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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 Con
trol and Disarmament Agency is described in the 13th 
annual report, which is printed at the end of the docu
mentary material.

The papers are printed chronologically. They are preceded 
by a topical list of documents and followed by a chronolog
ical 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 Dis
armament Agency.

Technical editing was done in the Editorial Services 
Branch of the Publishing and Reproduction Division, De
partment of State.
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sion for the Denuclearization of 
Latin America ^

CPSU—Communist Party  of the 
Soviet Union 

CSCE—Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe 

CTB—comprehensive test ban 
CW—chemical weapons/warfare 
DOD—U.S. Department of Defense 
DPRC—Defense Program Review 

Committee 

DPS — development, production, 
stockpiling 

EDR—Earthquake Data Reports 
EKA—Eskdalemuir (seismic) A rray 
ENDC—Eighteen-Nation Disarma

ment Committee ®
EURATOM — European Atomic 

Energy Community 
FOA—National Defense Research 

Establishment (Sweden)
FRG—Federal Republic of Germany 
FY—fiscal year
GDR—German Democratic Republic 
GNP—gross national product 
HUMP—H.R. 1113 4 
IAEA—International Atomic En

ergy Agency ^
ICBM — intercontinental ballistic 

missile

ICJ—International Court of Justice

ICRC—International Committee of 
the Red Cross 

IDO — International Disarmament 
Organization 

IMI—improved manned intercep
tor (s)

INTELSAT — International Tele
communications Satellite 

IOC—initial operational capability 
IRBM—intermediate-range ballistic 

missile
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ISC — International Seismological 
Center 

Kt, kt, kton—^kiloton 
/L —document of limited distribu

tion, working document ^
LASA—^large aperture seismic array
LAT, lat.—latitude
LAW—flight antitank weapon
LD—lethal dose
LONG, long—longitude
LP—^long-period
LPZ—long-period vertical seismom

eter
LTBT—^limited test-ban treaty  
LVTP — landing vehicle, tracked, 

personnel 
MBFR—^mutual and balanced force 

reductions 
MICV—^mechanized infantry combat 

vehicle
MIRV—^multiple independently-tar- 

geted reentry vehicle 
MIST—^minor isotope safeguards 

techniques 
M R—^medium-r ange 
MRBM—^medium-range ballistic mis

sile
MRV—^multiple reentry vehicle 
MT, mt—^megaton
NA, n,a,—data not available/appli- 

cable
NAC—North Atlantic Council 
NATO—North Atlantic Treaty Or

ganization 
NCA—national command authority- 

(ies)
nm—^nautical miles 
NO A A—National Oceanic and At

mospheric Administration 
NORSAR—Norwegian Seismic A r

ray
NOS—National Oceanic Survey 
NPT—nonproliferation treaty  
NSC—National Security Council 
NTS—Nevada test site 
OTHB—over-the-horizon backscatter 
PDE—preliminary determination of 

epicenter

P.L.—Public Law
PRC—People’s Republic of China
prov.—^provisional
Pt., pt.—part
PV—proces verbal (verbatim rec

ord)^
Pub.—^publication
PVO—Protio-Vozdushnaia Oborona 

(anti-aircraft defense, USSR)
R&D—research and development 
RES.—resolution ^
RV—reentry vehicle 
SALT—Strategic Arms Limitation 

Talks
SASP—seismic array  station proc

essor
SCAD—subsonic cruise armed decoy 
s e e —Standing Consultative Com

mission 
SCS—sea control ship 
SDAC—Seismic Data Analysis Cen

ter
SIPRI — Stockholm International 

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

missile
SLCM—submarine-launched cruise 

missile
SMIC—Study of Man’s Impact on 

Climate 
SP—short-period 
S. Res.—Senate Resolution 

SRO—seismic research observatories 

STA—station ( #  sta—station num
ber)

STOL—short take-off and landing 
TIAS—Treaties and Other Interna

tional Acts Series ®

TOW—antitank guided missile 
TTPI—Trust Territory of the P a

cific Islands 
UK—United Kingdom 
UN—United Nations 

UNDC—United Nations Disarma
ment Commission
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UNDISCO—United Nations Dis
armament Control Organization 

UNTS—United Nations Treaty Se
ries

U.S.—United States 
USA—United States of America/ 

United States Army 
USAF—United States A ir Force 
u s e —United States Code 
USCGS—U.S. Coast and Geodetic 

Survey 
USN—United States Navy 
USO—unmanned seismic observa

tory
USSR—Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics

UST—United States Treaties and 
Other International Agreements®

USUN—United States Mission to 
the United Nations 

UTTAS—Utility Tactical Transport 
A ircraft System 

VLPE—very long-period experiment 
V/STOL — vertical and/or short 

take-off and landing 
WDC—World Disarmament Confer

ence ^
WHO—World Health Organization^ 
WMO—World Meteorological Orga

nization ^
WWS S N—Worldwide Standardized 

Seismograph Network

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

* Title changed from Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee in 1969.
® Title changed to Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in 1969.
* Legislation requested of Congress by Department of Defense.
® Issued singly in pamphlet form by the U.S. Department of State.
® Volumes published on a calendar-year basis, beginning Jan, 1, 1950.



LIST OF PRINCIPAL ORGANIZATIONS 
AND CONFERENCES

M  Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean

Established by General Assembly resolution 2992 (XXVII), Dec. 15, 1972. 
Held 11 meetings, Feb. 27-Oct. 4, 1973. Members: Australia, China, India, 
Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Japan, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mauritius, Pakistan, 
Sri Lanka, United Republic of Tanzania, Yemen, Zambia.

Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space

Sixteenth session, June 25-July 6, 1973, New York. Legal Subcommittee, 
12th session, Mar. 26-Apr. 20, 1973, New York. Informal Working Group 
to review dra ft treaty relating to the moon and the draft convention on 
registration of objects launched into outer space, six meetings in 1973.

Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, 1969->
(formerly Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament)

Announced a t the United Nations, Dec. 13, 1961, and endorsed by General 
Assembly resolution 1722 (XVI), Dec. 20, 1961. Name changed to Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament, Aug. 26, 1969. 23d session, Feb. 
20-Apr. 26, 1973; 24th session, June 12-Aug. 30, 1973. Membership: 
Argentina, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, 
Ethiopia, France,^ Hungary, India, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Mongolia, 
Morocco, Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan, Poland, Romania, Sweden, U.K., 
U.S., U.S.S.R., Yugoslavia.2 Permanent Co-Chairmen: U.S. and Soviet 
representatives.

Conference of Nonaligned Nations

Fourth conference, Sept. 5-9, 1973, Algiers. Participants: 76 countries, 
including 60 heads of state and government.

Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe

F irs t stage. Foreign Ministers of 35 European nations, July 3-7, 1973, 
in Helsinki; second stage, Sept. 18- (recessed Dec. 14, 1973) in (Geneva. 
PoA'tidpants: 35 countries, including Western and Eastern European coun
tries, U.S., and Canada.

Disarmament Commission, 1952—

Established by General Assembly resolution 502 (V I), Jan. 11, 1952. Since 
1959 the Commission has comprised all U.N. members. I t did not meet in 
1973.

International Atomic Energy Agency, 1956—

Established by Statute of Oct. 26, 1956. Membership: 105 in 1973 with 
addition of G.D.R. and Mongolia upon General Conference approval, Sept. 
18, 1973. Seventeenth session of General Conference, Sept. 18-24, 1973, in 
Vienna. Board of Governors, 1973-1974: Algeria, Argentina, Australia,

 ̂France has not participated.
* For the original membership prior to the 1969 enlargement, see Documents 

on Disarmament, 1968, p. xvii.
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Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, Costa Rica, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, 
France, Gabon, F.R.G., Ghana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Ireland, Italy, 
Japan, Republic of Korea, Lebanon, Mexico, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, 
Saudi Arabia, South Africa, Sudan, Sweden, Switzerland, U.K., U.S., 
U.S.S.R.

Intemational Committee of the Red Cross Working Group on Weapons 
That May Cause Unnecessary Suffering or Have Indiscriminate Effects

Convened by the ICRC in response to proposal of experts of 19 Govern
ments a t 1972 Conference of Government Experts on the Reaffirmation and 
Development of International Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed 
Conflicts tha t ICRC consult experts on problem of use of certain conven
tional weapons tha t may cause unnecessary suffering or have indiscrimi
nate effects. Met Feb. 26-Mar. 2, 1973; June 12-15, 1973. Participants: 
representatives of U.N., WHO, Special Committee on Disarmament of 
Non-Governmental Organizations, SIPRI; experts from Austria, Brazil, 
Denmark, Egypt, F.R.G., Iraq, Japan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libyan Arab 
Republic, Mexico, Netherlands, Norway, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, 
Syrian Arab Republic, U.K., U.S., U.S.S.R.

Mutual Reductions of Forces and Armaments and Associated Measures in 
Central Europe

Preparatory talks, Jan. 31-June 28, 1973, in Vienna. First stage: Oct. 30- 
Dec. 13, 1973, in Vienna. Regular participants: NATO—Belgium, Canada, 
F.R.G., Luxembourg, Netherlands, U.K., U.S.; Warsaw pact—Czecho
slovakia, G.D.R., Poland, U.S.S.R. Special status participants: Bulgaria, 
Denmark, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Norway, Romania, Turkey.

Strategic Arms Limitation Talks Between the United States and the Soviet 
Union (SALT)

Announced July 1, 1968. Second phase, first session, Nov. 21-Dec. 21, 1972, 
Geneva; second session, Mar. 12-Apr. 17, 1973, Geneva; third session. May 
4--June 12, 1973, Geneva; fourth session, June 18-25, 1973, Washington; 
fifth session, Sept. 25-Nov. 16, 1973, Geneva. U ,S-Soviet Standing Con
sultative Commission (SCC). Established Dec. 21, 1972. First session: 
May 30-July 5, 1973; second session: Sept. 25-Nov. 16, 1973 (both a t 
Geneva).

United Nations General Assembly

The first part of the 28th session took place Sept. 18-Dec. 18, 1973. Total 
membership: 135.



Remarks by the White House Deputy Press Secretary (Warren) 
on the Appointment of Ambassador Johnson, January 8, 
1973^

The President today is announcing his intention to nominate 
U. Alexis Johnson to be Ambassador at Large to serve as Chief 
of the U.S. Delegation to the United States-Soviet Negotiations 
on the Limitation of Strategic Arms. These negotiations, now in 
recess, will resume in Geneva on February 27.

Ambassador Johnson has been Under Secretary of State for 
Political Affairs since February 7, 1969. He is the only Foreign 
Service officer on active duty who holds the rank of Career Am
bassador, the highest rank in the U.S. Foreign Service.

The President asked me to express his gratification that a man 
of the experience, knowledge, and tested judgment of U. Alexis 
Johnson will be assuming this historic diplomatic assignment. 
These complex negotiations involve both tough challenges and high 
opportunities and the President believes Ambassador Johnson 
will more than meet the tests involved in this critical assignment.

Ambassador Johnson will be replacing Ambassador Gerard C. 
Smith, whose resignation we announced last week. It should be 
noted that Ambassador Smith held two positions, both Chief of 
the United States Delegation to SALT and Director of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency. The President has decided that 
our experience over the past 4 years has shown that the SALT 
negotiator should be a full-time position, especially since it involves 
so much service outside the country.

The President, therefore, has decided to separate the two posi
tions in order to free the SALT negotiator from administrative 
burdens and to provide the Arms Control Agency with full-time 
direction. The new Director for the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency will be announced by the President at a later date.

Statement by the PRC Delegation to the General Assembly:
Special Committee on World Disarmament Conference,
January 9, 1973^

In disregard of the objections by many countries, the President 
of the twenty-seventh session of the United Nations General As
sembly addressed a letter to the Secretary-General on 20 December

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential DocumentSy Jan. 15, 1973, p. 13.
 ̂A/9033, Jan. 10, 1973. The statement was transm itted to the U.N. Secre

tary-General on Jan. 9.
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1972, announcing his decision to appoint 31 Member States to 
serve on the Special Committee on the World Disarmament Con
ference and to reserve four seats for the nuclear States (the 
letter was distributed by the Secretariat on 22 December 1972) 
The Chinese delegation is greatly surprised at this conduct of 
the President and deems it necessary to make the following state
ment:

1. During the twenty-seventh session of the General Assembly, 
the Chinese delegation, together with many other peace-loving 
and justice-upholding countries, opposed the super-power policies 
of arms expansion and war preparation which endanger world 
peace and security, and supported the proposal of some countries 
for the establishment of a special committee to study the different 
views and suggestions expressed by various countries on the con
vening of a world disarmament conference,

2. With regard to the composition of the Special Committee, 
the following wording was envisaged at the initial stage when 
the sponsors were formulating the draft resolution:
Decides to establish an ad hoc study committee made up of the five permanent 
members of the Security Council, the members of the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament which are not permanent members of the Se
curity Council and eight other Member States . . . .

At the time, the Chinese delegation clearly indicated that China 
would agree to maintain contact with the Special Committee after 
its formation and to exchange views on the question of disarma
ment, but that China would not be prepared to participate in it. 
China would not agree to the draft resolution providing for the 
inclusion of the five permanent members in the Special Committee, 
nor would it agree to the reservation of seats for China or any 
other Member States. Furthermore, quite a few delegations ex
pressed disagreement with the formation of a special committee 
on the basis of the membership of the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament (CCD). After consultations, the sponsors 
agreed to delete from the draft resolution the words
the five permanent members of the Security Council, the members of the 
Conference Committee on Disarmament which are not permanent members of 
tiie Security Council and eight other Member States

and to replace them by:

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 gproups and taking due consideration 
of the necessity to ensure adequate political and geographical representation.

Moreover, during the consultations the sponsors stated that the 
Special Committee should be composed only in the spirit of the 
revised wording without attaching any preconditions that any

• Docvments on Disarmamentt 1972, pp. 867-868.
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particular country must take part in the Special Committee. It 
was on the basis of this understanding that the Chinese delegation 
agreed to support the draft resolution. The exact revised wording 
as mentioned above was incorporated in the relevant paragraph of 
resolution 2930 (XXVII) adopted by the General Assembly at its 
2093rd plenary meeting, on 29 November 1972, thus avoiding the 
possibility of causing different interpretations.*

3. The President of the twenty-seventh session of the General 
Assembly is well aware of the implication of the provision on the 
composition of the Special Committee as contained in the resolu
tion as well as the understanding reached by the various parties. 
One would expect that after the adoption of the resolution the 
President should, in accordance with the provisions of the resolu
tion, allot the 35 seats to the regional groups to be nominated by 
them through consultations. But the President has from the very 
outset arbitrarily reserved seats for the five permanent members 
of the Security Council, arbitrarily decided to stick to the CCD 
membership as the basis for the composition of the Special Com
mittee and asked the regional groups to nominate the members 
according to such an arrangement. In the course of the consulta
tions, most members of certain regional groups disagreed with 
such practice of the President. For instance, at the consultation 
meeting of 18 December, the Asian group reached the consensus 
that there should be eight seats for the Asian group and recom
mended that the reserved seat should be taken by the Philippines. 
It is understood that the African group is not in favour of forming 
the Special Committee on the basis of the CCD membership and 
has asked for an increase of the African seats from six to eight. 
And many members of other regional groups have also expressed 
disagreement in varying degrees with the practice of the President. 
As his unreasonable practice had met with the opposition of many 
countries, the President of the General Assembly formally de
clared at the last plenary meeting on the evening of 19 December, 
before the closing of the session, that with regard to the com
position of the Special Committee “lack of tiine” had prevented 
him from “completing all the indispensable consultations with 
Member States”. He also stated that he would defer the announce
ment of the composition of the Committee.® That means the Presi
dent also deemed it necessary to conduct further the “indispensable 
consultations” with Member States on the composition of the 
Special Committee after the closing of the General Assembly 
session. Unexpectedly, however, the President went back on his 
own words and all of a sudden changed his attitude overnight. 
On the morning of 20 December, he told the chairman of the 
regional groups that he had decided not to consult with the regional

‘ Ibid., pp. 835-836.
"A/PV.2116 (prov.),p . 113.
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groups any longer and announced forthwith along the line of his 
original position that seats would be reserved for the nuclear 
States, except the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and ap
pointed 31 other Members to the exclusion of the Philippines, 
whose nomination was unanimously agreed upon by the Asian 
group, and two additional African seats as unanimously requested 
by the African group. Overnight “lack of time” was turned into 
“no lack of time” and “indispensable consultations” into “no need 
for consultations”. During the consultation on this matter among 
the Asian group on the afternoon of 20 December, many countries 
expressed surprise at the arbitrary conduct of the President and 
voiced strong dissatisfaction and objection. Nevertheless, upon 
his departure from New York, the President announced on 21 De
cember the aforementioned so-called decision in the form of a 
letter to the Secretary-General, in an attempt to impose it on 
others as a fait accompli, by taking advantage of the conclusion 
of the General Assembly session.

4. It is not difficult to see from the development of the whole 
problem that by his arbitrary conduct the President has abused 
his function and authority as President of the General Assembly 
and totally contravened the spirit of the Assembly resolution con
cerning the establishment of the Special Committee. He has also 
completely ignored the different opinions unequivocally expressed 
by many representatives during the consultations in the regional 
groups and contradicted his own position publicly declared before 
the conclusion of the session on 19 December. One cannot help 
asking: “Why should the President cling to his obdurate course 
and, in disregard of the opinions clearly expressed by many coun
tries, refuse to comply with the reasonable request of certain 
Member States which wish to take part in the work of the Special 
Committee and exclude certain countries which have been unani
mously recommended by the regional groups while trying hard 
to impose on others his decision to reserve seats for certain Mem
ber States which have no intention to take part in the work of 
the Special Committee? Why should the President insist on taking 
the CCD membership as the basis for the composition of the Spe
cial Committee in disregard of the objections from various parties? 
What legality can such a forcibly appointed Special Committee 
have? Evidently, such self-contradictory, crude and arbitrary 
practice can only be construed as a submission and catering to 
the needs of a certain super-Power for executing a political fraud. 
From the very outset, on the composition of the Special Commit
tee, it was designed to lead the Committee on to a wrong track 
so as to turn the Committee into a tool of that super-Power for 
its political manoeuvres. Thus, serious obstacles have been placed 
in advance to the smooth execution of the Committee’s duty in 
the spirit of the General Assembly resolution.
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5. In view of the foregoing, the Chinese delegation deems it 
necessary to state that it firmly opposes the arbitrary decision 
made by the President of the twenty-seventh session of the General 
Assembly on the composition of the Special Committee. It re
iterates that it will not take part in the work of the Special Com
mittee on the World Disarmament Conference and firmly opposes 
the forcible reservation of seats for China or any other countries 
which have no intention to take part in the work of the Special 
Committee.

Statement by General Assembly President Trepczynski Regard
ing the Appointment of the Special Committee on the
World Disarmament Conference, January 15, 1973 ‘

In connexion with the appointment of the Special Committee on 
the World Disarmament Conference, the President of the twenty- 
seventh session of the General Assembly wishes to state as 
follows:

1. In appointing the members of the Special Committee the 
President acted in accordance with his mandate under the terms 
of General Assembly resolution 2930 (XXVII) ̂  and was guided 
by the desires of the overwhelming majority of the representatives 
who took the floor in the debate on the World Disarmament Con
ference. The letter of the President of the twenty-seventh session 
of the General Assembly, dated 20 December 1972, addressed to 
the Secretary-General, concerning the composition of the Special 
Committee has been issued  ̂ as a result of almost one-month-long 
consultations with the regional groups. The letter has been pub
lished following the additional intensive consultations conducted 
on 20 December 1972.

2. A clear majority of the representatives shared the view that 
the participation of the nuclear-weapon States in the work of the 
Special Committee was essential in order to ensure the success of 
its work. It was in this spirit that, among others, the representa
tive of Zambia, H.E. Mr. P. J. F. Lusaka, stated on behalf of the 
59 co-sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/L.629:

. . .  it is the unanimous view of the co-sponsors of the d raft resolution tha t 
the participation of the live nuclear-weapon States is essential in order to 
ensure the success of the work which will be entrusted to the Special Com
mittee. We believe that is also the opinion of the overwhelming m ajority of 
delegations here.‘

3. While the overwhelming majority of delegations was agreed 
in suggesting the inclusion of all the nuclear-weapon States in

'  A/8990/Add. 1, Jan. 15,1973.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 835-836.

“ Ibid., pp. 867-868.
* Ibid., p. 816.
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the Special Committee, the President so acted solely with regard 
to one nuclear-weapon State, which had already expressed its 
readiness to participate in the work of the Special Committee. 
With respect to the remaining nuclear-weapon States, the Presi
dent decided to adopt a compromise formula whereby . . the 
remaining four seats will be reserved for the nuclear States which 
may wish to become members of the Special Committee in the 
future”. By adopting this course of action, therefore, the Presi
dent took into account the unanimous wish of the co-sponsors of 
the draft resolution concerning the World Disarmament Confer
ence, the position of the overwhelming majority of the Member 
States as well as the wish of those nuclear-weapon States which 
had requested that a possibility of participation in the work of 
the Special Committee in the future be reserved for them. At the 
same time, taking into consideration the position of the remaining 
nuclear-weapon States, the President refrained from appointing 
them to the Special Committee, reserving for them the right to 
participate in its work—should they so wish— în the future.

4. As the number of States proposed by regional groups for 
membership in the Special Committee significantly exceeded the 
total number of seats (35), as determined by the General Assem
bly, the President, following extensive consultations with the 
regional groups, expressed his readiness to make a formal pro
posal for such enlargement of the Special Committee which 
would render it possible to accommodate the wishes of regional 
groups. In view of the generally known, categorical objection to 
any enlargement of membership of the Special Committee, the 
President, guided by his mandate in General Assembly resolution 
2930 (XXVII), appointed the members of the Special Committee 
from among the nominees of the regional groups, while, of 
course, seeking to meet their wishes to the greatest extent 
possible. Bearing in mind the fact that all the regional groups had 
accorded top priority on their lists of nominees to the members of 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (with one 
exception), their appointment to the membership of the Special 
Committee is a reflection of the consideration given by the Presi
dent to the views expressed in the course of the debate in the 
First Committee as well as to the expressed wishes of all the 
regional groups.

5. Thus, the decision of the President of the twenty-seventh 
session of the General Assembly represents full and strict imple
mentation of the mandate given to him by the Assembly in its 
resolution 2930 (XXVII). His decision has been arrived at as a 
result of prolonged and intensive consultations with all the 
regional groups, with due consideration being given to the inter
pretation of resolution 2930 (XXVII) by the co-sponsors of its 
draft. The decision of the President has also taken into account, 
to the fullest extent possible under the existing circumstances, the
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wishes of the regional groups as well as the necessity to ensure 
adequate political and geographical representation.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, Febru
ary 20, 1973^

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to express 
my pleasure at being back in Geneva with all my old friends in 
the Committee. I would also like to assure you that you are not 
the only one that welcomes your presence here, but it is clear that 
we all welcome you. We have given proof of our regard by arrang
ing for you to serve as Chairman of your first meeting. We wish 
you success in your efforts among us.

It is also a great pleasure to welcome to this Committee Am
bassador Di Bernardo of Italy. We look forward to working with 
the distinguished Ambassador.

I am happy to see our Special Representative of the Secretary- 
General, Ambassador Ilkka Pastinen, who does so much to ease 
our burdens and make our work effective.

It is a privilege to welcome the Alternate Representative of the 
Secretary-General, Mr. Bjornerstedt, and to wish him well in the 
new position which he so richly deserves.

I am delighted to see Mr. William Epstein with us, and I know 
that we are all glad he is here. Finally, I would like to thank the 
charming Mrs. Gill and all of the Secretariat for the many services 
which they are going to render us and which they have rendered 
in the past.

As we gather today at the opening of the 1973 spring session of 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, I am impressed 
by the fact that we are meeting at a particularly significant time. 
Complex problems which nations have been approaching for many 
years are now being pursued in a wide variety of international 
forums. This fact is a tribute to the continuing efforts of the 
community of nations to create a viable and durable structure 
which is rooted in the rule of law and reason, rather than in force. 
As President Nixon said in his inaugural address of January 20,

let us build a structure of peace in which the weak are as safe as the 
strong, in which each respects the right of the other to live by a different 
system, in which those who would influence others will do so by the strength 
of their ideas, not by the force of arms.*

This is not, nor can it be, an easy task. If the past has taught 
us anj^hing, it is that there is no short cut to lasting security. The 
most enduring arrangements have come from perseverance in

" CCD/PV.585, pp. 10-15.
* Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 22, 1973, p. 34.
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grappling with the difficult issues which lie at the heart of inter
national problems, and from a determination to avoid facile 
solutions or short-term advantage. Time and steady efforts are 
required if we are to identify and examine the key elements of any 
problem and to find practical, equitable solutions which will en
hance the security of all.

In this Committee, as in other forums, the search for stable 
and lasting arrangements is not easy. We have had to grapple over 
the past years with issues so complex that they seemed to defy 
solution. Notwithstanding the obstacles, however, the Committee 
has found solutions. The results are known to all: the Limited 
Test Ban Treaty,® the Non-Proliferation Treaty,“ the Seabed 
Treaty,® and most recently the Biological Weapons Convention.®

With regard to the last-named Convention, and pursuant to 
President Nixon’s decisions in 1969," I am very pleased to note 
that, except for small laboratory research quantities for strictly 
defined defensive purposes, the United States has completed 
destruction of all of its stocks of biological and toxin agents and 
of all associated munitions. All research and development in this 
field have been confined solely to defensive measures since late 
1969. Facilities, where once highly secure biological warfare 
activities were conducted, have been converted to major health 
and environmental missions and are now open. The Directorate 
of Biological Operations at Pine Bluff Arsenal, Arkansas, has 
been converted to a centre for toxicological research under the 
Food and Drug Administration. The Biological Defense Research 
Laboratories at Fort Detrick, Maryland, have been disestablished 
and, with the exception of one facility to be used by the Surgeon 
General of the United States Army for totally unclassified medical 
research, are being used by the National Cancer Institute for 
research in its “Conquest of Cancer Program”.

With these past accomplishments firmly in mind, the United 
States welcomes and, indeed, looks forward to the opportunity to 
continue the serious work which is before us.

The issue of chemical weapons has been a priority agenda item 
for the Committee. Conscious of obligations set forth in article 
IX of the Biological Weapons Convention, the Committee has 
accomplished much significant work in this area.

As you are all aware, last year many delegations submitted 
working papers dealing with such topics as the toxicity of chemi
cal substances and the identification, definition and classification 
of chemical agents. These papers also covered aspects of the 
problems of verification. Other papers dealt with the domestic

^Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 
'Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
^Ibid; 1971, pp. 7-11.

1972, pp. 133-138.
’ lUd., 1969, pp. 592-593.
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legislation of several countries on chemical substances, and prob
lems and procedures relating to the destruction of chemical 
weapons. In addition, a number of delegations made major plenary 
interventions on chemical weapons arms control issues. Valuable 
work was also accomplished at the informal meeting of chemical 
experts in early July.

During the past recess, we have had time to reflect on our over
all progress, on our accomplishments in particular areas, and on 
the tasks still before us. In our view, the work to date has revealed 
the complexity of these tasks and the amount of work yet to be 
done.

The relationship between scope and the verification of any 
agreement on chemical weapons seems to be of particular interest 
to members of the Committee. In August of last year, our dis
tinguished colleague from the United Kingdom, Mr. Godber, noted 
the need for establishing a proper proportion between the in
tended scope of an agreement and the means available for satis
fying the parties that its provisions will be fully respected. For 
our part, we share this view and I recall that others touched on 
the same subject during our meetings last year.

Last spring, several countries tabled a draft treaty calling for a 
ban on the development, production, and stockpiling of chemical 
weapons and their destruction, relying solely on national means 
of verification.® This approach, modelled closely on the Biological 
Weapons Convention, did not seem to us and to some other mem
bers of the Committee to deal adequately with several issues, 
particularly that of verification. Some delegations recalled, for 
example, that the subject of biological weapons was separated 
from that of chemical weapons in view of the general recognition 
that the two areas posed substantially different problems from 
the military, political, and practical points of view. Thus, the use 
of the Biological Weapons Convention as a model for a treaty on 
chemical weapons presents many difl5culties.

The relationship between scope and verification is a key por
tion of any arms control agreement. But in the context of chemical 
weapons, this element takes on special importance. The production 
and peaceful use of chemicals abound in the modern world. We 
have learned that in some cases it requires but a small step to 
divert to non-peaceful uses chemicals which are an integral part 
of the modern industrial process. Therefore, we should be clear 
in our own minds how an arrangement on chemical weapons 
would in fact be implemented. Also, we must have a firm under
standing of what, from a practical point of view, can be achieved 
through various verification measures.

With regard to verification, several delegations have referred 
to some sort of mixture of national and international means.

'  Ibid., 1972, pp. 120-124.
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Some have suggested the use of institutionalized international 
machinery. Several have stressed the benefits which might be 
gained from economic data-monitoring arrangements. Still others 
have suggested almost exclusive reliance on national means.

We have, in this Committee, already succeeded in sorting out 
and identifying key issues in the chemical weapons area. At the 
same time, however, we seem to have just begun to come to grips 
with some of the implications of the various verification measures 
which have been put forward. Our delegation sees a number of 
issues that would warrant further attention. These include what 
degrees of assurance of compliance could be achieved from various 
verification measures; and, what practical and political problems 
and implications are involved.

These are only a few of the questions which, it seems to us, 
require fuller analysis. Thus, notwithstanding the serious and 
useful work already accomplished in this area, more remains to 
be done. We look forward to discussing these matters with you 
during this session.

I should like to conclude this portion of my intervention by 
reiterating that the United States is fully committed to the goal 
of achieving effective controls on chemical weapons.

Another very important question to which this Committee has 
deservedly devoted much time and effort is the cessation of all 
nuclear weapons tests. The discussions of this matter have been 
very helpful. We expect that the important work of the Committee 
in this respect will continue during the current session.

Last year, the United States restated its support for an ade
quately verified comprehensive test ban. We continue to believe 
that only adequate verification provides the necessary confidence 
to sustain an arms control agreement of the importance of a 
comprehensive test ban.

The United States also tabled a working paper last summer 
which set out the framework for our approach to the problem of 
test ban verification,® We noted the progress that has been made, 
some of which has been of unquestionable importance.

I should like to describe briefly some of the principal areas 
where further progress is currently being made. The multi
national seismic co-operation study of events above mb 4,0 con
ducted under the aegis of Lincoln Laboratories is nearing comple
tion. We anticipate that the results will be distributed to all 
interested parties after the participating groups meet this spring.

Progress is being made in establishing an international com
munications system, which will make a vast amount of data avail
able for seismic analysis. When this system becomes operational 
around June 1974, other countries will be able to participate in 
it. One way to participate would be to use new or existing ground

’ Ib id .,pp. 590-611.
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stations to tap the flow of raw data to be communicated by satel
lite. Such data could be used by countries to conduct their own 
analyses. In addition, they could also request the data analyses 
prepared by the Seismic Data Analysis Centre in Alexandria, 
Virginia.

We are also going ahead with our programme for selectively 
upgrading certain sites of the World Wide Standard Seismic Net
work. This involves relocating some seismic instruments and, in 
some cases, providing better instrumentation. Data received from 
new or improved arrays will contribute to the research pro
gramme for improving identification of more low-magnitude 
events and identification of events whose seismic signals are 
mixed with signals from other events.

Evidence of the progress we are making should by no means 
obscure the fact that the difficulties facing us are not solved. Our 
working paper defined the areas in which problems persist. As we 
have indicated in the past, the United States is devoting sub
stantial resources to help find a working solution to those prob
lems. In this endeavour our technical people are already working 
closely with the scientists of other countries. We look forward to 
additional opportunities to broaden and expand international 
co-operation in this area. We plan to report to the Committee as 
new progress is made in our research.

In another vital arms control area, important and constructive 
steps are also being taken. Since the adjournment of the Commit
tee last summer, three more countries have become parties to the 
nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty—the Philippines, Thailand and 
Australia. This testifies to the continuing vitality and importance 
of that Treaty. A total of nearly eighty countries are currently 
parties to the Treaty, and almost thirty other countries have 
signed but not yet ratified it. We are also encouraged by the 
progress that has been made toward the conclusion of the safe
guards agreement between IAEA and EURATOM. We hope that 
the countries concerned will soon move toward their respective 
ratifications of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, and that additional 
States will accede to the Treaty.

You will recall that Ambassador Leonard and I both discussed 
the question of conventional arms during recent sessions of the 
Committee. In doing so, we recognized the very real problems 
involved in dealing with weapons that exist in virtually every 
country of the world, especially when these weapons provide the 
basic security of most countries, and when the enormous variety 
of such weapons makes it particularly difficult to frame balanced 
and equitable measures of control. Yet, while there has been no 
nuclear conflict since 1945, there have been many conflicts, involv
ing conventional arms, often of great intensity. Therefore, how
ever justified may be the priority that this Committee has given to 
nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction, the
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development of restraints on conventional weapons is also an 
urgent matter.

Many questions should be considered: How can we achieve more 
restraint in the acquisition of conventional arms? How can we 
assume more responsibility with regard to the supply of arms in 
areas of tension? How can we maintain political and military 
stability at lower levels of expenditure? These are, I think, ques
tions worthy of discussion in the Committee, where countries of 
all sizes and from all regions of the world are represented.

While this Committee can take justifiable pride in its accom
plishments, it cannot rest on the past. We, as its members, may be 
responsive to the challenges of the present and the future and do 
the work that remains to be done. We must dedicate ourselves to 
continuing our efforts to achieve effective arms control arrange
ments.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament, February 20, 
T973"

Before beginning our statement, we should like to welcome all 
participants in the session of the Committee on Disarmament 
which is now opening. We particularly welcome our new col
leagues in the Committee—yourself, Mr. Chairman, and Ambas
sador Di Bernardo, the representative of Italy. We wish you, Mr. 
Chairman, and Ambassador Di Bernardo every success in your 
new sphere of activity as representatives to the Committee on 
Disarmament.

We are also pleased to welcome in our midst the Special Repre
sentative of the Secretary-General, Mr. Ilkka Pastinen, and the 
newly-appointed Deputy Special Representative of the Secretary- 
General, Mr. Bjornerstedt. We wish Mr. Bjornerstedt every 
success in his new post.

We are glad to see among the Secretariat Mr. Epstein, who has 
been our colleague since the Commmittee on Disarmament first 
began its work.

Another regular session of the Committee on Disarmament is 
beginning its work today. The Committee is resuming its work in 
an encouraging international situation. Agreements on ending the 
war and restoring peace in Viet-Nam were signed on 27 January.  ̂
These agreements mark an important historical event—a victory 
of the forces of reason, peace and progress. The multilateral con
sultations in Helsinki on preparations for an all-European con
ference are a positive factor in international relations. We believe

 ̂CCD/PV.585, pp. 15-22.
Department of State Bulletiut Feb. 12,1973, pp. 169 ff.
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that an all-European conference will lead to a further improve
ment of the situation in Europe and of the international climate 
as a whole. The preparatory consultations for negotiations on the 
reduction of armed forces and armaments in Europe which have 
begun in Vienna constitute another important event of recent 
times. The second round of the Soviet-American talks on strategic 
arms limitations has begun. As we all know, the first stage of the 
talks has led to the conclusion of important agreements on the 
limitation of strategic arms. The Soviet side is endeavouring to 
ensure that the talks on this problem are no less constructive and 
useful.

Next month the Committee on Disarmament will enter upon the 
twelfth year of its existence and activities. In fact, the Committee 
has become an international institution, an integral part of 
modern international life. The stability and continuity of the 
work of the Committee on Disarmament are an indication of the 
urgent necessity of conducting, on a permanent basis, consulta
tions, discussions and negotiations on a problem which concerns 
the vital interests of all the States and peoples of the world. The 
armaments race continuing in the world has adverse effects on 
international life as a whole. It engenders a threat to peace and 
consumes enormous material and intellectual resources which 
could otherwise be used to accelerate economic and social progress 
for the benefit of the peoples. Disarmament and international 
security are two indissolubly linked problems of our time.

The pace of the work in the Committee on Disarmament and the 
absence of adequate progress in the solution of fundamental dis
armament problems can hardly be a source of satisfaction. At the 
same time, it must be recognized that the Committee has achieved 
some positive results in its activities—consensus on a number of 
measures for arms limitation, on the basis of which some im
portant international agreements were concluded. The thorough
ness and seriousness of the consultations on disarmament prob
lems held in the Committee provide grounds for expecting that 
agreement will also be reached on other measures in this sphere. 
All this quite naturally draws the attention of peace-loving forces 
in all parts of the world to the work of the Committee on 
Disarmament.

The Soviet Union, which celebrated the fiftieth anniversary of 
its foundation at the end of last year, has always shown great 
interest in the problem of disarmament and has initiated many 
proposals in this connexion. In the address he delivered to the 
joint ceremonial session of the Central Committee of the Com
munist Party of the Soviet Union, the Supreme Soviet of the 
USSR and the Supreme Soviet of the RSFSR on the occasion of 
the fiftieth anniversary of the establishment of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, Mr. L. I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the 
Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union,
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devoted considerable attention to disarmament problems as an 
important element in the efforts of the USSR to ensure inter
national peace and security. Mr. Brezhnev’s address included the 
following statement:

The Soviet Union has been working for disarmament since the earliest 
years of its existence. In the past decade, it has proved possible to conclude, 
with our country^s most active participation, a series of important treaties 
on such m atters as the banning of nuclear weapon tests, non-proliferation of 
these weapons, prohibition of bacteriological weapons and so forth. I t stands 
to reason th a t all these are but the opening pages of the chronicle of dis
armament. We call on all governments, on all the peoples of the world, to fill 
the succeeding pages of this chronicle together, up to and including the last 
page, th a t of general and complete disarmament.^

In accordance with the agenda of the Committee on Dis
armament and the resolutions of the United Nations General 
Assembly requesting the Committee to consider individual dis
armament problems, the current session of the Committee will 
have to hold discussions, consultations and negotiations on a wide 
range of important and urgent questions awaiting solution. One 
such question to which the United Nations General Assembly and 
the Commmittee on Disarmament have devoted considerable 
attention is the complete prohibition of chemical weapons. Gen
eral Assembly resolution 2933 (XXVII) requests the Committee

to continue negotiations, as a m atter of high priority, with a view to reach
ing early agreement on effective measures for the prohibition of the develop
ment, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and for their 
destruction.

The resolution stresses the importance of working towards the 
complete realization of the objective of effective prohibition of 
chemical weapons and urges Governments to work to that end.“

The Committee has before it the draft convention on the com
plete prohibition of chemical weapons submitted by the socialist 
States on 28 March 1972.® The discussion of this problem in the 
Committee in 1972 has shown that many States members of the 
Committee on Disarmament are greatly interested in conducting 
business-like and constructive negotiations on the basis of a 
specific draft agreement. A number of delegations were in favour 
of using the draft convention submitted by the socialist countries 
as a basis for such negotiations. A whole series of suggestions and 
specific proposals was advanced for the solution of particular 
problems relating to the prohibition of chemical weapons.

A definition of the scope of the prohibition and the elaboration 
of a system of control to ensure the observance of that prohibition 
are among the most important aspects of the problem of the pro
hibition of such weapons. The willingness of States to prohibit

^Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXIV, no. 51 (Jan. 17, 1973), 
p. 14 (Pravda and Izvestia, Dec. 22,1972, p. 1).

‘ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 840-841.
'  Ibid., pp. 120-124.
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chemical weapons as such is the basis and the indispensable con
dition for reaching agreement on these questions.

A factor contributing to the solution of the question of the pro
hibition of chemical weapons is the signature and ratification by a 
considerable number of States of the Convention on the prohibi
tion of bacteriological and toxin weapons.'* This international 
instrument already bears the signatures of over a hundred States. 
The general approach to the solution of certain problems which 
also arise in connexion with the prohibition of chemical weapons is 
reflected in this document. The Soviet Union has begun the pro
cedure for ratifying that Convention in accordance with its Con
stitution. There is reason to believe that this agreement will soon 
enter into force. Thus, another international instrument con
cerned with disarmament will become operative, with the result 
that biological and toxin weapons of mass destruction will be 
eliminated from the life of human society.

Some States substitute for participation in international agree
ments on disarmament questions the adoption of unilateral 
declarations directed towards the solution of individual problems 
of arms limitation and disarmament. Unilateral declarations by 
States concerning the implementation of individual disarmament 
measures, however useful they may be, cannot serve as a sub
stitute for international agreements on arms limitations and dis
armament which lay down mutually binding international treaty 
obligations for States.

Thus, the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons must 
be given a prominent place in the work of the current session of 
the Committee on Disarmament. Every effort must be made to 
achieve agreement between States in their positions on the solu
tion of this very pressing problem. The Soviet delegation looks 
forward with great interest to hearing concrete and constructive 
suggestions from the members of the Committee concerning ways 
and means of achieving rapid progress in solving this problem.

The prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons is 
directly related to the question of the accession of all States to 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 above-mentioned resolution of the 
United Nations General Assembly on chemical and bacteriological 
weapons (2933/XXVII) invites all States that have not yet done 
so to accede to or ratify the Geneva Protocol and calls anew for 
the strict observance by all States of the principles and objectives 
contained therein. This appeal expresses the public concern in all 
the countries of the world at the fact that such an important inter
national agreement as the Geneva Protocol has not yet been 
ratified by the States whose participation in that agreement is a

“ Ibid., pp. 133-138.
 ̂Ihid,y 1969i pp. 764-765.
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vital necessity. The participation of all States, and primarily of 
militarily important States, is essential for such agreements as 
the Geneva Protocol.

An important task for the Committee on Disarmament is to 
reach agreement on measures of nuclear disarmament. The atten
tion of the Committee, of the United Nations General Assembly 
and of world public opinion has for many years been directed to 
the question of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests. This ques
tion is directly related to the solution of the problem of preventing 
the danger of nuclear war and to the elimination of nuclear 
weapons altogether. The position of the Soviet Union on the ques
tion of the cessation of nuclear tests has been stated on many 
occasions both in the Committee on Disarmament and at sessions 
of the United Nations General Assembly. The USSR is whole
heartedly in favour of the complete and immediate solution of that 
problem, on the assumption that nuclear tests, including tests 
under ground, must be stopped everywhere and by all. A large 
number of States, including all the nuclear Powers, must partici
pate in solving this important and complex problem. Only the 
implementation of this measure with such participation can bring 
about a final solution of the problem and will lead to the truly 
comprehensive cessation of nuclear weapon tests which has been 
repeatedly urged by the General Assembly of the United Nations.

With regard to the problem of ending underground nuclear 
tests, verification of compliance by States with an agreement on 
such cessation must be based on the use of national means of con
trol. Modern science and technology can adequately ensure such 
control. International co-operation in exchanging seismic data 
would be of great importance in this matter. The USSR is willing 
to carry out such exchanges within the framework of an agree
ment on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests. The exchange of 
seismic data would be an additional means of verifying the dis
continuance of such tests.

Thus, it is essential that all the nuclear States should participate 
in negotiations on the cessation of nuclear tests, including under
ground tests. Only under these conditions can progress be 
achieved in this matter. The Soviet side is prepared to co-operate 
in the solution of this problem.

Proposals have repeatedly been advanced of late urging uni
lateral action by the nuclear Powers with regard to the cessation 
of nuclear weapon tests. Yet appeals for unilateral action in the 
area of arms limitation and disarmament which would result in 
military or military-political advantages for some States and 
would consequently disturb the existing correlation of forces and 
weaken the security of other States cannot promote the solution 
of disarmament problems and the strengthening of international 
security, whatever the intentions and motives of those making 
such appeals.
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Since the solution of many problems relating to nuclear dis
armament requires joint action by all States possessing nuclear 
weapons, the Soviet Government introduced in 1971 a proposal to 
convene a conference of the five nuclear Powers.® It was suggested 
that such a conference should consider both the whole complex of 
measures for nuclear disarmament and individual measures in 
this sphere. The question of convening such a conference is still 
topical.

An important issue relating to the problem of nuclear dis
armament is to prevent the use of nuclear weapons as the most 
destructive and lethal means of the mass annihilation of people. 
The long history of discussions in United Nations bodies and in 
other forums on the prohibition of the use of such weapons shows 
that this problem can and must be considered and solved in direct 
connexion with the renunciation of the use of force in relations 
between States. At its twenty-seventh session, the United Nations 
General Assembly adopted a resolution initiated by the Soviet 
Union, containing a solemn declaration of the States Members of 
the United Nations concerning their renunciation of the use or 
threat of force in international relations in all its forms and mani
festations, in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, 
and the permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. This 
resolution also contains a recommendation to the Security Council 
to take, as soon as possible, appropriate measures for the full im
plementation of that solemn declaration of the General Assembly.® 
Referring to this General Assembly resolution, in his above- 
mentioned address, Mr. L. I. Brezhnev made the following 
proposal:

In pursuance of this United Nations resolution, we declare th a t the Soviet 
Union is prepared to agree upon and appropriately to formalize reciprocal 
commitments with any of the nuclear Powers on the non-use of force, includ
ing the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons against one another.^

The statement made by the Soviet side in connexion with the 
General Assembly resolution on this question is a definite step 
designed to reduce and to eliminate from the life of nations the 
danger of a nuclear missile war, and of any war whatsoever. The 
willingness of the USSR to reach agreement on the question of 
the non-use of force and the prohibition of the use of nuclear 
weapons and to formalize appropriate reciprocal commitments 
with any of the nuclear Powers, opens up broad prospects for the 
solution of this most important international problem which 
affects the security of all States. We presume that the Security 
Council, which bears specific responsibilities in connexion with 
the above-mentioned General Assembly resolution, will in turn

1971, pp. 313-315.
® Ibid.y 1972y pp. 848-849.

Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXIV, no. 51 (Jan. 17, 1973), 
p. 14 {Pravda and Izvestia, Dec. 22,1972, p. 1).
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adopt measures to bring into effect the renunciation by States of 
the use of force and the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. 
There is no need to emphasize that strict observance by all States 
of the solemn declaration of the General Assembly on this matter 
would contribute substantially to consolidating the cause of peace 
and to strengthening international security.

A series of other disarmament problems, such as the disman
tling of foreign military bases in the territories of other coun
tries, the reduction of conventional armaments and armed forces, 
the reduction of military budgets, the complete demilitarization 
of the sea-bed, the establishment of nuclear-free zones in various 
parts of the world and so forth, are also awaiting solution. The 
Soviet side has advanced specific proposals on these and other 
problems, but so far there has been no progress towards their 
solution. It is essential to hold consultations and discussions in the 
Committee on Disarmament on the aforementioned questions, also 
in order to reach agreement on new disarmament measures and on 
their implementation. Individually and taken as a whole, these 
measures should contribute to the attainment of the objectives of 
general and complete disarmament.

The Soviet side notes with satisfaction that the resolution 
adopted by the twenty-seventh session of the General Assembly 
on a world disarmament conference (2930/XXVII) is a new step 
towards the implementation of this important measure.” The 
establishment by the General Assembly of a special committee to 
consider questions concerning the holding of a world conference 
provides a practical basis for its convocation. The Soviet Union is 
of the opinion that a world disarmament conference would draw 
the attention of States and the general public to disarmament 
problems and would contribute to progress in this area. Its con
vocation should not in any way detract from or diminish the 
importance of other forms and channels of negotiation on these 
problems and certainly should not cause any slackening of the 
efforts of the Committee on Disarmament to reach agreement on 
measures for the limitation and cessation of the arms race and 
for disarmament. Moreover, the holding of a world conference 
would considerably stimulate negotiations on disarmament prob
lems in all international forums and bodies, including the Com
mittee on Disarmament. The success of such a conference depends 
on the joint efforts and good will of States. The Soviet Union 
hopes that in the final count all the nuclear Powers will adopt a 
constructive attitude towards the question of convening the con
ference and will contribute to its positive results.

These are the considerations that the Soviet delegation to the 
Committee on Disarmament would like to advance at the opening 
of this session of the Committee. We express the hope that in the

“ Documents on Diaarmament, 1972, pp. 835-836.



GARCIA ROBLES STATEMENT, FEBRUARY 20 19

course of this session we shall be able to make progress in solving 
the problems of disarmament and of the limitation and cessation 
of the arms race, which places a heavy burden on the shoulders of 
the peoples of all countries— l̂arge and small, developed and 
developing.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcfa Robles) 
to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: 
Reduction of Military Budgets [Extract], February 20, 1973 ^

The two questions which were given top priority in 1972, and 
which should be given the same priority in 1973 in the Commit
tee’s work have now been studied exhaustively in all their aspects.

The only thing needed, as the Secretary-General rightly said a 
year ago in referring to the cessation of nuclear tests, is to ascer
tain whether the two Super-Powers are prepared to take the 
political decision which is necessary in each case. We believe that 
it should not take more than three or four weeks to reach a con
clusion on this very specific point. We feel that we are entitled to 
require that they define their present respective positions with 
absolute frankness.

Should it unfortunately prove that both Super-Powers, or 
even one of them, is still unwilling to take this political decision, 
it seems to us that the Committee, instead of wasting any more 
time on academic deliberations, should suspend its consideration 
of those questions and leave it to the Assembly to allocate 
responsibility as appropriate.

Meanwhile, we would be better employed here in reviewing, in 
informal meetings, the great variety of suggestions concerning 
disarmament measures which have been submitted to the Com
mittee in the course of its eleven years of work, with the object 
of selecting from among them some specific topics to which we 
could devote our immediate efforts with some prospect of achiev
ing positive results.

In illustration of this sugggestion, I might mention that, in our 
opinion, one of these topics might be the question of the reduction 
of military budgets. This is something which—in different forms 
and in different contexts—has been repeatedly proposed by many 
States members of the Committee belonging to the three groups 
of which it is composed. One of the first examples of this was 
General Assembly resolution 380 (V) adopted on 17 November 
1950 under the title “Peace through Deeds”, in which the 
Assembly determined that

'  CCD/PV.685, pp. 29-31.
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for the realization of lasting peace and security i t  is indispensable . . . th a t 
every nation agree . . .  to reduce to a minimum the diversion for armaments 
of its human and economic resources and to strive towards the development of 
such resources for the general welfare, taking duly into account with due 
regard to the needs of the under-developed areas of the world.®

Proposals to the same end were later submitted on various occa
sions, both by the Soviet Union and by the Western Powers and by 
many non-aligned States.

It should also be remembered that in 1964 the two nuclear Super
powers pursued a policy of “mutual example” or “reciprocal 
unilateral action”, which, although not based on a formal agree
ment, led to a reduction in the military budgets of both of them.

The importance of once more exploring this question, which, 
moreover, received only preliminary and sporadic consideration in 
the past, may be greater today than ever before, since, as is well 
known, the sums squandered throughout the world for military 
purposes have increased during the last decade by approximately 
70 per cent. The importance of considering this question is even 
more obvious if one seriously reflects upon conclusions such as 
those included in the recent report entitled “Disarmament and 
Development” prepared in 1972 by an international group of ex
perts presided over by the distinguished representative of Sweden 
in our Committee, Mrs. Alva Myrdal, in which it is proved once 
again that world military expenditure now amounts to the astro
nomical sum of $200,000 million.® The report notes that the major 
part of this expenditure, more than four fifths of the total, is made 
by a very small number of countries— t̂here are barely six of them, 
and stresses the contrast between military research, on which 
$25,000 million is spent annually, and research in the field of 
health, to which only $6,000 million are devoted.

The same report rightly points out that, within the United 
Nations, disarmament and development still stand separated from 
one another, since the Organization has agreed to try to achieve 
each of these objectives, regardless of the pace of progress in 
approaching the other. The States have also agreed that national 
and international efforts to promote development should be 
neither postponed nor allowed to lag merely because progress in 
disarmament may be slow.

In addition, the group of experts made the following very per
tinent points, which I shall end my present statement by quoting:

However, disarmament and development can be linked to each other because 
the enormous amount of resources wasted in the arms race m ight be utilized 
to facilitate development and progress . . . Our conviction therefore is th a t 
the goals of reducmg m ilitary expenditure and of furthering economic and 
social development are prim arily a question of political will, of political 
co-operation and international solidarity.®

° Docwnents on Disarmament, 194-5-1959, vol. I, pp. 260-261.
^Disarmament and Development: Report of the Group of Experts on the 

Economic and Social Consequences of Disarmament (ST/ECA /174), p. 22.
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Senate Resolution 67: Comprehensive Test-Ban Treaty, 
February 20, 1973 *

Calling on the President to promote negotiations for a compre
hensive test ban treaty.

Whereas the United States is committed in the Partial Test 
Ban Treaty of 1963  ̂ and the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weap
ons Treaty of 1968® to negotiate a comprehensive test ban 
treaty;

Whereas the conclusion of a comprehensive test ban treaty will 
reinforce the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons Treaty, and 
will fulfill our pledge in the Partial Test Ban Treaty;

Whereas there has been significant progress in the detection 
and identification of underground nuclear tests by seismological 
and other means; and

Whereas the SALT accords of 1972 •* have placed quantitative 
limitations on offensive and defensive strategic weapons and have 
established important precedents for arms control verification 
procedures; and

Whereas early achievement of total nuclear test cessation 
would have many beneficial consequences: creating a more favor
able international arms control climate; imposing further finite 
limits on the nuclear arms race; releasing resources for domestic 
needs; protecting our environment from growing testing dangers; 
making more stable existing arms limitations agreements; and 
complementing the ongoing strategic arms limitation talks; Now, 
therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate that the President 
of the United States (1) should propose an immediate suspension 
on underground nuclear testing to remain in effect so long as the 
Soviet Union abstains from underground testing, and (2) should 
set forth promptly a new proposal to the Government of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and other nations for a 
permanent treaty to ban all nuclear tests.

