolution.

My delegation is also pleased to note the 15-Power draft 
reso lu tion  on nuclear testing contained in document 
A/C.1/L.615.® Unlike the draft I am introducing, it contains a 
detailed, step-by-step programme which its sponsors feel will 
facilitate the conclusion of a comprehensive test-ban treaty in the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. My delegation 
feels that this programme should be carefully considered by this 
Committee and for this reason we commend and will support this 
draft.

The 13 delegations which have tabled the draft resolution in 
document A/C.1/L.611 were motivated initially by the need to 
have discussed in this Committee a specific aspect of the nuclear 
testing problem which particularly affects them. But any nuclear 
weapons testing has implications for the future and security of 
mankind, implications which apply no matter where the tests are 
carried out. We are dealing with a universal problem. On behalf of 
the co-sponsors o f this draft resolution, I express the hope that 
this Committee will give its overwhelming support to our 
initiative.

‘ Identical with pt. B of G.A. res. 2934 (XXVII), post, pp. 844-845.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly, October 30,1972^

In its statement in the First Committee on 23 October the 
delegation o f the Soviet Union set forth its position concerning a 
world disarmament conference.^ Today we intend to put forward 
a few ideas about the other disarmament items on the Commit
tee’s agenda.

First we should like to note that consideration of disarmament 
matters at this session o f the General Assembly has been 
imdertaken in a climate of reduced international tension. This can 
be seen in the increasing efforts o f States to avoid military 
confrontation and to find a positive settlement of international 
disputes by peaceful means. Developments in international life 
today confirm the real possibility, timeliness and the need to 
apply in practice the principles o f peaceful coexistence, which has 
always been advocated by the Soviet Union and other socialist 
countries.

The most [important?] component o f the policy of peaceful 
coexistence is the effort to settle disarmament problems. The 
Soviet Union attaches fundamental importance to disarmament 
problems. At the twenty-fourth congress o f the Communist Party 
of the USSR, held last year, a large-scale programme was adopted 
relating to the struggle for disarmament and including large-scale 
measures in this field as well as measures to put an end to the arms 
race in the field o f nuclear and conventional weapons.

In the field of disarmament the Soviet Union is guided by the 
fact that it is of direct concern to the interests o f all countries and 
peoples. In assessing the prospects for disarmament one must not 
ignore the existence in this world of forces opposing an easing of 
international tensions and the implementation of disarmament 
programmes. However, forces acting on behalf of the cause of 
peace and disarmament prevail over forces carrying out a policy 
aimed at increasing tensions and expanding the arms race.

Among the important events o f recent times in the field of 
disarmament which have had a positive influence on the improve
ment o f the political situation in the world we would like to cite 
the conclusion between the United States and the Soviet Union in 
May this year of a treaty limiting the anti-missile defence systems 
and the related provisional agreement on some measures in the 
field o f the limitation of strategic offensive weapons.^ These 
international instruments are an important practical step to halt 
the arms race. They are a weighty contribution to the establish
ment of general peace. For the first time in history quantitative 
and some qualitative limitations have been imposed on the most 
destructive types o f weapons.

•A/C.1/PV.1878, pp. 11-27.
^Ante, pp. 693-703.
^Ante, pp. 197-201,202-204.
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Of the events which occurred in the field of disarmament after 
the twenty-sixth session of the General Assembly it is necessary to 
point to the entry into force in May this year o f the treaty 
prohibiting the placing of nuclear weapons and other weapons of 
mass destruction on the sea-bed and ocean floor and the subsoil 
thereof* as well as the signing by about a hundred States of a 
convention prohibiting the development, production and stock
piling of bacteriological and toxin weapons and calling for their 
destruction.®

The entry into force of these international instruments into the 
ranks o f active international agreements are a positive factor in 
present-day international life. During this session of the General 
Assembly the First Committee must consider various matters: the 
complete prohibition of chemical weapons, cessation of all nuclear 
weapons tests and other measures of nuclear disarmament, the 
limitation of the nuclear arms race, general and complete 
disarmament, and other disarmament matters which are on the 
agenda of the Committee. Among the disarmament problems 
considered by the General Assembly and the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament, particular attention was devoted to 
the prohibition and liquidation o f chemical agents of warfare. This 
can be explained by the concern of States arising from the danger 
represented by the development and stockpiling, in the military 
arsenals of many countries o f the world, o f this weapon of mass 
destruction, namely, chemical weapons. For many years the 
socialist States consistently bent every effort to ensure the 
complete prohibition of bacteriological (biological) and chemical 
weapons and the liquidation o f their stocks.

As is weU known, in 1969 and 1970 these States introduced in 
the General Assembly a draft convention prohibiting the develop
ment, production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological 
(biological) weapons and calling for their destruction.* The 
initiative of the socialist countries was supported in the General 
Assembly and in the Conference of the Committee on Dis- 
^mament.

The simultaneous solution of the problem of the prohibition of 
chemical and bacteriological agents of warfare was not, however, 
supported by certain Western Powers. In order to get out of the 
existing impasse and to find the most realistic and practical 
methods of implementation, the socialist countries found it 
possible to agree to a stage-by-stage solution of the problem and, 
as a first step on this road, to prohibit only bacteriological and 
toxin weapons.

At present the task consists in achieving a solution of this 
problem as a whole—in other words, to prohibit the development, 
production and stockpiling of any type of chemical weapon.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 7-11.
^Ante, pp. 133-138.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 455-457; ibid., 1970, pp. 533-537.
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The Soviet side considers that the prohibition and liquidation of 
chemical weapons is an important and timely measure and that it 
is necessary to bend every effort to achieve an agreement on such a 
measure. In order to make successful progress towards the solution 
of this problem it is necessary to adopt a business-like approach, 
considering the matter on the basis o f a concrete draft agreement; 
and that was the objective of the socialist countries in introducing, 
on 28 March of this year, in the Conference of thê  Committee ort 
Disarmament a draft convention on the prohibition of the 
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and 
on their destruction.’

In the view of the Soviet Union, this draft can and must serve as 
an excellent basis for constructive and concrete talks on the 
matter of the full prohibition of chemical weapons. To solve this 
problem, it is necessary for States to show goodwill, to show their 
wiUingness to renounce chemical agents of warfee, to adopt 
political decisions to that end, for the prohibition of the 
production o f such weapons and the liquidation of all arsenals of 
them.

During the consideration of this problem in the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament much attention was devoted to 
defining the scope of the prohibition o f chemical weapons. The 
draft convention proposed by the sociaUst countries provides for 
the full prohibition of such weapons. As an approach to the 
solution of this problem of the scope of the prohibition, this draft 
puts forward the criterion of the objective.

The starting point for determining the scope of the prohibition 
must, in the view of the sponsors, be the objective for which 
chemical agents are designed. The criterion put forward by the 
socialist countries for determining what should fall under the 
prohibition is fully consonant with this task of working out a draft 
agreement providing for complete prohibition of all agents for 
chemical warfare. At the same time this criterion is the most 
practical, constructive and rational compared to the criteria for 
determining the scope of the prohibition put forward in the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament by other countries.

The following proposals were made for other criteria: the 
prohibition of chemical weapons on the basis of their level of 
toxicity; the use of general chemical formulae relating to certain 
types o f chemical agents; elaboration of a concrete nomenclature 
of chemical substances to be prohibited.

The advantage o f the criterion put forward by the socialist 
countries compared to the other criteria introduced in the debates 
in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament on the 
question of the prohibition of chemical weapons consists in the 
fact that it encompasses all types of chemical weapons, and, with 
other approaches, some types could remain outside the pale of 
prohibition.

Ante, pp. 120-125,
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Another important problem linked to that o f the complete 
prohibition of chemical weapons is the matter of control over 
observance by the parties to the agreement of obligations or 
undertakings, or, in other words, the guarantee that the agreement 
about such a prohibition will be carried out.

To solve this question, it seems essential to resort to a sensible 
combination o f national and international forms of control. As is 
well known, in the draft convention of the socialist States, 
national forms of control are provided for, just as is recourse to 
international procedures, including recourse to the Security 
Council and investigation by it.

The national forms of verification could, in our view, be carried 
out on the basis o f a unified programme which would un
doubtedly do away with any uncertainty in the solution of the 
question and also prevent any possible mistakes.

Thus the draft convention put forward by the socialist countries 
about the complete prohibition of chemical weapons is an 
excellent basis for talks on this problem. During the very useful 
debates in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
many delegations expressed interesting and concrete ideas deserv
ing full attention. We express the hope that future talks on this
matter will lead to a solution of the problem of the full
prohibition o f chemical agents of warfare.

The problem of nuclear disarmament is an important one, 
attracting the interest o f a wide circle of States. Cessation of the 
nuclear arms race is the general demand of all peoples. The 
solution of this problem wovild have a significant impact on 
developments in the international situation as a whole; it would 
contribute to strengthening trust in the world and to facilitating a 
solution of other disarmament problems.

The position of the USSR on this matter was exhaustively 
explained in documents o f the Twenty-Fourth Congress of the 
Communist Party of the USSR, which adopted a large-scale
programme of measures to put an end to the nuclear and
conventional arms race, measures whose implementation would 
pave the way for the prohibition of nuclear weapons and their 
elimination from the arsenals of States.

One of the matters relating to the limitation and cessation of the 
nuclear arms race is the prohibition of the use o f nuclear weapons. 
To this matter the Soviet Union has always attached fundamental 
importance.

At this session of the General Assembly the Soviet side has 
introduced proposals on resort to force in international relations 
and the permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons.® 
Those proposals will soon be considered in plenary meetings o f the 
General Assembly, when the Soviet delegation intends to clarify 
them to the fullest extent.

^Ante, p. 672.
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As members are aware, as a result of negotiations in the matter 
of the restriction and cessation of the nuclear arms race, several 
treaties have been completed, among them the Moscow Treaty 
prohibiting nuclear weapon tests in three environments;’ the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons;*” Treaties 
prohibiting the emplacement of nuclear and other types of 
weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed and ocean floor as 
well as in outer space. “  Those international instruments were the 
result o f significant efforts and lengthy negotiations. They were 
very carefully studied at sessions o f the General Assembly and 
were approved by it. They are an important contribution to 
solving the problem of limiting the nuclear arms race. The 
overwhelming majority of the States of the world are parties to 
them, as are practically all the non-aligned countries.

Agreements such as the Treaty prohibiting nuclear weapon tests 
and the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons were 
worked out and concluded pursuant to the initiative of States not 
possessing nuclear weapons. It is, however, necessary to point out 
that all these international instruments can effectively discharge 
the task entrusted to them only if they are international 
instruments that encompass all States, or at least the over
whelming majority o f States, and, in the first place, all nuclear and 
so-called neo-nuclear countries.

And yet it must be noted—and this has been pointed out by 
many delegations in the general debate—that not d l States by far 
and, particularly important, not all militarily important States 
have become parties to the agreements concluded in this field. 
There is not the slightest doubt, for instance, of the serious danger 
represented by the dissemination of nuclear weapons in the world 
and the acquisition of such weapons by a large number of States. 
Delay in giving full effect to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons could therefore have extremely negative 
consequences.

If the existing favourable conditions for putting an end to the 
dissemination of nuclear weapons are ignored, if the momentum is 
lost, what will be the result? The effectiveness of existing Treaties 
in llie field of disarmament is an important problem that should 
not be left outside the purview of the General Assembly.

Turning to other concrete measures in the field o f limiting and 
putting an end to the nuclear arms race, it is necessary to speak of 
the problem of the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. The 
Soviet side shares the concern of a large number of States in 
connexion with the absence of progress in the solution o f this 
problem. The Soviet Union is in favour of the complete cessation 
by all States and everywhere o f all nuclear weapon tests, including 
underground tests. Representatives of the Soviet Union have often 
 ^

^Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
^^Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
“ For the seabed treaty, see ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11. The outer-space treaty appears 

ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.



730 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1972

declared and explained that verification of respect for an 
agreement on the cessation of underground nuclear weapon tests 
must be carried out on the basis o f the use of national means of 
detection and identification.

The Soviet side is guided by the fact that present-day science 
and technology have attained such a level of development that 
they fully ensure the ability to verify the observance for such 
agreements. We note with satisfaction that the Soviet position on 
this matter is increasingly well understood by an ever larger 
number of States and the representatives o f various political and 
scientific circles. When this matter was discussed in the Committee 
on Disarmament stress was laid on the importance of international 
co-operation and the exchange of seismological data in controlling 
the cessation of underground nuclear weapon tests.

As we have said, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics is 
ready, within the framework of a treaty prohibiting underground 
nuclear tests, to undertake such co-operation if certain conditions 
are met. The Soviet side considers such co-operation to be an 
additional means of control over the fulfilment by States of their 
undertakings under such a treaty. At present, political decisions by 
States are required to put an end to underground nuclear weapon 
tests and tests in all environments by all States.

The Soviet Union attaches great importance to the Treaty 
prohibiting the emplacement on the sea-bed of weapons of mass 
destruction, especially nuclear weapons. At the same time, the 
Soviet side deems it essential to continue to seek ways and means 
of settling the problem of the full demilitarization o f the sea-bed 
in order to prevent the development of an arms race in that 
environment. A specific draft agreement on this matter was 
introduced by the Soviet Union in the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament in 1969.*^ That draft could serve as a 
basis for talks on this problem.

The limitation and cessation of the nuclear arms race are 
directly linked to regional measures in this field, such as the 
creation of nuclear-free zones—zones free of all nuclear weapons, 
national or foreign. The USSR supports the efforts o f States in 
this field. The Soviet side is guided by the fact that the creation of 
nuclear-free zones in various parts of the world is of great 
importance if we wish to do away with the threat of nuclear war 
and to limit the arms race, since this would be a practical step 
towards nuclear disarmament.

The Soviet Union considers that if we wish to strengthen peace, 
if we wish to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons, the 
obligation to create nuclear-free zones should be assumed not only 
by groups of States, whole continents or important geographical 
areas, but also by more limited groups of States and even by 
individual countries. In accepting this obligation, groups of States

1969, VV-112-113.
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or individual countries undertaking to transform their territories 
into nuclear-free zones must include conditions that would most 
effectively prevent the possibility of the emplacement or move
ment in transit of nuclear weapons and would do away with any 
possibility o f direct or indirect proliferation of nuclear weapons in 
such nuclear-free zones.

An important measure to ensure the abatement of international 
tensions as a whole would, in our view, be the liquidation of 
military bases and especially bases containing nuclear weapons or 
troops prepared to use them. The presence of such bases on the 
territories of foreign States is a dangerous threat for the countries 
which allowed the emplacement of nuclear weapons on their 
territories as well as for their neighbours. The existence of military 
bases, especially of nuclear bases, on foreign soil is a permanent 
source of military conflicts. In view of all this, the Soviet Union 
has many times put forward proposals to the effect that military 
bases on foreign soil should be liquidated, and at present we 
continue to insist on the need for the speediest possible solution 
of this extremely urgent problem. To a very large extent a more 
normal state of affairs in the world is predicated upon the solution 
of this problem

When considering the various disarmament problems one must 
not lose sight of the fundamental final objective which one must 
constantly bear in mind; general and complete disarmament. The 
Soviet Union, guided by the principles of the peace-loving Leninist 
foreign policy, is a firm advocate of the solution of this problem. 
The forward movements which have occurred in recent times in 
the international climate afford us some hope that we shall be able 
to achieve progress in partiial and in general disarmament prob
lems.

Before concluding its statement, the Soviet delegation would 
like to express its satisfaction at seeing the interest that Member 
States of the United Nations constantly evince in the matter of 
disarmament. This has been expressed in, among others, the 
general debate at the present session of the General Assembly. The 
overwhelming majority of the delegations which took part in the 
general debate devoted much attention to disarmament problems. 
Over 90 delegations spoke out on these matters. This is an 
expression of the concern of States at seeing the continuing arms 
race and their desire to put an end to the huge increase in 
conventional and nuclear arms and the military expenditures 
relating thereto.

To conclude, we should like to note that the debates in the 
First Committee on the matter of the convening of a world 
disarmament conference have been conducted in a constructive 
spirit. Some isolated voices were heard to cast a discordant note in 
the debates, going against the general trend. They belonged to 
several representatives who opposed the idea of that conference. 
They said nothing new. In its statement of 23 October the Soviet 
delegation, in the most exhaustive manner, replied to all their

505-954 0  -  74 -  48
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arguments, and now we do not deem it necessary to engage in 
polemics which might divert the attention of the Committee from 
the substance of the problem under consideration. The cessation 
of the arms race and achievement of disarmament is a realistic and 
most urgent question. The Soviet Union is in favour of reaching 
agreements to Umit the arms race and to achieve disarmament, 
agreements which would be in keeping with the principle of 
ensuring equal security to all States and which would not yield 
any unilateral advantages to anyone. Every step forward towards 
this important objective would be an inv^uable achievement for 
all the peoples o f the world, for all mankind. Given goodwill, we 
can achieve new and mutually acceptable agreements and thus 
ensure the establishment of a more stable and lasting peace on 
earth. It is because of that problem that the Soviet side, together 
with the other parties to the disarmament negotiations, will seek a 
solution of the problems that will lead towards the limitation of 
the arms race and its ending and lead towards disarmament.

Seven Nation Draft Resolution Introduced in the First Committee 
of the General Assembly: Implementation of the Results of the 
Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States, October 31, 1972^

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 2664 (XXV),^
Having considered the report of the International Atomic 

Energy Agency for the year 1971/72 (A/8774),
Aware of the steps taken in amending article VI of the statute 

of the International Atomic Energy Agency to expand the 
membership of the Board of Governors,

Noting that the International Atomic Energy Agency is carrying 
out a survey of the market for nuclear power in selected 
developing countries to assess the extent o f the market for various 
types and sizes of nuclear reactors.

Noting further the increase in the number of countries and 
international organizations participating in the International Nu
clear Information System and that the system is to operate in
1972 with full subject scope.

Noting with satisfaction that the International Atomic Energy 
Agency is continuing its efforts to ensure the supply to its member 
States, when required, of special fissionable materials, including 
materials for power reactors.

Taking note o f the increase in the target for voluntary 
contributions to the programme of technical assistance of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency to $US 3 million,

 ̂A/C.1/L.617, Oct. 31, 1972. The res. was sponsored by Austria, Belgium, Canada, 
Iran, Japan, Mexico, and the Netherlands. On Nov. 15 the original sponsors, joined by 
seven other nations-Argentina, Brazil, Denmark, Ireland, Italy, Sierra Leone, Spain- 
submitted a revised version (A/C. 1/L.617/Rev. 1), which was adopted by the G.A. as res. 
2931 (XXVII), posr, pp. 836-837.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 687-688.
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1. Expresses appreciation for the action taken by the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency on the recommendations o f the 
Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Director 
General o f the International Atomic Energy Agency the records of 
the twenty-seventh session o f the General Assembly relating to the 
recommendations o f the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon 
States;

3. Invites the International Atomic Energy Agency, in consulta
tion with the specialized agencies and other bodies concerned, to 
submit, in its annual report to the General Assembly, information 
on further action concerning the implementation of the results of 
the Conference o f Non-Nuclear-^Weapon States.

Brazilian Working Paper Submitted to the First Committee of the 
General Assembly: World Disarmament Conference, November 
1, 1972^

1. After carefully examining the different opinions expressed 
during the debates, the Brazilian delegation suggests that the 
following paragraphs be included in a draft resolution on the 
question of a world disarmament conference:

“The General Assembly,

Recalling resolution 2833 (XXVI) adopted on 16 December 
1971,2

Bearing in mind the Declaration on the Strengthening of 
International Security (resolution 2734 (XXV)), in particular, 
paragraphs 19 and 2 0 ,̂

Taking note of the report o f the Secretary-General (A/8817) 
containing communications received from Member States, as 
well as of the views expressed in the course of the present 
session on a world disarmament conference,

1. Decides to establish an ad hoc committee to implement 
the present resolution;

2. Requests the ad hoc committee;

(a) To consider the convening of a world disarmament 
conference in the light of the views expressed in the course of 
the present session;

(b) To make further efforts towards the harmonization of 
the different views regarding that matter;

'A/C.1/L.618, Nov. 1,1972.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 909-910.
® General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-fifth Session, Supplement No. 28 

(A/8028), pp. 22-24.
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(c) After having successfully completed the above-mentioned 
tasks, to initiate preparatory work as regards the procedures for 
the convening of the conference;

(d) Report to the General Assembly for further steps;

3. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its 
twenty-eighth session an item entitled ‘World Disarmament 
Conference’.”

2 . This ad hoc committee should be composed of
_____________members, including all nuclear-weapon States, all
members of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
and a number of other Member States sufficient to ensure the 
strict observance of the principle of equitable geographical 
representation. The President of the General Assembly should be 
entrusted with the task o f appointing the members of the ad hoc 
committee.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Malik) to the General
Assembly: Non-use of Force and Prohibition of Nuclear
Weapons, November 2, 1972^

The twenty-seventh session of the General Assembly, in plenary 
meetings, recently concluded the discussion of, and today must 
take a decision on, the extremely important international pohtical 
question of the implementation of the Declaration on decoloniza
tion adopted, as we know, at the fifteenth session on the initiative 
of the Soviet Union, supported by the socialist countries and the 
overwhelming majority o f all other States Members of the United 
Nations.^

In the course o f this discussion, in which more than 50 
delegations took part, the principal focus of attention was the 
question of liquidation of the last remaining bulwarks of colonial 
domination in Africa and the freeing of the African peoples of 
Angola, Mozambique, Zimbabwe, Namibia and Guinea (Bissau) 
from the oppression of colonialism, neo-colonialism, racism and 
imperialism. In this regard the delegation of the USSR warmly 
congratulates primarily the delegations of the African States and 
all their sincere friends upon the successful conclusion of the 
consideration o f this item.

We, the Soviet peoples, are proud of the fact that for many 
years now, both in the United Nations and outside it, the USSR 
firmly and unswervingly has been waging an active struggle, 
alongside the States of Africa, Asia and Latin America, for the 
freedom and national liberation of peoples. This is one of those 
important international questions in the solution of which the

•A/PV.2078, pp. 2-27.
’General Assembly Official Records: Fifteenth Session, Supplement No. 16 

(A/4684), vol. I, pp. 66-67.



MALIK STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 2 735

Soviet Union and the majority of the countries of Africa, Asia and 
Latin America are firm, consistent and faithful friends and allies.

There are a number o f other international questions on which 
the positions of the USSR, the other socialist countries and all 
peace loving States, which constitute the overwhelming majority 
of the United Nations, fully coincide or are virtually identical. 
Among such questions we attach primary importance to the 
extremely important question of our day, that of the strengthen
ing of international peace and security. Peace is necessary for the 
peoples o f aU countries in order to raise their standard of living 
just as air is necessary to the life of man and all living creatures on 
earth, and we, the representatives of the Soviet Union, are also 
proud of the fact that in this extremely important matter of today 
we are the friends and allies of all these countries and their 
peoples. It is precisely in the light of this that the Soviet Union is 
doing everything in its power, along with the other countries, to 
strengthen peace.

These highly humanitarian purposes guide the Soviet Union in 
bringing before the United Nations for its consideration the 
questions of the strengthening of international security, the 
convening of an international disarmament conference with the 
participation of all States, and the non-use of force in inter
national relations and permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear 
weapons.

Today the General Assembly is proceeding to consider the 
proposals of the Soviet Union on the non-use of force in 
international relations and the permanent prohibition of the use of 
nuclear weapons. The very fact that the General Assembly has 
decided to discuss this question at its plenary meetings reflects the 
recognition by the overwhelming majority of Member States of 
the United Nations of the primary significance, important topi
cality and extreme acuity o f this question. We see in this a 
coinciding o f the views of the States Members o f the United 
Nations with regard to the fact that this precise question in the 
present international circumstances is a major question and one 
that should occupy one of the central places in the work of the 
twenty-seventh session o f the General Assembly.

The position of the Soviet Union on this question has been set 
forth in detail in the letter addressed to the Secretary-General in 
document A/8793 and in the statement in the general debate at 
the present session of the General Assembly delivered by the 
Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union, Mr. Gromyko.^ Also, our 
draft resolution on this item has been submitted in document 
A/L.676.'^ In today’s statement, the Soviet delegation intends to 
set forth some additional considerations in the light of the fact of 
what was said by other delegations, both in the course o f the 
general debate and in the course o f the preliminary exchange of

^Ante, pp. 659-672.
*Ante, p. 672.
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views on this subject with the representatives of many States. In 
putting forth the question of the non-use of force in international 
relations and the permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear 
weapons, the Soviet Government has been guided by its consistent 
peace loving foreign policy line and has proceeded on the basis of 
the need to undertake new major international action in the 
struggle for the strengthening of peace and international security 
and the bridling o f imperialist aggressors.

To confirm the refusal to have recourse to force or the threat of 
force as a law of international life and to attain the permanent 
prohibition of nuclear weapons and other forms of weapons of 
mass destruction is a task that constitutes an organic part o f the 
Soviet peace programme which was approved at the twenty-fourth 
congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, and which 
the Soviet Union has been implementing unswervingly and 
consistently in its practical activities in the international arena and 
in its bilateral relations with other States. The initiative of the 
Soviet Union with regard to the non-use of force in international 
relations and permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear 
weapons has been undertaken at this moment by no mere 
accident. Right now, when the trend towards a relaxation of 
international tensions is becoming more profound than ever before 
during the post-war period, when we can glimpse progress in a 
limitation of the arms race, we find that there is an accumulation 
of appropriate and more favourable prerequisites for the resolving 
of such a large-scale, global task as the exclusion from inter
national relations o f the use o f force in violation of the Purposes 
and Principles o f the Charter in the past and, we hope, forever. We 
shall dispel the sad memory of the cold war period, which 
determined international development and relations for many 
years. Without exaggeration it is possible to say that at the present 
time the Leninist idea o f the peaceful coexistence of States with 
different social systems has not only triumphed, but actually is 
transforming itself into an international, binding legal formula and 
is becoming enshrined in the mutual relations between States 
belonging to different social systems.

This affects many States. The principle of peaceful coexistence 
has become a sound foundation and an important international 
norm in relations between the Soviet Union and France, and the 
high level of these relations should serve as an example for the 
application in practice of this principle. As a result of the 
Soviet-United States summit talks at Moscow the parties achieved 
agreement on the application of the principle of peaceful 
coexistence as the only possible basis for relations in our nuclear 
age. Recently this principle was reflected in the Soviet-Iranian and 
Soviet-Italian documents connected with the visits to our country 
of the Shah-in-Shah of Iran and His Excellency the Prime Minister 
of Italy.

The improvement, normalization and the establishment of good 
and friendly relations among States with different social systems,
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the elimination from these relations of all that has darkened and 
complicated them over a period of many years—and in a number 
of cases is still exercising a negative effect on those relations—the 
development of all kinds of different mutually advantageous and 
enriching relations and contacts in different areas, and the putting 
into effect the practice o f consultations among States on 
international questions—consultations instead of confronta
tions—all this is serving to lay the foundation for a complete 
restructuring of international relations on such a basis as would 
correspond with the interests of peace, the strengthening of 
international security and would be in keeping with the purposes, 
principles and ideils o f the Charter, one of whose major 
requirements is that States Members of the United Nations should 
live in peace with one another as good neighbours.

These processes have become deeper and broader on the 
continent of Europe, although even here a great deal remains to be 
done. The coming into force of the treaties between the Soviet 
Union and Poland with the Federal Republic of Germany,® the 
foundation of which is the renunciation of the threat of force or 
its use and the firm commitment to observe now and in the future 
the inviolability of the present frontiers, not only consolidates the 
basis of peace in Europe, but throu^out the world and signifies a 
breakthrough from tension to a relaxation of tensions on the 
continent where the conflagration of the last two world wars 
broke out. On the practical plane, we are now in the process of 
preparing a pan European conference on questions of security and 
co-operation which is designed to crown the positive results which 
it has been possible to achieve on the path towards the 
strengthening of peace and the development o f co-operation in 
Europe, so that we can now make Europe a true continent of 
peace and transform relations among its States, placing them on a 
basis of mutual understanding and trust.

The idea of the need to ensure security in Asia is also beginning 
to gain ground. The Soviet Union has put forward, as we know, 
the proposal to ensure security in Asia on a collective basis which 
would equally serve the interest of security o f all Asian States and 
would be based upon such principles as the renunciation of the use 
of force in relations between States, respect for the sovereignty 
and inviolability of frontiers, non-intervention in internal affairs 
and broad development of economic and other kinds o f co-opera- 
tion on the basis o f total equality and mutual advantage. The 
Soviet Union is ready to co-operate with all States in order to 
establish collective security in Asia.

These positive tendencies in world development are meeting 
with literally universal approval, and this was demonstrated by the 
statements o f the heads of delegations of States Members of the

®The Soviet-Geinian treaty appears in Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 
403^04. For the Polish-German treaty, see Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
Documents on Germany, 1944-1970 (Com. print, 92d Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 884-885.
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United Nations in the course of the general debate at the present 
session of the General Assembly. With rare exceptions—one might 
even boldly say with only one exception—practically all the Heads 
of State have welcomed the present process of relaxation of 
international tension and a break-through from tension to its 
relaxation and have stressed that this is in keeping with the 
aspirations and requirements o f aU the peoples of the world.

In order to achieve these first initial positive moves forward in 
the international situation, a stubborn struggle has been necessary 
and also concentrated and consistent efforts by the socialist 
community and many other peace-loving States. Although a 
relaxation of international tension is visible and realistic, it is 
apparent that so far we have only begun to set out along the path. 
There still remains to be done much more than has been done so 
far. In the circumstances which are being developed at the present 
time, it is becoming ever more important, for example, first to 
confirm the success that has already been achieved in the 
relaxation of international tension and, secondly, to take new 
further steps to promote the elimination of existing acute 
international conflicts and to create the conditions which would 
prevent new hotbeds o f tension and war from developing.

Now it is particularly important to consolidate and make 
ever-stronger and more perceptible progress towards a relaxation 
of tension. The United Nations cannot stand aside when the road 
leads towards the development of contemporary international 
relations, a process which is taking place under the sign of the 
recognition of the need to renounce the use of force and to 
implement the principles o f peaceful coexistence. In our view, the 
most important task of the Organization, and particularly of the 
General Assembly o f the United Nations, is that it should make its 
own weighty contribution to the development of efforts to 
increase a relaxation of international tension and contribute 
towards the all-round development of co-operation among States 
and the strengthening of peace and international security.

It is precisely this purpose which is pursued by the Soviet 
proposal with regard to the renunciation of the use of force in 
international relations and the permanent prohibition of the use of 
nuclear weapons.

In putting forward the proposal on the non-use of force in 
international relations and the permanent prohibition of the use of 
nuclear weapons, the Soviet Union has not sought and does not 
seek any advantage for itself. Our proposal is not directed against 
anyone or against anyone’s interests. It is a constructive, positive 
initiative. It is a basis, a beginning which is in keeping with the 
vital important interests of aU peoples. States and the whole of 
mankind.

The adoption by all States Members of the United Nations of a 
solemn declaration and the obligation not to use force in 
international relations and to prohibit permanently the use of 
nuclear weapons will be a further step towards ridding mankind of
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the horrors of war and the fear of a nuclear catastrophe. This is 
not a step of local character affecting only a certain individual 
region of the world or any individual group of States but a step 
involving global, broad international action embracing the whole 
world in which aU States would take part, including the nuclear 
Powers and also other States which possess a considerable military 
potential.

Of course the world is still faced with acute problems, 
engendered by the aggressive policy o f certain Powers and by the 
resistance o f those forces that want to reverse the course of 
history and halt the process of relaxation of international tension.

In the Ught o f this, the timeliness o f the item raised by the 
Soviet Union lies in the fact that the United Nations has dealt an 
international political blow against the forces of aggression, 
imperiahsm and colonialism. If members ponder the essence o f  
any of the problems which have led to international complications 
and difficulties and focus their attention on what actually directly 
engenders military danger and the unleashing of military conflicts, 
they cannot fail to come to the conclusion that it is the use of 
force by certain States against others for the purpose o f territorial 
annexation and in order to enslave peoples and establish over them 
one’s own domination, in other words, for annexationist purposes 
and for purposes o f conquest. This has been true- so far and it 
remains true today.

The sharp edge of the Soviet proposal is designed to act against 
every means o f aggression, including aggression with the use of 
nuclear weapons. This is the very core of the Soviet proposal. 
Therefore, all those who oppose acts of aggression, arbitrary rulfe, 
the use o f armed force for the purposes o f aggression, and the 
suppression by force of the struggle of peoples for freedom and 
independence, cannot fail to support this proposal of the Soviet 
Union.

Of course we cherish no illusions that all the General Assembly 
need do is to adopt a resolution renouncing the use of force and 
imposing a permanent prohibition on the use of nuclear weapons 
for all the difficulties existing in the world to disappear at one 
stroke. However, it is quite clear that the determined application 
by all States of the principle of the renunciation of the use of 
force, which would embrace all forms of armaments, both nuclear 
and conventional, would be an effective way to eliminate existing 
conflicts and hotbeds of war, and lead to a prevention of the 
recurrence o f wars and armed conflicts among States.

In operative paragraph 1 of the Soviet draft resolution* 
provision is made for a solemn declaration by the General 
Assembly, on behalf of the States Members of the Organization, 
on the renunciation, in accordance with the United Nations 
Charter, of the use or threat o f force in international relations and 
the permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear, weapons. This is a 
  \ ^

 ̂Ante, p. 672.
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brief formula for peace and security which will be clear to every 
inhabitant o f our planet. This provision flows from the funda
mental principles enshrined in the United Nations Charter, in 
which, as a major purpose, there is proclaimed the need “to save 
succeeding generations from the scourge of war.”’ For the sake of 
this noble purpose, the United Nations itself was actually founded. 
All Members o f the United Nations have assumed, in accordance 
with the Charter, the obligation to refrain in their international 
relations from the threat or use o f force against both the territorial 
integrity and the political independence of any State or in any 
other manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United 
Nations.

This principle has in recent years been repeatedly uttered and 
reiterated and has become enshrined in a whole series of 
declarations and decisions unanimously adopted by States Mem
bers of the United Nations. In this connexion we cannot fail to 
remind members o f such recently adopted instruments as the 
Declaration on the Strengthening of International Security,® the 
Declaration on Principles of International Law concerning 
Friendly Relations and Co-operation among States’ and the 
Declaration on the Occasion of the Twenty-fifth Anniversary of 
the United Nations.*®

It is only in conditions of peace which, free from the permanent 
threat o f military conflict and clashes, from a sword of Damocles 
hanging over mankind, from the fear of nuclear catastrophe, that 
we can possibly conceive of a flourishing, healthy, normal, 
economic development o f States, a normal life for the people, and 
a raising of the standard of living of peoples. The adoption and the 
implementation in practice of the renunciation for ever of the use 
of force in international relations and the use of nuclear weapons 
would be in keeping with the long-term interests of peoples and 
States.

It is also necessary to stress that the adoption by the General 
Assembly of the United Nations of a decision in accordance with 
the Soviet proposal would, first and foremost, serve the interests 
of a majority of States, particularly the small and medium-sized 
States, which most of all really need reliable international 
guarantees o f protection against the threat of force or the use of 
force on the part of certain aggressive countries which are still 
trying to rely on the use of naked force in international relations.

It is precisely the small and medium-sized States which would 
stand to gain most from the approval by the General Assembly, 
and then by the Security Council, o f the proposals put forward by 
the Soviet Union. The adoption by the General Assembly of the 
draft resolution proposed by the Soviet Union on the renunciation

’ Preamble to the Charter.
* General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-fifth Sessioriy Supplement No. 28 

(A/8028), pp. 22-24.
’ /Wd.,.p. 121. .

^^Ibid., pp. 3-5.
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of the use o f force in international relations and the permanent 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons would also serve that 
process of inculcating in international relations the principle of the 
prohibition of the use of force, which is being realized in the actual 
practice of mutual relations among many States. It would be a 
good incentive for many other States too.

As a result an international situation would arise that would be 
new in many respects, in which any relations among States with 
different social systems other than those based on peaceful 
coexistence would be excluded and would be unthinkable; it 
would be a situation in which all countries would resolve 
controversial questions by peaceful means only.

There would also be a radical improvement with regard to the 
whole system of international relations, and the solution of the 
fundamental problems of the present day woiild be greatly 
facilitated. The essence of the Soviet proposal, o f course, is not 
simply a confirmation of the principles of the United Nations 
Charter, although such a confirmation is applicable to any given 
concrete situations or circumstances, as experience has shown. 
This often has quite a considerable positive effect, and the United 
Nations quite often in its decisions has confirmed the principles of 
the Charter.

In this regard we cannot fail to take into account the fact that, 
despite the obligations of States to observe the United Nations 
Charter, the use of force, in defiance of the provisions of the 
Charter, is something that still occurs. As a result o f this and as a 
result o f the aggressive actions of certain States, for many years 
now human blood has been shed not only on the battlefields but 
also far in the rear, where we find that there has been destruction 
of material goods, the imique creations of human culture and 
civilization, produced by the toil and sweat o f many generations.

The Soviet proposal makes more concrete, as applicable to the 
present stage o f development of international relations, the 
relevant Articles and provisions of the United Nations Charter. 
The Soviet draft resolution not only contains a general provision 
with regard to the renunciation o f the use of force in international 
relations, but also includes a provision on the prohibition at the 
same time and on a permanent basis o f the use of nuclear 
weapons. It is proposed that there be a merging of these two 
extremely important questions o f the present day: that is to say, a 
general prohibition of the use o f force in international relations 
and at the same time a firm decision, mutually binding on all 
States, prohibiting for ever the use of nuclear weapons.

The threat o f nuclear war has long been recognized by 
practically all States and responsible political leaders. It has been 
noted and acknowledged dso in United Nations documents. 
Cogent and well-founded conclusions on this score are contained 
in the well-known report on the consequences of the possible use 
of nuclear weapons prepared by a group of eminent scientists from 
different countries and unanimously approved by the General
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Assembly of the United Nations. Only opponents of the renuncia
tion of the use of force in international relations can deny this 
universally recognized truth. If the provision of the Soviet draft 
resolution on the permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear 
weapons is compared with the proposal on the renunciation of the 
fiist use of nuclear weapons, which in its very substance admits 
the possibility of the use of that highly destructive weapon of 
mass destruction even if only as a second or third user of it, then 
the imchallengeable nature of the advantages of the Soviet 
approach will become ever clearer and more obvious.

The obligation to renounce for all time the use of nuclear 
weapons within the framework of a general renunciation of the use 
of force in international relations would be an important step 
towards the elimination of the threat of nuclear war and would 
have a tremendous political and moral significance for the peoples 
of the whole world. It would facilitate, too, further efforts 
towards the attainment of nuclear disarmament; that is, the 
cessation of production and the total destruction of all stockpiles 
of nuclear weapons.

So far as the Soviet Union is concerned, everyone is very well 
aware that immediately after the appearance of nuclear weapons it 
took the lead in the struggle to prohibit and eliminate those 
weapons. The USSR has been waging a tireless battle and will in 
the future consistently, firmly and unswervingly continue that 
struggle for the cessation of the arms race, nuclear disarmament, 
and disarmament right up to complete and total disarmament. The 
struggle for the cessation of the arms race in both nuclear and 
conventional weapons and in favour of general and complete 
disarmament, as was stressed by the Secretary-General of the 
Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, 
Comrade Brezhnev, in his report to the Twenty-Fourth Congress 
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union," will continue to 
be one of the most important aspects of the foreign policy 
activities of the Communist Party o f the Soviet Union and of the 
Soviet State.

It would also be wrong to lose sight of another danger, which is 
connected with the development of so-called conventional forms 
of weaponry. Their great variety and power, their deadly force, 
have increased many-fold in comparision with the period of the 
Second World War. In the past quarter of a century nuclear 
weapons have not been used in armed conflicts, but who is 
unaware of the many victims and the colossal destruction which 
have resulted from the use of conventional weapons. The example 
of Viet-Nam alone enables us to realize this. Bombardment by 
contemporary so-called conventional bombs has assumed such 
dimensions and proportions that in order to measure their 
destructive effect the same criteria are being used as were used in 
assessing the destructive effect of powerful nuclear weapons.

Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 195-197.
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The aggression that has been going on throughout the post-war 
period has been carried out exclusively with the use of normal 
weapons. But now, peoples which are struggling against colonial 
oppression, including the African peoples, are becoming the 
victims of the use o f precisely those conventional weapons. Israeli 
aggression against the Arab States and the national liberation 
movements of the Arab peoples has also been carried out, as is 
well known, by conventional weapons.

Therefore, the actual state of affairs dictates the need to solve 
the question of the non-use o f force in international relations and 
the question of the permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear 
weapons as part of a tight organic chain and to view these two 
questions as a single, indissoluble whole. The universality of the 
approach of the Soviet Union towards the solution of these 
contemporary problems with such tremendous significance—that is 
to say, the linking of the prohibition of recourse to the use of 
force in all its forms, in violation of the United Nations Charter, in 
the mutual relations between States, with the prohibition of the 
use o f nuclear weapons—is an essentially new and a particularly 
important element in the Soviet proposal. It is precisely that 
approach, precisely the prohibition of the use of force in 
international relations, by means of any forms of weaponry, which 
puts all States on an equal footing, strengthens the security of 
each of them and does not give any of them one-sided advantages 
or military advantages. This affects aU States regardless of their 
location, the size of their territory and population and their 
military or economic power and regardless of whether they possess 
nuclear weapons.

The need for a joint, combined decision on the questions of the 
renunciation of the use of force in international relations and on 
the non-use of nuclear weapons is also supported by the 
experience already acquired by many Member States. In the 
United Nations attempts have been made more than once to solve 
these problems in isolation from each other. But so far an 
effective solution has not been found. The opponents of the 
non-use o f force among States, and those who resist the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons and who are in favour 
of the continuation o f the arms race, are making attempts to 
distort the substance of this new Soviet proposal in the United 
Nations. An allegation is being disseminated, for example, that 
this Soviet proposal is designed to ensure the renunciation of all 
use of force. But there is not a grain of truth in that kind of 
interpretation; in fact, the situation is quite different.

The Soviet proposal is not about the prohibition or renuncia
tion of the use of force without any discrimination. It provides for 
the prohibition o f the uses of force among States in international 
relations that are contradictory to and out of keeping with the 
United Nations Charter. The obligation of States to renounce the 
use of force in relations with other States in no way whatsoever 
affects their right, recognized and entrenched in Article 51 of the
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United Nations Charter, to individual and collective self-defence. 
This obligation would also strengthen the right to defend oneself 
against aggression, to use all necessary means in the struggle for 
the elimination of the consequences of aggression, in those cases 
where it had already been committed and where the aggressor was 
attempting to enjoy the fruits o f his aggression. The right to fight 
against the consequences of aggression flows directly from the 
principle recognized by the United Nations that the territory of a 
State cannot be acquired by another State as a result of the threat 
of force or the use of force. That principle was approved by the 
Security Council in 1967 and, in a more developed form, by the 
General Assembly in 1970 at its twenty-fifth session, in the 
Declaration on the Strengthening of International Security and in 
the Declaration on Friendly Relations and Co-operation among 
States.

Accordingly, no one can cast any doubt on the inalienable 
rights o f States and peoples which have fallen victim to aggression 
to resist the aggressor by all necessary means, and in this regard we 
have made a direct reference to examples which are before all of 
us—Indo-China and the Middle East. Nor would the renunciation 
of the use o f force in international relations in any way limit the 
rights o f the peoples o f colonial countries to fight for their 
national freedom and. independence and to restore and confirm 
their sovereignty by the use of all necessary means which may be 
required in such a fight. It is well known that the legitimacy of the 
struggle of the colonial peoples for their freedom and inde
pendence has been acknowledged and confirmed by repeated 
decisions of the Security Council and the General Assembly both 
in the form of the recognition of a general principle granting this 
right o f all colonial peoples to undertake such a struggle and in the 
form o f the recognition of the legitimacy of the struggle of the 
peoples o f individual colonial Territories, and particularly the 
peoples of Zimbabwe, Angola, Mozambique, Namibia and Guinea 
(Bissau).

In other words, the proposal of the Soviet Union not only is not 
in contradiction with previous decisions of the United Nations, 
but takes them into account and flows from them. That is the 
answer I give to those who have attempted to distort the essence 
and content o f the proposal of the Soviet Union, which pursues 
the sole and exclusive purpose o f ensuring international peace and 
security and sparing the peoples war and the threat of nuclear war.

Now we should like to make a few points in connexion with 
operative paragraph 2 of the Soviet draft resolution on this item. 
It has given rise to certain doubts on the part of certain 
delegations. We should like to dispel these doubts and give some 
explanations. This paragraph of the Soviet proposal is designed to 
give the General Assembly declaration on the non-use of force and 
the permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons the 
maximum and—if one may say so—universal United Nations 
effectiveness and international legal force.
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The Soviet Union considers it advisable especially to provide in 
the draft resolution on this question that measures would be taken 
so that no State could avoid strict observance of the United 
Nations declaration on the non-use of force and the permanent 
prohibition of the use o f nuclear weapons. The United Nations 
Charter contains provisions and procedures which provide for the 
possibility—by means of a special, official decision of the Security 
Council—of binding force being speedily given to such declarations 
of the General Assembly in accordance with Article 25 o f the 
Charter.

All o f us often talk about the possibilities in the United Nations 
Charter which are still unexplored and unused. Well, this is one of 
those possibilities. This procedure has not yet been used in the 
actual practice of the United Nations, but that certainly does not 
mean that we cannot use it, particularly because what we are 
talking about here is the implementation and development of one 
of the most important, universally acknowledged principles of 
international law, one of the fundamental, decisive postulates of 
the United Nations Charter.

The procedure proposed by the Soviet Union is fully in keeping 
with the United Nations Charter and in no way encroaches on the 
prerogatives of the General Assembly. It is precisely the General 
Assembly which would first consider this important international 
question and it is precisely the General Assembly which would 
make an appropriate recommendation to the Security Council on 
the basis of the view and wishes o f all Member States o f the 
United Nations. The Security Council would act in this case in 
accordance with its rights and prerogatives as the principal organ 
of the United Nations, responsible for maintaining and ensuring 
international peace and security.

The question of the concrete form in which the Security 
Council might render its official decision on such an important 
subject falUng within its competence is not difficult to resolve. It 
would be possible to hold special consultations on this question in 
the Security Council. In this regard, the Soviet Union has already 
put forward the view that meetings of the Security Council for 
these purposes should be convened at the level of members of 
government or other particularly authorized and empowered 
representatives. The Soviet Union will be ready to take part in the 
convening and work of such meetings of the Security Council. For 
the implementation of such an important historic international 
political action we are ready to combine our efforts with those of 
other permament members and members of the Security Council, 
upon which the United Nations Charter confers primary responsi
bility for the maintenance of international peace and security.

My delegation notes with satisfaction that the position of the 
Soviet Union is shared by the countries of the socialist common
wealth which are Members of the United Nations, the German 
Democratic Republic and many other States which have given a



746 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1972

positive reception to this initiative of the USSR designed further to 
strengthen international peace and security.

The Soviet draft resolution is set out in extremely simple, 
compressed and concrete form; and that, we are deeply convinced, 
has great merits and advantages, because all States, the whole of 
world public opinion, will find the sense and purport of the 
resolution adopted by the General Assembly abundantly clear.

We consider that it would be wrong to burden the preamble and 
the operative part of this draft resolution on the item under 
consideration with verbose formulations and provisions which- 
would only serve to complicate and becloud the essence of the 
matter. '

The delegation of the USSR appeals, in all sincerity and in a 
spirit o f good will, to the delegations of all States Members of the 
United Nations to continue, as thoroughly as possible and with a 
feeling o f the high responsibility that they bear towards the 
peoples o f their own countries and to mankind as a whole, a 
careful study of the Soviet draft resolution on this important 
international question, to make it the subject of a profound and 
comprehensive discussion and to take, on the basis o f the Soviet 
draft resolution, a decision expressing the firm and unswerving will 
of all States Members of the International Organization to put an 
end to the use o f force in relations between States, in defiance of 
the United Nations Charter, and permanently to prohibit the use 
of nuclear weapons. This would be one of the most w ei^ ty  
contributions ever made throu^out the United Nations existence 
towards eliminating the threat of war in general and nuclear war in 
particular.

The Soviet delegation appeals for a constructive discussion of 
this proposal and an exchange o f views in a spirit of co-operation 
and mutual understanding which will lead to the adoption by the 
twenty-seventh session of the General Assembly o f a decision that 
would serve the interests o f all States, all peoples and the whole of 
mankind.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Myrdal) to the First
0>mmittee of the General A^embly, November 2, 1972*

In my statement today I intend to deal broadly with agenda 
items 26 and 30 (a) and (c), as well as 31 and 32.

On the very urgent issue of disarmament, intensive and 
sustained negotiations have now gone on in the Conference o f the 
Committee on Disarmament for 11 years since the memorable 
agreement on the Zorin-McQoy principles.^ These principles were

> A/C.1/PV.1882, pp. 2&43.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
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accepted as guides to what was intended to be a rapid advance 
towards general and complete disarmament.

In several of the statements in this Committee this year, 1972, 
we have listened to an enumeration of treaties and agreements 
which are called “important” or even “historical”. This might give 
an outsider the impression that disarmament has been steadily 
progressing, although admittedly by partial measures. But in fact 
no real disarmament has been achieved. The world has seen no 
decrease in arsenals, nor even any levelling off o f the competitive 
arms race. There is only one real disarmament measure which has 
been translated into action and that is the militarily not very 
significant but nevertheless encouraging one by the United States 
to eliminate biological and toxin weapons from its arsenals—a 
decision that was not elaborated through negotiations but taken 
vmilaterally in 1969,^ and later followed by an international 
Convention.^ How far similar steps have been t^ en  by other 
governments is not known.

To get a fair assessment of the so-called achievements in the 
disarmament field we should turn to parties which are interested 
but non-aligned. I wish for this purpose to refer to the pessimistic 
statement by the representative of Argentina on 24 October. The 
Ust of what has not been achieved is conspicuously confirmed 
when we read the meagre content o f the report of the Committee 
on Disarmament this year (A/8818).® It is therefore natural that 
we should look anxiously for some means to open a new chapter. I 
intend to discuss the world disarmament conference, item 26, 
against this background o f near-despondency.

But let me first invite my colleagues to look beyond the 
technical confines o f disarmament as a routine issue, with such 
and such subitems. We will then find, first, that it is less of a 
technical military problem and more o f a deeply political one. 
And, secondly, we will find that what we now witness is a process 
of seemingly unrelenting militarization of our world. The core of 
the disarmament problem is whether present developments really 
pave the way for more peace or for more war.