Statement by the British Representative (Hainworth) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, February 27, 
1973^

This year our session opens in what, notwithstanding certain 
tragic events in recent days, we can all feel to be a more opti

 ̂S. Res. 67, 93d Cong., 1st sess. For the report of the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee, see post, pp. 263-268. The Senate did not vote on the reso
lution in 1973.

® Documents on Disarmament^ 1963  ̂pp. 291-293.
 ̂Ihid.y 1968y pp. 461-465.
* Ihid,, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
 ̂CCD/PV.587, pp. 6-11.
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mistic international climate. Not for many years have there been 
so many continuing negotiations taking place to resolve the ten
sions that have for so long been disturbing the fabric of interna
tional aifairs. There is at last a prospect of peace in South-East 
Asia, and we must hope that the unresolved problems which still 
persist in South Asia, the Middle East and elsewhere can somehow 
be solved. In Europe in recent months we have seen the start at 
Helsinki of preparatory talks for a Conference on Security and 
Co-operation, and in Vienna discussions are now getting under 
way to prepare for negotiations on the complex question of Mutual 
and Balanced Force Reductions in central Europe. Here in Geneva 
we have seen the beginning of a second round of the Strategic 
Arms Limitation Talks.

All this, as the Secretary-General of the United Nations com
mented in his message, read to us on the opening day by his 
Special Representative, Mr. Pastinen"—and other distinguished 
representatives who have spoken before me have commented in 
the same sense—all this gives legitimate cause for satisfaction, 
because we can see that the opportunities for progress are in
creasing. It is our task in this Committee to take advantage of 
these opportunities and to translate goodwill into action. Often 
in the past, representatives have had to remind the Committee 
that without an improvement in the international climate it would 
not be possible to achieve far-reaching results. Now we have an 
improvement in the international climate. Our task is to negotiate 
further measures to increase security, to increase confidence, and 
to release scarce resources for more productive ends than the 
maintenance of great defensive structures against each other. We 
shall need to apply ourselves with common sense and much effort 
to the tasks that lie ahead.

One question to which all those working in the field of disarma
ment and arms control must now give some consideration is the 
division of labour between the various forums now in existence 
in this field. This Committee in particular must demonstrate the 
distinct and effective role that it is capable of fulfilling. At the 
very least it is a sophisticated clearing-house for the ideas and 
technical contributions of a wide variety of States, many of which 
are not directly involved in east-west divergences. It is valuable 
both as such a meeting place and also as a forum in which to keep 
up pressure to make progress on major questions.

The Strategic Arms Limitation negotiations, as I have noted, 
were resumed for a second round in November. Another session 
will open here in Geneva on 12 March. The participants have made 
it clear that their aim is to sustain and support the agreements 
that have already been negotiated, while at the same time per
severing with the patient and detailed work of discovering what

" CCD/PV.585, pp. 7-9.
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possibilities there are for practical and worth-while new agree
ments. In Vienna, too, there are hints that perhaps the explora
tory talks on Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions may even
tually get down to business.

These forums provide opportunities to negotiate agreements 
and measures related to the work we are engaged in here. If it is 
suggested that the principal focus of all these talks is on problems 
of Europe, the reason is self-evident. In practice, Europe is the 
area in which the greatest number of men, arms, and armaments 
are concentrated. The Strategic Arms Limitation Talks deal with 
the central issue of the vast destructive power of modern nuclear 
weapons. The negotiations that will, we hope, take place on Mutual 
and Balanced Force Reductions may be even more complex, be
cause the task will be to find some way of lowering the level of 
armed forces and armaments in central Europe while at the same 
time keeping and maintaining undiminished security for all.

I turn now to the wider horizon. Last year in New York, pre
liminary steps were taken towards the proposed World Disarma
ment Conference. The passage of General Assembly resolution 
2930 (XXVII), establishing a Special Committee of 35 to examine 
the views and suggestions of governments on the subject, was a 
modest step in itself.® On the other hand, during the course of 
the debates in New York, delegations, including the delegations 
of France and China, were able to exchange views not only on 
the World Disarmament Conference but also on other disarma
ment items. Thus a dialogue of sorts has begun. But as the repre
sentative of Zambia, Mr. Lusaka, said in New York, it was the 
unanimous view of the co-sponsors of resolution 2930 that the 
participation of the five nuclear-weapon States was essential in 
order to ensure the success of the Special Committee’s work,  ̂ and 
I myself said on that occasion that the Special Committee should 
meet only when the five member States in question had signified 
that they were ready to take their seats at the table.®

One aspect of arms control that might be suitable for a wide- 
ranging forum, such as our Committee here may be able to offer, 
is conventional weapons. It is important to keep in mind that if 
we are to progress towards a world which is not threatened by 
the use of armed force, nuclear and conventional disarmament 
must proceed in parallel. From the development angle, too, there 
is an increasing imperative to find means of stopping the diver
sion of resources of skilled personnel, of industrial production, 
and of scarce capital, particularly in the developing countries. 
Both our co-Chairmen in their respective statements on 20 Febru
ary alluded to the desirability of engaging ourselves with this

“ Documents on Diaa/rmament, 1972, pp. 835-836.
* Ihid., p. 816.
'‘ Ibid., p. 820.
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question,® and it may be appropriate to do so in the parallel 
disarmament and development decades.

The British Government would naturally welcome international 
agreement on effective measures to reduce the burden which 
armaments impose on us all. It is sometimes suggested that one 
way of achieving progress in this direction would be by agree
ments to control the trade in conventional arms. But in the view 
of my delegation, the implementation of effective international 
agreements would require not only the active support of all the 
major supplying countries, but also the co-operation and active 
support of recipient countries.

In the nuclear field, my delegation was most heartened that 
one of the early actions of the new Government of Australia, 
shortly after taking office, was the deposition of its instrument 
of ratification of the Non-Proliferation Treaty'̂  in London, Mos
cow and Washington. I believe, too, that, following approval by 
the Board of Governors of IAEA, which met in Mexico in Septem
ber last year, of the agreement concerning safeguards to be ap
plied in the Euratom countries, there will in the course of this 
year be an important extension of European support for the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty through further ratifications of that 
Treaty. It is of course the earnest hope of my delegation that 
such ratifications will be matched elsewhere in the world, and 
that in this way widespread progress can be made in strengthen
ing this corner-stone of nuclear stability.

I turn now to the problem of underground nuclear weapon 
tests, that is, tests in the one environment for which we have 
as yet no international agreement such as would lead to the 
total cessation of all tests. Our Soviet colleague, Mr. Roshchin, 
in his statement of 20 February, said that his Government was 
in favour of a complete and immediate ban on nuclear tests on 
the assumption that all States ceased tests in all environments, 
and he added that progress would only be possible with the 
participation of all the nuclear States in the negotiations.® It goes 
without saying that my delegation had noted what Mr. Roshchin 
has said in the past, for example on 20 June last year.® His most 
recent statement appears to my delegation to introduce a new 
element into our consideration of the problem and will of course 
be studied most closely by my Government.

Meanwhile, however, allow me to say that I believe that last 
year we made useful if unspectacular progress in increasing our 
knowledge of verification techniques available to us and of their 
limitations. This year we in Britain hope that the seismic array 
station processor (SASP), which was described in our working

* See ante, pp. 7-12,12-19.
Documents on Disarmament^ 1968, pp. 461-465. 

® See ante, p. 16.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 365-366.
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paper CCD/386 of 22 August 1972,“ will come into use. British 
research on this subject is continuing, and our scientists are 
always willing to explain their work to visiting scientists should 
they care, when they are in the United Kingdom, to visit Black- 
nest, which is the rather picturesquely named site of the British 
seismic research centre. However, today, well before our seismic 
array station processor actually comes into use, my delegation 
has been able to circulate informally to members of the Commit
tee a further United Kingdom Atomic Energy Authority report 
which analyses seismic waves from earthquakes and explosions 
in the Sino-Soviet area during 1966. This report incorporates 
much of the detailed material which provided the basis for the 
analysis of the relationship between mt and M, in the working 
paper CCD/363/Rev.l presented by my delegation on 25 April 
last year,̂  ̂ and I hope my colleagues will find it useful.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I come to the last topic on which I 
wish to touch today. The chief piece of unfinished business before 
the Committee this year is the prohibition of the production 
and possession of chemical weapons. My delegation was encour
aged by the way in which all members of the Committee were 
able to work together to bring a draft resolution on this subject 
before the First Committee at the last session of the General 
Assembly. As the representative of Egypt pointed out, when he 
introduced the draft resolution, “lengthy and delicate negotiations 
on its provisions took place between the various groups repre
sented in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament.”*̂ 
I believe that the resolution olfers helpful guidance for the work 
of the Committee this year.

The desired aim of my delegation, despite Press comments 
which might be interpreted as indicating otherwise, remains an 
effective comprehensive ban on the development, production, and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons. I have, however, already noted 
among some of my colleagues a certain degree of impatience and 
a feeling that all we need is merely to take a so-called political 
decision to get on with the matter. I am afraid I think such a 
view oversimplifies the nature of our problem. It is worth re
calling precisely what it is that we are trying to do. We wish to 
see the destruction of stockpiles. We also wish to see an effective 
ban on the production of chemical weapons. We have, however, 
to recognize that even after a convention is in force, many chemi
cal substances will continue to be produced and stored for indus
trial and other perfectly legitimate peaceful purposes. Some of 
these substances will be lethal, and some could have either direct 
or indirect military uses. Essentially, therefore, the ban on 
chemical weapons would involve a prohibition of the diversion of

“ 76id., pp. 577-683. 
^ Ib id .,vp . 176-189. 
^Ib id ., p. 814.
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chemicals from peaceful purposes to purposes related to chemical 
warfare. There are difficult technical problems to be solved in 
this connexion, and although these undeniably have a political 
content it is wrong to say that all that is required is a simple 
political decision. My delegation has already made it clear that 
we wish to achieve progress in the Committee towards a complete 
ban on the production and possession of chemical weapons.

Last year, with the assistance of experts representing all ele
ments in the Committee, we were able to make considerable pro
gress on the principles which should govern the definition of 
chemical weapons in a convention. There are still questions to 
resolve, but I am hopeful that we shall be able to overcome them.

The chief problem, however, and the key to all progress in this 
field, is verification and the provision of adequate guarantees to 
those States which agree to give up any chemical weapons which 
they may possess and to renounce their right to possess them in 
future. As was stated by the British Minister of State for Foreign 
and Commonwealth Affairs, Mr. Godber, in the First Committee 
of the General Assembly on 27 October 1972, we are looking for 
a regime which will provide firm assurances that chemical weap
ons have really been abolished so that States can be confident 
that their citizens or their armed forces need not fear chemical 
attack.̂ ®

With respect to this, my delegation has been struck by the 
number of representatives in the Committee who have supported 
the establishment in one form or another of a consultative body. 
It seems that a significant trend of opinion is also growing in the 
Committee on the question of the investigation of any complaints 
or doubts which States may have about the implementation of a 
convention. There is increasingly a feeling that what was agreed 
in the case of biological weapons would not be effective enough 
to deal with the very different problem presented by a ban on 
chemical weapons. My delegation is one of those which believe 
that it will be necessary to make a clear and firm distinction 
between the factual investigation of a complaint and the pro
cedure for taking decisions in the light of the facts reported.

I do not wish today to examine the question of verification in 
any great detail. There are points where we seem to be on the 
road to agreement and there are other points where opinions are 
still deeply divided. We have to bear in mind precisely what it is 
we are trying to do. We wish to see a simultaneous destruction 
of all stockpiles of chemical weapons, and we need to be satisfied 
that all have been destroyed. We wish to see a complete cessation 
of the production of chemical weapons, and we have to be satis
fied that this cessation really is complete.

This problem clearly poses crucial tests for the Committee on

“  A/C.1/PV.1877 (prov.), p. 7.
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Disarmament. My delegation believes that this Committee should 
continue to make every effort to solve the problem of chemical 
weapons, whatever the difficulties may be in the way of negotiat
ing a worth-while treaty.

Statement by the Japanese Representative (Nisibori) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament [Extract], 
March 1, 1973^

I am convinced that it is to nuclear disarmament that the high
est priority should be given in the work of this Committee in the 
immediate future. I also believe that, of all the various aspects of 
nuclear disarmament, it is the realization of a comprehensive 
nuclear test ban that this Committee should promote with the 
utmost urgency. This will be obvious when we recall the General 
Assembly’s resolution 2934 B (XXVII), which

Requests the Conference of 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 Con
ference to submit a special report to the General Assembly a t its twenty- 
eighth session on the results of its deliberations on this m atter.”

I believe that the most important thing for the early realization 
of a comprehensive nuclear test ban is for the United States and 
the Soviet Union to implement concrete measures for this purpose 
without further delay.

For this reason, my delegation would ask the United States 
and the Soviet Union to examine fully at this time such an 
approach as I put forward at the meeting of this Committee on 
28 March 1972, namely, that if the differences in the positions 
of those two States with regard to the need for carrying out on
site inspection continue to make it impossible for us to hope for 
the realization of a comprehensive nuclear test ban in the near 
future, those two States should first, as one concrete interim 
measure, prohibit underground nuclear explosions above a certain 
scale which can be easily detected and identified by seismological 
methods and then gradually expand the scope of prohibition until 
the goal of a comprehensive nuclear test ban is achieved.® As you 
know, in the context of our proposal mentioned above and in line 
with General Assembly resolution 2828 (XXVI) of the year 
before last,  ̂ Canadian, Swedish, and Japanese seismology experts 
exchanged views at informal meetings held in Tokyo last June,

'  CCD/PV.588, pp. 7-14.
® Documents on Disa/rmament, 1972, pp. 844-846. 
® Ibid,, pp. 124-133.
*IbicLy 197If pp. 893-897.
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and they agreed to intensify and expand their co-operation in the 
area of problems relating to the seismological detection and 
identification of underground tests. In this connexion, I am happy 
to be able to inform this Committee that such international co
operation among the three countries has already begun in the 
relevant fields, including the exchange of seismological data, in 
accordance with the agreement reached among those experts at 
their last informal meeting. The Japanese delegation, together 
with the other two delegations concerned, intends to inform the 
Committee in due course of the result achieved through this 
co-operation.

In addition to seismological verification, which is, as we are 
well aware, one of the major scientific methods of verification in 
connexion with any underground nuclear test ban, it is probable 
that there might be other verification methods, including, for 
example, methods using reconnaissance satellites. I am sure that 
the present level of science and technology available for the detec
tion and identification of underground nuclear weapon tests shows 
that remarkable progress has been made since the conclusion of 
the Partial Test Ban Treaty in 1963.° We also have before us 
numerous proposals and suggestions put forward by many delega
tions for the realization of a comprehensive nuclear test ban. In 
these circumstances, I consider it is imperative that this Com
mittee examine, as soon as possible, the effectiveness of the 
available verification techniques for the detection and identifica
tion of underground nuclear test explosions, as well as the reli
ability of the methods proposed by various countries with regard 
to verification in connexion with an underground nuclear test 
ban, in the light of the present level reached in verification 
techniques.

In this connexion, I should like to point out, in particular, that 
General Assembly resolution 2934 B (XXVII) clearly states that, 
for the realization of a comprehensive nuclear test ban, this Com
mittee should take “full account of the views of experts and of 
technical developments bearing on . . . verification”.

For these reasons, I am persuaded this Committee should 
schedule as soon as possible the holding of informal meetings 
with the participation of experts, as my delegation proposed last 
year, with a view to discussing intensively the questions relating 
to such points as I have just mentioned.

Furthermore, in accordance with the above-mentioned General 
Assembly resolution 2934 B (XXVII), which requests the Com
mittee
to submit a special report to the General Assembly a t its twenty-eighth 
session on the results of its deliberations on this m atter,

I feel most strongly that this Committee should make every effort

° Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
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to achieve meaningful progress in its deliberations on the ques
tion of a comprehensive nuclear test ban during its sessions this 
year, so as to be able to submit an independent report on the 
results of its deliberations on this matter at the next session of 
the United Nations General Assembly.

In connexion with the question of a comprehensive nuclear test 
ban, my delegation wishes to call attention to the fact that the 
Governments of the People’s Republic of China and the French 
Republic, which have refused to adhere even to the Partial Test 
Ban Treaty of 1963, have continued nuclear tests in the atmo
sphere in Asia and the Pacific Ocean. It is for this reason that 
many States have protested repeatedly against the actions of 
those two States and that the question of the suspension of all 
atmospheric nuclear weapon tests in the Pacific area and other 
parts of the world was discussed at the twenty-seventh session 
of the General Assembly, with the resulting adoption of General 
Assembly resolution 2934 A (XXVII).* This General Assembly 
resolution was originally introduced and supported by the States 
bordering on the Pacific Ocean, which are endangered by the 
atmospheric nuclear weapon tests conducted by France and China. 
I hope that all the member States of this Committee will give 
positive support to this spontaneous movement for peace begun 
by the Asian countries themselves.

Although it is true that the realization of a comprehensive 
nuclear test ban could contribute significantly to ending the nu
clear arms race, this measure alone would not lead directly to the 
reduction and freezing of existing nuclear armaments. Accord
ingly, while working to achieve a comprehensive nuclear test ban, 
this Committee must also seek ways to achieve other nuclear dis
armament measures in the near future as part of its contribution 
to the promotion of nuclear disarmament. Among those measures, 
I should like to stress the importance of cutting off the production 
of weapons-grade enriched uranium and the diversion to peaceful 
purposes of the existing stockpiles of such uranium and the 
facilities for its production. I am afraid, however, that, judging 
from previous deliberations in this Committee, the implementing 
of such measures would be extremely difficult, since its primary 
aim is to control and limit in a radical manner the raw material 
for nuclear weapons. Accordingly, I am sure that the ultimate 
end of those measures could be achieved by way of an approach 
which would consist of carefully planned steps. As one of those 
steps, I should like to call upon all the nuclear-weapon States to 
open all the nuclear facilities for peaceful purposes within their 
territories to international inspection, the aim of which would be 
to prevent nuclear facilities used for peaceful purposes from being 
diverted to military use. Since this measure has already been

“ Ihid., 1972, pp. 842-844.
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accepted, in principle, by the United States and the United King
dom, it is our sincere hope that the Soviet Union will also agree to 
the same measure as soon as possible. If such a measure is imple
mented by those three nuclear-weapon States, the reduction of 
the capacity for the production of weapons-grade enriched ura
nium in those three States would be possible by enlarging, step 
by step, the range of facilities to be submitted to such interna
tional inspection. On the other hand, in parallel with the imple
mentation of the measure I have just mentioned, I consider it 
would be essential for the nuclear-weapon States to divert their 
own stockpiles of weapons-grade enriched uranium to peaceful 
purposes. As one measure for realizing this, I should like to re
quest, as my delegation has done since the year before last, that 
each nuclear-weapon State should convert its weapons-grade en
riched uranium to uranium suitable for peaceful uses through the 
blending process under an adequate international safeguard sys
tem, and supply it to the non-nuclear-weapon States at a reason
able price. I believe that such a measure would contribute greatly 
to the stabilization of the supply and demand situation with 
regard to enriched uranium in the near future. I am convinced 
that this is a question which this Committee should consider as 
soon as possible.

Next, I should like to turn to the question of the prohibition of 
chemical weapons, which is one of our most important tasks at 
the current disarmament negotiations of the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament.

With regard to the question of which chemical agents should 
be prohibited, I am afraid it is extremely doubtful whether it 
would be technically possible to prohibit outright chemical agents 
available for weapons purposes without in any way hindering 
the peaceful use of those agents, since, as many delegations 
pointed out during the previous sessions of the Committee, there 
are large numbers of groups and types of chemical agents avail
able for use as chemical weapons, most of which are actually also 
used for many peaceful purposes.

With regard to this question, my delegation considers that it 
would be desirable for us to prohibit, as a first step, super-toxic 
chemical agents and then gradually expand the scope of prohibi
tion to the point where we would have a comprehensive prohibi
tion of all chemical warfare agents. To put it in concrete terms, 
it might be appropriate first to limit the scope of the super-toxic 
chemical agents prohibited to those which are of a toxicity level 
higher than, say, LD 50 0.5 mg/kg (s.c) or LD 50 0.62 mg/kg 
(i.p), as my delegation suggested last year.

Although we understand, judging from our previous delibera
tions in this Committee, that it would be almost impossible, 
because of technical difficulties, to achieve a definition which 
would cover all possible chemical warfare agents, we nevertheless
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believe that the toxicity level we suggested could provide an 
adequate criterion which would enable us to include a large num
ber of chemical agents for weapons purposes within the scope of 
prohibition, while excluding as many as possible of those chemical 
agents which are produced and used only for peaceful purposes.

Next, let me turn to another vexed question before us, namely, 
the question of the scope of activities to be prohibited. In the 
course of the Committee’s discussions and at its informal meetings 
with the participation of experts held last July, it was pointed out 
that certain forms of on-site inspection are essential for the 
verification of compliance with the comprehensive prohibition of 
all activities connected with chemical weapons, including their 
production, development and stockpiling. Accordingly, my delega
tion considers that it would be possible for us to realize the com
prehensive prohibition of chemical weapons, an obligation which 
Japan is willing to accept, provided that all countries concerned 
could accept the inclusion of an adequate form of on-site inspection 
in the verification procedure. If such on-site inspection could not 
be accepted, it would be virtually impossible for us to attain the 
comprehensive prohibition of all activities in one step. In such 
circumstances, we would have no choice but to seek other pos
sibilities, and we might take an approach such as the implementa
tion, for the time being, of the separate prohibition of specific 
activities, as has been already suggested by the United Kingdom 
and Brazil.

My delegation feels that this kind of approach, although it 
could not solve the whole problem at a single stroke, is the most 
practical way to reach, step by step, an agreement for the com
prehensive prohibition of chemical weapons. In this connexion, 
my delegation would like to suggest that we might consider, as 
one such measure for us to implement for the time being, the 
desirability of, for example, first prohibiting the development and 
production of chemical weapons. On the other hand, in the present 
circumstances where the Soviet Union and other socialist States 
continue to reject the concept of on-site inspection, which is now 
considered to be the only effective means of verification, I am 
afraid that it would be doubtful whether or not the immediate 
realization of the comprehensive prohibition of all relevant activi
ties, including the stockpiling of chemical weapons, could be a 
practical measure contributing to the relaxation of international 
tensions. Accordingly, it might be desirable to leave the compre
hensive prohibition of all relevant activities, including stockpil
ing, until such time as we possess really effective and acceptable 
measures of verification for ensuring compliance with such a 
prohibition.

At last year’s spring session of the Committee, the Soviet 
Union and other socialist countries presented a draft convention



32 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

on the prohibition of chemical weapons (CCD/861) to this 
Committee/

My delegation is of the view, however, that since the Soviet 
draft convention, as has already been pointed out by many dele
gations, does not contain any provisions for proper verification 
measures, it could not serve as an adequate basis for our delibera
tions on the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons.

On the other hand, we rate very highly the efforts made by the 
United States with a view to clarifying various technical questions 
through the presentation of a considerable number of valuable 
working papers to the Committee. Regrettably, however, the 
United States delegation has not as yet presented any concrete 
proposals in the nature of a draft convention to this Committee.

I hope, therefore, that the United States will, as soon as pos
sible, put forward such a concrete proposal with a view to ex
pediting our deliberations on this matter.

Finally, let me turn to a fundamental question in promoting 
the various measures of arms control and disarmament I have 
just mentioned above, that is to say, the question of how the forum 
jfor disarmament negotiations should be arranged. As has already 
been pointed out by many delegations, we deem it essential that all 
militarily important States should participate positively in the 
disarmament negotiations, if such negotiations are to develop suc
cessfully. In particular, the positive participation of all nuclear- 
weapon States in the substantial disarmament negotiations is in 
my delegation’s view a factor indispensable to the promotion of 
any negotiations of nuclear disarmament, the solution of which 
is the most urgent and serious question to us all. It is for this rea
son that Japan, together with many other States, has been eager 
to appeal to France and China to participate in the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament as soon as possible. Regrettably, 
however, those two States have as yet expressed no indication 
with regard to their possible participation in the Conference. Ac
cordingly, I am sure it is necessary that we should continue to try 
every possibility with a view to realizing the participation of those 
two States in the Conference without further delay. In the light 
of this consideration, my delegation appreciates the positive atti
tude shown by China towards consultation with the countries con
cerned on the substantial matters relating to the questions of arms 
control by participating in the Ad Hoc Committee established by 
last year’s General Assembly resolution 2992 (XXVII), which 
deals with the question of declaring the Indian Ocean a zone of 
peace, although we are fully aware that this Ad Hoc Committee 
is restricted in the scope of its terms of reference, dealing only 
with questions relating to a specific geographical area.

Japan, as an Asian country, is keenly interested in this move 
of China, which is the sole nuclear-weapon State in Asia. We, 
therefore, strongly hope that China will participate positively

"76td.,pp. 120-124.
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in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, which is the 
most important forum of disarmament negotiations in the present 
international society.

The Japanese delegation is of the view that, as I have just 
stated above, the participation of China and France in the dis
armament negotiations is essential for the promotion of the nego
tiations of nuclear disarmament. But, at the same time, my delega
tion believes that the participation of those two States in the 
disarmament negotiations should not be considered as the precon
dition of any progress of the negotiations of nuclear disarmament, 
so that the realization of such concrete measure of nuclear dis
armament as a comprehensive nuclear test ban, to which the 
highest priority is given in the work of this Committee, should not 
be further delayed.

Taking into account the fact that the nuclear arsenals of both 
the United States and the Soviet Union enjoy overwhelming 
superiority over those of the other nuclear-weapon States, we be
lieve that the United States and the Soviet Union should take 
the initiative in implementing concrete measures for the realization 
of a comprehensive nuclear test ban, which means no more than 
a first step towards the attainment of nuclear disarmament. I am 
convinced that such a sincere action taken by the United States 
and the Soviet Union is the key factor in opening the way to the 
participation of all nuclear-weapon States in the disarmament 
negotiations. In this connexion, it seems to us that the statement 
made by Mr. Roshchin, the Soviet Union representative, on 20 
February 1973 contains points which might be understood quite 
differently,® if we compare them with the views I have just stated 
above. My delegation would therefore request the Soviet Union 
representative to elucidate further his delegation’s views as soon 
as possible so that our grave anxiety might be dispelled.

All these are the points that my delegation would like to raise 
at this juncture. My delegation intends to elucidate their details, 
if necessary, at an appropriate stage in the course of our discus
sions in this Committee.

Swedish Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Concept of Amplified Veri
fication in Relation to the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons, 
March 6, 1973^

The principal role of verification in disarmament treaties

The use of control methods is stipulated in a treaty in order 
to verify that the parties comply with their undertakings under

® See ante, p. 16.
 ̂CCD/395, Mar. 6,1973.
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that treaty. General models for different types of control can 
be worked out. However, the conditions in the field to be covered 
by a treaty determine the actual verification measures to be stipu
lated. This can be exemplified briefly: with regard to the compre
hensive test ban, only one control measure (detection of under
ground explosions) is discussed; with regard to nuclear material, 
control of the production of only one substance (down to kilogram 
quantities) by means of several methods is discussed. In contrast, 
a possible treaty prohibiting the development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical agents of warfare will have to employ 
several control methods, covering not only several activities but 
also (tons of) many different chemical substances. This fact im
plies not only that usual decision theories are not easily applicable, 
but also that the question of false alarms must be given special 
attention. A discussion of these two aspects is attempted in the 
following. Practical and political implications are considered.

The role of verification in a ban on DPS of chemical agents of 
warfare

A chemical DPS ban covering several chemical agents will re
quire several different control methods. This has become quite 
clear from the discussions in the CCD.

It has been argued, although no consensus has been reached so 
far, that the primary purpose of the many possible control methods 
in a future chemical ban should be to trigger some kind of pro
cedure to establish whether a violation of the treaty has occurred 
or not. Furthermore, no agreement has been reached whether 
this procedure should involve on-site inspection or be restricted to 
some less intrusive procedure. This part of the verification process 
will not be discussed in this paper. It is, however, assumed that 
the control methods discussed in the following are to be managed 
by an international control organization, using e.g., nationally 
gathered information for the purpose of control, as may be agreed 
upon in a treaty.

The necessity of using many control methods and the uncer
tainty as to the form for establishing a treaty violation makes it 
insufficient to consider the kind of discriminatory decision levels 
generated by a single verification measure which would apply 
in the case of the comprehensive test ban. Instead, it will be 
necessary to consider the effects of several verification measures 
in combination; in other words, to evaluate the amplified verifica
tion described later in this paper.

Amplification of verification efficiency

Much discussion has been devoted to how effective a non-intru- 
sive method for the verification of the compliance with a disarma
ment treaty should be in order to deter its parties from violating
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the treaty, when subsequent on-site inspection is allowed or not, 
as the case may be. There seems to be consensus that the verifica
tion methods need in no case be 100 per cent effective.

Less attention seems to have been focused on the consequences 
of using several independent methods of verification, each with 
limited prospects of success, in revealing a violation. This is com
mented upon in the following, with special reference to the at
tempts to agree upon a ban on the DPS of chemical agents of 
warfare.

It is intuitively felt that the use of several independent methods 
of verification should increase the possibility of detecting treaty 
violations. Such an increase can easily be shown formally by ap
plying a simple mathematical reasoning about probabilities. (See 
J. Lundin, Considerations on a chemical arms control treaty and 
the concept of amplified verification, FOA Reports 7:1 (1973) 
1-5.)

To illustrate the effect of the amplification of the verification, 
one may consider the hypothetical situation concerning a ban 
on the DPS of chemical warfare agents given below. The revealing 
probabilities given in the example may be too high to be realistic, 
but then more methods can be introduced under the headings 
given. In a real case the given “revealing probabilities” should 
be evaluated by relevant experts, as discussed later.

Elements contained in an assumed prohibition of chemical arms and 
hypothetical verification results of their application

Forbidden
activity Possible verification method

Hypothetical 
values of 
revealing 

probabilities

Development
Research on Scanning literature by computer 0.03

supertoxic
substances,
antidotes

Field tests Remote sensing from satellites O.r
Production Statistical survey of export-import data for 

basic chemicals, e.g.
Phosphorus 0.03
Phosphorus trichloride 0.03

Stockpiling Finding instructions for handling of chemi
cal munition 0.03

Training Finding manuals on offensive use of chemi
cal munition 0.01

False alarms

Evidently, the political drawbacks of a false alarm due to the 
performance of a control method are serious. That a nation, be
cause of imperfect technical means, can be falsely accused of 
violating a treaty may to some parties be more objectionable than

* Cf. Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 408-417.
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being left with a verification method that cannot detect every 
violation committed by other parties. It is thus important that the 
verification results be presented in a way that cannot be inter
preted as an accusation. To achieve this is one of the aims of the 
verification model discussed in this paper.

It is assumed that the function of the accumulating circumstan
tial evidence from the several verification methods shall be to 
trigger such further investigatory procedures as may be agreed 
upon in a treaty. One could then foresee that requests for comple
mentary information to back up quite normal findings about 
toxicological work, pesticide production, etc., obtained by the veri
fication methods, would be considered as a normal routine pro
cedure. Such a procedure would probably also make it easier to 
secure co-operation with industries.

The way of circumventing the problem of false alarms would 
lie in the insight and acceptance of the fact that each verification 
method is in itself a weak instrument which only in exceptional 
cases can give a straight answer, and which normally provides in
complete answers. Thus, there should be no reason to look upon 
a single result as an alarm, but rather as part of the continuous 
information procedure.

Need to give alarm alleging that a party has violated a treaty 
will arise only when several or all verification methods concur 
to indicate the possibility of a treaty violation, when requests 
made by routine for complementary information are rejected 
without reason, or when the information given turns out to be in
consistent with other information obtained.

The remaining genuine uncertainty

It might be questioned whether the application of the “amplified 
verification” system has a reassuring rather than a deterring 
effect on a party to the treaty. This may be described in the fol
lowing way:

When two potentially adverse parties adhere to a treaty pro
hibiting production of chemical warfare agents, this implies that 
both parties officially wish to uphold the treaty. Being signatories 
of the treaty, neither wishes to be exposed as violating that treaty 
ban. At the same time, neither can accept that the other party 
could secretly violate the treaty. Thus the primary need is to have 
a verification system sufficiently reliable to expose to some degree 
an adverse violator. If one of the parties feels reassured about 
these possibilities, he can abstain from a capability of waging 
chemical war himself for any of three reasons: (1) he does not 
wish to have such a capability; (2) he would not need it, since an 
adversary can be expected to be disclosed at an acceptable level 
of probability (provided, as is done here, that this gives himself 
time to take countermeasures); (3) he would himself suffer the
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same risk as the adversary of being exposed by the verification 
system. From this reasoning it can be inferred that the reassuring 
effect would come first and thus in itself be sufficient.

The situation would essentially be the same if one or both of 
the parties already possessed a war-waging capability with chemi
cal agents before becoming parties to the treaty. A treaty pre
scribing destruction of stockpiles would require verification 
methods for this, as well as for other activities covered by the 
treaty. Thus, by definition, the verification effect would be ampli
fied again by introducing another control activity.

Thus, if it is possible to construct a reasonably reassuring con
trol system, the problem would revert to the genuine uncertainty 
of whether some other power—perhaps a potential adversary— 
intends in the future to acquire a chemical war capability. It can 
be assumed that any party entering into a treaty would expect 
other parties to observe the treaty obligations. The genuine un
certainty referred to above would therefore only relate to a more 
distant future. To assess this remains a political task, where one 
would have to take into account the option offered by the with
drawal clause in the treaty.

Practical and political implications

It may be interesting not only to determine how successful a 
verification method may be in disclosing a forbidden activity 
which is in effect not likely to occur. As suggested above one could 
e.g. also introduce a concept implying that a verification method 
investigates some normally occurring activity which is likely to 
undergo some change if and when a violation of the treaty is 
being prepared or is already taking place. The control method 
could be designed to analyse certain relevant data. The efficiency 
might be expressed through the confidence which experts would 
have in the verification method as to its ability to perform its 
task.

Politically, this means that it would be difficult for a country 
to start an activity in the field of chemical warfare which could 
go on totally unnoticed: warning signs would be obtained, even 
if they might be explained away.

Should several warnings appear simultaneously, they should 
certainly, taken together, be sufficient to warrant an investigation, 
if such a procedure is provided for in the treaty, or to entitle any 
party to withdraw from the treaty. Since the result of the verifica
tion methods would be official and be known by all parties, it 
would be easy for all other parties to judge the fairness of a 
withdrawal.

This procedure should therefore be easier to apply in the event 
that a suspected violator was unwilling to explain the coincidence 
of several “warning signs” or vetoed an investigation.
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A withdrawal clause similar to the one just discussed hypo
thetically is found in the first DPS ban on biological and chemical 
agents of warfare, the convention on biological and toxin weapons.

Conclusions

The over-all efficiency of the verification system of a treaty 
prohibiting DPS of chemical agents is increased by the use of 
several verification methods. The verification methods may not be 
exclusively aimed at detecting violations, but could primarily be 
designed to detect, with known efficiency, changes in normal ac
tivities in the chemical field. Such changes might constitute warn
ing signs. The occurrence of many warning signs on behalf of a 
party to the treaty, in connexion with unwillingness to explain 
them or to let an investigation take place, might enable other 
parties to withdraw from the treaty. This construction of the 
verification system makes it reassuring rather than deterring. 
In view of the fact that the use of chemical warfare agents is al
ready forbidden by the Geneva Protocol of 1925,  ̂ such a reassur
ance should be sufficient.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Special Com
mittee on World Disarmament Conference, March 8, 1973 ^

We would like to devote our statement today to the question of 
a world disarmament conference and the convening of the Special 
Committee established by General Assembly resolution 2930 
(XXVII). This question has already been referred to in the state
ments by a number of delegations in this Committee.

In the resolution on a world disarmament conference, the Gen
eral Assembly expressed its conviction that “all peoples of the 
world have a vital interest in the success of disarmament nego
tiations” and that “ a world disarmament conference could pro
mote and facilitate the realization of such aims”. The resolution 
refers to a resolution of the previous session of the General As
sembly, in which it
expressed the conviction th a t it is most desirable to take immediate steps in 
order th a t careful consideration be given to the convening, following adequate 
preparation, of a world disarmament conference open to all States.

For this purpose, the General Assembly established a Special 
Committee consisting of thirty-five States appointed by the Presi
dent of the General Assembly.^

Now that more than three months have passed since the adop-

 ̂Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
* CCD/PV.590, pp. 18-23.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 835-836.
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tion by the General Assembly of the above-mentioned resolution, 
we should like first of all to assess the situation regarding its 
realization.

There is now developing in the world a process which is con
tributing to the improvement of the international situation. Con
vincing evidence of this is the improvement of the political climate 
in Europe and the possibility, resulting from the end of the war in 
Viet-Nam, of reducing tension in Asia. In these circumstances 
further steps must be taken towards the strengthening of peace 
and the achievement of disarmament. The convening of a world 
disarmament conference—^properly prepared, of course—would 
serve this purpose. This conference will become a wide inter
national forum in which all States will be able to express their 
views on disarmament problems and contribute to their solution.

The Soviet side considers that, in view of the situation now 
existing in the world, there is an urgent need to take practical 
steps to prepare for a world disarmament conference and, with 
that aim, to start the work of the Special Committee established 
by the General Assembly. The Soviet Union supports the opinion 
of the majority of the States Members of the United Nations that 
the participation of all the nuclear Powers both in the conference 
itself and in the Special Committee is of great importance. How
ever, if at the present stage some countries, including countries 
possessing nuclear weapons, are not yet ready to participate in 
the work of the Special Committee, this should not prevent the 
Special Committee from starting its meetings and thereby imple
menting the resolution adopted by the twenty-seventh session of 
the General Assembly. These States could take part in the work 
of the Special Committee at a later stage when they are ready to 
do so. There are cases in the practice of the United Nations in 
which meetings of its organs have been held and are being held 
without the participation of some States which have been elected 
or appointed to them.

With regard to certain practical matters concerning the Special 
Committee, we would like to express the view that a brief organiza
tional session of the Special Committee should be held in the near 
future. The exact date of this session could be determined by con
sultations between the members of the Special Committee. The 
organizational session could elect the Chairman of the Special 
Committee, establish its programme of work for the immediate 
future and decide on the place and date of subsequent meetings.

In the course of consultations concerning the membership of the 
Special Committee some of the regional groups expressed the wish 
for more seats than could be allocated to individual regions within 
the total membership of the Special Committee as established by 
the General Assembly. We believe that this question should not be 
considered as an insuperable obstacle to the convening of the 
Special Committee.
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Thus, the Soviet side believes that the necessary steps must be 
taken without delay to make progress towards the convening of 
a world disarmament conference. There are no serious grounds 
for shelving this question and failing to implement General As
sembly resolution 2930 (XXVII) on a world disarmament con
ference. Even if there are some obstacles to the normal convening 
and functioning of the Special Committee, they can and must be 
removed, with good will and readiness to promote the cause of 
disarmament and of the limitation and cessation of the arms race. 
The world disarmament conference will be an important forum, 
which will help to give impetus to the efforts of States in the field 
of disarmament. Every effort must therefore be made to realize 
the aspirations of the overwhelming majority of the States of the 
world for a world disarmament conference and thus for progress 
towards disarmament and the cessation of the arms race.

We note with regret that, in statements made in this Com
mittee, views have been expressed opposing the convening of the 
Special Committee and, accordingly, the implementation of the 
General Assembly resolution on a world disarmament conference. 
For example, the distinguished representative of the United King
dom, Mr. Hainworth, stated that “the Special Committee should 
meet only when the five member States in question had signified 
that they were ready to take their seats at the table”.̂  He referred 
to the statement by the representative of Zambia, Mr. Lusaka, in 
New York to the effect that
it is the unanimous view of the co-sponsors of the d raft resolution th a t 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.®

We would like to draw attention to the fact that the statement 
by Mr. Lusaka contains a proposition different from that put 
forward by the representative of the United Kingdom. Mr. Lusaka 
emphasized the importance of the participation of all five nuclear 
Powers in the Special Committee, but did not propose that their 
participation should be an indispensable condition for convening 
the Special Committee. The representative of the United Kingdom, 
as we understand him, is insisting precisely that this condition 
must be complied with before the Special Committee can be 
convened.

The Soviet side entirely shares the point of view that the par
ticipation of all five nuclear Powers is necessary for the successful 
completion by the Special Committee of the work entrusted to it. 
But before the work is completed, it is necessary to start it, to carry 
it on and then to complete it. The successful completion of the work 
of the Special Committee means agreement on the basic questions 
concerning the convening of a world disarmament conference.

“ Ante, p. 23.
’ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, p. 816.
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Thorough, serious, persistent and extensive work is necessary to 
achieve this aim; for the successful completion of the Committee’s 
work, to which Mr. Lusaka referred in his statement, it is neces
sary to discuss thoroughly, to weigh and to find acceptable solu
tions to the basic problems relating to the world disarmament con
ference and, above all, to reach agreement on these problems 
within the group of States which are members of the Special 
Committee.

The distinguished representative of Mexico, Mr. Garcia Robles, 
was also opposed to the convening of the Special Committee and 
thus to the implementation of the General Assembly resolution on 
a world disarmament conference. He said that
there is a t present little likelihood of the Committee’s being able to carry 
out its work successfully or even to meet before the next session of the 
Assembly. The responsibility for this lies mainly with three of the nuclear 
Powers. In fact the initial refusal of two of them to be members of the Com
mittee led to a similar attitude on the part of the other two.‘

We agree that as a result of the actions of certain nuclear 
Powers a complicated situation has arisen. However, it is impos
sible to accept the course of inactivity, or the proposal that the 
Committee should meet without any of the nuclear Powers at all.

Thus, substantially different points of view have been ex
pressed : one is that the Special Committee can meet only if all five 
nuclear Powers are going to participate in its work; the other 
is that “under existing circumstances” the Committee can be ex
pected to perform the tasks entrusted to it only if no nuclear 
Power participates in it.

The Soviet side cannot agree with these approaches to the ques
tion of a world disarmament conference and to the convening of 
the Special Committee. The General Assembly has twice unani
mously advocated certain measures relating to the convening of 
a world disarmament conference. It is common knowledge that not 
all Governments supported the proposal to convene a world dis
armament conference. Some countries were obliged to vote for 
the General Assembly resolution on the convening of a world 
disarmament conference only to escape isolation and not to place 
themselves in opposition to all the other States of the world. Now, 
those who are opposed to the convening of a world disarmament 
conference are trying to find ways and loop-holes to slow down 
and obstruct any steps towards the implementation of the Gen
eral Assembly’s recommendations on a world disarmament con
ference.

In the course of the discussion on the question of a world dis
armament conference at the twenty-seventh session of the United 
Nations General Assembly some States, bearing in mind that two 
nuclear Powers had stated that they were not ready at the present 
stage to take part in the conference and the preparations for it.

‘ CCD/PV.585, p. 25.
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proposed that preliminary work should be started. Taking into 
account this point of view, it was decided in the Assembly to estab
lish a Special Committee with the task of examining

all the views and suggestions expressed by Governments on the convening 
of a world disarmament conference and related problems.

As we understand it, this also includes the examination of views 
and ideas on the question of the participation of all nuclear Powers 
in the conference and in the preparations for it. On the basis of a 
report on the subject by the Special Committee, the General As
sembly would be able to plan further steps to ensure the most 
effective preparations for and organization of a world disarma
ment conference.

We believe that the convening of the Special Committee would 
provide the necessary organizational basis for overcoming the 
difficulties which now stand in the way of convening the con
ference.

To ensure progress in the performance of important tasks relat
ing to disarmament problems, what is required is good will, initia
tive, and the desire to remove the obstacles and difficulties that 
arise on this path. The Special Committee must carry out work 
of a preliminary nature. This work can be started by the countries 
which are now ready to do it. At the stage we have in mind, these 
countries will be able to start the work, bearing in mind that others 
will join them later on. There are no reasons for creating any 
obstacles or impediments of any kind to prevent this. We expect 
that the members of the Committee on Disarmament who consti
tute the majority of the membership of the Special Committee, 
will join in the efforts to carry out the task set by the General As
sembly in resolution 2930 (XXVII) on a world disarmament 
conference.

These are the views of the Soviet side concerning the convening 
of the Special Committee on the World Disarmament Conference. 
We hope that all delegations in the Committee on Disarmament 
will carefully study these views and that steps will be taken to 
implement the resolution on a world disarmament conference, 
which embodies the hopes of the overwhelming majority of States 
and is in the interests of all peoples of the world.

Statement by the United States Representative (Johnson) on 
the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, March 10, 1973^

When SALT began in 1969, President Nixon wrote Ambassador 
Smith of his hope that he was beginning a “sustained effort” to

^Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 26, 1973, pp. 446-447. Ambassador 
Johnson made the statement on his arrival a t Geneva.
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limit strategic forces.^ That hope has been realized. The SALT 
negotiations have continued for almost 3 1 /2  years and have borne 
important results. In assuming the leadership of the U.S. delega
tion I am profoundly aware of the immense responsibility I have 
inherited to pursue this “sustained effort” for a safer world.

In accordance with the joint Moscow communique of May 29, 
1972, our present task is to continue active negotiations for the 
limitation of strategic offensive arms.® Agreement on more com
plete measures in this field would be a logical next step in the 
overall task of further reducing the possibility of war and of 
enhancing the security and well-being of all nations and peoples. 
As in the past, we intend to pursue this objective in a serious 
and purposeful manner.

The last session of the talks in November and December was a 
useful beginning to this second phase of SALT. However, a great 
deal of work remains to be done, and we are grateful to the Gov
ernment of Switzerland for continuing to provide this setting in 
which it can be carried out.

Statement by the Canadian Representative (Barton) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, March 13, 
1973^

A glance at the current state of international affairs shows that 
conditions which ought to facilitate progress in arms control 
and disarmament now exist to a degree which has not been 
matched since the Second World War. In Europe a number of 
very significant agreements have been concluded in a spirit of 
detente; discussions are currently taking place at Helsinki and 
Vienna which, it may be hoped, will open the way to closer rela
tions across the breadth of the European continent. In Asia, the 
ceasefire arrangements in the Indo-Chinese peninsula bring hope 
that peace may at last come to this war-torn area. A bridge of 
normal relations is now rapidly taking shape between China and a 
growing number of countries of the world.

These developments come in addition to the agreements reached 
last May between the world’s two most powerful countries, the 
total effect of which is to demonstrate their determination to avoid 
armed conflict with one another and to benefit mutually through 
more active co-operation in a variety of areas. Specifically in the 
area of arms control, they have concluded important agreements 
on strategic arms limitations; I note with satisfaction that nego
tiations designed to bring about further agreements on such limi-

® Documents on Disarmament, 1969, p. 535. 
® Ibid., 1972, pp. 237-240.
 ̂CCD/PV.591, pp. 6-11.
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tations have been resumed here at Geneva. My Government wishes 
all possible success to these negotiations; it is our earnest hope 
that the parties will have the tenacity and the imagination to re
solve the seemingly intractable problems facing them, as well as 
the goodwill and courage to bring into effect the solutions which 
they reach.

At the same time, not very far away at Vienna, representatives 
of a number of countries have gathered to explore questions con
cerning the beginning of negotiations on mutual and balanced 
force reductions in Central Europe; if successful, these negotia
tions would not only represent a major contribution to the im
provement of inter-European, and indeed of East-West relations, 
but would constitute the first regional arms control agreement to 
come into being in an area of major military confrontation. To 
sum up then, our Committee is beginning its twelfth session at 
what ought to be a most propitious moment for reaching further 
agreements on arms control.

Having said that, it is a disturbing anomaly that the last session 
of the United Nations General Assembly and the statements which 
have been made thus far in this session of the Committee on Dis
armament have provided little evidence that progress is to be ex
pected in the very area which that Assembly, like its predecessors, 
asked the Committee on Disarmament to treat with the highest 
priority—a comprehensive ban on nuclear weapon testing. This 
year marks the tenth anniversary of the Partial Test Ban Treaty,  ̂
Every member of this Committee, and virtually every other Mem
ber of the United Nations has at one time or another during this 
period proclaimed the urgent need to bring an end to nuclear 
weapon testing. The issues involved have been studied at length 
from every conceivable angle. Many proposals have been made 
for dealing with the problem; they have been modified, revised 
and recombined over and over. Some of these proposals have at
tempted to deal with the problem in its entirety, some— l̂ike the 
suggestions my delegation made two years ago for interim 
measures— ĥave sought to make more limited advances which 
would, in due course, open the way to a comprehensive ban.

There is a common factor to all these proposals which is as 
striking as it is discouraging; they have all been made by delega
tions other than those of the Co-Chairmen. Indeed, the two major 
testing Powers appear, in some ways, to have retreated from their 
positions of exactly ten years ago. Discussions in the Eighteen- 
Nation Disarmament Committee in 1963 demonstrated that there 
was virtual agreement on three principles: that nationally manned 
and controlled seismic stations be used for detection and identifica
tion of seismic events; that these be supplemented by the instal
lation of automatic seismic stations (black boxes) in the terri-

Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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tories of nuclear Powers and their neighbours; and that an annual 
quota of on-site inspections be accepted to determine the nature 
of specific suspicious events. Since these proposals were set aside 
with the completion of the Partial Test Ban, neither super-Power 
has budged from its respective position on the question of verifica
tion for any comprehensive test ban. Not only have the super
powers not submitted any substantive new proposals of their own 
in the interim to resolve this impasse, but they have been unwilling 
in most cases to comment in detail on questions raised or proposals 
made by other delegations or to suggest amendments which might 
improve them. Now, I hasten to recognize that the delegation of 
one of the Co-Chairmen has submitted a number of detailed 
working papers, based on a programme of intensive seismological 
research which have been of value in helping to clarify technical 
aspects of seismic verification; unfortunately, the delegation of 
the other Co-Chairman has been content largely to tell us that 
there is no problem, although no attempt has been made to sub
stantiate this thesis. Neither has suggested new approaches to the 
basic problem. The two Co-Chairmen have repeatedly proclaimed 
their recognition of the need for a test ban and, indeed, are com
mitted by international treaties to seek the cessation of all testing. 
I say to them that they have a clear duty—an obligation to put be
fore this Committee proposals for steps which would be workable 
and could meet the legitimate security interests of all concerned.

In considering the nuclear testing issue, it is necessary to take 
into consideration the fact that two nuclear Powers have chosen 
not to participate in our discussions, although my delegation be
lieves it has been made abundantly clear that both would be fully 
welcome. It was asserted at the opening of our session that all 
nuclear Powers should participate in negotiations on the cessation 
of nuclear weapon tests, and I agree fully that this would provide 
the ideal circumstances for a fruitful outcome; it is evident that a 
comprehensive test ban would be completely effective only if all 
the nuclear Powers were to adhere to it. To admit this, however, 
is no way inconsistent with recognizing that a ban on all nuclear 
testing implemented by the nuclear Powers represented in this 
Committee would be a viable and important contribution to 
slowing the arms race. I would ask the Committee to consider 
the following factors: First, this Committee includes the nuclear 
Powers which together carry out the great majority of tests tak
ing place today. Second, these Powers agreed on the Partial Test 
Ban Treaty in 1963 in the full knowledge that it would not be ac
ceptable to all nuclear Powers existing at that time. Third, the 
nuclear Powers in this Committee hold a commanding lead in 
nuclear weapons technology over those which are not present, so 
that it is hard to see what grounds there are to fear that other 
States could gain “political-military advantages” from a compre
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hensive test ban negotiated by the present members of the Com
mittee on Disarmament.

On the contrary, a total cessation of tests by the nuclear Powers 
represented here would increase external pressures on the other 
nuclear Powers to curtail their testing, and might even diminish 
their eagerness to continue rapid development of these weapons. 
In any case, a comprehensive test ban treaty could—like the Partial 
Test Ban and other arms control treaties—contain a clause en
abling any party to withdraw later if it felt that its vital security 
interests were threatened. For this reason my delegation con
siders that it is appropriate for this Committee, and especially the 
nuclear Powers represented here, to continue to work actively 
for a comprehensive test ban, without looking over our shoulders 
at what outside States may be doing.

While we continue to seek the basis for a comprehensive test 
ban agreement, my delegation has suggested, both here and in the 
United Nations General Assembly, that the nuclear testing Powers 
consider implementing various interim measures of restraint 
which would provide some movement in the right direction. We 
regret that the two major testing Powers have not commented 
directly on, or taken any steps to initiate, either of the two pos
sible courses of action which we put forward for consideration in 
our statement of 2 March last year.® The first of these was that 
the nuclear testing Powers, members of this Committee, could 
announce in the Committee or elsewhere, jointly or separately, a 
reciprocal commitment either to reduce significantly the size and 
number of their nuclear weapons tests or to accept an agreed 
moratorium, possibly of fixed duration, on their testing. Were 
this done, we would still wish to seek a formal treaty banning 
underground nuclear tests, but the testing Powers would have 
demonstrated commendable restraint, and have given an example 
for others to follow. The second proposal was. that the nuclear 
Powers in this Committee table texts of their respective proposals 
for a comprehensive test ban. Resolution 2934 B adopted by the 
last United Nations General Assembly again called on the testing 
Powers to take action along both of these lines.* A response is 
long overdue.

Our interest in a ban on underground nuclear testing does not, 
however, imply overlooking the particular risks which continua^ 
tion of atmospheric tests by two nuclear Powers present to human 
health and the environment because of radioactive fallout. This 
Committee has already dealt with the principle of atmospheric 
testing, and while we cannot be satisfied with the Partial Test 
Ban Treaty, which has failed to bring about a reduction in the 
absolute level of testing, we can at least derive some satisfaction 
from the fact that far fewer tests now take place in the atmos

® Ihid., 1972, pp. 60-66.
*Ibid.,T?p. 844-846.
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phere. But our goal must remain that such tests come to a com
plete halt, and we, the members of this Committee, should ask 
ourselves if we are doing all that we might to encourage all nations 
to respect the Partial Test Ban.