The opinion is often voiced that disarmament agreements, even 
if admittedly modest, have contributed to lessening political 
tension. I believe that the opposite thesis might well be more vahd. 
Thus, the 1963 Moscow agreement on a partial test ban® did not 
lead to, but was probably rather the result of, such a relaxation of 
tensions after the Cuban [crisis]. Neither would we dare to state 
that the new Moscow agreements were the cause of—they were 
more likely the effect of—recent tendencies towards rapproche
ment between the United States and the Soviet Union. However— 
and this I want to stress as a hopeful augury—the tendency 
towards rapprochement between those two big Powers, and also

ibid., 1969, pp. 592-593.
*Ante, pp. 133-138.
^Ante, pp. 626-652.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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the similar development between the United States and China, 
may indicate that we are ante portas to a new period of positive 
efforts. If, in addition, the war in Indochina should stop, there 
would be a momentum which we must not lose.

But we should then also fully grasp how many issues are 
interconnected with the arms race, as it has such wide political, 
economic and also ethical ramifications. We must become pre
pared to reduce the freedom to wage war and the opportunities to 
prepare for war by introducing curbs from many different sides.

In order that we may recognize the true nature of the arms race, 
with its disruptive effects in many fields, I wish to run through 
briefly a kind of “catalogue of sins”, per se well known to all of 
us.

First, the arms race is depleting resources, utilizing for purposes 
of destruction what should be used for constructive purposes. The 
figure of $200,000 million annually is often repeated. Details of 
the waste it entails are to be found in last year’s illuminating 
report o f the United Nations experts on the economic and social 
consequences o f the arms race and of military expenditures 
(A/8469).’

Second, the arms race is interfering in a disastrous way with 
development, especially by monopolizing to such an extent 
research capabilities. It deprives the poor multitudes of mankind 
of their just demands for a better future, in which their 
development would be effectively spurred on, as it could be, by a 
wiser use o f the ingenious powers of the human brain. Of the 
misdirection of science and technology caused by the arms race, 
chapter and verse are given in another United Nations report, on 
disarmament and development, to be published shortly, by a 
group of experts over which I had the honour to preside.® Military 
research takes the lion’s share of the world’s research expendi
tures—approximately $25,000 million out of $60,000 million 
annually—while, for instance, to medical research is devoted no 
more than some $6,000 million. In an annex to that report there 
will also be found an interesting list o f development-oriented 
civilian research projects that might be taken in hand for 
redeployment of scientific personnel released by specific disarma
ment measures. To give one example: with nuclear disarmament 
more than 2 0 ,0 0 0  nuclear scientists and engineers could become 
available, some of whom might be assigned to assist the peaceful 
nuclear programmes of developing countries. Facts Hke these on 
the rivalism between disarmament and development should be 
brought forward whenever the United Nations discusses develop
ment strategy.

Third, the arms race and the acquisition of more and more arms 
contribute also to a strengthening of the military element in the

’’Ibid., 1971, pp. 644-686.
^Disarmament and Development: Report of the Group of Experts on the Economic 

and Social Consequences o f Disarmament (ST/ECA/174).
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domestic affairs of many countries. We should recall that, if 
dictators and oppressors have power, it is on their arms that they 
rely. Questions of arms and disarmament should be given greater 
attention whenever we discuss colonialism, apartheid, human 
rights, refugees, and many such aspects of our imperfect civi
lization.

Fourthly, the exports of arms to various parts of the world, 
whether as sales or as grants, are perpetuating the preparedness for 
hostilities between nations; often they are directly pushing local 
conflicts into conflagrations. Reports, for instance, on the arms 
trade with the third world give much information on this score. 
Therefore, problems o f arms and of disarmament should rightly be 
given a more important place in our deliberations on ongoing 
conflicts in various regions o f the world.

Those four points are but some examples of how the armaments 
race is escalating its invidious effects on the state o f world affairs 
—even if the arms are not used. But today I want to broaden the 
perspective also to what happens when peace and disarmament 
efforts fail so dismally that the weapons are actually used. In this 
respect also we find the trends to be threatening. While we wait 
complacently for disarmament to happen, an escalation is taking 
place in terms o f actual acts of war—and this with the use of 
so-called conventional weapons. The representative o f the United 
States, Ambassador Bush, was right in stressing in his opening 
speech that we must begin to giv^a much greater share o f our 
attention to them.’

I turn now to my fifth point. Armed attacks in our day tend to 
be more massively devastating than ever before. To the escalation 
of costs—which I mentioned under my first point—corresponds a 
frightening escalation in military destructiveness. Science and 
technology are directed into a qualitative arms race; and present 
theatres o f war are used as proving-grounds for such new 
generations of weapons, using electronics, laser and other new 
technological devices to increase the effectiveness to kill.

Sixthly, the respect for rules of international law against 
inhuman warfare is being drastically diminished. Weapons and war 
methods o f mass destruction capability are used against both man 
and his environment—such as area saturation bombing and other 
modem warfare methods which are indiscriminate in their effects 
on military and civilian targets. Weapons are increasingly produced 
which cause excessive human suffering—such as napalm, flechettes, 
fragmentation bombs and others used as anti-personnel weapons. 
The civilian populations are more and more helplessly made the 
victims of total war.

And, to sum up in my seventh point, I am afraid this era of ours 
may be judged as one of neo-barbarism.

I have drawn attention today to these wider considerations 
which add to our concern for disarmament. Side by side with our

*See ante, p. 708.
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efforts to eliminate or limit the possession of arms, it is necessary 
to place the humanitarian aim of saving m antod from the 
suffering which results from the use of such weapons—which are 
especially cruel—and such methods of warfare, which are indis
criminate.

I want to emphasize particularly the alarming rate of decline of 
the humanitarian restraint in warfare. To quote the Swedish 
Foreign Minister in the general debate:
Dum-dum bullets were forbidden at the turn of the century because they caused 
unnecessary suffering.̂ ®

But what the Hague regulations tried to do for weapons of that 
technological generation has not been followed up by any legal 
restraints as to the use of all the new weapons designed and 
deployed in and after the Second World War. It is evident that the 
traditional rule of international law that only military targets_are 
legitimate objects of attack has been more and more openly 
disregarded.

To continue with a quotation from Foreign Minister Wickman’s 
speech:
We have now reached a stage where technologically advanced Powers can from a safe 
distance wage large-scale war on man and his environment even without the use of 
nuclear weapons.* *

And this evolution, which started at Guernica, continued in the 
blitz and in the mass bombardment of big German and Japanese 
cities, has made a whole generation oblivious, perhaps even 
ignorant, o f the traditional legal rule that attacks must be 
restricted to military targets. The results o f the erosion in 
restraints can perhaps best be illustrated in the bombardment of 
dams at the end of the Korean War, as well as in the area bombing 
which has been devastating Viet-Nam.

I submit that it is really high time and also in the real 
self-interest of all States that we seek to reintroduce legal 
restraints by agreements prohibiting the use of specific, especially 
cruel and indiscriminate, weapons, as well as agreements pro
hibiting indiscriminate methods o f warfare, in order to protect 
civilian populations, urban centres, flood control systems and so 
forth. The Viet-Nam war has alerted us all to this pressing need, 
but the issues are not confined to that war. As I have shown, they 
have been with us for some time; they remain, and they must be 
tackled.

International legislation is needed to pursue the double ap
proach: on the one hand, agreements on true disarmament 
measures for the elimination or reduction in quantity of some or 
all kinds of weapons; and, on the other hand, prohibition of use of 
particular weapons or restrictions as to the manner in which they 
may be used.

■“A/PV.2062 (prov.), p. 37.
"Ibid., p. 36.
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My Government has been encouraged by the action recently 
taken by the International Committee of the Red Cross to call a 
special meeting of legal, military and medical experts for February
1973 to discuss this question of especially cruel conventiond 
weapons. We hope this will result in a report from which further 
meaningful discussions at government level can start.

I am well aware that the specific treatment o f matters which 
relate to the humanitarian rules concerning warfare—the law o f  
The Hague and the law of Geneva—will be taken up in the Sixth 
Committee under the item on human rights in armed conflicts. 
While the First Committee is not directly seized with the full 
extent of the problems which I have indicated, I have used this 
opportunity to mention them as they are closely intercoimected 
with our work and provide the background to a new item—30
(c)—which we have before us, that is, the Secretary-General’s 
report on napalm and other incendiary weapons in document 
A/8803.

That report is gruesome reading. It reminds us of the massive 
destruction of population centres which can be brought about by 
the use o f incendiaries, such as evidenced by the bombing of 
Tokyo with incendiaries—chiefly napalm bombs—at the end of the 
Second World War, with more people killed than in Hiroshima.

The report also reminds us of the particularly painful and 
prolonged suffering that human beings have to endure from 
exposure to such a weapon as napalm. I should like here to restrict 
myself to these preliminary remarks as to the content of the 
report, only stressing that the report, o f course, distinguishes 
between the specific use of these weapons against battlefield 
targets and their, alas, much wider use against population centres.

Today I first of all want to express the appreciation of my 
Government to the Secretary-General for presenting this report to 
us. My delegation and several other delegations last year responded 
to the Secretary-General’s earlier initiative in regard to this issue 
by asking him in a draft resolution to prepare the report which he 
had suggested. Other delegations—including the British, the Dutch 
and the Canadian—expressed support for having the study under
taken.

It appears that, despite the wide support given to the proposal 
for the study, it did not prove possible for the Secretary-General 
to secure assistance from governments on a broad basis. It would 
have been desirable to have had participants also from the 
technologically advanced States in Western Europe and North 
America. That did not prove possible. The Swedish Government 
did what it could to assist the Secretary-General by sending an 
expert.

We do not know what conclusions the Secretary-General has 
drawn from this report, but we know that the experts’ conclusion 
is that measures are desirable both in the sphere o f law and in the 
sphere of disarmament to prevent further use of napalm and 
other incendiary weapons. Measures are needed, they suggest, to
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prohibit not only the use but also the production, development 
and stockpiling o f napalm and other incendiary weapons. At this 
stage of our debate I shall not examine the arguments nor discuss 
how far action should go.

Let me only say by way of conclusion that we trust the report 
will form a basis for continued serious consideration of all aspects 
of this matter. This is why my delegation, together with the 
delegation of Mexico, has submitted a draft resolution on this 
point o f the agenda, which I hereby formally introduce. I am glad 
to note that we also have as co-sponsors the delegation of 
Ecuador, and now several others. We feel that governments should 
have an opportunity to comment on the report so that the next 
General Assembly session will have a broad and solid basis for a 
decision as to the further handling of these issues.

I have permitted myself to speak at some length on what is a 
new item on our agenda because it is an item that I believe opens 
up a new and interesting chapter in our discussions. We have been 
wont to discuss weapons as being the instruments of war, but we 
will be forced, I surmise, to discuss also methods of warfare. 
Discussing napalm and other incendiary weapons is thus in line 
with our endeavours to prohibit the use o f and to rid the arsenals 
of the world o f B and C weapons, and A weapons also. Measures in 
regard to A and C weapons still figure unresolved on our agenda as 
items 32 and 31, respectively, bequeathed to us by previous 
General Assembly resolutions.

These weapons are also means of mass destruction. Thus even 
non-lethal chemical means o f warfare have the capability, for 
instance, o f being used in the waging of wars of starvation, to the 
point o f mass murder of whole populations. Any use o f them 
is already prohibited under the Geneva Protocol.*^ Our anxiety 
about what the use of these weapons might entaU must lead us 
also to increase our effort to eliminate them completely. The 
Conference o f the Committee on Disarmament this year has 
devoted much of its work to that task, particularly through 
discussions on technical characterizations of different chemical 
agents and on possible control procedures in regard to a treaty 
banning the production and stockpiling o f chemical weapons. 
Valuable material now exists on the fundamental elements of such 
an agreement It is thus high time for all delegations to take a clear 
position so that an agreed treaty can be finely worked out in the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and presented to 
the next General Assembly session.

My Government, for its part, is aiming for a comprehensive ban 
comprising all chemical weapons intended to be used against man, 
animal or plants. This does not exclude the possibility that when a 
political decision has been taken to prohibit on a comprehensive 
basis all agents, equipment and means of delivery of chemical 
weapons, as well as all activities related to those weapons, then the

 ̂^Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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implementation of the agreed destruction of existing stocks, and 
even the closing or controlling of certain production fadUties, 
might be phased in accordance with a fixed time-table.

Last year the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
presented to the General Assembly a convention on biological 
weapons, which has already been signed by many countries. My 
country is not among those signatories, but I need not underline 
that this does not reflect any lack of support for the objective o f a 
biological weapon ban. Sweden has already unilaterally renounced 
the production and stockpiling of both B and C weapons, as well 
as o f nuclear weapons. Our hesitation regarding the B convention 
is caused by its complaint procedure. In a C convention the need is 
even more imperative for a complaint procedure strengthened by a 
process o f verification in such a way that the fact-finding is 
distinctly separated from the final political decisions or judge
ments taken by the Security Council.

It is in the urgent interest of all nations to outlaw finally the 
very existence o f these weapons with their capacity to spread 
destruction widely beyond military targets. The Swedish Govern
ment therefore expects that the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament will be urgently requested to achieve next year a 
C-weapons agreement to that effect.

The other priority item on the agenda of the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmanent is the conj^ehensive test ban. More 
than one decade of intensive work has been spent on this issue; 
many ways to approach it have been suggested, both in the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and in other 
bodies; the methods for long-distance disclosure of underground 
explosions, both by seismic and by other means, have been 
improved every year. There is no other single disarmament 
measure which has been so thoroughly penetrated from every point 
of view. And still no agreement is in sight. What is lacking is the 
political decision of the two main Powers to stop nuclear weapons 
testing, now going on underground.

Last year the “Cannikin” test at Amchitka accompanied our 
debate in this Committee. It is deplorable that today we should 
have a similar sinister illustration of the urgency of this item on 
oiu’ agenda as another big test is l i ; ■'rted to have occurred early 
this morning in East Kazakhstan.

The comprehensive test ban is this year a particularly current 
issue. The step most inherently logical to widen the Moscow 
agreements on strategic arms Umitations should be to freeze the 
qualitative development of offensive weapons. A comprehensive 
test ban would form the natural basis for such a freeze. The 
continued Strategic Arms Limitation Talks could then lead to a 
definite halt in the nuclear arms race. On the other hand, 
continued testing of nuclear weapons for strategic purposes might

' ^Ante, pp. 133-138.
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well threaten the viability of already achieved SALT agree
ments/'* as, for that matter, it threatens the existence o f the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty.

There would be more to say on this urgent issue. However, I 
prefer today just to remind my colleagues of the very clear and 
convincing picture that the representative of Canada presented last 
week to us of what is at stake. My delegation has been 
co-operating with our Canadian and Japanese colleagues and a 
number of other delegations in drafting a resolution which would 
reflect our views and hopes for action during the coming session of 
the Conference o f the Committee on Disarmament; this is found 
in document A/C.1/L.615.*® We expect the testing nuclear 
weapon States finally to come around to taking an active and 
constructive part in the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament in working out a treaty. In the meantime, we must 
call upon them immediately to suspend or reduce their testing. In 
the interim Moscow agreement on offensive strategic arms, a 
“moratorium” of five years is provided for. That interim agree
ment could at least, pending the earliest possible entry into force 
of a ban on underground testing, be coupled with a corresponding 
moratorium on all nuclear testing.

The disappointment with the achievements during 11 years of 
intensive disarmament negotiations must be clearly stated also in 
this chamber, as it is clearly recognized by people all over the 
worldt It is not promises or even pledges that are lacking, it is 
action.

Those of us who have spoken of the wanton "game of 
disarmament”, as I and many from the non-aligned countries have 
done, must have listened with some understanding to the diagnosis 
made by the representative of China—if we divest his statement of 
a stron^y partisan terminology. It is not “imperialism”, not any 
abstract “ism” that has stopped disarmament. It is the fact that 
two super-Powers have not wanted to relinquish any of their 
enormous accumulation of military power. They are undoubtedly 
the leaders of the arms race, leading it to heights which are 
unreasonable also in terms o f their own security.

If a spectacular new beginning were made, it might release 
forces o f political determination to turn the spiral of the arms race 
downwards, instead of incessantly upwards. We must therefore be 
looking for some new way, even some new mechanism to make 
multilateral disarmament negotiations effective. This is the reason 
why my Government has come to pin certain hopes on a world 
disarmament conference. With this in view, the Swedish Govern
ment has given a positive reply to the Secretary-General. In our 
reply to his note we advised that “AU measures of disarmament 
should be covered”, and added as a special concern of ours that 
“The agenda might also be broadened to cover the non-use

'^Ante, pp. 197-204.
‘ ^Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
“ Identical with pt. B of G. A. res. 2934 (XXVII), post, pp. 844-845.



MYRDAL STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 2 755

o f . . .  conventional weapons o f a particularly cruel character”, if 
these questions had not been satisfactorily resolved before 
then.* ’ Some conditions were set, however, the overriding ones 
being the participation of all major States and the participation 
already in preparatory work, of all the permanent members of the 
Security Council.

We must now try to assess what I prefer to caU a reluctance on 
the part of the United States and China to participate. If their 
objections are based, [as] in the case of the United States, on an 
unwillingness to reduce at aU its extraordinary military power, or, 
on the part of China, on a desire to gain time in order to arrive at a 
similar mUitary-power status, then there is little hope for 
disarmament at all.

When, on the other hand, they give reasons for their reluctance, 
these reasons should be seriously considered by us all in an effort 
to overcome them. The representative of China stated two such 
reasons, wh^h he even laid down as preconditions for holding a 
world conference. Let me first say that I had thought that such 
topics should figure on the conference agenda, to be dealt with 
more or less urgently in the order of priorities established. The 
first precondition, asking for an undertaking by all nuclear weapon 
countries not to be the first to use these weapons and never to use 
them against non-nuclear countries is, of course, an item of 
interest to the whole world. To negotiate such an obligation, 
however, is a complicated matter, where finally only the five have 
the possibility to act. As to the second precondition—withdrawal 
of foreign troops and dismantling of foreign bases—it seems likely 
that, due to the specific interests in different parts of the world, 
this matter would best be dealt with in regional conferences. If 
not resolved before the world conference is held, that conference 
might after a thorough examination recommend such questions to 
be referred to other forums.

Without subscribing to the view that problems of nuclear 
disarmament have to be solved before the conference, I realize 
that a certain ironing-out of the positions of the five will have to 
occur, at best, by detecting their joint interests in working towards 
what has been called “a minimum deterrent”. However they 
choose to do it, they must help us to indicate how the holding of a 
world conference could be made realistically promising. It might 
seem, in the present situation, that the idea of establishing a 
preparatory committee this year should be superseded by some 
more fiexible pattern, either following the suggestions put forward 
by the representative of Argentina and supported by several other 
delegations to establish some kind o f study group, or even 
suggesting only a period of more informal but active consultations.

I have no definite proposal to offer. But 1 know I speak for the 
majority of mankind when I urge that something must be

A/8817, annex I, p. 62.
^®For the Chinese statement, see ante, pp. 690-691.
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promised, and something must be done by way of disarmament, 
and done soon.

Statement by the French Representative (Taittinger) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly, November 2, 1972^

A few days ago, the British Minister of State, Mr. Joseph 
Godber, pointed out to us that the atmosphere of this Committee 
had changed and that the bitterness and aggressiveness of previous 
years seem to have disappeared.^ Have they not perhaps given way 
to discouragement in the face of the inevitable increase in the 
amount o f armaments and to a sort of gloomy resignation that 
unfortunately cannot be confused with optimism?

Most of the speakers who preceded me during this debate have 
stressed that both the nuclear and conventional arms race is 
continuing and that its rate has scarcely slowed. At this point, 1 
am not going to go into figures which you know. The total 
amount of military expenditures last year, more than two-thirds of 
which were spent by the two super-Powers, are too eloquent for 
any comment to be necessary.

This uninterrupted growth of armaments weighs heavily on 
international relations, maintaining a climate of insecurity and 
mistrust in the world and swallowing up for a work of death 
enormous resources which are so much needed for works o f peace.

I will not discuss at greater length the economic and social 
consequences of the arms race since a report drawn up by our 
Secretary-General has made a masterful appraisal of this problem.^

In the face of this negative record of the disarmament 
undertaking, could we none the less consider that there are some 
positive aspects to offset it and that in some areas substantial 
progress has been achieved? A rapid survey of recent events in the 
field of disarmament makes it seem unlikely.

Of course, last May agreements were concluded between the 
USSR and the United States on the limitation of their strategic 
arms.'* No one could deny the significance of those agreements, 
since, in the final analysis, they established a concerted balance 
between the nuclear strategic means of the two great Powers. Such 
joint discussion is in itself an element of detente on the 
international level. Moreover, it tends to eliminate the risk of a 
nuclear war since the agreements in which it ended indicate that 
both parties have renounced any idea of gaining superiority over 
each other in the nuclear field and are willing to refrain from 
acquiring means to destroy their respective deterrent forces as a 
preventive measure. Lastly, there are grounds for hoping that the

‘ A/C.1/PV.1882, pp. 53-70.
*A/C.l/PV.1877,pp. 19-20.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 644-686.
*Ante, pp. 197-204.



TAITTINGER STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 2 757

provisions reached, which in the field o f offensive weapons are of 
an interim nature, will be supplemented during a new and 
forthcoming phase of the negotiations by measures dealing, this 
time, with an effective reduction in these arms.

However, it cannot be denied that in their current state the 
SALT agreements do not concern disarmament, strictly speaking. 
By their very nature they imply that each of the parties maintains 
a high level of nuclear weapons. In fact, since no control measure 
was provided for, numerical ceilings had to be set so that an 
undisclosed variation could not jeopardize the balance obtained. 
For several categories of weapons these ceilings have not yet been 
reached. In no case will they bring about the effective destruction 
of existing weapons.

A particularly significant gap remains, since no qualitative 
limitation was established, and that allows the parties to develop 
their rockets without restrictions and to increase their power of 
destruction as much as they can. Publicly-given information shows 
that new programmes setting up much more highly advanced and 
thus more dangerous and more costly weapons systems are now 
being started.

Are there grounds to hope for disarmament in other fields in 
the near future? Extremely intensive efforts have been made 
recently in the field of biological and chemical arms. Let us look 
at the results. _

The prohibition of perfecting the manufacture of chemical 
agents and stockpiling them has concerned our Assembly for a 
long time—and quite rightly so, considering the danger o f those 
weapons and the legitimate reprobation their use arouses. How
ever, nothing has resulted from the negotiations that have been 
continuing for several years on this point, despite the importance 
and quality of the work done on this occasion. The French 
Government, which has begun a series of studies on this very 
subject, is fully aware of the technical difficulties it involves. It in 
no way intends to complain that the experts o f all the Powers who 
have been studying this problem have not yet been able to provide 
a satisfactory solution.

However, we might ask ourselves whether these difficulties do 
not at least in part come from an implicit refusal to confront 
directly one of the questions which, in our view, is a prerequisite 
for any satisfactory settlement o f a problem of this kind. I have in 
mind verification on the international level of the provisions 
agreed upon. Is it logical for States to make commitments and 
simultaneously to reject the principle o f international control that 
would ensure that those commitments are respected? Do we think 
it is enough to leave the matter to the good will of the parties, 
when it also seems to be understood that control exercised from a 
distance would in any case be inadequate and ill-adapted if States 
were resolutely determined to conced something? Are we not also 
discriminating between the States which might acquire such means 
of verification and those which cannot have recourse to them?
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Of course, the problem of international verification is difficult. 
Such control should not be an occasion to interfere in the internal 
affairs of a country. Indeed, it must help to safeguard the secret of 
industrial manufacturing processes. However difficult such 
problems may be, it seems to us that it is not by avoiding them 
that we can hope to solve them—and that is true of the 
manufacture o f chemical weapons as well as of other areas of 
disarmament.

The French Government refused to sign the Convention 
concluded at the beginning of this year on the total prohibition of 
biological weapons® for the very reason that it does not include 
any satisfactory provision for international control.

However, France, a depositary of the Geneva Protocol of 17 
June 1925 on the prohibition of the use of these arms in time of 
war,® is far from remaining indifferent to the efforts made to 
supplement it by a total prohibition of the manufacture and 
stockpiling o f these weapons. We had hoped that these efforts 
could result in more realistic and more complete drafts. It is in 
that spirit that we deemed it necessary not to separate the 
question of biological weapons from that of chemical 
weapons—because to try to solve them separately means actually 
to put off the settlement of the more difficult problem 
indefinitely.

None the less, while the French Government does not approve 
the method followed and thinks the Convention on biological 
weapons is inadequate, it was anxious unilaterally to stress its 
horror at such means o f warfare and its determination never to 
resort to them. A law, adopted unanimously by the two Houses of 
our Parliament, has been promulgated prohibiting on French 
territory “the development, manufacture, holding, stockpiling, 
acquisition or yielding of biological weapons or those of a toxin 
base.”’ Violators \ ^ 1  be severely punished by fines and 
imprisonment. I have available for members of this Committee 
texts setting down the procedures that are currently followed to 
ensure that this law is respected. They are more stringent and 
more restrictive than those that have been recommended by the 
Convention.

At this point we can ponder the exact extent o f a prohibition 
on biological arms. This is a somewhat marginal field. It is a fact 
that during recent conflicts there has been no instance of 
belligerents using this type of weapon. Of course, the horror 
caused by the use o f such means of destruction has played an 
important part in the attitude of States. But the real reason is that 
biological weapons are too imcertain and too dangerous even for 
those who handle them.

In a word, the regulations on biological weapons, whatever their 
merits, concern a very limited area of disarmament. Let us

^Ante, pp. 133-138.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
'̂ Journal Officiel de la Republique Frangaise, June 11, 1972, p. 5883.
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recognize in all honesty that the regulations have no practical 
impact, or almost none—even if we can be pleased at the 
unanimous willingness o f nations to stop manufacturing these 
weapons in the future.

I do not wish to tax the attention the Committee is so kindly 
giving me by reviewing all the other areas of development. It 
would perhaps be excessive or too severe to draw up a list of 
failures. However, one cannot but notice the absence o f concrete 
results in spite o f the efforts expended.

If that is so—and the observations made before this Committee 
by other representatives can only reinforce us in this opinion—we 
should look for the causes and analyze the reasons for such a 
standstill. Must we believe that the problems of disarmament have 
lost their relevance—that, with world opinion having lost interest, 
these problems have fallen into a reserved domain where a few 
specialists and a few experts confront each other in theological 
quarrels beyond the comprehension of mere mortals? That is what 
ftreatens us, perhaps, unless we are careful. But despite all the 
disappointments experienced there is still within the universal 
consciousness a deep, fundamental and even organic yearning to 
see an atmosphere o f trust and security established in international 
relations, an atmosphere in which the permanent threat that 
weighs on the peace of the world because of the existence of 
massive weapons will no longer be felt. All those present share the 
same views and the same hopes and are prey to the same worries.

In view of this, why does our work seem to be bogged down, 
despite the general good will that is brought to it? I think we must 
examine our consciences without complacency and ask ourselves 
whether, in the course of the preceding years—say the last 
decade—the very idea of the disarmament xmdertaking has not 
undergone a series o f distortions that have made it lose its 
meaning?

During its first 15 years of existence, our Organization 
unflaggingly pursued the drawing up of plans for general 
disarmament. Its work, in which France played a large part, made 
it possible not only to gauge the difficulties of the problem, but 
often to arrive at valuable achievements. I am thinking, in 
particular, o f the plan proposed by the United Kingdom and 
France in 1954.® It was accepted by all the Powers and was only 
abandoned after some differences of opinion on the subject of 
control, and especially because o f persisting international tensions 
which fortunately have since been on the decline.

In the face of the failure of this quest, certain great Powers 
turned during the last 10  years from a goal they considered 
vmattainable and set themselves to establish a so-called weapons 
control system which was considered to be more realistic. This is a 
completely different enterprise which, far from leading to general

* Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, voL I, pp. 423-424.
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disarmament, tends, on the contrary, to maintain weapons at a 
fixed level and to maintain, to the benefit o f the greatest military 
Powers, the pre-eminence of their armed forces, while their 
privileges in the nuclear field are merely confirmed.

An examination of the agreements made during recent years in 
the name of disarmament reveals, in fact, that they tend either to 
prevent States from attaining nuclear power, or to ban the spread 
of certain weapons—generally nuclear weapons—in certain areas or 
in places which were until recently inaccessible to man, or finally 
to limit but not reduce the development of existing armaments.

In the first category we find the treaty banning nuclear tests in 
certain environments and the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.® 
In the second category is the treaty on the Antarctic,*® the 
treaty on space, “  the treaty on the denuclearization of Latin 
America and finally the convention banning the emplacement 
of nuclear weapons on the sea-bed. Finally, in the last category 
we find the American-Soviet agreements on the limitation of 
strategic armaments.*^

Only one convention can be considered to be a true disarma
ment agreement: the convention on the total prohibition of 
biological weapons.*® I can only refer to my previous remarks to 
recall both its insufficiencies and its limited scope.

Far be it from our thoughts to deny all the merits of these 
agreements on controlling armaments or these agreements on 
non-armaments. We have, for that matter, signed two of them 
concerning the Antarctic and space, because we thought that these 
conventions preserved these areas from the arms race without 
harming the defense requirements of the signatories. We also 
believe that control of their obligations is ensured by effective 
provisions.

France has endeavoured, on the other hand, not to hinder the 
implementation of treaties whose provisions it did not approve. 
Thus, without acceding to the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, 
we have stated our intention to do nothing that could promote the 
spread of these weapons.

But after all, did any of these agreements result in even the 
beginnings o f real disarmament or a step toward significant 
restriction in the field of armaments? Alas, no. And each of us 
knows that in the world’s arsenals there are enough weapons not 
only to annihilate all of humanity but even to annihilate it several 
times over, if this idea were not in itself absurd.

^Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293; jWd, 1968, pp. 461465. 
*“/Wd„ 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.
■ 'Ibid, 1967, pp. 38-43.

pp. 69 ff.
'^Ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11.
'*Ante, pp. 197-204.
' ‘Ante, pp. 133-138.
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Disarmament remains to be achieved and let us not forget that 
therein, according to the terms of Article 11 of the Charter, lies 
one of the principal responsibilities of our Organization.

Did not our Organization agree to relinquish its prerogatives 
when it agreed to the creation, in 1961, o f a body which, by its 
composition and procedures,*® would inevitably emphasize not 
the problem of true disarmament but the problem of maintaining 
existing balances?

France is convinced that to continue on this path is to see the 
disarmament undertaking condemned, doomed, unable to reach 
any outcome but an impasse.

True disarmament cannot—and I apologize for repeating such an 
obvious truth—be anything other than a process which tends first 
to limit, then reduce and finally to eliminate existing weapons 
while respecting the exigencies of international security and the 
independence of nations. It seems to us, moreover, that real 
disarmament should first begin with a study of the destruction of 
nuclear weapons, which are the most dangerous, and that it should 
not be done without setting up a system of verification on the 
international level, the only procedure whereby all States can 
participate and which can ensure equal security for all.

Such prospects are fraught with difficulties, but are they 
beyond our hopes and our capabilities? We in France, for our part, 
have never believed this; we have, on the contrary, always been 
convinced o f the necessity of attacking a problem in its entirety. 
This is why—since the appearance o f nuclear weapons has given 
this idea an added dimension—we have come out in favour of a 
conference of all the nuclear Powers; for if disarmament is 
everyone’s business, how can one imagine that measures concern
ing these weapons could be drawn up except by States which have 
them?

In any case, since the conditions necessary to convene such a 
conference do not at present seem to be met, France is not 
opposed to the idea of other approaches being considered. This is 
why we immediately supported the initiative to convene a world 
disarmament conference.

We have on this subject, addressed a communication to the 
Secretary-General in the context of the enquiry made pursuant to 
resolution 2833 (XXVI), but I should like today to make a few 
comments on the spirit in which we approach this proposal.

Such a conference would, we feel, probably contribute to 
revitalizing the work on disarmament and bringing it out o f the 
stagnation which we deplored a moment ago. It might also revive 
interest, which has been noted at other times, in the problems of 
disarmament and by doing so promote the beginnings of 
constructive solutions. By the studies which it will give rise to in

‘ ‘ See Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 741-742.
‘ ’The French note appears ante, pp. 611-613. For the G.A. res., see Documents on

Disarmament, 1971, pp. 909-910.
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various Governments, it should produce fresh ideas, and new and 
hopefully fruitful approaches to these problems. Lastly, in this 
context, countries could discuss together their common problems 
in the interest o f all.

I should like to repeat here that we shall come to this 
conference in a completely open frame of mind. We do not want 
to exclude anybody; we feel the conference should be open to all, 
since all States are directly concerned in the settlement of these 
problems, and we have no intention of making our participation 
subject to any conditions or prerequisites regardless o f their 
nature.

We must however consider that the effective convening of such 
a conference is meaningless unless the participation of certain 
countries is guaranteed. Indeed, what would be its significance if 
one of the nuclear Powers officially made it known that it would 
not be a party to the work? Would not this work then be deprived 
of a major element indispensable to its success? We for our part 
would think so, and we would ask ourselves whether in such a case 
it would not be preferable to give up the idea of such a conference 
for the time being rather than see it held without any real chance 
of success and without there being any possibility of its leading to 
concrete measures, for if this were the situation it would 
jeopardize the chances of such a meetmg in the future.

The same open frame of mind leads us to think that the 
conference should be fully master of its agenda and procedures. It 
is not for us to give it directives on this point. The essential role of 
the preparatory body which could be set up should be restricted 
to accepting and examining the suggestions which might be 
submitted by Governments and to drawing up a report on them.

Regarding the date, we feel it premature at this stage to take a 
position. The conference should obviously not meet until its 
preparation has reached a satisfactory level. Everything will 
depend on circumst^ces and the difficulties which might be 
encountered. It would not, in our opinion, be desirable to fix a 
definite date now, for nothing would be more harmful than a 
conference held in haste, improvised and disordered for want of 
adequate preparation.

The duration of the conference will of course have to be set in 
relation to the agenda which is drawn up and the importance of 
the points which appear on it. If the results obtained at the end of 
the meeting are convincing enough to give us legitimate grounds 
for hope, we would not be against the conference’s holding one or 
several sessions at a later date.

Now I come to a point which I feel is especially important and 
which might give rise to some differences of viewpoint, that of the 
procedure to be adopted so that the preparatory work will be ' 
successfully carried out. I mentioned just a moment ago the need 
for careful preparations for such a conference, and I think we are 
at one on this. It is therefore indispensable to entrust the
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preparatory work to a body which can devote its entire activity to 
it.

It should not be a committee per se o f the conference and it 
should therefore not discuss questions of substance. It should even 
be understood right now that once the committee has completed 
its task and the conference meets, it should quite simply disappear 
and should not continue to exist in any form whatever—either as a 
working group or as a specialized committee. Any move in this 
direction would result in reserving for a few countries a privileged 
role in the field of disarmament, and this does not seem to us to 
be compatible with the spirit of universality which must pervade 
the debates o f a world conference in which States will participate 
on a strictly equal footing.

The composition of such a body must, in our opinion, be based 
on three criteria:

— recognition of the special role which by the very nature of 
things falls on countries which possess nuclear weapons, since the 
conference, in our opinion at least, should devote a large part of 
its work to the essential problem of nuclear disarmament;

— limited participation, with a concern for effectiveness; the 
body should include only a limited number of participants. Too 
large an organization would have difficulty io filling the role 
expected of it;

— lastly, guarantee of a sufficiently substantial and diversified 
representation from all the regions of the world and all ideologies.

A question: Is there an existing body that meets these 
requirements? We do not think so. Tlie idea was once broached of 
calling on the Disarmament Commission of the General Assembly, 
which would mean entrusting the preparation of the world 
conference to a body which seems a priori disqualified for such a 
task by virtue of its cumbersome nature. The Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament has also been proposed. I do not 
think that anyone would consider that the Committee, with its 
present composition, would be an appropriate body, since the very 
absence o f a great Power does not allow it to play this role. The 
proposal should therefore be understood, I suppose, as consisting 
in retaining a priori the countries members o f the Committee, to 
which would be added, in addition to my country and China, a 
number of other States.

Without lingering over France’s reservations, which are known, 
about the Geneva Committee, I shall simply say that its present 
composition is not very diversified. In addition, the superior 
position given two Powers by the system of co-chairmanship has 
left an imprint on its work and as a result a few countries might 
have reservations about it, which we understand.

In our reply to the Secretary-General we ourselves made a 
suggestion about which I should like to say a few words: why not 
consider the countries which are currently members of the 
Security Council? That would meet the criteria we put forward:

505-954 0  -  74 -  50



764 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1972

the five permanent members of the Council, which have nuclear 
weapons, would be de jure members of the preparatory com
mittee, and the problems of diversification on both the ideological 
and the geographic level would be solved, because these elements 
have determined the composition o f the Security Council. Of 
course one can object that a committee made up in this way 
would be rather small. We are willing to recognize this and, 
although we think that in this area a little is better than too much, 
this drawback could easily be corrected; it would be enough to 
increase the number of participants by calling not only on the 
non-permanent members which are currently members o f the 
Council but also on those which, after having participated in its 
work, ceded their places during the last or a recent rotation.

On all those points, I repeat, we remain open to any suggestion 
which could be given extensive support by Member States. The 
representative of Argentina was kind enou^, and I thank him, to 
mention our reply to the Secretary-General as an example of 
flexibility. We do believe that on this issue unanimity must be 
obtained and thus conciliation must be sousht.

Some Powers, and not the least important ones, have expressed 
reservations on convening a conference. Mr. Ortiz de Rozas, for his 
part, has proposed a formula which would make it possible 
perhaps to remove some of these reservations. His suggestion is to 
set up a study group to examine “the various problems raised by 
the convening of such a conference and to prepare a report on the 
possibility of organizing it or finding some other way to give new 
impetus to the multilateral disarmament negotiations”.*®

I should like to reiterate that France is in favour of convening 
the conference without prerequisites and without excluding any 
State but, if the formula proposed by Argentina and accepted by 
several other countries and developed by Brazil, which has 
distributed a working document on this matter,*^ receives the 
necessary agreement of everyone, the French Government would 
in no way oppose its adoption, particularly if there is no other 
means of protecting the very principle o f a broad consideration of 
the problems of genuine disarmament.

It is high time for us—and I shall keep on repeating this—to 
approach this question directly. It is time for the Assembly to face 
its responsibihties and not disappoint any longer the expectations 
of world public opinion.

The way thus open to us might seem to some full o f perils and 
difficulties but let us remember that in all great human endeavours 
great risks have always been balanced by modest chances for 
success, if they are understood and made use of.

'*Ante, p. 715.
'^Ahte, pp. 733-734.



SIXTEEN NATION RESOLUTION, NOVEMBER 3 765

Sixteen Nation Draft Resolution Introduced in the First Commit
tee of the General Assembly: Implementation of General 
Assembly Resolution 2830 (XXVI) Concerning the Signature 
and Ratification of Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of 
Tlatelolco), November 3, 1972*

Recalling its resolutions 1911 (XVIIl) of 27 November 1963,^ 
2286 (XXII) of 5 December 1967,^ 2456 B (XXIII) o f 20 
December 1968,^ 2666 (5KV) of 7 December 1970® and 2830 
(XXVI) o f 16 December 1971,®

Recalling in particular that in four of those resolutions it 
addressed appeals to the nuclear-weapon States to sign and ratify 
Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)'^ as soon as 
possible.

Reaffirming its conviction that, for the maximum effectiveness 
of any treaty establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone, the co
operation of the nuclear-weapon States is necessary and that such 
co-operation should take the form of commitments likewise 
undertaken in a formal international instrument which is legally 
binding, such as a treaty, convention or protocol,

1. Deplores that France, China and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics have not yet heeded the urgent appeals which 
the General Assembly has made in four different resolutions and 
urges them once again to sign and ratify without further delay 
Additional Protocol II o f the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco);

2. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its 
twenty-eighth session an item entitled “Implementation o f Gen
eral Assembly resolution . .  . (XXVII) concerning the signature and 
ratification of Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of 
Tlatelolco)” ;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit the present 
resolution to the nuclear-weapon States and to inform the General 
Assembly at its twenty-eighth session of any measure adopted by 
them in order to implement it.

* A/C.1/L.619, Nov. 3, 1972. The draft res. was tabled by Colombia, Costa Rica, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nica
ragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Trinidad and Tobago, Uruguay, Venezuela. A revised 
version {post, pp. 791-792), modified by a Mexican oral amdt. of Nov. 17 (post, pp. 
808-809) was adopted as G.A. res. 29 35 (XXVII), post, pp. 847-848.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 628-629.
^Ibid., 1967, pp. 620-621.
^Ibid, 1968, p. 799.
^Ihid, 1970, pp. 689-691.
^Ibid., 1971, pp. 898-899.
'̂ Ibid., 1967, pp. 69 ff., 83.
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Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Additional Protocol
II to the Tlatelolco Treaty, November 6, 1972^

One of the most tangible examples o f the difference that 
unfortunately so often exists between the word and the act is 
shown in the position of some of the nuclear-weapon States 
regarding Additional Protocol IP of the Treaty on the Prohibition 
of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, or the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco.^

In point of fact, item 33 of the agenda of the General 
Assembly, as far as the time that has elapsed between the 
twenty-sixth session and today is concerned, might better be 
worded as the non-implementation of General Assembly resolu
tion 2830 (XXVI) o f 16 December 1971.^ This present statement 
will be entirely devoted to the examination of this specific 
question.

By way of introduction, may I begin by recalling some of the 
basic aspects and elements of both the Treaty and the Protocol. 
However, I have felt that I must make a very brief recapitulation 
since my audience is so aware of all these facts that there is no 
need to go into the matter in great detail in this First Committee. 
ITierefore, I shall limit myself to stressing certain events, selecting 
them from among the most outstanding and pertinent that have 
occurred.

The Treaty of Tlatelolco was the spontaneous result o f the will 
of the Latin American States, and it was the first and thus far the 
only Treaty which made it possible to establish a regime of 
complete freedom from nuclear weapons, a regime apphcable to 
densely inhabited territories and not to outer space or the depths 
of the sea or inhospitable plains covered by eternal snows.

The Treaty of Tlatelolco was also the first multilateral treaty 
relating to nuclear disarmament that set up an international 
control system possessing its own standing organs and that made 
full use o f the safeguards system of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency.

The nuclear-free zone, when it covers all the territories to 
which the treaty will apply, wiU encompass an area o f somewhat 
more than 2 0  milUon square kilometres in which, judging by the 
present density o f the population, there will be about 280 million 
human beings; indeed it already includes more than 8  million 
square kilometres with a population of more than 140 million.

When the Treaty was submitted in 1967 to the General 
Assembly, the Assembly adopted resolution 2286 (XXII), in 
which it stated that the Treaty:

‘A/C.1/PV.1884, pp. 33^7.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1967, p. 83. 
^Ibid., pp. 69 ff.
*Ibid„ 1971, pp. 898-899.
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. . .  constitutes an event of historic significance in the efforts to prevent the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons and to promote international peace and security . ..

The organ for the prohibition of nuclear weapons in Latin 
America—known in Spanish as OPANAL—which was established 
by the Treaty and whose first Secretary-General was the perma
nent representative of Ecuador to the United Nations Ambassador 
Leopoldo Benites, who presided over the debates of this Com
mittee in 1966 in such masterly fashion, has been working since 
September 1969 and its main, fully representative body, the 
General Conference, has already held two sessions.

The number of States parties to the Treaty has now grown to 
18. This year Colombia joined the 17 that had previously signed 
and ratified the Treaty, waiving the requirements set forth in 
paragraph 1 of article 28.

With regard to Additional Protocol II of the Treaty, its basic 
objective is the commitment of the nuclear Powers themselves to 
respect the status of the denuclearized areas of the States parties 
to the Treaty and to pledge themselves not to use nuclear weapons 
nor to threaten their use against such States.

These obligations are far from onerous since, as the General 
Assembly stated in its resolution 2666 (XXV):

. . .  these obligations are entirely in conformity with the general obligations assumed 
under the Charter of the United Nations, which every Member of the Organization has 
solemnly undertaken to fulfil in good faith, as set forth in Article 2 of the Charter.®

Furthermore, as the General Assembly itself emphatically stated 
in the resolution adopted on the matter—resolution 2830 (XXVI), 
to which I alluded earlier—it is necessary to bear in mind that:

. . .  for the maximum effectiveness of any treaty establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone, 
the co-operation of the nuclear-weapon States is necessary and that such co-operation 
should take the form of commitments likewise undertaken in a formal international 
instrument which is legally binding, such as a treaty, convention or protocol.

It therefore is perfectly natural that in four successive resolu
tions, 2286 (XXII) o f 5 December 1967; 2456 B (XXIII) o f 20 
December 1968;® 2666 (XXV) of 7 December 1970 and 2830 
(XXVI) o f 16 December 1971—aU of which, may I say in
cidentally, were adopted without a single negative vote—the 
General Assembly has urged the nuclear Powers, to use the terms 
of the last of these four resolutions:
. . .  to si^ and ratify without further delay Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America.

Yet, despite these repeated appeals on the part of the most 
representative organ of the international community and despite 
the fact that the exceptional significance of the Treaty of

^Ibid., 1967, pp. 620-621. 
^Ibid., 1970, p. 690. 
’’Ibid., 1971, pp. 898-899.
*Ibi(L, 1968, p. 799.
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Hatelolco for peace and disarmament has been recognized all over 
the world, thus far only two of the five nuclear-weapon States, the 
United Kingdom and the United States, have signed and ratified 
Additional Protocol II.

That is why the delegations o f Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, 
El Salvador, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Nicaragua, Panama, Para
guay, Peru, Dominican Republic, Trinidad and Tobago, Uruguay, 
Venezuela and Mexico have all decided to co-sponsor the draft 
resolution contained in document A/C.1/L.619, which I have the 
honour now to submit formally to the First Committee.

The text of the draft resolution is very simple and I think that 
in this case we can justifiably say that it is self-explanatory. After 
recalling and reaffirming some of the aspects which I have already 
brought out, it deplores that:
. . .  France, China and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics have not yet heeded the 
urgent appeals which the General Assembly has made in four different resolutions and 
urges them once again to si^  and ratify without further delay Additional Protocol II of 
the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of 
llatelolco).®

We also deplore the fact that those three nuclear Powers have 
not as yet seen fit to heed the voice of the international 
community as reflected in previous resolutions of the General 
Assembly, but I think it is only fair to repeat that in the case of 
one of the nuclear-weapon States, the People’s Republic o f China, 
there is o f course the extenuating circumstance of its prolonged 
absence from the United Nations.

We find it encouraging that the joint communique on the 
establishment o f diplomatic relations between the United States of 
Mexico and the People’s Republic of China, signed in New York 
on 14 February last, contained one paragraph for the wording of 
which the Mexican delegation was extremely grateful, which read 
as follows:

The Chinese Government supports the just position of Mexico and of other Latin 
American States regarding the establishment of a nuclear weapon-free zone in Latin 
America and considers that all nuclear-weapon States should assume the obligation of 
not utilizing such weapons against that zone or those States.'®

As our Minister for Foreign Affairs stated in the general debate 
in tlie plenary.

We interpret that statement as a promising sign that we can in the near future look 
forward to the valuable co-operation of the People’s Republic of China with the Treaty 
of Tlatelolco which would be implied by its signing and ratification of Additional 
Protocol I I ..

On the other hand, it is beyond understanding why two other 
nuclear-weapon States—France and the Soviet Union—have not yet 
signed the Protocol despite the fact that almost six years have 
elapsed since the Protocol and Treaty were opened for signature.

 ̂Supra,
Ante, p. 49.

'^A/PV.2050 (prov.), p. 37.
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In the case o f France this is all the more difficult to understand 
if we bear in mind the multitude of cultural and historic ties that 
link that country with Latin America, and particularly the 
eloquent declarations o f sympathy and support voiced by its 
representatives since 1966 when the Treaty was still being 
prepared and repeated in 1967 when the Treaty was submitted to 
the United Nations General Assembly. From those declarations we 
tended to gather that the adherence of France to the Protocol 
would depend only on the very speedy conclusion of what was 
then termed “consideration of the political and legal consequences 
of the texts open for signature”.

I shall not repeat those statements again because I did so in 
extenso in my statement last year, which can be found in the 
verbatim record of the 1839th meeting of the First Committee on 
29 November 1971. At that time I also stressed the profound 
disappointment felt by Latin American countries that the sym
pathy and good intentions which filled those declarations have not 
yet been translated into action.

It is equally difficult to understand the negative position 
adopted by the Soviet Union. Although we cannot speak of 
sharing cultural and historical ties with that country, as we can in 
the case of France, we do not believe there is a country in the 
world whose Government has spoken more emphatically or more 
repeatedly in favour of nuclear weapon-free zones than has the 
Soviet Government. Its highest spokesmen, starting with the 
Chairman of the Council o f Ministers, Mr. Kosygin, the Minister 
for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Gromyko, and countless Ambassadors— 
among whom an outstanding place is occupied by Ambassador 
Roshchin, who so worthily represents his country at the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament and in this Committee when it 
is dealing with questions o f disarmament—have all, in many 
different areas, as can be seen from the verbatim records and 
documents of both the General Assembly and the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament, said how enthusiastically the 
Soviet Union advocates the establishment of such nuclear-wea- 
pon-free zones. From among those countless declarations I should 
like to cite word for word that by President Kosygin himself in his 
message to the Committee on Disarmament on 1 February 1966. 
Referring to the draft treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, which his Government had referred to the General 
Assembly four months earlier,*  ̂ he made this clear and unequivo
cal statement:
In order to facilitate agreement on the conclusion of a treaty, the Soviet Government 
declares its willingness to include in the draft treaty a clause on the prohibition of the 
use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States parties to the treaty which have no 
nuclear weapons in their territory.

Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 800-807.
 ̂^Ibid., 1965,pp. 443-446.
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The Soviet Government fully supports the proposal of the Polish People’s Republic 
to establish a denuclearized zone in Central Europe and to freeze nuclear armaments in 
that area,*̂  as well as proposals to establish denuclearized zones in other parts of the 
world. It is prepared to assume an obligation to respect the status of any denuclearized 
zones which may be established provided that other nuclear Powers assume similar 
obligations.'^

Concerning [this] declaration, two points are worthy of mention. 
First, the Soviet Government, through its most authoritative 
spokesman, stated that it unreservedly supported the proposal for 
the creation of denuclearized zones in any region in the world. 
Undoubtedly that unreserved support included the Latin American 
proposal, since at the time the declaration was made—February 
1966—our proposal had been public knowledge for three years, 
and more than two years had elapsed since the first preparatory 
work that would culminate in the Treaty of Tlatelolco in 1967. 
Secondly, the highest Soviet authority had stated that his 
Government was ready to commit itself not to use nuclear 
weapons “against non-nuclear nations that do not possess nuclear 
weapons on their own soil”. As we know, this condition is 
completely fulfilled by all States parties to the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco. It â so committed itself to “respect the status of any 
[de] nuclearized zones which may be established”, on the sole 
condition that “other”—and here I think we should stress that the 
declaration refers to “other”, not “the other”, much less “all the 
other”—“nuclear Powers” committed themselves to the same course 
of conduct. Those two commitments spontaneously offered by 
the head of the Soviet Government in 1966 are, as I indicated 
earlier, basically the same as those inherent in Additional Protocol
II for the nuclear Powers that sign and ratify it.

It is a pity that the position of unreserved support for 
nuclear-weapon-free zones which was so clearly and unequivocally 
stated by the Chairman of the Council o f Ministers, Mr. Kosygin, 
in 1966 became, from the end of 1967, when the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco was presented to the General Assembly of the United 
Nations, an equivocal position which tried to reconcile the 
irreconcilable; enthusiastic theoretical support for all nuclear- 
weapon-free zones and a profoundly negative attitude with regard 
to the single such zone, which covers extensive densely-populated 
territories—today more than 8  million square kilometres with a 
population of more than 140 million, as I have already said—the 
only zone of this nature that has so far been established.

To try to justify this strange position a number of arguments 
have been adduced, primarily stated in the reply of the Supreme 
Soviet of the USSR to fte  Mexican Senate, reproduced in 
document A/8336 of 6  July 1971,' ® and the statement made by 
Ambassador Roshchin on 10 December 1971 in this Committee.* ’

' *Ibid., 1962, vol. I, pp. 201-205. 
1966, p. 11.
1971, pp. 1-2.

‘ ’’Ibid., pp. 860-862.
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We believe that the total lack of validity of such arguments was 
fully proved in the document submitted by the Mexican delega
tion (A/8346) on 23 July 1971, as well as in a number of my 
previous statements since 1967 both here and in Geneva. The most 
recent and complete of those statements on the matter were those 
I made at the 551st and 553rd meetings o f the Committee on 
Disarmament on 21 and 28 March of this year, which are to be 
found in documents CCD/PV.551, pp. 6-19 and CCD/PV.553, pp. 
41-51. Therefore I feel that it would be redundant and superfluous 
to repeat these arguments here today, particularly in view of the 
fact that the documents I have cited are available to all delegations 
wishing to consult them.

To go back to the draft resolution in document A/C. 1/L.619 
which I am formally submitting, let me add in conclusion, that 
operative paragraphs 2 and 3 are very similar to paragraphs 4 and 5 
of resolution 2830 (XXVI). They are intended to ensure the 
inclusion of the question that we are considering in the agenda of 
the next session of the General Assembly, and dso to request the 
Secretary-General to transmit the resolution which the General 
Assembly may adopt this year to the nuclear-weapon States and to 
inform the General Assembly at its twenty-eighth session “o f any 
measure adopted by those States in order to implement it.”

We like to hope and believe that the report that the Secretary- 
General will transmit to us next year pursuant to the terms of this 
resolution will be less negative in content than that contained in 
document A/8808. We are convinced that the nuclear Power or 
Powers that can contribute to such a position will earn the 
appreciation of the peoples directly or indirectly concerned about 
the fate o f the Treaty of Tlatelolco. As I have said earlier, we 
believe that we can say that to a greater or lesser degree these are 
all the peoples of the earth.

Twenty-seven Nation Revised Draft Resolution Introduced in the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Incendiary Weapons, 
November 8 , 1972^

The General Assembly,
Conscious that all armed conflicts and the use of any weapons 

bring suffering and that the only effective means of eliminating 
this suffering is throu^ the elimination of armed conflicts and 
general and complete disarmament,

’A/C.1/L.616/Rev. 1, Nov. 8, 1972. The original version, sponsored by Mexico and 
Sweden, appears ante, pp. 720-721. The revised draft res. was originally sponsored by 
Afghanistan, Chile, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Ghana, Iraq, 
Ireland, Jamaica, Lebanon, Madagascar, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, 
Peru, Sierra Leone, Sudan, Sweden, Yugoslavia, and Zambia. These countries were later 
joined by Pakistan, Poland, and the United Republic of Tanzania. After the approval of 
certain amdts. (post, pp. 783, 792), the revised res. became pt. A of General Assembly 
res. 2932 (XXVII), post, pp. 837-839.



772 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1972

Recalling the general rules of international law that the use of 
weapons that cause unnecessary suffering is especially forbidden 
and that only military targets are legitimate objects o f attack, 

Convinced that the widespread use o f many weapons and the 
emergence of new methods o f warfare that cause unnecessary 
suffering or are indiscriminate call urgently for renewed efforts by 
Governments to seek, through legal means, the prohibition of use 
of such weapons and of indiscriminate and cruel methods of 
warfare and, if  possible, through measures of disarmament, the 
elimination of specific, especially cruel or indiscriminate weapons. 

Conscious that incendiary weapons have always constituted a 
category of arms viewed with horror and that the United Nations 
Conference on Human Rights in Teheran in 1968 in its resolution 
XXIII on human rights in armed conflicts held napalm bombing to 
be among methods and means that erode human rights and 
engender counterbrutality, ̂

Noting that complete proposals for both elimination and 
non-use of incendiary weapons were advanced at the disarmament 
negotiations in 1933 and that proposals have recently been made 
to prohibit or restrict their use.

Recalling that the Secretary-General o f the United Nations, in 
his reports on human rights in armed conflicts of 2 November 
1969 (A/7720, paragraph 200) and of 18 September 1970 
(A/8052, paragraph 125), stated the view that the legality or 
otherwise o f the use of napalm would seem to be a question 
calling for study that might eventually be resolved in an 
international document that would clarify the situation.

Recalling further that, in response to an express suggestion made 
by the Secretary-General in his 1970 report (A/8052, paragraph 
126), the General Assembly, by paragraph 5 of resolution 2852 
(XXVI), ̂  requested him to prepare as soon as possible, with the 
help of qualified governmental consultants, a report on napalm 
and other incendiary weapons and aU aspects of their possible use. 

Noting that the report on napalm and other incendiary weapons 
(A/8803) concludes that the massive spread o f fire through 
incendiary weapons is largely indiscriminate in its effects on 
military and civilian targets.

Noting further its conclusions that bum injuries, whether 
sustained directly from the action of incendiaries or as a result of 
fires initiated by them, are intensely painful and require excep
tional resources for their medical treatment that are far beyond 
the reach of most coimtries.

Noting finally that the report also concludes that the rapid 
increase in the military use of these weapons is but one aspect of 
the more general phenomenon of the increasing mobilization of 
science and technology for purposes of total war, alongside which

^Final Act of the International Conference on Human Rights (U.N. pub., sales no. 
E.68.XIV.2),p.l8.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 910-913.
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the long upheld principle of the immunity o f the non-combatant 
appears to be receding from the military consciousness, and that 
these trends have grave implications for the world community,

1. Welcomes the report submitted by the Secretary-General on 
napalm and other incendiary weapons and expresses appreciation 
to him for having .presented it without delay;

2. Takes note o f the views expressed in the report regarding the 
use, production, development and stockpiling of napalm and other 
incendiary weapons;

3. Commends the report to the attention of all Governments 
and peoples;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to publish the report for 
wide circulation;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to circulate the report to 
Member Governments for their comments and to report on these 
comments at the twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear-free Zone in 
Latin America, November 10, 1972*

The Soviet delegation would like to explain the position of the 
USSR on the question of creating a nuclear-free zone in Latin 
America.

First, we would like to stress that the Soviet Union attaches 
great significance to the creating of nuclear-free zones. In the 
documents of the Twenty-Fourth Congress of the Communist 
Party o f the Soviet Union it is pointed out that the Soviet Union is 
in favour of the creation of such zones in various parts of the 
world. In supporting the creation of nuclear-free zones the Soviet 
Union proceeds from the necessary premise that the creation o f 
such zones should effectively Umit the sphere of installation of 
nuclear weapons and be totally and fully in keeping with the aim 
of preventing the direct or indirect proliferation of those weapons. 
It is precisely that approach of principle which determines the 
attitude of the Soviet Union to the specific proposals for the 
creation of nuclear-free zones. That is entirely applicable to the 
Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 
known as the Treaty of Tlatelolco.^

From the very moment when the draft on the nuclear-free zone 
in Latin America appeared, the Soviet Union adopted an attitude 
of understanding towards the motives o f the author o f the draft. 
At the same time the representatives o f the Soviet Union pointed 
out that the viability o f such a zone would depend upon how fully 
and completely the obligations of the States parties to the Treaty

■ A/C.1/PV.1889, pp. 18-26.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69 ff.
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would ensure the zone’s nuclear-free status, and to what extent 
other nuclear Powers were prepared to respect that status.

In determining our approach to the Treaty for the Prohibition 
of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, we have proceeded from 
the premise that, together with the provisions which are genuinely 
and truly designed to attain this objective, the Treaty of Tlatelolco 
contains provisions which are not in keeping with this task. These 
provisions include article 18 of the Treaty which reads as follows:

The Contracting Parties may carry out explosions of nuclear devices for peaceful 
purposes—including explosions which involve devices similar to those used in nuclear 
weapons. . . .

As we know, the technology of the production of nuclear 
explosive devices for peaceful purposes is not different from the 
technology of the manufacture o f nuclear weapons since nuclear 
weapons and nuclear explosive devices for peaceful purposes have 
in common a group of characteristics which make it possible to 
release uncontrollable nuclear energy of high intensity and of 
instantaneous action. Therefore article 18 which permits the 
carrying out o f peaceful explosions by means of devices “similar 
to those used in nuclear weapons” clearly provides an obvious 
loop-hole for the manufacture of nuclear weapons.

The Treaty o f Tlatelolco does not prohibit the transporting of 
nuclear weapons across the territory of States Parties to the 
Treaty. In the Final Act of the Preparatory Commission for the 
Denuclearization of Latin America dated 21 February 1967 the 
following is stated:
. . .  ‘transit’ . . .  must be understood to be governed by the principles and rules of 
international law; according to these principles and rules it is for the Territorial State in 
the free exercise of its sovereignty, to grant or deny permission for such transit in each 
individual case upon application by the State interested in effecting such transit . . .

It follows from this that each Party to the Treaty of Tlatelolco 
has the right o f determining independently whether or not to 
permit the transit o f nuclear weapons through its territory and 
that such permission falls within the competence o f the State in 
question “in the free exercise of its sovereignty, to grant or deny 
permission for such transit in each individual case . . .  .”

This is the same conclusion drawn by the United States. In a 
statement dated 12 May 1971 on the ratification by the United 
States of Additional Protocol II to the Treaty of Tlatelolco, the 
following is stated:

. . .  the United States Government takes note of the Preparatory Commission’s 
interpretation of the treaty, as set forth in the Final Act, that, governed by the principles 
and rules of international law, each of the Contracting Parties retains exclusive power 
and legal competence, unaffected by the terms of the treaty, to grant or deny 
non-Contracting Parties transit and transport privileges.*̂

The absence of a prohibition on transit of such weapons 
through the territory o f the nuclear-free zone in Latin America

’COPREDAL/76, pp. 10-U.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1971, p. 311.
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also constitutes an obvious loop-hole for the violation of the 
(X>nditions o f the nuclear-free zone. The transportation of nuclear 
weapons through this zone could serve as a screen for the 
installation and also for the use of nuclear weapons from the 
territory of the nuclear-free zone.

On the question o f the sphere o f applicability o f the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco we believe that the definition of this zone contained in 
this treaty is not in keeping with the rules of international law. 
The existing rules of international law do not grant States or 
groups of States the right to establish,^ without the consent of 
other interested States, any particular regime on the high seas at 
their own discretion and on conditions which they themselves lay 
down.

We should also like to point out that the draft Treaty of 
Tlatelolco was not submitted to aU interested parties for their 
consent although the sense o f the Treaty does imply that certain 
countries which do not belong to the Latin American region 
should assume certain obligations under this international instru
ment. After preparing the draft Treaty of Tlatelolco, it would have 
been natural to expect that the Preparatory Commission would 
have taken measures to agree on its provisions with other 
interested States. This, however, was not done.

For the reasons stated, the Soviet Union will be unable to 
support the draft resolution contained in document A/C.1/L.619 
which deplores the failure o f the countries mentioned in that draft 
resolution to sign Additional Protocol II of the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco.

In conclusion, we should like once again to point out that the 
Soviet Union, like many other States, has a great interest in 
ensuring that the idea of creating nuclear-free zones in various 
parts of the world, including Latin America, becomes a reality.

In connexion with the appeal of the Senate of the United States 
of Mexico o f 14 September 1970 to the legislative organs o f States 
concerned with the question of adhering to the Tlatelolco Treaty 
and its Additional Protocols, the Supreme Soviet of the USSR sent 
an answer to the Mexican Senate which inter alia contains the 
following comments:

The Soviet Union has taken note of the fact that on the question of nuclear 
explosions for peaceful purposes the Government of Mexico had stated that it intended 
to seek a decision which would prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
Subsequently it found such a decision to lie in the signing and ratification of the Treaty 
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.

The Soviet Union has also taken note of the fact that the Government of Mexico 
does not intend to permit the transportation of nuclear weapons through its territory 
and that it extends the status of nuclear-free zone to the whole territoty of Mexico, 
including its land surface, its air space and its territorial waters established in accordance 
with international law at a distance of 12 nautical miles.

Taking into account this position of the Mexican Government, the Foreign Minister 
of the Soviet Union, on the instructions of the Soviet Government, has informed the 
Foreign Minister of Mexico that the Soviet Union is ready to assume the obligation to 
respect the status of Mexico as a totally nuclear-free zone on the understanding that 
other nuclear Powers also assume the obligation to respect that status.
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If other Latin American countries, following Mexico’s example, genuinely convert 
their territories and regons into entirely nuclear-free zones, they too can count oi^the 
Soviet Union’s respecting the status of fiieir territories as nuclear-free zones, but this too 
will be possible only if other nuclear Powers assume the same obligation.®

From the answer o f the Supreme Soviet o f the USSR to the 
Mexican Senate, it emerges perfectly clearly that the USSR 
wholeheartedly supports the creation of completely nuclear-free 
zones. That is the position of the Soviet Union on the question of 
the Treaty creating a nuclear-free zone in Latin America—the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco.

Eight Nation Amendments to Thirteen Nation Draft Resolution 
on Nuclear and Thermonuclear Tests, November 13, 1972®

Section I

1. In the second preambular paragraph, delete the words 
“including the Pacific area”.

2. In the third preambular paragraph, delete the words “in and 
around the Pacific area”.

3. In operative paragraph 1, replace the words “in the Pacific or 
anywhere else in the world” by the words “anywhere in the 
world”.

Statement by the Belgian Representative (Van Ussel) to the First 
Conunittee of the (iener^ Assembly: E i^ t Nation Amend
ments to Thirteen Nation Draft Resolution on Nuclear Tests, 
November 13, 1972^

My delegation has been engaged in a particularly careful study 
of the draft resolution contained in document A/C.1/L.611, 
introduced by Austraha and 12 other Powers, concerning the 
urgent need for suspension of nuclear and thermonuclear tests. ̂

If I stress the words “particularly careful study” it is because 
the problem of nuclear tests is, for all governments and peoples 
represented here, a matter of too much importance for any 
delegation in the First Committee to have the right to treat it 
lightly.

Therefore, it is only after due reflection and many consultations 
that Belgium, Cameroon, Ivory Coast, Italy, Lebanon, Morocco,

^Ibid., pp. 1-Z
‘ A/C.1/L.624, Nov. 13, 1972. This amdt. was introduced in theJFirst Committee of 

the G.A. by Belgium, Cameroon, Italy, Ivory Coast, Lebanon, Morocco, Rwanda, and 
Zaire. The 13 nation draft res. appears ante, pp. 692-693. The amdts. were withdrawn on 
Nov. 16 without being put to a vote.

‘A/C.l/PV.1890,pp. 14-18.
^Ante, pp. 692-693.
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Rwanda and Zaire have taken the initiative of introducing three 
amendments to the first part o f the draft resolution contained in 
document A/C. 1/L .611—amendments members will have seen in 
document A/C.l/L.624.^

Allow me first o f all to reassure the sponsors of the draft 
resolution contained ia document A/C. 1/L .611 and tell them that 
we shared and still share their views and objectives and that we 
respect their concern. May I also be allowed to teU them that the 
second part o f their draft gives rise to no reservation or objection 
on the part of my delegation, which fully agrees with the 
arguments and appeals contained therein.

As to the first part, the concepts and the precise request found 
in operative paragraph 2  is unconditionally supported by the 
sponsors and, I would even venture to say, by most of the 
members of this Committee.

I have in recent weeks followed with great attention the general 
debate, and I was able to note that all statements stressed the need 
urgently to put an end to all nuclear weapon tests in the 
atmosphere, in outer space, under water and under ground.

Since the Moscow Treaty o f 1963̂ * Belgium has constantly 
advocated universal adherence to that Treaty or, at the least, 
respect for the prohibitions contained therein. In this matter my 
delegation has always been associated very closely with the appeals 
addressed to the countries concerned. By the same token Belgium 
has always expressed the wish that as soon as possible there be a 
complete cessation of tests on the part of d l nuclear Powers, 
which in our view have assumed a collective responsibility for 
which they must answer to the international community. Thus, 
my delegation has always insisted that the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament should, with perseverance and 
obstinacy continue its labours with a view to achieving a cessation 
of underground nuclear weapon tests. It may be that the sponsors 
of the draft contained in document A/C. 1/L .611 wiU ask me why 
my delegation, with so many others, has been led to try to amend 
the first part of their draft and to put forward precise proposals to ’ 
that end. The reason is simple, and we are convinced that it will be 
correctly understood by all members of our Committee.

In three places the text alludes to a specific area where nuclear 
weapon tests in the atmosphere are being continued. The sponsors 
of the amendments are convinced that it would be preferable in a 
text of a general nature to avoid any specific mention of that kind. 
It has not been traditional for our Assembly—especially since 
1963—when adopting resolutions on nuclear weapon tests directly 
or indirectly to mention one nuclear Power more than any other, 
and the statements made by several of the sponsors o f the draft 
resolution contained in document A/C. 1/L .611 have shown us

 ̂Supra,
* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-193.
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that they have in mind the tests undertaken by one specific 
country. Such discrimination is not likely to foster a global 
solution to a question of paramount importance to us all. Because 
of the divergent nuclear policies of the Powers still engaged in 
nuclear weapon tests, it could in future even lead our Assembly to 
debates or confrontations difficult to attain [contain?]. The 
Assembly must strive to seek ways and means leading towards the 
achievement of the suspension and complete cessation of all 
nuclear weapon tests. It must do so perseveringly and firmly, but 
also loyally and objectively.

In introducing amendments to the draft resolution contained in 
document A/C.1/L.611, the authors were guided essentially by the 
desire to introduce a better balance into a draft resolution which 
otherwise has our full support. The deletion of a few words which 
we propose in the first part o f the draft might even, in our view, 
make the text more acceptable to many members who, while 
ready to vote in favour of the draft, none the less expressed 
mental reservations with respect to reference to a specific area or 
the allusion to a specific country. If the eight-Power amendments 
do not give rise to any specific comment, I should nevertheless like 
to stress that the second and third preambular paragraphs of part I 
of the draft contained in document A/C.1/L.611 do not correctly 
reflect the views expressed here in the First Committee over the 
past three weeks. It would be erroneous to say that only 
Governments o f the Pacific area have .shown firm opposition to 
atmospheric tests and have insisted that they be ended. I believe I 
shall express the feelings of all delegations present in stating once 
again that the First Committee has come out firmly against the 
continuance of nuclear weapon tests anywhere in the world.

I hope the statement I have just made on behalf o f the sponsors 
of the amendments will be understood in the right spirit by the 
countries sponsoring the draft resolution contained in document 
A/C. 1/L .611 ̂ countries with which we have the most friendly 
relations. I hope my statement will have convinced them that we 
have a common objective which we all sincerely pursue—that is, 
the cessation of all nuclear weapon tests by all countries without 
exception and in all parts o f the world.

I reserve my right to speak again on this matter should the need 
arise.

Statement by the PRC Deputy Foreign Minister (Chiao) to the 
General Assembly: Non-use of Force, November 13, 1972^

In our speech at the plenary meeting of the General Assembly 
on 3 October the Chinese delegation already exposed in a 
fundamental way the essence of the Soviet proposal on the 
so-called non-use of force in international relations and perma-

‘ A/PV.2083 (prov.), pp. 6-12.
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nent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons.^ One would 
expect the Soviet representative to make some presentable reply in 
defence o f this proposal. It is indeed disappointing that in his 
speech of 2 November^ the Soviet representative only put forward 
some feeble rationalizations, which cannot gain any credence 
whatsoever.

First, the Soviet representative said that the very core of the 
Soviet proposal is its edge against aggression. On the contrary, the 
whole reactionary nature of the Soviet proposal lies in its 
obliteration of the demarcation line between aggression and the 
victims of aggression and its betrayal o f the interests o f the people 
of the world fighting against imperialist aggression. The Soviet 
representative tried very hard to make people believe that the 
Soviet proposal is fully in keeping with the principles of the 
United Nations Charter. If this were really the case, then strict 
observance of the Charter would suffice. Why is it necessary to 
formulate a separate declaration on what is called the non-use of 
force? The principles of the Charter are to oppose the use of force 
for aggression against other States. However, it is this very key 
point o f opposing aggression which is missing in the Soviet draft 
resolution. Therefore how can it be said that the Soviet proposal is 
fully in keeping with the principles of the Charter?

At a time when the United States Government, the Israeli 
Zionists, the Portuguese colonialists, the South African white 
racists, as well as imperialism, colonialism and neo-colonialism of 
various descriptions, are still resorting to the use o f force in 
subjecting the great majority o f the countries and peoples o f the 
world to enslavement, aggression, control and intimidation, the 
preaching of the non-use o f force in international relations 
undiscriminatingly, without regard to conditions and in an 
absolute way, is, in effect, asking the peoples of various countries 
to abandon their armed struggle against aggression.

Second, the Soviet representative sdd that the Soviet proposal 
on the non-use of force in international relations and permanent 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons had advantages over 
China’s proposal, which states that, as the first step towards the 
complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear wea
pons, all nuclear countries undertake the obligation not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons at any time and under any 
circumstances, particularly against the non-nuclear countries. What 
the Soviet representative said is sheer sophistry. China’s proposal 
for undertaking the obligation not to be the first to use nuclear 
weapons is unconditional; while the Soviet proposal for the 
so-called permanent prohibition of the use o f nuclear weapons is 
conditional—and the conditions constitute in essence the betrayal 
of the peoples’ interests.

*The Chinese statement appears ante, pp. 716-719. For the Soviet proposal, see ante, 
p. 672.

^Ante, pp. 734-746.
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As everyone knows, if all the nuclear countries undertake the 
obligation not to be the first to use nuclear weapons at any time 
and under any circumstances, then the question of the so-called 
second or third user o f nuclear weapons, as indicated by the Soviet 
representative, simply will not exist. His argument is sheer 
frivolous quibbling.

When the Soviet Union even refuses to undertake not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons, how can it make people beUeve that 
it wUl permanently renounce the use of such weapons? If the 
Soviet Union truly stands for the permanent prohibition of the use 
of nuclear weapons, why does it not propose the complete 
prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons? Why 
should the Soviet Union frantically continue to develop its nuclear 
weapons while at the same time desperately opposing others’ 
conducting the necessary nuclear tests for self-defence? The plain 
truth is that it has recently reached an agreement with the United 
States on the limitation of strategic arms, so that it is reviving the 
old Khrushchevite dream of Soviet-United States collaboration for 
world domination: that is, Soviet-United States collaboration to 
maintain nuclear monopoly and nuclear superiority, and to carry 
out nuclear blackmail and nuclear threats against the peoples of 
the world. Actually, this is trying to keep the world under 
Soviet-United States control in the name of maintaining world 
peace. To use Khrushchev’s words, “If any madman wanted war, 
we”—the Soviet Union and the United States—“would but have to 
shake our fingers to warn him off.”

Thirdly, the Soviet leaders are acting like overlords and doing 
whatever they please throughout the world, and yet they have 
come to the United Nations to play the benevolent Goddess of 
Mercy giving earnest admonitions and rescuing the wretched. The 
Soviet leaders have tried by every possible means to make people 
believe that they have laid down their butcher’s knives and 
become Buddhas at once. In 1968 the Soviet Union brazenly 
despatched hundreds o f tjjousands of troops, hundreds o f planes 
and thousands of tanks to invade and occupy one of its East 
European allies; yet in 1969 the Soviet representative came to this 
rostrum and put forward a proposal on what he called strengthen
ing international peace and secu r ity .In  1971 the Soviet Union 
flagrantly abetted and supported the armed aggression against and 
dismemberment of Pakistan, and now in 1972 the Soviet 
representative has again come to this hall and put forward a 
proposal on the so-called non-use of force in international 
relations and permanent prohibition of the use o f nuclear 
weapons.® But empty talk cannot cover up the true features of an 
expansionist.

♦A/PV.1756 (prov.), Sept. 19,1969, pp. 52-55. 
’‘Ante, p. 672.
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Dear Mr. Soviet representative, why can you not just withdraw 
your troops and dismantle your bases from the People’s Republic 
of Mongolia, instead o f unabashedly uttering empty words about 
the renunciation of the use o f all force? Would not that better 
prove that you really have the intention of the non-use o f force?

The stark facts have shown that the Soviet leaders have neither 
laid down their butcher’s knives nor will they become Buddhas. 
The Soviet proposal is a downright fraud. The Chinese delegation 
firmly opposes it.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks, November 14, 1972*

1 have the honour formally to submit the draft resolution 
contained in document A/C.1/L.623, which is co-sponsored by the 
delegations of States belonging to the so-called Group of Twelve 
of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament; namely, 
Argentina, Brazil, Burma, Egypt, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, 
Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sweden and Yugoslavia.^

We can say that the brevity and simplicity o f this document are 
at one with the importance o f the subject dealt with. I am sure 
that we all are well aware o f the deep attention with which the 
General Assembly has followed the bilateral talks between the 
United States and the Soviet Union on the limitation of offensive 
and defensive strategic systems of nuclear weapons—usually 
referred to as the SALT talks—since they began at the end of 
1969.

Resolution 2602 A (XXIV) of 16 December 1969, which is 
mentioned in the first preambular paragraph of the draft resolu
tion, clearly attests to the concern shown by the General 
Assembly to bring to the attention of the two super-Powers, from 
the very outset, the conviction of aU peoples o f the world of the 
need to put a final halt to the unlimited nuclear arms race. That 
was why, in that resolution, the General Assembly itself made an 
appeal to the Governments o f both States to make an effort to 
agree, as an urgent preliminary measure, on a moratorium on the 
further testing and deployment o f new offensive and defensive 
strategic nuclear weapons.^

The first phase of those negotiations culminated on 26 May of 
this year in the signing of a treaty on the limitation of defensive^ 
strategic nuclear weapon systems, and on a provisional agree
ment-containing an additional protocol—under which both 
Governments agree to the adoption of certain measures regarding 
the limitation of their offensive strategic weapons.'^

‘A/C.1/PV.1891, pp. 26-30.
identical with pt. B of G.A. res. 2932 (XXVII), post, pp. 839-840.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 710-711.
*Ante, pp. 197-201,202-204.
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The political significance and the psychological impact of the 
fact that the two super-Powers have been able to agree on these 
three bilateral instruments must in no way be underestimated, 
particularly when the Governments of the United States and the 
Soviet Union have already proved, by deeds, that they consider 
these a first step, since they have formally announced that on 21  

November of this year—that is to say, within a week—they will 
begin a second phase o f their negotiations.®

However, once that has been recognized—and it would seem to 
justify the General Assembly’s “Noting with satisfaction”, which 
are the words we use in the second preambular paragraph of our 
draft resolution—and as a result o f a conscientious and objective 
analysis o f the contents o f the three bilateral instruments that 
have been reproduced in General Assembly document 
A/C. 1/1026, the co-sponsors have come to the conclusion that in 
order to ensure that these instruments have the scope and 
importance that we all desire it is imperative that, as the last 
preambular paragraph of our draft resolution states, “positive 
results in the field o f nuclear disarmament” should follow as soon 
as possible.

In fact, the bilateral instruments I have mentioned, regardless of 
their beneficial political and psychological consequences on the 
international level, have a very modest scope as disarmament 
measures. On the one hand, the quantitative Umitations provided 
for in those documents apply to the already disturbing level 
existing at the time they were signed, and in some cases they even 
allow for a higher level. Regarding the qualitative aspect—which is 
perhaps the most dangerous—if we set aside a few unimportant 
limitations regarding defensive weapons, the agreements not only 
include no restrictions on this matter but, on the contrary, seem 
to have been interpreted by the super-Powers as encouraging 
unlimited competition in that specific field.

Therefore, it was felt that in operative paragraph 1 of the draft 
resolution, it was necessary for the Assembly to make an urgent 
appeal to the Governments of the nuclear weapon States which are 
to take part in these renewed talks to begin in Geneva next 
Tuesday “to make every effort in order to expedite the conclusion 
of further agreements including important qualitative limitations 
and substantial reductions of offensive and defensive strategic 
nuclear-weapon systems”.

Paragraph 2, the final operative paragraph, of the draft 
resolution is designed only to invite the two Governments 
concerned “to keep the General Assembly informed of the results 
of their negotiations”. We beUeve that there can be no doubt 
about the obvious necessity and timeliness o f that paragraph.

* Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, Oct. 23, 1972, p. 1534.
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The co-sponsoring delegations would venture to hope that 
the draft resolution that I have thus explained will be approved by 
acclamation since, apart from its obvious constructive intention, it 
constitutes what we feel to be indispensable proof of the fact that 
the General Assembly takes very seriously what, as will be 
recalled, was expressly reaffirmed last year in the preamble to 
resolution 2833 (XXVI) on the world disarmament conference: 
the responsibility o f the United Nations under the Charter for 
disarmament and the consolidation o f peace”, the fact that “all 
peoples o f the world have a vital interest in the success of 
disarmament negotiations” ; and that “it is imperative that all 
States exert further efforts for the adoption of effective measures 
of disarmament and, more particularly, nuclear disarmament”.®

Four Nation Amendment to Revised Twenty-seven Nation Draft 
Resolution on Incendiary Weapons, November 14, 1972’

1. In the fourth preambular paragraph, third and fourth lines, 
delete the words “held napalm bombing to be among methods and 
means that” and substitute the following: “noted that the use of 
chemical and biological means of warfare, including napalm 
bombing,”.

2. After operative paragraph 2, insert the following new 
operative paragraphs 3 and 4, and renumber the subsequent 
paragraphs accordingly:

“3. Deplores the use of napalm and other incendiary 
weapons in aU armed conflicts;

4. Calls for  thorough measures to be taken to prohibit the 
use of napalm and other incendiary weapons in warfare;”.

Statement by the Kenyan Representative (Adala) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Incendiary Weapons, 
November 14, 1972*

My delegation has listened with keen interest to the statements 
made by several delegations in this Committee on the report of the 
Secretary-General under General Assemby resolution 2852 
(XXVI), paragraph 5.  ̂ The draft resolution in document

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 909-910.
’ A/C.1/L.625, Nov. 14, 1972. The amdts. were submitted in the First Committee of 

the General Assembly by Jordan, Kenya, Syria, and Uganda. On the next day the same 
four nations submitted revised amdts. (post, p. 792). The 27-nation res. appears an^e, pp. 
837-839.

‘ A/C.l/PV.1891,pp. 3^36.
*F6r G.A. res. 2852 (XXVI), see Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 910-913.
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A/C. 1/L.616/Rev. 1, introduced by Sweden and co-sponsored by 
several other countries, including a large number of African 
countries, is, I believe, the only document before us on this 
subject.^ A number of delegations, some of which are now 
co-sponsors o f the draft, have made statements calling our 
attention to the grave harm and injury inflicted upon human 
beings as a consequence of the use o f napalm bombs and other 
incendiary weapons. Indeed, the report of the Secretary-General 
states the following:

Bum injuries, whether sustained directly from the action of incendiaries or as a result 
of fires initiated by them, are intensely painful and, compared with the injuries caused 
by most other categories of weapon, require exceptional resources for tiieir medical 
treatment. Under war conditions only a few of the people exposed to more extensive 
napalm burns survive to the period of real convalescence, which is long and 
difficult.. . .  In terms of damage to the civilian population, incendiaries are particularly 
cruel in their effects.'*

It is indeed the cruel effects o f these incendiary weapons, in 
particular, that have led some of those delegations that have 
addressed themselves to the question of napalm and other 
incendiary weapons to observe that the draft resolution before us 
is not balanced in such a manner as to reflect the general concern 
of all humanity over the cruel effects o f these weapons. My 
delegation, after some consultations with a number of delegations, 
including some of those that have co-sponsored the draft 
resolution contained in document A/C. 1/L.616/Rev. 1, is o f the 
same opinion. We feel that certain amendments and additions to 
the draft resolution would bring this draft nearer to the realities of 
the situation. Therefore we wash to propose the following 
amendments.

In the fourth preambular paragraph of the draft resolution 
(A/C. 1/L.616/Rev. 1), at the end of the third line, the words “held 
napalm bombing to be among methods and means that” would be 
replaced by the following words; “noted that the use of chemical 
and biological means of warfare, including napalm bombing”. I 
may mention that these are the very words that are contained in 
the report of the Secretary-General and these are the very words 
of the Teheran resolution. The fourth preambular paragraph 
would then read as follows:

Conscious that incendiary weapons have always constituted a category of arms 
viewed with horror and that the United Nations Conference on Human Rights in 
Teheran in 1968 in its resolution XXIII on human rights in armed conflicts^ noted that 
the use of chemical and biological means of warfare, including napalm bombing, erode 
human rights and engender counterbrutality.

Our next amendments or additions are to the operative 
paragraphs. After operative paragraph 2, we should like to include 
the following paragraphs as operative paragraphs 3 and 4:

^Ante, pp. 720-721.
“ A/8803, p. 50.
‘Final A ct o f the International Conference on Human Rights (U.N. pub., sales no. 

E.68.XIV.2), p. 18.
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“3. Deplores the use of napalm and other incendiary 
weapons in aU armed conflicts;

“4. Calls for thorough measures to be taken to prohibit the 
use of napalm and other incendiary weapons in warfare;”.

The present operative paragraphs 3, 4 and 5 would be 
renumbered 5, 6 and 7.

My delegation, together with other delegations, wishes to bring 
to the attention of the Committee a statement in the concluding 
paragraph of the Secretary-General’s report:

It is not the purpose of this report to assess the use of incendiary weapons in the light 
of legal and humanitarian principles. Nevertheless, in view of the facts presented in the 
report, the group of consxiltant experts wishes to bring to the attention of the General 
Assembly iSe necessity of working out measures for the prohibition of the use, 
production, development and stockpiling of napalm and other incendiary weapons.®

I stress the words “the necessity o f working out measures for the 
prohibition”.

It is in that spirit and with those objectives in mind that my 
delegation and others wish to commend the proposed amendments 
and additions to the draft resolution contained in document 
A/C. 1/L.616/Rev. 1.’

Note From Foreign Minister Chi to the Mexican Ambassador in
Peking (Anguiano), November 14, 1972^

Your Excellency,

I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of Your 
Excellency’s note o f 5 October 1972^ and to reply as follows on 
the question o f a nuclear-weapon-free zone in Latin America to 
which it refers:

The United States o f Mexico and other Latin American 
countries have proposed the estabhshment of a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in Latin America and asked the countries possessing 
nuclear weapons to sign Additional Protocol II to the Treaty for 
the Prohibition o f Nuclear Weapons in Latin America^ and to 
make a pertinent undertaking regarding the Latin American - 
nuclear-weapon-free zone. The Chinese Government respects and 
supports the just proposition of Mexico and other Latin American 
countries and agrees to the basic contents of this protocol.

At present, certain countries possessing huge numbers of 
nuclear weapons are still pursuing a policy of nuclear blackmail 
and nuclear threat against non-nuclear countries and zones. They

“̂ A/SSOS, p. 52.
’ The amdts. appeal supra.
‘ A/C.1/1028, Nov. 15, 1972. On Nov. 17, 1972, the PRC representative read this 

note into the record of the First Committee and announced that he would not 
participate in the vote on G.A. res.

*Not printed here.
®The treaty and the protocols appear in Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 

69-83.
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not only have stationed nuclear forces and established nuclear 
bases on the territories o f other countries, but are constantly 
sending their airplanes, warships or other means o f delivery 
carrying nuclear weapons to traverse the territorial air space and 
territorial sea o f other countries, posing a grave threat to the peace 
and security o f these countries and zones. In view of this, the 
Chinese Government proposes for consideration the inclusion of 
the following provisions in addition to the present provisions of 
Additional Protocol II to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America: (1) dismantling of aU foreign military 
bases in Latin America and (2) prohibition of the passage o f all 
means of transportation and delivery carrying nuclear weapons 
through the territory, territorial sea or territorial air space o f Latin 
American countries.

The Chinese Government has always firmly stood for the 
complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear wea
pons and held that, as the first step, all nuclear countries should 
undertake not to use nuclear weapons, particularly not to use 
them against non-nuclear countries. The Chinese Government has 
repeatedly declared that at no time and in no circumstances will 
China be the first to use nuclear weapons. As a specific 
vindertaking regarding the nuclear-weapon-free zone in Latin 
America, I now declare solemnly on behalf of the Chinese 
Government: China will never use or threaten to use nuclear 
weapons against non-nuclear Latin American countries and the 
Latin. American nuclear-weapon-free zone, nor will China test, 
manufacture, produce, stockpile, install or deploy nuclear wea
pons in these coimtries or in this zone, or send her means of 
transportation and delivery carrying nuclear weapons to traverse 
the territory, territorial sea and territorial air space of Latin 
American countries, I believe that this undertaking of the Chinese 
Government is in conformity with the proposition and basic 
demand o f the Latin American countries.

It is necessary to point out at the same time that both the 
preamble o f the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in 
Latin America and that of Additional Protocol II affirm the 
resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly'* on the 
Treaty on Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons® and the Partial 
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty,^ to which latter two treaties China has 
always been opposed. It is solely under compulsion that China has 
been developing nuclear weapons, and she is doing so entirely for 
defensive purposes and for breaking the nuclear monopoly and 
proceeding from there to eliminate nuclear weapons. Certain 
countries possessing huge numbers o f nuclear weapons are 
precisely making use o f the above-mentioned treaties in an

'•i.e., the res. of Nov. 27, 1963 (ibid., 1963, pp. 628-629) and Nov. 19,1965 (ibid., 
1965, pp. 532-534).

‘Ibid., 1968, pp. 461465.
^Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
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attempt to establish their nuclear monopoly, nuclear superiority 
and nuclear hegemony in the world. Since the Chinese 
Government takes exception to these two treaties, it is in no 
position to sign Additional Protocol II to the Treaty for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America. But this 
definitely does not hinder the Chinese Government from support
ing the Latin American nuclear-weapon-free zone and making the 
above-mentioned undertaking regarding it. The Chinese Govern
ment is ready to continue to work together with the Latin 
American countries for the complete prohibition and thorough 
destruction of nuclear weapons.

The Chinese Government hopes that its position wdll have the 
full understanding of the United States of Mexico and the other 
Latin American countries. The Mexican Government is requested 
to convey China’s above-mentioned position to all the Govern
ments parties to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America.

I avail myself o f this opportunity to express to Your Excellency 
the assurances of my highest consideration.

(Signed) CHI PENG-FEI 
Minister o f Foreign A ffairs o f  the 

People’s Republic o f  China

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly, November 15, 1972^

To save the time of the Committee, I should like before the 
vote to put forward the position of our delegation on the draft 
resolutions relating to items 27, 30, 32 and 33 of the agenda of 
this session of the Assembly so that it vwll not be necessary to 
speak on each of those items separately.

Concerning item 27, which you just mentioned, Mr. Chairman, 
a group of States has submitted a draft resolution relating to 
the implementation of the results o f the Conference o f Non- 
Nuclear-Weapon States.^ The delegation of the USSR intends to 
abstain from voting on this draft resolution—as it has done on 
similar draft resolutions in previous years—since, as the Committee 
knows, the Soviet Union did not take part in the Conference of 
Non-Nuclear-Weapon States held in 1968 and since it does not 
agree with many of the decisions adopted at that Conference.

Furthermore, the third paragraph of the preamble o f the draft 
resolution states that the Assembly is aware of the steps taken in 
amending article VI of the statute of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency^ to expand the membership of the Board of

’A/C.l/PV.1892,pp. 3-12.
*A/C.1/L.617. A revised version of this res. was approved as G.A. res. 2931 (XXVII), 

post, pp. 836-837.
^Ahiericcm Foreign Policy: Current Documents 1956, pp. 915 ff.
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Governors. The decision relating to a change in the statute of the 
Agency was adopted without taking into account the position of 
the socialists and many non-aligned countries that participate in 
tlie activities of the agency. Therefore, mention of this decision 
seems to us quite unnecessary.

On agenda item 30 there are two draft resolutions, in 
documents A/C. 1/L.616/Rev. 1  ̂ and A/C. 1/L.623® respectively. 
We should like to say that we support the draft resolution in 
document A/C.1/L.616/Rev. 1 and we shall vote for it. Soviet 
experts took an active part in preparing the report presented by 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations on napalm and other 
incendiary weapons.® We are ready to join those delegations which 
worked on this report and proposed several measures to dissemi
nate it according to the provisions o f the operative part of the 
draft resolution.

Regarding the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.623 
concerning future negotiations between the Governments of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of 
America on the limitation of offensive and defensive strategic 
nuclear weapon systems, we should like to say that we share the 
desire of many States to see these talks yield fruitful results. The 
Soviet Government attaches fundamental importance to the 
agreements already concluded in the field of the limitation of 
strategic weapons.’ This was said in detail in the statement o f the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Gromyko, during the general 
debate on 26 September and in other subsequent statements of 
the Soviet delegation in the First Committee on 23 and 30 
October.®

Under the agreements concluded between them, the Govern
ments o f the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United 
States o f America undertook to continue active talks on the 
limitation of offensive strategic weapons. The Soviet Union firmly 
intends to carry out this undertaking. At the same time, as is 
provided for in article VII o f the interim agreement on some 
measures in the field of the limitation of offensive strategic 
weapons, the obligations contained in the agreement do not 
prejudge the scope or conditions of limitation of offensive 
strategic weapons, which could be worked out during subsequent 
talks.

Therefore, the Soviet delegation is unable to support operative 
paragraph 1 o f the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.623, 
which contains an attempt to prejudge in advance the scope of 
such limitations and thus, even before the beginning of the talks, 
to put forward conditions for future agreements. In the same vein, 
the delegation of the USSR cannot agree to operative paragraph 2,

*Ante, pp. 771-773.
^Identical with pt. B of G.A. res. 2932 (XXVII),post, pp. 839-840. 
^MSSQ3.
''Ante, pp. 197-201, 202-204.
^Ante, pp. 670-671, 697,725.
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which provides that the Governments o f the Soviet Union and the 
United States will keep the General Assembly constantly informed 
of the results of their negotiations. The experience o f previous 
bilateral talks shows that they are extremely complex in nature. 
They lasted for two years, and the Soviet side cannot undertake in 
advance constantly to inform others of the results of these talks. 
For that reason the delegation of the USSR will abstain during the 
vote on the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.623.

The Soviet delegation would also like to explain its vote and its 
attitude towards the draft resolutions relating to the problems of 
the suspension of nuclear and thermonuclear tests, in connexion 
with agenda item 32. I have in mind the draft resolutions in 
documents A/C.1/L.611,® L.615^° and L.620”  and the amend
ments in L.624.*^ The position of principle of the delegation of 
the Soviet Union in the matter o f the suspension of nuclear and 
thermonuclear tests has often been explained in the General 
Assembly and its bodies as well as in the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament. We also put it forward briefly in our 
statement in the First Committee on 30 October, when we 
stressed that we share the concern of many States about the 
absence of progress towards a solution of these matters. ‘ ^

The Soviet Union is in favour of a cessation o f nuclear and 
thermonuclear tests, including underground tests by everyone 
everywhere, and we have often put forward concrete proposes to 
settle these problems on the basis of resort to national means of 
controlling observance of this agreement. Unfortunately, it has 
proved impossible up to now to reach agreement on the 
prohibition of nuclear weapon tests by everyone everywhere.

H ie Soviet Union is in favour also of large-scale international 
co-operation in the field o f the exchange of seismological data 
within the framework of the Treaty prohibiting underground 
nuclear weapon tests in order to effect control over respect by 
States of their undertakings under that Treaty.

Pursuant to that position of principle the Soviet delegation will 
vote for the draft resolution in document A/C. 1/L.611, which lays 
stress on the urgent need to put an end to aU nuclear weapon tests 
in the atmosphere and requests all States to accede to the Moscow 
Treaty of 5 August 1963 on the prohibition of nuclear weapon 
tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water and, 
meanwhile, to refrain from testing under ground.*^ There is also 
an appeal to all nuclear weapon States to suspend nuclear weapon 
tests in all environments. That is also completely in keeping with 
the position of the Soviet Union on this matter.

’Identical with pt. A. of GA. res. 2934 (XXVII),posf, pp. 842-843. 
•“Identical with pt. B of G.A. tes. 2934 (XXVII),pos?, pp. 844-845.
* ’ Identical with pt. C of GA. res. 2934 (XXVII), post, p. 846.
' Mnfe, p. 776.
‘ ^Ante, p. 730.

Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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The amendments to this draft resolution (A/C.1/L.611) in 
document A/C.1/L.624, introduced by the Belgian delegation and 
several others, do not in principle change the substance o f the 
draft resolution. They only underline the need to put an end to all 
tests in the atmosphere, no matter in what part o f the world. 
These amendments are designed to ensure over-all suspension of 
nuclear tests, which is completely in consonance with the 
provisions of the Moscow Treaty on the prohibition of nuclear 
weapon tests in three environments.

For those reasons the delegation of the USSR will vote in 
favour of the amendments in document A/C. 1/L.624.

I now pass on to the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.615, 
introduced by 15 Powers, on the suspension of all nuclear weapon 
tests in all environments by all States. We should like to note that 
the Soviet delegation fully supports the general objective of. that 
draft. However, although this objective is generally acceptable to 
us, certain methods are prescribed to achieve this objective. For 
instance, there is an appeal to States carrying out underground 
nuclear weapon tests, that they also take unilateral measures to 
suspend the testing without the conclusion o f any treaty on this 
matter. This is something which is not in keeping with the 
objective, stressed by the Soviet Union, o f the cessation of nuclear 
weapons tests everywhere and by everyone. Therefore the Soviet 
delegation will abstain during the vote on the draft resolution in 
document A/C. 1/L.615.

Neither can the Soviet delegation support the draft resolution 
of 14 Latin American countries contained in document 
A/C.1/L.620, which includes an appeal to States to put an end to 
all nuclear weapon tests, at the latest by 5 August 1973, either 
unilaterally or through a unilateral moratorium. We consider, as I 
have already said, that the cessation of nuclear weapon tests by all 
and everywhere can only be achieved through an agreement among 
all nuclear Powers. The proposal that a moratorium be proclaimed 
without the conclusion of any treaty in our opinion is unrealistic 
and impossible to carry out. That is why we intend to abstain 
during the vote on the draft resolution in document A/C. 1/L.620.

As to the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.619 on item 33 
of the agenda, the Treaty of Tlatelolco, concerning the denuclear
ization o f Latin America,^® on 10 November the Soviet Union 
made its position clear on this matter in the First Committee.
We fully explained why the Soviet Union could not support that 
Treaty or sign Protocol II. Article 18 o f the Treaty allows for 
imderground nuclear tests similar to nuclear weapon tests. This to 
us seems to be a loop-hole for nuclear weapon testing. The 
Tlatelolco Treaty does not prohibit the transport of nuclear 
weapons. The definition of the zone in the Treaty is not in 
keeping with the principles o f international law and, finally, the

*®The treaty and protocols appear ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83. 
'®See ante, pp. 773-776.
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Treaty has not been sent to all countries for agreement, although 
under the Treaty it would appear that some countries not 
belonging to the Latin American area have to assume certain 
obligations under that international instrument.

Neither in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
nor in the Assembly did we receive any satisfactory clarification; 
explanations given us were certainly most unsatisfactory. There
fore the delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics will 
abstain on the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.619.

Revised Sixteen Nation Draft Resolution Introduced in the First 
Cominittee of the General Assembly: Implementation of 
General Assembly Resolution 2830 (XXVI) Concerning the 
Signature and Ratification of Additional Protocol II of the 
Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 
(Treaty of Tlatelolco), November 15, 1972*

T P l P  C r P Y ! P V n l  ^^PfYthl'K?

Recalling its resolutions 1911 (XVIII) of 27 November 1963,^ 
2286 (XXII) o f 5 December 1967,  ̂ 2456 B (XXIII) of 20 
December 1968, *̂ 2666 (XXV) of 7 December 1970® and 2830 
(XXVI) o f 16 December 1971,®

Recalling in particular that in four of those resolutions it 
addressed appeals to the nuclear-weapon States to sign and ratify 
Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)'^ as soon as 
possible,

1. Reaffirms its conviction that, for the maximum effectiveness 
of any treaty establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone, the co
operation of the nuclear-weapon States is necessary and that such 
co-operation should take the form of commitments likewise 
undertaken in a formal international instrument which is legally 
binding, such as a treaty, convention or protocol;

2. Recalls with particular satisfaction that the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States of 
America became Parties to Additional Protocol II of the Treaty

' A/C.l/L.619/Rev. 1, Nov. 15, 1972. The revised draft res. was sponsored by 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Haiti, Honduras, 
Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Trinidad and Tobago, Uruguay, 
Venezuela. The original version appears ante, p. 765. The revised res., as modified by an 
oral Mexican amdt. {post, pp. 808-809), was adopted as G.A. res. 2935 (XXVII), post, 
pp. 847-848.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 628-629.
^Ibid., 1967, pp. 620-621.
*Ibi<L, 1968, p. 799.
^Ibid, 1970, pp. 689-691.
^Ibid., 1971, pp. 898-899.
’The treaty and protocols appear ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
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for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America in 1969 
and 1971 respectively;

3. Also welcomes with satisfaction, as a preliminary measure, 
the solemn declaration made by the Government of the People’s 
Republic of China, on 14 November 1972 (A/C. 1/1028),® by 
which it entered into obligations similar to those implicit in 
Additional Protocol II for States Parties thereto, and invites the 
Chinese Government to try to find procedures that will enable it 
to accede to the protocol as soon as possible;

4. Deplores that the other two nuclear-weapon States have not 
yet heeded the urgent appeals which the General Assembly has 
made in four different resolutions and urges them once again to 
sign and ratify without further delay Additional Protocol II of the 
Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its twenty- 
eighth session an item entitled “Implementation of General
Assembly resolution (XXVII) concerning the signature and
ratification of Additional Protocol II o f the Treaty for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of 
Tlatelolco)” ;

6 . Requests the Secretary-General to transmit the present 
resolution to the nuclear-weapon States and to inform the General 
Assembly at its twenty-eighth session of any measure adopted by 
them in order to implement it.