Last year the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, 
Production and Stockpiling of Biological and Toxin Weapons was 
signed by a large number of States.” It has since been ratified 
by several States, including Canada, and we can now look forward 
to its early implementation. In this connexion, my delegation was 
gratified to hear Mr. Martin’s announcement in his statement of 
20 February of the completion of the destruction by his Govern
ment of the stocks of biological and toxin agents and all associated 
munitions held by the United States of America.® The Biological 
Weapons Convention was the first step on the road to a ban on the 
development, production and stockpiling of chemical and biologi
cal weapons, whose use is already outlawed by the Geneva Proto
col.̂  We are committed by the Biological Weapons Convention to 
continued negotiations aimed at a ban on chemical weapons; in 
the course of this session we should consider ways of taking con
crete steps to reach this objective.

As anxious as it is for progress on this issue, my delegation has 
believed that before we could turn to examination of any draft 
treaty, it was necessary to acquire a better and broader under
standing of the problems involved in a chemical weapons ban. Last 
year the Committee had the benefit of an informal meeting with 
experts present from countries represented here which proved of 
value in exploring some of the technical aspects of the problem. The 
Committee was presented also with a number of useful working 
papers on technical questions. Committee members have put 
forward many constructive ideas, all of which require careful 
study.

The representative of the United States has mentioned some of 
the problems which his delegation believes warrant the Commit
tee’s attention at this session. He referred to the degrees of as
surance of compliance which could be achieved from various 
verification methods and to the practical and political problems 
involved in these measures. We hope that the nature of a draft con
vention will emerge from a thorough examination of these and 
other issues which remain unresolved. We urge that continued 
effort be made in this direction in the coming months towards a 
meaningful chemical weapons convention.

Like all delegations here, we are in favour of the goal of a 
comprehensive prohibition of chemical weapons: the discussions 
we have had have revealed that a number of considerations face 
us which did not apply to negotiation of the Biological Weapons

'/6M i.,pp. 133-138.
® See antBy p. 8.
 ̂Documents on Disarmamenty 1969y pp. 764-765.
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Convention. It is not yet clear, to my delegation, whether the 
problem can best be approached in one step or in a gradual way. 
Given the technical difficulties, the question arises whether we 
would be better to continue to seek a comprehensive ban, which 
may involve lengthy negotiations, or whether we should give 
thought to an initial partial measure such as a ban on the develop
ment, production and stockpiling of the most lethal of agents, the 
so-called “super-toxins”, or a ban, say, on certain activities, such 
as production. My delegation has noted with interest the pro
posals made on this aspect by my distinguished colleague from 
Japan in his thought-provoking statement of 1 March.® It is clear 
that, without losing sight of our long-term goals, we should take 
steps that are now possible. All the work of this Committee has 
been based on such a gradual and pragmatic approach.

I have focussed on the two areas on which I think we generally 
agree the Committee can most usefully concentrate its attention 
during the coming months. I would not wish my remarks to be 
interpreted as indicating any desire on my part to limit discussion 
to these items; on the contrary, it is my Government’s policy to 
bring about arms limitations or, better, disarmament in the great
est possible number of areas, and we would, of course, welcome 
suggestions from any source for other measures which would 
have the effect of slowing the arms race whether in nuclear or 
conventional weapons. Nevertheless, it seems to me that these two 
items provide ample substance for this Committee to demonstrate 
that it remains capable of making a serious and fruitful contribu
tion to disarmament. A basic condition, of course, is that we all, 
and most of all the Co-Chairmen, who have particular reponsibil- 
ity, contribute to our common effort to the best of our resources 
and ability.

We are here, in this Committee, not for the sake of maintaining 
the Committee, but to achieve practical measures towards dis
armament. We acknowledge the fact that this body will be under 
a serious handicap in this task until it includes representatives of 
all major military Powers. But it is still open to us to continue, 
in the meantime, to provide a valuable vehicle for disarmament 
negotiations. Equally, however, if this body fails to make mean
ingful progress on the issues before it within the near future, its 
reputation will suffer, frustration will grow and the Committee’s 
future could, perhaps, be placed in jeopardy. We should all be alive 
to the dangers of such a development, but none of us more than 
the two Co-Chairmen.

The motto of my alma mater, the university from which I 
graduated more years ago than I care to remember, is “Tuum est" 
—“It is up to you”. I trust that it will also prove to be an apt motto 
for this Committee.

* Ante, pp. 27-33.
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Eight Nation Memorandum Submitted to the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament, March 14, 1973 '

The delegations of Burma, Egypt, Ethiopia, Mexico, Morocco, 
Nigeria, Sweden and Yugoslavia deem it appropriate, at the out
set of the 12th year of the existence of the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament, to state the following:

1. They consider that the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament, which is the main multilateral negotiating body for 
disarmament, is of fundamental importance to the United Nations 
and the world community.

2. They also consider that the present international political 
situation is favourable for achieving further concrete results in 
the field of disarmament measures, adhering to the priorities 
established in the provisional agenda of the Committee and the 
relevant resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly.

3. Conscious of the responsibilities of the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament to mankind and to the United Na
tions, they are increasingly concerned by the lack of tangible 
progress in the solution of the main disarmament problems en
trusted to the Committee—a situation which became apparent 
during its last session and which the meetings of the present ses
sion have so far confirmed.

4. While stressing that it is the duty of all members of the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament to contribute posi
tively to the work of the Committee, it is their firm belief that pri
mary responsibility rests with the two States which have been 
exercising jointly the chairmanship of the Committee and which 
also possess, to an overwhelmingly greater degree, nuclear 
weapons and other weapons of mass destruction.

5. While reiterating their view that it is most desirable that all 
nuclear-weapon States participate in the disarmament negotia
tions, they also reaffirm their opinion that the non-participation 
of two of those States in the work of the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament should not prevent the Committee from 
discharging its obligations.

6. It is their conviction that there is no reason which may 
justify any stagnation of the Committee’s work and the current 
absence of effective negotiations, especially in the case of the fol
lowing two questions, concerning which the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly has repeatedly requested the Committee to deal 
with as matters of “first” or “high” priority:

(a) Cessation of all nuclear-weapon tests, in conformity with 
the preamble to the Treaty banning nuclear-weapon tests 
in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water,  ̂ and

'  CCD/396, Mar. 14,1973.
’ Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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(b) Effective prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons and the elimination of 
such weapons from military arsenals of all States, as 
agreed upon in article IX of the Convention on the pro
hibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
bacteriological (biological) and toxin weapons and on their 
destruction.®

Negotiations in the current phase of the work of the Committee 
should, therefore, concentrate on the most important questions 
related to nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction and not 
on less pressing matters.

7. In the light of the preceding considerations, they believe 
that it is the duty of all States members of the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament to contribute positively to the prog
ress of the work of the Committee and urge the two States re
ferred to in paragraph 4 above to take the required decisions 
and necessary measures, including the submission of specific pro
posals, in order that both the relevant resolutions of the General 
Assembly and the solemn undertakings assumed in the preamble 
of the partial test ban Treaty and in article IX of the Convention 
on the elimination of biological and toxin weapons, may begin to 
receive effective implementation.

Statement by the Moroccan Representative (Khattabi) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Conven
tional Weapons [Extract], March 15, 1973^

Some delegations have touched upon the question of so-called 
conventional weapons, with which they feel the Committee should 
concern itself. My delegation does not entirely agree with that 
view because, in the order of priority established by the pertinent 
resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly as well as by 
the logic of things, the questions which urgently need to be decided 
are those concerning weapons of mass destruction and, in particu
lar, the prohibition of nuclear weapons and the elimination of 
chemical weapons. The fact is that a final solution to the problem of 
conventional weapons can be found only in the global framework of 
general and complete disarmament, not only because this question 
is of a lesser degree of gravity than that of weapons of mass 
destruction which, in view of their present super-abundance and

^lU d., 1972, pp. 133-138. 
'  CCD/PV.592, pp. 20-21.
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continuing development, threaten the existence of human society, 
but also because the problem of conventional weapons is closely 
linked to the security, and even to the independence and territorial 
integrity, of a number of States which do not possess nuclear 
weapons.

There is, of course, a category of weapons which one would 
hesitate to call “conventional” but which should be given par
ticular attention with a view to the adoption of measures for their 
elimination once and for all from the arsenals of States. One ex
ample is napalm, which, except for the weapons of mass destruc
tion, is the most inhuman means of warfare existing today. Like
wise it must not be forgotten that the limitation of conventional 
weapons depends in large measure on the collective will of States 
to eliminate sources of tension and to put an end to conflicts which 
continue to threaten peace in various parts of the world. Further
more, this question of conventional weapons cannot be dealt with 
separately from the problem of the enormous production and 
development of such weapons, or from the flourishing trade in 
them. Consequently, it is the responsibility of the great military 
Powers which promote the production of, trade in and prolifera
tion of such weapons— f̂requently for political and military rea
sons connected with the sheer desire for hegemony and power— 
to take steps to create a more propitious international climate for 
consideration of the problems of conventional weapons. In order 
to establish such a climate, it is essential first of all to give serious 
attention to the solution of the problem of weapons of mass de
struction, while helping to put an end to all forms of foreign inter
vention in the affairs of States, including armed aggression and 
military occupation.

In this connexion, it seems relevant to recall the experience 
of the Commission for Conventional Armaments set up by the 
Security Council in 1947, which had a very short life owing to 
differences of opinion mainly with regard to the means to be 
used for attaining the general aims. In its resolution 192 (III) 
which it adopted in 1948, the United Nations General Assembly 
considered that “the aim of the reduction of conventional arma
ments and armed forces can only be attained in an atmosphere of 
real and lasting improvement in international relations”.̂  Can 
that atmosphere be said to exist today? Has the international 
situation not become much more complicated than it was in 1947, 
so far as security and disarmament are concerned, owing to the 
rise in the number of Powers possessing nuclear weapons and the 
incredible advances, both quantitative and qualitative, in military 
equipment throughout the world?

‘ Documents on Disarmament, 19A5-1959, vol. I, pp. 189-190.
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Press Statement by the Director of the State Department Office
of Press Relations (Bray): Unilateral Reductions of United
States Forces Abroad, March 16, 1973^

I might take a moment to address various proposals and reso
lutions passed on the Democratic side of the Senate yesterday 
calling for a substantial and unilateral reduction of American 
forces, bases, and facilities abroad in the coming 18 months. 
In our view, the assumptions on which this resolution is based 
are erroneous. The consequences of the actions proposed would do 
serious harm both to our foreign relations and to the national 
security.

The resolution assumes that we could save billions of dollars by 
reducing U.S. forces abroad, closing large numbers of bases. It 
assumes that this would have beneficial economic consequences 
for the United States. It assumes that its purposes could be car
ried out without impairing our present military strategy or the 
foreign policy of the U.S. Government.

Secretary Rogers believes that these propositions seriously mis
lead the American people.

Secretary Rogers also believes that it is dangerous to assume 
that billions of dollars could be saved without forcing important 
changes in our strategy and at the same time severely affecting 
our foreign relations.

As you know, our forces and our bases abroad are principally 
in Europe and Asia. In the course of the past four years, the 
United States has made very substantial reductions in the forces 
maintained in Asia and has closed numerous bases. In our view, 
the measures that have been taken have been prudent in both 
fiscal and strategic terms. The measures have been applied in a 
way and at a pace which in our judgment leaves the overall secur
ity posture of our allies stronger today than it was four years ago.

We do believe, however, that major reductions of the scale and 
the pace contemplated in the resolution could weaken the sense 
of security which our friends and allies have acquired and in 
these lights shake the confidence of our allies and friends in the 
validity of American commitments. These results could easily 
slow the pace of accommodation in Korea, for example, and would 
almost certainly have an unsettling effect on Japan.

As for Europe, I should remind you that the policy of this 
government has been to maintain our existing force levels and 
improve their capability. This still seems to us a prudent policy 
on both military and political grounds.

There is no question that the presence of American forces in 
Europe over the past generation, and their continued presence 
today, has contributed to deterrence, to a sense of self-confidence

‘ Department o f State Bulletin, Apr. 9,1973, p. 426.
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among our European allies, and to a climate of political stability 
in Europe broadly defined from which we, as well as the Euro
peans, have drawn major benefits.

It is not too much to say, I believe, that our presence in both 
the military and psychological senses of the word has enabled the 
Europeans to enter with some confidence into negotiations with 
the states of eastern Europe, as in the Conference on European 
Security and Cooperation, and the preparations for negotiations on 
mutual and balanced force reductions which are now getting 
underway.

In summary, given the clear successes of American foreign 
policy in recent years, successes which have in major part re
flected our stren^h and the strength of our allies, this is not the 
time to undertake precipitous actions which could directly and 
immediately destabilize the international environment. Nor in the 
specific case of our forces in Europe does it seem wise to propose 
unilateral reductions when we have the prospect of effecting mu
tual force reductions with the Soviet Union and countries of 
eastern Europe.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Malik) to the Secur
ity Council: Latin American Nuclear-free Zone [Extract], 
March 19, 1973'

A number of statements in the Security Council have touched 
upon the question of a nuclear-free-zone in Latin America. And 
in this connexion my delegation would like to express the follow
ing views.

For many years now the Soviet Union has been urging the crea
tion of nuclear-free-zones in various parts of the world. Our posi
tion is that the formation of nuclear-free-zones must effectively 
and realistically limit the sphere and the possibility of disposing 
of nuclear weapons, that is, it must be completely in keeping with 
the task of not allowing their direct or indirect dissemination. 
The obligations of creating nuclear-free-zones can be undertaken 
not only by groups of States covering entire continents or major 
geographical regions, but also by smaller groups of States and 
even individual countries.

As the Council knows, the Soviet Union sympathizes with the 
noble idea of creating a nuclear-free-zone in Latin America on 
the condition, of course, that it is a zone which is really free from 
nuclear weapons and does not contain any written reservations

'  S/PV.1700 (prov.), pp. 76-77. The Security Council meeting took place in 
Panama City.
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or tacit loop-holes for the violation of its nuclear-free status. Our 
approach to this important international problem is honest, open 
and based on principle. We do not wish to be hypocritical or to 
give the Latin American countries and their peoples a false im
pression, as some do, by coming out in words for an agreement on 
a nuclear-free-zone, but in deeds resorting to lame excuses for 
not supporting it or for not acceding to it.

We do not wish to do what some do: we do not wish to close our 
eyes to the reality or fail to notice the fact that one major nuclear 
Power—I mean one, not two, and I emphasize this for the benefit 
of those who like to speculate with the contrived term “one or two 
super Powers”—is maintaining in Latin America the possibility 
of transiting nuclear weapons and also keeps them at numerous 
military bases.

Turning the territory of Latin American countries into a zone 
completely free from nuclear weapons would unquestionably be 
an important factor in strengthening international peace and 
security in the continent of Latin America and throughout the 
world. Accordingly, the efforts of the Latin American States 
aimed at maintaining their Territory forever free from nuclear 
weapons deserve all possible support. This is completely in keep
ing with the letter and spirit of the decision taken by the twenty- 
seventh session of the General Assembly, on the initiative of the 
Soviet Union on the non-use of force in international relations and 
permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons.*

As the Council knows, the Soviet Government has declared 
its readiness to undertake to respect the status of Mexico as a 
zone completely free from nuclear weapons, having in mind that 
other nuclear Powers, also, would undertake similar obligations.® 
If other Latin American countries, too, really do turn their Terri
tories into zones completely free from nuclear weapons, then the 
Soviet Union will be prepared to respect the status of those coun
tries as a nuclear-free-zone. Of course, there must also be pro
hibited the transit of nuclear weapons through the Territory of 
States Parties to the zone and also the conduct of peaceful nuclear 
explosions contrary to the terms of the Treaty on the Non-Dis
semination of Nuclear Weapons.  ̂ At the same time an agreement 
on a nuclear-free-zone should not be extended to the vast reaches 
of the open sea in the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans. The Soviet 
Union reserves the right to review its obligations concerning the 
observation of the status of nuclear-free-zones if any State in re
gard to which the Soviet Union may have undertaken an appro
priate obligation should commit an act of aggression or become 
an accessory to aggression.

* Documents on Dharmament, 1972, pp. 848-849. 
® Ibid,, 1971, pp. 1-2.
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Stat’ement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical
Weapons, March 20, 1973'

In its statement today the Soviet delegation would like to de
velop in greater detail the general principles it put forward on 
20 February concerning the prohibition of chemical weapons.

For a number of years now this problem has been the object of 
thorough consideration both here in the Committee on Disarma
ment and in the United Nations General Assembly. This is be
cause chemical weapons are one of the dangerous types of weapons 
of mass destruction and have been used in military conflicts right 
up to the very recent past. The development and stockpiling of 
these weapons in the arsenals of States are causing concern and 
anxiety in the world, provoking persistent elForts on the part of 
many countries to prohibit and eliminate them. The socialist coun
tries took an important step in that direction by tabling draft 
conventions on the prohibition and destruction of chemical and 
bacteriological weapons in 1969 and 1971 [1970'].^

The problem of the prohibition of bacteriological and toxin 
weapons has already found a constructive solution. The relevant 
Convention signed by over a hundred States is to enter into force 
shortly.® Under the terms of this Convention the participants 
have undertaken to continue negotiations 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. The Soviet side attaches great impor
tance to that provision. It intends to pursue its efforts to imple
ment it and calls upon other States also to take appropriate steps 
to give effect to that provision. This is also called for by resolution 
2933 adopted by the General Assembly at its twenty-seventh ses
sion which requests the Committee on Disarmament
to continue negotiations, as a m atter of high priority, with a view to reaching 
early a^eem ent on effective measures for the prohibition of the development, 
production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and for their destruction/

Thus, the Committee on Disarmament has before it an im
portant task, namely, to reach agreement on the complete prohibi
tion of chemical means of warfare, a task on whose fulfilment we 
must concentrate our efforts. This task has occupied our Commit
tee and the General Assembly for the fourth year now. During 
this time a wide range of the aspects of the problem that must be 
taken into account in working out a concrete agreement has been 
examined in detail and the approaches of many countries to this

'  CCD/PV.593, pp. 6-15.
'‘Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 455-457; ibid., 1970, pp. 538-537.
^Ibid., 197Z, pp. 133-138. The convention has not yet entered into force 

(1974).
‘ 76^., pp. 840-841.
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problem have been clarified. In that connexion the draft con
vention on the prohibition of chemical weapons tabled in the 
Committee on Disarmament by the socialist countries on 28 March 
1972 ® has an important role to play.

Along with a thorough political discussion in the Committee, 
there has been a detailed study of the technical side of the matter. 
With this in mind the Committee has held informal meetings 
attended by technical experts, including a Soviet expert. The views 
they expressed confirmed the practicability of the provisions of 
the draft convention of the socialist countries and were received 
with interest in the Committee. The experts of other countries 
who participated in the exchange of views also expressed interest
ing and helpful opinions which can be used in the elaboration of 
the practical details of a solution of the question of prohibiting 
chemical weapons. In addition, a large number of working papers 
developing certain technical aspects of this problem has been sub
mitted to the Committee.

Thus, it is quite correct to say that the Committee has thor
oughly examined an extensive complex of both the political and 
the technical questions related to the prohibition of chemical 
weapons.

In the discussion of the problem attention has been focused on 
the questions of the scope of the prohibition, and control. To de
fine the scope of the prohibition the Soviet Union and other 
socialist countries have proposed in their draft convention the 
use of the criterion of purpose, which makes possible the most 
comprehensive coverage of the chemical agents, equipment and 
means of delivery to be prohibited as well as of various kinds of 
activity— t̂he development, production, acquisition in any other 
way and stockpiling of chemical weapons. It is important to note 
that the criterion of purpose also permits coverage by the pro
hibition of those means of chemical warfare which might remain 
outside the prohibition under a different criterion of the scope of 
the prohibition as well as agents which are not highly toxic but 
which might be used to destroy an enemy's manpower especially in 
cases where the enemy has no effective means of anti-chemical 
defence and, as a result, even the use of low-toxic substances 
would bring about heavy losses.

The discussion has shown that the overwhelming majority of 
the countries of the world are in favour of the comprehensive pro
hibition of chemical weapons and the elimination of stocks of such 
weapons. At the twenty-seventh session of the General Assembly 
the delegations of Egypt, Morocco, Malaysia, Nepal, Yugoslavia, 
Sweden, Pakistan, Nigeria and many other countries supported 
that solution of the problem. Thus, speaking in the First Commit
tee, the representative of Pakistan stated:

Uhid,, pp. 120-124.
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We are of the view th a t a ban on chemical weapons should be comprehensive 
in nature, covering the development, production and stockpiling of all chemi
cal weapons and their means of delivery, as well as prescribing the destruc
tion of existing stocks.®

Resolution 2933, adopted at the same session of the General 
Assembly, also speaks of such a solution of the problem, stressing 
“the importance of working towards the complete realization of 
the objective of effective prohibition of chemical weapons

On the problem of control of the prohibition of chemical 
weapons, as we see it, one can draw the conclusion that there is 
now a general understanding that this problem should be solved 
not on the basis of any one method but through a reasonable com
bination of national and international measures of control. Thus, 
speaking in the Committee on 20 February, the representative of 
Mexico, Mr. Garcia Robles, had this to say:
With respect to the basic problem of control . . .  we do not see why . . .  it 
would not be enough to have a similar system [similar to the system of control 
provided for in the Convention on the Prohibition of Bacteriological and 
Toxin Weapons], with certain additions and improvements, based . . . “on a 
combination of suitable national and international measures complementing 
and supplementing each other reciprocally.” ®

Swedish working paper CCD/395 also refers to the need for a 
combination of different control methods. It says among other 
things that the efficiency of the verification system “is increased 
by the use of several verification methods”.® In explaining this 
principle, the representative of Sweden, Mr. Eckerberg, observed 
that
the system should not be prim arily designed to catch a violator red-handed, 
but should ra ther monitor normal activities in a country relevant to a chemical 
w arfare potential. This monitoring should in the first place base itself on the 
regular reporting by national sources “

It seems to us that such an approach to the question of control 
of the prohibition of chemical weapons is well-founded, providing 
for sufficiently reliable verification of the prohibition of chemical 
weapons. It is this approach which is offered in the draft conven
tion of the socialist countries, which envisages the possibility of 
using a number of national means of verification in combination 
with some international procedures which, however, should not 
serve as means of unjustified interference in the internal affairs 
of States.

We have repeatedly explained the attitude of the Soviet side to 
on-site inspections. Such a type of control, as we have already 
pointed out, is by no means a prerequisite for ensuring the ob
servance by States of the provisions of an agreement on the pro
hibition of chemical weapons. The establishment of this type of

»A/C.1/PV.1885 (prov.), p. 46.
’ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 840-841.
»CCD/PV.585, p. 28.
• Ante, p. 38.
”  CCD/PV.590, p. 11.
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control would create quite obvious difficulties of a political and 
technical nature. Mandatory inspections could be used as a pretext 
for unwarranted violation of the sovereignty of States and in 
some cases for gathering information that has nothing to do with 
the aims and purposes of an agreement on the prohibition of 
chemical weapons. Besides, the close link between the production 
of chemical substances [for] military and for peaceful purposes 
makes international inspections impractical. Visits of experts of 
other countries to chemical enterprises would violate the pro
tection of industrial property. Such inspections are objectionable 
to many countries as well as to representatives of business circles. 
For example, a report of the United States Carnegie Endovraient 
on chemical and bacteriological weapons, prepared and published 
in 1971, states:

Some countries may be reluctant to permit any inspection, and American and 
other private industry may also have qualms.^

In the light of the above, it is somewhat surprising that the 
representative of Japan, Mr. Nisibori, has put forward in the 
Committee as a condition for the comprehensive prohibition of 
chemical weapons the consent of all countries concerned to

the inclusion of an adequate form of on-site inspection in the verification 
procedure. If  such on-site inspection could not be accepted, it would be vir
tually impossible for us to attain  the comprehensive prohibition of all 
activities in one step.

Ambassador Nisibori further said that the concept of on-site in
spections “is now considered to be the only effective means of 
verification”. And if these means of verification cannot be put 
into practice, he added, “it might be desirable to leave the com
prehensive prohibition of all relevant activities’’.̂ ^

Such a condition for the prohibition of chemical weapons, put 
forward, incidentally, in rather strong terms, does not promote 
the solution of the task which is considered of high priority in the 
work of the Committee and which should be solved as quickly as 
possible. Such treatment of the question of control introduces 
additional difficulties in the solution of the problem of the pro
hibition of chemical weapons. In that connexion it is worth refer
ring to the view stated by the representative of Iran in the First 
Committee of the General Assembly on 1 November 1972, when 
he said:

We are all aware th a t there are no technical panaceas to solve, once and for 
all, the problem of verification. But it would be most regrettable if a chemical 
convention should be delayed by being led up the dead-end road of the peren
nial debate on on-site inspection.^

^T h e  Control of Chemical and Biological Weapons (New York, 1971), 
p. 115.

“  Ante, p. 31.
“  A/C.1/PV.1881 (prov.), p. 13.
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The task now is not to complicate the situation as regards the 
prohibition of chemical weapons but to find mutually acceptable 
solutions to the difficulties that have arisen. The Soviet side 
realizes the complications involved in a solution of the many 
political and technical questions related to the prohibition of these 
weapons. Major complications have also arisen on the path to 
working out a system of monitoring and control of such a pro
hibition. We have already mentioned that the Soviet expert who 
attended the informal meetings of this Committee put forward 
some considerations concerning possible ways of implementing 
the control provisions contained in the draft convention of the 
socialist countries. A number of working papers submitted in the 
Committee over the last few years have also usefully elucidated 
this question. They contain considerations of a technical nature 
which might be used to solve the problem of monitoring the 
observance of an agreement on the prohibition of chemical
weapons. Thus, a number of working papers have analysed the 
possibilities of using the method of evaluating and analysing 
statistical data on the production and consumption of raw ma
terials and semi-products as a way of checking the observance of 
an international agreement on the prohibition of chemical
weapons. We have in mind the working papers of the United 
States,“ Ita ly ,Jap an ,F in lan d  and Sweden.̂ ® These working 
papers admit in one way or another the possibility of using this 
method of control. Although they may appraise its possibilities 
differently, they recognize that the method of statistical monitor
ing can undoubtedly be used as one of the forms of controlling the 
observance of an agreement on the prohibition of chemical
weapons.

In the course of the discussion of possible methods of technical 
control of the observance of an agreement on the prohibition of 
chemical weapons several delegations have pointed to the technical 
feasibility of using remote control methods. On this subject work
ing papers have been submitted for the consideration of the Com
mittee by the United Kingdom ” and Canada.̂ ® They deal with 
the use, on a national basis, of various kinds of atmospheric and 
effluent sensors, remote sampling techniques and possibly
satellites.

We realize—and the above working papers make pertinent 
reservations— t̂hat the use of some of these methods of control and 
verification separately does not provide a full guarantee that 
violations of an agreement on the prohibition of chemical weapons

Documents on Disannament, 1970, pp. 455-459; ibid,, 1972, pp. 343-346. 
Ibid., 1971, 417-421.

“ Ibid, 1970, pp. 379-382; CCD/344, Aug. 24,1971.
” CCD/381, July 27, 1972.

Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 151-154; CCD/384, Aug. 8, 1972. 
^Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 432-436; ibid,, 1972, pp. 408-417. 
^  Ibid,, 1971, VV- 413-417.
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will be detected. However, in the general context of a whole sys
tem of guarantees they may prove to be important elements. 
The use of these methods does not involve the difficulties of a 
political and practical nature which arise in the consideration of 
the problem of on-site inspections.

Several working papers deal with the question of domestic 
legislation with respect to the production, storage and use of 
chemical substances which has either been enacted or proposed in 
many countries. This question is discussed, in particular in the 
working papers submitted by the United States,Yugoslavia,*^ 
Sweden and Finland.*  ̂ Among proposed domestic legislative 
measures, we consider of great interest, such approaches as the 
enactment of laws prohibiting research for weapons purposes and 
the development, production or stockpiling of agents for chemical 
weapons, the introduction of strict government control of im
ports and exports of certain kinds of chemical products, the intro
duction of special regulations and procedures for the import, 
manufacture, sale, destruction and conversion for peaceful uses 
of dangerous chemical agents, etc. A notable contribution is the 
working paper submitted by Finland regarding national means of 
control of chemical weapons. Interesting and useful ideas are con
tained in the working paper submitted by Sweden telling how the 
domestic legislation of Sweden on the protection of the human en
vironment and public health can facilitate control of the develop
ment, production and stockpiling of chemical agents that might be 
used for military purposes.

Thus, as a result of a thorough and comprehensive consideration 
of the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons there is a 
good political and technical basis for the elaboration of an appro
priate international agreement.

In proposing last March a concrete draft convention on the 
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons and on their destruction, the Soviet Union and 
other socialist countries thereby expressed their readiness to 
negotiate the preparation of an agreement in this field that would 
be acceptable for the largest possible number of countries.

We note that the overwhelming majority of countries also be
lieve that the time has come to proceed to the practical elaboration 
of a mutually acceptable text of an agreement on the prohibition 
of chemical weapons. This conclusion emerges, in particular, from 
the discussions which have taken place at the twenty-seventh 
session of the United Nations General Assembly and here in this 
Committee. Numerous statements to that effect by the representa
tives of many States can be cited. Reflecting the feelings prevailing

1972, pp. 354-361. 
Ibid., 1970, pp. 382-385. 

“ CCD/384, Aug. 8,1972. 
“ CCD/381, July 27,1972.
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at the twenty-seventh session of the General Assembly, the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations in his message on the 
occasion of the opening of the current session of the Committee 
said:
. . .  I believe th a t the stage has now been reached where it would be of 
evident usefulness for all concerned to move on to concrete negotiations, in 
working towards the complete realization of the objective of effective pro
hibition of chemical weapons . .

In this connexion we should like to refer to the statement by the 
representative of the Netherlands, Mr. Rosenberg Polak, at the 
meeting of the Committee on 6 March when he said: “We should 
now proceed to the next stage, viz. the formulation of concrete pro
posals and of possible treaty language”.

Why then, instead of negotiating concretely on the text of an 
agreement on chemical weapons, is the Committee on Disarma
ment being compelled, in effect, to waste time? Unfortunately, it 
must be stated that the United States and its allies are not pre
pared to proceed to such negotiations and the reason is not the 
technical difficulties of control but the lack of appropriate political 
decisions.

At the meetings of the Committee on Disarmament in 1972 the 
United States delegation, as is known, stressed that before the 
adoption of political decisions it would be necessary to make a 
careful study of the technical aspects of the problem of chemical 
weapons. Such a study has been made. As the United States Secre
tary of State, Mr. Rogers, stated in the general debate at the 
twenty-seventh session of the General Assembly:
The United States is intensifying its study of all proposals [proposals con
cerning the prohibition of chemical weapons put forward in the Committee 
on Disarmament] and we look forward to responding to them at an early 
date.”

A statement along the same lines was made by the United States 
representative to the United Nations, Mr. Bush, in the First Com
mittee on 23 October 1972,̂ ® to which reference was made by the 
representative of Sweden, Mr. Eckerberg, on 8 March. °̂

Now, four months after those statements, the representative of 
the United States, Mr. Martin, speaking in this Committee on 
20 February, said the following;
During the past recess, we have had time to reflect on our over-all progress, 
on our accomplishments in particular areas and on the tasks still before us. In 
our view, the work to date has revealed the complexity of these tasks and the 
amount of work yet to be done.®"

Such a statement sounds disappointing. Of course, when 
elaborating the concrete details of an agreement on chemical

“ CCD/PV.585, p. 8.
“ CCD/PV.589, p. 25.
^Documents on Disarmamenty 1972  ̂p. 658.
^Ihid ,, pp. 705-706.
^ CCD/PV.590, p. 12.

Ante, p. 9.
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weapons some additional tidying up of a technical nature may be 
required. However, at this stage what is needed above all is to 
reach agreement on substance. Abstract technical studies un
related to any specific provisions of a draft agreement will not 
help to promote progress on the problem before us.

It is now a whole year that the draft convention of the socialist 
countries, proposed as a basis for negotiations on the question of 
prohibiting chemical weapons, has been before this Committee. 
Many delegations in the Committee on Disarmament and in the 
General Assembly—Sweden, Morocco, Yugoslavia, Eg3rpt, Ni
geria, Mali and others— ĥave favoured the preparation of a 
mutually acceptable agreement on the basis of this draft. What is 
more, the delegation of Mexico suggested that along with the draft 
convention of the socialist countries a further draft, reflecting the 
position of the western countries should be tabled in the Com
mittee so that the Committee could address itself to merging the 
two drafts into one generally acceptable document. If a second 
draft were not submitted, it was the Anew of the Mexican delega
tion that the most effective method of work would be the presenta
tion of concrete amendments to the socialist text.^*

We, for our part, believe that this point of view reflects a 
desire for a practical solution of the question, which requires a 
constructive approach. We must say that in the present situation 
further work on the question of the prohibition of chemical 
weapons depends on the response of the United States and other 
western countries to the proposals of the socialist countries, which 
have been formulated as a draft convention. We share the regret 
voiced by a number of delegations in the Committee over the lack 
of such a response.

It would be most disappointing if the Committee could not 
make concrete progress towards the solution of the task of pro
hibiting chemical weapons by the twenty-eighth session of the 
General Assembly. It should be noted that during the twenty- 
seventh session of the General Assembly many States expressed 
dissatisfaction at the lack of progress towards the prohibition of 
chemical weapons and also reproached the Committee on Dis
armament for its inability to prepare and submit to the General 
Assembly a draft agreement on this question.

In the light of the long experience of the struggle waged by 
the USSR and other socialist countries for the complete prohibi
tion of chemical weapons in the Committee on Disarmament and 
other international forums one can hardly recognize as objective 
the appraisal of the reasons of the current stagnation of the 
Committee’s work contained in the memorandum of 14 March 
submitted by several non-aligned States.^  ̂ The sponsors of the 
memorandum disregard the essential differences in the positions

“  A/C.1/PV.1888 (prov.), p. 18. 
“  Ante, pp. 49-50.
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of the western and socialist countries, as well as the constructive 
proposals submitted on this problem by the socialist countries for 
the consideration of the Committee. Such an unobjective approach 
can scarcely contribute to the solution of the task on which we 
have dwelt in our statement today.

Before concluding this statement, the Soviet delegation would 
like to draw the Committee’s attention to a question directly 
related to the problem under consideration. We are referring to the 
need to broaden the participation of States in such an important 
international instrument prohibiting the use of chemical and 
bacteriological weapons as the 1925 Geneva Protocol.^  ̂ Un
fortunately, a number of militarily important countries and, above 
all the United States, are not yet parties to it. We should like to 
express the hope that the very lengthy process of ratification of 
this Protocol by the United States will at last be completed in the 
near future. This would undoubtedly contribute to our common 
efforts towards the complete prohibition of chemical weapons.

Those are the considerations that the Soviet delegation would 
like to present on the question of the prohibition of one of the 
types of weapons of mass destruction, namely, chemical weapons. 
We hope that members of the Committee on Disarmament will use 
appropriate efforts to bring this question out of the state of stag
nation, in which it regrettably finds itself. For this, all the 
necessary requisites now exist as regards both the general politi
cal context and the situation with respect to the technical aspects 
of the problem, in view of the comprehensive and thorough con
sideration of those aspects that has taken place.

Statement by the Japanese Representative (Nisibori) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical 
Weapons, March 22, 1973'

Today, I should like to present my delegation's views on the 
question of banning chemical weapons. During the course of our 
discussions in this Committee last year, the subject was taken 
up, along with the question of a comprehensive nuclear test ban, 
as one of the most important tasks confronting us. As a result of 
our efforts, we have now before us the working programme for 
negotiating the banning of chemical weapons presented by the 
representative of the United States, Ambassador Martin on 21 
March 1972;  ̂ a draft convention for the banning of chemical 
weapons put forward by the representative of the Soviet Union, 
Ambassador Roshchin on 28 March 1972 and many other pro

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
 ̂CCD/PV.594, pp. 26-32.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 98-110.
 ̂Ibid,, pp. 120-124.
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posals and suggestions relating to this question submitted by 
many other delegations at our meetings last year, including the 
informal meetings with the participation of experts held in July 
1972. Regrettably enough, however, no agreement was reached on 
the question of verification of compliance with the prohibition of 
chemical weapons during our debates in the last session of this 
Committee. In these circumstances, the 27th session of the Gen
eral Assembly of the United Nations adopted resolution 2933 
(XXVII), operative paragraph 3 of which
stresses the importance of working toward the complete realization of the 
objective of effective prohibition of chemical weapons as set forth in the 
present resolution and urges Governments to work to th a t end.*

In accordance with the above General Assembly resolution, my 
delegation has carefully analysed and investigated the proposals 
and suggestions contained in the working papers submitted to 
this Committee, most of which are related to the question of 
defining the chemical agents to be prohibited and the question of 
how to ensure an effective means of verification for compliance 
with their prohibition. In his statement made at our first meeting 
of this spring session on 20 February, Ambassador Martin of the 
United States said;
The relationship between scope and verification is a key portion of any arms 
control agreement. But in the context of chemical weapons, this element takes 
on special importance.®

My delegation fully agrees with this view, since we believe that it 
is the crux of the question we are facing now in the discussions of 
this Committee.

As we are well aware, with regard to the question of which 
chemical agents should be prohibited, several delegations have 
suggested that the so-called purpose criterion should be used with 
a view to covering all kinds of chemical warfare agents without 
any exception. It is indeed true that Article 1 of the Convention 
on the Prohibition of Biological and Toxin Weapons adopts a 
general purpose criterion, by saying,
microbial or other biological agents, or toxins whatever their origin or method 
of production, of types and in quantities tha t have no justification for pro
phylactic, protective or other peaceful purposes.”

My delegation accepted this general purpose criterion, simply be
cause we believed that biological agents, unlike chemical agents, 
are restricted in their species and, therefore, easy for us to dis
tinguish agents for peaceful purposes like medicine from agents 
for weapon’s purposes. On the other hand, however, chemical 
agents are not only numerous in their groups and types, but it is 
also simply impossible for us to verify whether or not each of those

‘ 76td., pp. 840-841.
® Ante, p. 9.
® Documents on Disa/rmamenty 1972, pp. 133-138.
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chemical agents is produced only for peaceful purposes, since 
many of them can be used for both peaceful and weapons pur
poses. Even if we tried to verify this point in spite of the extreme 
difBculty involved, we would have to rely on intensive follow-up 
surveys requiring strict on-site inspections, which, I am afraid, 
would cause serious interference in the peaceful industries of 
every State. Therefore, my delegation is convinced that, since 
quite different elements are involved in the formulation of a con
vention on banning chemical weapons, as compared with the case 
of the Convention on the Prohibition of Biological and Toxin 
Weapons, we must use such objective criteria as toxicity level, 
instead of general purpose criteria, which, in my delegation’s 
view, would present us with the difficulty of defining the chemical 
agents to be prohibited.

Further, my delegation is fully aware that the Geneva Protocol 
of 1925 also defines the chemical agents to be prohibited, in a 
general and abstract manner. It says, “The use in war of asphyx
iating, poisonous or other gases”.̂  The reason why this general 
and abstract definition in the stipulations of the Geneva Protocol 
is accepted by many countries including my own, is, I believe, 
quite clear. It is simply because the Protocol aims at prohibiting 
only the use in war of such chemical agents, the contravention of 
which, if it actually occurred, would be quite obvious to every 
State. I want to stress here, however, that what we are confronted 
with now is the question of how to deal with the prohibition of the 
development, production, and stockpiling of chemical agents for 
weapons purposes. Accordingly, we must admit that it would be 
extremely difficult for us to recognize specific chemical agents, 
unless and until they are actually used, as to whether or not they 
were intended for weapons purposes, except if those agents are 
already placed in warheads.

For these reasons, I am persuaded that, in formulating a con
vention for prohibiting chemical weapons, the definition of which 
chemical agents are to be prohibited should be concrete criteria 
like toxicity level, since the application of such general and 
abstract criteria as those used in the Geneva Protocol of 1925 is 
not practical for defining chemical agents. In this connexion, my 
delegation would refer to the working paper presented by the 
Italian Delegation, in which it was suggested, as a means of defin
ing the chemical agents without recourse to the criterion of pur
pose, that a list be drawn up covering the chemical agents to be 
prohibited.® Although I certainly recognize the effectiveness of 
this idea as one of the ways of finding a solution, I am afraid that 
it still leaves uncovered several vexed questions including how to 
deal with such agents, the chemical structures of which are still 
kept secret or which do not yet exist but might be discovered in

 ̂Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765. 
 ̂Ibid., 1972, pp. 432-437.
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future. As to the possibility of distinguishing super-toxic chemical 
warfare agents from chemical agents for peaceful purposes, a 
number of working papers including those of the Netherlands,® 
Sweden,̂ ® and Finland “ have been presented to this Committee, 
and many specialists at the informal meetings of this Committee 
held last year examined them closely, with the result that a sug
gestion was put forward to the effect that such distinctions could 
be made possible by the combined use of chemical structural 
formula and toxicity level. As the members of this Committee are 
possibly aware, my delegation has long been making positive ef
forts in studying those fields, and it has presented, for example, 
working paper CCD/301, in which we indicated LD(50),0.8 
mg/kg (s.c.) as a possible toxicity l e v e l , a n d  working paper 
CCD/374, in which we suggested the possibility of defining the 
super-toxic organo-phosphorus chemical agents used only for 
lethal nerve agents with the result of mass destruction effective
ness by taking advantage of the toxicity level LD (50), 0.5 mg/ 
kg (s.c.) or LD (50), 0.62 mg/kg (i.p.) and the chemical struc
tural formula.̂ ® My delegation would like to stress at this juncture 
that this method of defining the chemical agents to be prohibited 
might be one of the most practical approaches for facilitating our 
deliberations on this matter. In this connexion, I would like to 
make a reference to the working paper presented by the United 
States delegation in last year’s session, which stated.

The carbamates are another class of chemical, from which extraordinarily 
toxic compounds with potential utility as chemical w arfare agents might be 
developed."

Judging from the context of this working paper, I understand that 
the United States delegation would suggest that, together with 
super-toxic organo-phosphorus agents, carbamates should also be 
included in the category of such chemical agents as are to be pro
hibited. It is generally considered, however, that carbamates 
could hardly be used as agents of chemical warfare since they are 
usually solid and are difficult to diffuse in the atmosphere or 
absorb into the body. Accordingly, my delegation believes that 
with regard to the chemical agents to be prohibited, we should 
concentrate our attention, for the time being, on super-toxic or
gano-phosphorus chemical agents.

At this juncture, my delegation would also like to say a few 
words on the question of the determination of toxicity. My delega
tion is fully aware that the standardization of conditions for the 
test has as yet not been established to determine the toxicity by

• Ihid., 1971, pp. 99-101; ibid., 1972, pp. 442-449. 
^  Ibid., pp. 417-422.
“  CCD/381, July  27,1972.
“  Documents on Diaarmament, 1970, pp. 379-382. 
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which super-toxic chemical agents could be defined. For this 
reason, many specialists at the informal meetings last year pointed 
out the necessity that laboratory testing procedures should be 
standardized as soon as possible for the determination of toxicity. 
In this respect, my delegation would suggest that, pending the 
final solution of this question to be made by the specialists con
cerned, we might take full advantage of the published materials 
concerning toxicity with a view to defining the chemical agents to 
be prohibited for the time being.

Next, I would like to elucidate my delegation’s view on the 
interim measures relating to the question of how to ensure effec
tive verification of the prohibition of chemical weapons, as sug
gested in my statements in the General Assembly of the United 
Nations last year and in the meeting of this Committee on 1 
March, to the effect that the development and production of chemi
cal weapons might be prohibited first.

In connexion with the question of whether or not some extent of 
on-site inspection is indispensable for ensuring the effective verifi
cation of the prohibition of chemical weapons, the representative 
of the Soviet Union, Ambassador Roshchin said in his statement 
at the previous meeting of this Committee:
Such a type of control, as we have already pointed out, is by no means a 
prerequisite for ensuring the observance by States of the provisions of an 
agreement on the prohibition of chemical weapons. The establishment of this 
t 3̂ e  of control would create quite obvious difficulties of a political and tech
nical nature. Mandatory inspections could be used as a pretext for un
w arranted violation of the so v ere i^ ty  of States and in some cases for 
gathering information that has nothing to do with the aims and purposes of 
an agreement on the prohibition of chemical weapons. Besides, the close link 
between the production of chemical substances for m ilitary and for peaceful 
purposes makes international inspections practically impossible. Visits of 
experts of other countries to chemical enterprises would violate the protection 
of industrial property. Such inspections are objectionable to many countries 
as well as of representatives of business circles.^

With regard to this question, I should like to ask the members of 
this Committee to recall the statement I made at the meeting of 
this Committee on 25 April, 1972:
If  one rejects ab initio the concept of verification in the field of chemical 
weapons which involves territorial intrusion into another State, how can one 
explain the system of safeguards under the Non-proliferation Treaty on 
nuclear weapons, which does involve what might be called “territorial 
intrusion” ?

Here we are guided by General Assembly resolution 2662 (XXV), which, 
after pointing out the importance of the issue of verification, rightly states 
tha t “verification should be based on a combination of appropriate national 
and international measures, which would complement and supplement each 
other, thereby providing an acceptable system th a t would ensure the effective 
implementation of the prohibition”.

If  it is established th a t national measures involving no territorial intrusion 
into another State are not enough for the ban on certain kinds of chemical 
weapons or activities, would it not be only logical tha t we should complement 
and supplement such national measures with international measures even if 
they involve such territorial intrusion?

“ Ante, pp. 57-58.
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If  indeed there is a political decision to prohibit the sort of chemical 
weapons or activities I have referred to above, it is only natural to expect 
th a t there should also be a political decision to accept such international 
measures."

Furthermore, in connexion with this question, I should like to 
draw the attention of the members of this Committee to the work
ing paper submitted by the United States, which says “Our re
search indicates that the problem of identification of nerve-agent 
production facilities cannot be solved by off-site observation.” 
At the same time, many other representatives of this Committee 
pointed out that a certain degree of on-site inspection is impera
tive for a comprehensive ban of all activities including the 
development, production, and stockpiling of chemical weapons. 
Therefore, if all countries, including the Soviet Union, accept, to 
some extent, on-site inspection, Japan is ready to accept a com
prehensive ban of chemical weapons. However, if the Soviet Union 
continues not to accept any on-site inspection, it will be very diffi
cult for us to ensure verification measures for the realization of a 
comprehensive ban of all activities including development, produc
tion, and stockpiling. Accordingly, my delegation considers that 
it is desirable to prohibit development and production as a first 
step for the time being and then to realize the prohibition of all 
activities including stockpiling when we can assure effective 
measures of verification for this purpose. With regard to this 
question, the United States working paper states:

Thus one possible way some States might be satisfied with a somewhat lower 
level of initial assurance would be if the disarmament process took place in 
stages, th a t is, in the example under discussion, if production of certain 
classes of agents or weapons were prohibited initially while destruction of 
stockpiles were to take place in a subsequent stage.“

This seems to suggest that it may be possible for all States to 
accept the prohibition of development and production as a first 
step without a high level of verification measures, and my delega
tion believes that this might be a compromise solution acceptable 
at the present stage.

Finally, I should like to give my delegation’s views on how to 
observe the faithful implementation of the obligations assumed 
under a convention and on what action should be taken if any 
violation of this convention occurs, with a view to prohibiting 
chemical weapons effectively.

First of all, it might be useful to establish an international body 
to observe and control the implementation of the obligations of 
the convention. As to this question, we might recall that in the 
spring session of the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment, last year, the representative of the Netherlands, Ambassa
dor Polak, taking his examples from international control bodies

“ CCD/PV.559, pp. 13-14.
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provided for in several arms-control treaties of the past, such as 
the Treaty of Tlatelolco,“ and the Non-Proliferation Treaty,*® 
stated:

In considering the possible creation of an international body to support a 
C-weapons convention, one m ight look a t these examples as well as a t the 
suggestions in the American paper.

One might even go a step fu rther and consider whether such a body could 
be devised as a nucleus of an international disarmament organization which, 
in due course, would take over responsibility also in other fields.”

My delegation also considers that it would be necessary to estab
lish an international control body in order to obtain in an objective 
way proofs of violations of the convention.

Secondly, as a first step towards such international control, it 
would be desirable to establish a system of reporting statistics of 
production, exportation, importation, and consumption of certain 
types of chemical agents.

With regard to the scope of the chemical agents to be reported, 
I would like to suggest that this should cover the statistics of 
super-toxic organo-phosphorus agents and their intermediates 
which are above a certain level of toxicity as I mentioned pre
viously. If we want to limit the scope further, it may be suggested 
that we exclude those agents which are clearly not adequate for 
weapons purposes.

Thirdly, as to the question of the procedure for complaints, it 
should be arranged that if a State observes and can provide proof 
of any violation of the convention, the State could request the 
Secretary-General to investigate the case and to report the results 
of his investigation to the Security Council.

Furthermore, a State Party that suspects another State Party 
of not fulfilling its obligations towards the convention should have 
the right to consult with the State Party that is responsible for 
the activities giving rise to the doubt in order to remove its sus
picions. If after consultation, any doubts still remain, the State 
Party having the doubts should have the right to require the 
Secretary-General to investigate the matter and to report his find
ings to the Security Council. For that purpose, the Security Coun
cil should give authority for such investigation to the Secretary- 
General by a resolution.

Today I have expressed my views on a substantial step with a 
view to accelerating the prohibition of chemical weapons. We 
are well aware that our approach will not necessarily provide the 
way for realizing the complete prohibition of chemical weapons in 
a single bound. Nonetheless, I believe, that at the present stage, 
this is one of the most practical ways for us to attain, step by step, 
the conclusion of a convention on the comprehensive prohibition of

“ Ihid., 1967, pp. 69 If.
“  Ibid, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
“ CCD/PV.560, p. 10.
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chemical weapons. I am convinced that it is this kind of practical 
and realistic approach that will promote the political decision of 
the States concerned which is indispensable for the early solution 
of the question.

Statement by the PRC Representative (Hsia) to Subcommittee I
of the Committee on Peaceful Uses of the Seabed and the
Ocean Floor Beyond the Limits of National Jurisdiction 
[Summary Extract], March 27, 1973^

Mr. Hsia (China) remarked that since the international 
machinery governing the sea-bed area must operate in accordance 
with the international regime and the international regime must 
be enforced through the international machinery, the two could 
not be dissociated from one another. Consequently, all the activi
ties of the proposed international machinery, whether political, 
organizational or operational, must conform to the principles of 
the yet-to-be-determined international regime.

In accordance with the spirit of the Declaration of Principles 
adopted by the United Nations General Assembly (resolution 
2749 (XXV) ),̂  those principles should be the following: One, the 
international sea-bed area and its resources, being the joint 
property of the people of all countries, should not be appropriated 
by any State or person. Two, the area should be managed ration
ally and its resources properly used without monopoly or manipu
lation by either super-Power. Three, benefits derived from the 
exploitation of the resources of the sea-bed should be shared 
equitably by all States on an equal footing, irrespective of their 
size, taking into particular consideration the needs of the develop
ing countries. Pour, the international sea-bed area should be used 
for peaceful purposes; as a first step towards that end, the activi
ties of all nuclear submarines and emplacement of nuclear and all 
other weapons in the area should be prohibited. Five, the marine 
environment should be protected and pollution should be pre
vented. Six, the activities of the international machinery should 
not infringe upon the lawful rights and the legitimate interests 
of coastal States. Seven, management of the resources of the inter
national sea-bed area should cover all mineral and living resources. 
Eight, the international machinery should cover not merely the 
exploration and exploitation of the international sea-bed area but 
also other related activities such as scientific research.

* A/AC.138/SC.I/SR.66.
* Documents on Disarmament^ 1970  ̂pp. 698-701.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Nuclear 
Disarmament, March 29, 1973 '

First, allow us to welcome Ambassador Carlos Ortiz de Rozas. 
We are happy to see him back among us and we wish him all 
success in his duties as representative of Argentina in the Com
mittee on Disarmament.

In our statement today we should like to deal with the matter 
of reducing and removing the danger of nuclear war.

Questions of nuclear disarmament have occupied an important 
place in the work of the Committee on Disarmament and of the 
General Assembly. The attention devoted to this problem stems 
from the fact that nuclear weapons represent a tremendous danger 
to all countries and peoples. The removal of the danger of nuclear 
war is, above all, linked to the complete prohibition and elimina
tion of nuclear weapons. This has been constantly advocated by 
the Soviet side ever since the danger arose. What is more, 
the USSR has also put forward proposals for particular measures 
designed to reduce and remove the danger of nuclear war.