Revised Four Nation Amendment to Twenty-seven Nation Revised 
Draft Resolution on Incendiary Weapons, November 15, 1972^

After operative paragraph 2, insert the following new operative 
paragraph 3 and renumber the subsequent paragraphs accordingly:

“3. Deplores the use o’f napalm and other incendiary 
weapons in all armed conflicts;”

’'Ante, pp. 785-787.
' A/C.l/L.625/Rev. 1, Nov. 15, 1972. The revised amdt. was submitted to the First 

Committee of the General Assembly by Jordan, Kenya, Syria, and Uganda. The original 
version appears ante, p. 783. For the 27-nation res., see ante, pp. 720-721. On Nov. 15 
the Swedish representative asked whether Kenya would agree to revise the amdt. to read 
“Deplores the effects of the use of napalm and other incendiary weapons in all armed 
conflicts” (A/C.1/PV.1893, pp. 7-11). On the next day the Kenyan representative stated 
that he would accept this. The Mexican representative then suggested changing the 
Swedish language to read “Deplores the use and the effects of the use of napalm and 
other incendiary weapons in all armed conflicts.” The Kenyan representative responded 
that he had “no more control” over the revised four-power amdt. (A/C.1/PV.1894, pp. 
2-6). The Swedish and Mexican suggestions were not voted on. The First Committee 
approved the revised amdt. in its original form by a vote of 83 to 0, with 32 abstentions:

For-Afghanistan, Algeria, Bahrain, Bhutan, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, 
Byelorussian SSR, Cameroon, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus,
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Statement by the Kenyan Representative (Odero-Jowi) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Incendiary Weapons, 
November 15, 1972*

We did mention yesterday when introducing our draft amend
ments^ that we were submitting them in order to reflect the 
reahties of the situation as set forth in the report of the 
Secretary-General.^ I believe that the majority of us have read the 
Secretary-General’s report and that all o f us are equally concerned 
with the harm caused by the use o f napalm and other incendiary 
weapons on human beings in the course of war.

TTie co-sponsors of the draft amendments have had contact with 
the co-sponsors o f the draft resolution contained in document 
A/C.l/L.616/Rev.l,^ and for the purpose of achieving unanimity 
and conciliation we have agreed to make the following changes in 
our draft amendments. We have agreed to withdraw our proposal 
to include in the fourth preambular paragraph the words “noted 
that the use o f chemical and biological means of warfare, including 
napalm bombing”. We have done this because we were given to 
understand that experts have not yet agreed that napalm and other 
incendiary weapons can be given the tab of “chemical weapons”. 
This is a technical point and we will go along with it.

We would, however, Uke to retain our proposed operative 
paragraph 3, which reads: “Deplores the use of napalm and other 
incendiary weapons in aU armed conflicts”. Again, for obvious 
reasons, we believe that those who are familiar with the 
circumstances and the situation as explained in the Secretary- 
General’s report will agree that the use o f napalm and incendiary 
weapons in warfare is a gross violation of human rights and inflicts 
deep sufferings on all human beings.

Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, 
Fiji, Gabon, Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, 
India, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jord^, Kenya, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, 
Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Madagascar, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, 
Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Poland, 
Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Syrian Arab 
Republic, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab 
Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, 
Zambia.

^^fl/«sr-None.
Abstaining-AigQiitmdi, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bolivia, Canada, Central African 

Republic, Chad, Denmark, Finland, France, Greece, Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, Israel, Italy, 
Japan, IGimer Republic, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, 
Philippines, Portugal, Singapore, South Africa, Thailand, Turkey, U.K., U.S.

As further modified by a Cuban oral amdt. {post, pp. 794-796.), the 27-nation res. 
became pt. A of General Assembly res. 2932 (XXVII), post, pp. 837-839.

'A/C.l/PV.1893,"pp. 6-7.
 ̂Supra.

"A/^803.
^Ante, pp. 771-773.
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For that reason we feel very strongly about the retention of this 
paragraph. We do not think that it is as strongly worded as we 
would have wanted. However, we understand that at the present 
stage we are merely dealing with procedural draft resolutions 
rather than a substantive draft resolution, and also we take note of 
the report of the Secretary-General which states that ‘The 
objectives of this report are to provide information to peoples and 
Governments on the effects of napalm and other incendiary 
weapons. . .  It also envisages that it “ ‘could facilitate subse
quent action by the United Nations with a view to curtailing or 
abolishing such uses o f the weapons in question as might be 
established as inhumane’ ”.® Our operative paragraph 4 as pro
posed is in this regard probably more substantive and could not 
stand at this preliminary stage.

We ajgree with the sponsors o f the draft resolution contained in 
document A/C. 1/L.616/Rev. 1 that the report should be com
mended to the attention of Governments by the Secretary-General 
and their comments solicited. We do hope and believe that all 
Governments wUl deem it necessary to react to the request o f the 
Secretary-General and give this Committee and the General 
Assembly something substantive to work on, so that at a later date 
my delegation and the co-sponsors, and any other delegation 
wWch in the future may so wish, could introduce more substantive 
proposals on any subsequent draft resolutions.

Before I finish, may I say that I believe that this move will meet 
with the approval o f all the co-sponsors o f the draft resolution 
contained in document A/C. 1/L.616/Rev. 1, and we are stUl open 
to any other suggestions that may be to the benefit o f us all.

Statement by the Cuban Representative (Alarcon) to the First 
Committee of the GenersJ Assembly: Incendiary Weapons, 
November 16, 1972*

My delegation would like to go back to the previous situation, 
that is to say, the situation that arose after the amendments 
submitted by four delegations and introduced by Kenya. ̂

Yesterday my delegation was not in a position to refer to those 
amendments—although, in principle, we entirely supported 
them—because we did not have a text shov/ing precisely how those 
amendments would stand after the representative o f Kenya had 
submitted changes to them yesterday afternoon.^ But the situa
tion as we understand it now would force my delegation to go

® A/8803, p. 4.
‘ A/C.1/PV.1894, pp. 7-10.
^Ante, p. 783.
 ̂Supra,
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back to one of the preambular paragraphs that the four delega
tions originally wanted to modify.

As matters stand at present, the fourth preambular paragraph 
would stand as originally submitted by the co-sponsors o f the 
draft resolution contained in document A/C.1/L.616. My delega
tion would, therefore, propose a very simple amendment: to 
delete the last six words in the Spanish text after the words 
“derechos humanos”; that would be tantamount to deleting the 
last three words of the English text and the last seven words of the 
French text.

The reason why my delegation proposes the deletion of those 
three words of the English text is the fact that we are somewhat 
confused by the expression in Spanish, “brutalidad de signo 
contrario”—in English it is: “and engender counterbrutality” ; in 
French: “de nouvelles brutalitis”. Those words are not very clear.

I know that the co-sponsors of the draft resolution have 
alluded to the fact that this was the wording used in the resolution 
XXIII adopted at the Teheran C o n fe r e n c e b u t this draft 
resolution does not take up literally and word for word all the 
expressions used in the Teheran resolution. The draft resolution® 
is specifically based upon the report of the experts on napalm and 
other incendiary weapons,® but nowhere does that document take 
up the question o f “counterbrutality”. And, as far as my 
knowledge of the Spanish language goes, the only logical way o f  
interpreting the Spanish words used would be to attribute some 
degree of brutality to the victims of the brutal use o f napalm and 
other incendiary weapons. Instead of accepting such a definition, I 
would prefer to ask for some definition of this “counterbrutality” ; 
that is, the brutality caused not by those using napalm, but by 
those against whom it is used. Do their bodies not bum in a 
properly civilized way? Is the behaviour o f the victims of napalm 
annoying or vexing from the point of view of those using it? 
Perhaps they scream too loudly when they feel the napalm; 
perhaps they hurl insults at those who drop the incendiary bombs.

We believe the use o f those words basically contradicts the 
entire report of the experts on napalm; it also introduces an 
element of confusion to our mind that might lead to an 
interpretation according to which the Committee would place on 
an equal footing those using napalm against peoples and those 
who, in Indo-China, the Portuguese colonies or elsewhere, are or 
may become victims of the only brutality to which the report of 
the experts refers, namely, the brutality of using this type of 
genocidal weapon against specific populations.

^Final Act o f the International Conference on Human Rights (U.N. pub., sales no. 
E.68.XIV.2), p. 18.

^Ante, pp. 771-773.
®A/8803.

505-954 0  -  74 -  52
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So that, in a word, my delegation proposes the deletion in the 
Englidi text o f the last three words of the fourth preambular 
paragraph o f the draft resolution contained in document 
A/C. 1/L.616/Rev. 1.

Statement by the PRC Representative (Lin) to the First Commit
tee of the General Assembly: Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 
and Incendiary Weapons, November 16,1972^

The Chinese delegation would like to make the following two 
points.

In the first place, with regard to certain agreements on the 
limitation of strategic armaments reached by the Soviet Union and 
the United States in their high-level talks,* the Chairman of the 
Chinese delegation has already stated our views in his speech in the 
plenary meeting of the twenty-seventh session of the General 
Assembly o f the United Nations.^ The Chinese delegation will not 
be able to participate in the voting on the present draft resolution 
which is before the First Committee.**

In the second place, before the draft resolution on napalm and 
other incendiary weapons is put to the vote,® the Chinese 
delegation would like to express the following views. The Chinese 
delegation has yet to study the contents of the Secretary General’s 
report on napdm and other incendiary weapons,® so we are not 
going to make specific comments on it. It must be pointed out, 
however, that the preambular portion of the draft resolution fails 
to make a distinction between just and unjust wars but states 
indiscriminately that “all armed conflicts and the use of any 
weapons bringing suffering”. Moreover, it makes no distinction 
between the aggressor and the victim of aggression but only talks 
indiscriminately about general and complete disarmament. The 
Chinese delegation has reservations on the above wording. With 
these statements and reservations the Chinese delegation will vote 
in favour o f the draft resolution on napalm and other incendiary 
weapons.

'A/C.1/PV.1894, p. 11.
^Ante, pp. 197-204.
^Ante, p. 780.
^Identical with pt. B of GJi. res. 2?32 (XXVll), post, pp. 839-840. 
^Identical with pt. A of GA. res. 2932 (XXVII), posr, pp. 837-839. 
« A/8803.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks [Extract], November 16, 1972’

1 should now like to address myself to the draft resolution in 
document A/C.1/L.623.* The United States understands and 
welcomes the interest shown by the world community in the 
forthcoming second round of negotiations on strategic arms 
limitations between the United States and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics. We believe that these negotiations wiU be of 
great significance for disarmament and hence for world security. 
For our part we intend to do everything possible to assure their 
successful outcome. However, we do not believe that the draft 
resolution under consideration will further the cause of these 
negotiations, which we expect to be of extreme complexity.

We shall therefore abstain in the vote on the draft resolution in 
document A/C. 1/L.623.

Statement by the British Representative (Hainworth) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Incendiary Weapons, 
November 16, 1972*

Before we reach the stage o f voting, I should like to say a few 
words about the United Kingdom’s attitude towards the draft 
resolution contained in document A/C. 1/L. 616/Rev. 1̂  and the 
single amendment now proposed, as you have explained to us, by 
the representative o f Kenya. ̂

This draft resolution was originally introduced by the repre
sentatives of Sweden and Mexico,^ both of whom made forceful 
statements on the subject of the Secretary-General’s report itself® 
and on the need to reflect on and study what the next steps 
should be. The United Kingdom delegation certainly considers 
that it is right that Governments should have an opportunity to 
comment on it after due study and reflection. We hope that the 
adoption of such a course of action will enable Governments to 
make up their minds on the further handling of the subject.

The form in which the draft resolution in document 
A/C. 1/L. 6 16/Rev. 1 has been cast is such that the operative part

’ A/C.1/PV.1894, p. 17.
•Identical with pt. B of G.A. res. 2932 (XXVIl),post, pp. 839-840.
-A/C.1/PV.1894, pp. 21-25.
^Ante, pp. 771-773.
^Ante, pp. 793-794.
^The Swedish statement appeals ante, pp. 720-721. For the Mexican statement, see 

A/C.l/PV. 1888, pp. 16-22.
'A/8803.
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duly gives effect’ to the aims described by the co-sponsors, 
although my delegation understands the word “Welcomes” in the 
operative paragraph 1 as meaning “Welcomes the circulation to the 
General Assembly”, rather than an endorsement of the contents of 
the report before even having studied it.

In the view of my delegation, however, the preamble to this 
draft resolution does not altogether accord with the over-all 
purpose described by the original co-sponsors. But I should like to 
record my delegation’s sincere appreciation of the two changes 
made since the submission on 26 October of this draft resolution.

One purpose of the preamble seems to be to give Governments 
some general guidance by pointing to documents which should be 
taken into consideration when examining the report. In my 
delegation’s view, considerable guidance is already available in the 
report itself, and it might have been possible to adopt a rather 
shorter preamble. In the interests of consensus, however, my 
delegation does not wish to press this point.

Some parts of the preamble, however, in particular the last 
three paragraphs, seek to anticipate the conclusions which Gov
ernments will draw from their study of the report. There seems 
to be something of a logical inconsistency between the opera
tive part, which commends the report for study, and the pre
amble, which presents some possible conclusions of that study. 
And my delegation regrets that the co-sponsors have not found it 
possible to agree to the suggestions we made for trying, to remove 
the remaining problems from the preambular paragraphs.

My delegation agrees with the approach outlined twice by the 
Swedish delegation. What is needed is a broad and soUd basis for 
deciding on the next step. It seems, therefore, to us that if  we are 
to take examination of this subject forward in a constructive 
manner, it is important to reach as near a degree of unanimity as 
we can on the next steps. To that end my delegation can vote for 
the draft resolution contained in document A/C. 1/L.616/Rev. 1 as 
it is, on the understanding that the essence of the resolution is 
procedural and that the sentiments expressed in the preamble do 
not commit Governments in any way before they have studied the 
report.

We are now, however, also faced with a suggestion from the 
representative of Kenya which could completely alter the charac
ter of the resolution from being procedural to one .which would 
seek to comment on matters of substance treated in the report 
itself. I should like to repeat that my delegation wants to see this 
matter discussed. But let me make my delegation’s position on this 
matter quite clear. We shall, in any event, co-operate with the 
Secretary-General in the task given to him. We shall study the 
report and then, in the Ught of that study, we shall comment. But 
surely, having asked the Secretary-General for an experts’ study 
and report, we shovild study it carefully and then comment, rather 
than comment first and then study it.
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My delegation accordingly regrets that this amendment has been 
proposed. We cannot vote for it and shall have to abstain. In the 
event that the amendment should be adopted we shall, to our 
great disappointment, again have to abstain, despite our first 
preference—on the resolution as a whole.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
First Committee of the Gen«*al Assembly: Tests of Nuclear 
Weapons, November 16,1972*

I should like to explain how the United States intends to vote 
on the three test-ban draft resolutions which are before the 
Committee.

The United States supports the objectives o f the draft resolu
tion contained in document A/C.1/L.611̂  and intends to vote for 
it. As on similar past occasions, I should like to place on record 
that the United States understands the language of that draft 
resolution to call for a suspension of tests in all environments 
pursuant to an adequately verified treaty. We continue to hope 
that it will become possible to negotiate such a treaty in the 
nearest future and we intend, in the course of the deliberations of 
the Conference o f the Committee on Disarmament, to continue to 
work towards this objective.

With respect to the draft resolution contained in document 
A/C.l/L.615,^ we intend to abstain. In doing so I wish to reaffirm 
the long-standing policy commitment of the United States to work 
towards a cessation of all our nuclear-weapon testing, pursuant to 
an adequately verified treaty. We noted in our statement last year 
when we were voting on a similar draft resolution'* that if  we were 
to vote for the draft resolution a misunderstanding could result in 
that we might be expected to take some immediate and dramatic 
new initiative relating to our test-ban policy. However, as we have 
noted on earlier occasions, this is not a problem that lends itself to 
easy and immediate solution, since further progress towards 
restraints on testing is dependent upon understanding and resolv
ing the complex problem of verification. We are actively and 
constructively participating in the deliberations of the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament on this problem. This was 
demonstrated by our lengthy statement on the test-ban issue and 
the detailed working paper we presented on progress and problems 
in the area o f seismic verification.®

We will be prepared to make appropriate proposals when we are 
convinced that they will lead to progress. For now, we feel that we

‘A/C.l/PV.1895,pp. 12-13.
^Identical with pt. A of G.A. res. 2934 (XXVII),post, pp. 842-843. 
^Identical with pt. B of G.A. res. 2934 (XXVII),posf, pp. 844-845.
*See Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 852-853, 895-897. 
^Seeante, pp. 584-590,590-611.
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can continue to be most constructive through our practical 
contributions towards gaining a better understanding of the 
verification issue and through continuing deliberations of the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament on the many issues 
and options involved in further negotiated restraints on testing.

With respect to the draft resolution contained in document 
A/C.1/L.620,® we intend to abstain, as we did on a similar 
resolution last year.’ In our view the condemnation of all nuclear 
testing and the imposition of arbitrary deadlines are detrimental to 
the creation of that atmosphere of accommodation which is 
essential to progress towards meaningful arms control measures. 
Moreover, contrary to the assertions in operative paragraph 2, we 
regard the question of verification as central to and inseparable 
from the consideration of the test-ban issue.

With regard to the draft resolution contained in document 
A/C.1/L.624,® the United States does not have strong views. We 
intend to abstain on it because it does not appear to alter the 
Australian-New Zealand draft resolution® in any substantive sense. 
In the United States view the key element in that part of the 
Australian-New Zealand draft resolution dealing with atmospheric 
testing is that it urges all countries not yet parties to the limited 
test-ban Treaty*® to adhere to that Treaty without delay.

Statement by the Fijian Representative (Nandan) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Cessation of Nuclear
Tests, November 16,1972*

My delegation would like to make some observations on the 
amendments proposed by Belgium and others^ to the draft 
resolution contained in document A/C. 1/L.611,̂  o f which Fiji is a 
co-sponsor.

In introducing the amendments in the Committee, the repre
sentative of Belgium stated that the co-sponsors of the amend
ments wanted to reassure the co-sponsors of the draft resolution 
that they shared and still share our views and objectives and that 
they respect our concern.'* It is submitted that, if the co-sponsors 
of the amendments really shared the concern and objectives of the 
peoples of the Pacific region they would certainly not have 
introduced these amendments, which seek to remove from this 
draft resolution the reflexion of the very concern which they 
profess to share.

® Identical with pt. C of G.A. res. 2934 (XXVII), post, p. 846.
■̂ See Documents on Disarmament, 7P77, pp. 853, 893-894.
^Ante, p. 776.
 ̂Identical with pt. A ofG.A. res. 2934 (XXVII), posr, pp. 842-843.

* ^Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
' A/C.l/PV.1895,pp. 13-20.
^Ante, pp. 776-778.
identical with pt. A of GA. res. 2934 (XXVII), post, pp. 842-843.
"*See ante, pp. 776-778.
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We know only too well whose objectives the amenders of our 
draft resolution share and are concerned about. Only a glance at 
the list of the co-sponsors of the amendments contained in 
document A/C.1/L.624® wiU tell the tale of whose interest these 
amenders are trying to protect and whose influence has inspired 
these seemingly harmless amendments. The people whose em
barrassments these amendments are designed to protect are the 
very same who do not feel embarrassed in putting the lives and the 
environment of the South Pacific people in jeopardy. This is no 
light matter to those who live in the Pacific region and are 
continually subjected to this treatment. But, o f course, the 
co-sponsors of the amendments are safe on distant continents, 
thousands o f miles away from the testing grounds of the Mururoa 
Atoll in the South Pacific.

Let me frankly ask the representatives of Belgium, Cameroon, 
the Ivory Coast, Italy, Lebanon, Morocco, Rwanda and Zaire, the 
co-sponsors of the amendments in document A/C.1/L.624, who 
seek to omit the reference to tests in the Pacific region, if  they 
would do the same if  France were to shift the tests to their region. 
With respect, we submit that our safety and survival in our own 
region comes first. The purely global notions which have already 
been expressed in many resolutions of tWs Organization are often 
conveniently ignored, and the atmospheric testing in the Pacific is 
one example of this.

The representative of Belgium has used the argument that there 
is some nebulous tradition that resolutions on this subject are 
always of a general nature and that the regional concept 
represented in the draft resolution in document A/C. 1/L.611 
constitutes discrimination. However, this Committee knows very 
well that regional approaches and concerns are repeated year after 
year in Assembly resolutions. Permit me to refer to the resolutions 
on the problems of southern Africa as an example. Why, then, this 
present double standard?

At its fourteenth session the General Assembly adopted a 
resolution which emanated from this Committee and was entitled 
“Question of French nuclear tests in the Sahara.” This was a 
matter of regional concern at that time; and, if  the Assembly 
records are correct, it was Morocco, now one of the sponsors of 
the Belgian amendments, which requested the consideration of 
that item. Resolution 1379 (XIV) was adopted by an over
whelming majority of 51 votes to 16. If I may refresh the memory 
of this Committee, that resolution contained the following 
provisions inter alia:

The General Assembly,

Noting the dedaied intention of the Government of France to undertake nuclear 
tests in the Sahara,. . .

Recognizing the anxiety caused by the contemplated tests in the Sahara among all 
peoples, and more particularly those of Africa,

^Ante, p. 776.
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1. Expresses its grave concern over the intention of the Government of France to 
conduct nuclear tests;

2. Requests France to refrain from such tests.*

That Sahara-tests resolution was at that time based only on 
well-founded apprehension about the intention of a country to 
conduct tests in that region, whereas the tests to which draft 
resolution A/C.1/L.611 refers are in fact taking place in the Pacific 
region.

I should like to emphasize that the draft resolution in document 
A/C. 1/L.611 is relatively modest It is of general application as 
compared to the Assembly resolution on the French tests in the 
Sahara. It calls for a halt to all atmospheric testing of nuclear 
weapons in the Pacific region or anywhere else in the world and, 
further, seeks universal support for the Partial Test Ban Treaty of 
1963.’ It also seeks a suspension of all nuclear weapon tests in all 
environments and the negotiation of a treaty banning all such 
tests.

Some other common examples of regional concern expressed in 
this Committee’s resolutions are to be found in those relating to 
the denuclearization of Africa and Latin America, which inter alia 
ban the testing of nuclear weapons in those regions. That is what 
document A/C.1/L.611 seeks with regard to the Pacific region. 
The proposal for the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace is but 
another example of regional concern.

The co-sponsors o f the amendments would have the inter
national community believe that the Pacific region does not 
belong to this planet. Other co-sponsors o f the draft resolution in 
document A/C.1/L.6M have already cogently stated that it is the 
Pacific region that is being used as a ground for contamination by 
people who do not belong to that region. It is apparently a 
convenient garbage can for Europe. It is the Pacific region that is 
being discriminated against. The co-sponsors of the amendment, 
some of whom come from Europe and some to our regret, from 
Africa, are asking the United Nations to condone and perpetuate 
this discrimination against the peoples of the Pacific.

It is highly ironical that the States in this Committee that are at 
this very time preparing the European security conference, a very 
exclusive, regional concept, have taken it upon themselves to 
attempt to delete this reference to our problems in our region. Yet 
the right of the people o f the Pacific region to live in peace and 
security and in the safety o f their environment is as much a matter 
of concern to mankind as the peace and security and safety of the 
people of Europe. We cannot, therefore, see why the Pacific region 
cannot be especially mentioned in resolutions of this Assembly. 
Nuclear explosions are not, after aU, a matter of trifling 
importance. There are already plans for larger explosions than 
hitherto conducted. At this very time, whUe we are considering 
this item, there is news from Paris that further tests are to be

^Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, voL II, pp. 1546-1547.
’’Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
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carried out—and I quote from The Times o f London of yesterday, 
15 November 1972:
France is planning to explode a hydrogen bomb of megaton strength next summer above 
Mururoa Atoll in the South Pacific, and considerable fall-out is expected.

The same report further states:
The megaton blast will create considerable fall-out, but the French Government is 
determined to go ahead with its nuclear programme.

Similar reports appear in Le Monde of 12 and 13 November.
The tests are being conducted in the Mururoa Atoll in the 

Pacific. This is the hub of a cluster of small Pacific States and 
some of the colonial Territories in the region. It is the peoples of 
these States and colonial Territories that are most immediate to 
the testing grounds. It is they that look to this Organization and 
the international community to do justice to their cause. All they 
ask of this Organization is to add its collective voice so that they 
and their environment may be spared man-made hazards which 
give no benefit to the inhabitants of the area but rather put their 
lives and environment in jeopardy.

If we, the Members of this Organization—and that means all of 
us who are seated here—should fail to focus on the problems and 
concerns of these peoples by adopting the proposed amendments, 
we shall have failed ourselves by promoting the interest of a big 
Power as against the legitimate concerns and fears of small, 
helpless peoples. In doing so, I venture to add, we should have 
gravely impaired the hopes and faith reposed in this Organization 
and the international community as a whole by the many small 
and unprotected peoples of all regions of this world. It is the weak 
who look to this Organization for justice and humanity.

It is my delegation’s submission that in retaining the reference 
to the Pacific region this Committee would be consistent with its 
past practice. The United Nations woidd also fulfil the aims of the 
Charter. We therefore uige the Committee to vote against the 
amendments contained in document A /C .l/L .624. On the other 
hand, we make an appeal to the representatives who have 
promoted these amendments to reconsider their position in the 
light of the statements made against those amendments in this 
Committee and to withdraw them.

Finally, I would point out that “Pacific” means “peaceful”. We 
should like to keep it that way.

Statement by the PRC Representative (Chen) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Tests of Nuclear Weapons, 
November 16, 1972^

Before the three draft resolutions on the suspension of nuclear 
tests^ are put to the vote, the Chinese delegation would like to 
state the following.

* A/C.1/PV.1895, pp. 42-45.
® The lesolutions were adopted as G.A. res. 2934 (XXVII), post, pp. 842-846.
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The Chinese delegation fully understands the good intention of 
some truly peace-loving countries which demand the suspension of 
nuclear tests out of their opposition to the imperialist policies of 
aggression and war. However, in the opinion of the Chinese 
delegation, things will turn contrary to one’s desire if  the question 
of the suspension of nuclear tests is not settled along with the 
fundamental question of the complete prohibition and thorough 
destruction of nuclear weapons. For that will only bind hand and 
foot those countries and peoples which are strengthening their 
self-defence capabilities in order to consolidate their national 
independence and safeguard their State sovereignty; it will only 
benefit the nuclear monopoly, nuclear threat and nuclear black
mail by the super-Powers, thus aggravating the danger o f the 
imperialists unleashing wars of aggression.

China has been compelled to conduct nuclear tests. China’s 
nuclear tests have been carried out in its deep interior and their 
number is limited. China develops nuclear weapons entirely for the 
purpose of self-defence, for breaking the nuclear monopoly o f the 
super-Powers and for ultimately eliminating nuclear weapons and 
nuclear war. China will never accept the super-Power nuclear 
hegemony.

The Chinese Government has declared on many occasions that 
at no time and under no circumstances will China be the first to 
use nuclear weapons. China is ready at any time to stop all its 
nuclear tests, but only on the day the nuclear weapons of the 
nuclear super-Powers and all nuclear countries are completely 
prohibited and thoroughly destroyed, and not before.

Based on this principled position of the Chinese Government, 
the Chinese delegation will vote against the three draft resolutions 
before us.

Finally, the Chinese delegation would like to take this oppor
tunity to reaffirm that the Chinese Government and people wiU, as 
always, continue to make joint efforts with all the countries and 
peoples that truly love peace and uphold justice and persevere in 
the struggle for the attainment o f the lofty goal of the complete 
prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons through
out the world.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Additional Protocol
II to the Tlatelolco Treaty, November 17,1972^

Today I have the outstanding privilege of introducing to the 
Committee on behalf of the 16 Latin American delegations that 
are its sponsors—Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, El Salvador,

‘A/C.l/PV.1896,pp.3-12'.'
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Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, the 
Dominican Republic, Trinidad and Tobago, Uruguay, Venezuela 
and Mexico—the revised draft resolution contained in document 
A/C. 1/L.619/Rev. 1.2

As will be recalled, when I had the honour of introducing the 
original text, on Monday, 6  November, I had an opportunity to 
explain in some detail the main reasons underlying the text and 
the principal points of the background to the draft resolution.^ 
The slight changes to the original text that led to the new, revised 
form may be called self-explanatory, and therefore it seems to us 
that a commentary on them is unnecessary. Accordingly, I shall 
confine my statement to a few words about new operative 
paragraph 3, which reads as follows:

3. Also welcomes with satisfaction, as a preliminary measure, the solemn declaration 
made by the Government of the People’s Republic of China, on 14 November 1972 
(A/C.1/1028), by which it entered into obligations similar to those implicit in Additional 
Protocol II for States Parties thereto, and invites the Chinese Government to try to find 
procedures that will enable it to accede to the Protocol as soon as possible.

The declaration to which reference is made in that paragraph is the 
one included in the Note which the Minister of Foreign Affairs of 
the People’s Republic of China addressed to the Mexican 
Ambassador to China three days ago, on 14 November, and the 
complete text o f which is reproduced in document A/C.1/1028.

In order to avoid any possible misunderstanding on the point, I 
shall now read out the declaration, as I did, for that matter, at the 
close of our meeting of yesterday afternoon.
The Chinese Government has repeatedly declared that at no time and in no 
circumstances will China be the first to use nuclear weapons. As a specific undertaking 
regarding the nuclear-weapon-free zone in Latin America, I now declare solemnly on 
behalf of the Chinese Government: China will never use or threaten to use nuclear 
weapons against non-nuclear Latin American countries and the Latin American 
nuclear-weapon-free zone, nor will China test, manufacture, produce, stockpile, install or 
deploy nuclear weapons in these countries or in this zone, or send her means of 
transportation and delivery carrying nuclear weapons to traverse the territory, territorial 
sea and territorial air space of Latin American countries.^

For anyone here who is truly familiar with the content o f the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco and its Additional Protocol H, it will be 
obvious that the Chinese Government, in the declaration about 
which I have just spoken, has entered into commitments, as is 
stated in operative paragraph 3, which I have already cited, similar 
to those impUcit in Additional Protocol H to the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco.® What is more, in certain aspects it has gone even 
further in committing itself of its own volition not to send:
. . . her means of transportation and delivery carrying nuclear weapons to traverse the 
territory, territorial sea and territorial air space

^Ante, 191-191.
^Ante, pp. 776-771.
"Ante, p. 786.
®For the treaty and protocols, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.
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of the Latin American countries which are Parties to the Treaty.® 
Hence it is only natural and justifiable that the delegations that are 
co-sponsors of the draft resolution should propose that the 
Assembly welcome “with satisfaction” the solemn declaration 
which I have just read out.

Moreover, although the scope of the declaration is broader than 
that o f the Protocol, the extent to which it is legally binding is less 
than that of one o f the so-called solemn international instruments, 
a category into which fall not only treaties, but also conventions 
and protocols. It is certainly for this reason, and because of the 
need to take into account the fundamental principle o f the 
sovereign equality of States, that the General Assembly reaffirmed 
in operative paragraph 1 of its resolution 2830 (XXVI), which was 
adopted last year by more than 100 votes in favour with none 
opposed, that the co-operation of States possessing nuclear 
weapons in any treaty estabUshing a nuclear-weapon-free zone, 
free o f such weapons, should take the form of commitments 
likewise undertaken in an instrument of a nature similar to that of 
the Treaty such as, for example, in the case o f a protocol.’

What I have just said, it seems to us, explains fully why it was 
thought necessary to explain that the declaration of the Chinese 
Government should be considered as a “prehminary step” and 
why it was also considered appropriate to invite that Government:
to try to find procedures that will enable it to accede to the Protocol as soon as 
possible.®

I shall merely add that we, the co-sponsors, are all convinced that 
with mutual goodwill—and for our part we can assure this 
Assembly as of now that there will be an abundance of goodwill 
on our part—it will be easy to find procedures to which reference 
is made in the draft and that, without in any way affecting the 
position held by the Chinese Government concerning certain 
treaties, these procedures will enable it to sign and ratify 
Additional Protocol II to the Treaty of Tlatelolco, subject to such 
statements of interpretation as may appear advisable to that 
Government.

Moreover, inasmuch as we are convinced that no one is unaware 
of the importance o f the new step forward which the declaration 
by the People’s Republic of China represents for the strengthening 
and greater effectiveness of the regime of a completely nuclear- 
weapons free zone established by the Treaty of Tlatelolco, the 
positive gesture of the Government of the People’s Repubhc of 
China is fully appreciated in all its merits by the co-sponsoring 
delegations, and we fully trust that our draft resolution, which is 
at one and the same time a record of what has already been 
achieved and an encouragement to further progress, will command 
the decisive support of this Committee and the General Assembly.

^Ibia.
Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 898-899.

^Ante, p. 792.
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I have n o w , finished reading the written text which I had 
prepared for the purpose of discharging the duty with which I had 
the honour of being entrusted, namely, to introduce the draft 
resolution in document A/C. 1/L.619/Rev. 1.

A number of delegations have approached my delegation and 
said that a vote on the draft resolution as now drafted would place 
them in some difficulty. The only point which apparently gives 
rise to these difficulties is the fact that the “solemn declaration” 
mentioned in operative paragraph 3 — although I read it out twice, 
both yesterday afternoon and again this morning — is not quoted 
in the draft resolution. It appeared to me that this is a matter 
which can be settled sp easily that it would not even require a 
recess such as those which the Chairman so wisely called when we 
were dealing with similar problems. I would therefore ask the 
Chairman, if he and the 15 other co-sponsors have no objection, to 
ask those co-sponsors whether they would agree to have the 
following amendments introduced in the draft resolution which, in 
our opinion, do not alter the substance of the text in any way 
whatsoever.

A third paragraph would be added to the preamble which would 
read as follows: “Having taken note of the fact that the 
Government of the People’s Republic of China, on 14 November 
1^72, made a solemn declaration”—we would then insert here, in 
brackets, the number of the document from which the text of the 
declaration was taken: A/C. 1/1028. The new third paragraph of 
the preamble would go on, as we said: “. .  . made a solemn 
declaration (A/C. 1/1028) to the effect that” . .  . and here we 
would put a colon, and then a subparagraph, in inverted commas, 
which would reproduce the text that I read out yesterday and 
which I have read out again this morning.

So that there can remain no doubt about the text to which I 
refer, I shall read it again, for the third time:

The Chinese Government has repeatedly declared that at no time and in no 
circumstances will China be the first to use nuclear weapons. As a specific undertaking 
regarding the nuclear-weapon-free zone in Latin America, I now declare solemnly on 
behalf of the Chinese Government: China will never use or threaten to use nuclear 
weapons against non-nuclear Latin American countries and the Latin American 
nuclear-weapon-free zone, nor will China test, manufacture, produce, stockpile, install or 
deploy nuclear weapons in these countries or in this zone, or send her means of 
transportation and delivery carrying nuclear weapons to traverse the territory, territorial 
sea and territorial air space of Latin American countries,®

Then, as is customary in paragraphs o f the preamble, the text 
would end not with a full stop but with a comma. This would be 
the text of a new third paragraph of the preamble. It would 
require some slight drafting changes in operative paragraph 3, 
wldch might read as follows:

Also welcomes with satisfaction, as a preliminary measure, the solemn declaration 
made by the Government of the People’s Republic of China, on 14 November 1972, by 
\^ich it entered into obligations similar to those.. . .

^Ante, pp. 785-787.
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The rest of the paragraph would be exactly as worded in 
document A /C .l/L.619/Rev.l.

Therefore, I would be grateful to you, Mr. Chairman, if you 
would put the question that I have suggested to the other 15 
representatives of delegations which are co-sponsors o f the draft 
resolution: namely, to ascertain whether they have any objection 
to making these changes in the revised draft. * ®

Statement by the Chairman of the First Committee of the General 
Assembly (Ramphul): Mexican Oral Amendment to Revised 
Draft Resolution on Additional Protocol II to the Tlatelolco 
Treaty, November 17, 1972^

I shall now address myself to the delegations o f Colombia, 
Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Haiti, 
Honduras, Jamaica, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Trinidad 
and Tobago, Uruguay and Venezuela. These delegations are 
co-sponsors of the draft resolution.^ I have been requested by the 
delegation of Mexico^ to ask the co-sponsors whether they would 
agree to have the following changes introduced in the relevant 
draft; an amendment that a third paragraph be added to the 
preamble which would read:

Having taken note of the fact that the Government of the People’s Republic of 
China, on 14 November 1972, made a solemn declaration (A/C. 1/1028) to die effect 
that:

The Chinese Govemment has repeatedly declared that at no time and in no cir
cumstances will China be the first to use nuclear weapons. As a specific undertaking 
regarding the nuclear-weapon-free zone in Latin America, I now declare solemnly on 
behalf of the Chinese Govemment: China will never use or threaten to use nuclear 
weapons against non-nuclear Latin American countries and the Latin American 
nuclear-weapon-free zone, nor will China test, manufacture, produce, stockpile, install or 
deploy nuclear weapons in these countries or in this zone, or send her means of 
transportation and delivery carrying nuclear weapons to traverse the territory, territorial 
sea and territorial air space of Latin American countries,^

The rest of the draft resolution would be unchanged. The 
amendment I have just read out will thus become the third 
preambular paragraph of the draft resolution.

Regarding operative paragraph 3, it will stand as it is, with the 
deletion of the document number: A/C.1/1028.

* °The cosponsors accepted the Mexican amdt. (see infra), which was incorporated in 
G.A. res. 2935 (XXVII), posr, pp. 847-848.

* A/C.1/PV.1896, pp. 12-15. The revised draft res. (ante, pp. 791-792), as modified 
by the Mexican amdt., was adopted as G.A. res. 2935 (XXVII), post, pp. 847-848. 

^Ante,p.l65.
 ̂Supra,

^The PRC statement appears ante, pp. 785-787.
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Does any co-sponsor object to the amendments proposed by the 
delegation of Mexico?

I hear none and I inform Ambassador Garcia Robles of Mexico 
that no co-sponsor has objected to his amendments, which we can 
take it have been agreed to.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Latin American
Nuclear-Free Zone, November 17, 1972®

We have noted the explanation which the representative of 
Mexico has given us in two instances on behalf of the co-sponsors 
of draft resolution A/C. 1/L.619/Rev. 1® and we have also noted 
the amendment to that draft resolution which he has proposed 
this morning.'' Let me state that the understanding of the United 
States is that the reference to the “solemn declaration” which is 
contained in operative paragraph 3 of document A /C .l/ 
L.619/Rev. 1 refers solely to the sentence in the note from the 
People’s Republic of China which reads as follows:

As a specific undertaking regarding the nuclear-weapon-free zone in Latin America, I 
now declare solemnly on behalf of the Chinese Government: China will never use or 
threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear Latin American countries and the 
Latin American nuclear-weapon-free zone, nor will China test, manufacture, produce, 
stockpile, install or deploy nuclear weapons in these countries or in this zone, or send 
her means of transportation and delivery carrying nuclear weapons to traverse the 
territory, territorial sea and territorial air space of Latin American countries. ®

This is our interpretation of the reference to “solemn declaration” 
in the draft resolution, and on the basis o f that interpretation we 
shall be able to vote for the draft resolution in document 
A/C. 1/L.619/Rev. 1, as amended by the delegation of Mexico. Our 
support for this draft resolution does not imply that we accept or 
agree with any of the views, other than those I have just quoted, in 
document A/C. 1 /1028.

Statement by the Cuban Representative (Alarcon) to the First
Committee of the Gena*al Assembly: Latin American Nuclear-
Free Zone, November 17, 1972^

My delegation will abstain from voting on the draft resolution 
in document A/C. 1/L.619/Rev. 1 on the Treaty o f Tlatelolco.^

On previous occasions the Revolutionary Government of Cuba 
has made known the reasons for which it does not consider it

®A/C.l/PV.1896,p. 16.
^Ante, pp. 791-792.
’’Ante, pp. 804-808.
*Ante, p. 786.
‘ A/C.1/PV.1896, pp. 23-25.
*TTie diaft res. appears cmte, pp. 791-792. For the Tlatelolco treaty and protocols, 

see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.
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possible to participate in activities deriving from a desire to 
denuclearize Latin America, despite the noble intentions and 
efforts of some of the initiators of the idea, in particular, the 
Government of Mexico.

We consider that the proposal to guarantee this status to Latin 
America will not be feasible, or at least will be ineffectual, if 
denuclearization does not include the United States of America, 
which is the only nuclear Power that has bases and military 
installations equipped with this type of weapon within the region. 
That Power, furthermore, has an inevitable impact on the security 
and fate o f the Latin American countries and has repeatedly 
expressed its inadmissible claim to intervene in the domestic 
affairs of the States of the region, which it has done on more than 
one occasion with the use o f armed force and with the support of 
the bases that it maintains in Latin American territory. Cuba 
cannot accept the proposal for a nuclear-weapon-free zone as long 
as the United States Government does not modify its aggressive 
policy towards Cuba and other Latin American countries and as 
long as the zone does not include the United States military bases 
in that region, in particular those installed in Latin American 
territories which have been usurped by Yankee imperialism, 
namely, the Panama Canal Zone, Puerto Rico and the Cuban 
territory of Guantanamo.

Statement by the British Representative (Hainworth) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Additional Protocol II to
the Tlatelolco Treaty, November 17, 1972*

1 should Uke very briefly to explain my vote on the draft 
resolution in document A/C. 1/L. 619/Rev. 1, as amended from the 
floor. ̂  My delegation voted for this draft resolution, and the 
United Kingdom has for many years now taken a leading positive 
position in support of the Treaty of Tlatelolco.^ My delegation 
was one o f those which had expressed some slight difficulties with 
the text and is grateful to the representative of Mexico and his 
co-sponsors for the changes introduced. These changes make it 
clear that United Kingdom support for the draft resolution this 
year and for the solemn declaration of the Government of the 
People’s Republic o f China embodied in the single sentence 
beginning with the words “As a specific undertaking” in the text 
which has been circulated and read to us by the representative of 
the People’s Republic of China in no way implies agreement by 
the United Kingdom with any of the other views expressed in 
document A/C. 1 /1028.^

' A/C.1/PV.1896, pp. 27-30.
Mnte, pp. 791-792, 804-809.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.
*Ante, pp. 785-787.
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Statement by ACDA Director Smith on the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks, November. 17, 1972*

It was just three years ago today that the United States and the 
Soviet Union began these Strategic Arms Limitation Talks. That 
may seem like a long time, but arms control is a slow 
process—slow but immensely rewarding in the benefits which 
accrue from it. I think it is fair to say that the results o f SALT 
One attest to this fact.

The treaty Umiting antiballistic missile systems assures the 
continued effectiveness of each side’s retaliatory deterrent force. 
It thus reduces the likelihood of a nuclear war. Similarly, it 
diminishes the incentive for building up ever-increasing stocfe of 
offensive weapons.^

The interim agreement on offensive strategic systems also is a 
matter o f great significance; among other things, it puts a ceiling 
on the accumulation of offensive strategic missiles.*

As you know, however, we have much unfinished business in 
the realm of strategic offensive weapons. In SALT Two we will 
endeavor to bring strategic offensive weapons under permanent 
limitation. In addition, we will seek to reduce the levels of 
strategic arms. All of this will take time. This year, in the session 
now about to take place, we expect to begin the serious 
exploratory work which should serve as a foundation for success 
in SALT Two.

It is our hope that we may arrive at a permanent agreement on 
offensive systems—which would be the companion piece o f the 
ABM Treaty—well before the five-year life expectancy of the 
interim agreement.

I hope that we will promptly arrive at a charter establishing the 
Standing Consultative Commission as provided for in the ABM 
Treaty.

We look forward to resuming work with our Soviet colleagues 
on these questions o f historical significance for all peoples o f the 
world.

In conclusion, I would like to express our appreciation to the 
Swiss Government and to the authorities and the people of Geneva 
for offering us their hospitality for this undertaking.

^Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 11,1972, p. 681. Mr. Smith made this statement 
when he arrived at Geneva.

^Ante, pp. 197-201.
^Ante, pp. 202-204.
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Letter From President Nixon to ACDA Director Smith on the 
Strat^c Arms Limitation Talks, November 20,1972'*

Dear Mr. Ambassador:
Three years ago you and your colleagues embarked on one of 

the most critical negotiations in our history. At that time there 
was little assurance that we could find common ground for 
discussion, let alone agreement on issues that had not been fully 
faced in the post-war period and that affected the vital security of 
the United States and the Soviet Union. The successful conclusion 
of the agreements signed on May 26® was a milestone not only in 
Soviet-American relations, but in the larger effort to create a more 
peaceful world.

These agreements, important as they are, cannot be a cause for 
complacency. We have taken the first step and the foundation for 
^ew agreements has been created. Now you face a task which in 
many respects is even more complex and more difficult, for both 
sides will now be obligated to make long term commitments, in a 
permanent agreement, to a stable strategic relationship for this 
decade and beyond.

In my letter to you three years ago I observed that no one could 
foresee the outcome of the negotiations, but I also expressed my 
conviction that arms control was in the mutual interest of our 
country and of the Soviet Union. We have learned in the last three 
years that such mutual interests do, in fact, exist. The achievement 
of the SALT agreements, as well as the Basic Principles governing 
our relations with the USSR,® lead me to believe that your current 
efforts will meet with new success.

As you and your Soviet colleagues begin a new round of 
discussions, you have with you the hopes of all the American 
people—and indeed the hopes o f all mankind.

Sincerely,

RICHARD NIXON

Statement by the Egyptian Representative (Sirry) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Chemical and Bacte
riological Weapons, November 20, 1972*

On behalf of the delegations of Argentina, Belgium, Brazil, 
Canada, Ethiopia, Hungary, India, Japan, Mongolia, the Nether
lands, Nigeria, Poland, Sweden, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist

* Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, Nov. 27,1972, p. 1687. 
^Ante, pp. 197-204.
^Ante, pp. 237-240.
‘A/C.1/PV.1897, pp. 23-30.
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Republic, Yugoslavia and Egypt, I have the privilege of 
introducing the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.628, on the 
important and urgent question of chemical and bacteriological 
(biological) weapons.^

In its preambular part the draft resolution gives expression to 
the determination to act with a view to achieving effective 
progress towards general and complete disarmament, including the 
prohibition and elimination of all types of weapons of mass 
destruction, such as those using chemical or bacteriological 
(biological) agents. It notes that the Convention on the Prohibi
tion of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacte
riological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruc
tion^ has been opened for signature and has already been signed 
by a large number of States and that that Convention is a first 
possible step towards the achievement of an early agreement on 
the effective prohibition of chemical weapons.

The draft then expresses the Assembly’s determination to 
continue negotiations to that end.

Mention is also made of the Geneva Protocol on 1925̂  ̂ and it is 
recalled that the General Assembly has repeatedly condemned all 
actions contrary to its principles and objectives. The draft goes on 
to reaffirm the need for the strict observance by all States of the 
principles and objectives of the Protocol.

The draft resolution then says that, having considered the 
report o f the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, the 
General Assembly notes that a work programme,® a draft 
convention on the prohibition of the development, production 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their destruction,® 
and other working papers, proposals and suggestions have been 
submitted to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament.

The preambular part of the draft resolution concludes with a 
reference to the benefits to mankind which would result from 
prohibiting the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons and to the desire to create a favourable 
atmosphere for the successful outcome of the negotiations.

Operative paragraph 1 reaffirms the recognized objective of 
effective prohibition of chemical weapons, while operative para
graph 2 reiterates the request made to the Conference to the 
Committee on Disarmament in General Assembly resolution 2827 
A (XXVI), to continue negotiations, as a matter o f high priority, 
with a view to reaching early agreement on effective measures for 
the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons and for their destruction.’

^Identical with G.A. res. 2933 (XXVID.posf, pp. 840-841. 
^Ante, pp. 133-138.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
^Ante, pp. 98-109.
^Ante, pp. 120-125.
''Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 890-892.
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Operative paragraph 3 stresses the importance of working 
towards the complete realization of the objective of effective 
prohibition of chemical weapons, as set forth in the draft 
resolution, and urges Governments to work to that end.

In. the remaining operative paragraphs, the draft reaffirms the 
hope for the widest possible adherence to the biological Conven
tion. It invites all States that have not yet done so to accede to the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925 and calls anew for the strict observance 
by all States o f the principles and objectives contained therein.

It concludes by requesting the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament to report on the results of its negotiations to the 
General Assembly at its twenty-eighth session.

The delay in putting this draft before the Committee testifies to 
the lengthy and delicate negotiations on its provisions that took 
place between the various groups represented in the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament. It is thus a compromise draft. It 
was negotiated as a response to the general wish prevailing that 
only one, widely acceptable draft be submitted. This has now been 
done, and the co-sponsors recommend the draft for the considera
tion of the Committee and hope that it will receive unanimous 
support.

May I therefore suggest that you, Mr. Chairman, schedule a 
time for the consideration of and voting on this draft—perhaps 
tomorrow afternoon—so that all delegations may be in a position 
to give it their full support.

Statement by the Zambian Representative (Lusaka) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: World Disarmament 
Conference, November 20, 1972^

In my statement on 3 November of this year, in this 
Committee, I mentioned that the non-ahgned countries were 
engaged in consultations which, we hoped, would reconcile the 
different views expressed on the question of setting up a special 
committee which would examine the views and suggestions 
expressed by delegations in order to create adequate conditions 
for the convening of a world disarmament conference at an 
appropriate time.