The prohibition of nuclear weapon tests figures prominently in 
the context of nuclear disarmament. This question has been dis
cussed by the Committee on Disarmament and at the sessions of 
the United Nations General Assembly for a long time. At its 
twenty-seventh session the General Assembly again called upon 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
to give urgent consideration to the question of a treaty banning all nuclear 
weapon tests, taking into account the views already expressed in the Con
ference, the opinions stated a t the current session of the General Assembly 
and, above all, the pressing need for the early conclusion of such a treaty.*

The present discussion in the Committee has confirmed the 
great importance attached by delegations to the speedy prohibi
tion of all nuclear weapon tests, including underground tests. In 
his message to the Committee on Disarmament at the opening of 
this session, the Secretary-General of the United Nations, pointed 
to the great importance of a comprehensive nuclear-weapon test 
ban, stressing that “a comprehensive test ban treaty is an in
dispensable step in the efforts to halt the nuclear arms race”.®

The Soviet side shares the concern of States over continuing 
nuclear weapon tests and has consistently advocated their cessa
tion. The first practical step along this road was the Treaty 
Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer 
Space and Under Water, signed at Moscow.* Unfortunately, not all 
States possessing nuclear weapons are parties to it. The need for a

 ̂CCD/PV.596, pp. 6-10.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, p. 843.
“ CCD/PV.585, p. 9.
‘•Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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broad participation of States in this Treaty was pointed out in 
resolution 2934 A, adopted by the General Assembly at its twenty- 
seventh session, urging
all States tha t 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 W ater and, meanwhile, to refrain from testing in the environ
ments covered by th a t Treaty.®

The position of the Soviet Union on the cessation of nuclear- 
weapon tests has been repeatedly stated both in the General 
Assembly and here in the Committee on Disarmament, The 
Soviet Union seeks an end to nuclear weapon tests, including 
underground tests, by everyone everywhere. The participation of 
a large number of States is essential for the solution of this major, 
complex task. The Soviet side finds the consideration of this prob
lem in the Committee useful since this could promote the accom
plishment of that goal. Therefore, negotiations on the cessation of 
nuclear-weapon tests, including underground tests, by everyone 
everywhere, can continue in this Committee as before, in spite of 
the fact that China and France are not participating in its work. 
Naturally, an agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests 
by everyone everywhere can only be effective if all nuclear States 
become parties to it.

Much attention in the course of the discussion has been given to 
the question of control over the prohibition of underground 
nuclear weapon tests. As regards the exercise of control over the 
cessation of underground nuclear-weapon tests, we have already 
stated that verification of observance by States of an agreement on 
such cessation should be based on the use of national means of 
control, which is adequately assured by the achievements of science 
and technology.

Although the possibility of control over the prohibition of un
derground nuclear weapon tests by national seismological means 
has been widely recognized by a large number of States and 
representatives of various political and scientific quarters, the 
problem of the cessation of underground nuclear weapon tests 
remains unsettled because the United States continues to insist 
upon on-site inspections. In that connexion we should like to refer 
to the opinion expressed in this Committee on 15 March by Mr. 
Khattabi, the representative of Morocco, that the need for inspec
tion “is probably only a pretext for putting off a solution of the 
problem of the cessation of underground nuclear tests”.®

Proposals for the prohibition of underground nuclear tests by 
means of individual, partial steps towards the attainment of that 
objective have had a significant share of attention in the discus
sions of the Committee on Disarmament. In the course of the 
current session Mr. Nisibori, the representative of Japan, reiter-

'  Ibid., 1972, p. 843.
” CCD/PV.592, p. 16.
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ated the proposal, often put forward before, on the establishment 
of a certain "threshold” of underground explosions above which 
no nuclear tests may be carried out.̂

The Soviet side does not believe that such a measure will be an 
effective step towards achieving the goal of a comprehensive 
nuclear test ban. Doubts concerning the effectiveness of the 
“threshold” approach, as such, are shared by many delegations in 
the Committee. This has been indicated, in particular, in the 
statements of the representatives of Sweden, India, Morocco, 
Egypt, Ethiopia and the Netherlands.

Of late a number of delegations both in the Committee on Dis
armament and in the General Assembly have also been actively 
making proposals calling for unilateral actions by nuclear States 
in the field of nuclear weapon tests. We appreciate the motives and 
intentions of those who make such appeals in their attempts to 
find a way out of the present situation. However, unilateral 
measures could lead to unilateral military and political advantages 
of some States at the expense of others, and in such a case security 
would not be equally ensured for all.

Those are our considerations, on the problem of the cessation of 
nuclear weapon tests.

Now let me express some ideas concerning the prohibition of the 
use of nuclear weapons. Speaking of the need to remove the danger 
of the use of such weapons, we should like to mention the resolu
tion adopted at the twenty-seventh session of the General Assem
bly on the non-use of force in international relations and perma
nent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. That resolution 
which, as is known, was adopted at the initiative of the Soviet 
Union, contains a solemn declaration on behalf of the States Mem
bers of the Organization renouncing the use or threat of force in 
all its forms and manifestations in international relations, in 
accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, and the per
manent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons.

Explaining in the General Assembly why the Soviet Union was 
raising this question, A. A. Gromyko, Minister for Foreign Affairs 
of the USSR, stated:

The need to solve the question of the non-use of force in general and the 
question of prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons in an organic complex is 
determined by the real state of affairs in the world . . . The essence of our 
proposal is tha t it provides for the renunciation by States of any recourse to 
force for settling international disputes, including the use of both nuclear 
weapons and such types of weapons as are commonly called conventional.®

The decision of the General Assembly on this item proceeds 
from the most realistic approach ensuring maximum effectiveness 
under present conditions, which is based on preventing aggression 
involving the use of any means including nuclear weapons. This

’ Ante, p. 27.
' Documents on Disarmament, 1972, p. 664.
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approach rules out any unilateral benefits or advantages for any
one and is aimed against no-one. It meets the interests of all 
countries.

The above resolution of the General Assembly recommends that 
the Security Council should take, as soon as possible, appropriate 
measures for the full implementation of the declaration on the 
renunciation by United Nations Member States of the use or 
threat of force in all its forms and manifestations and the perma
nent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. We hope that the 
Security Council will find it possible to adopt the measures deriv
ing from the above declaration of the General Assembly.

We should like to mention once again that the Soviet Union is 
prepared to solve the problem of the non-use of force, including 
the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, on a bilateral basis 
with any nuclear State.

An important measure in reducing the danger of nuclear war 
was the entry into force in 1970 of the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.® The Soviet Union has always 
regarded this problem as one of the important questions related to 
thie strengthening of international security. An increase in the 
number of countries possessing nuclear weapons would greatly 
add to tension in international relations and would increase the 
probability of the use of nuclear weapons.

The danger of a proliferation of nuclear weapons constitutes a 
threat to all States, both nuclear and non-nuclear.

The non-proliferation Treaty, as is known, has received the 
widest international recognition. Over a hundred States of the 
world have so far adhered to it. The three years that have passed 
since the Treaty entered into force have proved its viability, and 
the obligations not to spread nuclear weapons have become one of 
the major norms of international law.

At present there is an important task in this respect, namely, to 
ensure adherence to the Treaty of the largest possible number of 
States, including especially those which possess the material and 
technological capabilities for producing nuclear weapons or which 
can relatively soon reach that level. We note with satisfaction that 
six States—Australia, Dahomey, El Salvador, Fiji, the Philip
pines and Thailand— âdhered to the Treaty last year. We hope 
that the States which have not yet adhered to the Treaty will 
decide to do so, and the States which have not yet ratified this 
Treaty will do so in the near future and deposit their instruments 
of ratification with the Depositary Governments.

One of the most important elements of the non-proliferation 
Treaty is the provision in article III concerning the obligation of 
non-nuclear States to conclude safeguards agreements with the 
International Atomic Energy Agency. It can be noted with satis-

* Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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faction, as a constructive element that IAEA and Euratom have 
reached agreement on the signature at an early date of the safe
guards agreement approved by the IAEA Board of Governors in 
September 1972. It is to be assumed that the Euratom countries 
will begin without delay the process of ratification of the Treaty 
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. We hope this 
process will not take much time.

Those are the considerations which the Soviet delegation 
deemed it necessary to present on the questions concerning 
nuclear disarmament and the reduction of the threat of nuclear 
war, which affect the interests of all countries, the interests of 
international peace and security. Successful progress in the solu
tion of these questions would create a basis for progress in the 
fulfilment of other tasks connected with curtailing and halting 
the arms race, and the cause of disarmament.

Military Posture Statement by Admiral Moorer to the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, March 29, 1973^

With your permission, I will make a brief introductory state
ment and then proceed with my briefing.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this is the third 
military posture statement that it has been my privilege to 
present to this committee. The purpose of these statements is to 
assess the current and planned military posture of the United 
States in relation to the challenges which may confront our Nation 
during the next 5 or 6 years. Since I have covered much of the 
background information in my two previous military posture 
statements, I will concentrate on the important changes that have 
occurred during the past year.

The past year has been notable for a series of dramatic develop
ments which underscore and give substance to President Nixon’s 
declared goal of “a generation of peace.” The first of these de
velopments was the opening of relations with the Peoples Republic 
of China (P.R.C.), highlighted by President Nixon’s visit to that 
country in February 1972. The second was the signing in Moscow, 
on May 26,1972, 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.“ The 
third was the renewed and intensified effort to achieve a detente 
in Europe; more specifically, the recently convened multilateral

^Fiscal Year 197A Authorization for M ilitary Procurement, Research and 
Development, Construction Authorization for the Safeguard ABM, and 
Active Duty and Selected Reserve Strengths: Hearings Before the Com
mittee mi Armed Services, United States Senate, N inety-third Congress, 
F irst Session, on S. 1263, Pt. 1, Authorizations, pp. 199-233.

’ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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preparatory talks for the Conference on Security and Cooperation 
in Europe and the multilateral talks on Mutual and Balanced 
Force Reductions in Europe. Last, and undoubtedly the most 
welcomed, was the signing in Paris, on January 27, 1973, of the 
Agreement on Ending the War and Restoring Peace in Vietnam.^

While these developments provide new hope for a more stable 
and peaceful world in the future, we dare not ignore the reality of 
the military power which confronts the United States and its allies 
today, and which is likely to confront us in the future. The Soviet 
Union, within the constraints of the Strategic Arms Limitation 
(SAL) agreements, is continuing to improve its strategic capa
bilities, particularly with regard to offensive forces. Moreover, 
the Soviet Union is continuing to modernize its general purpose 
forces. The Peoples Republic of China, on its part, is making sig
nificant progress in the advancement of its ballistic missile pro
grams, as well as in the modernization of its general purpose 
forces. Thus, we are still confronted with the crucial problem of 
how best to maintain the security of the United States and its 
allies in the face of the steadily increasing military power of other 
major nations.

As I noted last year, the military power of the United States, 
when compared to other nations in the world, has clearly peaked 
and is now declining. We no longer have that substantial strategic 
superiority which, in the past, provided us with such a clear-cut 
margin of overall military power so that we could, with confidence, 
insure the protection of our own interests and those of our allies 
world-wide. Accordingly, we must plan our national security pro
grams with greater precision and calculate our risks more closely 
in this new environment. In addition, our allies will have to rely 
to a greater extent than in the past on their own military capabili
ties to deter subtheater or localized aggression.

It is essential, therefore, that we examine with the greatest care 
and understanding the current and planned U.S. military posture 
in relation to that of the Soviet Union and the Peoples Republic of 
China. In doing so, we should concern ourselves primarily with 
military capabilities, rather than intentions. We cannot state 
with precision the military policies and objectives of our adver
saries—that is, their intentions—since our ability to acquire such 
information is quite limited. Furthermore, we know from experi
ence that intentions can change far more quickly than capabilities. 
Consequently, it would be highly imprudent to predicate our de
fense planning on what we may now speculate to be the intended 
purposes of the opposing forces, rather than on what we now 
judge to be their actual capabilities.

Before I turn to the first set of charts, I would like to remind 
you of the principal caveats.

“ Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 12,1973, pp. 169 ff.
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First, the U.S. force data are drawn from the currently pro
jected 5-year defense program. U.S.S.R. and P.R.C. data are based 
on the latest intelligence estimates and projections.

Second, the intelligence organizations can estimate with a fair 
degree of precision the forces our opponents will have operational 
in the next year or two. Beyond that point the estimates become 
less certain.

Third, while the intelligence organizations cannot predict 
quantitative deployment very far into the future, they can provide 
a good indication of the kinds of weapons systems which may be 
deployed several years from now.

Finally, some degree of personal judgment cannot be avoided in 
comparing the military posture of one nation with another. Con
sequently, some of my colleagues may disagree with me on specific 
details, but I believe there is a general consensus within the De
fense Department on the fundamental aspects of these compari
sons. You will have, of course, other opportunities to discuss these 
matters when each of the service chiefs presents his report on the 
major programs of particular concern to his service.

STRATEGIC FORCES

With these cautions in mind, I would now like to turn to the 
first group of charts, which deals with the strategic balance be
tween the United States and the Soviet Union. A complete set of 
charts has been furnished to each member of the committee to 
assist you in following my briefing.

As President Nixon noted in his 1972 foreign policy report, 
‘‘Of the many elements that constitute military power in the nu
clear age, strategic nuclear forces are most crucial.’’  ̂ The U.S. 
strategic forces not only provide the basic deterrent to nuclear 
attacks on the United States and its allies, but also strengthen the 
deterrent to major conventional attacks on our allies and on our 
forces abroad. Indeed, the U.S. strategic forces provide the in
dispensable foundation for the collective defense of the entire 
free world. They are a fundamental prerequisite for the deterrence 
of all lesser types of war involving conflicting interests between 
the United States and its two principal adversaries, the Soviet 
Union and the Peoples Republic of China. Accordingly, the 
sufficiency of our strategic forces must continue to be our fore
most concern.

OVERALL IMPACT OF SAL AGREEMENTS ON 
THE STRATEGIC PROBLEM

The ABM Treaty and the Interim Agreement on Strategic 
Offensive Arms clearly constitute a major step in our efforts to 
slow the momentum of the U.S.S.R. strategic forces buildup and

* Documents on Disarmament, 1972, p. 22.
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to establish some sort of mutual control over the further deploy
ment of such forces by both the United States and the U.S.S.R. It 
should be understood, however, that these agreements in them
selves do not eliminate the serious strategic problems which have 
been of such great concern to us during the last few years. The 
ABM Treaty limits both parties to a relatively small, but equal, 
number of ABM launchers, and, to some extent, constrains the 
development of new ABM systems. The Interim Agreement, in 
contrast, limits both parties to a relatively large, but unequal, 
number of strategic offensive ballistic missile launchers, and, 
with but one important exception—that is, the size of ICBM 
silos—places no significant constraints on the qualitative charac
teristics of the missiles or the launchers. Moreover, it places no 
limitation at all on other types of strategic offensive weapons— 
that is, long-range bombers and cruise missiles.

In effect, therefore, the Interim Agreement provides both 
parties with considerable freedom to increase significantly the 
overall effectiveness of their strategic offensive forces. At the 
same time, the ABM Treaty severely restricts the ability of both 
sides to improve significantly the overall effectiveness of their 
strategic defensive forces against the potentially greater offensive 
threats. I will discuss the details of these agreements in context 
with the specific forces involved, starting with the strategic 
offensive forces.

FORCES ASSOCIATED WITH THE INTERIM AGREEMENT

Shown on chart 1 are the strategic offensive missile systems 
associated with the Interim Agreement. You will recall that this 
agreement deals not only with the forces already operationally de
ployed, but also with the launchers still under construction or 
fitting-out.

The figures shown on the chart for the United States are quite 
precise. We had 1,054 completed ICBM launchers in mid-1972, 
some of which were undergoing conversion to Minuteman III. Of 
the 230 Minuteman III launchers shown on the chart, 210 were 
operational, and 20 were undergoing conversion. We also had 656 
completed SLBM launchers at that time, some of which were 
undergoing conversion to Poseidon. Of the 320 Poseidon launch
ers shown on the chart, 160—10 submarines—were operational 
and 160—10 submarines—were undergoing conversion. Thus, 
we had a total of 1,710 strategic offensive missile launchers in 
being in mid-1972, and that is the total launcher ceiling for the 
United States under the Interim Agreement.

If we choose to exercise our option under the agreement to re
place the “older” ICBM’s—that is, the 54 Titan II’s shown on the 
chart—with “modern” SLBM’s, then we could have as many as 
710 “modern” SLBM launchers on 44 “modern ballistic missile 
submarines,” but no more than 1,000 “modern” ICBM launchers.
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again for a total of 1,710. Alternatively, we could modernize by re
placing the “older” ICBM launchers with “modern light” ICBM 
launchers—that is, about the size of Minuteman— b̂ut then we 
could have no more than 656 SLBM launchers.

The figures shown for the Soviet Union on this chart are, for 
obvious reasons, far less certain than those shown for the United 
States. Except for the SLBM baseline ceiling of 740 and maximum 
ceiling of 950, the Soviet Union figures are United States 
estimates.

As shown on the chart, we estimate that the Soviet Union had 
completed or under construction in mid-1972 a total of 1,618 
ICBM launchers— 2̂09 older launchers deployed prior to 1964 
(SS-7s and 8s), 313 heavy launchers deployed after that time 
(SS-9s and new large silos), and 1,096 light launchers (SS-lls  
and 13s and new small silos). In other words, our estimate of the 
maximum number of ICBM launchers permitted the Soviet 
Union under the Interim Agreement is 1,618, of which no more 
than 318 may be of the heavy types deployed after 1964.

Our estimate of Soviet SLBM launchers on modern ballistic 
missile submarines operational and under construction in mid- 
1972 is subject to some uncertainty. We estimate that about 29 
Yankee-c\&s& submarine (with 16 SS-N-6 launchers each) and 
one DeKo-class submarine (a modification of the Fawfeee-class 
with 12 SS-N-8 launchers each) had been launched by that time. 
We believe a mix of 12 more Yankee’s, and Delta’s were under con
struction in the assembly buildings at that time, making a total 
of 42 submarines “operational and under construction.” The 
U.S.S.R. maintained, however, that major subassembled sections 
of these submarines were being fabricated elsewhere, and that a 
total of 48 submarines were “operational or under construction” 
at that time.

To avoid a debate over the number of submarines under con
struction, both sides agreed to a negotiated “baseline” ceiling for 
the Soviet Union of “740 ballistic missile launchers on nuclear- 
powered submarines.” Since we estimate that the Soviet Union 
had nine older nuclear-powered submarines with a total of 30 
launchers operational in mid-1972, the total number of launchers 
on the Yankee- and DeZia-classes should not exceed 710, as shown 
on the chart.

If the Soviet Union chooses to exercise its option to replace the 
SS-7s and 8s with “modern” SLBM’s, it could have as many as 
62 “modern ballistic missile submarines” and 950 SLBM launch
ers, but no more than 1,409 ICBM launchers. The total number of 
launchers, in our view, may not exceed 2,359—the total strategic 
missile launcher ceiling implied in the Interim Agreement for the 
Soviet Union. Alternatively, the Soviet Union may modernize by 
replacing its SS-7s and 8s with “modern light” (but not “heavy”) 
ICBM’s, and its older SS-N-4s and 5s with modern SLBMs, or any
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combination of the two—^provided that the total ceiling of 2,359 
strategic missile launchers and the subceilings of 950 SLBM 
launchers and 62 modern submarines are not exceeded.

In this connection, only Yankee class and more advanced t3rpe 
nuclear-powered submarines are counted against the 62 “modern 
ballistic missile submarine” ceiling, but all SLBM launchers of 
any type on operational nuclear-powered submarines and all SS- 
N-6, SS-N-8, and more advanced SLBM launchers on diesel- 
powered submarines are counted against the 950 “SLBM launcher 
ceiling.” Thus, none of the older nuclear-powered submarines 
count against the 62 modern submarine ceiling, but all SLBM 
launchers (old or new) carried by those submarines count against 
the 950 launcher ceiling. Similarly, none of the diesel-powered 
ballistic missile submarines count against the 62 modern sub
marine ceiling, but all SS-N-6s, SS-N-8s and more advanced 
SLBM’s which may be installed on such operational submarines 
would count against the 950-launcher ceiling.

In summary, the ICBM ceiling is 1,054 for the United States 
and 1,618 for the Soviet Union; the baseline SLBM ceiling is 656 
for the United States and 740 for the Soviet Union; the maximum 
SLBM ceiling is 710 for the United States and 950 for the Soviet 
Union; and the total strategic missile launcher ceiling is 1,710 for 
the United States and 2,359 for the Soviet Union.

U.S. AND U.S.S.R. ICBM FORCES

Shown on chart 2 are the principal U.S. and U.S.S.R. ICBM 
systems. The Titan II is the only “heavy” U.S. ICBM but, like the 
U.S.S.R. “heavy” SS-7, it is considered in the Interim Agreement 
as an “older type” system because it was “deployed prior to 
1964.” All three versions of the Minuteman and all the MOD’s 
of the SS-11 and -13 fall into the “light” ICBM category. The 
SS-9 is, of course, a “heavy” ICBM deployed after 1964.

As can be seen from the chart, the U.S.S.R. ICBM’s are gener
ally larger than ours. Except for the SS-9 MOD 1 and 2, which 
carry a single large warhead, none of them has the combination of 
yield and accuracy needed to attack hard targets effectively; and 
there are not enough SS-9 MOD I’s and 2’s deployed to constitute 
a significant threat to our Minuteman force. The MOD 3, which is 
the FOB’S or depressed trajectory version of the SS-9, has a rela
tively large CEP and is considered a soft-target weapon.

With regard to the SS-9 MOD 4, which has three warheads, 
another flight test occurred in January of this year, the first since 
November 1970. It is still too early to assess the significance of 
that test. As I noted last year, the MOD 4 failed to demonstrate a 
MIRV capability in the previous tests, but it could be deployed as 
an MRV.

I also noted last year that a new version of the SS-11 was
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being flight tested. These tests have continued on a very active 
basis during 1972, including two flights into the Pacific Ocean in 
November of that year. This new version of the SS-11 has an 
MRV payload and is probably more accurate than the original ver
sion. Even so, it does not yet have the combination of yield and 
accuracy needed to attack hard targets effectively. We believe that 
it was designed primarily to enhance the penetration capabilities 
of the SS-11 system against ABM-defended urban/industrial and 
soft military targets. In view of the large number of flight tests 
already accomplished, we estimate that the new version of the 
SS-11 is now ready for deployment.

Flight testing of an improved version of the SS-13 also con
tinued in 1972, but on a very modest scale. We believe this new 
version of the SS-13 will be somewhat more accurate than the 
original version; but with its relatively small warhead, it is still 
strictly a soft-target weapon. We believe this missile may also be 
ready for deployment.

In contrast to the United States, which does not have any new 
ICBM systems under development at this time, the Soviet Union 
is actively testing three new or significantly improved ICBM’s— 
an “SS-9 follow-on,” an “SS-11 follow-on,” and an “SS-13 
follow-on.” It is still too early to draw any firm conclusions as to 
the ultimate goals of the three new Soviet ICBM development pro
grams. We have reason to believe, however, that these goals in
clude increased prelaunch survivability, accuracy, and improved 
reentry systems.

We have no conclusive evidence as yet that the Soviet Union has 
an operational MIRV. Nevertheless, we continue to believe that 
such payloads will be developed and deployed. The Soviet Union un
doubtedly regards the achievement of a MIRV capability as an im
portant political, as well as a military goal. The deployment of some 
300 “heavy” MIRVed “SS-9 follow-on” ICBM’s, which is permis
sible under the Interim Agreement, would greatly enhance the 
Soviet Union’s hard-target capabilities, particularly if the new 
missile turned out to be significantly more accurate than the SS-9.

While the United States does not have any new ICBM systems 
under development at the present time, further improvements are 
being made in the Minuteman II and III systems. These include:

1. Upgrading the hardness of the Minuteman II and III silos.
2. Installing, on a phased basis, a command data buffer system 

in all Minuteman III squadrons to increase the flexibility of the 
force.

Shown on chart 3 are the latest projections of the U.S. and 
U.S.S.R. ICBM forces through mid-1973.

We estimate that the U.S.S.R. at mid-1972 had a total of 1,527 
operational ICBM launchers. By mid-1973, some 60 new small 
silos could be completed, raising the total to about 1,590 opera-
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tional ICBM launchers. With the completion of the new large silos, 
the Soviet ICBM force would be brought up to our estimate of the 
ceiling established by the Interim Agreement.

If the U.S.S.R. does not exercise its option to replace the SS-7s 
and -8s with modem SLBM’s, we would assume that the ICBM 
force would be maintained at or near the maximum level permitted 
by the Interim Agreement. It also seems reasonable to assume that 
one or more of the new follow-on ICBM’s would be deployed in the 
next few years to modernize the force, and that at least the SS-9 
follow-on would be MIRVed.

Much more likely, the U.S.S.R. will choose to exercise its option 
and replace the older ICBM’s with modern SLBM’s. Inasmuch as 
the number of SLBM launchers on nuclear-powered submarines 
operational or undergoing sea trials is expected to reach the initial 
ceiling of 740 launchers by the mid-1970’s, we assume the phase
out of the SS-7s and -8s will begin at least by that time. In this 
case, the remaining ICBM force might be modernized more in
tensively by the deployment of all three follow-on ICBM’s, perhaps 
with MIRV payloads.

The U.S. ICBM force will be maintained at about its present 
level over the next several years. The number of Minuteman I ll’s, 
however, will increase to 550 by mid-1975. By that time, all of the 
Minuteman I’s will have been phased out of the force.

U.S. AND U.S.S.R. SLBM FORCES

Shown on chart 4 is a comparison of U.S. and U.S.S.R. opera
tional SLBM’s.

With regard to the SS-N-8, which is shown here for the first 
time, we estimate that its range is about 4,000 nm, considerably 
greater than the SS-N-6. Inasmuch as the SS-N-8 has been in
tensively flight tested in the last year, including three flights into 
the Pacific Ocean, we assume that the missile is probably ready for 
deployment. As I noted earlier, we believe that the SS-N-8 is being 
installed in the new Delta-class submarine.

None of the U.S.S.R. SLBM’s shown on this chart has demon
strated an effective hard-target capability, and none carries more 
than one RV. We estimate, however, that new follow-on SLBM’s 
will be developed and that they probably will be MIRVed, par
ticularly if the U.S.S.R. develops a MIRV technology for its 
ICBM’s.

While none of the U.S. SLBM’s shown on this chart has a hard- 
target capability, the Polaris A-2 carries MRV’s and the Poseidon 
carries MIRV’s. The new Trident C-4 SLBM will carry a payload 
comparable to that of Poseidon, but will have a considerably 
greater range—about 4,000 nm. The IOC of this new missile, how
ever, has been slipped to late 1978, the IOC date of the first Trident 
submarine. Since the new Trident system will be discussed in detail
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by other defense witnesses, I will not pursue the matter here 
except to say that I fully support the program.

The latest projections of U.S. and U.S.S.R. SLBM launchers 
through mid-1973 are shown on chart 5.

We estimate that the U.S.S.R. by mid-1973 will have a total of 
about 560 SLBM launchers, excluding some 60 SS-N-4 and -5  
launchers on diesel-powered submarines. These 60 launchers are 
excluded from all of the U.S.S.R. strategic forces projections after 
mid-1972 because they are not considered strategic missile forces 
in terms of the Interim Agreement. Instead, they are included in 
the U.S.S.R. theater nuclear forces after that date.

If the U.S.S.R. chooses to retain the SS-7s and -8s, it could 
reach its baseline ceiling of 740 SLBM’s by the mid-1970’s. Con
versely, if the U.S.S.R. decides to phase out the SS-7s and -8s, it 
could reach its maximum ceiling of 62 modern ballistic missile sub
marines and 950 SLBM launchers before the expiration date of the 
Interim Agreement.

The United States is already at its initial SLBM ceiling—656 
launchers. Since the first Trident submarine will not be available 
until late 1978, a decision on which systems it will replace need not 
be made for some time. Meanwhile, we will continue to modernize 
our SLBM forces with Poseidon. The last Polaris A-2 SLBM will 
be out of the forces by mid-1975, and by mid-1976, all of the 
Poseidon conversions will have been completed. At that time, we 
will have 31 Poseidon submarines (496 launchers) and ten Polaris 
A-3submarines (160launchers).

U.S. AND U.S.S.R. STRATEGIC BOMBER FORCES

Shown on chart 6 are the U.S. and U.S.S.R. strategic bomber 
forces projected through mid-1973. The major uncertainty regard
ing the U.S.S.R. bomber force is still the primary mission of the 
new Backfire variable-geometry wing, supersonic bomber. Without 
an appropriate tanker fleet for air-to-air refueling, a Backfire 
force would be considered best suited for peripheral attack. The 
Backfire, however, probably has an air-to-air refueling capability 
and, in addition to the limited number of Bison tankers, there are 
at least two new jet transport aircraft which could be adapted to 
the tanker role. Furthermore, it is generally agreed that the Back
fire has a good growth potential and that later versions could have 
an improved intercontinental attack capability. Accordingly, an in
tercontinental role for the Backfire cannot be excluded. But regard
less of which mission may be primary, the Backfire will be an 
important element of Soviet long-range aviation and will probably 
enter the forces this year or next.

In terms of just intercontinental bombers, the United States now 
has, and will most likely continue to enjoy, a substantial quan
titative lead over the Soviet Union, even if the Backfire is deployed
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for this mission and even though the number of U.S. inter
continental bombers will decline as some of the older B-52s are 
phased out of the force during the next few years. If a decision is 
made next year to produce and deploy the new B-1 bomber, the 
first few aircraft could be operational by mid-1978.

U.S. AND U.S.S.R. STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE BALANCE

Last year I presented the three general quantitative measures 
most frequently used to summarize the overall strategic offensive 
balance between the United States and the Soviet Union—numbers 
of delivery vehicles, megatons, and warheads. I noted then that no 
one of these measures, alone, provides a valid comparison; they 
must be considered collectively. Moreover, there are a number of 
other factors—such as command and control, prelaunch surviva
bility, accuracy, range, and penetration capability—^which also 
must be borne in mind in assessing the strategic balance. Un
fortunately, these other factors cannot be reduced to a single com
mon denominator that would be suitable for this tjrpe of presen
tation.

The total numbers of U.S. and U.S.S.R. strategic offensive 
delivery vehicles, projected through mid-1973, are shown on chart 
7. It should be noted that on this chart, the medium bombers are 
excluded and only the deployable ballistic missile submarines are 
counted— t̂hat is, submarines in conversion or overhaul are 
excluded because they are not readily available for deployment.

As can be seen on the chart, the U.S.S.R. has completely 
eliminated our very substantial lead in delivery vehicles, and now 
has surpassed us. This U.S.S.R. quantitative advantage over the 
United States is expected to widen further over the next 5 years 
as we continue to phase out some of our older B-52s and they 
complete the buildup of their SLBM force to the level permitted 
by the Interim Agreement.

The U.S.S.R. already far surpasses the United States in total 
strategic offensive megatons, the second measure of the strategic 
balance. (This measure represents the total estimated yield of all 
the weapons expected to be loaded in the delivery vehicles included 
on chart 7.) United States megatons declined sharply from 1966 
to 1970 as the number of heavy bombers was reduced, and will con
tinue to decline over the next few years as our missile forces are 
converted to MIRV’s. The future trend in U.S.S.R, megatons will 
depend importantly on the extent to which the missile forces are 
converted to MIRV’s. But even with a relatively rapid conversion, 
the U.S.S.R. is expected to continue to maintain its predominant 
lead in gross megatons for several years to come.

Only in numbers of strategic offensive warheads is the United 
States likely to maintain its lead over the U.S.S.R. during the 
next 5 years. Even here, the U.S.S.R. has the potential to overtake
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us since its missile forces have considerably greater throw weight 
or payload capacity than our missile forces. Thus, if the U.S.S.R. 
moves vigorously into MIRV's during the next few years it could, 
within the bounds of the Interim Agreement, considerably narrow 
our lead in numbers of warheads.

U.S. AND U.S.S.R. STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE FORCES

The treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, 
as indicated by the title, applies only to the ABM forces of the 
United States and the U.S.S.R. But, with respect to these forces, 
the terms of the treaty are quite precise and the limitations are 
very tight.

Each party is limited to no more than 200 ABM missiles and 200 
ABM launchers—100 of each for the defense of the national 
capital, and 100 each for the defense of an ICBM area.

No more than six ABM radar complexes (excluding, in the case 
of the U.S.S.R., the existing mechanical scan ABM radar com
plexes) may be deployed for the defense of the national capital, 
and no more than two large phased-array ABM radars and 18 
smaller ABM radars may be deployed for the defense of the ICBM 
area; and the center points of the two defended areas must be at 
least 1,300 kilometers apart.

Each party may have no more than 15 ABM launchers at test 
ranges, but other test equipment and facilities are not limited.

Development, test, or deployment of sea-based, air-based, space- 
based, or mobile land-based ABM systems, and multiple-missile 
ABM launchers, multiple independently guided warhead ABM 
missiles, or rapid reloading ABM systems are prohibited.

SAM systems may not be upgraded to ABM capability.
ABM systems and components may not be deployed outside the 

national territory of each party and may not be transferred to 
other states.

In addition, there are various limitations on the capacity of 
ABM radars, the deployment of early warning radars, the radius 
or diameter of the defended areas, et cetera.

The Soviet Union already has an operational ABM system 
deployed around its national capital (i.e., the so-called Galosh sys
tem around Moscow), but to our knowledge, construction of an 
ABM defense for an ICBM area has not yet been started. The 
United States, in contrast, has substantially completed the facilities 
construction phase of an ABM defense for an ICBM area (i.e., the 
Safeguard site at Grand Forks, N. Dak.), but, as you know, the 
Congress has refused to authorize the construction and deplo3onent 
of an ABM defense for the National Capital.

The operational ABM system deployed around Moscow consists 
of four complexes, each with 16 Galosh missile launchers and 
TRIAD mechanical scan engagement radars. Target acquisition
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and tracking is provided by a large, phased-array Dog House 
radar near Moscow. Another radar of this type is now under con
struction near Moscow and may soon become partially operational. 
These two phased-array radar complexes count against the 
treaty limitation of six complexes for the defense of the national 
capital area; the TRIAD radar in the four existing ABM com
plexes do not. The deployment of additional early warning radars 
is not prohibited by the ABM Treaty, provided that the radars are 
deployed along the periphery of the national territory and are 
oriented outward.

Last year, I informed the committee that after a lapse of several 
years, work has been resumed at some of the previously started but 
uncompleted ABM complexes around Moscow. This work has 
progressed markedly during the past year. It seems reasonable to 
assume that the Soviet Union will complete the development of the 
Moscow ABM system up to the treaty limit—six ABM radar com
plexes (excluding existing TRIADs) and 100 ABM missiles on 
launchers. Accordingly, we estimate that up to four more ABM 
radar complexes (in addition to the two large phased-array radar 
complexes) and 86 additional ABM launchers will be installed in 
the Moscow defense area during the next few years.

Although there was some decline in the number of ABM test 
firings last year as compared with 1971, we have good evidence of 
a continuing Soviet interest in ABM research and development.

With regard to the U.S. ABM program, we now plan to complete 
the Grand Forks site with 100 missiles on launchers, one Missile 
Site Radar, and one Perimeter Acquisition Radar. This site is 
expected to be operationally ready before mid-1975. Construc
tion of the Malmstrom site has been terminated. Work at the 
other two Safeguard sites planned for the defense of Minuteman 
has also been terminated.

In view of the position taken by the Congress with respect to an 
ABM defense for the National Capital, it now has been decided to 
defer the start of this site pending further study, including study 
of the design of the system in the light of the latest ABM tech
nology. The National Capital site, as I have pointed out on previous 
occasions, is required for the protection of the National Command 
Authorities (NCA), and not for the Washington, D.C. area, per se. 
The survival of the NCA under all foreseeable circumstances is of 
the utmost importance, not only for the timely and orderly exe
cution of a retaliatory strike, but also for effective deterrence. A 
potential attacker should always be confronted with the prospect 
that no matter what the timing and character of his attack on the 
U.S. homeland, the NCA will survive to command and control 
the appropriate U.S. response.

As a hedge against the emergence of new threats which could 
gravely jeopardize our national safety, we plan to continue the
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development of the site defense system and new technological 
approaches to even more advanced ABM systems. The strategic 
situation is still fraught with many uncertainties. It is only 
prudent, therefore, that we continue our efforts to advance our 
ABM technology to the full extent permitted by the treaty. This is 
the kind of action the Joint Chiefs of Staff had in mind with 
regard to the third of the three assurances I presented to this 
committee last summer in connection with the hearings on the 
SAL agreements; namely, full support of a vigorous research and 
development program.

Our current projections of the U.S. and U.S.S.R. air defense 
forces are essentially the same as those I presented here last year. 
The Soviet Union’s commanding lead over the United States in 
numbers of air defense radar sites, command and control facilities, 
surface-to-air missile launchers, and interceptor aircraft is ex
pected to continue over the next 5 years. The first two elements 
of the modernized U.S. air defense system— t̂he Airborne Warning 
and Control System (AWACS) aircraft and the Over-the-Horizon 
Backscatter (OTHB) radars—are now scheduled to become opera
tional in the late 1970’s. The deployment of the first squadron 
of Improved Manned Interceptors (IMI) is tentatively planned for 
the early 1980’s. Although no decision has been made as yet with 
respect to the deployment of the SAM-D for continental defense, 
it could also be available in the early 1980’s.

Shown on chart 8 are the U.S. and U.S.S.R. home defense inter
ceptor forces projected through mid-1973. The Soviet force, al
though declining slowly in numbers, is being steadily modernized. 
By mid-1973, the four newest interceptors—Firebar (YAK-28), 
Fiddler (TU-128), Flagon-A, and Foxbat (MIG-25)—will 
account for about 40 percent of the force, while the three oldest 
interceptors—Fresco (MIGr-17), Farmer (MIG-19), and Flash
light (YAK-25)—will account for only 35 percent. The Fishpot 
(SU -9), introduced in 1959, accounts for the remaining 25 percent. 
This modernization effort is expected to continue, and the three 
oldest-type interceptors will probably be phased out of the force 
as the new aircraft are delivered.

Our intelligence organizations still believe that by the late 1970’s 
the U.S.S.R. may provide its advanced interceptors with a look- 
down/shootdown radar/missile system, and may deploy a new 
AWACS with a lookdown capability over land, as well as water. 
Such an interceptor/AWACS force could pose a formidable threat 
to our bombers. While we have no firm evidence of the existence 
of either system, we are hedging against this contingency with the 
development of the Subsonic Cruise Armed Decoy (SCAD) for 
our bombers.

The U.S. interceptor force will be maintained through mid-1973 
at about the current level, with a total active inventory of about



92 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

600 aircraft, including the air defense units of the Air National 
Guard. The last new production interceptors (F-106s) were 
delivered to the forces in 1961.

Shown on chart 9 are the United States and U.S.S.R. home 
defense surface-to-air missile (SAM) forces. With the phaseout 
of Bomarc, the number of United States SAM launchers has 
declined to about 50, the level at which it will be maintained at 
least over the next few years.

The Soviet SAM force increased slightly during the past year as 
additional SA-3 low-altitude SAMs and SA-5 long-range, high- 
altitude SAM’s were deployed. However, the long term build-up of 
this force may be nearing completion. While some additional 
SA-3’s and 5’s—or possibly more advanced SAM’s— m̂ay be 
deployed during the next few years, we believe this increase may 
be offset, or even exceeded, by the phaseout of older SAM’s.

P.R.C. STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES

The Peoples Republic of China, during the past year, continued 
to make steady progress in the build-up of its nuclear forces. The 
production of fissionable materials continues to expand as new 
facilities come on-line, thus permitting a more rapid increase in 
the stockpile of nuclear weapons.

As I indicated last year, the P.R.C. has a variety of nuclear 
weapon delivery systems operational or under development, in
cluding both aircraft and missiles. The aircraft systems will be 
discussed later in context with the theater nuclear forces. The 
missile systems will be discussed here because of their strategic 
implications.

Last year, I informed the committee that the P.R.C. had devel
oped and tested an MRBM and an IRBM, and that the former, and 
possibly the latter, could be ready for deplojonent. We now have 
reason to believe that both of these systems have been operation
ally deployed. Moreover, a third system, which I referred to last 
year as a multistage longer range IRBM, may also be nearing 
operational deployment. This last system might more properly be 
termed a limited range ICBM; it could reach deep into the Soviet 
Union, but it could not reach the continental United States (except 
for the western part of Alaska).

The P.R.C., however, is also developing a full range ICBM and 
this program is moving forward at a slow, but steady pace. We are 
still estimating that this missile could reach an IOC as early as 
1975, but more likely, a year later. Its range, carrying a 3 MT war
head, could be about 6,000 nm, sufficient to reach virtually all 
major targets in the continental United States. Inasmuch as an 
ICBM cannot be tested at full range within the confines of the 
P.R.C., we would expect that eventually this new missile will be 
tested out into the Pacific or the Indian Ocean. If it is so tested, we
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will know much more about its characteristics than we do now.
In addition to these liquid fuel missiles, we believe the P.R.C. 

has also been working for some time on the development of solid 
fuel missiles. While we do not as yet have a good basis for 
estimating an IOC, a solid fuel MR/IRBM-class missile and/or a 
solid fuel SLBM would probably not be available for deployment 
before the mid-1970s. The P.R.C. has one Soviet-type Golf-class 
diesel-powered missile launching submarine which it built during 
the early 1960s, but to our knowledge, it has never been equipped 
with missiles. If the P.R.C. is indeed developing a solid fuel SLBM, 
it is reasonable to assume that this submarine would be used as the 
test platform. No other P.R.C. ballistic missile submarines are 
known to us; however, we cannot preclude the possibility that one 
or more may be under construction.

P.R.C. STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE FORCES

The P.R.C. air defense system, notwithstanding the relatively 
large number of interceptors, is quite limited in capability as com
pared with that of the Soviet Union. By mid-1973, the P.R.C. is 
expected to have about 3,400 operational home defense inter
ceptors, but except for a small number of MIG-21’s, most of these 
aircraft are of the older types—MIG-15s, -17s, and -19s. The 
P.R.C. still has only a few hundred SAM launchers deployed, 
mostly around a few key cities. The rate of deployment is increas
ing, however, and this force is expected to grow more rapidly in 
the future than it has in the past few years.

OVERALL STRATEGIC BALANCE

The ABM Treaty and the Interim Agreement of Strategic Offen
sive Arms reflect the relative strategic parity that now exists 
between the United States and the Soviet Union. While the Soviet 
Union has a substantial advantage, not only in numbers of 
strategic missiles, but also in missile throw-weight, the United 
States still has a substantial advantage in other areas of key 
importance to the overall strategic balance—e.g., missile accuracy, 
MIRV’s, submarine quietness, sonars, and numbers of bombers 
and bomber payload. And, while the Soviet Union has an enor
mous advantage in air defense, without an extensive ABM defense 
(the attainment of which is now precluded by the treaty), the air 
defense could be substantially undercut by ballistic missile attack, 
particularly an attack involving a large number of MIRV’s.

It should be borne in mind, however, that the U.S. advantages 
in the strategic balance are inherently transitory; they rest for the 
most part on a U.S. technological lead that has been steadily 
narrowing over the past decade. Furthermore, as I pointed out 
earlier, the Interim Agreement does not provide any significant 
constraints on qualitative improvements in the strategic missile
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forces; nor does it provide any limitations whatsoever on the 
strategic bomber forces. Consequently, given the current momen
tum of the Soviet strategic offensive R. & D, program, we cannot 
preclude the possibility that our technological lead in this area 
may further diminish or disappear altogether during the current 
decade.

We have sufficient evidence to convince us that the Soviet Union 
is making a serious effort to improve the accuracy of its strategic 
missiles. Moreover, we believe that the Soviet Union will soon 
succeed in its efforts to develop an effective MIRV system for its 
strategic missiles. Thus, the Soviet Union may be able to challenge 
our lead in both missile guidance and MIRV’s in the future, and 
thereby pose a significant threat to our Minuteman force.

Our qualitative lead in SLBM’s has already been successfully 
challenged in at least one respect. The Soviet Union may soon have 
an operational 4,000 nm-range SLBM, the SS-N-8. Our 4,000 nm- 
range SLBM, the Trident C-4, will not be operationally available 
until late 1978. The SS-N-8, however, carries a single RV. The 
Trident C-4, like the Poseidon, will carry a MIRVed payload. 
But, that advantage may also be transitory since the Soviet Union 
is expected to deploy a MIRVed SLBM within the next 5 or 6 years.

We still have a significant advantage over the Soviet Union in 
submarine quietness and in sonars, but this lead may also be 
narrowed over the next several years. For example, the newer 
classes of Soviet nuclear-powered submarines are considerably 
quieter than the older classes; and the newer Soviet sonars may 
prove to be more effective than the older sonars. Moreover, the 
Soviet Union is working on much more advanced technology, 
some of which may have ASW application in the future.

The new Soviet Backfire bomber represents a significant ad
vance in aircraft technology, even though there is still a question 
about its primary mission. It is the first Soviet supersonic bomber 
with a variable-geometry wing, and it probably is designed for 
air-to-air refueling. Thus, given a suitable tanker force, the Back
fire could prove to be an effective intercontinental bomber. While 
our B-1 promises to be markedly superior to the Backfire in the 
intercontinental role, it will not be available for operational 
deployment until 1978 at the earliest.

There are many other areas of importance to the strategic 
balance where the Soviet Union is steadily narrowing our tech
nological lead, or may have already overtaken us. Moreover, the 
Soviet leaders have made it clear that they intend to press forward 
in the strategic area within the bounds of the SAL agreements, 
and indeed, they appear to be doing so. Consequently, short of a 
much more comprehensive and definitive agreement on strategic 
offensive forces, it is essential that we continue to pursue a 
vigorous and extensive R. & D. program in the strategic area:
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First, to hedge against them are serious threats the Soviet 
Union might be able to pose to our strategic deterrent forces within 
the bounds of the interim agreement; and

Second, to hedge against a failure to achieve an acceptable 
permanent agreement on strategic offensive forces.

As I noted last year, the emergence of the Peoples Republic of 
China as a significant nuclear power will add a new and complex 
factor to the strategic equation, both for the United States and the 
Soviet Union. Indeed, China’s nuclear reach may soon extend to 
all of the Soviet Union and before the end of the current decade, 
to virtually all of the Continental United States as well. While it is 
still too early to assess the full implications of this new develop
ment, it seems clear that the continued growth in China’s nuclear 
capabilities will eventually have a profound impact on the current 
bilateral strategic relationship between the United States and the 
Soviet Union.

GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES

The fundamental shift in the overall strategic balance, resulting 
from the Soviet Union’s attainment of relative strategic parity 
with the United States, has significantly increased the importance 
of the general purpose forces (including the theater nuclear 
forces) in the deterrence of conflict below the level of strategic 
nuclear war. We no longer have that clear-cut predominance in 
strategic nuclear power which for so many years served to temper 
the numerical superiority in ground forces of our principal 
adversaries. Furthermore, our adversaries are steadily improving 
their general-purpose forces, particularly with regard to equip
ment modernization.

While this new situation of relative strategic parity logically 
warrants a greater emphasis on general purpose forces than here
tofore, we have had to take into account in the planning of those 
forces the political, fiscal, and manpower realities which Secretary 
Laird discussed here in detail last year. These realities, in effect, 
prescribe smaller, but more efficient, U.S. general-purpose forces, 
and require a much greater degree of self-reliance and burden- 
sharing by our allies in the common defense.

Each of the Service Chiefs will discuss with you in more detail 
those areas of particular concern to his service. I will limit my dis
cussion to an overall comparison of U.S. general-purpose forces 
with those of the Soviet Union and the Peoples Republic of China, 
and to an overview of the military balance between NATO and the 
Warsaw Pact in Europe and the adjacent waters.

THEATER NUCLEAR FORCES

In addition to the strategic nuclear forces discussed earlier, both 
the United States and the U.S.S.R. have large theater nuclear
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forces. In this regard, the P.R.C. is still far behind the United 
States and the U.S.S.R., both qualitatively and quantitatively. 
While the United States and U.S.S.R. theater nuclear weapons in
ventories number in the several thousands, the P.R.C. total nuclear 
weapons inventory (strategic and theater) probably numbers in 
the few hundreds. As noted earlier, however, the P.R.C. nuclear 
weapons stockpile is expected to increase rapidly over the next few 
years, as fissionable material production facilities are expanded.

The U.S. theater nuclear-capable land forces include fighters in 
tactical air units, tactical surface-to-surface missile launchers, 
artillery, SAM’s, and Atomic Demolition Munitions (ADM’s) in 
ground units, but no MR/IRBM’s or medium bombers. The Soviet 
theater nuclear-capable land forces include MR/IRBM launchers, 
medium bombers in long range aviation, light bombers and fighters 
in tactical air units, and tactical surface-to-surface missile launch
ers (and possibly artillery and ADM’s) in ground units.

The U.S. theater nuclear-capable naval forces include carrier- 
based aircraft, SAM launchers on surface ships, and a wide variety 
of Anti-Submarine-Warfare (ASW) weapons, but no cruise missile 
launchers. The Soviet theater nuclear-capable naval forces include 
cruise missile launchers on surface ships and submarines, medium 
bombers in naval aviation units, and possible ASW weapons, but no 
carrier-based aircraft.

The P.R.C. theater nuclear-capable forces include MRBM and 
IRBM launchers, medium and light bombers, and possibly some 
fighters. We do not believe the P.R.C. has nuclear-capable weapons 
for its naval forces at this time.

As I pointed out last year, it is difficult to draw precise con
clusions as to the relative balance between the United States and 
the U.S.S.R. in theater nuclear weapons. This is so because of the 
uncertainties inherent in estimating Soviet nuclear weapons in
ventories, as well as the problems involved in evaluating Soviet 
nuclear weapons technology, now that all testing is conducted 
underground. Nevertheless, I continue to believe that the United 
States is at least the equal of the U.S.S.R. in overall capability, 
and probably still the superior in nuclear weapons technology. The 
P.R.C., while still far behind the United States and the U.S.S.R., is 
now a significant nuclear power in its region.

TACTICAL AIR FORCES

Shown on chart 10 are the U.S., U.S.S.R., and P.R.C. tactical 
aircraft inventories, including fighter, attack, light bomber, and 
reconnaissance aircraft.

The U.S. figures include all such aircraft in the Air Force, Navy, 
and Marine Corps (both active and reserve), but exclude those 
used for training (about 850 in 1973) and those assigned to and 
reported under Continental Air Defense (about 600 in 1973).
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The Soviet figures similarly exclude tactical-type aircraft used 
for training (about 2,000 in 1973) and fighter aircraft assigned to 
the PVO Strany home defense forces (about 3,000 in 1973). Some 
of these aircraft could be diverted to the tactical role, if needed.

The P.R.C. figures include all fighters and light bombers in the 
active inventory of the Air Force and the Naval Air Force, but 
exclude those fighter aircraft estimated to be assigned to home 
defense (about 3,400 in 1973). Some of the home defense aircraft 
could, of course, be diverted to the tactical role. No reserve air
craft figures are available for the P.R.C.

The adjustment of the U.S. inventory following the Vietnam 
buildup has now been completed and the decline over the next 5 
years will be very gradual. The U.S. inventory, however, is pro
grammed to undergo a substantial modernization during a 5-year 
period.

In the Air Force, the A-7s will be transferred to the Air Na
tional Guard and the new A-10 will be introduced into the active 
force. The A-10 is the first Air Force aircraft specifically designed 
for the close air support of the ground forces. It will be able to 
operate from short, unimproved airstrips and carry a large load 
of ground-support weapons. Moreover, it should be highly maneu
verable and survivable against ground fire. (A decision on full- 
scale production will not be made until 1975, after extensive 
evaluation of the full-scale development models of the A-10 air
craft.) Also in the Air Force, about one-quarter of the F-4s in 
the active force will be replaced by the new F-15 air superiority 
fighter. The A-7s and F-4s released by the active force will, in 
turn, replace the old F-lOOs, F-104s, B-57s, and A-37s in the 
Air National Guard.

In the active Navy, the new F-14 is scheduled to replace about 
half the F-4s. In the active Marine Corps, the new AV-8A 
Harrier will replace three F-4 squadrons and the newest version 
of the F-4 will be procured to replace the remaining older F-4s. 
The aircraft released by the Active Forces will, in turn, be used 
to replace the F-8s and the older A-4s in the Navy and Marine 
Corps Reserves.

The Soviet inventory, which rose from about 3,300 aircraft in 
1963 to about 4,500 aircraft in 1972, is projected to decline some
what over the next few years as the older aircraft are phased 
out of the forces more rapidly than the new aircraft are delivered. 
We anticipiate that, in addition to the Fitter, a substantial num
ber of the more capable Flogger will be delivered to the forces 
during the next few years. As expected, the Foxbat is now being 
deployed with the tactical air forces. We estimate that most of the 
older fighters (Mig 17s and 19s) and light bombers (IL-28s) 
probably will be phased out of the forces by the late 1970’s. Thus, 
the Soviet tactical aircraft inventory, also, is likely to be sub
stantially modernized during the next 5 years.



MOORER STATEMENT, MARCH 29 99

The P.R.C. tactical aircraft inventory is expected to continue 
its relatively rapid growth during the next 5 years. As I indicated 
last year, advanced jet fighter aircraft are now being produced in 
the P.R.C. and will continue to contribute to the modernization of 
its tactical air forces in the year ahead. On the other hand, older 
aircraft are being phased out, but at a relatively slow rate. Even 
with this continuing overall increase in inventory and moderniza
tion, the P.R.C. tactical air forces still will be far behind the 
United States and U.S.S.R., both quantitatively and qualitatively.

For reasons which I discussed last year, the Soviet tactical air 
forces have a distinct advantage in the air superiority role, 
while the U.S. tactical air forces have a distinct advantage in the 
ground-attack role. These differences will tend to narrow as we 
deploy the F-14 and F-15, and they deploy the Flogger. This 
new Soviet fighter appears to be well suited for the ground-sup- 
port role. The F-14 and the F-15, however, are expected to be 
distinctly better in the air superiority role than any tactical air
craft the U.S.S.R. (or the P.R.C.) is likely to deploy in the 
1970’s.

NAVAL FORCES

Shown on chart 11 is a projection of the numbers of U.S., 
U.S.S.R., and P.R.C. major operational combat surface ships 
through mid-1973. The Soviet surface ship force at mid-1973 is 
expected to consist of 2 guided-missile helicopter ships, 16 missile 
cruisers, 14 gun cruisers, 40 missile destroyers, 37 gun destroyers, 
and 103 escorts, for a total of 212 ships. We believe this force will 
decrease slightly over the next few years as the retirement of 
older surface ships exceeds the deliveries from new construction.

Last year I noted that the U.S.S.R. was building a new, large 
naval ship, which we believed to be aircraft-oriented. This ship 
has now been launched and it is, indeed, an aircraft carrier— t̂he 
first to be built by the Soviet Union. The ship is almost 900 feet 
in length and displaces approximately 40,000 tons. In contrast to 
our carriers, which have a full-length flightdeck of about 1,000 
feet plus an angled section, the Soviet carrier has a partial- 
length, angled flightdeck of about 600 feet covering the after 
section of the ship and extending out over the port side. Conse
quently, we believe that this ship is designed to operate V/STOL 
aircraft and helicopters, rather than conventional fighter and 
attack aircraft which require a longer flightdeck.

Another important new development in the Soviet surface fleet 
is the series production of the Kara-class cruiser. The first of 
these ships has joined the fleet and several more are expected to 
become operational in the next few years.

Also in series production is a new-class guided-missile destroyer, 
the Krivak. The first ship of this class joined the fleet in 1971 
and production is continuing. The Krivak is probably the prime
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candidate to replace the older destroyers, which are now ap
proaching block obsolescence.

As shown on chart 11, the P.R.C. major combat surface ship 
force is quite small, but growing in numbers. The largest ship in 
the fleet is a new guided-missile destroyer, which became opera
tional in late 1971. This ship is of Chinese design and carries sur- 
face-to-surface missiles, plus other armament. Several of these 
destroyers are expected to become operational during 1973 and 
others are under construction or fitting-out. Although not shown 
on the chart, the P.R.C. is also expanding its guided-missile boat 
force.

The total number of U.S. major combat surface ships will con
tinue to decline from the Vietnam peak of 329 in 1968 to a new 
planned low of 179 in 1974, as World War II ships are retired 
from the active fleet at a much faster rate than new ships are 
delivered. Beginning in 1975, this downward trend will be re
versed, as the new ships now under construction are delivered to 
the fleet at a faster rate than the old ships are retired.

Included in the fiscal year 1974 budget is the first increment of 
funds for advanced procurement of long leadtime items for an 
entirely new type of ship— t̂he Sea Control Ship (SCS). The 
SCS will be a relatively small—approximately 14,000 tons— 
austere ship whose principal mission, with its embarked V/STOL/ 
ASW helicopter air complement and ships in company, will be the 
protection of amphibious and underway replenishment groups and 
other task groups that will not have aircraft carriers in com
pany. The SCS will carry about 17 aircraft, and its tasks will in
clude antisubmarine warfare, airborne surveillance, and surface 
attack.

The new surface-to-surface Harpoon missile, which I discussed 
last year, is proceeding according to plan. It is expected to be 
operational in the mid-1970’s.

The numbers of U.S., U.S.S.R., and P.R.C. cruise-missile and 
attack submarines are projected through mid-1973 on chart 12,

The Soviet Union has the largest submarine force in the world, 
and this will continue to be true throughout the next 5 years. The 
total number of submarines, however, is expected to decline over 
the next few years, as older submarines are phased out faster 
than the new, more sophisticated submarines are delivered to the 
fleet.

Soviet cruise-missile submarines have a primary mission against 
naval surface ships, and a secondary mission—using torpedoes 
and mines—against other submarines. The U.S.S.R. has several 
different classes of cruise-missile submarines— b̂oth diesel- 
powered and nuclear-powered—in its operational forces. The 
Charlie, which I mentioned last year, is a new class of nuclear- 
powered cruise missile submarine which probably has the cap
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ability to launch cruise missiles while submerged. It is still being 
produced.

The U.S.S.R. also has several diiferent classes of attack sub
marines, both diesel-powered and nuclear-powered. The nuclear- 
powered Victor-class, which I also mentioned last year, is the 
latest to become operational. It is one of the fastest submarines in 
the world, and it, too, is still being produced.

The P.R.C. submarine force consists of diesel-powered medium- 
range attack submarines. A new class, which is apparently a 
Chinese modified version of the Soviet medium-range Romeo-class 
submarine, is now in production. The P.R.C. attack submarine 
force is expected to continue to grow over the next few years, 
even though some of the older submarines are expected to be 
phased out during the period. As I pointed out last year, these 
medium-range P.R.C. submarines are distinctly inferior to the 
U.S. and U.S.S.R. long-range nuclear-powered attack submarines.

After a long period of decline, the total number of U.S. attack 
submarines will begin to rise again in 1975 as the first 688-class 
nucleat-powered submarines enter the fleet. The Congress has 
already approved, through fiscal year 1973, the construction of 18 
of these new submarines. Five more are requested for fiscal year 
1974. We believe that the 688-class is superior to the best of the 
U.S.S.R. attack submarines—that is, the Victor-class— b̂ecause of 
its greater quietness and better sonars.

The United States does not have any Submarine-Launched 
Cruise Missiles (SLCM’s) at this time, but development has been 
initiated on a new strategic SLCM, a tactical version of which 
might serve as a submarine-launched antiship missile. Research 
and development work is also continuing on an encapsulated ver
sion of the Harpoon missile for use by submarines against sur
face ships. This missile, however, would not be ready for deploy
ment until the late 1970’s.

The P.R.C. naval forces will continue to be much smaller than 
those of the United States and the U.S.S.R., at least during the 
current decade. Although the Chinese Navy will have a greater 
capability to project its power beyond the China Seas, it will 
remain primarily a defensive force throughout this period.

The Soviet Navy, in contrast, is continuing to expand its global 
reach. Although still far less capable than the U.S. Navy in this 
respect, the Soviet Navy has maintained a continuous deployment 
in the Indian Ocean since 1968, and a periodic presence off the 
coast of Guinea and in the Caribbean since 1970.

One of the important limitations on these distant operations by 
the Soviet Navy has been its inadequate logistics support forces. 
It appears, however, that this limitation will soon be remedied. 
Two new classes of replenishment ships have become operational, 
and the U.S.S.R. is making a major effort to expand its merchant
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fleet. Most of the new merchant ships will, of course, be devoted 
to the expanding commercial shipping trade of the Soviet Union; 
but we cannot ignore the close working relationship between the 
Soviet Navy and the merchant fleet.

Soviet merchant fleet tonnage increased by almost 50 percent 
from mid-1966 to mid-1970, and at the end of that period, totaled 
approximately 13 million dead weight tons— t̂he U.S. merchant 
fleet, both Government and privately owned, totaled approximately 
23 million tons in 1970. With the significant expansion of Soviet 
shipbuilding facilities already accomplished, we estimate that the 
1970 merchant ship tonnage figure could be nearly doubled by 
1980.

The revitalization of the naval infantry may be another indica
tion of Soviet interest in projecting its seapower beyond its coastal 
areas. This force has been increasing since 1964 and its present 
strength is estimated to be 15,000 to 19,000 marines. The Soviet 
amphibious lift at mid-1973 is expected to consist of 102 amphibi
ous ships, 131 landing craft, and 6 air cushion vehicles. U.S.S.R. 
amphibious capabilities are still small as compared with the 
United States. Nevertheless, with the new carrier capable of pro
viding the naval infantry forces with sea-based tactical air sup
port and with the sizable gun-cruiser capability still in the Soviet 
Navy, plus the recent amphibious exercises emphasizing the use 
of shipboard helicopters, an entirely new and important Soviet 
capability is emerging.

U.S. major surface combatants are generally heavier than com
parable U.S.S.R. ships. U.S. ships have been optimized for endur
ance, range, and habitability. U.S.S.R. ships, by and large, have 
been optimized for strong initial striking power with relatively 
limited reload capability and fuel endurance. As the U.S.S.R. con
tinues its efforts to improve the global capability of its naval forces,
I believe we will see a distinct trend toward larger ships with 
greater endurance and longer range.

As I noted last year, in evaluating the relative strength of the 
U.S. and the U.S.S.R. general-purpose Navy forces, we must bear 
in mind their different primary objectives. Because of our great 
dependence on overseas sources of raw materials and because of 
our strong ties to our overseas allies, we must insure our access 
to the seas in both peace and war. Consequently, U.S. Navy 
general-purpose forces have been designed primarily to control 
the sea lines of communication and to project our seapower across 
the oceans. The Soviet Union, in contrast, is less dependent on 
overseas sources of supply and is less involved with overseas 
allies. Their long-term objective, apparently, is to weaken our ties 
with our overseas allies and prevent us from coming to their 
assistance in time of war. Accordingly, the Soviet Navy general- 
purpose forces have been designed primarily to disrupt our sea
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lines of communication and obstruct the projection of our sea- 
power across the oceans.

The Soviet Union still cannot match our capabilities to project 
seapower and control the sea lines of communication. However, it 
already has a formidable capacity, particularly in its large and 
varied anti-ship-missile forces, to attack our seapower projection 
forces and to sever our sea lines of communication.

The problems we face with the continuing growth in Soviet 
naval capabilities relative to our own is a matter of increasing 
concern to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. I would like to reiterate my 
judgment that unless we vigorously pursue the modernization of 
our fleet, the Soviet Union increasingly will be able to challenge 
our control of the seas in those maritime regions essential to the 
success of our forward defense strategy, as well as in ocean areas 
closer to our shores.

Shown on chart 13 are the active duty and reserve (or militia) 
personnel strengths of the U.S., U.S.S.R., and the P.R.C. ground 
forces. As I explained last year, the U.S.S.R. strength figure ex
cludes Army personnel assigned to strategic offensive and defen
sive missions, and includes personnel in the naval infantry, coastal 
defense, and security forces. Similarly, the U.S. figure includes
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Marine Corps personnel, except those assigned to tactical air units, 
and excludes Army personnel in continental air defense. The 
P.R.C. figure, for want of more detailed information, includes 
all ground force personnel.

These comparability adjustments, however, cannot eliminate the 
much more fundamental differences which exist among these three 
forces. The P.R.C. ground forces consist of an active army of 
about 3 million men (the largest active army in the world) backed 
up by a large armed militia and other armed auxiliary units 
totaling about 6 million men. These units, it should be noted, are 
not simply a reserve manpower pool for the active forces; they 
have their own particular missions in peacetime, as well as war
time. For example, they support the regular forces in providing 
internal security and local defense and, in some cases, engage in 
agricultural and construction activities. Thus, the P.R.C. has a 
total of about 9 million men under arms and available to its 
ground forces.

The U.S.S.R., in contrast, maintains a large, but partially 
manned, active ground force structure in peacetime, relying on its 
reserve of trained individuals to bring that structure up to war
time strength quickly upon mobilization. The peacetime active 
strength of the U.S.S.R. ground forces is estimated at about 2.2 
million men. The U.S.S.R. ground forces reserve numbers in the 
many millions, and within that huge manpower pool there are 
about 3 million men who have served in the active forces in recent 
years. We believe that these are the reservists who would be called 
to duty immediately upon mobilization to bring the peacetime 
force structure up to full wartime strength, as well as to provide 
initial replacements.

The 'U.S. ground forces are organized on still a different basis. 
We have an active ground force of about 1 million men, and we 
have programed about 700,000 men for the ground force units of 
the organized reserves— t̂hat is, the Army National Guard, the 
Army Reserve, and the Marine Corps Reserve. In addition, we 
have about 1.5 million individuals on the ground force reserve 
rolls.

In contrast to the U.S.S.R., our organized ground force reserves 
include major combat units— t̂hat is, divisions and separate 
brigades—as well as smaller combat units and support units. 
These major combat units cannot be brought up to full wartime 
readiness after mobilization as quickly as the smaller combat units 
or support units. They can, however, be made combat ready much 
more rapidly than entirely new divisions or brigades. Hence, we 
can expand our active force structure more rapidly than the 
U.S.S.R. But, we cannot bring that expanded force structure up 
to deplo3mient readiness as rapidly as the U.S.S.R. can fully man 
its already large active force structure.
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Given time, all three nations could, of course, mobilize much 
larger ground forces than shown on this chart. These figures, 
however, provide some indication of the ground force strengths 
that would be initially available to the United States, U.S.S.R., 
and P.R.C. in the first few months of a major conflict.

While the United States does not plan to compete with the 
U.S.S.R. and P.R.C. in numbers of military personnel, U.S. 
ground forces, both active and reserve, must be equipped with 
modern weapons and maintained at a high state of combat effec
tiveness so that they can be moved overseas in a relatively short 
period of time. Moreover, because of the decreasing size of our 
active ground forces, we will have to rely even more than in the 
past on our reserve forces, particularly the organized reserves. 
Accordingly, we must improve reserve force readiness by in
suring that the reserve units are properly manned, equipped, and 
trained. This will not only require more funds, but also Con
gressional approval of the new reserve personnel legislative pro
posals reflected in President Nixon’s fiscal year 1974 budget.

It is difficult to make accurate comparisons of U.S., U.S.S.R., 
and P.R.C. inventories of major ground force weapons and equip
ment because our estimates of U.S.S.R. and P.R.C. inventories, of 
necessity, are based to a large extent on evaluations of their 
force requirements, division structures, and tables of organiza
tion and equipment. Also, there are always numerous problems of 
definition and classification involved in any categorization of 
weapons and equipment.

The Soviet tank force is several times larger than ours. Their 
best tank is the T-62, which now accounts for a substantial por
tion of the force. A new medium tank is now in limited production, 
but production of the T-62 is expected to continue for several more 
years. The U.S.S.R. may also be producing a new light tank.

The best tank in the P.R.C. inventory is the Type 59—a copy 
of the Soviet T-54 medium tank. Production of this tank was 
increased in 1972.

The U.S. tank inventory is declining somewhat because of the 
phased elimination of obsolescent M-48 series tanks. Our best 
tank is the M-60A1, which is comparable to the Soviet T-62. 
M-60 series tanks have been procured thus far only for the 
Army. Beginning in fiscal year 1974, however, the M-60A1 will 
also be procured for the Marine Corps as a replacement for the 
old M-48s and M-103 As.

An improved version of the M-60A1, to be designated the M- 
60A3, is programed to start production in fiscal year 1975; and 
beginning in 1976, the Army M-60Al’s will be retrofitted to the 
M-60A3 configuration. The Shillelagh missile-firing version of the 
M-60, the M-60A2, is programed to be fielded in Europe. For the 
1980’s, the Army is developing a completely new tank, the XM-1.
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Prototypes, to be developed by two competing contractors, will be 
tested before a production decision is made.

Both the U.S. and U.S.S.R. have far more APC’s and fighting 
vehicles than the P.R.C. The Chinese, however, have been pro
ducing their own APC for several years, and these vehicles are 
now appearing in increasing numbers in operational units.

The principal APC in the U.S. Army is the M-113. A new and 
improved Mechanized Infantry Combat Vehicle (MICV) is now 
under development as a partial replacement for the M-113s in 
Europe-oriented mechanized battalions. This vehicle will have 
greatly improved fire power, mobility, and troop protection char
acteristics, as compared with the M-113 series. The principal 
amphibious landing vehicle in the U.S. Marine Corps is the 
LVTP-5, which has been in service since 1955. This vehicle is now 
being replaced by the LVTP-7, which is lighter, faster, and more 
maneuverable.

Both the U.S.S.R. and the P.R.C., with their much larger 
ground forces, have a considerably greater number of artillery 
pieces and heavy mortars than the United States. Although the 
P.R.C. has increased its production of artillery in recent years, 
most of its current inventory still consists of U.S.S.R. World War
II types. Most of the U.S.S.R. and P.R.C. cannon artillery pieces 
have a greater range capability than their United States counter
parts, but our extensive use of self-propelled artillery gives us 
the advantage in mobility. The new U.S. artillery pieces and 
rocket-assisted projectiles, now under development, should close 
the range gap by the late 1970’s.

Because of the wide variety of antitank weapons—ranging from 
the U.S. one-shot throw-away 66-millimeter light antitank weapon 
(LAW) and the U.S.S.R. shoulder-fired reloadable 85-millimeter 
grenade launcher (RPG-7), through recoilless rifles and guns, 
field guns, and guided missiles—I have been unable to find a 
simple quantitative measure with which to compare the U.S., 
U.S.S.R., and P.R.C. inventories of these weapons. By and large, I 
would judge that the United States has an overall qualitative ad
vantage in antitank weapons, due in large part to our new 
family of antitank guided missiles— T̂OW, Dragon, and Shillelagh. 
We believe that these weapons are clearly superior to the Soviet 
Snapper, Sagger, and Swatter antitank guided missiles. TOW is 
both ground/vehicle-mounted and helicopter-mounted; Dragon is 
man-portable; and Shillelagh is tube-fired from the M-60A2 tank 
and the M-551 reconnaissance vehicle. The Soviet antitank missiles 
are generally ground/vehicle-mounted.

The United States has a large inventory of the smaller man- 
portable antitank weapons and also antitank missiles. The U.S.S.R. 
probably has comparable inventories of both of these types of 
antitank weapons. The antitank inventory of the P.R.C. on the



108 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

other hand, is composed primarily of thousands of older antitank 
weapons, mostly World War II tjrpes. In this area, the P.R.C. is 
distinctly inferior to both the United States and the U.S.S.R.

The United States still has far more helicopters, dedicated to the 
ground combat role than the U.S.S.R. and the P.R.C. combined. 
The U.S.S.R., however, has several types of helicopters in produc
tion, and we can expect a steady increase in this force over the 
years.

The three major new U.S. programs in this area are the AH-IQ 
TOW-armed Cobra helicopter, the UTTAS squad assault heli
copter, and the Advanced Attack Helicopter (AAH). A number of 
Cobra’s will be modified over the next few years to carry the 
TOW, The UTTAS, which is now in the engineering development 
stage, will be able to carry an entire Army squad, in addition to 
the crew. It will eventually replace the “Huey” as the mainstay 
of the Army assault helicopter force.

Contract awards for the prototype development of the AAH 
are scheduled for June 1973. This helicopter will have greatly im
proved performance and survivability characteristics over the 
TOW-equipped Cobra. It will also have a better operational ca
pability during the night and in adverse weather. The AAH could 
be operational with Army forces in the field by fiscal year 1981.

Now that the Vietnam conflict is behind us, we will be able to 
devote a much greater effort to rebuilding the readiness of our 
ground forces, as well as our other general purpose force, both 
Active and Reserve. With the end of combat operations in 
Vietnam, the equipping of our forces at home and in Europe 
should improve. And, with the completion of the transition to an 
all Volunteer Force, personnel turbulence should diminish. Given 
Congressional approval of our fiscal year 1974 budget requests, 
I see no reason why we cannot steadily improve the overall combat 
readiness of our general purpose forces during the next few years,

NATO-WARSAW PACT BALANCE IN EUROPE

Last year, in my discussion of the NATO-Warsaw Pact balance 
in Europe, I focused attention on the critical Central Region, 
because this region, stretching from the Baltic Sea in the north 
to Switzerland and Austria in the south, would come under close 
scrutiny in the expected talks on Mutual and Balanced Force 
Reductions in Europe. This year, I believe it would be useful to 
view the NATO-Warsaw Pact balance in its complete scope— 
that is, including the northern and southern flanks, which are also 
important to the defense of Western Europe.

As I noted last year, the fate of Western Europe is of vital 
importance to our own security. Should the Soviet Union, or any 
other power antagonistic to our national interest, gain dominion 
over Western Europe, the very existence of this Nation would be
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threatened. NATO Europe, with its industrial, economic, tech
nological, and military strength and potential, is second only to 
the United States in strategic importance in the free world. 
Therefore, the deterrence of an attack on Western Europe, at any 
level of conflict, has a very high priority in our military planning. 
Should deterrence fail, NATO forces must be able to halt the 
aggression firmly and swiftly. Their capability to do so is es
sential to the credibility of our deterrent and could well be the 
decisive factor in whether we have peace or war in Europe.

Our NATO partners understand the vital importance of deter
ring war in Europe and they are assuming a greater share of the 
burden than in the past. Nevertheless, the U.S. contribution of 
forward deployed general purpose forces and the U.S. ability to 
augment those forces quickly in an emergency are still essential 
to the maintenance of a viable military balance between NATO 
and the Warsaw Pact.

In considering the military balance in Europe, we must bear in 
mind that the Soviet Union maintains a major commitment of 
military forces on its southeastern flank, facing the Peoples Re
public of China. Of the some 160 Soviet divisions and 4,500 tactical 
aircraft, about one-quarter is oriented toward the P.R.C., more 
than one-half is oriented toward Western Europe, and the balance 
appears to be a strategic reserve.

With regard to the Soviet general purpose naval forces, about 
three-quarters of the major surface combatants and about two- 
thirds of the submarines and naval aircraft are assigned to the 
Northern, Baltic, and Black Sea Fleets, all of which are based in 
Europe. The remaining naval forces are assigned to the Pacific 
Fleet. It should be noted, however, that at any one point in time 
quite a few Soviet general purpose ships and submarines will be 
operating out of their home waters, for example, in the Mediter
ranean Sea, the Caribbean Sea, and the Indian Ocean.

Most of the Soviet NATO-oriented divisions and tactical air
craft are probably oriented to the Central Region; the larger 
part of the balance is oriented to the southern flank, with just a 
few divisions and tactical aircraft oriented to the northern flank. 
Most of the Soviet NATO-oriented naval forces, in contrast, are 
deployed on the northern flank; that is, about five-sixths of the 
submarines, three-quarters of the naval aircraft, and two-thirds 
of the major surface combatants (and most of the smaller surface 
combatants) are assigned to the Northern and Baltic Fleets. The 
balance of the NATO-oriented naval forces is deployed on the 
southern flank; that is, is assigned to the Black Sea Fleet, including 
the Mediterranean task force.

The East European members of the Warsaw Pact have only 
a few major surface combatants, submarines, and naval aircrafi 
Most of their divisions and tactical aircraft are also oriented to
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the Central Region, with the balance oriented to the southern 
flank. Except for a few naval units, the Warsaw Pact forces on 
the northern flank belong to the XJ.S.S.R.

As I pointed out last year, there are a great many uncertainties 
involved in drawing up a balance between the NATO and Warsaw 
Pact forces, not only with respect to the qualitative characteristics 
of the opposing forces, but also with regard to their availability 
under various assumptions. Some of the more important of these 
uncertainties are: Should the divisions in the most westerly 
military districts of the Soviet Union be included in the Warsaw 
Pact “immediately available” combat-ready forces? Should all of 
the Soviet airborne divisions be included in the Warsaw Pact 
forces? Should the French units be included on the NATO side, 
even though they are not part of the integrated military or
ganization?

With these uncertainties in mind, I would like to summarize 
my assessment of the balance between the NATO and Warsaw 
Pact major combat forces immediately available in Europe and 
the adjacent waters as of January 1973. On the NATO side, these 
forces include only committed units physically present in the area 
in January 1973. The French forces are not included, because they 
are not committed to NATO. Also excluded, because they were not 
physically present in the area in January 1973, are the remaining 
two-thirds of the REFORGER division and the dual-based tactical 
aircraft held in the United States for prompt deplojmient to 
Europe in an emergency. The RAF and USAF tactical aircraft 
stationed in the United Kingdom are included in this assessment 
(i.e., in the central region) because these units were physically 
present in the European area in January 1973.

On the Warsaw Pact side, these forces include all of the active 
major combat surface ships, submarines, and naval aircraft of the 
Soviet Northern, Baltic, and Black Sea fleets, and similar units of 
the East European nations. (Although not specifically included in 
this assessment, we should also bear in mind the large numbers 
of small surface combatants that would pose a threat to NATO 
ships operating in nearby European waters.) The tactical aircraft 
forces include all of the East European active combat aircraft, 
the Soviet tactical aircraft deployed forward in Eastern Europe, 
and the Soviet active tactical aircraft in the military districts of 
the U.S.S.R. facing the NATO northern and southern flanks. The 
ground force figures include only the Soviet and East European 
combat-ready divisions in those same areas.

Except for the small Soviet ground and tactical air complements 
and the even smaller Norwegian ground and tactical air elements, 
the immediately available forces on the northern flank of Europe 
are primarily naval. As I indicated earlier, the bulk of the War
saw Pact naval forces in this area belong to the Soviet fleets.
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Except for a few U.S. patrol aircraft and one destroyer, the 
NATO naval forces in the area are European. Aside from periodic 
exercises, U.S. general purpose naval forces normally do not 
operate in those waters.

Overall, the balance of immediately available naval forces on 
the northern flank favors the Warsaw Pact. NATO has a some
what larger number of major surface combatants, but the Warsaw 
Pact has a considerably greater number of submarines and naval 
aircraft. The naval forces on both sides, however, are quite large 
—reflecting the critical importance of this sea area for both NATO 
and the Warsaw Pact. The Soviet Northern and Baltic fleet ships 
must transit this area to gain access to the North Atlantic, and 
NATO must control this area to maintain access to United King
dom and Northern European ports.

On the southern flank the balance of immediately available 
forces also favors the Warsaw Pact, at least in quantitative terms. 
NATO has a few more divisions than the Warsaw Pact, but the 
Warsaw Pact has more tactical and naval aircraft, major surface 
combatants, and submarines—notwithstanding a substantial U.S. 
naval contribution in the Mediterranean. Here, again, most of the 
Warsaw Pact naval forces belong to the Soviet fleets.

The NATO-Warsaw Pact balance in the central region with 
regard to immediately available forces is essentially the same as 
I presented here last year. The Warsaw Pact has a great advant
age in numbers of divisions, but in terms of men in combatant 
units (i.e., divisional combat units and nondivisional combat and 
combat support elements such as corps artillery, army aviation 
companies, combat engineers, etc.) the two sides are much more 
evenly matched. Moreover, the Warsaw Pact continues to enjoy 
a distinct advantage in major ground forces weapons with more 
than double the number of tanks and artillery pieces held by 
NATO ground forces. The two sides appear to be about evenly 
matched in numbers of antitank weapons, but we anticipate that 
the NATO forces will gain an advantage in this category as 
United States and allied forces in Europe are equipped with 
TOW and other new antitank missiles.

The Warsaw Pact has a distinct advantage in numbers of 
tactical aircraft immediately available in the central region, even 
including on the NATO side the United States and United King
dom aircraft in the United Kingdom and excluding on the Warsaw 
Pact side all Soviet aircraft not actually deployed forward in 
Eastern Europe.

As I noted last year, the Warsaw Pact division forces can be 
brought up to wartime strength very quickly and then moved into 
forward positions in a very short period of time. Moreover, the 
ground and air units located in the westernmost military districts 
of the U.S.S.R, can also be deployed forward in a relatively short
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period of time and, certainly with respect to ground forces, before 
U.S. reinforcements can be deployed to Europe. Consequently, 
the Warsaw Pact advantage in ground divisions on all fronts 
would be even greater after a short period of mobilization. In 
terms of men in combatant units, however, the two sides would be 
more evenly matched. The Warsaw Pact would still maintain its 
advantage in tactical aircraft, but to a lesser degree, depending 
on the number of aircraft that would be deployed from the United 
States under the circumstances prevailing at the time.

After a short period of mobilization, the overall naval balance 
on the northern flank could be reversed to favor NATO. A large 
number of United States and Canadian surface ships and sub
marines could be deployed into the area, including a substantial 
number of U.S. attack carriers with embarked aircraft. Moreover, 
some additional surface ships and submarines could be made 
available by our European allies. With these additions, NATO 
probably would be superior in major surface combatants and in 
naval aircraft. The Warsaw Pact, however, still would be superior 
in numbers of submarines and small surface combatants, and 
since they would be operating much closer to their shores, they 
would be more accessible to their land-based aviation and sources 
of supply.

On the southern flank, the Warsaw Pact, after a short period 
of mobilization, would be superior in ground divisions, but the 
two sides would be more closely matched in tactical aircraft. 
NATO would have a distinct advantage in naval forces, since 
additional Allied ships would become available and more ships 
could be deployed from the United States.

Given a more extended period of mobilization, both the United 
States and U.S.S.R. could deploy additional divisions to reinforce 
their forces in Western Europe. It should be noted, however, that 
from a logistics standpoint, U.S.S.R. lines of communication to 
its forward areas all would be overland and relatively short, while 
U.S. lines of communication would be long and over water.

Both sides, of course, could deploy their forces differently than 
assumed in this assessment, thereby changing the balance in one 
region at the expense of another. But, overall, the military balance 
in Europe, particularly in the Central Region, is very tenuous as 
far as NATO is concerned. It is extremely important, therefore, 
that any force reduction in Europe be not only mutual, but also 
balanced, in the sense the NATO’s relative position, with or with
out prior mobilization, is not worsened thereby.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, the great events of the past year, that I 
enumerated at the beginning of my statement, have given us 
pew hope for a more peaceful world; and world peace is one na
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tional objective which all Americans wholeheartedly support. 
As we strive to reach that objective, however, we should bear in 
mind President Nixon’s wise counsel in his foreign policy report 
last year:
. . . Peace will not come about by itself, with us passively looking on or 
striking moralistic poses. Nor will it come about automatically with the ending 
of a war.®

True detente requires a reduction in the underlying political 
and economic sources of conflict, and an atmosphere free of force 
and the threat of force. Until these fundamental changes have 
taken place, we must continue to maintain sufficient military power 
to insure that we can negotiate by choice, and not from coercion. 
The notable developments of the last year could not have occurred 
without the credible military power of the United States, which 
the Congress has steadfastly provided in the past.

I have presented here today our carefully considered judgments 
on the capabilities of our principal adversaries, now and in the 
future, because it is against these capabilities that our military 
force requirements have been developed. If we ignore this basic 
relationship, as some people are prone to do, we will, in my 
opinion, impair the credibility of our military power, weaken our 
negotiating position, and subject ourselves to unacceptable risks. 
It is with these risks in mind that the Joint Chiefs of Staff assert 
that the defense program and budget proposed by the President 
for fiscal year 1974 is the minimum required to maintain the 
credibility of our military power. In the cause of peace, we 
strongly urge the members of this committee to give that pro
gram and budget full support.

Radio-Television Address by President Nixon 
[Extract], March 29, 1973'

Let me turn, finally, tonight to another great challenge we face.
As we end America’s longest war, let us resolve that we shall 

not lose the peace. During the past year we have made great prog
ress toward our goal of a generation of peace for America and 
the world. The war in Vietnam has been ended. After 20 years of 
hostility and confrontation we have opened a constructive new 
relationship with the People’s Republic of China where one-fourth 
of all the people in the world live. We negotiated last year with 
the Soviet Union a number of important agreements, including

’‘U.S. Foreign Policy for the 1970’a— The Emerging Structure of Peace: 
A Report to the Congress by Richard Nixon, President of the United States, 
February 9,1972 (Washington, 1972), p. 214.

'  Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Apr. 2, 1973, pp. 314-315.
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an agreement which takes a major step in limiting nuclear arms.^
Now there are some who say that in view of all this progress 

toward peace, why not cut our defense budget?
Well, let’s look at the facts. Our defense budget today takes the 

lowest percentage of our gross national product that it has in 20 
years. There is nothing I would like better than to be able to 
reduce it further. But we must never forget that we would not 
have made the progress toward lasting peace that we have made in 
this past year unless we had had the military strength that com
manded respect.

This year we have begun new negotiations with the Soviet 
Union for further limitations on nuclear arms. And we shall be 
participating later in the year in negotiations for mutual reduc
tion of forces in Europe.

If prior to these negotiations we in the United States uni
laterally reduce our defense budget, or reduce our forces in 
Europe, any chance for successful negotiations for mutual reduc
tion of forces or limitation of arms will be destroyed.

There is one unbreakable rule of international diplomacy. You 
can’t get something in a negotiation unless you have something 
to give. If we cut our defenses before negotiations begin, any 
incentive for other nations to cut theirs will go right out the 
window.

If the United States reduces its defenses and others do not, it 
will increase the danger of war. It is only a mutual reduction of 
forces which will reduce the danger of war. And that is why we 
must maintain our strength until we get agreements under which 
other nations will join us in reducing the burden of armaments.

What is at stake is whether the United States shall become the 
second strongest nation in the world. If that day ever comes, the 
chance for building a new structure of peace in the world would 
be irreparably damaged, and free nations everywhere would be 
living in mortal danger.

A strong United States is not a threat to peace. It is the free 
world’s indispensable guardian of peace and freedom.

I ask for your support tonight, for keeping the strength— t̂he 
strength which enabled us to make such great progress toward 
world peace in the past year and which is indispensable as we 
continue our bold new initiatives for peace in the years ahead.

As we consider some of our problems tonight, let us never forget 
how fortunate we are to live in America at this time in our 
history. We have ended the longest and most difficult war in our 
history in a way that maintains the trust of our allies and the 
respect of our adversaries. We are the strongest and most prosper
ous nation in the world. Because of our strength, America has 
the magnificent opportunity to play the leading role of bringing

’ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 if.
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down the walls of hostility which divide the people of the world, 
in reducing the burden of armaments in the world, of building a 
structure of lasting peace in the world. And because of our wealth, 
we have the means to move forward at home on exciting new 
programs—programs for progress which will provide better en
vironment, education, housing, and health care for all Americans 
and which will enable us to be more generous to the poor, the 
elderly, the disabled and the disadvantaged than any nation in 
the history of the world.

These are goals worthy of a great people. Let us, therefore, put 
aside those honest diiferences about war which have divided us 
and dedicate ourselves to meet the great challenges of peace which 
can unite us. As we do, let us not overlook a third element, an 
element more important even than military might or economic 
power, because it is essential for greatness in a nation.

The pages of history are strewn with the wreckage of nations 
which fell by the wayside at the height of their strength and 
wealth because their people became weak, soft, and self-indulgent 
and lost the character and the spirit which had led to their 
greatness.

Statement by the Netherlands Representative (Rosenberg 
Polak) to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: 
lAEA-EURATOM Safeguards Agreement, April 5, 1973'

Today the safeguards agreement between Belgium, the Fed
eral Republic of Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, 
the European Atomic Energy Community and the International 
Atomic Energy Agency is to be signed in Brussels.̂ * This event is 
proof of progress in the implementation of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty and of the international control system connected there
with. The conclusion of this agreement opens the way to the sub
mission of the Non-Proliferation Treaty  ̂ to the national parlia
ments of the five countries concerned for their approval. Actually, 
my Government submitted the Non-Proliferation Treaty to the 
Netherlands Parliament last year already, after agreement in 
principle had been achieved in the negotiations between EURA- 
TOM and IAEA. After the ratification of the Treaty by the five 
countries and the concomitant entry into force of the EURATOM- 
lAEA agreement, a significant part of Western Europe will come 
under the safeguards provided for in article III of the Treaty 
with respect to all peaceful nuclear activities. The uranium en

 ̂CCD/PV.598, pp. 6-7.
* Infra.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp, 461-465.
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richment plants in the Netherlands are, of course, covered by 
the agreement.

Denmark and Ireland, new members of the Community, will 
also be parties to the safeguards agreement and will, therefore, 
also be signing the agreement today. Denmark and Ireland have 
already ratified the Non-Proliferation Treaty in 1969 and 1968 
respectively.

In the agreement between the Vienna Agency on the one hand 
and the seven countries and EURATOM on the other, due account 
has been taken of the special character of the EURATOM safe
guards and control system already established in 1958. The 
agreement provides for co-operation between the Agency and 
EURATOM in a way which, avoiding unnecessary duplication, 
enables IAEA to discharge its responsibility of providing as
surance that no diversion is taking place.

Since two component parts of the Kingdom of the Netherlands, 
Surinam and the Netherlands Antilles, are not covered by 
EURATOM, and are therefore not covered by the EURATOM 
safeguards and control system, separate agreements have been 
worked out with the Agency concerning the application of safe
guards as required by the Non-Proliferation Treaty with respect 
to those two parts of the Kingdom. The Kingdom of the Nether
lands and IAEA will sign these separate agreements in Vienna 
today. Through a protocol annexed to them, these agreements 
also cover fulfilment of the obligations devolving upon Surinam 
and the Netherlands Antilles under Additional Protocol I of the 
Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin Amer
ica.* Protocol I of the Treaty of Tlatelolco was ratified by the 
Kingdom of the Netherlands on behalf of Surinam and of the 
Netherlands Antilles on 26 July 1971.

Agreement Between Belgium, Denmark, the Federal Republic 
of Germany, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, 
the European Atomic Energy Community, and the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency in Implementation of Ar
ticle 111(1) and (4) of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons, April 5, 1973^

W h e r e a s  the Kingdom of Belgium, the Kingdom of Denmark, 
the Federal Republic of Germany, Ireland, the Italian Republic, 
the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg and the Kingdom of the Nether
lands (hereinafter referred to as “the States”) are signatories of 
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (here

* Documents on Disarmament, 1967, p. 82.
 ̂IAEA doc. INFCIRC/193, Sept. 14,1973.
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inafter referred to as “the Treaty”)® opened for signature at 
London, Moscow and Washington on 1 July 1968 and which 
entered into force on 5 March 1970;

R e c a l l in g  that pursuant to Article IV (1) of the Treaty noth
ing in the Treaty shall be interpreted as affecting the inalien
able right of all the Parties to the Treaty to develop research, 
production and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes 
without discrimination and in conformity with Articles I and II 
of the Treaty;

R e c a l l in g  that according to Article IV (2) of the Treaty all 
the Parties to the Treaty undertake to facilitate, and have the 
right to participate in, the fullest possible exchange of equipment, 
materials and scientific and technological information for the 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy;

R e c a l l in g  further that under the terms of the same paragraph 
the Parties to the Treaty in a position to do so shall also co-operate 
in contributing alone or together with other States or interna
tional organisations to the further development of the applica
tions of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, especially in the 
territories of non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty;

W h e re a s  Article III(l) of the Treaty provides that each non- 
nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes to accept 
safeguards, as set forth in an agreement to be negotiated and 
concluded with the International Atomic Energy Agency (herein
after referred to as “the Agency”) in accordance with the Statute 
of the Agency (hereinafter referred to as “the Statute”)® and the 
Agency’s safeguards system, for the exclusive purpose of verifica
tion of the fulfilment of its obligations assumed under this Treaty 
with a view to preventing diversion of nuclear energy from peace
ful uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices;

W h e re a s  Article 111(4) provides that non-nuclear-weapon 
States Party to the Treaty shall conclude agreements with the 
Agency to meet the requirements of the said Article either in
dividually or together with other States in accordance with the 
Statute;

W h e re a s  the States are Members of the European Atomic 
Energy Community (EURATOM) (hereinafter referred to as 
“the Community”) and have assigned to institutions common to 
the European Communities regulatory, executive and judicial 
powers which these institutions exercise in their own right in 
those areas for which they are competent and which may take 
effect directly within the legal systems of the Member States;

W herea s  w ith in  th is  in s titu tio n a l fram ew o rk , th e  C om m unity 
h as  in  p a r tic u la r  th e  ta s k  o f en su rin g , th ro u g h  ap p ro p ria te  sa fe 
g u ard s , th a t  n u c lear m a te r ia ls  a re  n o t d iv erted  to  p u rposes o th e r

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
^American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1956, pp. 915 ff.
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than those for which they were intended, and will, from the time 
of the entry into force of the Treaty within the territories of the 
States, thus be required to satisfy itself through the system of 
safeguards established by the EURATOM Treaty,* that source 
and special iissionable material in all peaceful nuclear activities 
within the territories of the States is not diverted to nuclear weap
ons or other nuclear explosive devices;

W h e re a s  these safeguards include notification to the Com
munity of the basic technical characteristics of nuclear facilities, 
maintenance and submission of operating records to permit nu
clear materials accounting for the Community as a whole, inspec
tions by officials of the Community, and a system of sanctions;

W h e r e a s  the Community has the task of establishing with 
other countries and with international organisations relations 
which may promote progress in the use of nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes and is expressly authorised to assume special 
safeguard obligations in an agreement with a third State or an 
international organisation;

W h e re a s  the Agency’s international safeguards system re
ferred to in the Treaty comprises, in particular, provisions for 
the submission of design information to the Agency, the main
tenance of records, the submission of reports on all nuclear mate
rial subject to safeguards to the Agency, inspections carried out 
by the Agency’s inspectors, requirements for the establishment 
and maintenance of a system of accounting for and control of 
nuclear material by a State, and measures in relation to verifica
tion of non-diversion;

W h e r e a s  the Agency, in the light of its statutory responsibili
ties and its relationship to the General Assembly and the Security 
Council of the United Nations, has the responsibility to assure the 
international community that effective safeguards are being ap
plied under the Treaty;

N o tin g  that the States which were Members of the Community 
when they signed the Treaty, made it known on that occasion that 
safeguards provided for in Article III(l) of the Treaty would 
have to be set out in a verification agreement between the Com
munity, the States and the Agency and defined in such a way that 
the rights and obligations of the States and the Community 
would not be affected;

W h e re a s  the Board of Governors of the Agency (hereinafter 
referred to as “the Board”) has approved a comprehensive set of 
model provisions for the structure and content of agreements 
between the Agency and States required in connection with the 
Treaty to be used as the basis for negotiating safeguards agree
ments between the Agency and non-nuclear-weapon States Party 
to the Treaty;

* Ibid., 1957, pp. 518 ff.
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W h e r e a s  the Agency is authorised under Article III.A.5 of the 
Statute, to apply safeguards, at the request of the parties, to any 
bilateral or multilateral arrangement, or at the request of a 
State, to any of that State’s activities in the field of atomic energy;

W h e e e a s  it is the desire of the Agency, the Community and 
the States to avoid unnecessary duplication of safeguards activi
ties;

Now, THEREFORE, the Agency, the Community and the States 
have agreed as follows:

PART I

BASIC UNDERTAKING 

Article 1

The States undertake, pursuant to Article III(l) of the Treaty, 
to accept safeguards, in accordance with the terms of this Agree
ment, on all source or special fissionable material in all peaceful 
nuclear activities within their territories, under their jurisdiction 
or carried out under their control anjrwhere, for the exclusive 
purpose of verifying that such material is not diverted to nuclear 
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices,

APPLICATION OF SAFEGUARDS 

Article 2

The Agency shall have the right and the obligation to ensure 
that safeguards will be applied, in accordance with the terms of 
this Agreement, on all source or special fissionable material in all 
peaceful nuclear activities within the territories of the States, 
under their jurisdiction or carried out under their control any
where for the exclusive purpose of verifying that such material is 
not diverted to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.

Article 3

(a) The Community undertakes, in applying its safeguards on 
source and special fissionable material in all peaceful nuclear ac
tivities within the territories of the States, to co-operate with 
the Agency, in accordance with the terms of this Agreement, with 
a view to ascertaining that such source and special fissionable 
material is not diverted to nuclear weapons or other nuclear ex
plosive devices.

(b) The Agency shall apply its safeguards, in accordance with 
the terms of this Agreement, in such a manner as to enable it to 
verify, in ascertaining that there has been no diversion of nuclear 
material from peaceful uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear
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explosive devices, findings of the Community’s system of safe
guards. The Agency’s verification shall include, inter alia, inde
pendent measurements and observations conducted by the Agency 
in accordance with the procedures specified in this Agreement. 
The Agency, in its verification, shall take due account of the effec
tiveness of the Community’s system of safeguards in accordance 
with the terms of this Agreement.

CO-OPERATION BETWEEN THE AGENCY, THE 
COMMUNITY AND THE STATES

Article U

The Agency, the Community and the States shall co-operate, 
in so far as each Party is concerned, to facilitate the implementa
tion of the safeguards provided for in this Agreement and shall 
avoid unnecessary duplication of safeguards activities.

IMPLEMENTATION OF SAFEGUARDS

Article 5

The safeguards provided for in this Agreement shall be imple
mented in a manner designed:

(a) To avoid hampering the economic and technological devel
opment in the Community or international co-operation in the 
field of peaceful nuclear activities, including international ex
change of nuclear material;

(b) To avoid undue interference in the peaceful nuclear ac
tivities in the Community, and in particular in the operation of 
facilities; and

(c) To be consistent with prudent management practices re
quired for the economic and safe conduct of nuclear activities.

Article 6

(a) The Agency shall take every precaution to protect com
mercial and industrial secrets and other confidential information 
coming to its knowledge in the implementation of this Agreement.

(b) (i) The Agency shall not publish or communicate to any
State, organisation or person any information ob
tained by it in connection with the implementation 
of this Agreement, except that specific information 
relating to the implementation thereof may be given 
to the Board and to such Agency staff members as 
require such knowledge by reason of their official 
duties in connection with safeguards, but only to the 
extent necessary for the Agency to fulfil its respon
sibilities in implementing this Agreement;
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(ii) Summarised information on nuclear material subject 
to safeguards under this Agreement may be pub
lished upon decision of the Board if the States di
rectly concerned or the Community, in so far as 
either Party is individually concerned, agree thereto.

Article 7

(a) In implementing safeguards under this Agreement, full 
account shall be taken of technological development in the field of 
safeguards, and every effort shall be made to ensure optimum 
cost-effectiveness and the application of the principle of safe
guarding effectively the flow of nuclear material subject to safe
guards under this Agreement by use of instruments and other 
techniques at certain strategic points to the extent that present or 
future technology permits.

(b) In order to ensure optimum cost-effectiveness, use shall be 
made, for example, of such means a s:

(i) Containment as a means of defining material balance 
areas for accounting purposes;

(ii) Statistical techniques and random sampling in 
evaluating the fiow of nuclear material; and

(iii) Concentration of verification procedures on those 
stages in the nuclear fuel cycle involving the pro
duction, processing, use or storage of nuclear mate
rial from which nuclear weapons or other nuclear 
explosive devices could readily be made, and min
imisation of verification procedures in respect of 
other nuclear material, on condition that this does 
not hamper the implementation of this Agreement.

PROVISION OF INFORMATION TO THE AGENCY

Article 8

(a) In order to ensure the effective implementation of safe
guards under this Agreement, the Community shall, in accord
ance with the provisions set out in this Agreement, provide the 
Agency with information concerning nuclear material subject to 
such safeguards and the features of facilities relevant to safe
guarding such material.

(b) (i) The Agency shall require only the minimum amount
of information and data consistent with carrying out 
its responsibilities under this Agreement.

(ii) Information pertaining to facilities shall be the 
minimum necessary for safeguarding nuclear mate
rial subject to safeguards under this Agreement.
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(c) If the Community so requests, the Agency shall be pre
pared to examine on premises of the Community design informa
tion which the Community regards as being of particular sen
sitivity. Such information need not be physically transmitted to 
the Agency provided that it remains readily available for further 
examination by the Agency on premises of the Community.

AGENCY INSPECTORS 

Article 9

(a) (i) The Agency shall secure the consent of the Com
munity and the States to the designation of Agency 
inspectors to the States.

(ii) If the Community, either upon proposal of a desig
nation or at any other time after a designation has 
been made, objects to the designation, the Agency 
shall propose to the Community and the States an 
alternative designation or designations.

(iii) If, as a result of the repeated refusal of the Com
munity to accept the designation of Agency in
spectors, inspections to be conducted under this 
Agreement would be impeded, such refusal shall be 
considered by the Board, upon referral by the Di
rector General of the Agency (hereinafter referred 
to as “the Director General”), with a view to its 
taking appropriate action.

(b) The Community and the States concerned shall take the 
necessary steps to ensure that Agency inspectors can effectively 
discharge their functions under this Agreement.

(c) The visits and activities of Agency inspectors shall be 
so arranged as;

(i) To reduce to a minimum the possible inconvenience 
and disturbance to the Community and the States 
and to the peaceful nuclear activities inspected;

(ii) To ensure protection of industrial secrets or any 
other confidential information coming to the knowl
edge of Agency inspectors.

PRIVILEGES AND IMMUNITIES 

Article 10

Each State shall apply to the Agency, including its property, 
funds and assets, and to its inspectors and other officials, perform
ing functions under this Agreement, the relevant provisions of
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the Agreement on the Privileges and Immunities of the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency.®

CONSUMPTION OR DILUTION OF NUCLEAR MATERIAL

Article 11

Safeguards under this Agreement shall terminate on nuclear 
material upon determination by the Community and the Agency 
that the material has been consumed, or has been diluted in such a 
way that it is no longer usable for any nuclear activity relevant 
from the point of view of safeguards, or has become practically 
irrecoverable.

TRANSFER OF NUCLEAR MATERIAL OUT 
OF THE STATES

Article 12

The Community shall give the Agency notification of transfers 
of nuclear material subject to safeguards under this Agreement 
out of the States, in accordance with the provisions of this Agree
ment. Safeguards under this Agreement shall terminate on nuclear 
material when the recipient State has assumed responsibility 
therefor as provided for in this Agreement. The Agency shall 
maintain records indicating each transfer and, where applicable, 
the re-application of safeguards to the transferred nuclear mate
rial.

PROVISIONS RELATING TO NUCLEAR MATERIAL 
TO BE USED IN NON-NUCLEAR ACTIVITIES

Article 13

Where nuclear material subject to safeguards under this Agree
ment is to be used in non-nuclear activities, such as the production 
of alloys or ceramics, the Community shall agree with the Agency, 
before the material is so used, on the circumstances under which 
the safeguards under this Agreement on such material may be 
terminated.

NON-APPLICATION OF SAFEGUARDS TO NUCLEAR 
MATERIAL TO BE USED TfTNDN-PEACEFUL 

ACTIVITIES

Article lA

If a State intends to exercise its discretion to use nuclear mate
rial which is required to be safeguarded under this Agreement in

“ INFCIRC/9/Rev.2.
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a nuclear activity which does not require the application of safe
guards under this Agreement, the following procedures shall 
apply:

(a) The Community and the State shall inform the Agency 
of the activity, and the State shall make it clear:

(i) That the use of the nuclear material in a non-pro- 
scribed military activity will not be in conflict with 
an undertaking the State may have given and in 
respect of which Agency safeguards apply, that the 
material will be used only in a peaceful nuclear 
activity; and

(ii) That during the period of non-application of safe
guards under this Agreement the nuclear material
will not be used for the production of nuclear weap
ons or other explosive devices;

(b) The Agency and the Community shall make an arrange
ment so that, only while the nuclear material is in such an
activity, the safeguards provided for in this Agreement will not 
be applied. The arrangement shall identify, to the extent possible, 
the period or circumstances during which such safeguards will 
not be applied. In any event, the safeguards provided for in this 
Agreement shall apply again as soon as the nuclear material is 
reintroduced into a peaceful nuclear activity. The Agency shall 
be kept informed of the total quantity and composition of such 
material in the State or in the States concerned and of any 
transfer of such material out of that State or those States; and

(c) Each arrangement shall be made in agreement with the 
Agency. Such agreement shall be given as promptly as possible 
and shall relate only to such matters as, inter alia, temporal and 
procedural provisions and reporting arrangements, but shall not 
involve any approval or classified knowledge of the military ac
tivity or relate to the use of the nuclear material therein.

FINANCE 

Article 15

The Agency, the Community and the States will bear the 
expenses incurred by each of them in implementing their respec
tive responsibilities under this Agreement. However, if the Com
munity, the States or persons under their jurisdiction, incur 
extraordinary expenses as a result of a specific request by the 
Agency, the Agency shall reimburse such expenses provided that 
it has agreed in advance to do so. In any case, the Agency shall 
bear the cost of any additional measuring or sampling which 
Agency inspectors may request.
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THIRD PARTY LIABILITY FOR NUCLEAR DAMAGE

Article 16

The Community and the States shall ensure that any protection 
against third party liability in respect of nuclear damage, includ
ing any insurance or other financial security which may be avail
able under their laws or regulations shall apply to the Agency and 
its officials for the purpose of the implementation of this Agree
ment, in the same way as that protection applies to nationals of 
the States.

INTERNATIONAL RESPONSIBILITY

Article 17

Any claim by the Community or a State against the Agency 
or by the Agency against the Community or a State in respect 
of any damage resulting from the implementation of safeguards 
under this Agreement, other than damage arising out of a nuclear 
incident, shall be settled in accordance with international law.

MEASURES IN RELATION TO VERIFICATION 
OF NON-DIVERSION

Article 18
If the Board, upon report of the Director General, decides that 

an action by the Community or a State, in so far as either Party is 
individually concerned, is essential and urgent in order to ensure 
verification that nuclear material subject to safeguards under this 
Agreement is not diverted to nuclear weapons or other nuclear 
explosive devices, the Board may call upon the Community or 
that State to take the required action without delay, irrespective 
of whether procedures have been invoked pursuant to Article 22 
for the settlement of a dispute.

Article 19
If the Board, upon examination of relevant information reported 

to it by the Director General, finds that the Agency is not able to 
verify that there has been no diversion of nuclear material re
quired to be safeguarded under this Agreement, to nuclear weapons 
or other nuclear explosive devices, it may make the reports pro
vided for in Article XII (C) of the Statute and may also take, 
where applicable, the other measures provided for in that para
graph. In taking such action, the Board shall take account of the 
degree of assurance provided by the safeguards measures that have 
been applied and shall offer the Community or the State, in so far 
as either Party is individually concerned, every reasonable oppor
tunity to furnish the Board with any necessary reassurance.
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INTERPRETATION AND APPLICATION OF THE 
AGREEMENT AND SETTLEMENT 

OF DISPUTES

Article 20

At the request of the Agency, the Community or a State, there 
shall be consultations about any question arising out of the 
interpretation or application of this Agreement.

Article 21

The Community and the States shall have the right to request 
that any question arising out of the interpretation or application 
of this Agreement be considered by the Board. The Board shall 
invite the Community and the State concerned to participate in 
the discussion of any such question by the Board.