The consultations have been long and by no means easy. A draft 
resolution has been prepared, and on behalf of the 48 Powers— 
including Colombia, Madagascar, Mah and Romania, which are not 
shown on the draft resolution, and of the non-aligned group and 
the others which have co-sponsored the draft resolution—I take 
pleasure in introducing the draft in document A/C. l/L.629.^

'A/C.1/PV.1897, pp. 31-37.
’ Identical with G.A. res. 2930 (XXVII),posf, pp. 835-836.
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May I be permitted to explain briefly some of the elements in 
the draft resolution. Regarding the first four preambular para
graphs, we have literally taken them from resolution 2833 (XXVI) 
of the General Assembly session of 1971.^ These paragraphs 
commanded unanimous support last year and it is therefore the 
hope of the co-sponsors that they will receive similar support this 
year.

The meaning of the next two paragraphs is clear and therefore 
needs no further explanation. I would, however, wish to mention 
that they deal with the conditions of security to which all States 
legitimately aspire. The co-sponsors believe that these paragraphs 
do not prejudge the various views on this fundamental aspect of 
international pohtics. The wording has been very carefully chosen 
in order to register the non-controversial fact that security is an 
element always linked to disarmament, for we believe that it is 
useless to talk o f detente without including the question of 
disarmament.

The seventh preambular paragraph is, like the first four, a 
formulation already accepted in resolution 2833 (XXVI) as the 
basis for any decision of the General Assembly on this item of the 
agenda. The eighth and ninth preambular paragraphs are state
ments of fact and therefore non-controversial. However, their 
importance is stressed by the co-sponsors because these paragraphs 
are indispensable, too, for the interpretation of the operative 
paragraphs of the draft resolution.

Having said that, I now wish to say a few words about the 
operative part. In the view of the co-sponsors, operative paragraph 
1 reflects the need for additional efforts by all States, whethet or 
not they are Members of the United Nations, to create those 
adequate conditions for the convening of a world disarmament 
conference. Operative paragraph 2 deals with the setting up of a 
special committee which is to be charged with the task of 
examining all the views and suggestions expressed, and which may 
still be expressed, by Governments on the question of convening a 
world disarmament conference and related programmes. These 
views and suggestions are noted by the General Assembly in 
preambular paragraphs 8 and 9, to which reference has already 
been made. The special committee should deal with all o f those 
views without exception: that is, those views expressed in the 
report of the Secretary-General and those which we have heard 
during the debate o f the present session of the General Assembly. 
There are other important aspects in the formulation of this 
paragraph. First, the special committee may also deal with related 
problems. This reference has been included to facilitate the work 
of the committee, thus ensuring some flexibility in the terms of 
reference, an element which is highly desirable especially when

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 909-910.
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dealing with matters relating to disarmament. Second, the special 
committee will not adopt decisions or recommendations of any 
kind; that body will merely present a report to the Generd 
Assembly next year. The report will be adopted, as has been the 
practice in other United Nations organs, on the basis of consensus. 
To put it simply, this means that views will not be imposed on 
anyone by majority vote. It also means that everyone will have the 
right to have his opinions reflected in the report.

Operative paragraph 3 requests the President of the General 
Assembly to appoint, after consultations, 35 Member States to the 
special committee. As the draft points out, this is not a matter 
which is to be left entirely in the hands of the President o f the 
General Assembly, since it is obvious that the President would 
need guidance from the General Assembly in order successfully to 
achieve the objectives o f this very important and sensitive task. 
The co-sponsors believe that the Assembly would fail in its duty if 
it did not assist in the discharge of this responsibiUty. As shown by 
preambular paragraphs 8 and 9, the text of the resolution has been 
drafted in such a way that the President of the General Assembly 
will also be guided by the views and suggestions of States. Most of 
the delegations have advanced their opinions as regards the 
composition of the special committee. In this connexion, may I 
say that it is the unanimous view of the co-sponsors of the draft 
resolution that the participation of the five nuclear-weapon States 
is essential in order to ensure the success o f the work which will be 
entrusted to the special committee. We believe that is also the 
opinion of the overwhelming majority of delegations here.

The last two operative paragraphs are self-explanatory, 
therefore I will not offer any comments on them.

I shall conclude by making a few general remarks. It will be 
noticed that the draft does not deal with the date and place for 
the convening of the special committee. This has been omitted 
deliberately. The co-sponsors believe that in order to ensure that 
the committee can achieve its objectives the President of the 
General Assembly should have enough time to complete the 
pertinent consultations. If we are to ensure success in this 
important and sensitive issue, time and intensive informal 
consultations are extremely essential. As a matter o f fact, date and 
place should also be the subject of those consultations.

I wish to point out that the co-sponsors firmly believe that this 
draft resolution in no way prejudges the various opinions 
expressed during the debate and in the report of the Secretary- 
General. This is a procedural resolution and, as I pointed out in 
my statement on 3 November, a positive compromise. We feel that 
it is a well-balanced draft and, in consequence, believe that it 
deserves careful consideration and unanimous support.
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Statement by the PRC Representative (Lin) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Chemical and Bacteriological
Weapons, November 21, 1972^

The Chinese delegation would like to make the following 
comments on the question of prohibiting chemical and bacte
riological weapons.

First, expUcit provisions were made early in the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925 on the question of prohibiting chemical and 
bacteriological weapons.^ On 5 December 1966 the United 
Nations General Assembly adopted a resolution calling for the 
strict observance by all States of the principles and objectives of 
the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and inviting all States to accede to 
it.  ̂ On 16 December 1969 the United Nations General Assembly 
adopted another resolution, declaring as contrary to the generally 
recognized rules of international law, as embodied in the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925, the use in international armed conflicts of “any 
chemical or biological agents of warfare” and urging all States to 
accede to or ratify the Geneva Protocol in 1970.^ On 7 December 
1970 the United Nations General Assembly reaffirmed at its 
twenty-fifth session its resolution of 5 December 1966 and 
pointed out that both chemical and bacteriological weapons 
should be prohibited simultaneously.®

It must be pointed out here that the United States Government 
has thus far refused to ratify the Geneva Protocol o f 1925 and, in 
disregard of the relevant United Nations resolutions, has been 
using toxic chemicals and gases on a large scale in barbarously 
slaughtering the Viet-Namese people in its war of aggression 
against Viet-Nam. The Portuguese colonialists have also frenziedly 
resorted to chemical warfare in brutally suppressing the African 
people’s struggle for national independence. They have both 
committed towering crimes; they should both be severely 
condemned.

Second, the so-called “Convention on the Prohibition of the 
Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological 
(Biological) and Toxic Weapons and on their Destruction”® is a 
product manufactured by the two super-Powers after long 
backstage deals and is another fra ’ o f sham disarmament that 
they have cooked up. As is known to all, the Geneva Protocol of 
1925 declares in explicit terms that the contracting parties accept 
the principle of prohibiting the use of chemical and bacteriological 
weapons and agree to be bound as between themselves according 
to the terms of the Protocol. In disregard of the objection of many 
justice-upholding countries and in violation of the relevant

‘A/C.l/PV.i898,pp.7-ll.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765. 
^Ibid., 1966, pp. 798-799.
*Ihid., 1969, pp. 716 n9 .
*/Wd, 1970, pp. 683-685.
^Ante, pp. 133-138.
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provisions of United Nations resolutions, the two super-Powers 
concocted in separate forms this so-called “Convention on the 
Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of 
Bacteriological and Toxic Weapons and on their Destruction” in 
which there is no mention at all of the prohibition of the use of 
such weapons, thus leaving a leeway for their using bacteriological 
weapons to commit aggression.

The two super-Powers also talk glibly about prohibiting 
biological weapons first, while leaving aside the chemical weapons 
which are being used on a large scale and whose simultaneous 
prohibition has been urgently demanded by the peoples of all 
countries. Their true purpose is to enable themselves to continue 
their possession and development of chemical weapons so that 
these weapons can be used freely. Evidently, all this constitutes a 
violation of and retrogression from the Geneva Protocol o f 1925. 
Such a convention is intended only to deceive the people and it 
has no practical meaning at all.

Third, the Chinese delegation deems it necessary to point out in 
all seriousness that when the so-called “Convention on the 
Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of 
Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on their 
Destruction” was opened for signature in Washington, Moscow 
and London after its production, the Chiang Kai-shek clique, a 
political corpse long repudiated by the Chinese people, was even 
allowed to put its signature on the Convention. The Chinese 
delegation expresses its utmost indignation at this. The Chiang 
Kai-shek clique has no right at all to represent the Chinese people. 
The signature of the Chiang Kai-shek clique is illegal, null and 
void. No scheme o f creating “two Chinas” will ever succeed.

Fourth, the Chinese delegation solemnly declares: The Chinese 
Government and people have consistently stood for the prohibi
tion of the use o f all biological and chemical weapons and that, 
back in 1952, recognized the 1925 Geneva Protocol for the 
Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or other 
Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare. The Chinese 
people will, as always, continue to work together with the people 
of all countries and persevere in the struggle for the complete 
prohibition and thorough destruction of all biological and 
chemical weapons.

In view of the fraud concocted by the two super-Powers on the 
question of prohibiting biological and chemical weapons and, at 
the same time, in consideration of the goodwill of the people of all 
countries for the true prohibition of biological and chemical 
weapons, the Chinese delegation abstained in the voting on the 
draft resolution before us.’

’ Identical with G.A. res. 2933 (XXVII), post, pp. 840-841.
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Statement by the French Representative (Scalabre) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Chemical and Biological 
Weapons, November 21, 1972^

The abstention by my delegation should not be interpreted as 
an indication of lack of interest on the part of France vis-a-vis the 
prohibition, manufacture and possession of chemical weapons. On 
2 November, during the general debate on the report of the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, Mr. Taittinger set 
forth the position of France on this subject in detail, and the fact 
alone that my country should be the depositary of the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925 shows sufficiently the importance that we attach 
to this problem.^ If we abstained it was because of the well-known 
reservations of France with respect to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament, to which the essential paragraph of 
the operative part of the draft resolution in document 
A/C.1/L.625 refers as the body for negotiating the agreement on 
the total prohibition of chemical weapons.^

We nevertheless remain in favour of such prohibition—and I 
wish to state this here—under effective international control o f the 
use, manufacture and possession of biological and chemical 
weapons.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: World Disarmament 
Conference, November 21,1972“*

I should Hke to make a brief explanation of our vote on the 
draft resolution contained in document A/C.1/L.629.®

First of all, we appreciate that many of the co-sponsors o f the 
draft resolution worked very hard to try to take into account 
divergent views with regard to the world disarmament conference 
item. We recognize that they were motivated by a desire to act 
constructively in this admittedly difficult area.

The views o f my delegation on the general subject of a world 
disarmament conference are well known. While we do not beheve 
that the draft resolution before us can be interpreted as deciding 
that a world disarmament conference should be held, the 
organizational aspects envisaged in document A/C.1/L.629 remain 
related to the question of a world disarmament conference. For 
that reason, my delegation will abstain from voting.

*A/C.l/PV.1898,p. 12.
^The Taittingei statement appears anfe, pp. 756-764. For the Geneva protocol, see 

Documents on Disarmamenty 1969, pp. 764-765.
^The draft res. was identical with G.A. res. 2933 (XXVII), posf, pp. 840-841.
 ̂A/C. 1/PV. 1898, p. 16.

* Identical with G.A. res. 2930 (XXVII), post, pp. 835-836.
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Statement by the British Representative (Hainworth) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: World Disarmament 
Conference, November 22,1972®

I should like to make two points in explanation of the vote I 
have just cast in favour of the draft resolution in document 
A/C.l/L.629.'^ Both points are related to the statement made by 
the representative of Zambia, Ambassador Lusaka, when he 
introduced the draft resolution on 20 November on behalf of its 
co-sponsors. He said then:
. . .  it is the unanimous view of the co-sponsors of the draft resolution that the 
participation of the five nuclear-weapon States is essential in order to ensure the success 
of the work which will be entrusted to the special committee.®

In the first place, I wish to put it on record that the United 
Kingdom, as one of the five nuclear-weapon States, is willing to 
serve on the special committee to be established under the terms 
of this resolution as soon as the other nuclear-weapon States are 
willing to do so. Secondly, it is the view of my Government—and I 
think implicit in all I have heard from the co-sponsors about the 
importance of the eighth and ninth preambular paragraphs—that 
the special committee should be convened only when the 
President of the General Assembly has been informed by all the 
five Member States in question that they are ready to take their 
seats at the table.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: World Disarmament 
Conference, November 22, 1972*

The Soviet delegation regards as positive the adoption of the 
draft resolution sponsored by some 50 delegations on the world 
disarmament conference,^ inasmuch as that draft resolution is a 
further development of the decision taken at the last session of the 
General Assembly.^

The draft resolution just adopted by the First Committee 
provides for the implementation of practical measures aimed at 
the implementation of the convening of a world conference on 
disarmament. Therein Ues the principal significance of the resolu
tion in question.

‘A/C.1/PV.1899, pp. 17-20.
’Identical with G.A. res. 2930 (XXVII), post, pp. 835-836. 
^Ante, p. 816.
‘ A/C. 1/PV. 1899, pp. 23-26.
* Identical with G.A. res. 2830 (XXVII), posr, pp. 835-836.
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 909-910.
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As will be seen from the reply o f the Minister of Foreign Affairs 
of the USSR, Mr. Gromyko, to the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations o f 14 A u gu st,a s also from his statement in the 
general debate at the current session of the General Assembly on 
24 [26] September,® the Soviet Union has firmly been in favour 
of taking concrete steps to implement the resolutions adopted at 
the twenty-sixth session of the General Assembly which provide 
for approval of the holding of a world forum of States on 
disarmament.

The Soviet Union thanks all the States that supported its 
position on the question of the convening of a world conference 
on disarmament, which have contributed to the adoption of a 
positive decision in this sphere at the present session of the 
General Assembly. The Soviet delegation wishes especially to 
emphasize the active role of the non-aUgned countries in the 
process of the elaboration of such a positive decision. In spite of 
the objections of certain delegations, the non-aligned countries, 
pursuant to the resolutions o f well known conferences held by 
those States, and in particular the Georgetown conference of 
Ministers of Foreign Affairs of those countries held this year, 
undertook energetic efforts in favour of the adoption by the 
Assembly of the resolution which opens the way to the holding of 
a conference on disarmament.

In the opinion of the Soviet delegation, with the adoption of 
the resolution at the present session of the General Assembly we 
are entering a new, important stage in the preparation for the 
world disarmament conference. The preparatory work for that 
conference must be done by the special committee which will be 
convened in accordance with the provisions of the draft resolution 
adopted today.

In view of that fact the membership of the special committee, 
which will include the representatives of 35 States, has great 
significance. In the letter which I have already referred to from the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR to the Secretary-General 
of the United Nations, as well as in the statements of the Soviet 
delegation [and] a whole series of other delegations at the present 
session of the General Assembly, the position of the countries 
concerned regarding the membership of the special committee has 
already been expressed.

Many delegations are in favour o f the special committee being 
composed of the five nuclear Powers, which are permanent 
members of the Security Council; the members of the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament; and eight other States to be 
selected on the basis of strict compliance with the principle of 
equitable geographical and political distribution. The participation 
of members o f the Committee on Disarmament in the work of the 
special committee wUl heighten its effectiveness inasmuch as it will

''Ante, pp. 561-565.
^Ante, pp. 659-672.
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ensure participation of States which have accumulated consider
able experience during the talks on disarmament. The inclusion in 
the membership of the special committee of eight other States will 
strengthen the representative character of that organ.

The Soviet delegation considers that the special committee has 
before it an important and clearly defined task: to ensure the 
preparation, convening and holding of a world disarmament 
conference. In view of that, the work of that organ, as well as the 
holding of the world conference, should not, in our opinion, entail 
any difficulties for the continued success of the talks of existing 
disarmament organs, whatever their membership may be, bilateral 
or multilateral. In this respect, we wish to emphasize that the 
Soviet Union will continue to make its constructive contribution 
to the work of the Committee on Disarmament, to which it 
attaches great significance.

Statement by the PRC Representative (Chen) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: World Disarmament 
Conference, November 22, 1972^

After the voting on the draft resolution on the world 
disarmament conference, the Chinese delegation would like to 
make the following comments.

Firstly, both at the plenary meeting of the General Assembly 
and at the First Committee, the Chinese delegation has repeatedly 
stated the Chinese Government’s position and views on the 
question of disarmament. In our opinion, if there is to be 
disarmament, it must be genuine disarmament, and the one or two 
super-Powers must not be allowed to use the slogan of disarma
ment to deceive the people of various countries. If a world 
disarmament conference is to be convened, it must help promote 
the struggle of the people of various countries against the 
imperialist policies of aggression and war, it must be truly 
conducive to world peace, and it must not allow the one or two 
super-Powers to carry out arms expansion and war preparations 
under the name of disarmament. Both past experience and the 
present state of affairs tell us that the high-sounding talk about 
general and complete disarmament over the past decade and more 
has resulted in the general and complete arms expansion by the 
two super-Powers, and in all the small and medium-sized countries 
still being constantly under threat. The disarmament fraud of the 
one or two super-Powers should not be allowed to continue.

Secondly, in the opinion of the Chinese delegation, in order not 
to turn the world disarmament conference into a kind of deceptive 
empty talk, and to enable it truly to make a start and proceed 
fruitfully, a clear objective must be set and the necessary

‘A/C.1/PV.1899, pp. 27-30.
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conditions created; that is, all nuclear countries, particularly the 
Soviet Union and the United States, which possess the greatest 
amount of nuclear weapons, must first of all undertake un
equivocal obligations not to be the first to use nuclear weapons at 
any time and under any circumstances, not only against each 
other, but, more importantly, against the non-nuclear countries; 
they must withdraw all armed forces, including missile and n u c le i 
armed forces, from abroad, and dismantle all their military bases, 
including nuclear bases, on the territory of other countries. Only 
thus can there be a guarantee for all countries, big and small, to 
participate, on an equal basis and free from any threat, in the 
discussion and settlement o f such major questions as the complete 
prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons and the 
reduction of conventional arms. If the two super-Powers have no 
intention even to do these elementary things, while some of them 
still keep on talking about convening a world disarmament 
conference and making preparations for it, their talk is not worth 
a penny, and that only shows that they harbour ulterior motives. 
There is an old Chinese saying which goes like this: “Hear their 
words and judge them by their words.” The Chinese delegation 
categorically cannot agree to, nor will it ever participate in, such a 
world disarmament conference and its preparatory work.

Thirdly, the Chinese Government fully understands the good 
intention of many peace-loving and justice-upholding countries 
which oppose the super-Powers’ arms race and demands their 
disarmament, and we are ready to work together with them to 
promote the convening and smooth progress of a true world 
disarmament conference. But historical experience merits at
tention, and we should not be under fond illusions. In view of the 
fact that the draft resolution which has been voted upon reflects 
the efforts made by many small and medium-sized peace-loving 
countries, we are ready to support it. Just as the Chinese 
delegation has stated many times during the consultations on the 
draft resolution,^ although China will not participate in the special 
committee referred to therein, the Chinese delegation can agree to 
maintain contact with the special committee and exchange views 
on the question of disarmament.

After voting for the draft resolution, the Chinese delegation 
makes the above statement and reservation.

* Identical with G.A. res. 2830 (XXVII), post, pp. 835-836.
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Twenty-one Nation Draft Resolution Introduced in the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Declaration of the Indian
Ocean as a Zone of Peace, November 24, 1972*

The General Assembly,
Recalling resolution 2832 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971 on the 

Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace,^
Noting the Secretary-General’s report (document A/8809) 

presented in accordance with paragraph 4 of that resolution, 
which requested him to report to the General Assembly at its 
twenty-seventh session on the progress made with regard to 
implementation of the Declaration,

Noting further that the consultations envisaged in paragraphs 2 
and 3 of that resolution have not taken place,

Convinced that action in furtherance of the Declaration would 
be a substantial contribution to the strengthening of international 
peace and security,

Noting that the Georgetown Declaration of Non-Aligned 
Foreign Ministers of August 1972^ received with satisfaction the 
adoption by the General Assembly at its twenty-sixth session of 
the Declaration o f the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace and agreed 
that further steps should be taken at the twenty-seventh session 
towards implementation of the Declaration,

1. Calls upon the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian 
Ocean, the permanent members of the Security Council and other 
major maritime users o f the Indian Ocean to support the concept 
that the Indian Ocean should be a zone of peace;

2. Decides to establish an ad hoc committee of not more than
15 members to study the implications of the proposal, with special 
reference to the practical measures that may be taken in 
furtherance of the objectives o f the resolution, having due regard 
to the security interests o f the littoral and hinterland States of the 
Indian Ocean and the interests of any other State consistent with 
the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations, 
and to report to the General Assembly at its twenty-eighth session;

3. Decides further that the ad hoc committee shall consist of 
the following States:..................................................... ;

4. Urges all the States concerned to extend their co-operation 
to the ad hoc committee in the discharge of its functions;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to render all necessary 
assistance to the ad hoc committee;

' A/C.1/L.631, Nov. 24, 1972. The draft res. was originally tabled by Algeria, 
Bhutan, Burundi, Cameroon, Ethiopia, Guyana, India, Iran, Iraq, Kuwait, Lesotho, 
Mauritania, Mauritius, Nepal, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, United Arab Emirates, United 
Republic of Tanzania, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia. These countries were later joined by 
Indonesia, Malaysia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Swaziland, and Uganda. A revised version 
(A/C.l/L.631/Rev. 1), introduced Nov. 28, 1972, was also cosponsored by Madagascar 
and Somalia. The revised res. was adopted as G.A. res. 2992 (XXVII), post, pp. 861-862.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 901-903.
® The Georgetown Declaration: The Action Programme for Economic Cooperation 

and Related Documents (Georgetown, Guyana: Ministry of Foreign Affairs, n. d.), p. 7.
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6 . Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its twenty- 
eighth session the item entitled “Declaration of the Indian Ocean 
as a zone of peace”.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Malik) to the General
Assembly: Non-use of Force, November 29, 1972*

The General Assembly is now approaching the concluding phase 
of its consideration of the item entitled “Non-use of force in 
international relations and permanent prohibition of the use of 
nuclear weapons”. It is now about to adopt a resolution on this 
item. For the first time in the existence of the United Nations the 
General Assembly has considered in detail the matter of confirm
ing, for the purpose o f implementing it, a basic principle of the 
United Nations, namely that o f the non-use of force, together and 
in close interrelationship with the question of the permanent 
prohibition of the use o f nuclear weapons—in other words, taking 
into account the objective realities o f the present-day world. These 
realities are such that on the one hand, in violation of the United 
Nations Charter, there is a continuing use of force in a number of 
regions of the world where the employment of weapons usually 
called classical or conventional is causing enormous casualties and 
colossal material destruction; and on the other hand the threat of 
nuclear war still looms over all mankind.

The position of the Soviet Union on the subject under 
consideration has already been stated in detail earlier, in the 
course o f the general debate in the Assembly and during the 
discussion of this question at its plenary meetings. Today the 
Soviet delegation wishes to submit a brief explanation o f the 
revised draft resolution on this subject that was introduced on 27 
November.^ The co-sponsors of that draft are the following 23 
States: Afghanistan, Barbados, Bulgaria, the Byelorussian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic 
Yemen, Hungary, Indonesia, Iran, Jordan, Liberia, Mauritius, 
Mongolia, Nigeria, Poland, Sierra Leone, SomaUa, Uganda, the 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics and Yemen.

This draft is the result of extensive consultations among 
delegations of States Members of the United Nations. In the 
course o f those consultations, account was taken of the proposals 
and views that had been expressed by the contact group of the 
non-aligned States which participated actively in the preparation 
of the draft resolution. It also took into account the views stated 
by numerous delegations in the course of the discussion of the 
item on the non-use of force in international relations and 
permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. In the

' A/PV.2093 (prov.), pp. 22-26.
* Identical with G.A. res. 2936 (XXVII), post, pp. 848-849.
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revised draft resolution we have reflected numerous important 
decisions o f the United Nations wherein the questions of the 
non-use of force and prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons 
were mentioned: the Declaration on the Strengthening of Inter
national Security;^ the Declaration of Principles o f International 
Law concerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation among 
States;^ the Declaration on the Prohibition of the Use o f Nuclear 
and Thermonuclear Weapons;^ resolution 2160 (XXI) o f the 
General Assembly concerning strict observance of the prohibition 
of the threat or use o f force in international relations, and of the 
right of peoples to self-determination.®

The draft also duly explains and formulates clearly the 
provision of the Charter which confirms the right of States to 
defend themselves against armed attack. Emphasis is also laid on 
the principle of the inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory 
by force, and on the inalienable right of States to recover such 
territories. The legitimacy of the struggle of colonial peoples for 
their liberation and their national independence, as affirmed in 
numerous documents, is also recognized.

In paragraph 1 of the operative part of the draft resolution, 
taking into account the views of a number of States, the 
proposition is developed that the non-use o f force or the threat of 
force must apply to, and must include, all forms and manifesta
tions thereof.

Taking into account the views of the delegations of the various 
groups of States, we have also altered the formulation of operative 
paragraph 2, which contains a recommendation that the Security 
Council, within the sphere o f its competence and on the basis of 
its own judgement, should take appropriate measures for the full 
implementation of the declaration adopted by the General 
Assembly.

Thus, it is the profound conviction of its sponsors and of those 
who have actively contributed to its elaboration that the draft 
resolution as revised takes account of everything useful and 
constructive that came to light in the course of both the discussion 
of this important international question in the plenary of the 
General Assembly and the exchange of views and consultations 
among delegations o f States Members of the United Nations, and 
reflects the desires of the non-aligned countries.

In this connexion, the Soviet delegation feels bound to express 
again its gratitude to all those who made energetic efforts to 
produce positive results in the question of the non-use of force in 
international relations and permanent prohibition of nuclear 
weapons. Solemn confirmation by States Members o f the United

’General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-fifth Session, Supplement No. 28 
(A/8028), pp. 22-24.

^Ibid., pp. 121 ff.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 648-650.
‘General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-first Session, Supplement No. 16 

(A/6316), p. 4.
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Nations, at the General Assembly’s twenty-seventh session, o f the 
principle of the non-use of force in direct connexion with the 
problem of the permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear 
weapons would be a tremendous contribution by the United 
Nations to the cause o f strengthening international peace and 
security—a matter the importance of which cannot be over
estimated. Such a decision by the Assembly would be an 
expression of the firm resolve of States Members o f the United 
Nations to exclude war from the life of human societies, and, in 
pursuance of the principal task of the United Nations, to protect 
present and future generations from the threat of nuclear 
catastrophe and mass destruction. Such action on the part of the 
United Nations would accord with the interests of all States and 
peoples. It would contribute to the strengthening of international 
peace and security and ensure that the obligation not to use force 
and the permanent prohibition of arsenals of nuclear weapons 
were honoured completely, everywhere and by all, as a law of 
international life and a firm, legal standard of international 
relations.

This decision would contribute also to the solution of the 
problem of general and complete disarmament which is about to 
be considered at the world disarmament conference, the decision 
to convene which has just been taken by the twenty-seventh 
session of the General Assembly.'^

The significance of all this for mankind as a whole and for all 
countries o f the world, both developed and developing, is obvious. 
The sums expended on the arms race, which according to the most 
recent data amount to $216,000 million per year, are consuming 
huge material and intellectual resources, and not only in the 
developed countries; suffice it to point out that during the past 
decade military expenditures in the developing countries have 
risen more than 1 0 0  per cent.

The adoption by the General Assembly and, subsequently, by 
the Security Council, o f a decision concerning strict compliance 
with the principle o f the non-use of force and permanent 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons would create favourable 
conditions for putting an end to the arms race, which has acquired 
monstrous proportions and has an extremely negative effect as far 
as the peoples o f the world are concerned.

All this has been a series of Soviet Union guidelines in 
introducing a draft resolution on the non-use of force in 
international relations and the permanent prohibition of the use of 
nuclear weapons at the twenty-seventh session of the General 
Assembly for its consideration.®

The voting that is about to take place will show both in the 
United Nations and throughout the world who is in favour of the

■̂ Cf. posty pp. 835-836. 
®See ante, p. 672.
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non-use of force and the permanent prohibition of the use of 
nuclear weapons and who is against it.

In conclusion, on behalf o f the co-sponsors may I express the 
hope that the revised draft resolution, which has been elaborated 
to take into account the views of numerous delegations, will be 
most extensively supported by States Members o f this Organiza
tion. The adoption of this draft resolution at the twenty-seventh 
session of the General Assembly will enable it to go down in 
history as the Assembly that liberated mankind from the threat of 
nuclear war.

Statement by the PRC Representative (Huang) to the General
Assembly: Non-use of Force, November 29, 1972^

The proposal on the so-called “non-use o f force in international 
relations and permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear 
weapons” put forward by Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko at the 
United Nations General Assembly is a downright fraud.  ̂ The 
Chinese delegation has already made statements on two occasions 
to expose and refute it. Now, before the voting on the draft 
resolution in question at the plenary meeting, the Chinese 
delegation would like to add a few remarks.

We have pointed out that Gromyko’s proposal is a downright 
fraud because the Soviet social-imperialists, with honey on lips and 
dagger in heart, have always been saying something while doing 
something else, harbouring murderous intent behind their smiles. 
It is not difficult to see through their reactionary features if only 
one is good at judging them by their deeds after hearing their 
words. Flaunting the signboard of “curbing the arms race” and 
“strengthening international security”, they are stepping up arms 
expansion and war preparations frenziedly; under the smokescreen 
of “anti-imperialism and anti-colonialism”, they take the 
sovereignty and interests of other countries as their target for 
expansion and stakes for political deals in their contention with 
another super-Power for world hegemony; under the signboard of 
“socialist community”, they subject their allies to aggression, 
interference, subversion and control; under the signboard of 
“supporting self-determination”, they openly incited and sup
ported an aggressive war to dismember a sovereign State; in the 
guise o f “international aid” they infringe upon the sovereignty of 
other countries, interfere in their internal affairs or even incite 
coups d ’etat to subvert them; and so on and so forth.

Take for instance the relations between China and the Soviet 
Union. The Soviet representative, Mr. Malik, had the cheek to talk 
glibly at this rostrum about Soviet preparedness to restore 
good-neighbourly relations with China without the use or threat of

* A/PV.2093 (prov.), pp. 4146. 
®Seeanfe, pp. 659-672.
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force in its relations with China. Is that true? If what Mr. Malik 
has said really represents Soviet policy and not propaganda, then 
why should the Soviet Union station a million troops on the 
Sino-Soviet border? Why should it send Soviet troops to the 
People’s Republic of Mongolia?

Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko’s proposal on the so-called 
non-use o f force in international relations and permanent prohibi
tion of the use of nuclear weapons obliterates the demarcation line 
between aggression and the victim of aggression. This is in effect 
asking the people of various countries to give up their armed 
struggle against aggression and at the same time is aimed at 
maintaining the super-Power nuclear monopoly and nuclear 
superiority for the purpose of carrying out nuclear blackmail and 
threat against the people of the world. People can see at one 
glance what this proposal is directed against. The Soviet Union, 
which has all along paraded itself as being “anti-imperialist and 
anti-coloniaUst” and styled itself the “friend” of the third world, 
has brazenly put forward such a proposal. This is sufficient to 
show to what depth it has sunk. It is only natural that it has been 
exposed and refuted by many delegations at the General As
sembly, as it well deserves.

In these circumstances, the Soviet delegation was compelled to 
do some patchwork on its own draft resolution. Nevertheless, the 
present draft is still full o f loopholes and shows hardly any change 
from the reactionary content o f the original Soviet draft. ̂

In our view, if one is to talk about the non-use of force and 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, one must not deviate 
from the present political reality but must face up to the essence 
of the question without evading the fundamental question o f the 
complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear 
weapons. As is well known, imperialism is the source of war in the 
present era; the power politics and hegemony practised by the 
nuclear super-Powers constitute the principd threat to inter
national security. Although the patched-up draft contains in its 
preamble some casual mention about recognizing the right to 
“self-defence” and the “legitimacy” of the struggle o f colonial 
peoples, yet the operative part still contains no clear distinction 
between aggression and self-defence and fails to express clearly 
support for just wars and opposition to unjust wars, but demands 
indiscriminately and without regard to conditions the “renuncia
tion of the use or threat of force in all its forms and 
manifestations”. All this is exactly the same as the original Soviet 
draft. The United Nations Charter provides that all Members shall 
refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of 
force “against the territorial integrity or political independence of 
any State”.̂  The failure to mention even this point in the

®The revised res. was identical with GA. res. 2936 (XXVII), post, pp. 848-849. 
^Art. 2(4) of the Charter.
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Operative part of the new draft is definitely not an inadvertent 
omission but a smokescreen deliberately spread with ulterior 
motives.

The new draft does not contain any demand for imperialism 
and the nuclear super-Powers to dismantle their military bases on 
foreign soil and to withdraw their troops abroad back to their own 
countries, nor does it contain any demand for the aggressors to 
withdraw from the foreign territories they have occupied by 
armed force. In these circumstances, is not the demand for a 
general renunciation of the use of force by all countries 
tantamount to asking them all to recognize the imperialist, 
colonialist and neo-colonialist aggression and mihtary occupation 
as permanently legal?

The new draft makes no mention at all of the complete 
prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons, nor 
does it ask the nuclear countries to undertake the obligation not 
to be the first to use nuclear weapons at any time and in any 
circumstances, particularly not to use nuclear weapons against the 
non-nuclear countries and nuclear-weapon-free zones. This shows 
that in asking the General Assembly to adopt a resolution 
declaring the “permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear 
weapons” which has no binding force at all, the Soviet representa
tive is merely engaged in deceptive empty talk, because this will 
not in the least prevent the super-Powers from maintaining their 
nuclear monopoly and nuclear threat.

Certainly, we do not doubt the good intentions of some of the 
co-sponsors. This makes it all the more impermissible for the 
Soviet delegation to pass fish eyes for pearls and to substitute the 
sham for the genuine. In our opinion, such a draft resolution, if 
adopted, would only benefit imperialism and the super-Powers in 
their aggression and expansion, but would be detrimental to the 
peoples’ cause of safeguarding and winning national independence 
and detrimental to international security and world peace; nor 
would it conform to the Purposes and Principles of the United 
Nations Charter. Therefore, the Chinese delegation will have to 
vote against the present draft resolution.

Statement by the United States Representative (Phillips) to the 
General Assembly: Non-use of Force, November 29, 1972*

While the non-use of force is a laudable objective, the United 
States beheves that the Charter o f the United Nations remains the 
basic guideline governing the conduct of nations, and we are 
skeptical about the utility of restating principles of the United 
Nations Charter through General Assembly resolutions because we 
feel that such resolutions tend to detract from the Charter itself. It

* A/PV.2093 (prov.), pp. 61-62.
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is for these reasons that my delegation has just abstained in the 
vote on the draft resolution in document A/L.676/Rev.l.^

We also believe that the distinction, drawn in the Charter, 
between the threat o f or the use of force in accordance with the 
inherent right of individual or collective self-defence—which is 
legitimate—and non-legitimate uses such as acts of aggression, is 
the key principle governing the use of force in international 
relations. We regret that the resolution we have just voted on does 
not explicitly draw that distinction.

I wish also to point out that the United States and many other 
Members voted against General Assembly resolution 1653 (XVI), 
containing the Declaration on the Prohibition of the Use of 
Nuclear and Thermonuclear Weapons.^ We continue to regard that 
resolution, which asserts that the use o f nuclear weapons at any 
time and under any circumstances is, ipso facto, a violation of the 
Charter and a crime against humanity, as without any legal basis. 
The resolution we have just voted on refers to that earlier 
resolution and appears to assert that nuclear weapons have been 
prohibited.

However laudable the goals of the performance of this 
resolution, we are of course unable to support such a proposition, 

. which so clearly flies in the face of reality and law.
Finally, I wish to make clear that the United States considers 

that nothing in the sixth and seventh preambular paragraphs of the 
resolution we have just voted upon can change the provisions of 
the Charter regarding the legitimate use of force. Let me 
emphasize that, in our view, the sixth preambular paragraph would 
establish a right to use force, which is beyond the provisions o f the 
United Nations Charter. To our knowledge, no United Nations 
document affirms a right to use force in the circumstances 
described in that paragraph. Nor could my delegation accept an 
imphcit interpretation of the Charter to that effect. Article 2 (4) 
of the Charter states:

All Members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of 
force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any state, or in any 
other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations.

We must not, in the name of the non-use of force, convey to 
anyone the suggestion that we are creating loopholes to this 
cardinal principle of the Charter.

* Identical with G.A. res. 2936 (XXVII), post, pp. 848-849.
^Ddcuments on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 648-650.
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Statement by the British Representative (Crowe) to the General
Assembly: Non-use of Force, November 29, 1972^

The United Kingdom delegation has abstained on the resolution 
just adopted by the General Assembly.^ Our position on what is 
legitimate and what is illegitimate in the use of force is clear-cut. It 
is the same as that enshrined in the Charter of the United Nations. 
That is more than can be said for the wording of some of the 
preambular paragraphs in this resolution.

Apart from that we find some of the preambular paragraphs 
unsatisfactory for other reasons. Some of them include references 
to resolutions which the United Kingdom voted against. Others 
appear to legitimize recourse to violence in settlement of disputes. 
I therefore have to reserve the position of my Government on the 
preamble.

Now let me turn to the operative paragraphs. The United 
Kingdom sees only a limited role for declarations of a general 
character in the work which the organs of the United Nations 
undertake. We believe that both our duty and our best hope of 
making progress lie in laborious and patient negotiation on 
specific, practical issues under the many specific items on the 
agenda of this Assembly and in other organs of the United 
Nations. Where the Assembly does decide to embark upon the 
preparation of declaratory resolutions, they can have value only if 
they are fuUy and carefully formulated and negotiated on the basis 
of very wide consultations and if they command the assent of the 
membership of the Organization as a whole.

In the case of operative paragraph 1 of the resolution just 
adopted, one o f the principles from Article 2 o f the Charter has 
been taken out of its context and merged with the major issue of 
arms control in a single sentence of carefully calculated ambiguity. 
If the paragraph is read in conjunction with certain preambular 
paragraphs and one listens to some of the explanations which have 
been made publicly and privately, the paragraph can be inter
preted to mean one thing. If, however, it is taken in conjunction 
with other preambular paragraphs and one recalls other explana
tions, one finds that it can be and is interpreted in other ways. We 
cannot believe that resolutions of this kind advance the work of 
our Organization.

As to operative paragraph 2 o f the resolution, my delegation is 
not clear as to what is meant by implementing a general 
proposition of such vagueness and ambiguity. In our view the job 
of the Security Council is to deal with specific problems brought 
to its attention in the light of the Purposes and Principles o f the 
Charter and in accordance with its provisions.

‘ A/PV.2093 (prov.), pp. 66-67.
’ Identical with GA. res. 2936 (XXVII), post, pp. 848-849.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Malik) to the General
Assembly, November 29, 1972*

On behalf o f the 23 States which have co-sponsored the very 
important draft resolution that has just been adopted by the 
General Assembly,^ I should like to thank all o f those who voted 
for this draft resolution which represents an important contribu
tion by the United Nations to the strengthening of international 
peace and security.

I regret that two co-sponsors are not in the room; I am thinking 
of Liberia and Somalia, and I think their votes should be added to 
those cast for the resolution because, after all, they are co
sponsors. The overwhelming majority voted in favour; only four 
votes were cast against, and that is very significant. The statements 
of some of those who abstained arid their argumentation are 
unconvincing and artificial. Indeed, the basic argument is that in 
the Charter there is a provision on the non-use of force, and that is 
true; but, in the 27 years of the existence o f the United Nations, 
have not aU the resolutions adopted by the United Nations been a 
confirmation of the provisions of the Charter, a repetition of the 
provisions of the Charter, in support of the provisions of the 
Charter, or based on the provisions o f the Charter? If that is so, 
then why cannot the General Assembly adopt a decision which 
confirms the basic principle of the Charter—the non-use o f force? 
Moreover, it confirms this principle in conjunction with another 
important element of the world of today—the threat o f nuclear 
war. For the first time in the United Nations these two important 
considerations of our time are linked into a single indivisible 
whole, so why cannot this be confirmed?

We are happy that the overwhelming majority of delegations 
have confirmed that the principle o f the non-use o f force and that 
of the permanent prohibition of the use o f nuclear weapons are so 
closely linked. This is a very important and serious decision by the 
twenty-seventh session o f the General Assembly.

At today’s meeting, we have heard another slice of Chinese 
anti-Soviet slander. We are not surprised by that; we have become 
accustomed to it; but we draw a certain conclusion from it. During 
the year of its presence in the United Nations China has not 
forgotten anything o f its great-Power, aggressive hegemonic pohcy 
and has not learned anything either. But let us not lose either faith 
in the future or hope. I am profoundly convinced that, with time, 
China will leam something and will end by co-operating with the 
other States Members of the United Nations, because at the 
twenty-seventh session, on all the important issues, it has adopted 
a negative position; nothing positive has come from China. With 
such participation on the part of a great Power, which lays claim

■ A/PV.2093 (prov.), pp. 71-76.
^Identical with G.A. res. 2936 (XXVII),post PP. 848-849.
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to world hegemony, the United Nations is not likely to go very 
far. I think I shall be stating the general view of the whole of the 
Assembly if I express the hope that, with time, China will 
co-operate in the strengthening of peace and international 
security. In voting against the resolution on the non-use of force 
and permanent prohibition of the use o f nuclear weapons China 
has shown that it is against the basic purpose o f the Charter, the 
strengthening of peace, by the prohibition of the use of the most 
devastating weapon of mass destruction. China, thereby, has 
spoken against the position of the overwhelming majority of 
States Members of the United Nations and, first and foremost, 
against the positions o f the countries of the third world. Those 
countries are drawing the necessary conclusions. There is a clearly 
demonstrated difference between the words of the Chinese 
leadership to the effect that China is one with the third world and 
a member of that world and the position of China in fact, when it 
voted against a resolution for which the overwhelming majority of 
countries of the third world voted. We beheve that the countries 
of the third world will draw the obvious conclusions. Moreover, 
having endured the failure of its position and finding itself 
completely isolated—for̂  after all, such countries as Portugal and 
South Africa can hardly be considered partners of China—the 
Chinese delegation has resorted to a further portion of anti-Soviet 
hysteria, but it is not going to get very far with that and it is not 
going to convince anyone. That is what China started the 
twenty-seventh session with and that is what it is terminating it 
with, anti-Sovietism, in order to mask its negative position on all 
the most important issues. I take it that many delegations and 
countries here will draw the necessary conclusions from such a 
position on the part o f China.

And with whom does China find itself in the same boat? With 
the worst enemies of the peoples of Africa—Portugal and South 
Africa. This fact is self-evident and speaks for itself. It would have 
been funny, were it not so tragic, to note the depth to which 
China has fallen in finding itself in the company of racists and 
coloniaUsts who are throttling and strangMng the African peoples 
and, in spite o f the numerous decisions of the United Nations, 
working against the Uberation of the African peoples and the 
cleansing of the great and glorious continent of Africa with its 
multi-million population of the last vestiges of coloniahsm.

We feel that the African delegations will draw the necessary 
conclusions from this situation as we have observed it here at the 
twenty-seventh session of the General Assembly.

As for the further portion of anti-Soviet slander, the Soviet 
delegation, inasmuch as this slander is so much a fabrication and 
so mahcious, feels it to be beneath it to dignify it with any answer.
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(Jeneral Assembly Resolution 2930 (XXVII): World Disarmament 
Conference, November 29,1972*

The General Assembly,
Conscious o f the responsibility of the United Nations under the 

Charter for the maintenance of international peace and for 
disarmament,

Convinced that all peoples o f the world have a vital interest in 
the success o f disarmament negotiations,

Believing that it is imperative that all States exert further efforts 
for the adoption of effective measures of disarmament and, more 
particularly, nuclear disarmament.

Believing also that a world disarmament conference could 
promote and facilitate the realization of such aims.

Deeply convinced that substantial progress in the field of 
disarmament can be achieved only by ensuring adequate condi
tions of security for all States,

Convinced also that all States should contribute to the adoption 
of measures for the achievement of this goal.

Recalling resolution 2833 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971, in 
which the General Assembly expressed the conviction that it is 
most desirable to take immediate steps in order that careful 
consideration be given to the convening, following adequate 
preparation, of a world disarmament conference open to all 
States,^

Taking note of the report o f the Secretary-General, containing 
the views and suggestions of States on the questions relating to the 
holding of a world disarmament conference,^

Noting also all the views and suggestions expressed by Member 
States during the debate in plenary meeting and in the First 
Committee at the present session,

1. Invites the Governments o f all States to exert further efforts 
with a view to creating adequate conditions for the convening of a 
world disarmament conference at an appropriate time;

2. Considers it necessary to set up a special committee to 
examine all the views and suggestions expressed by Governments 
on the convening of a world disarmament conference and related 
problems and to present, on the basis of consensus, a report to the 
General Assembly at its twenty-eighth session;

3. Decides to establish a Special Committee on the World 
Disarmament Conference consisting of thirty-five Member States, 
to be appointed by the President of the General Assembly after 
consultation with ^  the regional groups and taking due considera
tion of the necessity to ensure adequate political and geographical 
representation;

‘A/RES/2930 (XXVII), Dec. 5, 1972. The res. was adopted by a vote of 105 to 0, 
with one abstention (the U.S.). After the vote, three additional delegations informed the 
U Secretariat that they had intended to vote in favor of the res.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 909-910.
^A/8817.
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4. Requests the Secretary-General to render all necessary 
assistance to the Special Committee in its work;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its twenty- 
eighth session an item entitled “World Disarmament Conference”.

General Assembly Resolution 2931 (XXVII): Implementation of 
the Results of the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States, 
November 29, 1972^

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 2664 (XXV) of 7 December 1970,^ 
Having considered the report of the International Atomic 

Energy Agency for the year 1971/1972,^
Aware of the steps taken in amending article VI o f the statute 

of the International Atomic Energy Agency to expand the 
membership of the Board of Governors,

Noting that the International Atomic Energy Agency is carrying 
out a survey of the market for nuclear power in selected 
developing countries to assess the extent of the market for various 
types and sizes o f nuclear reactors.

Noting further that the number of countries and international 
organizations participating in the International Nuclear Informa
tion System has increased and that the system is to operate with 
full subject scope by the end of 1972,

Noting with satisfaction that the International Atomic Energy 
Agency is continuing its efforts to ensure the supply to its 
member States, when required, of special fissionable materials, 
including materials for power reactors,

Taking note of the increase in the target for voluntary 
contributions to the programme of technical assistance of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency to $US 3 miUion,

1. Expresses appreciation for the action taken by the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency on the recommendations of the 
Conference o f Non-Nuclear-Weapon States;

2. Hopes that, in the context of development goals, the over-all 
expansion in resources available to the International Atomic 
Energy Agency for technical co-operation will continue;

3. Invites the International Atomic Energy Agency to keep 
under review ways and means to allow the developing countries to 
benefit fully, and in accordance with their respective stages of 
nuclear industrialization, from the technical assistance provided by 
international organizations;

‘A/RES/2931 (XXVII), Dec. 5, 1972. The res. was adopted by a vote of 100 to 0, 
with 10 abstentions (Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Israel, 
Mongolia, Poland, Ukrainian SSR, USSR). The U.S. supported the res. The PRC did not 
participate in the voting.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 687-688.
^A/8774.
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4. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Director 
General o f the International Atomic Energy Agency the records of 
the twenty-seventh session of the General Assembly relating to the 
recommendations of the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon 
States;

5. Invites the International Atomic Energy Agency, in consulta
tion with the specialized agencies and other bodies concerned, to 
submit, in its annual report to the General Assembly, information 
on further action concerning the implementation of the results of 
the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States.

General Assembly Resolution 2932 (XXVII): General and 
Complete Disarmament, November 29, 1972^

A^

The General Assembly,
Conscious that all armed conflicts and the use of any weapons 

bring suffering and that the only effective means of eliminating 
this suffering is through the eUmination of armed conflicts and 
general and complete disarmament.

Recalling the general rules of international law that the use of 
weapons that cause unnecessary suffering is especially forbidden 
and that only military targets are legitimate objects of attack. 

Convinced that the widespread use o f many weapons and the 
emergence o f new methods of warfare that cause unnecessary 
suffering or are indiscriminate call urgently for renewed efforts by 
Governments to seek, through legal means, the prohibition of use 
of such weapons and of indiscriminate and cruel methods of 
warfare and, if possible, through measures of disarmament, the 
elimination of specific, especially cruel or indiscriminate weapons, 

Conscious that incendiary weapons have always constituted a 
category of arms viewed with horror and that the International

•A/RES/2932 (XXVII), Dec. 6,1972.
*Pt. A was adopted by a vote of 99 to 0, with 15 abstentions:

For-Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Austria, Bahrain, Barbados, Bhutan, Bolivia, 
Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cameroon, Central African 
Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czecho
slovakia, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El 
Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Ghana, Guatemala, Guyana, Hungary, Iceland, India, 
Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, IGimer Republic, 
Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Madagascar, Malaysia, 
Maldives, MaH, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, 
Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, 
Senegal, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lania, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, 
Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, 
United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire, 
Zambia.

Against-^OTiQ.
Abstaining-ku^idMdi, Belgium, Canada, France, Greece, Israel, Italy, Japan, 

Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Portugal, South Africa, U.K., U.S.
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Conference on Human Rights, held at Teheran in 1968, in its 
resolution XXIII on human ri^ ts in armed conflicts^ considered 
napalm bombing to be among methods and means that erode 
human rights.

Noting that complete proposals for both elimination and 
non-use o f incendiary weapons were advanced at the disarmament 
negotiations in 1933 and that proposals have recently been made 
to prohibit or restrict their use,

Recalling that the Secretary-General, in his reports on human 
rights in armed conflicts of 20 November 1969 and 18 September 
1970, stated the view that the legality or otherwise of the use of 
napalm would seem to be a question calling for study that might 
eventually be resolved in an international document that would 
clarify the situation,^

Recalling further that, in response to an express suggestion 
made by the Secretary-General in his report of 18 September 
1970,® the General Assembly, by paragraph 5 of resolution 2852 
(XXVI) of 20 December 1971, requested him to prepare as soon 
as possible, with the help of qualified governmental consultant 
experts, a report on napalm and other incendiary weapons and all 
aspects of their possible use,^

Noting that the report of the Secretary-General on napalm and 
other incendiary weapons and aU aspects of their possible use 
concludes that the massive spread of fire through incendiary 
weapons is largely indiscriminate in its effects on military and 
civilian targets,”̂

Noting further the conclusions that bum injuries, whether 
sustained directly from the action of incendiaries or as a result of 
fires initiated by them, are intensely painful and require excep
tional resources for their medical treatment that are far beyond 
the reach of most countries,*

Noting finally the conclusions that the rapid increase in the 
military use o f these weapons is but one aspect of the more 
general phenomenon of the increasing mobilization of science and 
technology for purposes of total war, alongside which the long 
upheld principle o f the immunity of the non-combatant appears to 
be receding from the military consciousness, and that these trends 
have grave implications for the world community,^

1. Welcomes the report of the Secretary-General on napalm and 
other incendiary weapons and aU aspects o f their possible use and 
expresses appreciation to him for having submitted it without 
delay;

^Final Act o f the International Conference on Human Rights (U.N. pub., sales no. 
E.68.XIV.2), p. 18.