Article 22

Any dispute arising out of the interpretation or application of 
this Agreement except a dispute with regard to a finding by the 
Board under Article 19 or an action taken by the Board pursuant 
to such a finding, which is not settled by negotiation or another 
procedure agreed to by the Agency, the Community and the States 
shall, at the request of any one of them, be submitted to an 
arbitral tribunal composed of five arbitrators. The Community 
and the States shall designate two arbitrators and the Agency 
shall also designate two arbitrators, and the four arbitrators so 
designated shall elect a fifth, who shall be the Chairman. If, within 
thirty days of the request for arbitration, the Community and 
the States, or the Agency, have not designated two arbitrators 
each, the Community or the Agency may request the President of 
the International Court of Justice to appoint these arbitrators. 
The same procedure shall apply if, within thirty days of the desig
nation or appointment of the fourth arbitrator, the fifth arbitrator 
has not been elected. A majority of the members of the arbitral 
tribunal shall constitute a quorum, and all decisions shall require 
the concurrence of at least three arbitrators. The arbitral pro
cedure shall be fixed by the tribunal. The decisions of the tribunal 
shall be binding on the Agency, the Community, and the States 
concerned.

ACCESSION

Article 23

(a) This Agreement shall come into force for non-nuclear- 
weapon States Party to the Treaty which become Members of the 
Community, upon:
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(i) Notification to the Agency by the State concerned 
that its procedures with respect to the coming into 
force of this Agreement have been completed; and

(ii) Notification to the Agency by the Community that 
it is in a position to apply its safeguards in respect 
of that State for the purposes of this Agreement.

(b) Where the State concerned has concluded other agree
ments with the Agency for the application of Agency safeguards, 
upon the coming into force of this Agreement for that State, the 
application of Agency safeguards under such agreements shall be 
suspended while this Agreement is in force; provided, however, 
that the State’s undertaking in those agreements not to use items 
which are subject thereto in such a way as to further any military 
purpose shall continue to apply.

AMENDMENT OF THE AGREEMENT 

Article 2U

(a) The Agency, the Community and the States shall, at the 
request of any one of them, consult on amendment to this Agree
ment.

(b) All amendments shall require the agreement of the 
Agency, the Community and the States.

(c) The Director General shall promptly inform all Member 
States of the Agency of any amendment to this Agreement.

ENTRY INTO FORCE AND DURATION 

Article 25

(a) This Agreement shall enter into force on the date upon 
which the Agency receives from the Community and the States 
written notification that their own requirements for entry into 
force have been met. The Director General shall promptly inform 
all Member States of the Agency of the entry into force of this 
Agreement.

(b) This Agreement shall remain in force as long as the 
States are Parties to the Treaty.

PROTOCOL 

Article 26

The Protocol attached to this Agreement shall be an integral 
part thereof. The term “Agreement” as used in this instrument 
means the Agreement and the Protocol together.
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PART II

INTRODUCTION 

Article 27

The purpose of this part of the Agreement is to specify, as 
required, the procedures to be applied in the implementation of 
the safeguards provisions of Part I.

OBJECTIVE OF SAFEGUARDS 

Article 28

The objective of the safeguards procedures set forth in this 
Agreement is the timely detection of diversion of significant 
quantities of nuclear material from peaceful nuclear activities to 
the manufacture of nuclear weapons or of other nuclear explosive 
devices or for purposes unknown, and deterrence of such diversion 
by the risk of early detection.

Article 29

For the purpose of achieving the objective set forth in Article 
28, material accountancy shall be used as a safeguards measure of 
fundamental importance, with containment and surveillance as 
important complementary measures.

Article 30

The technical conclusion of the Agency’s verification activities 
shall be a statement, in respect of each material balance area, of 
the amount of material unaccounted for over a specific period, and 
giving the limits of accuracy of the amounts stated.

THE COMMUNITY’S SYSTEM OF SAFEGUARDS 

Article 31

Pursuant to Article 3, the Agency, in carrying out its veri
fication activities, shall make full use of the Community’s system 
of safeguards.

Article 32

The Community’s system of accounting for and control of 
nuclear material under this Agreement shall be based on a struc
ture of material balance areas. The Community, in applying its 
safeguards, will make use of and, to the extent necessary, make 
provision for, as appropriate and specified in the Subsidiary 
Arrangements such measures as:

(a) A measurement system for the determination of the
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quantities of nuclear material received, produced, shipped, lost or 
otherwise removed from inventory, and the quantities on in
ventory;

(b) The evaluation of precision and accuracy of measurements 
and the estimation of measurement uncertainty;

(c) Procedures for identifying, reviewing and evaluating 
differences in shipper/receiver measurements;

(d) Procedures for taking a physical inventory;
(e) Procedures for the evaluation of accumulations of un

measured inventory and unmeasured losses;
(f) A system of records and reports showing, for each ma

terial balance area, the inventory of nuclear material and the 
changes in that inventory including receipts into and transfers 
out of the material balance area;

(g) Provisions to ensure that the accounting procedures and 
arrangements are being operated correctly; and

(h) Procedures for the provision of reports to the Agency in 
accordance with Articles 59 to 65 and 67 to 69.

Article 33
Safeguards under this Agreement shall not apply to material in 

mining or ore processing activities.

Article Si.
(a) When any material containing uranium or thorium which 

has not reached the stage of the nuclear fuel cycle described in 
paragraph (c) is directly or indirectly exported to a non-nuclear- 
weapon State not Party to this Agreement, the Community shall 
inform the Agency of its quantity, composition and destination, un
less the material is exported for specifically non-nuclear purposes:

(b) When any material containing uranium or thorium which 
has not reached the stage of the nuclear fuel cycle described in 
paragraph (c) is imported into the States, the Community shall 
inform the Agency of its quantity and composition, unless the 
material is imported for specifically non-nuclear purposes; and

(c) When any nuclear material of a composition and purity 
suitable for fuel fabrication or for isotopic enrichment leaves the 
plant or the process stage in which it has been produced, or when 
such nuclear material, or any other nuclear material produced at 
a later stage in the nuclear fuel cycle, is imported into the States, 
the nuclear material shall become subject to the other safeguards 
procedures specified in this Agreement.

TERMINATION OF SAFEGUARDS

Article 35
(a) Safeguards under this Agreement shall terminate on 

nuclear material, under the conditions set forth in Article 11.
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Where the conditions of that Article are not met, but the Commu
nity considers that the recovery of nuclear material subject to 
safeguards under this Agreement from residues is not for the time 
being practicable or desirable, the Agency and the Community 
shall consult on the appropriate safeguards measures to be applied.

(b) Safeguards under this Agreement shall terminate on 
nuclear material, under the conditions set forth in Article 13, 
provided that the Agency and the Community agree that such 
nuclear material is practicably irrecoverable.

EXEMPTIONS FROM SAFEGUARDS 

Article 36

At the request of the Community, the Agency shall exempt 
nuclear material from safeguards under this Agreement, as 
follows:

(a) Special fissionable material, when it is used in gram 
quantities or less as a sensing component in instruments;

(b) Nuclear material, when it is used in non-nuclear activities 
in accordance with Article 13, if such nuclear material is recover
able ; and

(c) Plutonium with an isotopic concentration of plutonium-238 
exceeding 80%.

Article 37

At the request of the Community the Agency shall exempt 
from safeguards under this Agreement nuclear material that 
would otherwise be subject to such safeguards, provided that the 
total quantity of nuclear material which has been exempted in the 
States in accordance with this Article may not at any time exceed:

(a) One kilogram in total of special fissionable material, which 
may consist of one or more of the following:

(i) Plutonium;
(ii) Uranium with an enrichment of 0.2 (20%) and 

above, taken account of by multiplying its weight by 
its enrichment; and

(iii) Uranium with an enrichment below 0.2 (20%) and 
above that of natural uranium, taken account of by 
multiplying its weight by five times the square of its 
enrichment;

(b) Ten metric tons in total of natural uranium and depleted 
uranium with an enrichment above 0.005 (0.5%);

(c) Twenty metric tons of depleted uranium with an enrich
ment of 0.005 (0.5%) or below; and

(d) Twenty metric tons of thorium;
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or such greater amounts as may be specified by the Board for 
uniform application.

Article 38

If exempted nuclear material is to be processed or stored 
together with nuclear material subject to safeguards under this 
Agreement, provision shall be made for the re-application of such 
safeguards thereto.

SUBSIDIARY ARRANGEMENTS 

Article 39

The Community shall make Subsidiary Arrangements with the 
Agency which shall specify in detail, to the extent necessary to 
permit the Agency to fulfil its responsibilities under this Agree
ment in an effective and efficient manner, how the procedures 
laid down in this Agreement are to be applied. The Subsidiary 
Arrangements may be extended or changed by agreement between 
the Agency and the Community without amendment of this 
Agreement,

Article UO

The Subsidiary Arrangements shall enter into force at the same 
time as, or as soon as possible after, the entry into force of this 
Agreement. The Agency, the Community and the States shall 
make every effort to achieve their entry into force within ninety 
days of the entry into force of this Agreement; an extension of 
that period shall require agreement between the Agency, the 
Community and the States. The Community shall provide the 
Agency promptly with the information required for completing 
the Subsidiary Arrangements. Upon the entry into force of this 
Agreement, the Agency shall have the right to apply the proce
dures laid down therein in respect of the nuclear material listed 
in the inventory provided for in Article 41, even if the Subsidiary 
Arrangements have not yet entered into force.

INVENTORY 

Article U1

On the basis of the initial report referred to in Article 62, the 
Agency shall establish a unified inventory of all nuclear material 
in the States subject to safeguards under this Agreement, irre
spective of its origin, and shall maintain this inventory on the 
basis of subsequent reports and of the results of its verification 
activities. Copies of the inventory shall be made available to the 
Community at intervals to be agreed.
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DESIGN INFORMATION 

Gen er a l  provisions

Article h2

Pursuant to Article 8, design information in respect of existing 
facilities shall be provided to the Agency by the Community during 
the discussion of the Subsidiary Arrangements. The time limits 
for the provision of design information in respect of the new 
facilities shall be specified in the Subsidiary Arrangements and 
such information shall be provided as early as possible before 
nuclear material is introduced into a new facility.

Article AS

The design information to be provided to the Agency shall 
include, in respect of each facility, when applicable:

(a) The identification of the facility, stating its general 
character, purpose, nominal capacity and geographic location, and 
the name and address to be used for routine business purposes;

(b) A description of the general arrangement of the facility 
with reference, to the extent feasible, to the form, location and 
flow of nuclear material and to the general layout of important 
items of equipment which use, produce or process nuclear material;

(c) A description of features of the facility relating to ma
terial accountancy, containment and surveillance; and

(d) A description of the existing and proposed procedures at 
the facility for nuclear material accountancy and control, with 
special reference to material balance areas established by the 
operator, measurements of flow and procedures for physical 
inventory taking.

Article UU
Other information relevant to the application of safeguards 

under this Agreement shall also be provided to the Agency in 
respect of each facility, if so specified in the Subsidiary Arrange
ments. The Community shall provide the Agency with supple
mentary information on the health and safety procedures which 
the Agency shall observe and with which Agency inspectors shall 
comply at the facility.

Article ^5
The Agency shall be provided by the Community with design 

information in respect of a modification relevant for purposes of 
safeguards under this Agreement, for examination, and shall be 
informed of any change in the information provided to it under 
Article 44, sufficiently in advance for the safeguards procedures 
to be applied under this Agreement to be adjusted when necessary.
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Article

P urpose of e x a m in a tio n  of design  in fo r m a tio n

The design information provided to the Agency shall be used 
for the following purposes:

(a) To identify the features of facilities and nuclear material 
relevant to the application of safeguards to nuclear material in 
sufficient detail to facilitate verification;

(b) To determine material balance areas to be used for 
accounting purposes under this Agreement and to select those 
strategic points which are key measurement points and which 
will be used to determine flow and inventory of nuclear material; 
in determining such material balance areas the following criteria 
shall, inter alia, be used:

(i) The size of the material balance area shall be related 
to the accuracy with which the material balance can 
be established;

(ii) In determining the material balance area advantage 
shall be taken of any opportunity to use contain
ment and surveillance to help ensure the complete
ness of flow measurements and thereby to simplify 
the application of safeguards and to concentrate 
measurement efforts at key measurement points;

(iii) A special material balance area may be established 
at the request of the Community or of the State 
concerned around a process step involving com
mercially sensitive information;

(c) To establish the nominal timing and procedures for taking 
of physical inventory of nuclear material for accounting purposes 
under this Agreement;

(d) To establish the records and reports requirements and 
records evaluation procedures;

(e) To establish requirements and procedures for verification 
of the quantity and location of nuclear material; and

(f) To select appropriate combinations of containment and 
surveillance methods and techniques and the strategic points at 
which they are to be applied.
The results of the examination of the design information, as 
agreed upon between the Agency and the Community, shall be 
included in the Subsidiary Arrangements.

Article U7

Re -e x a m in a tio n  op design  in fo rm a tio n

Design information shall be re-examined in the light of changes 
in operating conditions, of developments in safeguards technology
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or of the experience in the application of verification procedures, 
with a view to modifying action taken pursuant to Article 46.

Article i-8 

Ve r ifica tio n  op design  in fo r m a tio n

The Agency, in co-operation with the Community and the State 
concerned may send inspectors to facilities to verify the design 
information provided to the Agency pursuant to Articles 42 to 45 
for the purposes stated in Article 46.

INFORMATION IN RESPECT’ OF NUCLEAR 
MATERIAL OUTSIDE FACILITIES

Article 49

The Agency shall be provided by the Community with the 
following information when nuclear material is to be customarily 
used outside facilities, as applicable:

(a) A general description of the use of the nuclear material, 
its geographic location, and the user’s name and address for 
routine business purposes; and

(b) A general description of the existing and proposed proce
dures for nuclear material accountancy and control, as specified in 
the Subsidiary Arrangements.

The Agency shall be informed by the Community, on a timely 
basis, of any change in the information provided to it under this 
Article.

Article 50

The information provided to the Agency pursuant to Article 49 
may be used, to the extent relevant, for the purposes set out in 
Article 46 (b) to (f) .

RECORDS SYSTEM 

Gen era l  provisions

Article 51

The Community shall arrange that records are kept in respect 
of each material balance area. The records to be kept shall be 
described in the Subsidiary Arrangements.

Article 52

The Community shall make arrangements to facilitate the exam
ination of records by Agency inspectors, particularly if the 
records are not kept in English, French, Russian or Spanish.
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Article 53

Records shall be retained for at least five years.

Article 5U

Records shall consist, as appropriate, o f:

(a) Accounting records of all nuclear material subject to safe
guards under this Agreement; and

(b) Operating records for facilities containing such nuclear 
material.

Article 55

The system of measurements on which the records used for the 
preparation of reports are based shall either conform to the latest 
international standards or be equivalent! in quality to such 
standards.

A cco un tin g  records

Article 56

The accounting records shall set forth the following in respect 
of each material balance area:

(a) All inventory changes, so as to permit a determination of 
the book inventory at any time;

(b) All measurement results that are used for determination 
of the physical inventory; and

(c) All adjustments and corrections that have been made in 
respect of inventory changes, book inventories and physical in
ventories.

Article 57

For all inventory changes and physical inventories the records 
shall show, in respect of each batch of nuclear material: material 
identification, batch data and source data. The records shall 
account for uranium, thorium and plutonium separately in each 
batch of nuclear material. For each inventory change, thie date of 
the inventory change and, when appropriate, the originating 
material balance area and the receiving material balance area or 
the recipient, shall be indicated.

Article 58 

Oper a tin g  records

The operating records shall set forth, as appropriate, in respect 
of each material balance area:
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(a) Those operating data which are used to establish changes 
in the quantities and composition of nuclear material;

(b) The data obtained from the calibration of tanks and 
instruments and from sampling and analyses, the procedures to 
control the quality of measurements and the derived estimates of 
random and systematic error;

(c) A description of the sequence of the actions taken in 
preparing for, and in taking, a physical inventory, in order to 
ensure that it is correct and complete; and

(d) A description of the actions token in order to ascertain the 
cause and magnitude of any accidental or unmeasured loss that 
might occur.

REPORTS SYSTEM 

Gen er a l  provisions

Article 59

The Community shall provide the Agency with reports as 
detailed in Articles 60 to 65 and 67 to 69 in respect of nuclear 
material subject to safeguards under this Agreement.

Article 60

Reports shall be made in English, French, Russian or Spanish, 
except as otherwise specified in the Subsidiary Arrangements.

Article 61

Reports shall be based on the records kept in accordance with 
Articles 51 to 58 and shall consist, as appropriate, of accounting 
reports and special reports.

A cco un tin g  reports

Article 62

The Agency shall be provided by the Community with an initial 
report on all nuclear material subject to safeguards under this 
Agreement. The initial report shall be dispatched to the Agency 
within thirty days of the last day of the calendar month in which 
this Agreement enters into force, and shall reflect the situation 
as of the last day of that month.

Article 63

The Community shall provide the Agency with the following 
accounting reports for each material balance area:

(a) Inventory change reports showing all changes in the 
inventory of nuclear material. The reports shall be dispatched as
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soon as possible and in any event within the time limits specified 
in the Subsidiary Arrangements; and

(b) Material balance reports showing the material balance 
based on a physical inventory of nuclear material actually present 
in the material balance area. The reports shall be dispatched 
as soon as possible and in any event within the time limits specified 
in the Subsidiary Arrangements.

The reports shall be based on data available as of the date of 
reporting and may be corrected at a later date, as required.

Article 6U

Inventory change reports shall specify identification and batch 
data for each batch of nuclear material, the date of the inventory 
change and, as appropriate, the originating material balance area 
and the receiving material balance area or the recipient. These 
reports shall be accompanied by concise notes:

(a) Explaining the inventory changes, on the basis of the 
operating data contained in the operating records provided for 
under Article 58 (a ) ; and

(b) Describing, as specified in the Subsidiary Arrangements, 
the anticipated operational programme, particularly the taking 
of a physical inventory.

Article 65

The Community shall report each inventory change, adjustment 
and correction, either periodically in a consolidated list or in
dividually. Inventory changes shall be reported in terms of batches. 
As specified in the Subsidiary Arrangements, small changes in 
inventory of nuclear material, such as transfers of analytical 
samples, may be combined in one batch and reported as one 
inventory change.

Article 66

The Agency shall provide the Community, for the use of the 
interested parties, with semi-annual statements of book inventory 
of nuclear material subject to safeguards under this Agreement, 
for each material balance area, as based on the inventory change 
reports for the period covered by each such statement.

Article 67

Material balance reports shall include the following entries 
unless otherwise agreed by the Agency and the Community:

(a) Beginning physical inventory;
(b) Inventory changes (first increases, then decreases);
(c) Ending book inventory;
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(d) Shipper/receiver differences;
(e) Adjusted ending book inventory;
(f ) Ending physical inventory; and
(g) Material unaccounted for.

A statement of the physical inventory, listing all batches sepa
rately and specifying material identification and batch data for 
each batch, shall be attached to each material balance report.

Article 68

Spec ia l  reports

The Community shall make special reports without delay:

(a) If any unusual incident or circumstances lead the Com
munity to believe that there is or may have been loss of nuclear 
material that exceeds the limits specified for this purpose in the 
Subsidiary Arrangements; or

(b) If the containment has unexpectedly changed from that 
specified in the Subsidiary Arrangements to the extent that un
authorized removal of nuclear material has become possible.

Article 69

A m pl ific a t io n  and  c la rification  of reports

If the Agency so requests, the Community shall provide it with 
amplifications or clarifications of any report, in so far as relevant 
for the purpose of safeguards under this Agreement.

INSPECTIONS 

Article 70 

Gen era l  provisions

The Agency shall have the right to make inspections as provided 
for in this Agreement.

P urpose  of in spe c t io n s  

Article 71

The Agency may make ad hoc inspections in order to :

(a) Verify the inforination contained in the initial report 
on the nuclear material subject to safeguards under this Agree
ment and identify and verify changes in the situation which have 
occurred between the date of the initial report and the date of the 
entry into force of the Subsidiary Arrangements in respect of a 
given facility; and

(b) Identify, and if possible verify the quantity and com
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position of nuclear material subject to safeguards under this 
Agreement in accordance with Articles 93 and 96, before its 
transfer out of or upon its transfer into the States except for 
transfers within the Community.

Article 72

The Agency may make routine inspections in order to :

(a) Verify that reports are consistent with records;
(b) Verify the location, identity, quantity and composition of 

all nuclear material subject to safeguards under this Agreement; 
and

(c) Verify information on the possible causes of material 
unaccounted for, shipper/receiver differences and uncertainties in 
the book inventory.

Article 73

Subject to the procedures laid down in Article 77, the Agency 
may make special inspections:

(a) In order to verify the information contained in special 
reports; or

(b) If the Agency considers that information made available 
by the Community including explanations from the Community 
and information obtained from routine inspections, is not ade
quate for the Agency to fulfil its responsibilities under this Agree
ment.

An inspection shall be deemed to be special when it is either addi
tional to the routine inspection effort provided for in this Agree
ment or involves access to information or locations in addition to 
the access specified in Article 76 for ad hoc and routine inspec
tions, or both.

Scope OF in spe c t io n s

Article 7U

For the purposes specified in Articles 71 to 73, the Agency may:

(a) Examine the records kept pursuant to Articles 51 to 58;
(b) Make independent measurements of all nuclear material 

subject to safeguards under this Agreement;
(c) Verify the functioning and calibration of instruments 

and other measuring and control equipment;
(d) Apply and make use of surveillance and containment 

measures; and
(e) Use other objective methods which have been demon

strated to be technically feasible.
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Article 75

Within the scope of Article 74, the Agency shall be enabled:
(a) To observe that samples at key measurement points for 

material balance accountancy are taken in accordance with pro
cedures which produce representative samples, to observe the 
treatment and analysis of the samples and to obtain duplicates 
of such samples;

(b) To observe that the measurements of nuclear material at 
key measurement points for material balance accountancy are 
representative, and to observe the calibration of the instruments 
and equipment involved;

(c) To make arrangements with the Community and to the 
extent necessary with the State concerned that, if necessary:

(i) Additional measurements are made and additional 
samples taken for the Agency’s use;

(ii) The Agency’s standard analytical samples are ana
lysed ;

(iii) Appropriate absolute standards are used in calibrat
ing instruments and other equipment; and

(iv) Other calibrations are carried out;
(d) To arrange to use its own equipment for independent 

measurement and surveillance, and if so agreed and specified in 
the Subsidiary Arrangements to arrange to install such equipment;

(e) To apply its seals and other identifying and tamper- 
indicating devices to containments, if so agreed and specified in 
the Subsidary Arrangements; and

(f) To make arrangements with the Community or the State 
concerned for the shipping of samples taken for the Agency’s use.

A ccess for in spe c t io n s  

Article 76

(a) For the purposes specified in Article 71 (a) and until such 
time as the strategic points have been specified in the Subsidary 
Arrangements, the Agency inspectors shall have access to any 
location where the initial report or any inspections carried out in 
connection with it indicate that nuclear material subject to safe
guards under this Agreement is present;

(b) For the purposes specified in Article 71(b) the Agency 
inspectors shall have access to any location of which the Agency 
has been notified in accordance with Articles 92(d) (iii) or 
95(d) ( i i i ) ;

(c) For the purposes specified in Article 72 the inspectors 
shall have access only to the strategic points specified in the Sub
sidiary Arrangements and to the records maintained pursuant to 
Articles 51 to 58; and
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(d) In the event of the Community concluding that any 
unusual circumstances require extended limitations on access by 
the Agency, the Community and the Agency shall promptly make 
arrangements with a view to enabling the Agency to discharge its 
safeguards responsibilities in the light of these limitations. The 
Director General shall report each such arrangement to the 
Board.

Article 77

In the circumstances which may lead to special inspections for 
the purposes specified in Article 73 the Community and the 
Agency shall consult forthwith. As a result of such consultations 
the Agency may:

(a) Make inspections in addition to the routine inspection 
effort provided for in this Agreement; and

(b) Obtain access, in agreement with the Community, to in
formation or locations in addition to those specified in Article 76. 
Any disagreement shall be resolved in accordance with Articles 21 
and 22. In case action by the Community or a State, in so far as 
either Party is individually concerned, is essential and urgent. 
Article 18 shall apply.

F requency  and  in t e n s it y  of routine  in s pe c t io n s

Article 78

The number, intensity and duration of routine inspections, 
applying optimum timing, shall be kept to the minimum consistent 
with the effective implementation of the safeguards procedures 
set forth in this Agreement, and optimum and most economical 
use of available inspection resources under the Agreement shall 
be made.

Article 79

The Agency may carry out one routine inspection per year in 
respect of facilities and material balance areas outside facilities 
with a content or annual throughput, whichever is greater, of 
nuclear material not exceeding five effective kilograms.

Article 80

The number, intensity, duration, timing and mode of routine 
inspections in respect of facilities with a content or annual 
throughput of nuclear material exceeding five effective kilograms 
shall be determined on the basis that in the maximum or limiting 
case the inspection regime shall be no more intensive than is 
necessary and sufficient to maintain continuity of knowledge of 
the flow and inventory of nuclear material, and the maximum
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routine inspection effort in respect of such facilities shall be 
determined as follows:

(a) For reactors and sealed storage installations the maxi
mum total of routine inspection per year shall be determined by 
allowing one sixth of a man-year of inspection for each such 
facility;

(b) For facilities, other than reactors or sealed storage in
stallations, involving plutonium or uranium enriched to more 
than 5%, the maximum total of routine inspection pe^_year shall 
be determined by allowing for each such facility 30 x VE man-days 
of inspection per year, where E is the inventory or annual 
throughput of nuclear material, whichever is greater, expressed 
in effective kilograms. The maximum established for any such 
facility shall not, however, be less than 1.5 man-years of inspec
tion ; and

(c) For facilities not covered by paragraphs (a) or (b), the 
maximum total of routine inspection per year shall be determined 
by allowing for each such facility one-third of a man-year of in
spection plus 0.4 xE  man-days of inspection per year, where E is 
the inventory or annual throughput of nuclear material, which
ever is greater, expressed in effective kilograms.

The Parties to this Agreement may agree to amend the figures for 
the maximum inspection effort specified in this Article, upon 
determination by the Board that such amendment is reasonable.

Article 81

Subject to Articles 78 to 80 the criteria to be used for determin
ing the actual number, intensity, duration, timing and mode of 
routine inspections in respect of any facility shall include:

(a) The form of the nuclear material, in particular, whether 
the nuclear material is in bulk form or contained in a number of 
separate items; its chemical composition and, in the case of 
uranium, whether it is of low or high enrichment; and its 
accessibility;

(b) The effectiveness of the Community’s safeguards, includ
ing the extent to which the operators of facilities are functionally 
independent of the Community’s safeguards; the extent to which 
the measures specified in Article 32 have been implemented by 
the Community; the promptness of reports provided to the 
Agency; their consistency with the Agency’s independent verifica
tion; and the amount and accuracy of the material unaccounted 
for, as verified by the Agency;

(c) Characteristics of the nuclear fuel cycle in the States, in 
particular, the number and types of facilities containing nuclear 
material subject to safeguards under this Agreement, the charac
teristics of such facilities relevant to safeguards under this Agree
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ment, notably the degree of containment; the extent to which the 
design of such facilities facilitates verification of the flow and 
inventory of nuclear material; and the extent to which informal 
tion from dilferent material balance areas can be correlated;

(d) International interdependence, in particular, the extent to 
which nuclear material is received from or sent to other States for 
use or processing; any verification activities by the Agency in 
connection therewith; and the extent to which the nuclear activi
ties in each State are interrelated with those in other States; and

(e) Technical developments in the field of safegvards, includ
ing the use of statistical techniques and random sampling in 
evaluating the flow of nuclear material.

Article 82

The Agency and the Community shall consult if the latter con
siders that the inspection effort is being deployed with undue con
centration on particular facilities.

N otice of in spe c t io n s

Article 83

The Agency shall give advance notice to the Community and to 
the States concerned before arrival of Agency inspectors at facili
ties or material balance areas outside facilities, as follows:

(a) For ad hoc inspections pursuant to Article 71 (b), at least 
24 hours; for those pursuant to Article 71 (a) as well as the activi
ties provided for in Article 48, at least one week;

(b) For special inspections pursuant to Article 73, as 
promptly as possible after the Agency and the Community have 
consulted as provided for in Article 77, it being understood that 
notification of arrival normally will constitute part of the con
sultations ; and

(c) For routine inspections pursuant to Article 72, at least
24 hours in respect of the facilities referred to in Article 80(b) 
and sealed storage installations containing plutonium or uranium 
enriched to more than 5%, and one week in all other cases.

Such notice of inspections shall include the names of the Agency 
inspectors and shall indicate the facilities and the material balance 
areas outside facilities to be visited and the period during which 
they will be visited. If the Agency inspectors are to arrive from 
outside the States, the Agency shall also give advance notice of 
the place and time of their arrival in the States.

Article 8k

Notwithstanding the provisions of Article 83, the Agency may, 
as a supplementary measure, carry out without advance notifica
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tion a portion of the routine inspections pursuant to Article 80 in 
accordance with the principle of random sampling. In performing 
any unannounced inspections, the Agency shall fully take into 
account any operational programme provided to it pursuant to 
Article 64(b). Moreover, whenever practicable, and on the basis 
of the operational programme it shall advise the Community and 
the State concerned periodically of its general programme of 
announced and unannounced inspections, specifying the general 
periods when inspections are foreseen. In carrying out any un
announced inspections, the agency shall make every effort to mini
mize any practical diflftculties for the Community and the State con
cerned and for facility operators, bearing in mind the relevant 
provisions of Articles 44 and 89. Similarly the Community and 
the State concerned shall make every effort to facilitate the task of 
Agency inspectors.

Desig n a tio n  op A gency  inspectors  

Article 85

The following procedures shall apply to the designation of 
Agency inspectors:

(a) The Director General shall inform the Community and 
the States in writing of the name, qualifications, nationality, grade 
and such other particulars as may be relevant, of each Agency 
official he proposes for designation as an Agency inspector for the 
States;

(b) The Community shall inform the Director General within 
thirty days of the receipt of such a proposal whether the proposal 
is accepted;

(c) The Director General may designate each official who has 
been accepted by the Community and the States as one of the 
Agency inspectors for the States, and shall inform the Community 
and the States of such designations; and

(d) The Director General, acting in response to a request by 
the Community or on his own initiative, shall immediately inform 
the Community and the States of the withdrawal of the designa
tion of any official as an Agency inspector for the States.

However, in respect of Agency inspectors needed for the activities 
provided for in Article 48 and to carry out ad hoc inspections pur
suant to Article 71(a) the designation procedures shall be com
pleted if possible within thirty days after the entry into force of 
this Agreement. If such designation appears impossible within 
this time limit. Agency inspectors for such purposes shall be 
designated on a temporary basis.
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Article 86

The States shall grant or renew as quickly as possible appro
priate visas, where required, for each Agency inspector desig
nated pursuant to Article 85.

Conduct and  v isits  of A gency  inspectors

Article 87

Agency inspectors, in exercising their functions under Articles 
48 and 71 to 75, shall carry out their activities in a manner 
designed to avoid hampering or delaying the construction, com
missioning or operation of facilities, or affecting their safety. In 
particular, Agency inspectors shall not operate any facility them
selves or direct the staff of a facility to carry out any operation. 
If Agency inspectors consider that in pursuance of Articles 74 and 
75, particular operations in a facility should be carried out by the 
operator, they shall make a request therefor.

Article 88

When Agency inspectors require services available in a State, 
including the use of equipment, in connection with the perform
ance of inspections, the State concerned and the Community shall 
facilitate the procurement of such services and the use of such 
equipment by Agency inspectors.

Article 89

The Community and the States concerned shall have the right to 
have Agency inspectors accompanied during their inspections by 
its inspectors and their representatives respectively, provided that 
Agency inspectors shall not thereby be delayed or otherwise im
peded in the exercise of their functions.

STATEMENT ON THE AGENCY’S VERIFICATION 
ACTIVITIES

Article 90

The Agency shall inform the Community for the use of the 
interested parties o f:

(a) The results of its inspections, at intervals to be specified 
in the Subsidiary Arrangements; and

(b) The conclusions it has drawn from its verification activi
ties.
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TRANSFERS INTO OR OUT OF THE STATES 

Article 91

Gen er a l  provisions

Nuclear material subject or required to be subject to safeguards 
under this Agreement which is transferred into or out of the 
States shall, for purposes of this Agreement, be regarded as being 
the responsibility of the Community and of the State concerned:

(a) In the case of transfers into the States, from the time that 
such responsibility ceases to lie with the State from which the 
material is transferred, and no later than the time at which the 
material reaches its destination; and

(b) In the case of transfers out of the States up to the time at 
which the recipient State has such responsibility, and no later 
than the time at which the nuclear material reaches its destina
tion.

The point at which the transfer of responsibility will take place 
shall be determined in accordance with suitable arrangements to 
be made by the Community and the State concerned, on the one 
hand, and the State to which or from which the nuclear material 
is transferred, on the other hand. Neither the Community nor a 
State shall be deemed to have such responsibility for nuclear 
material merely by reason of the fact that the nuclear material 
is in transit on or over a State’s territory, or that it is being trans
ported on a ship under a State’s flag or in the aircraft of a State.

T ra n sfers  out op t h e  States 

Article 92

(a) The Community shall notify the Agency of any intended 
transfer out of the States of nuclear material subject to safeguards 
under this Agreement if the shipment exceeds one effective kilo
gram, or, for facilities which normally transfer significant quanti
ties to the same State in shipments each not exceeding one effec
tive kilogram, if so specified in the Subsidiary Arrangements.

(b) Such notification shall be given to the Agency after the 
conclusion of the contractual arrangements leading to the trans
fer and within the time limit specified in the Subsidiary Arrange
ments.

(c) The Agency and the Community may agree on different 
procedures for advance notification.

(d) The notification shall specify:

(i) The identification and, if possible, the expected 
quantity and the composition of the nuclear material
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to be transferred, and the material balance area 
from which it will come;

(ii) The State for which the nuclear material is 
destined;

(iii) The dates on and locations at which the nuclear ma
terial is to be prepared for shipping;

(iv) The approximate dates of dispatch and arrival of 
the nuclear material; and

(v) At what point of the transfer the recipient State 
will assume responsibility for the nuclear material 
for the purpose of this Agreement, and the probable 
date on which that point will be reached.

Article 93

The notification referred to in Article 92 shall be such as to 
enable the Agency to make, if necessary, an ad hoc inspection to 
identify, and if possible verify the quantity and composition of 
the nuclear material before it is transferred out of the States, 
except for transfers within the Community and, if the Agency so 
wishes or the Community so requests, to affix seals to the nuclear 
material when it has been prepared for shipping. However, the 
transfer of the nuclear material shall not be delayed in any way by 
any action taken or contemplated by the Agency pursuant to such 
notification.

Article 9U

If nuclear material will not be subject to Agency safeguards in 
the recipient State the Community shall make arrangements for 
the Agency to receive within three months of the time when the 
recipient State accepts responsibility for the nuclear material, con
firmation by the recipient State of the transfer.

T ra n sfers  in to  t h e  States

Article 95

(a) The Community shall notify the Agency of any expected 
transfer into the States of nuclear material required to be subject 
to safeguards under this Agreement if the shipment exceeds one 
effective kilogram, or, for facilities to which significant quantities 
are normally transferred from the same State in shipments each 
not exceeding one effective kilogram, if so specified in the Sub
sidiary Arrangements.

(b) The Agency shall be notified as much in advance as 
possible of the expected arrival of the nuclear material, and in any 
case within the time limits specified in the Subsidiary Arrange 
ments.
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(c) The Agency and the Community may agree on different 
procedures for advance notification.

(d) The notification shall specify:

(i) The identification and, if possible, the expected 
quantity and composition of the nuclear material;

(ii) At what point of the transfer the Community and 
State concerned will have responsibility for the 
nuclear material for the purpose of this Agreement, 
and the probable date on which that point will be 
reached; and

(iii) The expected date of arrival, the location where, and 
the date on which, the nuclear material is intended 
to be unpacked.

Article 96

The notification referred to in Article 95 shall be such as to 
enable the Agency to make, if necessary, an ad hoc inspection to 
identify, and if possible verify the quantity and composition of, 
the nuclear material transferred into the States, except for trans
fers within the Community, at the time the consignment is un
packed. However, unpacking shall not be delayed by any action 
taken or contemplated by the Agency pursuant to such a notifica
tion.

Article 97 

Specia l  reports

The Community shall make a special report as envisaged in 
Article 68 if any unusual incident or circumstances lead the 
Community to believe that there is or may have been loss of nuclear 
material, including the occurrence of significant delay, during a 
transfer into or out of the States.

DEFINITIONS

Article 98

For the purposes of this Agreement:

1. A. Community means both:

(a) The legal person created by the Treaty establishing 
the European Atomic Energy Community (EURATOM), 
Party to this Agreement; and
(b) The territories to which the EURATOM Treaty 
applies.

B. States means the non-nuclear-weapon States Members of 
the Community, Party to this Agreement.
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A. Adjustment means an entry into an accounting record 
or a report showing a shipper/receiver difference or mate
rial unaccounted for.
B. Anrnutl throughput means, for the purposes of Articles 
79 and 80, the amount of nuclear material transferred 
annually out of a facility working at nominal capacity.
C. Batch means a portion of nuclear material handled as a 
unit for accounting purposes at a key measurement point 
and for which the composition and quantity are defined by 
a single set of specifications or measurements. The nuclear 
material may be in bulk form or contained in a number of 
separate items.
D. Batch data means the total weight of each element of 
nuclear material and, in the case of plutonium and uranium, 
the isotopic composition when appropriate. The units of 
account shall be as follows:

(a) Grams of contained plutonium;
(b) Grams of total uranium and grams of contained 
uranium-235 plus uranium-233 for uranium enriched 
in these isotopes; and
(c) Kilograms of contained thorium, natural uranium 
or depleted uranium.

For reporting purposes the weights of individual items 
in the batch shall be added together before rounding to the 
nearest unit.
E. Book inventory of a material balance area means the 
algebraic sum of the most recent physical inventory of that 
material balance area and of all inventory changes that have 
occurred since that physical inventory was taken.
F. Correction means an entry into an accounting record or 
a report to rectify an identified mistake or to reflect an 
improved measurement of a quantity previously entered into 
the record or report. Each correction must identify the 
entry to which it pertains.
G. Effective kilogram means a special unit used in safe
guarding nuclear material. The quantity in effective kilo
grams is obtained by taking:

(a) For plutonium, its weight in kilograms;
(b) For uranium with an enrichment of 0.01 (1%) 
and above, its weight in kilograms multiplied by the 
square of its enrichment;
(c) For uranium with an enrichment below 0.01 (1%) 
and above 0.005 (0.5%), its weight in kilograms multi
plied by 0.0001; and
(d) For depleted uranium with an enrichment of 0.005
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(0.5%) or below, and for thorium, its weight in kilo
grams multipled by 0.00005.

H. Enrichment means the ratio of the combined weight of 
the isotopes uranium-233 and uranium-235 to that of the 
total uranium in question.
I. FacUity means:

(a) A reactor, a critical facility, a conversion plant, a 
fabrication plant, a reprocessing plant, an isotope sepa
ration plant or a separate storage installation; or
(b) Any location where nuclear material in amounts 
greater than one effective kilogram is customarily used.

J. Inventory change means an increase or decrease, in terms 
of batches, of nuclear material in a material balance area; 
such a change shall involve one of the following:

(a) Increases:
(i) Import;

(ii) Domestic receipt: receipts from within the 
States; from other material balance areas; 
from a non-safeguarded (non-peaceful) ac
tivity; at the starting point of safeguards;

(iii) Nuclear production: production of special 
fissionable material in a reactor; and

(iv) De-exemption: reapplication of safeguards 
on nuclear material previously exempted 
therefrom on account of its use or quantity.

(b) Decreases:
(i) Export;

(ii) Domestic shipment: shipments within the 
States to other material balance areas or for 
a non-safeguarded (non-peaceful) activity;

(iii) Nuclear loss: loss of nuclear material due to 
its transformation into other element (s) or 
isotope(s) as a result of nuclear reactions;

(iv) Measured discard: nuclear material which 
has been measured, or estimated on the basis 
of measurements, and disposed of in such a 
way that it is not suitable for further nu
clear use;

(v) Retained waste: nuclear material generated 
from processing or from an operational 
accident, which is deemed to be unrecoverable 
for the time being but which is stored;

(vi) Exemption: exemption of nuclear material 
from safeguards on account of its use or 
quantity; and
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(vii) Other loss: for example, accidental loss (that 
is, irretrievable and inadvertent loss of nu
clear material as the result of an operational 
accident) or theft.

K. Key measurement point means a location where nuclear 
material appears in such a form that it may be measured to 
determine material flow or inventory. Key measurement 
points thus include, but are not limited to, the inputs and 
outputs (including measured discards) and storages in 
material balance areas.
L. Man-year of inspection means, for the purposes of Ar
ticle 80, 300 man-days of inspection, a man-day being a day 
during which a single inspector has access to a facility at 
any time for a total of not more than eight hours,
M. Material balance area means an area in or outside of a 
facility such that:

(a) The quantity of nuclear material in each transfer 
into or out of each material balance area can be deter
mined ; and
(b) The physical inventory of nuclear material in 
each material balance area can be determined when 
necessary in accordance with specified procedures,

in order that the material balance for Agency safeguards 
purposes can be established.

N. Material unaccounted for means the difference between 
book inventory and physical inventory.
0. Nttclear material means any source or any special fis
sionable material as defined in Article XX of the Statute. 
The term “source material” shall not be interpreted as 
applying to ore or ore residue. Any determination by the 
Board under Article XX of the Statute after the entry into 
force of this Agreement which adds to the materials con
sidered to be source material or special fissionable material 
shall have effect under this Agreement only upon acceptance 
by the Community and the States.
P. Physical inventory means the sum of all the measured 
or derived estimates of batch quantities of nuclear material 
on hand at a given time within a material balance area, 
obtained in accordance with specified procedures.
Q. Shipper/receiver difference means the difference be
tween the quantity of nuclear material in a batch as stated 
by the shipping material balance area and as measured at 
the receiving material balance area.
R. Source data means those data, recorded during measure
ment or calibration or used to derive empirical relationships.
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which identify nuclear material and provide batch data. 
Source data may include, for example, weight of compounds, 
conversion factors to determine weight of element, specific 
gravity, element concentration, isotopic ratios, relationship 
between volume and manometer readings and relationship 
between plutonium produced and power generated.
S. Strategic point means a location selected during exam
ination of design information where, under normal condi
tions and when combined with the information from all 
strategic points taken together, the information necessary 
and sufficient for the implementation of safeguards measures 
is obtained and verified; a strategic point may include any 
location where key measurements related to material balance 
accountancy are made and where containment and surveil
lance measures are executed.

PROTOCOL

Article 1

This Protocol amplifies certain provisions of the Agreement 
and, in particular, specifies the conditions and means according 
to which co-operation in the application of the safeguards pro
vided for under the Agreement shall be implemented in such a 
way as to avoid unnecessary duplication of the Community’s 
safeguards activities.

Article 2

The Community shall collect the information on facilities and on 
nuclear material outside facilities to be provided to the Agency 
under the Agreement on the basis of the agreed indicative ques
tionnaire annexed to the Subsidiary Arrangements.

Article S

The Agency and the Community shall carry out jointly the 
examination of design information provided for in Article 46(a) 
to (f) of the Agreement and shall include the agreed results 
thereof in the Subsidiary Arrangements. The verification of de
sign information provided for in Article 48 of the Agreement 
shall be carried out by the Agency in co-operation with the Com
munity,

Article A
When providing the Agency with the information referred to in 

Article 2 of this Protocol, the Community shall also transmit 
information on the inspection methods which it proposes to use 
and the complete proposals, including estimates of inspection 
efforts for the routine inspection activities, for Attachments to
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the Subsidiary Arrangements for facilities and material balance 
areas outside facilities.

Article 5

The preparation of the Attachments to the Subsidiary Arrange
ments shall be performed together by the Community and the 
Agency.

Article 6

The Community shall collect the reports from the operators, 
keep centralised accounts on the basis of these reports and proceed 
with the technical and accounting control and analysis of the in
formation received.

Article 7

Upon completion of the tasks referred to in Article 6 of this 
Protocol the Community shall, on a monthly basis, produce and 
provide the Agency with the inventory change reports within the 
time limits specified in the Subsidiary Arrangements.

Article 8

Further, the Community shall transmit to the Agency the mate
rial balance reports and physical inventory listings with frequency 
depending on the frequency of physical inventory taking as speci
fied in the Subsidiary Arrangements.

Article 9

The form and format of reports referred to in Articles 7 and 8 
of this Protocol, as agreed between the Agency and the Commu
nity, shall be specified in the Subsidiary Arrangements.

Article 10

The routine inspection activities of the Community and of the 
Agency, including the inspections referred to in Article 84 of the 
Agreement, for the purposes of the Agreement, shall be co
ordinated pursuant to the provisions of Articles 11 to 23 of this 
Protocol.

Article 11

Subject to Articles 79 and 80 of the Agreement, in determining 
the actual number, intensity, duration, timing and mode of the 
Agency inspections in respect of each facility, account shall be 
taken of the inspection effort carried out by the Community in 
the framework of its multinational system of safeguards pursuant 
to the provisions of this Protocol.
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Article 12

Inspection efforts under the Agreement for each facility shall be 
determined by the use of the criteria of Article 81 of the Agree
ment. Such criteria shall be implemented by using the rules and 
methods set forth in the Subsidiary Arrangements which have 
been used for the calculation of the inspection efforts in respect 
of specific examples attached to the Subsidiary Arrangements. 
These rules and methods shall be reviewed from time to time, 
pursuant to Article 7 of the Agreement, to take into account new 
technological developments in the field of safeguards and experi
ence gained.

Article 13

Such inspection efforts, expressed as agreed estimates of the 
actual inspection efforts to be applied, shall be set out in the 
Subsidiary Arrangements together with relevant descriptions of 
verification approaches and scopes of inspections to be carried 
out by the Community and by the Agency. These inspection ef
forts shall constitute, under normal operating conditions and 
under the conditions set out below, the actual maximum inspection 
efforts at the facility under the Agreement:

(a) The continued validity of the information on Community 
safeguards provided for in Article 32 of the Agreement, as speci
fied in the Subsidiary Arrangements;

(b) The continued validity of the information provided to the 
Agency in accordance with Article 2 of this Protocol;

(c) The continued provision by the Community of the reports 
pursuant to Articles 60 and 61, 63 to 65 and 67 to 69 of the Agree
ment, as specified in the Subsidiary Arrangements;

(d) The continued application of the co-ordination arrange
ments for inspections pursuant to Articles 10 to 23 of this Protocol, 
as specified in the Subsidiary Arrangements; and

(e) The application by the Community of its inspection effort 
with respect to the facility, as specified in the Subsidiary Arrange
ments, pursuant to this Article.

Article 14

(a) Subject to the conditions of Article 13 of this Protocol, 
the Agency inspections shall be carried out simultaneously with 
the inspection activities of the Community. Agency inspectors 
shall be present during the performance of certain of the Com
munity inspections.

(b) Subject to the provisions of paragraph (a), whenever the 
Agency can achieve the purposes of its routine inspections set out 
in the Agreement, the Agency inspectors shall implement the 
provisions of Articles 74 and 75 of the Agreement through the
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observation of the inspection activities of the Community inspec
tors, provided, however, that:

(i) With respect to inspection activities of Agency in
spectors to be implemented other than through the 
observation of the inspection activities of the Com
munity inspectors, which can be foreseen, these 
shall be specified in the Subsidiary Arrangements; 
and

(ii) In the course of an inspection. Agency inspectors 
may carry out inspection activities other than 
through the observation of the inspection activities 
of the Community inspectors where they find this 
to be essential and urgent, if the Agency could not 
otherwise achieve the purposes of its routine inspec
tions and this was unforeseeable.

Article 15

The general scheduling and planning of the Community inspec
tions under the Agreement shall be established by the Community 
in co-operation with the Agency.

Article 16

Arrangements for the presence of Agency inspectors during 
the performance of certain of the Community inspections shall be 
agreed in advance by the Agency and the Community for each tjrpe 
of facility, and to the extent necessary, for individual facilities.

Article 17

In order to enable the Agency to decide, based on requirements 
for statistical sampling, as to its presence at a particular Com
munity inspection, the Community shall provide the Agency with 
an advance statement of the numbers, types and contents of items 
to be inspected according to the information available to the 
Community from the operator of the facility.

Article 18

Technical procedures in general for each type of facility and, 
to the extent necessary, for individual facilities, shall be agreed in 
advance by the Agency and the Community, in particular with 
respect to :

(a) The determination of techniques for random selection of
statistical samples; and
(b) The checking and identification of standards.
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Article 19

The co-ordination arrangements for each type of facility set out 
in the Subsidiary Arrangements shall serve as a basis for the 
co-ordination arrangements to be specified in each Facility Attach
ment.

Article 20

The specific co-ordination actions on matters specified in the 
Facility Attachments pursuant to Article 19 of this Protocol shall 
be taken between Community and Agency officials designated for 
that purpose.

Article 21

The Community shall transmit to the Agency its working papers 
for those inspections at which Agency inspectors were present and 
inspection reports for all other Community inspections performed 
under the Agreement.

Article 22

The samples of nuclear material for the Agency shall be drawn 
from the same randomly selected batches of items as for the 
Community and shall be taken together with Community samples, 
except when the maintenance of or reduction to the lowest prac
tical level of the Agency inspection effort requires independent 
sampling by the Agency, as agreed in advance and specified in the 
Subsidiary Arrangements.

Article 2S

The frequencies of physical inventories to be taken by facility 
operators and to be verified for safeguards purposes will be in 
accordance with those laid down as guidelines in the Subsidiary 
Arrangements. If additional activities under the Agreement in 
relation to physical inventories are considered to be essential, they 
will be discussed in the Liaison Committee provided for in Article
25 of this Protocol and agreed before implementation.

Article 2U

Whenever the Agency can achieve the purposes of its ad hoc 
inspections set out in the Agreement through observation of the 
inspection activities of Community inspectors, it shall do so.

Article 25

(a) With a view to facilitating the application of the Agree
ment and of this Protocol, a Liaison Committee shall be estab
lished, composed of representatives of the Community and of the 
Agency.
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(b) The Committee shall meet at least once a year:

(i) To review, in particular, the performance of the 
co-ordination arrangements provided for in this 
Protocol, including agreed estimates of inspection 
efforts;

(ii) To examine the development of safeguards methods 
and techniques; and

(iii) To consider any questions which have been referred 
to it by the periodic meetings referred to in para
graph (c).

(c) The Committee shall meet periodically at a lower level to 
discuss, in particular and to the extent necessary, for individual 
facilities, the operation of the co-ordination arrangements pro
vided for in this Protocol, including, in the light of technical and 
operational developments, up-dating of agreed estimates of inspec
tion efforts with respect to changes in throughput, inventory and 
facility operational programmes, and the application of inspection 
procedures in different types of routine inspection activities and, 
in general terms, statistical sampling requirements. Any questions 
which could not be settled would be referred to the meetings men
tioned in paragraph (b ).

(d) Without prejudice to urgent actions which might be re
quired under the Agreement, should problems arise in the applica
tion of Article 13 of this Protocol, in particular when the Agency 
considered that the conditions specified therein had not been met, 
the Committee would meet as soon as possible at the suitable level 
in order to assess the situation and to discuss the measures to be 
taken. If a problem could not be settled, the Committee may make 
appropriate proposals to the Parties, in particular with the view 
to modifying the estimates of inspection efforts for routine inspec
tion activities.

(e) The Committee shall elaborate proposals, as necessary, 
with respect to questions which require the agreement of the 
Parties.

Do n e  at Brussels in duplicate, on the fifth day of April in the 
year one thousand nine hundred and seventy-three in the English 
and French languages, both texts being equally authentic.

For th e  Go vern m en t  of t h e  For th e  Go v ern m en t  of t h e

K ingdom  of Be l g iu m : K ingdom of De n m a r k :

(s igned) J . van  der Meu le n  (s igned) N iels  E rsb0ll

Ambassador Ambassador
Permanent Repre

sentative to the 
European Commu
nities

Permanent Repre
sentative to the 
European Commu
nities
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F o r th e  Go v ern m en t  of t h e  
F ederal Re pu b lic  of 
Germ a n y  :

(signed) H a n s -Georg Sa ch s  
Ambassador 
Permanent Repre

sentative to the 
European Conunu- 
nities

F o r  th e  Go vern m en t  of Ire
l a n d :

(signed) Se a n  P. Ke n n a n  
Ambassador 
Permanent Repre

sentative to the 
European Commu
nities

F o r th e  Gov ern m en t  of t h e  
I ta lia n  R e p u b l ic :

(signed) B o m b a sseid e  
V ettor 

Ambassador 
Permanent Repre

sentative to the 
European Commu
nities

For the Go v ern m en t  of t h e  
Grand  D u ch y  of 
L uxem bo urg :

(signed) J. D ondelinger  
Ambassador 
Permanent Repre

sentative to the 
European Commu
nities

For the Gov ern m en t  of t h e  
K ingdom  of t h e  
N eth er la n d s  :

(signed) Sa ssen

Ambassador 
Permanent Repre

sentative to the 
European Commu
nities

For the E uropean  A tom ic  
E nergy  Co m m u n it y :

(signed) R a lf  D ahrendorf  
Member of the Com

mission of the 
European 
Communities

For the I n ter n a tio n a l  
A tom ic  E nergy  A gency  :

(signed) S igvard E k lu n d

Director General

Statement by the Indian Representative (Banerjee) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament, April 12, 1973 ^

On behalf of the delegation of India, I should like to welcome 
our new colleagues, Ambassador Barton of Canada, Ambassador 
Di Bernardo of Italy, and the Alternate Representative of the 
Secretary-General, Mr. Bjornerstedt. We are happy to have again 
in our midst the distinguished leader of the delegation of Sweden, 
Mrs. Alva Myrdal, the leader of the Argentine delegation. Am
bassador Ortiz de Rozas, and the Special Representative of the 
Secretary-General, Ambassador Pastinen. I would also like to 
express our delegation’s appreciation to the Secretariat for the 
efficient assistance and services which they are rendering us.