*A/n20, pp. 62-63; A/8052, p. 41.
Îbid.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 913-915.
’A/8803, p. 50.
"Ibid.
’Ibid., p. 51.
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2. Takes note of the views expressed in the report regarding the 
use, production, development and stockpiling of napalm and other 
incendiary weapons;

3. Deplores the use of napalm and other incendiary weapons in 
all armed conflicts;

4. Commends the report to the attention of all Governments 
and peoples;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to publish the report for 
wide circulation;

6 . Requests the Secretary-General to circulate the report to the 
Governments of Member States for their comments and to report 
on these comments to the General Assembly at its twenty-eighth 
session.

filO

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 2602 A (XXIV) of 16 December 1969, 

whereby it appealed to the Governments of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and the United States o f America, which on 17 
November 1969 had initiated bilateral negotiations on the 
limitation of offensive and defensive strategic nuclear-weapon 
systems, to agree, as an urgent prehminary measure, on a 
moratorium on further testing and deployment o f new offensive 
and defensive strategic nuclear-weapon systems,"

Noting with satisfaction that the first phase of such negotiations 
resulted in the conclusion, on 26 May 1972, of three bilateral 
instruments on the above-mentioned matter*  ̂ and that the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America 
announced that they entered, on 21 November 1972, a second 
phase o f negotiations.

Convinced o f the necessity that the renewed negotiations 
should bring about early and positive results in the field of nuclear 
disarmament.

 ̂°Pt. B was adopted by a vote of 87 to 0, with 27 abstentions:

Fo/*-Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Austria, Bahrain, Barbados, Bhutan, Bolivia, 
Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Cameroon, Chiad, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, 
Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, 
Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Ghana, Guatemala, Guyana, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, 
Ireland, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, 
Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, 
Mauritania, Mexico, New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, 
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Qatar, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Spain, Sri 
Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, 
Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against-Horn.
Abstaining-KviStidMdiy Belgium, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Central African 

Republic, Chile, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, France, Greece, Hungary, Israel, Italy, Japan, 
Luxembourg, Mongolia, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, South Africa, Turkey, 
Ukrainian SSR, USSR, U.K., U.S.

 ̂  ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 710-711.
^^Ante, pp. 197-201, 202-204, 204-205.
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1. Appeals to the Governments of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics and the United States of America to make every effort 
to expedite the conclusion of further agreements including 
important qualitative limitations and substantial reductions of 
offensive and defensive strategic nuclear-weapon systems;

2. Invites those two Governments to keep the General As
sembly informed of the results of their negotiations.

General Assembly Resolution 2933 (XXVII): Chemical and 
Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons, November 29, 1972*

The General Assembly,
Reaffirming its resolutions 2454 A (XXIII) of 20 December 

1968,2 2603 B (XXIV) of 16 December 1969,  ̂ 2662 (XXV) of 7 
December 1970^ and 2827 A (XXVI) of 16 December 1971,^ 

Expressing its determination to act with a view to achieving 
effective progress towards general and complete disarmament, 
including the prohibition and elimination of all types of weapons 
of mass destruction such as those using chemical or bacteriological 
(biological) agents.

Noting that the Convention on the Prohibition of the Develop
ment, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) 
and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction has been opened for 
signature and has already been signed by a large number of 
States,®

Convinced that the Convention is a first possible step towards 
the achievement o f early agreement on the effective prohibition of 
the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons 
and on the elimination of such weapons from military arsenals of 
all States, and determined to continue negotiations to this end, 

Recalling the provisions of article IX of that Convention, 
Recalling that the General Assembly has repeatedly condemned 

all actions contrary to the principles and objectives of the Protocol 
for the Prohibition o f the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous 
or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed 
at Geneva on 17 June 1925,’

Reaffirming the need for the strict observance by all States of 
the principles and objectives of that Protocol,

Having considered the report of the Conference o f the 
Committee on Disarmament,®

 ̂A/RES/2933 (XXVII), Dec. 6, 1972. The res. was adopted by a vote of 113 to 0, 
with two abstentions (China and France).

^Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 793-795.
1969, pp. 717-719.

^Ibid., 1970, pp. 683-685.
^Ibid,, 1971, pp. 890-892.
^Ante, pp. 133-138.
"^Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
^Ante, pp. 626-652.
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Noting that a work programme,’ a draft convention on the 
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons and on their destruction,* ° and other working 
papers, proposals and suggestions were submitted to the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament,

Conscious o f the benefits to mankind that would result from 
the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons.

Desiring to create a favourable atmosphere for a successful 
outcome of these negotiations,

1. Reaffirms the recognized objective o f effective prohibition 
of chemical weapons;

2. Reiterates, to this end, the request made by the General 
Assembly to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, 
in resolution 2827 A (XXVI), to continue negotiations, as a 
matter of high priority, with a view to reaching early agreement on 
effective measures for the prohibition of the development, 
production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and for their 
destruction;

3. Stresses the importance of working towards the complete 
realization of the objective o f effective prohibition of chemical 
weapons as set forth in the present resolution and urges 
Governments to work to that end;

4. Reaffirms its hope for the widest possible adherence to the 
Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production 
and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons 
and on Their Destruction;

5. Invites all States that have not yet done so to accede to the 
Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, 
Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of 
Warfare of 17 June 1925 and/or ratify this Protocol, and calls 
anew for the strict observance by all States o f the principles and 
objectives contained therein;

6 . Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Confer
ence o f the Committee on Disarmament all documents of the First 
Committee relating to questions connected with the problem of 
chemical weapons and chemical methods of warfare;

7. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
to report on the results of its negotiations to the General 
Assembly at its twenty-eighth session.

"'Ante, pp. 98-109.
‘ ^Ante, pp. 120-125.
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General Assembly Resolution 2934 (XXVII): Urgent Need for 
Suspension of Nuclear and Thermonuclear Tests, November 29, 
1972*

A2

The General Assembly,
Recognizing the urgent need for the cessation of nuclear and 

thermonuclear weapon tests,
Recalling its resolution 2602 E (XXIV) of 16 December 1969, 

by which it declared the decade of the 1970s as a Disarmament 
Decade,^ and its resolution 2734 (XXV) of 16 December 1970, 
which contains the Declaration on the Strengthening of Inter
national Security,'*

Recalling also its resolutions 914 (X) of 16 December 1955,® 
1762 (XVII) of 6 November 1962,« 1910 (XVIII) of 27 
November 1963,’ 2032 (XX) of 3 December 1965,» 2163 (XXI) 
of 5 December 1966,® 2343 (XXII) of 19 December 1967,*® 
2455 (XXIII) of 20 December 1968,“  2604 (XXIV) of 16 
December 1969,*  ̂ 2663 (XXV) of 7 December 1970*  ̂ and 2828 
(XXVI) of 16 December 1971,*^

‘ A/RES/2934 (XXVII), Dec. 7, 1972.
^Pt. A was adopted by a vote of 105 to 4, with 9 abstentions:

For-Afghanistan, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Barbados, Belgium, 
Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cameroon, Canada, 
Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, 
Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, 
Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guyana, Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, 
Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer 
Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Luxem
bourg, Malaysia, Maldives, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Nepal, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, 
Poland, Qatar, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, South Africa, Spain, Sri 
Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and 
Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, U.K., 
United Republic of Tanzania, U.S., Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, 
Zambia.

Against-AlhsLnisi, China, France, Portugal.
Abstaining-Algeh^, Congo, Cuba, India, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, Romania, 

Zaire.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 713-715.
^General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-fifth Session, Supplement No. 28 

(A/8028), pp. 22-24.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 583-586.
^Ibid., 1962, vol. II, pp. 1029-1033.
' Îbid., 1963, p. 627.
^Ibid., 1965, pp. 623-624.
^Ibid., 1966, pp. 802-803.

^^Ibid,, 1967, p. 731.
' ^Ibid., 1968, pp. 796-797.
^^Ibid., 1969, pp.719ff.
^^Ibid., 1970, pp. 685-687.
^^Ibid., 1971, pp. 893-897.
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I

Noting with regret that all States have not yet adhered to the 
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in 
Outer Space and under Water, signed in Moscow on 5 August 
1963,1*

Expressing serious concern that testing of nuclear weapons in 
the atmosphere has continued in some parts of the world, 
including the Pacific area, in disregard of the spirit of that Treaty 
and of world opinion.

Noting in this connexion the statements made by the Govern
ments of various countries in and around the Pacific area, 
expressing strong opposition to those tests and urging that they be 
halted,

1. Stresses anew the urgency of bringing to a halt all atmos
pheric testing of nuclear weapons in the Pacific or anywhere else 
in the world;

2. Urges all States that have not yet done so to adhere without 
further delay to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the 
Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water and, meanwhile, to 
refrain from testing in the environments covered by that Treaty;

II

Noting that no less than nine years have elapsed since the 
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in 
Outer Space and under Water came into force.

Taking into account the determination expressed by the parties 
to that Treaty to continue negotiations to conclude a treaty 
resulting in the permanent banning of all nuclear weapon test 
explosions,

1. Declares that a treaty banning all nuclear weapon tests is an 
important element in the consolidation of the progress towards 
disarmament and arms control made thus far and that it would 
greatly facilitate future progress in these fields;

2. Calls upon all nuclear-weapon States to suspend nuclear 
weapon tests in all environments;

3. Calls upon the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment to give urgent consideration to the question, o f a treaty 
banning all nuclear weapon tests, taking into account the views 
already expressed in the Conference, the opinions stated at the 
current session of the General Assembly and, above all, the 
pressing need for the early conclusion of such a treaty.

‘ 1963, pp. 291-293.

505 -9 5 4  0  -  74  -  55
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B16

The General Assembly,
Conscious of the dangers to mankind presented by a continua

tion of the nuclear arms race.
Believing that a cessation of all nuclear and thermonuclear 

weapon tests, including those carried out underground, would 
contribute to a deceleration of the nuclear arms race, to the 
promotion of further arms control and disarmament measures, and 
to a reduction in world tension.

Believing further that a cessation o f all nuclear weapon testing 
would inhibit the wider dissemination of nuclear weapons.

Noting with regret that not all States have yet adhered to the 
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in 
Outer Space and under Water, signed in Moscow on 5 August 
1963,*’

Noting with regret that, despite the determination expressed by 
parties to that Treaty to achieve the discontinuance of all test 
explosions of nuclear weapons for all time, parties to the Treaty 
continue to test nuclear weapons underground, and no specific 
proposals for an underground test ban agreement are under 
negotiation,

Recalling that the General Assembly has repeatedly expressed 
its concern regarding the continuation of nuclear and thermo
nuclear weapon testing, in particular in its resolutions 914 (X) of
16 December 1955,‘ ® 1762 (XVII) of 6 November 1962,‘ ® 1910 
(XVIII) of 27 November 1963,2" 2032 (XX) of 3 December 
1965,2* 2163 (XXI) of 5 December 1966,^2 2343 (XXII) of 19 
December 1967,“  2455 (XXIII) of 20 December 1968,2'^ 2604 
(XXIV) of 16 December 1969,2 ® 2663 (XXV) of 7 December 
197Q2 6 and 2828 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971,2’

’ ‘ Pt. B waTadopted by a vote of 89 to 4, with 23 abstentions:

Fo/*-Afghanistan, Algeria, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, 
Bolivia, Burma, Burundi, Cameroon, Canada, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, 
Colombia, Cyprus, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Egypt, Ethiopia, 
Fiji, Finland, Ghana, Guatemala, Guyana, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, 
Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, 
Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, 
Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, 
Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Philippines, Qatar, Rwanda, 
Senegal, Singapore, South Africa, Spain, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab 
Republic, Thdland, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab 
Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, 
Zambia.

Albania, China, France, Portugal.
Abstaining-ALigQni\r\2i, Brazil, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, 

Czechoslovakia, El Salvador, Greece, Hungary, India, Mauritania, Mongolia, Peru, 
Poland, Romania, Sri Lanka, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, U.K., U.S., Zaire.

* ’’Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
* ^Ibid., 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 583-586.
* ^Ibid., 1962, vol. II, pp. 1029-1033.

Ibid., 1963, p. 627.
^^Ibid., 1965, pp. 623-624.
^^Ibid., 1966, pp. 802-803.
^^Ibid., 1967, p. 731.
^^Ibid., 1968, pp. 796-797.
^^Jbid., 1969, pp.719ff.
^^Ibid., 1970, pp. 685-687.
^'^Ibid, 1971, pp. 893-897.
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Having considered the report submitted on 26 September 1972 
by the Conference o f the Committee on Disarmament,^® and in 
particular the sections thereof concerned with achieving a com
prehensive test ban,

Noting with satisfaction the completion of a first set of bilateral 
agreements on the limitation of strategic arms and expressing the 
hope that the progress so far achieved will lead to further agreed 
hmitations on nuclear arms and be conducive to the negotiation of 
a ban on underground nuclear weapon testing,

1. Stresses again the urgency of halting all nuclear weapon 
testing in all environments by all States;

2. Urges all States that have not yet done so to adhere without 
further delay to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the 
Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water, and meanwhile to 
refrain from testing in environments covered by that Treaty;

3. Calls upon all Governments conducting underground nuclear 
weapon tests, particularly those parties to the Treaty Banning 
Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and 
under Water, immediately to undertake unilateral or negotiated 
measures that would suspend or reduce such testing, pending the 
early entry into force of a ban on all nuclear weapon tests in all 
environments; *

4. Urges Governments that have been carrying out nuclear 
weapon tests to take an active and constructive part in presenting 
and developing in the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment, or in any other appropriate body, specific proposals for a 
comprehensive test ban;

5. Requests the Conference o f the Committee on Disarmament 
to give first priority to its deliberations on a treaty banning 
underground nuclear weapon tests, taking full account of views of 
experts and of technical developments bearing on the verification 
of such a treaty, and further requests the Conference to submit a 
special report to the General Assembly at its twenty-eighth session 
on the results o f its deliberations on this matter;

6. Urges Governments to take all appropriate measures further 
to develop existing capabilities for detection and identification of 
underground nuclear tests through seismological and other tech
nical means, and to increase international co-operation in the 
elaboration of relevant techniques and evaluation of seismographic 
data, in order to facilitate an underground nuclear weapon test 
ban;

7. Calls upon Governments to seek as a matter o f urgency a 
halt to all nuclear weapon testing, and to endeavour to achieve at 
the earliest possible date a comprehensive test ban and to obtain 
universal adherence to such a ban.

^^Ante, pp. 626-652.
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C2 9

The General Assembly,
Reaffirming its deep apprehension concerning the harmful 

consequences o f nuclear weapon tests for the acceleration of the 
arms race and for the health o f present and future generations of 
mankind,

Deploring that the General Assembly has not yet succeeded in 
its aim of achieving a comprehensive test ban, despite twenty-one 
successive resolutions on the subject.

Deploring further that the determination expressed by the 
original parties to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the 
Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water, signed in Moscow 
on 5 August 1963,^® to pursue negotiations to achieve the 
discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all 
time has not so far produced the desired results.

Recalling its resolutions 1762 A (XVII) of 6 November 1962^  ̂
and 2828 A (XXVI) of 16 December 1971,^^ whereby all nuclear 
weapon tests, without exception, were condemned,

1. Reiterates once again with the utmost vigour its condemna
tion of all nuclear weapon tests;

2. Reaffirms its conviction that, whatever may be the differ
ences on the question of verification, there is no valid reason for 
delaying the conclusion of a comprehensive test ban of the nature 
contemplated in the preamble to the Treaty Banning Nuclear 
Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water;

3. Urges once more the Governments of nuclear-weapon States 
to bring to a halt all nuclear weapon tests at the eariiest possible 
date, and in any case not later than 5 August 1973, either through 
a permanent agreement or through unilateral or agreed moratoria;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit the present 
resolution to the nuclear-weapon States and to inform the General 
Assembly at its twenty-eighth session of any measures they have 
taken to implement it.

’ *Pt. C was adopted by a vote of 80 to 4, with 29 abstentions:

For-Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Barbados, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Burma, Burundi, Cameroon, Canada, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, Colombia, 
Costa Rica, Cyprus, Democratic Yemen, Dermiark, Dominican Republic, Egypt, El 
Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Ghana, Guatemala, Guyana, Iceland, Iran, Ireland, 
Israel, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, 
Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Malaysia, Maldives, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, 
Nepal, New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, 
Philippines, Qatar, Rwanda, Senegal, Singapore, Spain, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, 
Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United 
Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

^̂ fl/>25 -̂Albania, China, France, Portugal.
Abstaining-kighdmstdJiy Algeria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Congo, Cuba, 

Czechoslovakia, Greece, Hungary, Iraq, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Mali, 
Mauritania, Mongolia, Netherlands, Poland, Romania, South Africa, Syrian Arab 
Republic, Togo, Turkey, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, U.K., U.S.

Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
" ^Ibid., 1962, vol. II, pp. 10294032.
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General Assembly Resolution 2935: Implementation of General
Assembly Resolution 2830 (XXVI) Concerning the Signature
and Ratification of Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of
Tlatelolco), November 29, 1972^

TPjp Ctpyipynl >4

Recalling its resolutions 1911 (XVIII) of 27 November 1963,2 
2286 (XXII) of 5 December 1967,  ̂ 2456 B (XXIII) of 20 
December 1968,̂  ̂ 2666 (XXV) of 7 December 1970® and 2830
(XXVI) of 16 December 1971,®

Recalling in particular that in four of those resolutions it 
addressed appeals to the nuclear-weapon States to sign and ratify 
Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco) as soon as 
possible,"^

Having taken note of the fact that the Government o f the 
People’s RepubUc of China, on 14 November 1972, made the 
following solemn declaration;
The Chinese Government has repeatedly declared that at no time and in no 
circumstances will China be the first to use nuclear weapons. As a specific undertaking 
regarding the nuclear-weapon-free zone in Latin America, I now declare solemnly on 
behalf of the Chinese Government: China will never use or threaten to use nuclear 
weapons against non-nuclear Latin American countries and the Latin American 
nuclear-weapon-free zone, nor will China test, manufacture, produce, stockpile, install or 
deploy nuclear weapons in these countries or in this zone, or send her means of 
transportation and delivery carrying nuclear weapons to traverse the territory, territorial 
sea and territorial air space of Latin American countries.®

1 . Reaffirms its conviction that, for the maximum effectiveness 
of any treaty establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone, the co
operation of the nuclear-weapon States is necessary and that such

 ̂A/RES/2935 (XXVII), Dec. 7, 1972. The res. as a whole was approved by a vote of 
101 to 0, with 17 abstentions:

For-Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Barbados, Belgium, 
Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Burundi, Cameroon, Canada, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, 
Costa Rica, Cyprus, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Egypt, El 
Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Iceland, 
Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, 
Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab Republic, Luxembourg, 
Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, 
Philippines, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, 
South Africa, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, 
Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, 
U.K., United Republic of Tanzania, U.S., Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, 
Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against-^ont.
Abstaining— Burma, Byelorussian SSR, Central African Republic, Cuba, 

Czechoslovalda, France, Gabon, Guyana, Hungary, India, Mongolia, Nepal, Poland, 
Portugal, Ukrainian SSR, USSR.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 628-629.
^Ibid., 1967, pp. 620-621.
^Ibid., 1968, p. 799.
^Ibid,, 1970, 689-691.
^Ibid, 1971, pp. 898-899.
^The treaty and protocols appear ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
^Ante, p. 786.
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co-operation should take the form of commitments likewise 
undertaken in a formal international instrument which is legally 
binding, such as a treaty, convention or protocol;

2. Recalls with particular satisfaction that the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States of 
America became parties to Additional Protocol II o f the Treaty 
for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty 
of Tlatelolco) in 1969 and 1971, respectively;

3. Also welcomes with satisfaction, as a preliminary measure, 
the solemn declaration made by the Government of the People’s 
Republic o f China on 14 November 1972, by which it entered into 
obligations similar to those implicit in Additional Protocol II of 
the Treaty for States parties thereto, and invites the Government 
of China to try to find procedures that will enable it to accede to 
the Protocol as soon as possible;

4. Deplores that the other two nuclear-weapon States have not 
yet heeded the urgent appeals which the General Assembly has 
made in four different resolutions and urges them once again to 
sign and ratify without further delay Additional Protocol II of the 
Treaty;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its twenty- 
eighth session an item entitled “Implementation of General 
Assembly resolution 2935 (XXVII) concerning the signature and 
ratification of Additional Protocol II o f the Treaty for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of 
Tlatelolco)” ;

6 . Requests the Secretary-General to transmit the present 
resolution to the nuclear-weapoh States and to inform the General 
Assembly at its twenty-eighth session of any measure adopted by 
them in order to implement it.

(General Assembly Resolution 2936 (XXVII): Non-use of Force in
International Relations and Permanent Prohibition of the Use
of Nuclear Weapons, November 29, 1972*

The General Assembly,
Noting that renunciation of the use or threat of force as

‘A/RES/2936 (XXVII), Dec. 4, 1972. The res. was approved by a vote of 73 to 4, 
with 46 abstentions:

For-Afghanistan, Algeria, Bahrain, Barbados, Bhutan, Bulgaria, Burma, Byelorussian 
SSR, Cameroon, Chad, Chile, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, 
Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, China, Guinea, Guyana, Hungary, India, 
Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, 
Lesotho, Libyan Arab Republic, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, 
Mauritius, Mongolia, Nepal, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Panama, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, 
Romania, Rwanda, Saudi ^abia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Sudan, 
Syrian Arab Republic, Trinidad and Tobago, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, United Arab 
Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, USSR, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia.

-Albania, China, Portugal, South Africa.
A b s t a i n i n g Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, 

Burundi, Canada, Central African Republic, Colombia, Costa Rica, Denmark, Dominican 
Republic, El Salvador, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, 
Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Luxembourg, Malawi, Mexico, Morocco, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, Spain, Sweden, Thailiid, Togo, Tunisia, 
Turkey, U.K., U.S., Uruguay, Venezuela, Zaire.
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proclaimed in the Charter o f the United Nations and reaffirmed in 
the Declaration on the Strengthening of International Security, 
contained in General Assembly resolution 2734 (XXV) of 16 
December 1970,^ and the Declaration on Principles of Inter
national Law concerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation 
among States in accordance with the Charter of the United 
Nations, contained in Assembly resolution 2625 (XXV) of 24 
October 1970,^ is an obUgation that all States should respect, 

Noting with concern that the use of force in various forms is 
still occurring in violation of the Charter,

Bearing in mind that the threat o f the use of nuclear weapons 
continues to exist, '

Guided by the desire'W all peoples to eliminate war and above 
all to prevent a nuclear disaster.

Reaffirming, in accordance with Article 51 o f the Charter, the 
inalienable right of States to self-defence against armed attack. 

Mindful of the principle of the inadmissibility of acquisition of 
territory by force and the inherent right of States to recover such 
territories by all the means at their disposal.

Reaffirming its recognition of the legitimacy of the struggle of 
colonial peoples for their freedom by all appropriate means at 
their disposal,

Recalling the Declaration on the Prohibition o f the Use of 
Nuclear and Thermonuclear Weapons, contained in General 
Assembly resolution 1653 (XVI) of 24 November 1961,'*

Recalling further its resolution 2160 (XXI) of 30 November 
1966 on the strict observance o f the prohibition of the threat or 
use o f force in international relations, and of the right of peoples 
to self-determination,®

Believing that renunciation of the use or threat of force and 
prohibition of the use o f nuclear weapons should be fully observed 
as a law of international life,

1 . Solemnly declares, on behalf of the States Members o f the 
Organization, their renunciation of the use or threat of force in all 
its forms and manifestations in international relations, in accord
ance with the Charter of the United Nations, and the permanent 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons;

2. Recommends that the Security Council should take, as soon 
as possible, appropriate measures for the full implementation of 
the present declaration of the General Assembly.

* General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-fifth Session, Supplement No. 28 
(A/8028), pp. 22-24.

^Ibid., pp. 121 ff.
* Documents on Disannament, 1961, pp. 648-650.
® General Assembly C jficial Records: Twenty-first Session, Supplement No. 16 

(A/6316), p. 4.
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Statement by the PRC Representative (Chen) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Indian Ocean Peace Zone,
December 5, 1972*

During the discussions on the Declaration of the Indian Ocean 
as a Zone of Peace in the First Committee of the General 
Assembly last December, the Chinese delegation stated that the 
proposal for the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of 
peace reflected the urgent desire of many Asian and African 
countries to defend national independence and State sovereignty 
and oppose super-Power aggression and expansion and declared 
that the Chinese Government and people firmly supported this 
just proposal while pointing out that if countries closely related to 
the Indian Ocean, such as the Soviet Union, the United States and 
the United Kingdom, did not undertake corresponding obligations 
with regard to the zone of peace in the Indian Ocean, there would 
be no guarantee for the peace and security o f the region.^

In the Joint Communique of the Prime Ministers of the People’s 
RepubUc of China and the RepubUc o f Sri Lanka issued on 5 July 
of this year,® the Chinese Government reaffirmed its principled 
stand of resolutely supporting the proposal for declaring the 
Indian Ocean as a zone of peace and maintained that the 
resolution on the “Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of 
peace” adopted at the twenty-sixth session of the United Nations 
General Assembly on 16 December 1971,^ should be respected.

One year has passed since the adoption of the resolution at the 
last General Assembly session. People had expected that the 
resolution in question could be implemented and the situation in 
that region improved to some extent. However, as a result of the 
intensified contention for world maritime hegemony by the two 
super-Powers, the Indian Ocean has been far from peaceful. As a 
result of the Indian aggression against Pakistan last year with the 
support of the Soviet Union, and the continued non-implementa
tion of the relevant resolutions of the General Assembly and the 
Security Council, the South Asian subcontinent is not tranquil 
either. One super-Power takes the Indian Ocean as its important 
strategic base where its fleet is plying hither and thither with no 
intention to quit. The other super-Power, following the steps of 
the former, has in recent years actively carried out military 
expansion and estabhshed military bases in the Indian Ocean zone 
in contention for spheres o f influence. The strength of its naval 
fleet in the Indian Ocean has multiplied. It said gleefully that the 
United States will sooner or later realize that it is no longer the 
overlord on the seas. This has pointedly revealed its own true 
intention to contend for hegemony with the other super-Power. It

'A/C.l/PV.1910,pp. 8-12.
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 867-868. 

^PekingReview, July 14,1972, pp. 11-12.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 901-903.
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boastfully claimed that “our century-old dream has come true”. 
What a “century-old dream” ! It is clear to all what it has inherited 
and what it hopes to achieve.

In the opinion of the Chinese delegation, the intensified 
pursuance of gunboat poUcy by the two super-Powers under the 
signboard of the so-called “freedom of the sea” is the principal 
root cause of the threat to the peace and security of the Indian 
Ocean. Therefore, in order truly to realize the just proposition for 
the declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace, it is 
imperative first of all to stop the two super-Powers’ military 
expansion and contention for hegemony in the Indian Ocean and 
have all the foreign mihtary bases removed from the Indian Ocean 
and all the foreign armed forces withdrawn therefrom, and to 
prohibit all nuclear countries from deploying and using nuclear 
weapons in the Ocean and all foreign warships and military aircraft 
from using the Indian Ocean to encroach upon the sovereignty, 
territorial integrity and independence of the littoral and hinterland 
States of the Indian Ocean. The Indian Ocean zone belongs to the 
countries and people in that region. We are deeply convinced that 
so long as they strengthen their unity and persevere in struggling 
with concerted efforts, the countries and people in the Indian 
Ocean zone, with the sympathy and support of the people of aU 
countries, will certainly get rid of outside interference and steadily 
win new victories in their just proposition for the establishment of 
a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean.

Having made the above statement, the Chinese delegation will 
vote in favour of the draft resolution before us.®

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Indian Ocean Peace 
Zone, December 5,1972*

We stated last year in the General Assembly that the United 
States shared what we assumed to be a general desire to promote 
peace and tranquUUty in the Indian Ocean area.  ̂ There have been 
no changes in our interest in this regard, including our interest in 
the wish to avoid a competitive expansion of military strength in 
the entire area.

However, it seems to us that the new Sri Lanka draft 
resolution^ shares many flaws with last year’s resolution,^ on

*The draft res. was identical with G.A. res. 2992 (XXVII), post, pp. 861-862, except 
that the names of the members of the ad hoc committee were left blank in operative par. 
3 of the draft.

*A/C.l/PV.1910,p. 16.
Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 866-867.

®The draft res. was identical with G.A. res. 2992 (XXVII), posr, pp. 861-862, except 
that the names of the members of the ad hoc committee were left blank in operative par. 
3 of the draft.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 901-903.
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which the United States abstained, along with most of the other 
maritime countries and a substantial number of other States.

Given such widespread doubts about the original proposal, it 
seems an unhappy circumstance that we are now called upon to 
vote on a draft resolution which proceeds on substantially the 
same basis. I shall not recapitulate in any detail our reasons for 
abstention last year. Suffice it to say that those reasons remain 
valid and apply as well to the draft resolution now before us. I 
should hke, however, to specify briefly several factors which 
compel the United States delegation again to abstain in the current 
vote.

First, since we abstained on the 1971 resolution containing the 
Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace, it is quite 
logical that we should do so with respect to the present draft 
resolution, which seeks to promote movement towards im
plementation of the Declaration.

Second, we continue to disagree with the proposition that a 
special regime can be established for a particular region of the high 
seas.

Third, in this connexion we believe that all nations have a stake 
in resolving ocean problems, which are by definition global, on a 
broad multilateral basis without the possible prejudice that 
separate regional arrangements miglit create.

In these circumstances there seems no more reason this year 
than there was last year to approve a draft resolution of the type 
now before us. Accordingly, my delegation will abstain.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Shustov) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Indian Ocean Peace Zone, 
December 5, 1972^

The Soviet delegation has carefully studied the draft resolution 
submitted by Sri Lanka and supported by a number of other 
States on the Declaration o f the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace 
and we should like to set forth our views in connexion with the 
problem which is raised in this draft resolution.^

In the question of declaring the Indian Ocean a zone of peace 
we proceed from a position of principle designed to support the 
proposal which really promotes the strengthening of peace and 
security of States and the lessening of international tension. The 
Soviet Union believes that in preparing the recommendations 
relating to peace and security equal account should be given to the 
interests o f the security of all sides, without any one side receiving

‘A/C.l/PV.1911,pp.6-7.
’The draft res. was identical with G.A. res. 2992 (XXVII), posJ, pp. 861-862, except 

that the names of the members of the ad hoc committee were left btok in operative par. 
3 of the draft.
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an advantage. In this regard we should like to express the view that 
in deciding this question there should be no artificial singling out 
of countries for special rights.

The Soviet Union beUeves that declaring the Indian Ocean as a 
zone of peace requires the elimination of all foreign military bases 
in this area, which are a serious source of international tension and 
conflict. The resolving of this problem would be a major 
contribution to the strengthening of the security of the States in 
the area. The taking of steps to strengthen security in any given 
axea should not be detrimental to the universally acknowledged 
rules of international law, particularly the principle o f freedom of 
navigation. As is well known, the Geneva Convention of 1958 on 
the high seas confirmed as a universally acknowledged rule of 
international law freedom of navigation for all vessels, including 
naval craft, and the carrying out of scientific research by means of 
such vessels.^

Last year the General Assembly adopted a resolution on the 
Indian Ocean.^ In spite of the intentions which guided its 
co-sponsors, in the Soviet Union’s view it was not fully consistent 
with the above-mentioned principles. As a result of this the 
delegation of the Soviet Union abstained in the voting last year.

The draft resolution now under consideration provides for 
practical steps to implement the Declaration of the Indian Ocean 
as a zone of peace. Therefore our delegation will also abstain in 
the voting on the draft resolution.

In setting forth this position we should at the same time like to 
stress as has already been stated by us, that the Soviet Union is 
ready to consider and settle, along with other interested States and 
on an equal footing, the question of declaring the Indian Ocean a 
zone of peace.

Message From President Nixon to the North Atlantic Council, 
December 7, 1972*

As we approach 1973 we stand on the threshold of negotiations 
that could bring us closer to the lasting peace that is the goal of 
the North Atlantic Alliance:

—explorations have begun for a Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe;

—explorations will begin soon regarding Mutual and Balanced 
Force Reductions;

M3UST2312.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 901-903.
^Department of State Bulletin. Jan. 1, 1973, p. 1. The message was read to the NAC 

by Secretary of State Rogers on Dec. 7,1972.
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—bilateral talks between individual Allies and members o f the 
Warsaw Pact on issues o f security and peace continue.

These prospects for peace, however, must rest on a foundation 
of continued military preparedness. Competing demands vie for 
the Umited budgetary resources available to each AUy. Our peoples 
are increasingly sensitive to the just domestic needs of democratic 
and modem society, at the very time when the costs of modern 
and improved defense forces are increasing.

It will test the strength and vitality of this Alliance to maintain 
and improve our common defenses in these times. But this task 
must be accomplished.

For our part, the United States renews its pledge that given a 
similar approach by our Allies, we will maintain and improve our 
forces in Europe and will not reduce them unless there is 
reciprocal action from our adversaries.

We look to you—all o f you—to continue the remarkable effort 
you have made in assuming a greater share of the burdens of 
common defense.

In our own way, each Ally must insure that its people 
understand the fundamental reasons that link a militarily strong 
NATO to successful negotiations. For without the understanding 
and the support o f our peoples, this Alliance cannot survive. With 
this in mind, I am confident that the statesmen and the free 
peoples of the North Atlantic Alliance will continue to support an 
undiminished defense effort by each member.

RICHARD NIXON

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Rogers 
[Extract], Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions in Eujrope, 
December 8 , 1972^

Q. (Mostly inaudible question about linkage between CSCE and 
MBFR.)

Secretary Rogers: It depends on how the declaration is phrased 
or what is meant exactly by the declaration. There has been a lot 
of discussion about linkage, and the view of the United States is 
that there is a relationship, obviously, between the different 
matters under consideration and it’s not necessary to formally 
label them “linkage.” For example, if the Conference on Security 
and Cooperation is a very successful conference, it would create 
conditions that are conducive to more successful negotiations on 
mutual and balanced force reductions. Likewise, successful

'Ibid, pp. 7-9. The news conference was held at Brussels.
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negotiations on mutual and balanced force reductions would 
contribute to reduction of tensions and make it more likely that 
the conference itself would be successful. So an interrelationship is 
inevitable. Whether it’s labeled linkage or not, it seems to me, is 
quite irrelevant. What is important is to have the two matters 
under consideration in the same general framework. And as you 
know, what we are now proposing is a conference which would 
probably occur sometime in the summer of 1973 on security and 
cooperation, following the talks in Helsinki. We’re talking about 
preparatory talks on mutual and balanced force reductions 
sometime in January next year with the prospect of negotiations 
being conducted in the fall o f next year. So all o f that is in the 
same general time framework. And, as I say, there is an inevitable 
interrelationship between the two. As far as the United States is 
concerned, we don’t insist on caUing it “linkage”, but as long as 
the discussions take place in the same general time frame, we don’t 
think of an agenda as excluding discussions. In other words, we 
don’t want to be too structured. We think that the Soviet Union 
and other eastern European countries have an interest in the 
conference. We certainly have an interest in the conference. We 
think there is a willingness on the part of the Soviet Union and 
others to engage in mutual and balanced force reductions, and 
we’re willing to engage in those discussions. We think the timing is 
good for both. This is sort of a long answer to your question, and I 
apologize.

Q. As far [as] the talks in Geneva are concerned, some o f  the 
allied countries would have more deep exploration o f  principles 
m d  what should be discussed in the negotiations, to know already 
some more things on the substance o f  the troop reductions. One 
gets the feeling that your proposals for the agenda are more 
restricted to procedural questions.

Secretary Rogers: I don’t think that’s right. We were perfectly 
prepared to have an agenda worked out. What we don’t want to do 
is have a lot o f contention about procedures and agenda, because 
if they’re going to be successful, it depends really on the 
intentions of both sides, and we don’t want to have hangups on 
procedural matters. We favor agenda items for MBFR. Is that what 
you’re asking?

Q. Do you think that the principles o f  troop reductions should 
be discussed in the preparatory talks in Geneva? Or should this be 
a matter to be discussed in the negotiations session?

Secretary Rogers: But I have trouble with “principles” ; the 
word is confusing. If you mean should we agree in the preparatory 
talks leading up to MBFR that what we’re talking about is that 
neither side should approach the talks with the idea of taking 
advantage of the other (and that) it is understood that any 
reductions will be to the disadvantage of neither side, that’s fine. 
That’s a good principle; we’d like to have that. But you know it
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doesn’t mean too much; I mean, we’re both going to say that. So 
really, it’s what you mean by “principles.” I think these are 
principles. We had successful SALT talks, and we had them 
because we had frank discussions with the Soviet Union in advance 
about the talks. We decided that they were serious about it and we 
were serious about it, and we engaged in the talks. We had 
practical discussions, and they succeeded. We didn’t have a long 
argument about principles to begin with. We didn’t have a long 
agenda or anything. We just went ahead and had the talks. But I’m 
not opposed to an agenda, and I’m not opposed to principles. I’m 
just opposed to letting the agenda and the principles stand in the 
way of negotiations.

Q. I f  the preparatory talks on the security conference are 
successful and do result in moving ahead to a full conference, does 
the United States think that this conference should be held in 
Helsinki or does it prefer another location?

Secretary Rogers: That hasn’t been decided yet. That’s some
thing we’U talk about in Helsinki and that will be done in 
consultation with our allies.

Q. Mr. Secretary, if  the preparatory talks for the MBFR 
negotiations are taking place in Geneva, don’t you get the 
impression that there’s a certain bilateral linkage with the SALT 
talks which are taking place as well in Geneva?

Secretary Rogers: I wouldn’t think so; I don’t think you 
necessarily draw that conclusion.

Communique of the North Atlantic Council, December 8, 1972*

The North Atlantic Council met in Ministerial Session in 
Brussels on 7th and 8 th December, 1972. Foreign and Defence 
Ministers were present.

2. In reviewing events since their May meeting. Ministers 
noted with satisfaction the new progress in East-West relations. 
They observed that this progress flowed in large measure from 
initiatives taken by AlUed Governments. They took the view that 
further significant improvements could be achieved during the 
coming year and indicated their readiness to press on with their 
efforts. They declared their resolve to bring about closer and more 
harmonious relationships, collectively and individually, among all 
peoples. They attached particular importance to freer movement 
of people, ideas and information.

3. Ministers were convinced that the objectives so far reached 
would not have been reaUzed without the strength and cohesion of

 ̂Department o f State Bulletin, Jan. 1,1973, pp. 1-4.
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the Alliance. They expressed their determination, particularly in 
view of the continued strengthening of the Warsaw Pact military 
forces, to maintain the defensive capability of the Alliance. A 
healthy and strong Alliance is an indispensable condition for 
promoting stability and for achieving the aim of a just and lasting 
peace in Europe.

4. Ministers discussed the important developments concerning 
Germany which have taken place since their May meeting. They 
welcomed the initialling of the treaty on the basis of relations 
between the Federal Republic o f Germany and the German 
Democratic Republic on 8 th November, 1972 and the statement 
of the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of 
Germany that it is envisaged that this Treaty will be signed on 21st 
December, 1972 and thereafter will be submitted to the legislative 
bodies of the Federal Republic of Germany for approval.^ They 
took note of the statement of the Federal Foreign Minister that 
after the ratification of this treaty and after the domestic 
pre-conditions have been fulfilled the two German states wiQ 
submit their applications for membership of the United Nations to 
be considered simultaneously by the competent organs o f the 
world organization. Ministers took note of the declaration of the 
Four Powers o f 9th November, 1972.^ In this declaration the 
Four Powers recorded their agreement that they will support the 
applications for membership in the United Nations when sub
mitted by the Federal Republic of Germany and the German 
Democratic Republic, and affirm in this connection that this 
membership shall in no way affect the rights and responsibilities of 
the Four Powers and the corresponding, related quadripartite 
agreements, decisions, and practices. As regards the relations 
between France, the United Kingdom, the United States and the 
Federal Republic o f Germany, Ministers noted that this declara
tion does not affect in any way the Convention on relations 
between the Three Powers and the Federal Republic of Germany 
and related Conventions and documents of 26th May, 1952 in the 
version of 23rd October, 1954.'*

5. On the basis of these developments, individual member 
governments might wish to enter into negotiations with the 
German Democratic RepubUc with a view to establishing bilateral 
relations. In this connection Ministers reaffirmed the solidarity of 
the Alliance partners in questions concerning Germany, main
tained since entry of the Federal Republic of Germany into the 
Alliance. The member states of the Atlantic Alliance expressed 
their continuing support for the policy of the Federal Republic of 
Germany to work towards a state o f peace in Europe in which the 
German people regains its unity through free self-determination.

^International Legal Materials, vol. 12, no. 1 (Jan. 1973), p. 16.
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 27, 1972, p. 623.

* London and Paris Agreements, September-October 1954 (Department of State pub. 
5659,1954), pp. 63 ff. >
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Accordingly, they will continue to take fully into account the 
special situation in Germany, which is characterized by the fact 
that the German people today hves in two states, that a freely 
agreed contractual peace settlement for Germany is still outstand
ing and that untD such a settlement is achieved, the above- 
mentioned rights and responsibilities of the Four Powers relating 
to Berlin and Germany as a whole will continue.

6 . Ministers affirmed that their Governments would work 
constructively to estabUsh necessary agreements in the multilateral 
preparatory talks, which have just started in Helsinki. They 
recalled that the aim of their Governments at these talks would be 
to ensure that their proposals were fully considered at a 
Conference and to establish that enough common ground existed 
among the participants to warrant reasonable expectations that a 
Conference would produce satisfactory results. They considered 
that there should be agreement at these talks on the arrangements 
and guidelines necessary to enable such a Conference to produce 
constructive and specific results. They noted that' such results 
could be achieved only through the process o f detailed and serious 
negotiation, without artificial time limits.

7. Ministers confirmed that it is the goal of their Governments 
to increase the security of all Europe through negotiations 
concerning such questions as principles guiding relations between 
the participants and through appropriate measures, including 
military ones, aimed at strengthening confidence and increasing 
stability so as to contribute to the process of reducing the dangers 
of miUtaiy confrontation; to improve co-operation in all fields; to 
bring about closer, more open and freer relationships between all 
people in Europe; to stimulate a wider flow of information and of 
ideas.

8 . The Ministers representing countries which participate in 
NATO’s integrated defence programme noted with approval that 
the Governments of Belgium, Canada, the Federal Republic of 
Germany, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, United Kingdom, United 
States, Denmark, Greece, Italy, Norway and Turkey have 
proposed that the Governments of Czechoslovakia, the German 
Democratic Republic, Hungary, Poland and the Soviet Union join 
them in exploratory talks beginning on 31st January, 1973 on the 
question of M utui and Balanced Force Reductions in Central 
Europe. These Ministers recalled that this proposal accorded with 
past AlUed initiatives and noted some indication of Eastern 
readiness to begin such talks at the time proposed. Ministers hoped 
that these talks would make it possible to commence negotiations 
on this subject in the Autumn of 1973. They noted that such a 
programme implied that talks on both Mutual and Balanced Force 
Reductions and on a Conference on Security and Co-operation in 
Europe would be going on in the same general period of time.

9. While considering it inappropriate to establish formal and 
specific links, these Ministers reaffirmed their view that progress in 
each set of the different negotiations would have a favourable
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effect on the others. None of them should be isolated from the 
general nature of the relations prevailing between the states 
concerned.

10. These Ministers took note o f a report on guidelines for the 
conduct o f the exploratory talks on Mutual and Balanced Force 
Reductions by the Allied countries involved, as well as o f the work 
carried out in preparation for eventual negotiations. The Council 
in Permanent Session will continue consultations on all questions 
of objectives, policy and strategy pursued by Alhed countries in 
these talks.

11. Recalling the Declaration of the Council in Rome in May
1970,® these Ministers confirmed their position that Mutual and 
Balanced Force Reductions in Central Europe should not operate 
to the military disadvantage of any side and should enhance 
stability and security in Europe as a whole. Their position is based 
on the conviction that the security o f the AlUance is indivisible 
and that reductions in Central Europe should not diminish 
security in other areas.

12. Ministers expressed the hope that the SALT TWO negotia
tions between the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics would achieve success. They considered that there 
should be renewed efforts in all fields o f disarmament and arms 
control.

13. Ministers agreed that on all these questions the close and 
regular consultations which they have held so far and which have 
proved their value would continue.

14. Ministers took note o f a new report on the situation in the 
Mediterranean prepared on their instructions by the Council in 
Permanent Session. Continuing instability in this region, which 
could endanger the security of the member countries, remains a 
cause for concern. Ministers instructed the Council in Permanent 
Session to continue keeping a close watch on developments and to 
report to them at their next meeting.

15. Ministers noted the progress achieved by the CCMS 
especially in such areas as combatting oil pollution of the seas, 
disaster assistance, safety of motor vehicles, health care, waste 
water treatment, urban transportation, and also the recent signing 
of a memorandum of understanding by six member nations on 
low-pollution automobile engine development.

16. Ministers took note of the Report by the Conference of 
National Armaments Directors and of the views expressed on this 
paper by the Defence Ministers. Like the Defence Ministers, they 
welcomed the efforts being made to reduce duplication and waste 
of resources in the development and production of armaments. 
They instructed the Council in Permanent Session to make the 
necessary arrangements regarding the action to be taken on it and 
invited Armaments Directors to make suggestions for more 
effective co-operation.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 229-230.

505-954 0  -  74 -  56
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17. Ministers of the countries participating in NATO’s 
integrated defence programme met as the Defence Planning 
Committee and reviewed the military situation in the NATO area. 
They noted with concern that despite the political developments 
described above, the Soviet Union and her Allies seem determined 
to maintain and indeed increase their mihtary capability which in 
both scale and nature appears to be greatly in excess of that 
required for purely defensive purposes; and that they continue to 
devote immense resources to the improvement and modernization 
of their land, air and naval forces confronting NATO. These 
Ministers stressed that NATO’s requirements for defence are 
related directly to the reality o f the military capabilities possessed 
by the Warsaw Pact.

18. These Ministers again gave attention to the growing Soviet 
maritime capability and in particular to the increase of Soviet 
naval activities in the Atlantic and Mediterranean which has taken 
place in recent years. They also considered the political and 
military implications of these activities and the measures being 
taken to counter them.

19. These Ministers emphasized the close relationship between 
the collective defence pohcy o f NATO on the one hand and actual 
or potential developments in the international field on the other. 
They agreed that any unilateral reduction of effort on the part of 
the Alliance would reduce the credibility of realistic deterrence 
and erode the stable balance of forces without which no 
satisfactory security arrangements can be negotiated. It was agreed 
that negotiations, in order to be successful, must proceed from a 
position of effective partnership and strength.

20. Accordingly these Ministers again endorsed the principle 
that the overall military capability o f NATO should not be 
reduced except as part of a pattern of mutual force reductions 
balanced in scope and timing. In this context, they welcomed the 
reaffirmation by the United States that, given a similar approach 
by other countries of the Alliance, the United States would 
maintain and improve its forces in Europe and not reduce them 
unless there is reciprocal action by the other side.

21. In the light of the considerations outlined earlier, these 
Ministers took note of the force commitment undertaken by each 
member nation for the year 1973, and adopted a five-year NATO 
Force Plan for the years 1973-1977. In doing so they emphasized 
the need to enhance the quality and effectiveness of national force 
contributions within the context of the total force concept, 
particularly through the implementation of the improvements 
recommended in the special report on AlUance Defence Problems 
for the 1970s. They reviewed progress reported to date, and 
identified those areas in which such improvements are still most 
urgently required. In this connection they acknowledged the need 
to allocate more resources for the modernization and re
equipment of NATO forces.
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22. These Ministers received from the Chairman of the Euro- 
group an account o f the Group’s continuing work in order to 
reinforce the collective contribution of its members to Alliance 
defence. They welcomed progress made, particularly towards 
fuller co-operation in equipment procurement.

23. These Ministers, recognizing the success of the NATO 
Common Infrastructure Programme in providing physical facilities 
fundamental to the Alliance’s deterrent and defensive effective
ness, agreed to the continuation of the Infrastructure Programme 
during 1975-1979 as an essential element of the NATO defence 
effort.

24. Finally these Ministers noted with approval that the NATO 
Air Defence Ground Environment project (NADGE) would be 
virtually completed by the end of this year thus providing NATO, 
for the first time, with a fully integrated semi-automatic air 
defence system stretching from North Norway to the Eastern 
boundaries o f Turkey.

25. The Defence Ministers comprising the Nuclear Defence 
Affairs Committee (Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Federal Republic 
of Germany, Greece, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, 
Turkey, the United Kingdom and the United States) also met to 
review the work of the Nuclear Planning Group during the past 
year and its plans for future activity.

26. The next meeting of the Defence Planning Committee at 
Ministerial level will take place in Brussels on 7th June, 1973.

27. The next Ministerial Session of the North Atlantic Council 
will be held in Copenhagen on 14th and 15th June, 1973.

(ieneral Assembly Resolution 2992 (XXVII); Declaration of the
Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, December 15, 1972^

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 2832 (XXVI) o f 16 December 1971

* A/RES/2992 (XXVII), Jan. 9, 1973. The res. was adopted by a vote of 95 to 0, 
with 33 abstentions:

For-Afghanistan, Algeria, Australia, Bahrain, Barbados, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, 
Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, 
Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Dahomey, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, 
Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, 
Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer 
Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Madagascar, 
Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, 
New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, 
Qatar, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri 
Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Syrian Arab Republic, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, 
Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

>4 f̂lz«sf-None.
Abstaining-KigQnXindi, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Cuba, 

Czechoslovalaa, Denmark, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hungary, 
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, Mongolia, Netherlands, Norway, Oman, Poland, 
Portugal, South Africa, Sweden, Thailand, Turkey, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, U.K., U.S.

After the vote, Rwanda and Thailand advised the Secretariat that they had intended to 
vote in favor of the res.
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entitled “Declaration o f the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace” ,̂
Noting the report of the Secretary-General submitted in 

accordance with paragraph 4 of that resolution, in which he was 
requested to report to the General Assembly at its twenty-seventh 
session on the progress made with regard to implementation of the 
Declaration,^

Noting further that the consultations envisaged in paragraphs 2 
and 3 of that resolution have not taken place,

Convinced that action in furtherance of the objectives o f the 
Declaration would be a substantial contribution to the strengthen
ing of international peace and security.