‘ CCD/PV.600, pp. 11-13.
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The past year was marked by significant detente on the inter
national scene. As I said in the First Committee of the United 
Nations General Assembly last year, the process of dialogue, 
particularly among the major Powers, undoubtedly offers hope 
for the future. In Asia, the cease-fire agreements in Viet-Nam* 
and Laos ® have brought hope that peace may at least come to this 
area ravaged by war. We note that negotiations designed to bring 
out further agreements on strategic arms limitations are continu
ing in Geneva between the two super-Powers. In Vienna, efforts 
are under way to bring about a reduction of armed forces and 
armaments in Europe. Multilateral consultations in Helsinki on 
preparations for a conference on European security and co
operation are an encouraging factor in international relations. 
All these developments impelled the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations to express, in his message to this session of the 
Committee, the hope that “the more favourable political climate 
that now exists should help the Committee in its efforts to achieve 
further progress.” * I trust that this will be taken as a guidepost 
for more active and intensified negotiations in the multilateral 
forum provided by the Committee.

Mr. Chairman, today is a rather special occasion. This is the 
Committee’s 600th plenary meeting. The central role of the Com
mittee in disarmament negotiations needs no reiteration. How
ever, the present atmosphere prevailing in the Committee—during 
this, the 12th year of its functioning—is characterized by growing 
disappointment among its many members over the lack of genuine 
progress in disarmament. This disappointment extends much be
yond the narrow confines of the Committee and is shared by most 
governments and peoples. The armament race is constantly spiral
ling upwards, taking an ever-increasing share of the world’s much- 
needed resources and spreading a sense of helplessness and gloom 
everywhere. The continuing and unabated production of sophis
ticated weapons and stockpiling of nuclear and other weapons of 
mass destruction have been consuming the limited resources of the 
world. This is exposing us ever more to the inherent danger of 
nuclear war. The time has obviously come for all of us not only to 
take stock of the situation now prevailing but also to engage in 
earnest self-appraisal. The responsibility of the major military 
Powers of the world, who account for more than four-fifths of the 
world’s expenditure on armaments, for arresting and reversing 
this dangerous trend in the armament race is indeed paramount.

Against this background, the desire of the international com
munity for the participation of France and the People’s Republic 
of China in disarmament negotiations has been made repeatedly

“ Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 12,1973, pp. 169 ff.
“ See Keesing’s Contemporary Archives, Apr. 16-22, 1973, pp. 25843-25844. 
‘ CCD/PV.585, p. 7.
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abundantly clear. It is only to be hoped that such participation will 
become possible in the not-too-distant future.

The delegation of India believes that the crux of the problem of 
curbing the arms race and making progress in disarmament lies 
in the field of nuclear weapons. The international community, 
through the United Nations, has also repeatedly called for the 
highest priority to be given to measures in the field of nuclear 
disarmament. The nuclear-weapon States of the world, naturally, 
have a special responsibility in this connexion.

In the field of nuclear disarmament, a comprehensive test ban 
has been engaging our particular attention in the Committee for 
several years. In this connexion, I should like to reiterate what I 
have referred to on an earlier occasion as the four main considera
tions to be kept in mind for progressing towards the comprehensive 
test ban. In the first instance, the provisions of the partial test 
ban Treaty ® should be fully observed, and those nuclear-weapon 
States which have not yet adhered to that Treaty should do so 
without any further excuse or delay. Secondly, whatever the 
differences on the issue of verification of [a] ban on underground 
nuclear-weapon tests and notwithstanding any other considera
tions, all testing of nuclear weapons in all environments must be 
immediately suspended. Thirdly, a comprehensive test ban has two 
requirements: (a) all nuclear-weapon tests in all environments 
should be prohibited; and (b) all nuclear-weapon States should 
be parties to it. Fourthly, negotiations should be undertaken for a 
separate treaty to prohibit all nuclear-weapons tests in the under
ground environment, and attention should simultaneously be 
focused on the need to conclude an agreement on underground 
nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes.

Another important question which has been engaging the atten
tion of the Committee is that of prohibiting the development, 
production and stockpiling of chemical weapons. In its resolution 
2933 (XXVII), the United Nations General Assembly has again 
asked the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to con
tinue negotiations on this issue as a matter of high priority.® Dur
ing our session last year, we were able to discuss many of the 
complex problems of a CW convention, as a result of which our 
understanding has greatly improved. We hope that during the 
autumn session at the latest, the Committee will be able to under
take the formulation of concrete proposals and possibly draft the 
articles of a treaty.

Next is the question of the world disarmament conference. For 
over a decade, together with all the other non-aligned nations, 
India has consistently supported the idea of convening a world 
disarmament conference. The leaders of the non-aligned countries

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 
“ Ibid., 1972, pp. 840-«41.
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have urged this at successive summit meetings, at Belgrade in 
1961, at Cairo in 1964 and at Lusaka in 1970. The Conference of 
Foreign Ministers of Non-Aligned Countries held at Georgetown 
last year reaffirmed the conviction of the non-aligned countries as 
to the desirability of holding such a conference. It may be recalled 
also that in its resolution 2030 (XX), of 1965, the General Assem
bly of the United Nations endorsed the proposals of the non-aligned 
States.^ It was against this background, and in keeping with our 
basic conviction, that we supported resolution 2930 (XXVII), 
providing for the setting-up of a Special Committee.® This resolu
tion was passed with 105 votes in favour, none against and one 
abstention. We are therefore happy to note that in his communica
tion of 6 April 1973 the Secretary-General has invited the member 
countries of the Special Committee to meet in New York on the
26 April 1973, India stands ready to participate in the work of the 
Special Committee and to make its full contribution. To be success
ful, the world disarmament conference should be convened after 
adequate preparation and should have the participation of all 
States, in particular, all militarily significant States.

Let me conclude, Mr. Chairman, by expressing the hope that the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament will succeed in tak
ing us further towards our cherished goal of disarmament and 
help us in creating a world without war and with a structure of 
international relations based on universal security and peace. We 
have been talking for a long time about disarmament. Let us now 
translate our wishes into concrete actions.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Myrdal) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Compre
hensive Test Ban, April 12, 1973 ^

As this meeting of the Committee carries the awe-inspiring 
number six hundred, I feel urged to make a statement pressing 
for a rapid solution to the longest outstanding of our tasks— t̂o 
achieve an end to the nuclear weapons tests.

The CTB is formally given first priority on our agenda. It can 
even claim a kind of primogeniture right, as the partial test ban  ̂
was hailed as our first major achievement. But even now, when the 
10th anniversary of the Moscow treaty is fast approaching, the 
promises and pledges then made stand unfulfilled.

In his statement a month ago, on 8 March, Mr. Eckerberg said:
The Swedish Government has for many years worked for a halt to the 

testing of nuclear weapons, by undergfround explosions or otherwise. We see

''Ibid., 1965, p. 585.
 ̂Ibid., 1972, pp. 835-836.

'  CCD/PV.600, pp. 13-17.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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this as a measure which would significantly restrict the further sophistica
tion of strategic nuclear weapons as well as fu rther refinement of tactical 
nuclear arsenals. A halt would also considerably strengthen the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty. How could two of the original parties to th a t Treaty, 
who are still conducting large series of tests, hope to persuade all other 
nations th a t nuclear weapons would not be to their advantage? Furthermore, 
a testing halt would add an im portant qualitative limitation to the quantita
tive limitations of nuclear armaments which have ensued and, we trust, will 
ensue from the strategic arms limitations talks between the Soviet Union and 
the United States. I t would in fact be a logical follow-up after SALT I . .

We, the signatories to the partial test ban Treaty, have the right 
to demand that the promise of ten years ago be now, at last, 
fulfilled. I quote from the preamble: . seeking to achieve the
discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all 
time, determined to continue negotiations to this end . . . That 
“determination” has certainly not proved to be very effective. And 
five years ago, an even more compelling pledge was included as 
the much-quoted Article VI of the NPT. As that treaty was highly 
discriminatory in character, great store was set by us on Article 
VI as indicating a balance of obligations. It reads: “Each of the 
Parties to the Treaty undertakes 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 . .
The Parties who should now acquit themselves of these obligations, 
can not be all of us; it refers, of course, to the Parties that do the 
testing and the Parties that are condmting a nuclear arms race. 
It is on the nuclear-weapon States, and first and foremost on the 
two super-Powers with their giant nuclear superiority that the 
responsibility lies. It is their promises that are glaringly unful
filled, the world not having seen any nuclear disarmament or re
duction of armaments but only constant quantitative and qualita
tive building up of nuclear arsenals—during all the ten years since 
5 August 1963, yes, during the eleven years, since March 1962, 
that we have been sitting here.

The Committee is a natural forum for prodding for action. We 
should spare no efforts to formulate the content of a treaty banning 
all nuclear weapon tests. All of us can and should contribute to 
this. In this context I cannot but remind my colleagues that the 
Swedish delegation has presented a complete draft (CCD/348). It 
is for the same purpose of expediting the matter that we welcome 
and endorse the Japanese proposal to hold meetings with experts 
this summer.

In connexion with the suggested agenda for these meetings, the 
Swedish delegation wishes to emphasize a couple of points made 
by the representative of Japan. Mr. Nisibori referred to satellites 
as means of control of underground tests and later on in his 
statement said:

• CCD/PV.590, p. 6.
* Documents on Disa/rmament, 1968  ̂pp. 461-465.



MYRDAL STATEMENT, APRIL 12 163

So th a t full advantage can be taken of the meetings, we would also like both 
the United States and the Soviet Union to submit thorough technical informa
tion on the uses of means of detection and identification of underground 
nuclear explosions other than seismological ones.®

At the forthcoming meeting we should have the right to expect 
from the United States and the Soviet Union an open and up-to- 
date account of such satellite capabilities, already achieved in 
practice or potential as far as the drawing-board designs are con
cerned. This is so much more appropriate as the two parties have 
agreed, in SALT I, to rely heavily on this national means of 
verification.

We would also request, with reference to Ambassador Nisibori’s 
proposal to consider the matter of on-site inspection, that the 
United States, being the proponent of such measures, gives us an 
up-to-date evaluation of the effectiveness and limitations of such 
inspections. I think of the speed and precision with which a 
site for inspection can be selected, of the technical methods to be 
used at the site, of the modalities for such undertakings and also 
of the precise definition of what would constitute conclusive evi
dence of an illegitimate explosion or otherwise. I would also ask 
for a reply, after so many years, to my question about the exact 
meaning of “a number of obligatory inspections”. Should all 
parties to a treaty have the right to ask for the agreed number 
of inspections—whatever that magic number may be—and should 
each party have the obligation to submit to such inspections, thus 
multiplying the number of inspections by the number of treaty 
partiesl This should not be belittled as some kind of humorous 
question: if we are invited to join a multinational treaty, we 
must know what our rights and duties are. I might also add that 
any bilateral concept of adversary inspection can, in our opinion, 
not be accommodated in a multilateral agreement.

I hope that other members will give their views on the suggested 
agenda for these expert meetings, proposed by Japan, so that the 
meetings can be thoroughly prepared in order to become maxi
mally useful. Swedish experts have started their preparations for 
these meetings and will take part in them. My delegation intends 
to return to the details of the agenda.

I want also to point out that our recent decision to start the 
summer session on 12 June makes it convenient to have the meet
ings with experts already in the last week of June. That would give 
us a fairly long stretch of Committee meetings during which we 
can elaborate upon and exploit the information obtained from the 
experts.

Once more, we must recall that time is pressing. A decisive step 
towards a comprehensive test ban must be taken this year. It 
should in reality be taken before 5 August, because the world

'  CCD/PV.599, p. 9.
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would otherwise not let 5 August pass without bitter comments 
on the breach of promises on the part of the nuclear have’s.

The United Nations, with resolution 2934 C (XXVII) of the 
General Assembly, has placed us under a definite order that all 
nuclear weapon tests be brought to a halt “in any case not later 
than 5 August 1973”.®

Nobody should be surprised if world public opinion would seize 
an opportunity to declare that date “a day of mourning”, if no 
agreement were then to be in the offing, after 10 years of dilatory 
promises.

What is then, realistically speaking, the outlook for having 
reached agreement before the critical time is up? The prospect 
ought to be bright if we are rationally looking at the obvious bene
fits of a stop to nuclear testing: it would, most directly to the two 
super-Powers themselves, be a boon in terms of stabilizing secur
ity and, of course, in terms of saving resources, in money, men 
and not least in resources of brain-power. In this context I wish 
to refer to the conclusions, set out in concrete terms in the recent 
report on “Disarmament and Development” by a group of experts 
to the United Nations.’

Authoritative opinions for immediate agreement on a ban on 
underground nuclear explosions are being voiced in more and 
more important quarters. That obligatory inspections can be fore
gone and that thus any delay in concluding a comprehensive test 
ban treaty is no longer justifiable, is a salient point in the many 
impressive documents recently brought out by highly responsible 
groups in the United States. That country has, of course, placed 
itself as the recalcitrant one on this very score. I wish to refer 
first to joint statements by prominent scientists, most of them 
well-known to us as previous scientific advisers on disarmament 
questions to a line of United States presidents. Next, the very 
strong statement made by Senator Edward Kennedy on 20 Febru
ary this year when submitting a resolution in the United States 
Senate on behalf of 32 democratic senators calling on the Presi
dent to promote negotiations for a comprehensive test ban.® Con
siderable weight should also be given to the views of 14 republican 
senators who recently, in a study on SALT, declared that a com
prehensive test ban was one of the arms control goals that should 
be vigorously pursued.®

The massive support for the CTB should talk in favour of its 
being concluded immediately. Against that background I think it 
must be made distinctly clear that the expert meetings, proposed

® Documents on Disarmamenty 1972, p. 846.
’̂ Disarmament and Development: Report of the Group of Experts on the 

Economic and Social Consequences of Disarmament (U.N. pub. ST/EC A/174, 
1972).

® See Congressional Record (daily), Feb. 20, 1973, pp. S2760-S2763, and
antCj p. 21.

® Salt II :  Can the Arm s Race Be Ended? (Washington, n .d .).
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by Japan, should not cause delay. I wish to recall that in the 
Swedish treaty draft—where, by the way, “inspection by invita
tion” was only a possible link in a long verification process— ân 
immediate decision was suggested, together with protocols for 
implementation within certain time delays.̂ ® Therefore I think 
it wise to exclude, for instance, the matter of peaceful nuclear 
explosions from this summer’s round of meetings with experts, 
as also suggested by Mr. Amery, the United Kingdom representa
tive, at our last meeting.” The technical points can be taken care 
of by IAEA, the remaining open questions are political in nature.

But if we, despite all efforts, still face a dilemma of timing 
when 5 August is nearing, I feel compelled to indicate a compro
mise solution as a way out of the dilemma.

It would be that the two super-Powers—or preferably all three 
original Parties to the Moscow partial test ban Treaty—should 
agree on a moratorium on all testing, to be synchronous with the 
moratorium (“freeze”) on strategic offensive missiles contained 
in the five-year Moscow interim agreement.*  ̂ This would take us 
beyond the NPT review conference in 1975. The interim agree
ment expires on 1 July 1977 or earlier, if replaced by an agree
ment on more complete measures limiting strategic offensive 
arms, but that agreement should then logically be coupled with a 
CTB. This would, at any rate, give us ample time to elaborate 
this permanent CTB treaty, clearing not only the Scylla of veri
fication measures but also the Charybdis of peaceful nuclear 
explosions.

I appeal to all the members of this Committee and not least to 
our two Co-chairmen to start now an active and urgent considera
tion of the crucial test ban issue.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Myrdal) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Interna
tional Disarmament Organization, April 17, 1973'

I am happy to be able to inform my distinguished colleagues in 
advance that my intervention of today contains neither criticisms 
nor complaints, no political issue being involved. Instead, I 
venture to submit a few preliminary thoughts on a constructive 
problem which we have lost sight of for too long.

In order to assure any permanency for what has resulted and 
what we hope will result from our labours, we must sooner or 
later—and preferably sooner—begin to consider the organiza-

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1969 , pp. 140-142.
CCD/PV.599, p. 13.

” Documents on Disarmament, 1972 , pp. 202 if.
' CCD/PV.601, pp. 13-20.
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tional framework for the control aspects of disarmament. In other 
words, I want to resuscitate the old plan for an IDO—Inter
national Disarmament Organization—although trying at the same 
time to rejuvenate it, in consideration of the many developments 
with new exigencies that have occurred since we discussed such a 
control organization in the framework of general and complete 
disarmament.

Thus, my remarks of today are by way of an invitation to all 
delegations to start reviewing and reappraising ideas concerning 
the kind of organizational structure which will be necessary for 
verification of the implementation of disarmament measures and 
generally for keeping a constant watch over progress in the di
rection of disarmament.

Under a first heading an attempt should be made to survey 
existing proposals and plans for disarmament control arrange
ments.

(Perhaps I should add as a semantic footnote that the term 
“control” is here used as a variant of the term “verification”, i.e. 
as is, I believe, the meaning of contrdle in French. The confusing 
term “arms control” should be avoided, as there exist synonyms 
which are better— b̂ecause they are unambiguous— l̂ike “arms 
limitation” or, best, “arms regulation” ; see for instance Articles
11 and 26 of the United Nations Charter.)

Some international control arrangements are already parts of 
disarmament agreements, others are presented in considerable 
detail in authoritative statements, submitted to us, others again 
launched more as passing ideas in the margin of our delibera
tions on one specific disarmament measure or another. The gen
eral picture has become a highly checkered one, suffering from 
the fact that no systematic approach has hitherto been tried.

The beginning must obviously be made with the perspicaciously 
elaborated drafts submitted in 1962 by the Soviet Union (“Draft 
treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict inter
national control)” * and by the United States (“Outline of basic 
provisions of a treaty on general and complete disarmament in a 
peaceful world” (ENDC/30)).^ In both drafts considerable 
weight was given to “the International Disarmament Organiza
tion”, IDO. It even had remarkably similar features in both ver
sions. Thus, it was to be “within the framework of the United 
Nations”. It would consist of a General Conference and, as the 
operating agency, a Council. The duties would, according to the 
USSR draft, be to “provide practical guidance for the measures 
of control on the implementation of general and complete dis
armament” and “periodically to inform . . .  of the progress 
achieved in the implementation of general and complete disarma
ment and promptly notify it of any infringements by the

 ̂Documents on Diaarmamenty 1962  ̂vol. I, pp. 103-127.
® Ibid., pp. 351-382.
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States . . .  of their disarmament obligations”—or, in the words 
of the United States draft, to “verify disarmament measures”, 
according to a more detailed checklist, including “verification of 
the destruction of armaments and, where appropriate, verification 
of the conversion of armaments to peaceful uses”. I have on pur
pose omitted some references to divergencies between the two 
drafts, particularly the direct subordination to the Security Coun
cil as proposed by the USSR. The main thing to bring into focus 
now is the area where the two drafts were in accordance in re
lation to the IDO, To give a comprehensive picture, I want to 
quote the publication The United Nations and Disarmament 19^5- 
1970 (p. 94):

Both sides agreed on the need to verify what was being reduced, destroyed 
or converted to peaceful uses, as well as to control the cessation of production 
of armaments. In addition, the United States stressed the need to verify 
remaining quantities of armaments and forces and to ensure th a t undisclosed, 
clandestine forces, weapons or production facilities did not exist. To meet 
these requirements, the United States suggested a system of progressive zonal 
inspection . . . .

There is one idea, in fact basic to the two drafts, which can be 
considered as of less significance for the future, as we are now 
facing something very different from an overall treaty on general 
and complete disarmament. It is the idea that the main bodies 
of the IDO, the Conference and the Council, should consist of 
“the Parties to the Treaty”. Our problem is that we now have 
several, and expect to get even more treaties with variegated 
clusters of adherents. The task before us has to be redefined: how 
to establish a control organization covering multilateral disarma
ment treaties in the plural. I will revert to a tentative solution in 
a few minutes.

What happens in the void of any systematic approach, leaving 
it to each new agreement to find an ad hoc solution for organizing 
a control system, is set out in the Swedish working paper CCD/287 
(1970). It gives a very motley picture, indeed. We intend to issue 
a revised version of the table in that paper, which even in its 
somewhat outdated form gives much food for thought.

There is, however, one feature, common to some of the newer 
agreements, which would henceforth seem worthwhile to make 
into a constituent element, namely, the reference to a review 
conference after some years. This is now incorporated in the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty," the Sea-Bed Treaty “ and the Bacteriological 
(Biological) Weapons Convention.® As such intermittent confer
ences would obviously assemble exactly those countries which are 
Parties to a specific treaty, it might be considered as covering the 
need for a basic “conference” at the bottom of the control struc
ture. This would free us to look at another pattern for the more

‘ Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465. 
'  Ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11.
'  Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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continuous control functions. I believe we have arrived at a point 
where it is pertinent to ask whether we should not assemble those 
functions in one joint organ, construed so as to keep a more gen
eralized surveillance of disarmament implementation.

Let us, before proceeding, take a look also at the models used 
in some other control arrangements decided upon outside the 
Committee on Disarmament.

To promote the objectives and implementation of the SALT I 
agreements a standing considtative commission is established, 
with interesting and promising tasks such as to “provide on a 
voluntary basis such information as either party considers neces
sary to assure confidence in compliance with the obligations as
sumed” and to “consider questions involving unintended inter
ference with national technical means of verification”.̂  While we 
are looking forward to being briefed on the results of these activi
ties, my purpose today is to call to our attention the parallelism 
between these bilateral control arrangements and our need for 
international ones.

Similarly, the regional Armaments Control Agency of the 
Western European Union has been verifying parts of a regional 
arms limitation agreement since 1956,® i.e. of the non-production 
of chemical weapons in the Federal Republic of Germany. The 
Agency reports annually to the Council of WEU, which issues 
directives and settles disputes when necessary. The preparatory 
work on a future international body for disarmament should bene
fit from the verification experience accumulated by the Agency.

Notions and even incentives to establish a control system can 
be obtained from the co-operation between the World Health 
Organization, the International Narcotics Control Board, the 
United Nations Division of Narcotic Drugs and national Govern
ments for the control of the narcotics trade.

These are some examples where economic considerations, tech
nical development, increased confidence between States, positive 
political will and the interests of mankind have combined suc
cessfully to bring about solutions to control problems similar to 
those which we in this Committee have in the past tried to solve 
in ad hoc ways, but which we have now to tackle more systemati
cally, starting with the comprehensive test ban and the ban on 
procurement of chemical weapons.

Particularly during our discussions on banning chemical arms, 
there seems to be dawning a universal understanding that an in
ternational organ of some kind is needed to provide standard veri
fication procedures or to verify the implementation of a treaty. 
Without entering into details on the problems of organization and 
tasks, various delegations have brought forward a plethora of

’ Ihid., pp. 197 If.
"American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 979 ff.
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suggestions, utilizing concepts such as “international meeting 
of experts”, “standing consultative body”, “international body”, 
“international control organ”, “international panel of experts”, 
“international machinery” and “technical and scientific organ”.

Before turning to tentative proposals for a systematic solution 
to the problem I discuss today, we ought under a second heading 
to consider the pitfalls we risk tumbling into when we try to re
solve an ad hoc task without taking into account the perspective 
of the whole. It is, of course, but natural that in the making of 
disarmament and arms regulation treaties there will appear a 
number of difficulties, even conflicts of interest. But beyond that, 
there may be fallacies and sins of omission which we could have 
avoided. The most conspicuous fallacy is, I believe, to assign in
vestigatory as well as judiciary tasks, in relation to alleged vio
lations, to existing organizations—as exemplified in the Bacterio
logical (Biological) Weapons Convention, where the Security 
Council has also got the investigatory powers. The need for an 
independent, objective, factfinding study as a first step in an 
international verification process has been overlooked, and the 
whole matter prematurely lodged with the United Nations Secur
ity Council—without protecting the investigation from political 
vetoes. This built-in discrimination has led Sweden, which has 
solemnly abjured all plans for procuring biological as well as 
chemical weapons, to take the position that we can not, at present, 
adhere to the Biological Weapons Convention; which by the way 
has not yet entered into force. How particularly inept this fal
lacious construction is, is just now being demonstrated in that 
the biological weapons treaty does not seem able to climb over 
the veto wall even in order to be accepted by the Security Council,

One could list a whole catalogue of fallacies which we risk fall
ing into when negotiating disarmament treaties without a clear 
view of all the requirements and opportunities of a coherent con
trol system.

The time would then come to contemplate how a truly practical 
and equitable control structure for the disarmament field should 
be designed. I believe we should first agree that there already 
exist satisfactory solutions at the highest and at the lowest 
echelons of such a structure. The basic one must be the corps of 
parties concerned in each separate treaty, which is the only one 
that could be vested with power to legislate, i.e. to amend a treaty. 
These groups of adherents would preferably be organized for 
meeting in periodic “review conferences”. At the other extreme, 
the ultimate resort for lodging complaints against alleged viola
tions of a treaty has come to be recognized to be the Security 
Council.

The remainder of needed international control arrangements 
for disarmament I believe we could discuss in the form of a two- 
tier pattern.
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The one first needed would be a new body—a kind of IDO— ŵith 
an intermediary position, serving the Parties to various treaties, 
providing a two-way channel for both receiving and distributing 
information, pertinent to the implementation of disarmament 
measures. It should, I presume, be a clearing-house for knowledge 
on matters relating to such implementation. It should also pro
vide guidelines for such verification work which is to be carried 
out by national means. In this context, I would recall particularly 
what Professor Melnikov of the USSR said in an informal meeting 
last summer about the need to establish an international pro
gramme, including necessary rules and structures, a suggestion 
seconded by several speakers, including the representative of the 
Soviet Union, in subsequent records of this Committee. One could 
use an agency already for calling such meetings, as we can not 
expect that they arise spontaneously. The agency in question could 
serve as an intermediary—in relaying all useful information, 
derived from such specialized groups as well as from individual 
parties in relation to verification enquiries, submitting it to all 
treaty parties concerned in each case, and to the Security Council, 
if a case is brought in for its verdict.

Our prospective IDO could in this way assure the fairness and 
objectivity of verification procedures, but need not— ând in most 
cases probably should not—itself undertake investigations. Rather 
it should function as a kind of shunting-yard by assigning specific 
investigation tasks to the specialized agencies, indicated as re
quired in each separate case.

The function of these various specialized bodies would consti
tute the second level in the two-tier pattern. The particular agency 
to which such tasks should be assigned is sometimes indicated in 
a treaty, e.g. the International Atomic Energy Agency in refer
ence to the Non-Proliferation Treaty and the Tlatelolco Treaty.® 
Even when none is explicitly designated, the competent addressee 
is so obviously recognizable as the appropriate one, as for instance 
the World Health Organization if the implementation of the Bio
logical Weapons Convention should call for some specialized study. 
In many cases it might be preferable not to single out a particular 
agency in the treaty text but leave it to our co-ordinating and co
operative organ to find the best avenues for competent advice.

A lot of creative thinking has to be devoted to how such an IDO 
could be incorporated in the international machinery and what its 
functions and competence would be. I would certainly not dare to 
make any proposals with a claim to finality. The whole purpose 
of my “thinking aloud” today is to inveigle other delegations to 
bring forward improvements to the suggestions hitherto proffered 
as to such an organ for disarmament control, centrally placed but 
functioning in a decentralized way.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69 ff.
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I might, however, venture some remarks on a few points, where 
I see some uncertainties. One question, seemingly too mundane 
to be mentioned, concerns the nomenclature. The organ should 
certainly be placed “within the framework of the United Nations”, 
although so composed that it is not politically loaded with any 
veto rights. But then its name, instead of IDO might become 
UNDO, a name which I submit must be rejected as too prone to in
vite jocular comments. Also, as the letter “D” usually and with 
greater right stands for development rather than disarmament, 
it might be better to play around for some title like UNDISCO— 
if it be a council, commission or committee, ending on -0 if it be 
an organization or on -A if it be an agency.

This brings us to the more substantive question as to the proper 
place within the United Nations structure of such a body for 
control of disarmament implementation, or, more generalized, for 
surveillance of the actual progress of disarmament. Could its 
regular annual reports— âside from any ad hoc ones—go straight 
to the General Assembly, for consideration by its First (Political) 
Committee, or would it have to pass some kind of Council, as all 
kinds of economic and social reports are channelled through the 
Economic and Social Council? Might it be deemed appropriate 
that the United Nations Disarmament Commission be interven
ing as a receiving organ, it being automatically favoured by the 
presence of all the nuclear-weapon States?

A third and final question-mark is raised by a possible conflict 
with a different organizational pattern for which I myself have 
been an ardent spokesman— n̂amely, to create double-purpose 
regimes for pursuing both disarmament and development goals. 
A case-in-point is the international regime which the Sea-Bed 
Committee has proposed for managing the exploitation of the sea
bed, and to which I have thought we might give power-of-attorney 
to watch also that no military installations occur contrary to the 
intentions of agreed treaties.

It might well be that these are unnecessary worries, and that 
double-purpose regimes might function at the same level as the 
specialized agencies, to which “our” council should refer all ques
tions in their fields of competence. The IAEA’s control functions 
for the Non-Proliferation Treaty have, as a matter of fact, been 
added to its original and overriding task of promoting the peaceful 
use of nuclear energy. The IAEA safeguard system is an illuminat
ing example of unified control replacing the many bilateral veri
fication arrangements agreed before the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

Before I conclude, the question of appropriate timing must be 
raised. I venture to submit that the right time is fast approach
ing for establishing an “interim IDO”—an appellation that might 
be used until we find a fitting name. A first and most pressing 
reason is that we must have recourse to a clear-cut, functional 
structure for controlling the comprehensive chemical weapons
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treaty on which this Committee is now at work. No loose refer
ence to the Security Council, or to the Secretary General or just 
to “appropriate international procedures within the framework 
of the United Nations” will do.

But a second reason, perhaps less urgent in terms of time but 
more definitely instituted in actual treaties, is the need to or
ganize the periodic review conferences, foreseen in some of the 
treaties in this field. The earliest one, according to the Non-Pro
liferation Treaty, should take place early in 1975: another one for 
the Sea-Bed Treaty in 1977. Who is to organize them? Conferences 
certainly do not organize themselves out of the blue. The answer 
is, I reiterate, that we should have some kind of an IDO to take 
such functions in hand.

Here I should admit that this is not only a reiteration within 
today’s statement. Already a year ago the idea was broached in 
statements by the Dutch, Swedish and Yugoslav delegations. I 
made a statement on 18 July to that effect,̂ ® but I prefer to quote 
the distinguished representative of Yugoslavia, Mr. Cvorovic, 
who stated on the same day that:

. . .  In the judgement of my delegation, in dealing with the system of control 
for chemical weapons it is of particular importance to have in mind th a t this 
system could be a very im portant element of a future comprehensive inter
national 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 Rosenberg Polak, who in his statement on 
27 April said: ‘One could even go a step fu rther and consider whether such 
body could be devised as the nucleus of an international disarmament orga
nization which, in due course, would take over responsibilities also in other 
fields.’ “

Today, I am ready to suggest rather firmly that a control organ, 
to begin with, be given a temporary structure. A more final one 
should be expected to emanate from the World Disarmament Con
ference, together with other decisions about reorganizing work 
in the disarmament field.

My statement today should be taken only for what it is—a 
modest attempt to start a mapping expedition into a rather vast 
sector of largely uncharted territory, that of international controls 
of disarmament. I hope my colleagues will provide further guid
ance, by studies and proposals, which their home-authorities 
possibly already have under way. It must be judged quite timely 
and highly worthwhile if the Committee on Disarmament, which 
today sees its role as a negotiating body dwindling, could bring 
forth a permanent creation to keep watch over progress in regard 
to disarmament and arms regulation. These certainly remain 
burning issues of our time.

p. 482.
p. 484. Mr. Rosenberg Polak’s statement appears in CCD/PV.560,

p. 10.
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Foreign Policy Report by Secretary of State Rogers [Extract],
April 19, 1973^

SECURITY ASPECTS OF FOREIGN POLICY

In an interdependent world, a climate of peace and security is 
the necessary foundation for human progress and development. In 
1972 the world community moved closer to achieving that climate 
than at any time since the outbreak of World War II more than 
three decades ago.

The progress in improving U.S. relations with China and the 
Soviet Union, initiated by President Nixon’s visits to those two 
countries, set the pattern for an increased reconciliation of differ
ences that will benefit all nations. Achievement of settlements in 
Southeast Asia in early 1973, for example, owes much to the 
talks between the President and the Chinese and Soviet leaders.

The Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements (SALT I) of 1972 
with the Soviet Union have started the process of winding down 
the nuclear weapons race. There were advances in the field of 
multilateral arms control. Preparatory steps in 1972 were taken 
for the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe 
(CSCE) and mutual and balanced force reductions (MBFR) in
1973.

Even as the security climate among nations improved, a new 
threat appeared in the form of a sharp rise in terrorism around 
the world. Airline hijackings increased, political assassinations 
rose, and in September a band of terrorists horrified the world 
by invading the Olympics and killing 11 Israeli athletes. The 
United States moved resolutely at the United Nations, other inter
national forums, and in bilateral negotiations with a view to 
putting an end to terrorist activities and to restoring a sense of 
confidence among those threatened by indiscriminate violence. In 
this connection Cuba agreed to discussions with the United States 
on ways to prevent further airline hijackings to Havana.

A Balanced Defense Posture
With the settlement in Vietnam, attention will be focused on the 

kind and level of defense we will need in the years ahead. In his 
second inaugural address. President Nixon reaffirmed our inten
tions of respecting our treaty commitments. At the same time, he 
made clear that the “time has passed when America will make 
every other nation’s conflict our own.” He stated, “We shall do 
our share in defending peace and freedom in the world. But we

^United States Foreign Policy, 1972: A Report of the Secretary of State  
(Dept, of State pub. 8699,1973), pp. 75-90.
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shall expect others to do their share.”  ̂Our approach thus rejects 
both the isolationism and the semiautomatic interventionism 
which characterized U.S. conduct at various times in the past.

Strong and modern defense forces remain fundamental require
ments in the conduct of our foreign relations. Inadequacy would 
weaken our position in international negotiations and undermine 
our security. Doubts about our ability to fulfill our security com
mitments would adversely affect our alliances, discouraging our 
allies from strengthening their contribution to the common de
fense. Our adversaries might conclude that they could resort to the 
threat or use of force to settle differences. If, on the other hand, 
our forces were clearly excessive so as to make us appear threaten
ing, this posture would undermine our goal of reducing inter
national tensions.

Thus, a principal concern of the Administration has been to de
fine our defense programs both in terms of specific military re
quirements and foreign policy considerations. We have been mind
ful that the collective military strength of the United States and 
our allies has helped to bring about an international climate con
ducive to constructive negotiations with the Communist countries. 
The serious negotiations now under way on a broad range of issues 
suggest that such a climate now exists.

For this reason there is cause for concern about proposals call
ing for drastic unilateral reductions in our defense forces and de- 
plojrments. Honest differences of opinion on security require
ments and debate about them are healthy—indeed, essential under 
our system of government. However, the success already achieved 
by the United States through negotiations is integrally related to 
the defense policies we have adopted. It would be imprudent to as
sume that these policies could be radically or thoughtlessly 
altered without diminishing our security and the prospect of fur
ther success on the negotiating front.

FORCES

The SALT agreements have begun the process of creating a less 
dangerous strategic situation. (See under Arms Control and Dis
armament in this section.) They do not, however, relieve us of the 
need to maintain strong strategic forces within the terms of the 
agreements. Such forces continue to provide an essential safe
guard to our national security.

The approaching situation of strategic parity with the Soviets 
signaled by the SALT agreement has enhanced the need for main
taining an adequate general purpose deterrent—Army divisions, 
Navy vessels, and Air Force tactical aircraft. In a situation of 
strategic parity, nuclear weapons alone might not deter conflicts 
below the level of general nuclear war. This increases the im-

” Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 22, 1973, p. 33.
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portance of maintaining strong and flexible general purpose forces 
and deplojanents capable of meeting a wide range of contingencies. 
Failure to do so would undermine allied confidence in our capabil
ity and willingness to fulfill existing international commitments.

During the last four years remarkable progress has been made 
in narrowing differences with the Communist countries. However, 
should there be confrontations in the future, the President must 
have available a broad range of options below the level of general 
nuclear war. Otherwise, he could be faced with the alternatives of 
sacrificing important U.S. interests or of escalating a crisis to un
acceptable levels.

As our efforts reduced tensions and we moved toward peace in 
Vietnam, we have reduced our forces. Our general purpose forces 
are today at their lowest level since 1950. The defense budget 
consumes less manpower and the lowest share of our gross na
tional product (less than 7 percent) than at any time since 1950.

DEFENSE RESOURCES

1950 1968 1973
Land d iv is io n s ........................ 12 23 16
C a r r i e r s .................................... 15 24 16
Commissioned s h ip s ................ 598 932 594
USAF tactical squadrons . . NA 144 103
Active a ircraft (fixed wing) . 22,968 24,095 18,640
Manpower (millions) . . . . 1.5 3.5 2.3
Budget ($ bil. and % GNP) . . $11.9(4.5%) $75.9(9.4%) $76.7(6.4%)

Since the height of the Vietnam involvement in 1968, the size of 
the military establishment has been sharply cut back. Manpower 
has been reduced from 3.5 million men to 2.3 million while spend
ing in constant prices has been reduced by about 25 percent. The 
number of divisions has been reduced from 23 to 16, the number 
of ships from over 900 to 600. At the same time, national budg
etary priorities have been shifted with defense spending dropping 
from about 45 percent of the Federal budget in 1968 to less than 
35 percent in 1974.

A cardinal tenet of our overall defense policy must be close 
consultation with our allies everywhere on all matters of common 
security interest. It is an indispensable means of reconciling na
tional interests with the collective interest of an alliance. We have 
tried faithfully to observe this rule with our allies throughout 
the world.

In Europe nuclear planning is a special aspect of our consulta
tions, conducted in large measure through NATO’s Nuclear Plan
ning Group. No subject received closer attention within the Al
liance than the political and military considerations of nuclear 
affairs. The Group has engaged in very candid discussions leading 
to guidelines for the initial defensive use of theater nuclear
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weapons and to procedures for political consultation in the event 
NATO was confronted with the possible use of these weapons.

The Group is currently developing guidelines for the follow-on 
emplojnnent of nuclear weapons after an initial use has taken 
place. This is a subject of fundamental importance to each ally, 
and on which differences of opinion exist. The activities of the 
Group are aimed at contributing to better understanding of the 
issues involved and resolving varying opinions.

BASES

U.S. military forces abroad over the last four years have been 
reduced from over one million men in 1969 to less than 600,000 
today, and the reduction has been accompanied by the consolida
tion of facilities and return of installations to host governments. 
The majority of this reduction has occurred in Vietnam. Exclusive 
of mainland Southeast Asia, the United States now operates some 
321 major facilities outside of U.S. territory. Many of these are 
or will be the subject of consultations with host governments, par
ticularly Japan, Spain, Portugal (Azores), Iceland, and Morocco, 
as we examine future mutual defense relationships, force deploy
ments, and basing requirements.

On October 24,1972, the United States and the United Kingdom 
exchanged notes which provide for a joint U.S.-U.K. naval com
munications station on Diego Garcia in the British-Indian Ocean 
territory.^ When the station becomes operational in the spring of
1974, it will close a longstanding gap in our communications in 
the Indian Ocean.

During 1972 the United States continued negotiations with 
representatives of the Congress of Micronesia on a Compact of 
Free Association and opened negotiations with the Mariana 
Islands toward a closer future political association with that dis
trict. We hope the two sets of negotiations will lead to termination 
of the U.N. trusteeship over the Trust Territory of the Pacific 
Islands (TTPI) under arrangements meeting both the legitimate 
desires of the peoples of the TTPI for self-government and the de
fense requirements of both Micronesia and the United States.

The basic concept and practice of homeporting U.S. Navy units 
in various locations overseas—sometimes referred to as Forward 
Deployment—is not new. The Navy has had ships homeported 
overseas for many years. During the past year, however, the con
cept has received renewed emphasis. At the end of 1972, the Navy 
had approximately 47 ships homeported overseas. Elements of the 
Sixth Fleet are homeported in Greece and Italy, while some 
Seventh Fleet units are on extended deployments to Japan and the 
Philippines. The primary objectives of the overseas homeporting 
program are to improve morale and personnel effectiveness, to

“TIAS 7481.
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increase enlistments and retention by reducing the long family 
separations associated with rotational deplojmients, and at the 
same time to enable the Navy more efficiently to employ its forces 
to meet its worldwide commitments in support of our national 
interests.

Security Assistance

In 1972 the security assistance program continued to move to
ward its principal goals under the Nixon Doctrine— t̂o assist 
friendly and allied states to develop the strength prerequisite to 
peaceful progress. To these ends, the Administration worked to 
coordinate all the components of security assistance for the de
fense needs of our friends and allies.

The Foreign Assistance Act for FY 1972 authorized the position 
of Under Secretary of State for Coordinating Security Assistance 
Programs.^ The President named former Selective Service Direc
tor Curtis W. Tarr to this position. A major task of his office is to 
equate security assistance resources with U.S. foreign policy re
quirements and goals.

Decreased funding and various legislative restrictions have im
posed a serious toll on the substance and management of security 
assistance, but, though reduced, concrete benefits from the pro
gram do continue. Our modernization program for the Korean 
armed forces helped compensate for the withdrawal of a U.S. di
vision in 1971 and enhanced South Korean confidence in their 
ability to negotiate with North Koreans from a position of 
strength. In South Vietnam the success of our security assistance 
programs and Vietnamization was demonstrated by the successful 
ARVN defense against the massive North Vietnamese invasion of 
the South earlier in the year. The United States was still able to 
withdraw all U.S. ground combat troops from Vietnam. Cambodia 
and Laos, with grant military aid and security supporting assist
ance, continued to hold out against Communist aggression. Our 
support for Israel and Jordan contributed to maintaining a deli
cate Middle East balance in the face of extremist pressures, and 
assistance to Greece and Turkey added strength to NATO’s 
southern fiank.

Throughout the world there is a clearer recognition and ac
ceptance of the appropriate U.S. role. Countries are increasingly 
shouldering the primary burden of their own defense. But the 
United States is still prepared to provide the wherewithal to those 
threatened countries whose security is important to the United 
States, who cannot unilaterally meet their material needs, and 
who are willing to make the sacrifices necessary to provide for 
their defense. The United States has made available equipment, 
training, and counsel where required.

‘ 22 U.S.C. 2384.
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ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT

One of the major foreign policy accomplishments of the year— 
and indeed of many years—was the final negotiation and entry 
into force of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) agree
ments between the United States and the U.S.S.R., placing limits 
on the strategic arms of the two countries.

The antiballistic missile (ABM) agreement, a part of the SALT 
accords, represents a critical breakthrough since it limits each side 
to a low level of missile defense. This undertaking has political, 
psychological, and military impact beyond the ABM agreement it
self. It signifies a common effort to maintain strategic stability 
and reduce the dangers of nuclear war.

The interim offensive arms agreement, the second part of the 
SALT pact, limits the levels of strategic nuclear missile launchers 
of the two sides. This has not brought the strategic arms race to a 
complete standstill, but it has placed restraints on important and 
costly features of it and has paved the way for a permanent agree
ment. A start has been made toward that agreement with the first 
round of SALT II. The continuation of serious dialogue between 
ourselves and the Soviets in 1973 on vital strategic issues should 
favorably affect our whole relationship.

The negotiations for mutual and balanced force reductions 
(MBFR) in central Europe represent another major challenge to 
arms control in the years ahead. The MBFR exploratory talks, 
which opened in early 1973, are the fruition of four years of 
diplomatic activity. Complex and extended multilateral negotia
tions lie ahead, involving issues central to our own security and 
that of our key European allies. If these talks prove successful, 
they will lead to a reduction of the burden of forces while pre
serving security and enhancing stability.

The year 1972 also saw the signature by the United States of the 
Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production, 
and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons 
and Their Destruction— t̂he first postwar agreement calling for 
actual destruction of weapons.® The Convention, negotiated over a 
two-year period at the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment (CCD) in Geneva, was signed by the U.S. and U.S.S.R. in 
April 1972 and sent to the U.S. Senate for ratification on August
10.® The United States has already completed the destruction of 
biological agents called for under the treaty.

The text of the Biological Weapons (BW) Convention suggests 
the next step in this general field—effective measures to limit 
chemical weapons of war. The Soviet Union has presented at the 
CCD a Chemical Weapons (CW) treaty draft modeled on the BW

® Documents on Disa/rmamentf 1972, pp. 133-138. 
® See ihid.y pp. 553-555.
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Convention.’ The United States has emphasized that the complex 
problems inherent in chemical weapons limitations do not lend 
themselves to the relatively simple and far-reaching formulae used 
in the BW Convention. We are studying all proposals before the 
CCD and look forward to responding to them at an early date.

Another major subject under discussion at the CCD is a ban 
on underground nuclear testing. The United States is committed to 
the achievement of an adequately verified ban, but serious issues 
remain on how to assure adequate verification. The United States 
maintains that despite improvements in seismic detection and 
identification of nuclear explosions, on-site inspection of suspi
cious seismic events within the borders of parties to a test ban 
is still essential to verification. The U.S.S.R. and some others 
argue that such inspections are not necessary. This continues to 
be a matter of dispute in international disarmament forums as we 
enter 1973.

Progress on another aspect of nuclear arms control, the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons, continued in 1972 with the con
clusion of negotiations on an agreement between the European 
Community (EC) and the International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA) on procedures for international safeguards on nuclear

’ Ibid ., pp. 120-124.
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materials.® Completion of these talks removed the chief obstacle 
to ratification of the Non-Proliferation Treaty by a number of 
important West European states. Several near-nuclear powers, 
however, have still not signed or ratified the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty.® Our efforts to encourage the broadest possible adherence 
will be pursued with vigor in 1973.

Much of the discussion in multilateral arms control forums dur
ing 1972 has been concerned with the adequacy of these forums 
themselves, and particularly whether changes in them might lead 
to participation of the People’s Republic of China (P.R.C.) in 
serious arms control negotiations. The United States has made 
it clear that we welcome the participation of all nuclear-weapon 
states in arms control efforts.

We believe that the current lessening of world tensions im
proves the prospects for effective arms control measures. The 
United States will do its utmost to achieve arms control measures 
which will preserve the security of every nation and at the same 
time put an end to the arms race.

SALT

A landmark of the past four years was the completion of nego
tiations with the Soviet Union on a treaty to limit ABM systems 
and an interim agreement to limit strategic offensive arms. These 
historic agreements, signed by President Nixon and General Sec
retary Brezhnev in Moscow on May 26, 1972,^“ represent the cul
mination of two and one-half years of intensive negotiations by 
the U.S. Government in the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks.

The Administration in January 1969 was faced with the con
tinuing buildup of strategic offensive ballistic missiles. To main
tain strategic balance the Administration undertook an ABM pro
gram and at the same time sought to moderate the strategic arms 
buildup through bilateral talks with the Soviet Union. The prime 
objectives of these talks were outlined by Secretary Rogers just 
prior to the first SALT session in Helsinki in November 1969:

—To enhance international security by maintaining a stable 
U.S.-Soviet strategic relationship through limitations of the 
deployment of strategic armaments;

—To halt the upward spiral of strategic arms and avoid the 
tensions, uncertainties, and costs of continuation of the stra
tegic arms race; and

—To reduce the risk of an outbreak of nuclear war through a 
dialogue about issues arising from the strategic situation.^^

The outcome of the first round of SALT has substantially fur-

® See ante, pp. 116-158.
'‘Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 461-465.
^Ibid ., 1972, pp. 197 ff.
^Ibid ., 1969, p. 534.
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thered these objectives. We have seen the world’s two most power
ful nations—sharply divided by ideology, history, and conflicting 
interests—place major strategic armaments under formally agreed 
limitation and restraint. We have seen the nuclear arms race 
curtailed with no decrease in security for either side. And we 
have seen a more stable relationship with the Soviet Union created 
through negotiation rather than competition.

The ABM treaty is the keystone of the SALT agreements. It 
prohibits a nationwide ABM defense system, limits the number of 
permitted ABM sites to two on each side, and allows only a small 
number of ABM launchers, interceptors, and radars at these sites. 
The treaty also provides for important qualitative limitations on 
ABMs, including an agreement that ABM systems based on physi
cal principles different from those of existing systems should not 
be deployed under the treaty in its present form. By keeping ABM 
systems to a very low level, the stimulus for expansion of offensive 
weapons systems can be reduced.

The Interim Agreement on Certain Measures with Respect to 
the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms freezes the total num
ber of U.S. and Soviet intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) 
launchers at their present levels. The agreement also sets ceilings 
on the number of submarine launched ballistic missile (SLBM) 
launchers and modern ballistic missile submarines permitted the 
two sides. The interim agreement has, in effect, placed a curb on 
the rising strategic arms spiral which has existed, in various 
forms, since World War II.

In addition, the ABM treaty and the interim agreement embody 
two significant corollary elements. One is an undertaking not to 
interfere with each side’s national technical means of verification. 
This is the first time an arms control measure has included such a 
provision. The second is the establishment of a U.S.-U.S.S.R. 
Standing Consultative Commission whose task it will be to moni
tor compliance with the treaty, and, when appropriate, consider 
further measures aimed at limiting strategic arms.

The SALT agreements were submitted to the Congress on June 
13, 1972. The Senate on August 3, 1972, ratified the ABM treaty 
by a vote of 88 to 2, and on September 14 it passed a joint resolu
tion authorizing the President to approve the interim agreement, 
again by a vote of 88 to 2. The joint resolution, which also con
tained guidelines for subsequent negotiations, was approved by the 
House of Representatives on September 25, 1972, by a vote of 
307 to 4.̂ 2 The ABM treaty and the interim agreement entered 
into force on October 3,1972.

The second major stage of disarmament negotiations got under
way in Geneva on November 21, 1972, with the opening of SALT
II. The first session, which lasted until December 21, began explor-

“ lUd., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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ing an agreement on more permanent measures limiting strategic 
offensive arms. An understanding was reached on the general 
range of questions to be addressed in the next session which began 
in March 1973. In addition, a Memorandum of Understanding was 
signed to enable the Standing Consultative Commission to start 
its operation,^^

The negotiations in SALT II will be complex and difficult, but 
both nations have much to gain from an effective and viable 
permanent agreement which further reduces the burdens and 
risks of the strategic arms race. As in SALT I, we will continue 
to consult closely with our allies on a subject with vital implica
tions for them and for us.

Mutval and Balanced Force Reductions

We made substantial progress over the past year toward a goal 
we have pursued since 1967—negotiations on MBFR in central 
Europe. Exploratory talks on MBFR among interested states be
gan in early 1973. It is hoped that full-scale negotiations will begin 
this fall.

Allied Foreign Ministers first proposed negotiated force reduc
tions in Europe in 1967 and reiterated the proposal at subsequent 
ministerial meetings. General Secretary Brezhnev’s statements in 
March and May 1971 indicated willingness to engage in negotia
tions, but the Soviet Union failed to respond to the Allied offer in 
October 1971 to send former NATO Secretary General Manlio 
Brosio to the U.S.S.R. to discuss possible common ground.

A significant breakthrough occurred during President Nixon’s 
visit to Moscow in May 1972. In the Moscow communique of May 
29, 1972, the two sides agreed that “the goal of ensuring stability 
and security in Europe would be served by a reciprocal reduction 
of armed forces and armaments, first of 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 procedures for 
negotiations on this subject in a special forum.” “

Once this agreement in principle had been reached, concrete 
arrangements followed. In September 1972, Soviet officials pro
posed a timetable for begininng exploratory talks and subsequent 
negotiations on MBFR in parallel with CSCE. After full consul
tation and coordination within NATO and further exchanges with 
the Soviets and their allies, the present program for initial MBFR 
talks was agreed upon. Throughout this period there has been 
extensive consultation within the NATO Alliance about the posi
tion that we will take in negotiations. There has also been substan-

“ /6 ta.,pp . 868-869. 
Ibid., p. 245.
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tial agreement within NATO on the principles and objectives 
of MBFR.

In these discussions with our allies, the United States is stress
ing that any MBFR agreement should contribute to a more stable 
military balance at lower levels of forces while maintaining un
diminished security. Force reductions must not operate to the 
military disadvantage of either side; they must be attuned to dif
ferences between the two sides; they must be adequately verified; 
reciprocal as to scope and timing; phased and interconnected.

We do not expect to achieve agreement rapidly or easily. The 
issues which will be raised in these negotiations go to the heart of 
European security. But we are hopeful that through patient and 
careful negotiation, we may be able to enhance stability and re
duce tensions in Europe.

Chemical and Biological Weapons

In 1971 the CCD negotiated a convention banning the develop
ment, production, and stockpiling of biological and toxin weapons. 
On August 10, 1972, the President submitted the convention to the 
Senate. If the Senate approves, we expect the convention to enter 
into force in 1973. In sending the convention to the President for 
submission to the Senate, the Secretary noted that Article IV of 
the convention contemplated the adoption by legislation or admin
istrative action of measures to prevent activity which would de
feat the central objectives of the convention.^® Such legislation is 
being prepared for early submission to the Congress.

The destruction of all U.S. stockpiles of biological and toxin 
agents and associated munitions called for by the Biological 
Weapons Convention was completed in 1972. Only laboratory 
quantities of such agents to support strictly defined defensive re
search programs have been retained. The biological warfare fa
cilities formerly located at Pine Bluff, Arkansas, and the labora
tories at Fort Detrick, Maryland, have been converted for use in 
major environmental and health missions.