Noting that in the Georgetown Declaration of 12 August 1972, 
the Conference of Foreign Ministers of Non-Aligned Countries 
received with satisfaction the adoption by the General Assembly 
at its twenty-sixth session of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean 
as a zone of peace and agreed that further steps should be taken at 
the Assembly’s twenty-seventh session towards implementation of 
the Declaration,^

1. Calls upon the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian 
Ocean, the permanent members o f the Security Council and other 
major maritime users o f the Indian Ocean to support the concept 
that the Indian Ocean should be a zone of peace;

2. Decides to estabUsh an A d Hoc Committee on the Indian 
Ocean, consisting of not more than 15 members, to study the 
implications o f the proposal, with special reference to the practical 
measures that may be taken in furtherance o f the objectives o f the 
resolution, having due regard to the security interests of the 
littoral and hinterland States o f the Indian Ocean and the interests 
of any other State consistent with the purposes and principles of 
the Charter of the United Nations, and to report to the General 
Assembly at its twenty-eighth session;

3. Decides further that the A d Hoc Committee shall consist of 
the following States: Australia, China, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, 
Japan, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mauritius, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, 
United Republic of Tanzania, Yemen and Zambia;

4. Urges all the States concerned to extend their co-operation 
to the A d Hoc Committee in the discharge o f its functions;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to render all necessary 
assistance to the A d Hoc Committee;

6 . Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its twenty- 
eighth session the item entitled “Declaration of the Indian Ocean 
as a zone o f peace”.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 901-903.
® A/8809.
* The Georgetown Declaration: The Action Pro^amme for Economic Cooperation 

and Related Documents (Georgetown, Guyana: Ministry of Foreign Affairs, n.d.), p. 7.
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Statement by the Ceylonese Representative (Amerasinghe) to the 
General vVssembly: Indian‘Ocean as a Zone of Peace [Extract], 
December 15,1972*

I should like to take this opportunity to deal with the reasons 
given by the many delegations that did not find it possible to 
support our proposal^ but, at the same time, did not oppose it and 
instead abstained. The reasons for these abstentions f ^  into three 
categories.

The first category of abstentions concerns what is regarded as 
the inequality of treatment and the absence o f provision at the 
very outset for the eUmination of all foreign military bases in the 
area.

The second category concerns interference with universally 
acknowledged rules of international law, particularly the freedom 
of the high seas.

The third category of reasons for abstaining refers to the alleged 
lack of unanimity among the littoral and hinterland States.

There was also a fourth objection, which was that the draft 
resolution is intended to implement the Declaration adopted last 
year in resolution 2832 (XXVI).^

May I say, first of all, that the draft resolution which was 
adopted by the First Committee and is now before this Assembly 
does not seek to implement that resolution. On the contrary, it is 
because of the objections raised to any attempt to implement the 
Declaration immediately that we saw fit to ask the General 
Assembly to authorize a study of the impUcations o f the proposal. 
If that study discloses that this is a woolly and fantastic idea, then 
I can assure the Assembly that we shall be practical enough not to 
pursue something that is considered by the membership to be 
visionary.

I should like to deal with the different categories of objections 
in turn.

The first objection seems to concern mainly the 12 NATO 
Powers and seven Warsaw Pact Powers, which together comprised 
19 out of the 35 abstentions. The objection is simply that in 
preparing recommendations relating to peace and security, equal 
account should be taken of the interests of all sides without any 
one side receiving an advantage, and that the Declaration of the 
Indian Ocean as a zone of peace should call for the immediate 
elimination of all foreign military bases in the area.

It is very well known that those who now ask us to start with 
the eUmination o f all foreign mihtary bases, themselves in their 
joint Declaration on Principles relating to General and Complete 
Disarmament,^ made that the final stage of their programme for

* A(PV.2111 (prov.), pp. 42-52.
^Siipra. .
^Ddcuments on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 901-903.
*Ibid, 1961, pp. 439-442.
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general and complete disarmament. Why, then, is it that they ask 
us to start where they are prepared fo end? It would seem that, for 
them, politics is the art o f the possible, but for us pohtics should 
be the art of the impossible.

I must draw the attention of those who raised this objection to 
the statement which I made in the First Committee that it was not 
our intention to allow any bloc to remain in a position of 
advantage or superiority over the others, an advantage which 
would not only encourage the other party to attempt to gain 
equality with them, but which must inevitably result in increasing 
tension. And if their declared objective, their avowed purpose, is 
to reduce tension and to retard or stop the arms race, then I 
cannot see how they can raise objections to a proposal that is 
designed essentially to halt the further escalation and expansion of 
the military presence of the great Powers in the Indian Ocean, 
which is stated expressly in paragraph 2 of the Declaration.

That same paragraph of the resolution adopted last year:
Calls upon the great Powers, in conformity with this Declaration, to enter into 

immediate consultation with the littoral States of the Indian Ocean with a view to:
(a) Halting the further escalation and expansion of their military presence in the 

Indian Ocean;
(b) Eliminating from the Indian Ocean all bases, military installations and logistical 

supply facilities, the disposition of nuclear weapons and weapons of mass destruction 
and any manifestation of great Power military presence in the Indian Ocean conceived in 
the context of great Power rivalry;.*

Now, if  we asked them to enter into immediate consultations 
for the removal o f these military bases, how can they, when they 
have not even made the least effort to enter into these 
consultations, turn round and tell us that we should eliminate 
foreign miUtary bases before we can create the zone? It is not a 
fair argument; it is not a logical argument.

May I now turn to the second category of objections. These 
objections stress the inviolabiUty and sanctity of certain rights 
ensured under international law, particularly the 1958 Geneva 
Convention on the high seas. Article 2 o f that Convention states 
clearly that freedom of the high seas is exercised under the 
conditions laid down by that Convention and by the other rules of 
international law and that that freedom comprises, inter alia, 
freedom of navigation, freedom of fishing, freedom to lay 
submarine cables and freedom to fly over the high seas.*

What are the other rules of international law that Umit the 
exercise of the freedom of the high seas as defined in the 1958 
Convention? There is one that was created and was in existence 
before the 1958 Convention ajid which must prevail over all other 
rules—and that is, the rule laid down in Article 2, paragraph 4, of 
the Charter o f the United Nations which states:

All Members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of 
force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any State, or in any 
other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations.

^Ibid., 1971, p. 902. 
M3 USX 2312.
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May I ask those who raise these objections, whether there is any 
provision in the Declaration in resolution 2832 (XXVI) which is in 
the least inconsistent with the doctrine of the freedom of the high 
seas as enunciated and as clearly defined in the Geneva Convention 
of 1958?

These objections state that steps to strengthen security in any 
given area should not be detrimental to the universally ac
knowledged rules o f international law, particularly the freedom of 
navigation. The Geneva Convention of 1958 on the h i^  seas, they 
say, confirmed as a universally acknowledged rule of intemationd 
law, freedom of navigation for all vessels including naval craft and 
the carrying out of scientific research by means of such vessels. 
The delegation that raised this objection stated that last year’s 
Declaration was not fully consistent with the above-mentioned 
principle.

Further, another delegation stated that operative paragraph 1 of 
the Declaration included in the same context the Indian Ocean, 
the air space above and the ocean floor adjacent thereto, and that 
this approach might lead to arbitrary interpretations aimed at 
identifying the regime to be applied to the surface of the sea and 
to the sea-bed; that the implementation of the Declaration would 
imply the recognition for certain States of new rights likely to 
impair or assail the principle o f freedom of navigation on the high 
seas for all types of vessels; that the basic principles of 
international law, that of the freedom of the high seas being the 
most ancient and unchallengeable, cannot be modified even in a 
Hmited geographical region by General Assembly resolution, even 
though, as in this case, it is being inspired by eminently peaceful 
and laudable intentions.

Those who raise these objections ignore certain aspects of 
international law and seem to want to degrade freedom into 
licence. Any freedom that is exercised or invoked in defiance of 
the lawful wishes of others and in disregard of their legitimate 
rights is not worthy of respect and cannot be allowed to remain 
within the corpus o f international law. Where, however, is the 
inconsistency between the peace-zone concept and the freedom of 
the high seas?

Let me refer to the specific provisions of last year’s Declaration: 
In operative paragraph 3 that Declaration called:
. . .  Upon the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean, the permanent members 

of the Security Council and other major maritime users of the Indian Ocean, in pursuit 
of the objective of establishing a system of . . .  international security through regional 
and other co-operation, to enter into consultations with a view to the implementation of 
this Declaration and such action as may be necessary to ensure that:

(a) Warships and military aircraft may not use the Indian Ocean for any threat or use 
of force against the sovereignty, territorial integrity and independence of any littoral or 
hinterland State of the Indian Ocean in contravention of the Purposes and Principles of 
the Charter of the United Nations;

—an unmistakeable reaffirmation of Article 2, paragraph 4 of the 
Charter.
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(b) Subject to the foregoing and to the norms and principles of international law, the 
right to free and unimpeded use of the zone by the vessels of all nations is unaffected;^

If anybody can say that these provisions in the least seek to 
modify existing international law, then he is only misleading 
himself.

The objection has also been raised that our draft resolution 
seeks to establish a special regime for a regional area, that this 
interferes with the Unitarian treatment of the law of the sea, which 
will be examined at the forthcoming conference o f the law of the 
sea, and that there are also certain discrepancies with regard to the 
very text o f the draft itself. Any member is entitled to say what he 
likes, but at least he owes it to this Assembly to point out what 
those discrepancies are. I, myself, have gone through this draft 
resolution—last year’s Declaration and this year’s—and cannot 
detect anything that can even appear to be in the least a 
discrepancy.

As for interference with the concept of the freedom of the high 
seas, one might just as well say that the denuclearization of the 
sea-bed and the ocean floor is inconsistent with the freedom of the 
high seas. It would appear that only if one deals with the problem 
of nuclear weapons on the high seas is one being strictly consistent 
with the doctrine of the freedom of the high seas. But if one 
attempts to deal with conventional weapons—and really that is not 
the point here—that is inconsistent with the freedom of the high 
seas. What we fear is the use of the Indian Ocean by nuclear 
powered submarines, and, therefore, if no objection was raised to 
denuclearization o f the sea-bed and the ocean floor I do not see 
how any objection can be raised to this proposal which seeks to 
keep all Powers out o f the Indian Ocean if they make it an arena 
for the intensification of the arms race.

As regards the argument that the draft resolution seeks to 
modify, even in a limited geographical region, the basic principles 
of international law, I regret to have to observe that this is merely 
a lame excuse.

It has also been stated in the course of the debate in the First 
Committee that only international detente and true disarmament 
can bring to the coastal States of the Indian Ocean and to the 
peoples of other regions of the world the security to which they 
aspire. In whose hands does the creation of this international 
detente and true disarmament rest? It is the very countries that 
object to the proposal that we have put before the Assembly. 
Therefore what importance can we attach to these objections and 
to these reasons? What better way is there of establishing 
international detente than by the creation of zones of peace?

Another argument has been put forward that zones of peace 
cannot be established regionally. It would be absolutely impossible 
to make the whole world a zone o f peace overnight. We selected

"'Documents on Disarmament, 1971, p. 902.
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the Indian Ocean because the arms race could still be arrested in 
that ocean, which is the last ocean left comparatively free from 
the rivalry o f the great Powers. But now it would appear doomed 
to the same fate as the other oceans and major seas of the world, 
unless we act promptly and with vision and faith.

The fourth category of objections is that this yeaPs draft 
resolution is intended to implement the declaration of last year in 
resolution 2832 (XXVI). I have answered that already; but, even if 
it were intended to implement it, why should we be horror- 
stricken at the thought? However, we have only asked for a study, 
and, as I stated in the First Committee, I appeal to the General 
Assembly to give the study a fair chance, instead of preventing it 
altogether.

I realize that the ultimate attainment o f the objective of 
declaring the Indian Ocean a zone of peace might lead to 
unemployment among generals and admirals, but in recent times 
we have found that, even if those great soldiers and sailors cannot 
practice their profession, the profession of war, they are equally as 
competent as other statesmen to practice and pursue the arts of 
peace. There are excellent examples even in this very country. The 
other day at the unveiling of a plaque donated to the Assembly by 
the Latin American States in honour of the liberator of Mexico, 
Benito Juarez, his famous dictum was quoted: “Respect for the 
rights o f others is peace”. We might equally say that respect for 
the wishes o f others is also peace, especially when those wishes are 
related to the attainment o f peace itself. At present in the 
international community there seems to be an overwhelming 
obsession with war. Instead, the purpose o f our draft resolution is 
to create a positive preoccupation with peace. It is in that spirit 
that I appeal to the representatives to give their full support to the 
draft resolution that we proposed in the First Committee and 
which was adopted in that Committee. Here again I wish to 
emphasize that, in deciding to establish an ad hoc committee, we 
ask for a study of the implications of the proposal, with special 
reference to the practical measures that may be taken in 
furtherance o f the resolution, and, I emphasize, having due regard 
to the security interests o f the littoral and hinterland states of the 
Indian Ocean and the interests of every other State consistent with 
the Purposes and Principles of the Charter of the United Nations.

Letter From General Assembly President Trepczynski to Secre
tary-General Waldheim: Special Committee on World Disarma
ment Conference, December 20, 1972*

In operative paragraph 3 o f General Assembly resolution 2930
(XXVII) of 29 November 1972, the General Assembly decided

'A/8990, Dec. 22,1972.
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to establish a Special Committee on the World Disarmament Conference consisting of 35 
Member States, to be appointed by the President of the General Assembly after 
consultation with all the regional groups and taking due consideration of the necessity to 
ensure adequate political and geographical representation.^

After consultations with all the regional groups, I have decided 
to appoint the following 31 Member States to serve on the Special 
Committee on the World Disarmament Conference: Argentina, 
Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Czecho
slovakia, Egypt, Ethiopia, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Italy, 
Japan, Liberia, Mexico, Mongoha, Morocco, Netherlands, Nigeria, 
Pakistan, Poland, Romania, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, Yugoslavia and Zambia.

In accordance with the widely expressed wish, the remaining 
four seats will be reserved for the nuclear States which may wish 
to become members of the Special Committee in the future.

I am convinced, Mr. Secretary-General, that in accordance with 
operative paragraph 4 of the above-mentioned resolution you will 
render all necessary assistance to the Special Committee, so that it 
may convene and start its substantive work early in 1973.

I would be grateful if you bring the contents o f this letter to the 
attention of the members of the General Assembly.

Memorandum of Understanding Between the United States and 
the Soviet Union Regarding the Establishment of a Standing 
Consultative Commission, December 21, 1972*

I.

The Government of the United States of America and the 
Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics hereby 
estabUsh a Standing Consultative Commission.

II.

The standing Consultative Commission shall promote the 
objectives and implementation of the provisions of the Treaty 
between the USA and the USSR on the Limitation of Anti- 
BalUstic Missile Systems of May 26, 1972,^ the Interim Agreement 
between the USA and the USSR on Certain Measures with Respect 
to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms of May 26, 1972,^ 
and the Agreement on Measures to Reduce the Risk of Outbreak 
of Nuclear War Between the USA and the USSR of September 30,
1971,^ and shall exercise its competence in accordance with the

 ̂Ante, p. 835.
* ACDA files. The memorandum was signed by Gerard Smith for the United States 

and by V.S. Semenov for the Soviet Union.
^Ante, pp. 197-201.
^Ante, pp. 202-204.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 634-635.
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provisions o f Article XIII of said Treaty, Article VI of said Interim 
Agreement, and Article 7 of said Agreement on Measures.

III.

Each Government shall be represented on the Standing Con
sultative Commission by a Commissioner and a Deputy Com
missioner, assisted by such staff as it deems necessary.

IV.

The Standing Consultative Commission shall hold periodic 
sessions on dates mutually agreed by the Commissioners but no 
less than two times per year. Sessions shall also be convened as 
soon as possible, following reasonable notice, at the request of 
either Commissioner.

V.

The Standing Consultative Commission shall establish and 
approve regulations governing procedures and other relevant 
matters and may amend them as it deems appropriate.

VI.

The Standing Consultative Commission will meet in Geneva. It 
may also meet at such other places as may be agreed.

Done in Geneva, on December 21, 1972, in two copies, each in 
the English and Russian languages, both texts being equally 
authentic.

American-Soviet Communique on the Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks, December 21, 1972*

The US-USSR negotiations on limiting strategic arms continued 
from November 21, 1972, to December 21, 1972, in Geneva.

The US Delegation was headed by the Director of the US Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, Gerard Smith. Members of the 
Delegation Philip J. Farley, Paul Nitze, Harold Brown, and Royal 
Allison participated in the negotiations.

The USSR Delegation was headed by Deputy Minister of 
Foreign Affairs o f the USSRj V.S. Semenov. Members of the 
Delegation K. A. Trusov, P. S. Pleshakov, A. N. Shchukin, and O. 
A. Grinevsky participated in the negotiations.

The Delegations were accompanied by advisors and experts.
In accordance with the agreement reached in May, 1972 to 

continue active US-Soviet negotiations on the limitation of 
strategic offensive arms,  ̂ the Delegations engaged in further

 ̂Department o f  State Bulletin, Jan. 15,1973, p. 60.
^Ante, p. 242.
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consideration of the issues relating to achieving an agreement on 
more complete measures limiting strategic offensive arms.

During the course of these preliminary discussions a wide range 
of questions relating to this subject was considered. The discussion 
was useful for both sides in preparing for further negotiations next 
year. An understanding was reached on the general range of 
questions which will be the subject of further US-Soviet dis
cussions.

During the negotiations, a Memorandum of Understanding^ 
estabhshing a Standing Consultative Commission pursuant to 
Article XIII of the Treaty between the US and the USSR on the 
Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems'* was agreed and 
signed.

The two sides express their appreciation to the Government of 
Switzerland for creating favorable conditions for holding the 
negotiations and for the hospitaUty which was extended to them.

Agreement was reached that negotiations between the US 
Delegation and the USSR Delegation will be resumed on February
27, 1973, in Geneva.

December 21, 1972 
GENEVA

Statement by ACDA Director Smith on the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks, December 21, 1972*

Today the first session of SALT TWO has adjourned.
The successful outcome of SALT ONE has been an encourage

ment to us in our work here since November 21st. Both 
delegations, in discussing a broad range of matters relating to 
limitations on strategic offensive arms, have found the meetings 
useful. They should lead to progress on the resumption of 
negotiations here on February 27th of next year.

As you have noted from the joint communique,^ the U.S. and 
USSR reached agreement on a Memorandum of Understanding^ 
establishing a Standing Consultative Commission called for in 
Article XIII of the Treaty on the Limitation of Antiballistic 
Missile Systems.'* Minister Semenov and I signed that Memo
randum of Understanding today on behalf of our respective 
governments.

 ̂Supra.
‘'Ante, pp. 197-201.
‘ ACDA files. The statement was made at Geneva. 
 ̂Supra.

^Ante, pp. 868-869.
"'Ante, pp. 197-201.
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For the U.S. delegation I want to express appreciation for the 
warm hospitality extended us by the Swiss Government and the 
Swiss people. I want also to extend the best wishes of my 
delegation to the people o f Switzerland for a Merry Christmas and 
a Happy and Prosperous New Year. May I also extend to you, 
ladies and gentlemen, the same best wishes.

Thank you.

12th Annual Report of the United States Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency, January 31, 1973^

LETTER OF SUBMITTAL

January 31, 1973

MR. PRESIDENT;

I submit for your transmittal to the Congress, as required by the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Act, as amended, the twelfth 
annual report of the US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

This report covers the work of the Agency during calendar year
1972. The Government Printing Office will print the report as an 
Agency publication.

Respectfully,

PHILIP J. FARLEY 
Acting

THE PRESIDENT,
The White House.

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

To the Congress o f  the United States:
Pursuant to the Arms Control and Disarmament Act as 

amended (P.L. 87—297), I herewith transmit the Annual Report 
of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

The year covered by this report has been the most rewarding in 
the twelve-year history of the agency. Agreements reached with 
the Soviet Union in the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks  ̂ testify 
to the determination of this Administration to move away from 
the dangers and burdens o f unrestrained arms competition and 
toward a stable and constructive international relationship.

The negotiations have resulted not in concessions by the two 
parties, one to the other, but in mutual arrangements to insure 
mutual security. For the first time, the United States and the 
Soviet Union have taken substantial steps in concert to reduce the 
threat o f nuclear war. The current round of SALT negotiations

^Arms Control Report: 12th Annual Report to the Congress, U.S. Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency, January 1-December 31, 1972 (ACDA pub. 67,1973).

^Ante, pp. 197-204.
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will concentrate on achieving a definitive treaty on the limitation 
of offensive weapons systems.

The past year has also seen continued progress in other areas of 
arms control.

Four years after the initial NATO proposal, positive planning 
has begun for a conference on Mutual and Balanced Force 
Reductions in Central Europe. The Convention banning biological 
weapons and calling for the destruction of existing stockpiles was 
opened for signature on April 10, 1972.^ At the Conference o f the 
Committee on Disarmament in Geneva, the problems associated 
with control of chemical warfare through international law were 
subjected to patient and careful examination. The number of 
nations adhering to the Nonproliferation Treaty** has now reached 
76 and successful negotiations on safeguard arrangements have 
paved the way for ratification by key European countries.

Much has been accomplished, but much remains to be done. 
With the beginning of my second term in office, I rededicate my 
Administration to the goal o f bringing the instruments of warfare 
under effective and verifiable control.

RICHARD NIXON

THE WHITE HOUSE

PERSPECTIVE

The last week in May, 1972 was the culmination of a group of 
varied and epoch-making negotiations. In a Summit Meeting in 
Moscow, President Nixon and the leaders of the Soviet Union 
signed a series of agreements certifying cooperation between the 
world’s two most powerful nations. President Nixon’s policy of 
negotiation rather than confrontation was translated into concrete 
commitments which would touch the lives o f people in all parts o f 
the world whose hopes for stability and peace are encouraged by 
improved relations between the United States and the Soviet 
Union.

The most important strands in this web of mutual undertakings 
are the agreements resulting from the Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks (SALT). On May 26, President Nixon and General Secretary 
Brezhnev signed the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic 
Missile Systems® and the Interim Agreement on Certain Measures 
With Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms.® 
Theirs was an act unprecedented in the nuclear age. For the first 
time, the two major nuclear powers agreed to place mutual 
restraints on their central strategic weapons systems. The agree
ments are tangible evidence that both nations recognize the 
necessity of working together to curb the dangerous and expensive 
strategic arms race.

^Ante, pp. 133-138.
Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.

^Ante, pp. 197-201.
^Ante, pp. 202-204.
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The world has Uved with the knowledge of the consequences of 
nuclear war for more than two decades, but by early 1969, when 
this Administration entered office, no major agreements to limit 
nuclear arsenals had been achieved. In order to reduce the threat 
of nuclear war, to seek long-term strategic stability and to improve 
the international environment so that strategic weapons could be 
limited and eventually reduced, the United States agreed to enter 
the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT), which began in 
Helsinki in November, 1969.

In the early stages o f the negotiations, the two sides were 
unable to agree on what weapons systems should be covered by a 
strategic arms limitation agreement. Discussions at the highest 
level resulted in an announcement by the White House on May 20,
1971, that an understanding had been reached to concentrate 
initially on an ABM agreement and to work out certain measures 
limiting offensive strategic weapons.’ Since agreement on all 
categories of offensive systems was not attainable because of the 
asymmetries and complexities involved, the initial agreement 
Umiting offensive systems was an interim solution, freezing only 
selected categories. On the defensive side, a lasting and compre
hensive treaty restriction on ABM systems was achieved.

After thorough and extensive debate, the Senate gave its advice 
and consent to the ABM Treaty on August 3, and the Senate and 
House of Representatives adopted a Joint Resolution approving 
the Interim Agreement on September 30.®

The goal of a generation of peace was brought closer to 
reaUzation on October 3 when President Nixon, Secretary of State 
Rogers, and Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko, in a White House 
ceremony, brought these two landmark agreements into force.

During the Moscow Summit Meeting, 4 years after NATO 
Ministers first proposed that the possibilities for mutual and 
balanced force reductions be explored, the way was cleared for the 
NATO Allies and the Warsaw Pact nations to launch discussions on 
reductions in conventional arms in Central Europe. The Summit 
Meeting communique recorded the U.S. and Soviet commitment 
to planning for such negotiations.® Preparatory talks began in 
January 1973.

Work continued in the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament, the principal multilateral forum for arms control 
negotiations, which meets in Geneva. In the main, discussions in 
1972 centered on the problems of limiting chemical weapons.

Implementation of the Nonproliferation Treaty,^® which 
entered into force in March 1970, moved forward in a significant 
way with the successful negotiation of a safeguards agreement 
betw een the International Atomic Energy Agency and 
EURATOM, the atomic energy agency of the European communi
ties. There are now 75 parties to the Treaty, and.the estabUshment

Documents on Disarmament, 1971, p. 298.
^Ante, pp. 681-683.
^Ante, pp. 246-247.
Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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of satisfactory arrangements to safeguard the peaceful nuclear 
activities of the European Communities is expected to encourage 
additional adherents to the Treaty.

The following chapters discuss the above developments and the 
activities o f the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency in 
detail.

STRA TEGIC ARMS LIMIT A TION TALKS

After two and a half years of intensive negotiations, backed by 
searching analyses and studies, two landmark agreements—the 
most important to be reached in the history of arms control 
negotiations—were achieved in May 1972. They are the Treaty on 
the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems^ ‘ and the Interim 
Agreement on Certain Measures With Respect to the Limitation of 
Strategic Offensive Arms.^^ These agreements are the most 
substantial steps yet taken toward curbing the arms race, and 
bringing about a condition of strategic stability.

ABM Treaty

The ABM Treaty is a definitive long-term agreement which 
contributes in a fundamental way to our security. The possibility 
of nuclear war has been dramatically reduced by this Treaty. It 
sets forth at the outset the joint commitment not to build a 
nationwide ABM defense nor provide a base for such defense. In 
this undertaking both countries have, in effect, agreed not to 
challenge the credibility o f each other’s deterrent missile forces by 
deploying a widespread defense against them. This is the central 
consequence of this Treaty, and its importance to avoidance of 
nuclear war cannot be overestimated. Both major nuclear powers 
have agreed that they will not attempt to build a shield against 
penetration by the other’s missile forces which serve to deter 
nuclear attack.

The ABM Treaty Umits the United States and the Soviet Union 
to two ABM sites each—one for the protection of the national 
capital, and the other for the defense of an ICBM complex. At 
each site, there can be no more than 100 ABM launchers and 100 
associated interceptor missiles. In addition to numerical limita
tions on ABM launchers and missiles at each complex, the areas 
permitted for ABM deployment are limited geographically and in 
size.

To assure that these two complexes do not form a basis for a 
nationwide ABM system, the two sides agreed that they must be 
separated by a distance of at least 1300 kilometers (800 miles). In 
addition, each ABM system deployment area is restricted to a 
radius of 150 kilometers (94 miles).

ABM radars are an essential element o f an ABM system and are 
its long-lead-time component. Defining appropriate limits on ABM

'^Ante, pp. 197-201.
* ^Ante, pp. 202-204.
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radars—a highly complex subject—occupied a great deal of time in 
the negotiations. In addition to the technical restrictions on ABM 
radars specified in the Treaty, there are limitations on the 
deployment of certain types o f non-ABM radars in order to reduce 
the possibility of their use as elements o f an ABM system.

In order to assure further that there would be adequate 
restraints on ABM capabilities, the Treaty provides for significant 
qualitative limitations on ABM systems. The two sides agreed ;iot 
to develop, test, or deploy ABM launchers for launching more 
than one interceptor missile at a time, not to modify launchers to 
provide them with such a capability, nor to develop, test, or 
deploy automatic or semiautomatic or other similar systems for 
rapid reload of ABM launchers. It was also agreed that these 
prohibitions included a ban on more than one independently 
guided warhead for an ABM missile.

An additional important qualitative limitation is the prohibition 
on development and testing, as well as deployment, o f sea, air, 
space-based and land-mobile ABM systems and components.

Another important element is the agreement that if future types 
of ABM systems or components based on physical principles 
different from present technology become feasible, specific 
limitations thereon will be a subject of discussion and agreement 
in accordance with treaty provisions regarding amendments. An 
example of such a future system would be one depending on the 
use of laser beams for destruction of missile reentry vehicles.

To -avoid possible circumvention o f the ban on a nationwide 
ABM defense through developments in non-ABM systems, e.g., 
antiaircraft surface-to-air missiles, the Parties agreed to prohibit 
conversion or testing of such other systems, or components 
thereof, to perform an ABM role. For much the same reasons, 
they also agreed to restrict certain categories of large phased-array 
radars. These provisions deal with what had come to be known in 
this country as the“ SAM-upgrade problem” (upgrading surface-to- 
air defense missiles for an ABM role).

The Interim Agreement

It has been the position of the United States that a limitation 
on ABMs alone would not make as great a contribution to stability 
and security as would limitations on both offensive and defensive 
strategic systems. However, problems over definitions of strategic 
systems made clear that it would be extremely difficult to 
negotiate a single comprehensive agreement.

The Interim Agreement is essentially a holding action which 
freezes existing levels of land and sea-based offensive balUstic 
missile systems until a more complete agreement, taking into 
account the complex asymmetries and implications involved, can 
be reached. Both nations have expressed the belief that a 
permanent agreement limiting strategic offensive systems can be 
reached before the 5-year duration of the Interim Agreement has 
expired.

5 0 5 -9 5 4  0  -  74  -  57
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The May 20, 1971, understanding focused discussions of 
strategic offensive systems on ICBMs and SLBMs, setting aside 
consideration o f bombers and forward based systems.* ^

The inclusion of ICBMs was never at issue. However, SLBMs 
became the subject of intense discussions. The Soviet Union was 
engaged in a very rapid buildup of its nuclear-missile submarine 
fleet, deploying additional sea-based ballistic missiles at the rate of 
about 100 per year. In the U.S. view, it was inconsistent with the 
purpose of the interim offensive freeze to leave the Soviet buildup 
unconstrained. It was only in late April, 1972, however, that the 
Soviets agreed in principal to limit SLBMs in some way. The final 
details were worked out during the 4 weeks leading up to the 
Moscow Summit Meeting.

The Interim Agreement is limited in duration and scope. The 
first two Articles deal with ICBM launchers. The Parties commit 
themselves not to construct additional fixed land-based ICBM 
launchers or to relocate existing ICBM launchers. In addition, they 
commit themselves not to convert launchers for Ught or older 
ICBMs into launchers for modem heavy ICBMs. This constitutes 
an important quaUtative constraint which prevents the Soviets 
from replacing older missiles with SS-9s, the largest and most 
powerful missile in the Soviet inventory. Unrestrained growth in 
the number of SS-9s has been a concern of U.S. strategic planners.

Under the terms of the agreement, both sides are allowed to 
continue to modernize their existing ICBM forces. However, an 
understanding was reached that the dimensions o f land-based 
ICBM silos will not be significantly increased.

The negotiators were unable to reach fuU agreement on the 
definition of a “heavy” missile to supplement the prohibition on 
conversion of existing light missiles to heavy missiles. The United 
States therefore made a formal unilateral interpretation of this 
matter, stating that we

would consider any ICBM having a volume significantly greater than that of the largest 
Ught ICBM now operational on either side to be a heavy ICBM.̂ ^

The agreement does not cover land-mobile ICBMs. The Soviet 
Union did not want them included in the temporary freeze, 
arguing that neither side presently had such a system. Although no 
agreement was reached on mobile systems, the United States 
served notice to the Soviets in a formal statement that deployment 
of operational land-mobile ICBMs during the interim period would 
be considered inconsistent with the objectives o f the agreement./ ®

SLBM launchers and modem balhstic submarines are dealt with 
in Article III o f the Interim Agreement and in the Protocol which 
accompanies the Agreement.

Taking into account current levels of strategic submarine fleets 
on the two sides, together with other factors in the U.S.-Soviet

* ^Documents on Disarmanent, 1971 y p. 298.
^^Ante, p. 285.
^^Ante, p. 284.



12XH ANNUAL ACDA REPORT, JANUARY 31 877

strategic equation, SLBM limitations were arrived at as follows; 
For the U.S.S.R., a ceiling o f 62 was set on the number of 
modem, nuclear-powered submarines, and a limit o f 950 estab
lished for the total number of modem SLBM launchers on either 
nuclear or diesel-powered submarines. However, for every modem 
Soviet SLBM launcher over 740 and up to the agreed ceiling of 
950, the Soviet Union must, under agreed procedures, retire older 
land-based launchers (SS-7s and SS-8 s) or launchers on older 
nuclear submarines. In other words, the 741st SLBM launcher on a 
modem nuclear-powered submarine must be a replacement for a 
currently deployed launcher. The rapid buildup which, in recent 
times, had been taking place in the Soviet strategic submarine fleet 
was thus constrained.

TTie United States has, under these arrangements, tne existing 
level o f 656 SLBM launchers, and the right to have, through 
replacement of 54 Titan II ICBMs, up to 710 SLBM launchers on 
44 modem submarines.

The conversion of U.S. ICBM launchers to handle Minuteman 
III missiles and the conversion of current Polaris submarines to 
handle Poseidon missiles are not affected by the freeze.

Verification

The undertakings in the ABM Treaty and in the Interim 
Agreement are to be verified by national technical means of 
verification. For the types o f obligations contained in these 
agreements, national technical means of verification are practical 
and effective. Both Parties have made the commitment not to 
interfere with the national technical means of verification of the 
other. This would, for example, prohibit interference with a 
satellite in orbit used for verification purposes. In addition, the 
Parties have committed themselves not to use deliberate conceal
ment measures to impede the effectiveness o f national means of 
verification. These commitments are landmarks in the joint effort 
to bring the strategic confrontation under manageable control.

Related to the question of compliance is the provision for a 
Standing Consultative Ccanmission. This Commission will meet on 
a regular basis to consider questions of compliance and other 
^pects of implementation of both the ABM Treaty and the 
interim Agreement.

The successful conclusion of the ABM Treaty and the Interim 
Agreement marked the end of the first phase o f the Negotiations— 
SALT ONE.

Talks Resumed

The first phase o f SALT TWO was held from November 21 to 
December 21 in Geneva, which had been selected as the new fixed 
site for the talks. It was decided by the two sides that because of 
administrative burdens involved in the rotation between Helsinki 
and Vienna, it would be more advantageous to meet at a single 
location.

Ambassador Gerard C. Smith, Director of ACDA, continued to
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serve as the Chairman of the U.S. Delegation. The Alternate 
Chairman was Ambassador Philip J. Farley, Deputy Director of 
ACDA. Other Delegates were Mr. Paul Nitze, currently Chairman 
of the Advisory Council, Johns Hopkins University School of 
Advanced International Studies, and former Deputy Secretary of 
Defense; Dr. Harold Brown, President o f the California Institute of 
Technology, and former Secretary of the Air Force; and Lt. Gen. 
Royal B. Alhson, USAF, Assistant to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, for Strategic Arms Negotiations. They were supported by 
a staff o f advisers from government agencies concerned with 
national security.

Ambassador Smith characterized this session in the following 
way;
Both delegations, in discussing a broad range of matters relating to limitations on 
strategic offensive arms, have found the meetings useful. They shou^lead to progress on 
the resumption of negotiations here on February 27th of next year.

A concrete achievement of the first round of SALT TWO was 
the establishment o f the Standing Consultative Commission, 
provided for in Article XIII of the ABM Treaty. The heads o f the 
two delegations signed a Memorandum of Understanding on the 
last day o f the session.^ The United States and the Soviet Union 
will each appoint a Commissioner and a Deputy Commissioner, 
and such staff as may be required. The Commission, to meet in 
Geneva at least twice a year, wiU oversee implementation o f the 
SALT agreements by the two parties. The scope of responsibility 
will include considering possible changes in the strategic situation 
which have a bearing on the agreements. It wiU also consider, as 
appropriate, proposals for further measures aimed at Umiting 
strategic arms.

MUTUAL AND BALANCED FORCE REDUCTIONS

At the Moscow Summit in May of 1972, the United States and 
the Soviet Union committed themselves to negotiations on force 
reductions in Europe. The communique issued by tiie two 
governments expressed their agreement that the goal o f insuring 
stability and security in Europe would be served by a “reciprocal 
reduction of armed forces and armaments, first o f all in Central 
Europe.” Both parties declared that “appropriate agreements 
should be reached as soon as practicable between the states 
concerned on the procedures for negotiations on this subject in a 
special forum.” * * In a press conference in Moscow on May 29, Dr. 
Henry Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security 
Affairs, set forth the U.S. interpretation that this meant there 
should be roughly parallel negotiations on European security and 
on mutual and balanced force reductions (MBFR) in Europe in 
two forums. * ® The forum for MBFR talks would be smaller than

* '‘Ante, p. 870.
* ''Ante, pp. 868-869.
* Ante, p. 245.
‘ ’ Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, June 5,1972, pp. 951-952.
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that for the European security conference, since it would tend to 
be confined to those countries primarily concerned or directly 
affected.

The NATO communique issued in Bonn on May 31, following 
the semiannual ministerial meeting, proposed nonetheless that 
multilateral explorations on mutual and balanced force reductions 
be undertaken “as soon as practicable, either before or in parallel 
with multilateral preparatory talks for a conference on security 
and cooperation in Europe,” and that they “be preceded by 
suitable explorations.” The permanent NATO representatives were 
instructed to continue their work in preparation for eventual 
negotiations.^®

The proposal for negotiations on mutual and balanced force 
reductions was first put forth by the NATO ministers in their 
1968 communique at Reykjavik^  ̂ and was reaffirmed in subse
quent ministeri^ meetings. The first positive response from the 
Warsaw Pact to these proposals came in June of 1970, when the 
Pact ministers noted that they would consider the question of 
creating a body on problems of security and cooperation in 
Europe which would discuss the reduction of “foreign” troops in 
Europe.^ ̂  General Secretary Leonid Brezhnev broadened this on 
March 30, 1971, to include the reduction of “armed forces in 
areas where armed confrontation is especially dangerous, primarily 
in Central Europe.”  ̂  ̂ In a series o f speeches in 1971, he 
supported the position that reduction of the armed forces and 
armaments in Europe would contribute to a “radical improvement 
of the political climate in Europe.”

The United States and the Soviet Union affirmed at the Moscow 
Summit that any agreement on force reductions should not 
diminish the security o f any of the sides. The Western AlUance, 
however, has spelled out more precisely the guidelines for such 
negotiations. In their 1968 Reykjavik communique, the NATO 
ministers stated that force reductions should be reciprocal and 
balanced in timing, should help to maintain the present degree of 
security at reduced costs, should not risk destabilizing the 
situation in Europe, and should be consistent with the creation of 
confidence in Europe generally and in each party concerned. In 
subsequent communiques, the NATO ministers have added, for 
example, that force reductions should take into account the 
differences arising from geography and should include adequate 
verification and controls for the observance of agreements. The 
NATO ministers, as well as President Nixon and Secretary o f State 
Rogers, have also emphasized that the NATO Alliance must 
maintain an effective capability and that unilateral force reduc
tions by NATO states would detract from the effort to achieve

^"Ante, p. 250.
Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 447-450.

1970, pp. 245-248.
1971, pp. 195-197.
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greater stability and would jeopardize the prospects for mutual 
and balanced force reductions.

The communique following the meeting between President 
Nixon and West German Chancellor Brandt, in Key Biscayne in 
December 1971 directly expressed U.S. policy in stating:
Preparations for early East-West talks on Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions should 
be fully coordinated within the Alliance. Agreed criteria for such reductions must insure 
that the Alliance’s defense capability remains unimpaired. The U.S. will not negotiate its 
troop levels in Europe on a bilateral basis.

The communique further emphasized the President’s determina
tion that careful preparation must be done prior to the convening 
of the conference. Dr. Kissinger elaborated on this resolve in his 
May 29 press conference when he said:
We will use the same general approach to the negotiations on mutual balanced force 
reductions as we did with SALT. When we started the SALT negotiations, we were 
overwhelmed with all sorts of quick-fix solutions, percentage cuts, and so forth. We 
decided to make a very detailed study of the real strategic implications, plus verification 
possibilities of various schemes.*®

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency has participated in 
the studies concerning force reductions and related matters which 
have been in progress for the past 2 years. The Agency’s analysts 
in cooperation with other government bodies have formulated a 
variety of MBFR options and determined relevant verification 
requirements.

Whatever approach is finally agreed upon within the U.S. 
Government, Ae aim is to arrive at a proposal that represents, in 
the words of Dr. Kissinger,
the best mix which is calculated to reduce the fear of either side of an aggressive move, 
and maximize the defense possibilities.*®

The Soviet Union formally proposed on September 12 that 
multilateral preparatory talks be held on both a conference on 
security and cooperation in Europe (CSCE) and on force 
reductions in Central Europe. The Soviet note, which was brought 
back from Moscow by Dr. Kissinger following a 5-day working 
visit, suggested a date o f November 22 for convening the 
preliminary talks on CSCE and Helsinki as the site for these talks.

After full consultation with the NATO allies, the United States 
agreed to the November 22 date and the Helsinki venue for the 
multilateral preparatory talks on CSCE.

On November 15, the United States and most o f its North 
Atlantic allies announced that they were inviting the Soviet Union, 
Czechoslovakia, Poland, Hungary, and East Germany to talks 
beginning January 31, 1973, on mutual and balanced reductions 
of military forces.

In their December 8  communique, NATO ministers representing 
the inviting countries, noted this invitation with approval and

Weekly Compilation o f  Presidential Documents, Jan. 3,1972, p. 8.
June 5,1972, p. 954.

Ibid., pp. 954-955.
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reaffirmed it on the public record. They hoped that these talks 
will make it possible to commence negotiations in the autumn of 
1973.^’ They also recalled the declaration of the North Atlantic 
Council in Rome in May 1970^ * and confirmed their position that 
Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions in Central Europe should 
not operate to the military disadvantage o f any side, and should 
enhance stability and security in Europe as a whole.

CONFERENCE OF THE COMMITTEE ON DISARMAMENT 
AND UNITED NATIONS GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Conference of the Committee on Disarmament

The principal forum for the negotiation of multilateral arms 
control measures is the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment (CCD) in Geneva. Organized as the Eighteen-Nation 
Disarmament Conference in 1962, the group was enlarged to 26 
members in 1969 and given the new name. It has played a key or 
contributing role in the negotiation of such major arms control 
agreements as the limited test ban treaty,^ ® the nuclear nonpro
liferation treaty,^® the seabeds arms control treaty,^^ and most 
recently, the convention banning biological and toxin weapons.^ ^

Since the inception of the CCD, the United States and the 
Soviet Union have served as permanent Co-Chairmen. The CCD 
membership is composed of a group of six states allied to the 
United States (Canada, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, the United 
Kingdom, and France—which has never occupied its seat); a group 
of six states allied to the Soviet Union (Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, 
Himgary, Mongolia, Poland, and Romania); and a group o f 12 
nonaligned countries representing the geographical areas o f the 
world (Argentina, Brazil, Burma, Egypt, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, 
Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sweden, and Yugoslavia).

During 1972, the CCD met from Februaty 29 to April 27 and 
from June 20 to September 7. The U.S. Chief Representative was 
Ambassador Joseph Martin, Jr.

Arms control agreements are negotiated by the presentation of 
national positions in formal plenary sessions, supplemented by 
smaller informal discussions. The conference proceeds on a basis 
of consensus.

Although it is not formally a U.N. body, the CCD prepares an 
annual report which is submitted to the U.N. General Assembly. 
Drafts o f treaties negotiated by the CCD are also submitted to the 
UNGA for its consideration. Resolutions adopted by the UNGA 
relating to arms control and disarmament matters are referred to 
the CCD.

^’’Ante, p. 858.
^*Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 229-230. 

iP(S5, pp. 291-293.
1968, pp. 461-465.

^'Ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11.
'̂̂ Ante, pp. 133-138.
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United Nations General Assembly

Disarmament questions figured prominently in the debate o f 
the 27th Session of the U.N. General Assembly, with member 
nations adopting nine resolutions. The U.S. Permanent Repre
sentative to the United Nations was Ambassador George Bush. 
ACDA officials, led by Ambassador Joseph Martin, served on the 
U.S. Delegation to advise and assist Ambassador Bush on 
disamrament matters.

Chemical and Bacteriological Weapons

The Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, 
Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriolo^cal (Biological) and 
Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction was successfully 
negotiated at the CCD during 1971, and was opened for signature 
in Washington, London, and Moscow on April 10, 1972.^^ The 
President submitted the Convention to the U.S. Senate for its 
advice and consent on August 10.̂ *̂

The U.S. Govenmient already has taken steps to implement 
many of the Convention’s provisions. The destruction o f all U.S. 
stockpiles o f biological and toxin agents has now been completed. 
Only laboratory quantities o f such agents and associated muni
tions to support defense research programs have been maintained. 
The biological warfare facilities that were formerly located at Pine 
Bluff, Arkansas, and the laboratories at Fort Detrick, Maryland, 
have been converted to major environmental and health missions.

Article IX of the Convention on Biological Weapons contains a 
commitment by the parties to the Convention to reach early 
agreement on effective measures for the prohibition of the 
development, production, and stockpiling of chemical weapons.

The 1972 session of the CCD was dominated by discussions on 
all aspects o f the problem of limiting chemical weapons. The U.S. 
Representative, Ambassador Joseph Martin, opened the discussion 
by reviewing a number of questions concerning the various 
elements involved in placing restraints on chemical weapons.^® 
Within the following month, the U.S. Delegation offered a 
comprehensive work program, covering particularly the relation
ship between scope of prohibitions and verification requirements, 
as a framework for the Committee’s further consideration.®*

The work program dealt with specifics, such as identifying and 
defining substances that might be controlled. Some chemical 
agents have no purpose except for warfare, while many other 
agents can have both military and peaceful application. ITie U.S. 
paper synthesized the various concepts which have been put 
forward at the CCD for providing assurance that an agreement 
limiting or banning chemical weapons would be adhered to.

^^Ante, pp. 133-138. 
^*Seeante, pp. 553-555. 
^^Ante, pp. 50-51. 
^^Ante, pp. 98-109.
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The U.S. Delegation subsequently presented a number of 
technical working papers dealing with such relevant matters as the 
difficulty of distinguishing storage of highly toxic chemical agents 
and weapons from the storage of other munitions and 
chemicals;^  ̂ methods for the destruction of chemical weapons;^* 
statistics relating to production and trade of certain chemical 
substances in the United States;^’ and U.S. domestic legislation 
regarding chemical substances.^®

On March 28, the delegations of the U.S.S.R., Bulgaria, 
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland and Romania tabled a 
draft convention which would by its terms completely prohibit 
the production and development o f chemical weapons and require 
the destruction of all existing stockpiles.'*  ̂ The Soviet draft treaty 
was modeled very closely on the Biological Weapons Convention 
and provides only for national means of verification to insure 
compliance with the treaty provisions. The U.S. .Delegation noted 
that the more complex subject of chemical weapons could not be 
dealt with in the same manner as biological weapons.

In summing up the work of the Committee, Ambassador Martin 
observed that the problem was at once of great complexity and of 
great importance. He observed that the Committee had moved 
with care and deliberation, and pointed out.
Since many countries in the world have the ability to develop, produce and stockpile 
chemical weapons, these countries must be assured that chemical weapons restraints that 
might be adopted would accord with their basic security interests/ ®

The 27th Session o f the U.N. General Assembly reviewed the 
work o f the CCD and adopted a resolution urging that the 
Committee continue its negotiations on chemical weapons as a 
matter o f high priority.'*^ In an address to the General Assembly, 
Secretary Rogers noted that the United States is intensifying its 
study o f all proposals and looks forward to responding to them at 
an early date.'*^

Comprehensive Test Ban

The CCD continued to address the question of extending the 
existing partial nuclear test ban to cover underground nuclear 
tests. The discussions of the delegates ranged from the military- 
strategic impact o f a comprehensive test ban on the arms race to 
the role o f a ban in inhibiting the further proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. The Committee gave its attention to scientific and 
technical studies of the problems associated with seismic detection 
and identification, including international cooperation in the

^’’Ante, pp. 348-352. 
^^Ante, pp. 352-354. 
'̂‘Ante, pp. 343-347. 
'̂‘Ante, pp. 354-361.
Ante, pp. 120-125. 

^^Ante, p. 113. 
*^Ante, pp. 840-841. 
**Ante, p. 658.
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exchange of seismic data and the improvement o f worldwide 
seismological capabilities.

Ambassador Martin reiterated the U.S. position that any 
comprehensive test ban must be adequately verified and that 
unilateral means o f verification are not yet sufficiently advanced 
to give the necessary assurance.'^* On August 24, Ambassador 
Martin presented a working paper to the CCD, dealing with 
problems ia seismic verification and reporting on progress toward 
finding solutions. The working paper describes the contributions 
of large seismic arrays and other instrumentation to improving 
seismic identification, and the status o f current research and plans 
for future research.'*®

Some advocates of the view that present seismic identification 
techniques are sufficient for verification have argued that any tests 
which might be attempted clandestinely would be so small they 
would have little or no military significance. In addressing this 
contention. Ambassador Martin pointed out that over half o f the 
listed nuclear-weapon tests carried out by the U.S. Atomic Energy 
Commission since the 1963 partial Test Ban Treaty was signed 
have been in the low-yield category (less than 20 KT), and that 
relatively low-yield tests can be militarily significant.

In replying to specific queries posed by delegates, in particular 
the Swedish and Canadi^ representatives. Ambassador Martin 
sought to lay to rest the concern that the United States might be 
reluctant to reach agreement because o f a desire to continue 
nuclear weapons testing. On August 24, he told the CCD that the 
United States “is prepared to give up the advantages derived from 
nuclear-weapon testing” if we could be assured that the other 
treaty parties were abiding by the same restrictions.'^’

The U.S. Government has conducted intensive research to 
improve and refine its capabilities for differentiating between 
underground nuclear explosions and earthquakes. A total o f $275 
miUion has been expended to date, principally by the Advanced 
Research Projects Agency (ARPA). The Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency has continued to participate in the U.S. 
research effort.

In order to provide ACDA with specialized seismological 
analyses unavailable from other sources, ACDA is supporting 
research efforts both within and outside the Agency. Such work is 
focused on analyses of large quantities of incompletely evaluated 
seismological data provided by other sources, on assessment of the 
capabilities and technical parameters of seismological networks 
designed to solve various verification problems, and on evaluating 
the feasibility o f developing unattended seismological stations 
meeting highly restrictive technical requirements. Most o f the 
research effort is directed toward obtaining quantitative data

*^Ante, pp. 52,192.
Ante, pp. 590-611.
Ante, p. 585.
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which will help solve seismological problems related to verification 
of a comprehensive test ban.

An example of ACDA’s contract research is a feasibility study 
conducted by the Sandia Corporation. Several years ago, Sandia 
constructed and operated prototype unmanned seismic observa
tories (sometimes called “black boxes”)- A lthou^ the instruments 
were highly sophisticated and functioned well, there remained 
certain problems with system security, data reliability, and the 
need for periodic access to the equipment in the host country. In 
order to evaluate these problems, ACDA fimded a study by Sandia 
of the feasibility o f developing an improved unmanned seismic 
observatory that would be substantially more secure and reliable, 
as well as less intrusive, than the earlier ones. This study was 
completed in December, and Sandia has concluded that all design 
objectives for a new observatory can be met using currently 
developed technology and equipment.

World Disarmament Conference

The 1971 General Assembly of the United Nations passed a 
resolution calling upon all states to communicate their views about 
a proposed World Disarmament Conference to the U.N. Secretary- 
General.'^* The reply of the United States reaffirmed our 
country’s dedication to progress in arms control and disarmament 
and stated that the United States did not believe that the 
premature convening o f a World Disarmament Conference would 
contribute to sound progress in this area or provide a useful 
supplement to existing arms control and disarmament forums.'*®

On November 22 [29], 1972, the U.N. General Assembly 
passed a resolution (the United States abstained in the voting) 
calling upon the President o f the General Assembly to appoint a 
specid committee o f 35 member states to examine aU views and 
suggestions expressed by governments on the convening of a World 
Disarmament Conference.®" The United States abstained in the 
voting because the views o f governments on a World Disarmament 
Conference had already been thoroughly discussed in̂  two General 
Assembly sessions and because o f our well-known doubts about 
the value o f this project. Moreover, one nuclear power, the 
People’s RepubUc of China, had already announced it would not 
participate in the work of the committee. In view of these 
circumstances, the United States did not believe that the special 
committee could produce useful results.

Based on historical experiences, the United States believes that 
negotiating forums o f limited size are best able to deal with the 
complex technical factors inherent in arms control and dis
armament issues and provide the best means of achieving 
meaningful progress. The United States is committed to seek to

Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 909-910.
^^Ante, p. 615.

'̂̂ Ante, pp. 835-836.
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negotiate in good faith with interested countries such agreements 
as may be possible at any given time. However, a very large 
conference o f all states would, in all likelihood, not assist in that 
process. It would not provide a setting for the careful, patient and 
serious negotiation that had led to each of the arms control 
achievements o f the past few years. Moreover, a World Disarma
ment Conference, with all the emphasis it would place on 
questions o f image and national prestige, could well detract from 
Ae serious negotiations now in process in other bilateral and 
multilateral forums.

CONTROLLING CONVENTIONAL ARMS

Although tangible progress has been made toward controlling 
nuclear weapons and other weapons o f mass destruction, there has 
been little forward movement in the control o f conventional arms. 
While exploratory talks will shortly begin on the subject o f force 
reductions in Central Europe, there has been no similar effort to 
bring about controls over conventional arms in other areas.

Conventional forces and armaments—present in virtually every 
country of the world—continue to account for the greater part of 
world military expenditures. The cost and lethality o f conven
tional weaponry continue to increase as military forces are 
modernized. In the absence o f limiting agreements, the accumula
tion of conventional arms can feed regional arms races and 
increase the risk pf local conflict and its escalation to involve the 
great powers. Arms acquisitions may also divert resources which 
could otherwise be used to meet human needs.

Ambassador Martin, speaking in the CCD in Geneva, in 
September 1972, urged that body to enter into a free exchange of 
ideas on possible conventional arms control measures and to 
explore approaches which m i^ t be worthy of study. He 
emphasized that
. . .  the search for arms control measures should not be truncated by excluding those 
weapons which are not labeled *weapons of mass destruction.’® ^

The U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is exploring 
the feasibility o f various types of arrangements for the inter
national control of conventional arms. This effort involves a 
consideration of possible limitations on forces and armament 
levels, military expenditures, arms production, and international 
transfers of arms. Controls applicable on a worldwide basis as well 
as those appropriate to particular regions are under study.

ACDA participates in the formulation and implementation of 
U.S. arms supply policy. In this activity, ACDA gives particular 
attention to those provisions of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1971, enacted February 7, 1972, which stipulate that military 
assistance and sales decisions will take into account whether such 
assistance and sales will:

®‘CCD/PV.584, p. 16.
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( 1 ) contiibute to an arms race;
(2 ) increase the possibility o f outbrealc or escalation of 

confiict; or
(3 ) prejudice tiie development o f  bilateral or mixltilateral arms 

control arrangements.®^

Arms Transfer Study for Congress

The Foreign Relations Authorization Act o f 1972—Public Law 
92-352—directed the Agency, with the cooperation and assistance 
o^oA er relevant Government Agencies including the Department 
o f State and the Department o f Defense, to prepare and submit to 
the Congress by July 1973, a comprehensive report on the 
international transfer o f conventional arms. The Act specified that 
the report, to be based upon existing and new work in this area, 
shall include (but not be limited to) the following subjects:

( 1) liie quantity and nature o f the international transfer of 
conventional arms including the identification o f the major 
supplying and recipient countries;

(2 ) the policies o f the major exporters o f conventional arms 
toward transfer, including the terms on which conventional arms 
are made available for transfer, whether by credit, grant, or 
cash-and-carry basis;

(3) the effect o f conventional arms transfer on international 
stability and regional balances o f power;

(4) the impact o f conventional arms transfer on the 
economies of supplying and recipient countries;

(5) the histoiy o f any negotiations on conventional arms 
transfer, including past policies adopted by the United States and 
other suppliers of conventional arms;

(6 ) the major obstacles to negotiations on conventional arms 
transfer;

(7) the possibilities for limiting conventional arms transfer, 
including potentialities for international agreements, step-by-step 
approaches on particular weapons systems, and regional arms 
Itaitations; and

(8 ) recommendations for future U.S. policy on conventional 
arms transfer.®^

In accordance with the legislative requirement, ACDA sub
mitted an interim report to the Congress in January 1973.®^ The 
general objectives o f the interim and the projected comprehensive 
report are: to include, to the extent possible, iiata and information 
on arms transfers which have thus far been available only within 
the executive branch; to provide concise, comprehensive coverage

” 86Stat.20,25.
See ante, pp. 309-310.

* * The Intematioml Transfer o f Conventional Arms: An Interim Report to the Con
fess Pursuant to Section 302 of the Foreign Relations Authorization Act o f1972 (P.L. 
92-352). ACDA, 1973.
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of topics on which considerable information is already available to 
the general public; to attempt an improved analysis o f the causes 
and effects o f arms transfers as well as o f control possibilities; and 
to identify aspects o f the arms trade which appear to merit further 
study and andysis.

MILITARY EXPENDITURES AND ECONOMIC IMPACT

ACDA has been a leading source of statistical information on 
world military expenditures.

The sixth edition o f the Agency’s annual publication, World 
Military Expenditures 1971, which was issued in 1972, presented 
data for the last decade on defense expenditures, gross national 
product (GNP), population and armed forces for 120 countries. 
Data also were included on foreign economic aid, and public 
education and health outlays for these countries.®®

World military spending was estimated at $216 billion in 1971, 
representing, in the words o f Agency Director Gerard Smith, “a 
hi^-water mark in man’s attempt to attain security through 
arms.”®® Global military outlays, which have now exceeded $200 
billion for the third successive year, increased 82 percent over the 
last decade in current dollars. While world military expenditures 
continue sharply higher than a decade ago, these expenditures 
measured in constant prices (corrected for inflation) reflect a 
leveling off since 1969.

Increases in spending continued at a high rate in many 
developing countries, which over^ increased their military outlays 
during the decade by 114 percent, even when measured in 
constant prices, as compared with an overall increase of 24 percent 
in the industri^y developed nations. Military spending continued 
to take first place in the budgets o f most nations o f the world.

Previous editions o f World Military Expenditures were the 
source o f the data on world .GNP and military expenditures used 
by an international group o f experts in the United Nations study. 
Disarmament and Development: Report o f  the Group o f  Experts 
on the Economic and Social Consequences o f  Disarmament, which 
was published in 1972.

The Agency’s research program on the impact o f reductions in 
defense expenditures on the U.S. domestic economy was initiated 
in 1963. To date, 29 external research projects have been 
completed. The research has so u ^ t to project and assess the 
economic impact o f reduced spending related to possible arms 
control measures and to identify policies and actions which would 
facilitate the transition and adjustment process. During the past 
year, ACDA has published the summarized findings of this 
research under four broad categories covering the implications of

 ̂® An extract appears infra.
World MUitary Expenditures, 1971, p. i.
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MILITARY EXPENDITURES
(Billion current dollars)

World Nato Warsaw
Pact

119 65 42
132 71 47
138 73 50
139 73 50
142 74 49
159 87 50
178 1 0 0 55
191 105 , 62 ,
2 0 0 106 67
208 104 72
216 106 76

MILITARY EXPENDITURES
(Billion constant 1970 dollars)

World Nato Warsaw
Pact

157 8 6 54
171 92 60
176 92 63
174 90 62
173 90 60
187 1 0 2 59
204 115 63
2 1 0 115 69
2 1 1 1 1 2 71
208 104 72
207 1 0 2 72
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WORLD MILITARY EXPENDITURES
1961 -1971

BILLION CURRENT DOLLARS 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 5 0

OTHER

WARSAW
PACT

1961 '62 '63 '64 '65 '66 '67 '68 '69 '70 1971

BILLION CONSTANT 1970 DOLLARS 
-----------------  2 50
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military cutbacks for the national economy, for industries, for 
regions and communities, and for individual workers.®’

NONPROLIFERATION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

The most significant develwment o f the year with respect to 
the Nonproliferation Treaty®^ was the successful conclusion of 
the negotiation of an NPT safeguards agreement with the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) by the European 
Communities, the Federal Republic o f Germany, Italy, the 
Netherlands, Belgium, and Luxembourg. This agreement provides 
for safeguards, in accordance with the requirements of Article III 
of the NonproUferation Treaty, on all peaceful nuclear activities in 
the states involved, which are among the most advanced in the 
world in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Its negotiation was 
greatly facilitated by the work of the IAEA Safeguards Commit
tee, described in ACDA’s annual reports for 1970 and 1971.®® 
The agreement was approved both by the Board of Governors of 
the IAEA and by ^ e  Council o f Ministers of the European 
Communities in September 1972.®° Since that time, the two 
international agencies have been working intensively on detailed 
implementing arrangements. Formal signature o f the agreement is 
expected in the very near future.® ‘

Another encouraging development was the announcement by 
the Australian Gk)vemment in December 1972 that it would 
proceed with ratification of the Nonproliferation Treaty. Australia 
has large resources o f nuclear materials, and is a potentially 
important nuclear industrial power. (For a list o f NPT parties and 
signatories as o f the end of 1972, see Appendix I.)®^

Considerable progress was also made by the IAEA in concluding 
safeguards agreements designed to meet the requirements of the 
NPT with countries not covered by the Euratom-IAEA agreement. 
The status o f such efforts is shown in the Table on pages 894-895. 
Concurrently, progress was made toward the development with 
IAEA o f an agreement implementing the U.S. offer to permit the 
IAEA to apply its safeguards to U.S. nuclear activities, excluding 
only those with direct national security significance.

These safeguards agreements, coupled with the rapid growth of 
nuclear industry, increases the importance and urgency o f efforts 
to help improve the cost-effectiveness o f IAEA safeguards with

* The Economic Impact o f Reductions in Defense Spending: Summary o f Research 
Prepared for the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA pub. 64, 
1972).

Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
5*̂See ibid,, 1970, pp. 714 ff., and ihid, 1971, pp. 930-932.
^®For draft text as approved, see IAEA doc. GOV/1560 and Mod. 1, Sept. 15,1972. 

The approval of the Board of Governors is recorded in GOV/OR.451 (prov.), Sept. 26,
1972, p. 12.

® See IAEA Annual Report, 1 July 1972-30 June 1973 [GC (XVII)/500], p. 5.
Infra.

505-954 0  -  74 -  58
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minimum intrusiveness. ACDA’s contributions to such efforts in 
the past year have consisted of

(i) completion of development o f prototype portable instru
mentation for use by safeguards inspectors;

(ii) continued work on seals and tamper-resistant unattended 
instrumentation designed to improve safeguards on continuously- 
fueled natural uranium reactors and on reprocessing plants;

(iii) further research and development on applications of 
minor isotope safeguards techniques (MIST); and

(iv) participation in efforts to develop safeguards for uranium 
enrichment facilities.

During the past several years ACDA has sponsored the 
development o f several easily pcfftable instruments for assay of 
uranium and plutonium and loaned prototypes to the IAEA. The 
most recent o f these was an advanced design, multichannel 
analyzer for use in gamma-measurements. The instruments are 
being used and evaluated by the IAEA and are contributing to 
their development o f inspection techniques and establishment of 
instrumentation requirements.

Development has also continued on improved designs for 
devices for sealing containers to insure against removal of 
safeguarded material or tampering with IAEA equipment during 
the absence o f inspectors, ftototype seals, constructed of fiber 
optic tapes and stressed-glass closures, together with a pocket-size 
viewer for checking seal integrity, have been provided to the IAEA 
for their evaluation.

A principal part o f the ACDA instrumentation program has 
been the development o f unattended tamper-resistant equipment 
for monitoring movements o f uranium and plutonium during the 
absence of inspectors. One project, which was completed during
1972, involves several instruments for monitoring irradiated 
reactor fuels at continuously-refueled reactors o f the CANDU 
type. Reactors of this type are in operation in India and Pakistan 
as well as in Canada. The system includes a device which provides 
a time-record of the power level of the reactor, devices for 
monitoring and counting the flow of irradiated fuel assemblies 
from the reactor to the cooling bay, and a TV monitoring-record- 
ing system which provides continuous surveillance of activities, 
including any removal o f fuel, in the cooling bay. These first 
generation devices have been installed in the Canadian Nuclear 
Power Demonstration (NPD) reactor where their evaluation is 
being completed.

Current efforts are in progress to reduce the size, complexity, 
and costs o f these types o f monitoring devices and the resulting 
second generation equipment will be installed and tested at the 
Canadian Pickering Reactor Facility. Parallel work on devices for 
monitoring and measuring the flow of fuel and materials at a fuel 
reprocessing plant is also underway. Installation o f the equipment
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has begun in the new Midwest Fuel Recovery Plant in Illinois with 
testing to be carried out during 1973.

A major component o f these systems is camera surveillance. A 
special 16-mm camera unit which is triggered by a random interval 
timer and by motion sensors and which is housed in a secure 
container is being developed for ACDA and the IAEA by the 
National Bureau of Standards.

The MIST techniques were the subject of a meeting o f a 
working group convened by the IAEA in Vienna in April 1972 and 
attended by representatives from the United States, the United 
Kingdom, France, Germany, Japan, Italy, Belgium, the Nether
lands, Romania, India, Austria, Euratom, the European Nuclear 
Energy Agency, and the IAEA. The group recognized the 
advantages o f the use o f these techniques both as a primary 
safeguards method and as an independent cross-check on data 
obtained by other means. It recommended that the IAEA begin 
using these techniques where appropriate and urged that further 
work be done to make possible their full utilization. ACDA has 
been striving to fill this need by obtaining additional data and 
operating experience on the use of the techniques at chemical 
reprocessing plants and at uranium enrichment facilities—the two 
types o f facilities where effective safeguards are most important 
and most challenging.

In June 1972, the IAEA convened an international panel of 
experts to consider the overall problem of safeguarding uranium 
enrichment facilities—a type o f facility with which the IAEA has 
had no experience. This subject was one of particular importance 
in view of the imminent beginning of operations o f a pilot gas 
centrifuge enrichment plant in the Netherlands, under joint 
British, West German, and Dutch control; o f the fact that the U.S. 
offer to share its gaseous diffusion technology with qualified 
multinational groups was conditioned, inter alia, on there being 
NPT safeguards on any resulting plant; and of the fact that South 
Africa indicated that the nature o f safeguards on enrichment 
facilities would be o f particular relevance in its decision on 
adherence to the NPT.

In keeping with ACDA’s responsibility for helping assure that 
the NPT is effectively implemented, officers from this Agency 
participated actively in bo& of the foregoing conferences, and in 
U.S. preparation for them, as well as in other international 
consultations and symposia on safeguard matters.

In 1972, there were also two noteworthy developments with 
respect to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in 
Latin America.®^

First, the Treaty was ratified by Colombia, raising the number 
of Latin American parties to 18 countries plus British Honduras, 
Surinam, the Netherlands Antilles and other territories in Latin

® ̂ Ddcuments on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69 ff.
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NPT Safeguards Agreements With Individual Countries and Provision 
for IAEA Safeguards in Other Countries Known To Have 

Safeguardable Material, Facilities or Equipment 

December 31, 1972

Country
NPT
Safe

guards
Agreement

IAEA Safeguards 
Agreement 

Covering all 
US-Orisin 
Material or 
Equipment

Other IAEA 
Safeguards 
Agreements

Known 
FaciUties 
Unsafe- 

guarded by 
IAEA

Argentina X X
Australia (8) X X
Austria X x<®
Brazil X
Bulgaria X
Canada X
Chile x̂®>
China (Repubfic of) X X
Colombia X
Costa Rica x«>
Cyprus x«>
Czechodovakia X
Denmark X X « )

Egypt X
Finland X
[German Democratic Re

public]*
X

Greece x«) XW
Holy See X
Hungary X
Iceland X<1)

India X X X
Indonesia X X
Iran (8) X X
Iraq X
Ireland X
Israel X X
Japan X X
Korea (Republic of) X
Lebanon (4)

Lesotho X(1)

Footnotes are printed at end of table.
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NPT Safeguards Agreements With Individual Countries and Provision 
for IAEA Safeguards in Other Countries Known To Have 

Safeguardable Material, Facilities or Equipment— Con.

December 31, 1972

Country
NPT
Safe

guards
Agreement

IAEA Safeguards 
Agreement 

Covering all 
US-Origin 
Material or 
Equipment

Other IAEA 
Safeguards 
Agreements

Known 
Facilities 
Unsafe- 

guarded by 
IAEA

Malaysia X
Mauritius X(1)
Mexico X(1) X
Mongolia X
Morocco x«)
Nepal X
New Zealand X
Norway X
Pakistan X(«) X
Philippines (4) X X
Poland X
Portugal X
Romania X
South Africa X
Spain X X
Sweden X
Switzerland X
Thailand X
Turkey X
Uruguay X(1) x»>
Venezuela X
Vietnam (Republic of) X(1) X X
Yugoslavia X«) X
Zaire X X («)(«)

*Not recognized by United States.
Approved by IAEA Board of Governors, but internal constitutional procedures of 

the state permitting entry into force not completed.
Provisionally in force pending completion of internal constitutional procedures by 

the state.
Negotiation not yet completed.
Negotiation completed, but not yet approved by IAEA Board of Governors. 
Su^ended by NPT safeguards agreement with respect to materials covered by both. 
U.S. material or equipment supplied through IAEA, under IAEA safeguards.
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America covered by British and Dutch adherence to Additional 
Protocol I.®**

The second development was the declaration by the People’s 
Republic o f China on November 14, 1972, that

China will never use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear Latin 
American countries and the Latin American nuclear-weapon-free zone, nor will China 
test, manufacture, produce, stockpile, install or deploy nuclear weapons in these 
countries or in this zone, or send her means of transportation and delivery carrying 
nuclear weapons to traverse the territory, territorial sea and territorial air space of Latin 
American countries.® ^

The U.N. General Assembly, in Resolution 2935 (XXVII), 
welcomed this declaration “as a preliminary measure,” and invited 
the People’s Republic o f China “to try to find procedures that will 
enable it to accede to Additional Protocol II to the Treaty as soon 
as possible.” The Resolution also recalled “with particular 
satisfaction” that the United Kingdom and the United States 
became parties to that Protocol in 1969 and 1971, respectively, 
and deplored the fact that the other nuclear-weapon states had not 
done so/®

THE AGENCY A T WORK

The Act

The Act which established the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency calls on the Agency to be in such a position within the 
Government that it can provide the President, the Secretary of 
State, and the Congress with recommendations concerning the 
scope and direction of American poUcy on arms control matters, 
and with assessing the effects of these arms control recommenda
tions on our national security, on our foreign policy, and on our 
economy.

The Director o f the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is 
the principal adviser to the President and the Secretary of State on 
arms control activities and has the primary responsibility within 
the government for coordinating all arms control matters.

The Act creating the Agency defines four major functions in the 
arms control field:

( 1) the conduct, support and coordination of research leading 
to policy formulation;

(2 ) the preparation and conduct o f international negotiations;
(3) the dissemination and coordination of public information; 

and
(4) the preparation and operation of international control 

systems and inspections.® ’

‘ “/fea., p. 82.
*^Ante, p. 786.
**The resolution appears ante, pp. 847-848. For the protocol, see Documents on 

Disarmament, 1967, p. 83.
*’ See Ibid., 1961, pp. 462 ff.



12TH ANNUAL ACDA REPORT, JANUARY 31 897

The Structure

ACDA had a budget of $10 million in FY 1973 and a staff of 
about 250 people. In 1972, about half the Agency’s total budget 
was devoted to salaries for a highly trained professional staff 
which, for the most part, is either-recruited from the physical and 
social sciences, or borrowed on a reimbursable basis from the State 
and Defense Departments. The other half was evenly divided—one- 
third to the conduct o f international arms control negotiations— 
predominately SALT—plus certain expenses o f U.S. participation 
in other negotiating forums such as the CCD and the UNGA; a 
third for research activities, most of which are designed to 
backstop negotiations; and the rest for public affairs, administra
tion and other supporting activities.

ACDA is made up of four Bureaus and three Offices. The 
Bureaus are:

International Relations—is primarily responsible for ACDA’s 
participation in multilateral arms control negotiations at Geneva, 
in the United Nations, and in connection with MBFR;

Science and Technology—ha& primary staff responsibility for 
SALT and other arms control matters relating to weapons of mass 
destruction, including verification aspects;

Weapons Evaluation and Control— with military aspects of 
arms control matters, and operations analysia^^d

Economic Affairs—deals with the economic and social aspects 
of military spending and arms control measures, handles arms 
control aspects of conventional arms transfers, and prepares 
historical records o f arms control negotiations.

The ACDA Offices are:
General Counsel—\s responsible for matters of domestic and 

international law including the legal aspects of treaties and 
negotiations, and handles relations with the Congress;

Public Affairs Adviser—serwices domestic and foreign media, 
coordinates information policies with other agencies in the 
Government and prepares information reports for public 
distribution; and

Executive Director— administers and coordinates the 
utilization of Agency resources to achieve program and budgetary 
objectives; advises on resolution o f organizational questions; 
facilitates the Agency’s role in SALT and participation in the CCD 
as well as other such conferences or negotiations; coordinates the 
funding of the research program; and administers the general 
program of support services including budget, personnel, contract
ing, security and communications.
Policy Formulation and Coordination

The Agency is responsible under the President and Secretary of 
State for the formulation and coordination of arms control 
policies within the government.
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International Negotiations

ACDA Director Smith headed the U.S. SALT Delegation during 
SALT ONE, and at the initial session of SALT TWO.

The SALT negotiating positions are evolved within the National 
Security Council structure. The Verification Panel, under the 
chairmanship o f Dr. Henry Kissinger, Assistant to the President for 
National Security Affairs, analyzes the verification aspects and 
strategic implications of possible limitations, making recommenda
tions to the NSC and the President. The Director o f ACDA; the 
Deputy Secretary o f State; the Deputy Secretary of Defense; the 
Director of CIA; and the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff serve as 
members o f the Panel. A Backstopping Committee, chaired by the 
Deputy Director of ACDA, provides day-to-day support from 
Washington to the delegation.

ACDA is also responsible for the United States participation in 
the CCD as weU as for U.S. input into United Nations 
disarmament debates.

Research

Research in support o f arms control policy formulation and 
international negotiations is a basic function of ACDA. Research 
activities have built up a fund of theoretical and practical 
knowledge in such divergent fields as force posture evaluation, 
verification of arms control agreements by sensors and other 
means, the economic impact o f defense cutbacks, and the bearing 
of new weapons developments on the feasibility o f arms control. 
In addition to the research being pursued by the ACDA staff, a 
significant portion is contracted out to universities, private 
research organizations, and to other Government agencies.

ACDA also utilizes expert consultants from a wide variety of 
areas including the academic and scientific communities.

A research policy committee within the Agency, under the 
chairmanship o f the Director, provides overall guidance for the 
Agency’s research program. This committee reviews the adequacy 
of ACDA research policies, procedures, and programs in the light 
of U.S. national security objectives.

ACDA is also represented on an interagency group for research 
coordination, the Subcommittee on Foreign Affairs Research of 
the Under Secretaries Committee. Chaired by the Department of 
State, the Subcommittee is charged with coordinating Govern
ment-sponsored research in the foreign affairs field. The ACDA 
representative is the Assistant Director for Economic Affairs.

Congressional Relations

The office o f the General Counsel has the day-to-day responsi
bility for maintaining liaison with Members of Congress with 
respect to developments in arms control poUcy and negotiations. 
The office supports the regular and special appearances o f the 
Director and other top Agency officers before various con
gressional committees. In addition the office makes certain that
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the views o f Senators and Representatives on arms control matters 
are brought to the Director’s attention, and makes pertinent arms 
control information available to Members o f Congress, their staffs, 
and their constituents.

Public Affairs

The Public Affairs Adviser and his staff discharge the Agency’s 
responsibility for the coordination and dissemination of public 
information on arms control developments. The Public Affairs 
Office maintains regular contact with representatives of both 
domestic and foreign news media. The Public Affairs Adviser 
served as U.S. Delegation spokesman at the Strategic Arms 
Limitation T ^ s ;  and a senior Public Affairs Officer was the U.S. 
Delegation spokesman at the Conference o f the Committee on 
Disarmament.

The Office provides advice on public information aspects of 
arms control to The White House, the Secretary o f State, the 
Director o f ACDA, and the State Department press spokesman.

In addition, ACDA officers in response to invitations filled over 
1 0 0  speaking engagements before various types of audiences 
throughout the country. Platform appearances are arranged upon 
request, provided the host institution or organization pays travel 
expenses. Lecture fees and honoraria are not accepted.

In addition, the Agency arranged special briefings at its offices 
for visitors. Briefings are arranged on request for groups from 
schools and from churches and other organizations.

In arranging these meetings, the Agency seeks not only to  ̂
provide information on the U.S. Government’s activities and 
policies in the field o f arms control, but also to elicit opinions, 
suggestions and insights from individuals and groups.

An important aspect o f the effort to provide the public with 
information is the preparation of succinct and factual material in 
pamphlet form.

Among ACDA publications:

11th Annual Report to The Congress, 1971 (a survey of agency 
operation);* *

Arms Control and Disarmament Agreements, 1959-1972 (texts 
of all modem arms control agreements in force for the United 
States);

Arms Control Achievements, 1959-1972 (a thumbnail descrip
tion o f existing agreements and on-going arms control 
negotiations);

Arms Control and National Security (a basic guide outlining 
contemporary arms control concepts and issues);

World Military Expenditures, 1971 (a statistical summary);*^

^*Ibid., 1971, pp. 918-945. 
® ̂  Infra.
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Documents on Disarmament, 1971 (part of an annual series 
which collects and reprints selected statements, proposals, and 
documents o f both U.S. and foreign origin);

Arms Control and Disarmament, A Quarterly Bibliography (a 
summary of current articles and books in the arms control and 
national security field produced by the Library of Congress under 
an ACDA reimbursable agreement).

Most ACDA publications and unclassified research reports are 
available in ACDA depository Hbraries (Appendix VI) throughout 
the country.’ ®

Agency publications are sold by the U.S. Government Printing 
Office, but free copies are made available from the Agency’s 
limited allotment to teachers, librarians and other interested 
parties.

The emergence o f arms control as a major factor in inter
national relations is also reflected in the educational curricula of 
schools and colleges. Instruction on arms control and disarmament 
negotiations is given in a wide variety o f academic departments, 
including political science, physics, theology, ethic^, psychology, 
national security studies, international relations, international law, 
and military science. In addition, arms control is given attention in 
special interdisciplinary seminars, conferences, and study 
programs. Intensified diplomatic activity in this field during the 
last decade is reflected in more detailed and more analytic 
approaches in most textbooks and encyclopedias.

The Weapons Evaluation and Control Bureau has assisted the 
•Army War College and the National War College in the develop
ment o f courses in the arms control field. A syllabus entitled “The 
Strategy of Arms Control and Disarmament” was prepared this 
year as a supplemental aid to course work.

Members of the Agency staff have been available for consulta
tion with teachers preparing curricula, authors and publishers, 
producers of teaching materials, and conference planners. In 
addition, Agency publications are used for classroom assignments.

Social Science Advisory Board

The Social Science Advisory Board, estabhshed by the Director 
in March 1964, is a group of distinguished scholars from the 
various social science disciplines who advise the Agency on how 
the principles, methods, and research results of the social sciences 
may be related to arms control and disarmament and how these 
sciences can assist ACDA in developing and carrying out its plans, 
programs, and policies.

Board members are an important channel of communication 
between the Agency and the academic community. Through them 
the Agency leams about developments in the social sciences that 
are relevant to its programs and operations. Through them also.

■'"Not piinted here.



12TH ANNUAL ACDA REPORT, JANUARY 31 901

the academic community and individual scholars increase their 
knowledge and understanding of the Agency’s activities.

The Board met twice in 1972: on April 4 and October 27. 
During these meetings, the members were briefed on recent 
Agency activities and on planned programs and prospects. In turn, 
the members offered advice on these activities and programs, and 
brought the Agency up to date on relevant work in their respective 
fields. Subjects on which they offered advice included compilation 
and reporting of military expenditures by the countries o f the 
world; the preparation of a report, requested by the Congress, on 
worldwide transfers o f arms; peace research; and utilization o f the 
behavioral sciences.

Between these meetings, individual members and an informal 
subcommittee were called upon for advice and assistance on 
specific ACDA projects underway or contemplated.

GENERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

The General Advisory Committee on Arms Control and 
Disarmament was established by the Arms Control and Dis
armament Act o f 1961 “to advise the President, the Secretary of 
State, and the Disarmament Director respecting matters affecting 
arms control, disarmament, and world peace.” The law provides 
that the President appoint the Committee by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate.'' *

President Nixon reconstituted the Committee in 1969 with the 
reappointment o f John J. McCloy as Chairman and the appoint
ment o f 14 new members. The President met with the Committee 
initially on December 16, 1969, and placed several specific 
problems before it for study and advice in connection with the 
strategic arms limitation talks. On subsequent occasions, the 
President asked for the Committee’s analytical judgment on a 
number of other policy issues related to SALT and other arms 
control matters which would supplement judgments he receives 
from within the Executive Branch. The President renewed this 
request at the Committee’s meeting with him on March 21, 1972, 
when he heard its advice on the final stages o f SALT ONE and 
asked for its recommendations for possible approaches in SALT 
TWO. In fulfillment of its statutory responsibilities, the Com
mittee also furnished the President, at various times during the last 
year, with recommendations on key issues relating to major arms 
control matters.

Since its inception, the Committee has convened for 42 full day 
sessions, 10  during the last calendar year, to hear expert testimony 
and to examine extensive classified and public documentation on 
the major political and strategic issues related to arms control. It 
has reviewed the key problems raised by SALT in the context of 
Soviet strategic and conventional capabilities, as well as questions

Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 485.
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relating to mutual and balanced force reductions, a Conference on 
European Security, and other aspects of European arms limitation 
policy. It has also studied strategic developments bearing on other 
areas, such as China, and kept abreast of major technical 
developments relating to the arms race.

During 1972, the Committee met with 54 authorities both 
within and outside the Government on the questions under study. 
These included the Deputy Secretary o f State, John Irwin; the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense, Kenneth Rush; the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Thomas Moorer; the Science 
Adviser to the President, Dr. Edward E. David, Jr.; Professor 
Robert Bowie o f Harvard University; Dr. Richard Garwin of the 
Thomas J. Watson Research Center; Dr. Theo Sommer, Deputy 
Editor of Die Zeit of Germany; and Mr. Anthony Harley, 
Executive Director o f the Committee o f Nine. The Committee also 
met frequently with members of The White House Staff, with the 
Director o f  ACDA, Gerard C. Smith and his Deputy, Philip Farley, 
and with other senior representatives o f the defense and 
intelligence communities.

In order to assist the Committee in the performance of its work, 
the Chairman has a small staff located in the Committee’s offices 
in the Department o f State Building.

At the end o f 1972, the members o f the Committee appointed 
by President Nixon were:

John J. McCloy, lawyer, former adviser on disarmament to 
President Kennedy, retired Chairman of the Chase Manhattan 
Bank, former Chairman of the Ford Foundation, President o f the 
World Bank, U.S. High Commissioner for Germany, and Assistant 
Secretary o f War during the Second World War.

I.W. Abel, President of the United Steel Workers of America.
Dr. Harold Brown, scientist. President o f the California Institute 

of Technology, member of the SALT Delegation, and former 
Secretary o f the Air Force.

William C. Foster, former Director o f the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency and former Deputy Secretary of Defense.

Kermit Gordon, economist. President of the Brookings Institu
tion, former member of the Council of Economic Advisers, and 
Director o f the Bureau of the Budget.

Dr. James R. Killian, Honorary Chairman of the Corporation of 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, former Special Assistant to 
the President for Science and Technology.

General Lauris Norstad, USAF (Ret.), Chairman of the Board 
and President of the Owens-Coming Fiberglas Corporation, and 
former Supreme Allied Commander in Europe.

Dr. Jack Ruina, scientist. Professor o f Electrical Engineering at 
Massachusetts Institute o f Technology, former President, Institute 
for Defense Analyses, and Assistant Director for Defense Research 
and Engineering, Department o f Defense.
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Dean Rusk, Professor of International Law, University of 
Georgia, former Secretary of State.

Governor William Scranton, lawyer, former Governor of 
Pennsylvania, and former Member of Congress.

Dr. John Archibald Wheeler, scientist, Joseph Henry, Professor 
of Physics at Princeton.

In addition, nominations to fill four vacancies were pending 
before the Congress.

SOCIAL SCIENCE ADVISORY BOARD

Chairman
Abram Bergson, Department o f Economics, Harvard 

University, Cambridge, Mass.

Members
William B. Bader, Ford Foundation, Paris, France.
A. Doak Barnett, Foreign Policy Studies Program, The 

Brookings Institution, Washington, D.C.
Lincoln P. Bloomfield, Center for International Studies, 

Massachusetts Institute o f Technology, Cambridge, Mass.
Helen G. Edmonds, Department o f History, North Carolina 

Central University, Durham, N.C.
Jerome D. Frank, Department of Psychiatry and Behavioral 

Sciences, The Johns Hopkins University, School of 
Medicine, Baltimore, Md.

Harold Guetzkow, Department of Political Science, North
western University, Evanston, 111.

E. Adamson Hoebel, Department o f Anthropology, Univer
sity o f Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minn.

Saul H. Mendlovitz, School of Law, Rutgers University, 
Newark, N.J.

Henry C. Wallich, Department of Economics, Yale Univer
sity, New Haven, Conn.

AGENCY OFFICIALS 

(1972)

Director: Gerard C. Smith
Deputy Director: Philip J. Farley

Special Assistant to the Director and Executive Secretary: 
Albert M. Christopher

Counselor:
Lawrence D. Weiler

Special Assistant for Plans to the Deputy Director:
Benjamin Huberman

Assistant Director, International Relations Bureau:
James F. Leonard
Deputy: Roger Kirk
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Assistant Director, Science and Technology Bureau:
Spurgeon M. Keeny, Jr.
Deputy: Sidney N. Graybeal 

Assistant Director, Weapons Evaluation and Control Bureau:
Vice Adm. John M. Lee, USN 
Deputy: Ira B. Richards 

Assistant Director, Economic Affairs Bureau:
Robert H.B. Wade 
Deputy: Byron F. Doenges 

General Counsel: William W. Hapcock 
Deputy: Charles N. Van Doren 

Public Affairs Adviser: Nedville E. Nordness 
Deputy: Ralph Stuart Smith 

Executive Director: Sanford Menter 
Deputy: Emery J. Adams

* H: Hs

U.S. Representative to the Conference o f  the Committee on 
Disarmament:

Joseph Martin, Jr.
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ANNEX

ACDA Report on World Military Expenditures, 1971 [Extract] ^

WORLD
MILITARY
EXPENDITURES

^  1971
$216 billion

1961

$119 billion

Highlights

World military spending, inflated by price increases, continued 
its upward thrust in 1971. Measured in current dollars,^ military 
expenditures went above the $ 2 0 0  billion mark for the third 
successive year, reaching a level of $216 billion, an 82 percent 
increase in a decade.

Calculated in constant dollars, world military expenditures 
showed a slight decline in 1971, as they had in 1970. In 1970 
prices, the overall drop was a modest 2  percent from the postwar 
peak in 1969—from $211 billion in that year to $207 billion in 
1971.

' World Military Expenditures, 1971 (ACDA pub. 65, 1972), pp. 1-7.
^Figures in current dollars reflect the prices and exchange rates of the respective 

years to which they apply. Figures in constant dollars have been adjusted for changes in 
both prices and exchange rates to show “real” values in terms of a single year.



906 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1972

While a mild downward trend in constant prices has been in 
evidence in the world total since 1969, the decline is by no means 
a widespread phenomenon. Military expenditures in most coun
tries continue to grow, even allowing for the effects of inflation. 
The rise is concentrated for the most part in the poorer countries.

As shown in the present survey of 120 countries, since 1961 the 
world has spent the sum of $ 1 .8  trillion—or more than $ 2  trillion 
estimated in 1970 prices—directly on military security.

Comparative data on public expenditures for military and 
civilian needs fail to reveal a significant shift in world priorities. 
Military expenditures continue to take first place in the budgets of 
most nations. Public education runs a poor second, accounting in
1970 for $168 billion o f government funds worldwide. Public 
health budgets average only half the size of education budgets.

Trend o f  Military Expenditures

World military expenditures in current prices increased from 
$119 billion in 1961 to an estimated $216 billion in calendar year 
1971. (See trend line, page 905.) This latest figure marks a new 
high in world spending for military purposes since World War II.

CHART I gives a rough approximation of the substantial rise in 
world military expenditures since the early 1960’s, even after cor
rection for price increases. Available measures o f price change 
between 1961 and 1971 suggest that inflation could account for 
more than half o f the $97 billion increase. After allowing for 
inflation, there is still more than $40 billion, an increase o f• 
one-third over the 1961 level, representing “real” growth in world 
military expenditures. Reflected in this rise are both larger armed 
forces and the widespread acq.uisition of more advanced and more 
expensive weaponiy.

The increase o f four million men in the armed forces of the 
world since 1961, if valued at pay and allowances in effect in 
1961, would alone account for an estimated one-third of the 
“real” increase in military expenditures in 1971 over 1961. The 
remaining two-thirds of the increase in constant price terms 
represents additional spending for research and development, for 
general support, and for newer equipment.

While military spending continues sharply higher than a decade 
ago, the latest figures cany at least some encouraging signs o f a 
break in the upward trend. The leveling off in world military 
expenditures in constant prices which began in 1969 continued 
into 1971. The world total dipped sli^ tly  in 1970 and again in
1971 (from $211 billion in 1969 to $208 bilUon in 1970 and $207 
bilHon in 1971, in constant 1970 prices). The drop from the 1969 
peak amounts to only 2  percent overall, but it has some 
significance in contrast to tiie sharp rise which had occurred 
between 1965 and 1969.

Like all aggregates, however, the world total conceals marked 
variations among individual coimtries and even among broad 
groupings of countries. Developed and developing countries show
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Chart II

WORLD MUITARY AND 
OTHER PUBUC EXPENDITURES

□  i 961 1970

Billion current dollars 

200

Military Public Public Foreign
Education Health* Economic 

Aid
*Estimated for 1961.
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sharp differences in the trend of arms spending. While military 
expenditures in developed countries peaked in 1968 and have 
declined moderately since, in developing countries they have 
continued to rise rapidly. For the decade as a whole, however, the 
military expenditures of both groups grew. In 1971, military 
expenditures in constant prices exceeded 1961 expenditures by 24 
percent on average in developed countries but by 114 percent in 
developing countries.

For developing countries, estimated military expenditures of 
$30 billion in 1971 actually understate both the level and upward 
trend of military programs, because these expenditures do not 
include the value o f military assistance received in the form of 
grants. This aid, which is estimated at $4 billion for 1971, is 
counted in the military expenditures of the donors, rather than 
the recipients. (See Definitions of Terms, page 52,)^ Since military 
assistance represents for many developing countries a major source 
of advanced military equipment, it is a significant supplement, 
both in qualitative and quantitative terms, to the growing military 
expenditures o f the poorer countries.

The sharp rise in total military spending in the developing world 
in turn reflects extremely high increases in certain countries. Of 
the 93 nations classified as developing in the ACDA survey, almost 
one-half have more than doubled their military expenditures since 
1961. While some of these, particularly in Africa, are new nations 
striving to build up fledgling security forces (which also in many 
cases perform police functions), a large number are weU-estab- 
Ushed countries. Countries with the largest relative increases in 
arms spending over the past decade tend to be concentrated in 
Africa, the Near East, and the Far East.

Comparisons With Economic Growth

Over the 1 1-year period of the ACDA survey, world military 
spending has followed a more erratic pattern than has world 
economic growth. The trend in the latter has been consistently 
upward, while military expenditures, represented by the world 
total o f such expenditures, have shown relative stability during 
two periods in the recent past. The first such period was in the 
early 1960’s; the second began in 1969.

The overall rise in military expenditures, in constant prices, has 
amounted to about 3 percent annually since 1961. As shown in 
the table below, the growth of world GNP has been faster, or close 
to 5 percent annually. As a consequence of the more rapid rise of 
world GNP, the overall military burden has lessened somewhat. 
The share o f world product going to military programs has 
declined from a postwar high of 7.9 percent in 1962 to 6.5 
percent in 1970 and 6.2 percent in 1971.

When the population increase is taken into account, the per 
capita economic improvement of the past decade, in constant

’Not printed heie.
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prices, is considerably less than the overall increase in world GNP 
would indicate. During the 1960’s, with world population increas
ing by 2 percent yearly, per capita GNP increased by about 3 
percent a year.

AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH RATES, 1961-70
(Values in constant prices)

World
Military expenditures ....................  3.2
GNP ............................................. 4.8
GNP per capita .............................  2.7
Public education ...........................  7.9
Public health.................................. 5.9
Armed forces ...............................  2.2
Population .................................... 2.0

Other Public Expenditures

Military budgets have first claim on government resources in 
most countries, and worldwide these expenditures overshadow 
even those civilian programs, such as public education, which have 
grown rapidly in recent years in response to the needs of rising 
populations (CHART II).

World expenditures for public education are estimated at $ 168 
billion for 1970, or about 80 percent o f military outlays for that 
year. (Data for private education expenditures, which are very 
substantial in some cases, are not available for most countries. See 
footnotes to table 11.)'̂

Public expenditures for education show a large increase over the 
decade. Part o f this increase is attributable to the rapid rise in the 
school age population, which has grown faster than the population 
at large. Public education expenditures per child in 1970 averaged 
$140 worldwide, as compared with $90 in 1961 in constant 1970 
prices.

Public expenditures for health care reached an estimated $80 
billion in 1970, or about 40 percent of military outlays in that 
year. Data on private expenditures for health care are limited. 
Figures that are available suggest wide variations among countries 
in their shares o f public and private spending on health care. In the 
United States, for example, private expenditures account for 
almost two-thirds of all spending on health. In the Soviet Union, 
an estimated one-fifth of total health spending is outside the 
public budget. Worldwide, public health expenditures averaged 
$22 per person, as compared with $16 per person in 1961 in 
constant 1970 prices.

One other budget category for which data are available for 
global comparisons is foreign economic assistance. Extensions of 
foreign aid have increased steadily since the early 1960’s. 
Economic aid receipts of $9 billion in 1970 were equivalent to 
$3.30 per person in the developing countries—a little over 1

Developed Developing
2 . 6 8 .0
4.8 4.7
3.7 2 . 2
8 . 0 7.5
6 .2 2 .0

0 . 8 3.3
1 .1 2.4

^Not printed here.
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Chart III
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percent o f per capita GNP in those countries. This economic aid in 
1970 compared with expenditures of $10 per person on military 
programs in the developing countries.

Developed and Developing Countries

As CHART III shows, developing countries grew three or four 
times as fast as developed countries in the size of their military 
expenditures and of their armed forces.

In overall GNP, the rate of growth in developing countries was 
just about the same as that of developed countries. Their 
population, however, rose twice as fast, cutting the annual growth 
rate per capita (in constant prices) to 2  percent, as compared with 
almost 4 percent in developed countries. The overall growth in 
public education and public health expenditures for the develop
ing countries lagged behind that in the developed countries, a lag 
which is particularly pronounced when their rapid population 
increase is taken into account.

CHART IV illustrates the comparative economic and military 
strength of the two categories of countries in 1970.

While developing countries in 1970 had nearly three-fourths of 
the world’s population and more than half o f the men under arms, 
they account for only one-sixth of world GNP, 13 percent of 
world expenditures for public education, and 7 percent o f world 
expenditures for public health. Since 1961, the first year of this 
world survey, developing countries have grown more rapidly in 
population, but they have failed to increase their share of world 
economic strength, measured by GNP or by expenditures for 
public education or health.

Although the armed forces of developing countries were larger 
than those o f the developed countries in 1970, their share of 
world mUitary expenditures was considerably smaller than that of 
developed countries. In this latter respect, however, they have 
somewhat increased their relative position since 1961. Developing 
countries now account for 14 percent o f world military expendi
tures; 10 years ago their share was 9 percent.

On a per capita basis, the contrast between developed and 
developing countries in relative military and economic strength is 
even more pronounced, as indicated in table III, . . .  .* In the 93 
developing countries military expenditures average $ 1 0  per capita, 
as against $183 in the 27 developed countries. Per capita GNP 
averages $208 in the developing countries and $2,701 in developed. 
Public education expenditures are $9 annually per capita in 
developing countries, $150 in developed; public health $ 2  in 
developing and $75 in developed. The map . . .  shows the sharply 
contrasting per capita data for the major geographic regions of the 
world.®

®Not printed here.
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Chart IV

SHARES OF WORLD TOTAL* 
1970

Developed countries m  Developing countries

Military
expenditures

Public Education 
expenditures

Armed Forces

GNP

Public Health 
expenditures

Population

*Each box represents world total. Shaded portion shows 
percent of world total in developing coiintries.
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Relative Burden

Table II® provides two statistical indicators—military expendi
tures as a percent of GNP and per capita GNP—that are useful in 
gauging the relative burden of military expenditures and the 
ability o f an economy to support its military effort. The most 
commonly used indicator for these purposes, the ratio o f military 
spending to GNP, is inadequate if  used alone, in that it fails to 
take account o f the population factor and the level of economic 
strength represented by per capita income. To offset this 
weakness, per capita GNP in each country is shown next to the 
ratio figure in table II. Countries with low per capita incomes are 
likely to have more severe resource scarcities. In these countries a 
large allocation of GNP to military purposes is more burdensome 
than in countries with high per capita income. In the former, 
military spending competes directly with consumption, as well as 
with the investment necessary for growth.

CHART V summarizes the relative standing of the 120 
countries in ACDA’s survey, taking account o f all three relevant 
factors: military expenditures, GNP, and population. The chart 
shows where each of the countries stands in per capita GNP and in 
the ratio o f military spending to GNP. Countries with the heaviest 
defense burden in terms of these two criteria appear in the upper 
left portion of the chart; countries with the U ^test in the lower 
right portion.

This diagram shows that the economic impact o f military 
spending is extremely uneven throughout the world. Most of the 
highest spenders relative to GNP are poor countries in terms of per 
capita income. In the top tier—with expenditures exceeding 10 
percent o f GNP—are 11 countries, all of them developing; 7 of 
these countries have per capita income of less than $300 a year. In 
the second tier—spending 5 to 10 percent of GNP for defense—11 
of the 17 countries are developing. African and Latin American 
countries in general show up with the lowest ratios of defense to 
GNP.

Armed Forces

The size of the world’s armed forces followed a steady upward 
trend during the past decade, before leveling off at just over 23 
million men in 1968-70, a 20 percent increase from the level of 19 
million under arms in 1961. (It is estimated that the current figure 
would nearly triple if civilians in military-related employment 
were included.) Included in the armed forces category are the 
paramilitary and internal security forces of certain countries, 
where the latter components are trained and equipped as military 
units, contribute substantially to a country’s military capability, 
and are generally funded from the central defense budget.

Armed forces worldwide grew at a slightly faster rate than 
world population during the past decade. The armed forces o f the

^Not printed here.
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developed countries increased at a lower rate (0 .8  percent 
annually) than their populations (1.1 percent). In contrast the 
armed forces o f the developing countries increased at an annual 
rate of 3.3 percent, compared with a population rise o f 2.4 
percent CHART VI shows the divergent trends in the size o f the 
armed forces in developed and developing countries. A steady 
upward trend since the early 1960’s has raised the manpower total 
in developing countries to a record 13 million men.

Regionally, the highest concentration of armed forces is in 
Europe with over 8  million men, followed by the Far East with 
more than 7 million, and North America with over 3 million. 
Worldwide, military forces currently represent 0.6 percent o f the 
population, with an average o f 1 .0  percent in developed countries 
and 0.5 percent in developing.

Chart V I

Million men

ARMED FORCES

D ev elo p in g  cou n tries

Developed countries

2 -

1961 '62 '63 '64 '65 '66 '67 '68 '69 1970



ACDA EXPENDITURES REPORT, 1971 917

Both developed and developing countries have increased mili
tary expenditures more rapidly than personnel. The trend is to 
larger outlays per man in uniform even when allowance is made 
for price rises. In 1970 expenditures per man varied considerably 
among individual countries. CHART VIII . .  .’ shows wide 
variations even among the major military powers. In the 10 major 
powers, expenditures per man in uniform range from a high of 
$25,000 in the United States to a low of $3,000 in the People’s 
Republic o f China

’Not printed here.
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* ® Also printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 644-686.
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E.73.L3).
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