During its 1972 session, the CCD examined in depth the complex 
issues involved in placing effective international limitations on 
the development, production, and stockpiling of chemical weapons. 
The United States took a leading role in the CCD discussions, 
contributing an extensive work program at the beginning of the 
1972 session which was later supplemented with a number of 
technical working papers. The U.S.S.R. submitted a draft treaty 
calling for comprehensive prohibitions on chemical weapons with 
a minimum of verification. We have emphasized that the complex
ity of chemical weapons limitations do not lend themselves to 
the simple and far-reaching formulae of the BW Convention. The

“ See ibid., p. 384.
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United States is studying in detail the proposals set forth and 
hopes to respond at an early date.

Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons
Nonproliferation remains a cornerstone of our arms control 

policy. Avoiding a nuclear war becomes progressively more diffi
cult as more countries possess such weapons. The United States 
has stressed the desirability of universal participation in the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and has urged wider adherence to 
it. The number of treaty parties has increased to 75, and a sub
stantial number of additional countries are expected to adhere 
during 1973.

During the past year the IAEA completed 31 agreements with 
individual countries providing for the safeguarding of nuclear 
facilities by the IAEA, as called for by the NPT. In addition, the 
IAEA has negotiated such a safeguard agreement with the Euro
pean Atomic Energy Community (EURATOM), thus removing 
the chief obstacle to ratification of the NPT by a group of im
portant western European states. The United States, for its part, 
has initiated discussions with the IAEA in pursuance of its offer 
to place its peaceful nuclear facilities under international safe
guards.

Comprehensive Test Ban

The Comprehensive Test Ban (CTB) continues to be one of the 
principal arms control measures under discussion at the CCD. To
gether with other nations, the United States supports a compre
hensive test ban provided that adequate verification is assured. 
A CTB could play a major role in furthering nuclear nonprolifera
tion.

The United States differs with some other countries as to what 
constitutes adequate verification. The United States considers that 
national means alone are still not sufficient. Seismic events of 
higher magnitudes can generally be located and identified as ex
plosions or earthquakes with a high degree of confidence using 
teleseismic verification. However, as event magnitudes decrease, 
less data become available and there is progressively less confi
dence in location and identification.

The United States presented a detailed paper at the CCD last 
summer reporting on the progress in teleseismic verification 
capabilities.^® Techniques for automatically detecting seismic 
events have been improved, and high-quality data from previously 
installed and from newer experimental stations are now available 
to help determine the usefulness of current verification criteria at 
lower seismic magnitudes. However, important problems remain. 
Some earthquakes generate seismic signals whose character is

"̂Ihid., pp. 590-611.
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not distinguishable from explosions using the present criterion. 
Overlapping signals from two or more nearly simultaneous seis
mic events can sometimes interfere with one another. Evasion 
techniques can also pose problems. Further research is continuing 
to help clear up these problems. A multinational project is cur
rently compiling basic seismic data for nearly all seismic events 
down to a low magnitude occurring in the Northern hemisphere 
during a specified time period.

Conventional Arms Control

A very important but specialized aspect of conventional arms 
control, the reduction of forces (MBFR) in Central Europe, is 
now the subject of exploratory talks between certain NATO and 
Warsaw Pact members. In other areas, however, there continues 
to be little progress in the search for sound and effective measures 
affecting conventional weapons. Yet these are the weapons with 
which the 50 odd wars which have taken place since World War II 
have been fought. Despite the pace at which conventional arms are 
being developed, there is as yet no serious worldwide effort to deal 
with conventional arms races or even to achieve an understanding 
of what limitations might be practical and desirable.

Controls on conventional arms must be given more considera
tion if we are to move toward a world structure of peace and secu
rity. The U.S. Government has repeatedly called on the inter
national community to undertake a serious, study of conventional 
weapons in order to formulate proposals which could lead to nego
tiations. In 1972 the U.S. Representative to the CCD again urged 
the Conference to begin a search for common principles which 
could lead to possible conventional arms control measures.^^

DISARMAMENT FORUMS

The most productive disarmament negotiations take place in 
international forums of limited size where complex disarmament 
issues can be discussed by qualified experts away from the glare of 
publicity.

The CCD has earned respect for the negotiation of a series of 
arms control agreements, including the Non-Proliferation Treaty. 
We continue to support it and would welcome the participation 
of all nuclear powers in its work.

Convening a world disarmament conference (WDC) has been 
proposed at the CCD and the U.N. General Assembly during the 
past year. The Soviet Union has been an active supporter of this 
approach. Although we believe that a WDC could play a useful 
role in the disarmament process at an appropriate time, we are 
convinced that the premature convening of such a body would 
lead only to divisive debate without practical effect, and could 
do serious harm to arms control negotiations in progress at the

"  See ibid., pp. 52-53.
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CCD and elsewhere. For these reasons, we have argued against 
early convocation of, or preparation for, a WDC. We continue to 
hold the view that the step-by-step resolution in small, expert 
forums of arms control issues which are ripe for negotiation rep
resents the most promising avenue to further progress in dis
armament.

Statement by the United States Representative (Scali) to the 
Security Council: Arms Shipments to the Middle East
[Extract], April 21, 1973 ^

Before I close I think it important for the sake of the record to 
make some comments on the matter of arms supplies to the Middle 
East area. In that connexion, in the course of this debate we have 
heard several distorted and one-sided references to United States 
assistance in meeting Israel’s legitimate defence needs. I have 
sensed an effort to depict this as a flow of arms through one pipe
line, from a single source to a single destination. There has been 
no reference to the fact that even as we have sat in this chamber 
major deliveries of war material have been made by certain 
Powers to several other countries in the area.

The United States has no intention of taking steps that would 
alter the arms balance in the Middle East or otherwise contribute 
to instability. However, I would emphasize that the United States 
does not propose to sit idly by while others pour arms into the 
Middle East for one side, thus inevitably tempting some Govern
ments to believe that with those new arms they could risk another 
round in the Middle East war. My Government has in the past 
six years sought insistently an agreement among the major arms 
suppliers to limit weapons shipments to that part of the world. 
The United States stands ready at this instant to participate in 
such an arrangement if others are willing to put aside their spe
cial political objectives and work with us toward the goal of a re
duced military confrontation.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Malik) to the Security 
Council: Arms Shipments to the Middle East, April 21, 
1973*

In the course of the explanations of vote, we heard in one of 
the statements the argument that the question of assistance, in-

‘ S/PV.1711 (prov .),p . 36. 
“ Ibid., p. 42.
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eluding the delivery of arms to victims of aggression, should be 
put on the same footing as assistance, financing and delivery of 
arms to the aggressor. We cannot agree with such an approach. 
It would be analogous to an approach which we heard uttered by 
someone in the course of the discussion in the Security Council 
to this effect—to the effect of putting on the same footing indi
vidual acts of terrorism of desperate persons and the policy of 
State terror pursued by Israel. We cannot agree with either thesis 
—and this was clear in our discussion. The overwhelming major
ity of those who spoke condemned Israel for the policy of State 
terrorism, of course, without justifying terrorism of individual 
persons which leads to innocent victims.

But we must make everji;hing perfectly clear, and I believe the 
overwhelming majority of those sitting around this table, and our 
colleagues who are attending the meeting of the Security Council, 
that is, the permanent representatives in the United Nations, will 
not agree that in questions of giving assistance the victims of 
aggression and the aggressor should be put on the same footing 
and should have the same measures applied to them. The provid
ing of assistance to the victims of aggression, including the de
livery of arms, is a legitimate and just matter fully in keeping 
with the United Nations Charter. The provision of support and 
assistance, including arms supplies, to the aggressor is a flagrant 
violation of the United Nations Charter.

Therefore, I found it necessary to shed some further light on 
this question and to stress that this is the position of the Soviet 
delegation.

Address by Secretary of State Rogers to the 
Overseas Press Club, April 23, 1973^

It is a privilege to join you this evening in honoring the United 
States Committee of the International Committee To Free Jour
nalists in Southeast Asia. We have followed their efforts with 
great sympathy and respect. We share the hope of the U.S. com
mittee— t̂he hope of people everywhere— t̂hat your colleagues 
missing or captured in Indochina will be returned. If there is 
anything that we in the State Department can do to assist, you 
can count on my complete support.

Few periods are as decisive for a nation’s history as the period 
when the transition is made from war to peace. War does not 
provide solutions. However, the course we take this year as 
we move from war to peace is of the utmost importance and un
doubtedly will influence our foreign policy for the rest of this 
century.

* Department of State Bulletin, May 14,1973, pp. 589-592. The address was 
delivered a t New York.
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There is, I believe, a clear agreement in this country that a 
substantially changed international situation requires reassess
ment of our policies and programs. Both the administration and 
Congress are engaged in this process. But this does not mean that 
we should alter fundamentally the policies which have been 
pursued with such success during recent years.

You know the broad outlines of these policies. We will continue 
to improve our relations with the People’s Republic of China on a 
steady and expanding basis. As contacts increase, friendship and 
understanding between the Chinese people and American people 
will increase. It is our hope—and theirs, too, I am convinced— t̂hat 
the developing political, social, and commercial relations with the 
People’s Republic of China will contribute to future stability in 
the Pacific.

We will seek to improve our relations with the Soviet Union, 
both in the political field and in trade, science, and technology. We 
are now engaged in Phase Two of the SALT talks. This summer 
we will participate in the Conference on Security and Cooperation 
in Europe and in a manner and with a determination not to 
weaken our alliances with western Europe, with Japan, or with 
other nations in the free world that have come to rely on us as a 
result of treaty obligations.

In Indochina we will pursue every diplomatic path, use every 
diplomatic device, to bring about full implementation of the Paris 
agreement. It is not surprising that many serious problems re
main. However, the convergence of interests and influences that 
brought about the agreement still remains in play. Thus I believe 
that with renewed efforts on the part of all concerned the Paris 
agreement still holds out the best promise—and I believe a real
istic hope—for peace and stability in Indochina.

The Middle East continues to be a matter of major concern 
where emotion and hatred at times seem to make meaningful 
dialogue an impossibility. However, it has been almost three years 
now since the initiative by the United States resulted in a cease
fire between Egypt and Israel. Our major immediate objective 
will be to strive to maintain the fragile cease-fire while attempting 
to get negotiations started among the nations concerned. If there 
could now be a cease-fire on inflammatory rhetoric, a cease-fire 
on belligerent statements of ultimate and rigid positions, and a 
cease-fire from violence of all kinds from whatever source, I am 
convinced that progress toward a permanent solution could be 
achieved. The principal parties concerned have said they want to 
keep the doors of diplomacy open. We intend of course to take 
them at their word.

I am heartened and I know you are by the progress that has 
been made in international affairs in the past few years in many 
areas of the world. And I feel confident that war among major
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nations may be averted during our lifetime if present trends 
continue.

But this will not be easy. Neglect and isolation are apt to flourish 
in the pleasant climate of detente.

So in addition to pursuing the policies of the President which 
have proved so successful in foreign affairs we will have to fight 
the attitudes which develop as a corollary to success. For example, 
we cannot accept recent proposals:

—To substantially reduce U.S. troops stationed overseas in 
the next 18 months;

—To reduce to the maximum extent the U.S. role in furnishing 
defense articles and defense services to foreign countries and 
eliminate all grant military assistance by 1975; and

—To reverse the direction of our foreign policy over the past 
quarter century by turning inward, radically reducing our active 
role in world affairs, and erecting barriers to imports.

Continuing U.S. EngagemerU in the World

However tempting these approaches may seem superficially, to 
pursue them would be folly.

First, to remain prosperous the United States must remain 
economically engaged with the rest of the world. An increasing 
portion of our economy is dependent upon exports for growth— 
31 percent of all our crops and 14 percent of our manufactured 
goods are now exported. We depend upon imports for 30 percent 
of our petroleum needs, and this share is growing.

The proposed trade legislation which President Nixon sub
mitted to the Congress this month is designed to keep the United 
States engaged. We will insist upon fairer treatment for Ameri
can exports and a less burdensome role for the dollar during this 
fall’s trade and monetary negotiations. However, our major ob
jective in economic policy this year is not merely to protect the 
American economy at current levels of productivity but to stimu
late it to expand as part of an expanding world economy.

Second, to build the stable and peaceful world we all want, the 
United States must maintain its political and defense commit
ments.

In recent years we have succeeded in sharing the burdens of 
leadership and security more equitably with our allies. But of 
course there continues to be a central role only the United States 
can play. While we will strive to engage our adversaries in a 
widening network of negotiations, fundamental differences re
main. The dramatic progress that has been made in recent years 
is not irreversible.

With this firmly in mind, the administration is determined not 
to upset the developing balance by unilaterally reducing our 
strength.
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Over the past decade the Soviet Union increased its military 
manpower by 30 percent, doubled its published military budget, 
and vastly increased its nuclear forces.

The People’s Republic of China maintained over the decade the 
world’s largest army, increased its air and naval forces, and has 
developed a nuclear missile delivery system.

We on the other hand have reduced our defense capabilities by 
about one-third. In Asia we have already reduced the number 
of our armed forces by 70 percent over the past four years. In 
addition to the withdrawal of more than half a million men from 
Viet-Nam, we have reduced our military presence by 70,000 men 
in Korea, Japan, the Philippines, and elsewhere.

Further substantial force reductions now could lead to mis
calculation and even upset the new and still-delicate relationships 
that have been so carefully developed.

For example, we believe that the maintenance of our defense 
capability is particularly important to reassure Japan about the 
continuing validity of our security arrangements. American with
drawal from Asia could well lead Japan to consider new security 
arrangements, major rearmament, and even nuclearization—a 
course it prefers not to pursue.

The new and essential emphasis in our policy of building a new 
Asian structure of peace, however, is to increase the responsibility 
of Asian nations, small as well as large, to defend themelves. All 
our allies have accepted this approach as the correct one. Our 
security assistance program is designed to achieve it. Therefore 
we are opposed to substantial cuts in American security assist
ance. They would undermine our effort to transfer greater shares 
of responsibility to our allies and could induce costly overreaction 
by them to find new guarantees for their security. Not only would 
they see their own bargaining leverage in negotiations reduced, 
their economic development would be hindered by the requirement 
to spend more for defense.

Maintaining U.S. Forces in Europe

It is important, too, for the United States to maintain its 
strength in Europe, and we fully intend to do so. In the early part 
of this century Europe was an area typified by gross instability 
which proved to be the incubator for two massively destructive 
wars within a generation. The United States learned to its sorrow 
that however much we wanted to, we could not in fact remain 
aloof from those wars. As a result, following World War II we 
were the leaders in constructing a peacetime edifice in which our 
voice and our interests would be permanently represented.

Pursuant to this concord the United States and its allies have 
erected a significant defensive structure. What is perhaps more 
important, our involvement in European security affairs is not
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provocative to our adversaries but is essential to our allies. To risk 
this major accomplishment of diplomacy, a risk we would surely 
run if we began a unilateral reduction of our forces in Europe, is 
both unnecessary and dangerous.

If there was ever a time not to withdraw our forces unilaterally 
from Europe surely it is now—at a time when we are beginning 
negotiations with the Warsaw Pact nations on mutual reduction 
of forces. If we unilaterally cut in half our own troop strength or 
made any other significant reduction it would destroy all prospects 
for a successful negotiation on mutual reduction. Such a step 
would also seriously undermine the Western position at this sum
mer’s Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe.

Despite these facts, there may be serious efforts in Congress to 
substantially cut American forces in Europe.

There are sound military reasons for maintaining our forces in 
Europe. The military forces posing a potential threat to NATO 
have not been reduced. However remote we may regard the possi
bilities of direct Soviet military aggression in Europe, the fact is 
that Soviet forces are stronger today than they have ever been. 
They are well equipped, well trained, and well deployed. Over 
600,000 Soviet troops are stationed in eastern Europe. These 
forces are backed up by over 9,000 tanks and 3,000 tactical air
craft.

In these circumstances American and NATO forces must be a 
serious military effort and not just a “tripwire.” NATO today is 
in fact a formidable defensive force. In central Europe for example, 
NATO has available roughly the same number of forces as the 
Warsaw Pact.

Defense Costs and Basic U.S. Interests
We are all concerned about the costs of our defense. But there 

is another and greater concern— t̂hat our defense programs sup
port this country’s basic interests. The issue is whether we are 
maintaining a larger defense than the protection of these interests 
requires. I believe not.

What are the facts? In 1968, the defense budget was 9 percent 
of GNP. Next year it will be 6 percent. This is not an unacceptable 
burden for a country with a GNP of over $1 trillion. In terms of 
the Federal budget, defense will claim less than one-third of the 
total Federal spending, as compared with one-half of the Federal 
budget that will be spent on social welfare and human resources. 
This exactly reverses the proportions of four years ago.

The defense budget for next year in terms of purchasing power 
will be less than that of any defense budget in the last 10 years. It 
will pay fewer people, buy less hardware, involve fewer industries, 
and maintain fewer bases than any defense budget since 1950.

Since 1968 the Nixon administration has reduced the size of our 
armed forces from 3.5 million to 2.3 million. Thus 1.2 million men
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and women in the armed forces have been demobilized. In terms 
of divisions, naval vessels, and aircraft, our military forces are at 
their lowest level since 1951.

Fortunately there now seems to be little controversy over the 
need to maintain our nuclear strength as we enter the second 
round of strategic nuclear arms talks. Instead, recent suggestions 
for basic changes in defense policy primarily focus on a major 
reduction in conventional forces.

Those who advocate substantial reductions in our general pur
pose forces seem to believe that we can adequately protect U.S. 
security interests by relying more heavily on our strategic nuclear 
power. This is an extremely dangerous line of thinking in today’s 
world.

The time is long past when we could or should rely primarily on 
the threat of nuclear retaliation to deter aggression against an
other nation. We must have diverse options to fit diverse threats if 
potential aggressors are to respect America’s commitments to our 
friends and allies.

While we have made substantial progress in the past four years 
in reducing international tensions and in transferring the re
sponsibility for local defense to our allies, the main continuing 
fact of international life is the competitive nature of nations. We 
still have many differences with other nations which could bring 
us into sharp confrontation in the future. Should the United 
States be faced with such a confrontation, the President must 
have a range of responses, including conventional responses which 
are credible, available to him. This will insure that our response 
could be on as limited a scale as possible and yet still be effective.

We have been able to make substantial reductions in the size of 
our military establishment not by wishful thinking about our 
adversaries nor by abandoning commitments to our allies. On the 
contrary, we have done it by making concrete progress toward a 
more stable world, by building the strength of our allies and 
reducing tensions among the major powers, and by reducing our 
military strength in a manner commensurate with these reduced 
tensions.

For the first time in our lifetime there are realistic prospects for 
a world in which nations adopt higher standards of acceptable 
international behavior. There are realistic prospects for a world 
in which negotiated resolution of international issues takes a 
clearer precedence over unilateral threats or resort to force.

On every major question of national defense for the past 
quarter century Congress has supported the President. When the 
Congress gives full and thoughtful consideration to the conse
quences of major cuts in our defense or to unilateral reduction in 
our troop strength in Europe, I am confident that it will again act 
responsibly.
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Address by Presidential Assistant Kissinger 
to Associated Press Editors [Extract], April 23, 1973*

Atlantic unity has always come most naturally in the field of 
defense. For many years the military threats to Europe were un
ambiguous, the requirements to meet them were generally agreed 
on both sides of the Atlantic, and America’s responsibility was 
preeminent and obvious. Today we remain united on the objective 
of collective defense, but we face the new challenge of maintaining 
it under radically changed strategic conditions and with the new 
opportunity of enhancing our security through negotiated reduc
tions of forces.

The West no longer holds the nuclear predominance that per
mitted it in the fifties and sixties to rely almost solely on a 
strategy of massive nuclear retaliation. Because under conditions 
of nuclear parity such a strategy invites mutual suicide, the 
alliance must have other choices. The collective ability to resist 
attack in western Europe by means of flexible responses has be
come central to a rational strategy and crucial to the maintenance 
of peace. For this reason, the United States has maintained sub
stantial conventional forces in Europe and our NATO allies have 
embarked on a significant effort to modernize and improve their 
own military establishments.

While the Atlantic alliance is committed to a strategy of flexible 
response in principle, the requirements of flexibility are complex 
and expensive. Flexibility by its nature requires sensitivity to new 
conditions and continual consultation among the allies to respond 
to changing circumstances. And we must give substance to the 
defense posture that our strategy defines. Flexible response cannot 
be simply a slogan wrapped around the defense structure that 
emerges from lowest-common-denominator compromises driven 
by domestic considerations. It must be seen by ourselves and by 
potential adversaries as a credible, substantial, and rational 
posture of defense,

A great deal remains to be accomplished to give reality to the 
goal of flexible response:

—There are deficiencies in important areas of our conventional 
defense,

—There are still unresolved issues in our doctrine; for example, 
on the crucial question of the role of tactical nuclear weapons,

—There are anomalies in NATO deployments as well as in its 
logistics structure.

^Department of State Bulletin, May 14, 1973, pp, 596-597. The address 
was delivered a t New York.
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To maintain the military balance that has insured stability in 
Europe for 25 years, the alliance has no choice but to address these 
needs and to reach an agreement on our defense requirements. 
This task is all the more diflScult because the lessening of tensions 
has given new impetus to arguments that it is safe to begin reduc
ing forces unilaterally. And unbridled economic competition can 
sap the impulse for common defense. All governments of the 
Western alliance face a major challenge in educating their peoples 
to the realities of security in the 1970’s.

The President has asked me to state that America remains com
mitted to doing its fair share in Atlantic defense. He is adamantly 
opposed to unilateral withdrawals of U.S. forces from Europe. But 
we owe to our peoples a rational defense posture, at the safest 
minimum size and cost, with burdens equitably shared. This is 
what the President believes must result from the dialogue with our 
allies in 1973.

When this is achieved, the necessary American forces will be 
maintained in Europe, not simply as a hostage to trigger our 
nuclear weapons but as an essential contribution to an agreed and 
intelligible structure of Western defense. This, too, will enable us 
to engage our adversaries intelligently in negotiations for mutual 
balanced reductions.

In the next few weeks the United States will present to NATO 
the product of our own preparations for the negotiations on 
mutual balanced force reductions which will begin this year. We 
hope that it will be a contribution to a broader dialogue on se
curity. Our approach is designed not from the point of view of 
special American interests, but of general alliance interests. Our 
position will reflect the President’s view that these negotiations 
are not a subterfuge to withdraw U.S. forces regardless of con
sequences. No formula for reductions is defensible, whatever its 
domestic appeal or political rationale, if it undermines security.

Our objective in the dialogue on defense is a new consensus on 
security, addressed to new conditions and to the hopeful new 
possibilities of effective arms limitations.

Joint Communique by Premier Chou and President Echeverria 
[Extract], April 24, 1973 '

The two sides agree to continue indefatigably their efforts for 
achieving the long-range objective of complete prohibition and 
thorough destruction of nuclear weapons in the world.

The Chinese side firmly supports the Latin American countries

’̂ Peking Review, Apr. 27, 1973, p. 6. The communique was released a t 
Shanghai a t the end of President Echeverrfa’s visit to China.
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in their just proposition concerning tne establishment of a 
nuclear-free zone in Latin America.

The Chinese Government is making the necessary preparations 
for signing as soon as possible Additional Protocol II to the Treaty 
for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty 
of Tlatelolco) ̂  and, at the same time, declares that this should not 
prejudice its consistent position against the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons ’ and the Partial Nuclear Test 
Ban Treaty/

The Mexican side expresses deep satisfaction over the decision 
of the Chinese Government of proceeding to sign Additional Pro
tocol II to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in 
Latin America, which not only accords with the earnest desire of 
the Latin American peoples for peace and security, but also con
stitutes a highly significant step towards the consolidation of the 
nuclear-free zone in that region and a good precedent for the 
creation of other similar zones in the world.

Japanese Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Problems in Determining the 
Body Wave Magnitude, April 24, 1973^

1. Present importance of body wave magnitude mb in CTB issue

The United Kingdom Working Paper CCD/363  ̂ gave a perti
nent summary on seismic magnitudes with special reference to 
CTB discussion. As described there, we have used from the begin
ning in CTB issues seismic magnitude in terms of mb, body wave 
magnitude determined by short-period vertical component seis
mometers almost exclusively. Only recently has the adequacy of 
applying Ms instead of mb been pointed out and Ms is recom
mended as representing the equivalent yield better than mb in the 
Swedish, Canadian and United Kingdom Working Papers 
(CCD/306,3 CCD/327  ̂and CCD/363).

However, it must be noted that the above results have been 
mainly obtained on a research basis and the seismological routine 
service determines Ms only for a several per cent of all detected 
seismic events of the globe, but mb for almost all of them. The 
detection capabilities of the present routine network for surface 
waves is presently much lower than that for P waves, although the 
deployment of a high-gain-long-period seismograph network will

^Documents on Disarmament, 1967, p. 83.
® Ibid., 1965, pp. 461-465.
* Ibid,, 1963, pp. 291-293.
" CCD/399, Apr. 24,1973.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 176-189.
 ̂Ibid., 1970, pp. 404-408.

^Ibid,, 1971, pp. 342-357.
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be able to improve the level. As in CTB the detection and identifi
cation of small size events are important, we cannot at least for 
the moment switch over from mb to Ms to represent the size. 
Moreover a sudden employment of Ms in place of mb will also 
confuse people who have been accustomed to use the mb scale for 
a long time in the CTB issues and it may be premature to switch 
over from mb to Ms. Also, considering the importance of dis
crimination by mb:Ms method and some promising short period 
discriminants, we cannot live without mb. Thus, we should try to 
obtain the undisputable agreed value of mb for all events in our 
routine monitoring system for CTB.

2. Fluctvjation of body wave magnitude
In CCD/363 the anomalous values of mb at Eskdalemuir Array 

in Scotland (EKA)® for the two United States nuclear explosions, 
Gasbuggy and Rulison, relative to their yield in kT are described. 
Namely, mb at EKA is 5.4 for 26 kT Gasbuggy, while mb at EKA 
for 40 kT Rulison is only 4.7. The CCD/363 gave teleseismic 
average values of mb for Gasbuggy and Rulison as 5.0 and 4.9 re
spectively, with less discrepancy in the yields. The bulletin of ISC 
gives mb 4.8 on 14 observations for Gasbuggy and mb 5.0 on 17 ob
servations for Rulison. The relation between yield and mb looks 
more reasonable. Another example showing more anomalous rela
tions between yield and mb in CCD/363 are large Soviet chemical 
explosions Medeo (1) and (2), 1.7 kT and 3.6 kT giving mb 5.0 
and 5.2 at EKA respectively. The mb values are too large com
pared with that of Rulison and Gasbuggy.

It is commonly thought that, although mb at individual stations 
differs from station to station, their average gives a stable mb 
with standard deviation less than 14, if we take mb at more than 
20-30 stations. An individual station mb would very probably 
show inevitable fluctuations and cannot be considered as a reliable 
measure of the size of events. If one party uses the mean value of 
mb obtained at a few arbitrary stations, it is very probable that 
other parties would not agree about the value and consequently 
any conclusion derived by using that particular mb cannot be 
accepted. In the following section an example of such a disagree
ment will be given.

3. On Tibet-Assam explosionAike seismic events with special 
reference to their mb values

United States Working Paper CCD/388 was very important and 
instructive for our CTB issues.® It has a constructive side in re

“_A11 seismographic stations have their own three letter abbreviations 
which are found in “Seismograph Station Abbreviations and Co-ordinates” 
published by NOAA, U.S. Department of Commerce, or in “Reg^ional 
Catalogue of Earthquakes,” published half-yearly by ISC, Edinburgh [foot
note in original].

* Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 590-611.
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viewing recent technical accomplishments which gives us hopes of 
detecting and identifying teleseismic events down to mb 4.0, 
while in 1960 we considered mb 4.75 a remote target. The several 
remaining problems mentioned are, of course, all very important 
and in particular it is to be welcomed that the paper pointed out 
explicitly the problem of anomalous events, showing concrete 
examples, which had often been mentioned vaguely against the 
optimistic opinion on discrimination. For the problems of mixed 
events and of the rate of doubtful events in the USSR, it is hoped 
to give a concrete presentation as for the Tibet-Assam anomalous 
events which will make possible follow-up examinations and 
further studies by other parties.

As CCD/388 noted, the existence of anomalous explosion-like 
earthquakes is very serious and the problem should be investigated 
carefully. Our examination will be described in the following.

CCD/388 investigated 53 Tibet-Assam shallow seismic events 
during 1963-1970, of which 50 are listed in its Table IV. Al
though we feel uneasiness about the accuracy of Ms determination 
based on stations within narrow range of distance and azimuth 
from the foci, we did not examine Ms and only re-examined the 
mb values from the published data source in order to check the 
anomalous events in the mb:Ms diagram in Fig. 5 of CCD/388. 
We reproduce here the list partly with niunbers in chronological 
order for each event in Table 1. Table 1 shows where each event 
falls either in the earthquake-like (I), intermediate (II) or 
explosion-like (III) regions in the mb:Mis diagram adopted in 
CCD/388. We listed in Table 1 also the mean mb of USCGS 
(NO A A since July, 1970) and ISC with the number of observa
tions (or stations) used. ISC does not give mean mb when mb is 
reported by a very few stations, and for such events the mb of 
individual station with station distance in degrees is given in 
Table 1 in parentheses.

The left figure of Fig. 1 (lA ) is a reproduction of Fig. 5 in 
CCD/388 giving order number to be referred to that in Table 1 
for the convenience of identifying the events. CCD/388 pointed 
out two anomalous events above mb 5.0 which lie in the Basham- 
Marshall explosion region hatched in the mb :Ms diagram in this 
figure. They are No. 12 (8.1,1965) and No. 46 (8.15,1969) . There 
are three other events in the explosion-like region (Region III) 
with mb=5.0, i.e. No. 32 (7.13, 1968), No. 40 (8.25, 1968) and 
No. 41 (8.29, 1968). CCD/388 takes mb probably from PDE or 
EDR of NOAA. For several events mb adopted by CCD/388 and 
mean mb of USCGS given in Bull. ISC are slightly different as 
indicated by footnotes in Table 1 (Nos. 9,10,13,16, 17,18,19, 20, 
21, 24). Except Nos. 9 and 10, the mean mb’s given in Bull. ISC 
are 0.1-0.2 smaller than mb adopted by CCD/388, which moves 
the points in mb:Ms diagram in the direction of the earthquake
like region.
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TABLE 1

CCD/388 USCGS ISC
Date Time Mag. Re- mb/No. of Obs. Pde. mb/No. of Obs. 

No. M D Y H M mb Ms gion /  (Sta. A) No. /  (Sta. A)

1 07 05 63 07 19 4.2 3.90 I
2 10 08 63 02 51 5.4 4.33 II
3 11 16 63 11 39 4.7 3.93 I
4 01 07 64 04 50 5.0 4.38 I 5.0/COL (5.0/COL, 72°)
5 01 27 64 05 29 4.9 3.87 II 4.9/COL (5.4/COL, 74°)
6 04 30 65 07 13 4.4 3.96 I 4.4/COL (4.5/COL, 75°)
7 06 04 65 15 56 5.0 3.87 II 5.0/2 (5.3/SHL, 7°, 

4.8/COL, 72°)
8 07 31 65 16 36 4.9 4.27 I 4.9/2 4.8/3
9 07 31 65 17 07 4.7" 4.81 I 4.8/4 5.0/7

10 07 31 65 19 01 4.4" 4.40 I 4.7/4 4.8/8
11 07 31 65 21 44 4.9 4.60 I 4.9/4 5.0/9
12 08 01 65 14 14 5.5 3.94 III 5.5/SHL, 7° 67 (5.5/SHL, 7° 

4.9/EKA,67°)
13 08 01 65 20 09 5.3" 4.78 I 5.2/8 63 5.2/15
14 08 02 65 17 49 4.8 4.35 I 4.8/4 71 4.7/4
15 10 06 65 08 03 5.4 4.10 II 5.4/.3 79 4.9/4
16 12 09 65 20 26 5.3" 4.47 I 5.1/3 44 5.0/6
17 01 31 66 02 35 5.6" 4.87 I 5.4/12 6 5.1/18
18 03 14 66 04 42 4.9" 4.46 I 4.8/7 17 4.8/10
19 05 27 66 14 35 4.8" 4.34 I 4.7/6 36 4.7/8
20 09 11 66 15 55 5.0" 3.77 II 4.8/STU, BUL 67 4.7/5
21 09 26 66 05 10 5.6" 5.26 I 5.5/14 67 5.4/25
22 09 36 66 06 03 4.2 3.59 I 4.2/POO, 20° 74 (4.1/POO, 19°)
23 03 11 67 16 56 5.3 4.69 I 5.3/12 19 5.1/20
24 03 14 67 06 58 5.9" 5.54 I 5.8/16 16 5.7/32
25 07 07 67 22 56 4.9 3.71 II 4.9/STU, COL 47 4.8/5
26 08 15 67 09 21 5.7 5.07 I 5.7/15 55 5.5/28
27 02 16 68 05 37 4.8 4.51 I 4.8/6 11 4.7/9
28 06 28 68 20 34 4.8 3.58 II 4.8/3 48 4.8/829 06 30 68 05 04 4.8 3.40 II 4.8/3 54 4.7/6
30 07 01 68 03 11 4.3 3.00 II 4.3/BUL, 81° 53 4.0/4
31 07 04 68 06 45 4.7 3.46 II 4.7/3 48 4.7/11
32 07 13 68 06 05 5.0 3.46 III 5.0/5 56 4.8/9
33 07 14 68 18 12 4.9 3.54 II 4.9/6 54 4.8/12
34 07 15 68 05 09 4.8 3.39 II 4.8/COL, 73° 60 4.7/6
35 07 16 68 22 23 4.8 3.45 II 4.8/4 54 4.6/8
36 07 23 68 20 51 4.9 3.43 II 4.9/4 59 4.8/10
37 07 26 68 12 44 4.9 3.45 II 4.9/5 61 4.7/9
38 08 23 68 12 01 4.8 3.46 II 4.8/4 64 4.7/10
39 08 24 68 14 26 4.6 3.35 II 4.6/SHL, COL 68 4.8/5
40 08 25 68 17 55 4.8 3.28 III 4.8/4 64 4.7/5
41 08 29 68 19 51 5.0 3.48 III 5.0/4 67 4.9/9
42 09 01 68 05 59 5.0 3.59 II 5.0/5 72 4.8/9
43 09 03 68 17 45 4.9 3.43 II 4.9/3 68 4.8/12
44 09 04 68 01 40 4.8 4.05 I 4.8/COL, 70° 70 (4.9/COL, 72°)
45 09 11 68 03 07 4.3 3.52 I 4.3/BNG, 76° 72 4.7/7
46 08 15 69 07 15 5.2 3.57 III 5.2/4 55 4.9/9
47 11 24 69 02 01 4.6 4.00 I 4.6/5 77 4.6/8
48 02 08 70 19 07 4.5 4.05 I 4.5/4 15 4.5/6
49 05 08 70 11 08 4.5 3.55 I 4.5/K JN ,N P- 33
50 06 24 70 00 34 4.8 4.53 I 4.8/8 45

 ̂See footnote on p. 202.
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The number of observations used to calculate the mean mb can 
be taken as a measure of the reliability of the mb value. [The] mb 
of the anomalous event No. 12 seems to be based on mb at SHL 
(India, A = 7°)® alone. In Bull. ISC we also found mb 4.9 at EKA 
(Scotland, A = 67°), beside mb 5.5 at SHL of A of only 7°. To 
adopt the mb value at near stations is generally questioned and 
ISC excludes as a rule mb at stations A <21° in the calculation of 
mean mb. Thus we have to consider that the mb 5.5 of event No. 12 
is of poor reliability. The simple mean of two mb’s at SHL and 
EKA is 5.2 but more weight should be given to EKA of a greater 
epicentral distance. Anyway the mb of this event must be much 
smaller than 5.5, shifting the position in the mb:Ms diagram 
certainly well outside the explosion-like region.

In Fig. 2 the number of reported P arrival times and mb values 
in the Bull. ISC are shown. In the figure the number of P reports 
of event No. 12 of mb 5.2 seems too few compared with other 
events of the same magnitude. It suggests that even mb 5.2 for 
No. 12 is too large. Thus we cannot agree that this event should be 
accepted as an example of explosion-like anomalous events.

The mb 5.2 of another anomalous event No. 46 is the mean of 
four stations as shown in Table 2, namely mb 5.0 at GIL (Alaska, 
A = 74°), mb 5.1 at PMR (Alaska, A = 75°) and mb 5.7 at BNG 
(Republic of Central Africa, A =76°) and mb 5.0 at BUL 
(Rhodesia, A = 81°). The mean seems strongly affected by the 
value at BNG, and a recent investigation by Miyamura, 1972 
(Appendix)® shows that the station correction to be added to the 
mb at BNG for central Asian events is —0.13 ±0.29. It is noticed 
that the standard deviation of mb variations at BNG is rather 
large at ±0.29. As listed in Table 1, the ISC mean mb for this 
event is mb 4.9 from 9 observations and according to the above 
consideration mb 5.2 for this event seems to be somewhat large. 
Fig. 2 indicates that the ISC mean mb 4.9 is reasonable in rela
tion to the number of P reports. Thus we can move this event at 
least from the explosion-like region to the intermediate region in 
the mb :Ms diagram by changing mb 5.2 to 4.9.

Three explosion-like events. Nos. 32, 40 and 41 with mb 5.0 or 
less are near the border of regions II and III on mb :Ms diagram 
in Fig. lA  and their mb’s are based on 4-5 stations as shown in 
Table 2. ISC mean values based on larger number of observa
tions for them are 0.1-0.2 smaller than USCGS (NOAA) mean 
values and these events will move from the explosion-like region 
into the intermediate region.

As Table 1 shows, the mb values of USCGS (NOAA) which 
CCD/388 adopted are generally based on fewer observations than 
the ISC mean. Furthermore ISC excludes near and regional 
stations to reject effects of regional inhomogeneity of the upper

® A means epicentral distance [footnote in original]. 
“Not printed here.
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Tibet-Assam shallow earthquakes investigated in CCD/388 as 
including explosion-like seismic events, ^mb adopted in CCD/388 
is slightly different from mb given in Bull. ISC.
Station mb in EDR for Tibet-Assam events suspected as explo
sion-like in CCD/388. “Arithmetic mean is 4.94. 
mb: Ms diagrams of Tibet-Assam shallow earthquakes investi
gated in CCD/388 as an example of population including explo
sion-like seismic events. lA  is mb: Ms diagram same as in Fig. 
5 of CCD/388. Numbers attached to the points are the chrono
logical order of numbers given in Table 1. IB is mb: Ms diagram, 
taking ISC mean mb instead of mb adopted by CCD/388 from 
USCGS (NOAA).
■ I, II and III are earthquake-like, intermediate and explosion

like regions in the mb: Ms diagram adopted by CCD/388 and 
the hatched part is explosion domain by Basham-Marshall, 1972. 
The relation of the number of P  arrival time reports N and 
mean mb by ISC.
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TABLE 2

Event
EDR 56-68 
Sta. Dist. mb Sta. Dist.

BULL
mb

ISC
Sta. Dist. mb

No. 12 SHL 7.2 5.5 SHL 7.2 5.5 EKA 67.5 4.9
mb on 1 obs. 5.5 no ISC mean is given

No. 32 NP- 71.6 4.9 KJN 53.1 5.1 BNG 75.9 5.1
COL 73.5 4.8 MOX 63.1 4.9 KRR 78.3 4.8
BNG 75.8 5.0 FUR 64.0 5.2 BUL 81.0 4.8
BUL 80.9 4.9 NP- 71.5 5.0 mb on 9 obs. 4.8
mb on 4 obs. 5.0“ COL 73.5 5.0

CLK 73.5 4.9
No. 40 SHL 5.4 4.9 SHL 5.4 4.9 BUL 81.0 4.8

GIL 73.5 4.7 PRU 61.4 4.8 mb on 5 obs.
PMR 74.9 4.7 GIL 73.5 4.8 excluding
BUL 81.1 4.8 PMR 74.9 4.7 SHL 4.7
mb on 4 obs. 4.8 BHA 77.8 4.8

No. 41 NUR 54.6 5.3 NUR 34.6 5.3 PMR 75.0 5.0
COL 73.4 4.9 PRU 61.6 5.0 BHA 77.8 4.9
PMR 74.9 5.0 KON 62.1 5.3 CIR 79.4 4.7
BUL 81.2 4.6 CLK 73.5 5.0 BUL 81.0 4.7
mb on 4 obs. 5.0 COL 73.5 4.9 mb on 9 obs. 4.9

No. 46 GIL 73.5 5.0 KHN 53.1 4.9 BNG 75.8 5.8
PMR 75.0 5.1 MOX 63.0 5.0 KRR 78.2 4.6
BNG 76.1 5.7 FUR 63.9 5.1 CIR 79.3 4.5
BUL 81.1 5.0 GIL 73.6 5.0 BUL 80.9 4.7
mb on 4 obs. 5.2 PMR 75.0 5.1 mb on 9 obs. 4.9

See footnote on p. 202.

mantle structure on mb values and also the data are obtained in 
principle by reexamined interpretations. Accordingly, it is reason
able to think that ISC mb is a better estimate of mb than NOAA 
mb which is rather preliminary. Adopting ISC mean mb’s and 
Ms’s of CCD/388, we constructed mb:Ms diagram as shown in 
Fig. IB. This latter diagram shows no point in the explosion-like 
region (Region III) for all magnitude ranges. There remain 
many events of mb less than 5.0 in the intermediate region 
(Region II) , but no event with mb ^  5.0 is even in the intermedi
ate region. The Tibet-Assam shallow seismic events are thus con
sidered to be all normal earthquake-like events at least for mb not 
less than 5.0 and they are clearly separated from explosion-like as 
well as from the intermediate region in the mb:Ms diagram, when 
we adopt ISC mean mb. We cannot deny that many events with mb 
less than 5 are in the intermediate region. However, it is still open 
for discussion whether we could extend the explosion-like region 
bounded by Ms = 0.5 mb—1.5 to the unhatched region of mb less 
than 5.

Anjrway, we have reached a somewhat different conclusion on 
the Tibet-Assam “anomalous” events and this new interpretation 
arises only from the mb values adopted. It indicates that the 
determination of mb on a more appropriate basis is necessary to
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apply mb:Ms method of discrimination for CTB. For the dis
cussion of the threshold of verification, an agreement on mb value 
for each seismic event is also necessary.

Although it is very difficult to approach the true value of mb, the 
urgent need is to reach an agreement on the determination of mb, 
namely, by vî hat method and on what data. We made some prepar
atory work to select reliable stations for the mb determination in 
the existing international seismological routine in order to provide 
a practical basis for this problem.

4. Selection of reliable stations for the routine determination of 
body wave magnitude for CTB

More than 500 seismological stations in different countries of 
the world are now co-operating in the routine rapid service of 
Preliminary Determination of Epicenters (PDE) of National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) of United 
States Department of Commerce in sending their seismometric 
interpretations by telegram or by air-mail every day or every 
week. The collected data are used to calculate the epicenter co
ordinates, focal depths and magnitudes by computer and the 
results are printed and distributed as PDE after a couple of 
months to the contributing stations, interested institutes and 
individual scientists of the world. All data used in PDE are also 
published as Earthquake Data Reports (EDR) subsequently. The 
seismic events of the world are now routinely detected and located 
by this rapid service and when we discuss the detection and iden
tification of underground nuclear explosions, it is indispensable 
to be well acquainted with the present state of this service in order 
to investigate a practically feasible seismic verification system for 
CTB.

As reviewed in CCD/365, short-period body wave magnitudes 
have been systematically determined in PDE service for almost 
all seismic events located and have now become a useful measure 
of the size of event down to the smallest detectable earthquakes. 
However, as described in the previous sections with reference to 
United Kingdom and United States Working Papers, fiuctuation 
of mb is very critical in relation to the seismological verification 
for explosions. It is necessary to avoid argument about the adopted 
magnitude values among the parties when the estimation of event 
size or discrimination needs the magnitude values. Especially, 
when the mb differs from station to station very much for a cer
tain event and consequently different mean mb’s are obtained for 
different combination of stations, we need to have a mutually 
agreed magnitude value.

For the routine monitoring of earthquakes, PDE service seems 
to be the only workable basis at present and we investigated the 
actual state of the mb determination of PDE. The details of the
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investigation can be found in the paper of Miyamura, 1972 given 
as Appendix. Station biases of mb for different stations are ob
tained for the NTS and E. Kazakh explosions separately.

As is shown in Appendix, reliable teleseismic stations for mb 
determinations are as follows:

1. for NTS: CPO (USA); PMR, COL, GIL (Alaska); LPS
(El Salvador); MBC, NP-, ALE (Canada); SJG (Puerto 

R ico); CAR (Venezuela); KTG (Greenland); LPB 
(Bolivia); KJN, NUR (Finland); TSK (Japan); BNS, 
GRF, FUR (FRG); MOX, CLL (GDR).

2. for E. Kazakh: NDI, SHL, POO, HYB (India); NUR, KJN, 
KEV (Finland); COP (Denmark); CLL, MOX (GDR); 
GRF, FUR, STU, BNS (FRG ); NOR, KTG (Greenland); 
TSK, OIS (Japan); GIL, COL, PMR (Alaska); NP-, MBC, 
INK, CMC, FBC, GWC, FSJ, EDM, PNT (Canada); BNG 
(Republic of Central A frica); BUL (Rhodesia); PRE 
(South A frica); NEW, LON, LF4, LAO, BOZ, BMO, DUG, 
UBO, EUR, GOL, BKS, CPO, ALQ, WMO, TFO (U SA ); 
MUN,PMG (Australia).

Comparing the total number of stations reporting P arrival times 
to NO A A, the number of the above stations seems to be very small 
and in reality quite insufficient for reliable mb determination.

There are many other sensitive stations such UPP, KIR, UME, 
HFS (Sweden), SOD (Finland), KHC, PRU (Czechoslovakia), 
MAT, DDR (Japan), YKC (Canada), WRA, ASP (Australia), 
SPA (Antarctica), etc. which have certainly a potentiality for 
reporting mb data but have not been sending them to NOAA. For 
example, MAT has begun reporting mb recently with fair reli
ability. We can include some of them and invite many others to 
report I'egularly not only P arrival times but also mb data to 
NOAA.

It is quite regrettable that some of the above-mentioned reliable 
stations such as WMO and TFO discontinued their reports to 
NOAA recently. Geographically uneven distribution of reliable 
stations for mb determination is clearly observed as shown in Figs. 
11 and 12 of Appendix with respect to the epicenters and more 
reports from the vast blank areas of Asia, Africa and South 
America are especially needed.”

In order to select key stations for the mb determination of 
seismic events in the different parts of the world, the present in
vestigation suggests that the urgent need is to increase the report
ing stations. To begin with, we have to use the above selected 
stations plus several reliable sensitive stations such as MAT, HFS, 
YKC, etc.

A rapid seismological routine service based on many stations 
in many different parts of the world like PDE service is in
dispensable to the verification for CTB. Monitoring only by a

“ Not printed here.



206 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

small number of array stations may not be sufficient to secure 
unbiased mb values of seismic events in various parts of the 
world, though this problem has not yet been fully examined.

Ten Nation Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament: Prohibition of the De
velopment, Production, and Stockpiling of Chemical Weap
ons and Their Destruction, April 26, 1973 ^

Having, on previous occasions, expressed in working papers 
(CCD/310,^ CCD/352) 2 their preliminary views on banning bac
teriological (biological) and chemical methods of warfare, the 
delegations of Argentina, Brazil, Burma, Egjrpt, Ethiopia, Mexico, 
Morocco, Nigeria, Sweden, and Yugoslavia, members of the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament now wish, as a con
crete contribution to progress in negotiation, to present some 
further views on the following four important aspects of a Treaty 
banning chemical weapons: (I) General Provisions; (II) Scope 
of the Prohibition; (III) Verification and System of Control; 
(IV) Complaints Procedure.

(I) GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Any agreement banning chemical weapons should include:

1. A clear understanding whereby future agreed provisions for 
the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons are not to be interpreted as in any way limiting 
or detracting from the obligations assumed by the Parties under 
the Geneva Protocol of 1925.^

2. Provisions to ensure that the agreement should be imple
mented in a manner designed to avoid hampering the research, 
development, production, possession, transfer and application of 
chemical agents for peaceful purposes or hindering the economic 
or technological development of States Parties.

3. An undertaking not to assist, encourage or induce any 
State, group of States or international organizations in prohibited 
activities.

4. Undertakings to facilitate, and a right to participate in, the 
fullest possible exchange of chemical agents, equipment material 
and scientific and technological information for the use of such 
chemical agents for peaceful purposes.

5. A recognition of the principle that a substantial portion of

 ̂CCD/400, Apr. 26, 1973. The paper was submitted by Argentina, Brazil, 
Burma, Egypt, Ethiopia, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Sweden, and Yugoslavia. 

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 1970y pp. 453-455.
1971, pp. 566-568.

* Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
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the savings derived from measures in the field of disarmament 
should be devoted to promoting economic and social development, 
particularly in the developing countries.

6. Security guarantees which in the interest of many countries 
should go beyond those envisaged in already existing disarmament 
and non-armament agreements.

(II) SCOPE OP THE PROHIBITION

7. Discussions in the Committee show a basic agreement on 
the objective of the negotiations relating to chemical weapons, 
namely that they should aim, in accordance with relevant United 
Nations resolutions, at reaching a comprehensive ban, covering 
the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical 
weapons, their equipment and means of delivery, as well as the 
destruction of existing stocks.

8. The degree of danger represented by the use of chemical 
agents for purposes of war depends besides their toxicity, to a 
high degree, on the protection available, as well as on the means 
of delivery. Since adequate protection against any kind of chemi
cal weapons is not available to the greater part of the world 
population, even less toxic agents can create as great a danger as 
highly toxic ones and therefore should be prohibited.

9. It is essential that the prohibition of chemical weapons 
should be coupled with adequate verification. The question of veri
fication has both technical and political aspects which should be 
reconciled and therefore it is connected with the scope of the pro
hibition. Solutions to the problems of scope and verification should 
not be discriminatory and should maintain an acceptable balance of 
obligations and responsibilities for all States. A partial solution 
with respect to the scope of the activities to be prohibited, which 
would only ban the development and production of chemical 
weapons, will be particularly discriminatory and will not be 
acceptable to many countries, specially to those which have ab
stained from procuring such weapons.

10. In the Treaty’s text, a comprehensive ban could deal with 
the problem of scope by a general purpose criterion while more 
detailed provisions could be elaborated in the annexes to the 
Treaty. These agreed provisions may be revised and updated by 
the international control organ referred to in part III, paragraph 
14.

(III) VERIFICATION AND SYSTEM OF CONTROL

11. The purpose of the verification system in a treaty prohibit
ing chemical weapons should be to give every Party a reasonable 
assurance of compliance of the prohibition. Such assurance could 
be provided through a combination of national and international 
measures which would complement and supplement each other,
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thereby providing an acceptable system which would ensure 
effective implementation of the prohibition. At least the following 
basic elements should be included: (A) the self-control of states, 
(B) national means of verification, and (C) international 
measures of verification.

(A)

12. The self-control of States Parties to the treaty might en
compass (a) declarations, at the time of entering into force of the 
prohibition, as regards national activities related to production 
and development of chemical weapons and agents, particularly 
concerning the destruction of existing stockpiles; (b) measures 
aimed at implementing the prohibition, including the enactment 
of laws and regulations; (c) the organization of a national system 
of control and control body with authorization to co-operate with 
the international control organ and (d) informing the inter
national control organ of these measures of self-control.

(B)

13. Every state could use its own means to verify the observ
ance of the prohibition, in accordance with international law and 
United Nations charter. The States Parties might undertake to 
consult one another and to co-operate in solving any problems 
which might arise in relation to the objective of, or in application 
of provisions of the Treaty. Consultation and co-operation might 
also be undertaken through appropriate international procedures 
within the framework of the United Nations and in accordance 
with its Charter.

(C)

14. International measures of verification should be performed 
by a qualified and independent international control organ to be 
designated by the States Parties, and the results should be made 
available to all parties on an automatic and fact-finding basis.

They might comprise collection, analysis and circulation of 
relevant data and assistance to States Parties in the development 
of self-control as well as national means of verification. On the 
other hand, the international control organ should receive full 
assistance of States Parties in the development of international 
verification measures, including relevant technology at the dis
posal of States Parties. The verification system should encompass 
all activities related to development, production and stockpiling 
of chemical warfare agents. As a non-recurrent measure, inter
national inspection could also be specially provided for in order to 
verify destruction of stocks, in a manner to be agreed upon be
tween the International Control Organ and the State Party con
cerned.
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15. The international verification system should, within the 
provisions of the Treaty, be reviewed and as appropriate im
proved, taking into account new scientific and technological 
achievements. The verification system should be conceived and 
implemented in such a way as to avoid the disclosure of scientific, 
industrial and commercial secrets.

(IV) COMPLAINTS PROCEDURE

16. Any State Party might, as a last resort, lodge a complaint 
with the Security Council concerning an alleged breach of the 
provisions of the Treaty by another State Party.

17. The complaining State Party should submit all possible 
evidence, including a report or reports, which might be prepared 
by the international control organ mentioned in part III para
graph 14 above, to the Security Council.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roishchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, April 26, 
1973^

The Committee on Disarmament ends its spring session today. 
As many delegations have pointed out, the session has taken place 
in an atmosphere of international detente. While the Committee 
has been meeting at Geneva, multilateral talks in preparation for 
a Conference on European Security and Co-operation have been 
taking place at Helsinki. Unofficial consultations on the problem of 
reducing armed forces in Europe are proceeding at Vienna, and 
finally, a second round of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks is 
in progress here at Geneva. The conclusion of the Agreement on 
Ending the War and Restoring Peace in Viet-Nam  ̂ and the sig
nature, last March, of the Final Act of the International Confer
ence on Viet-Nam ® were important developments in the normali
zation of the world situation. The signing of the agreement on the 
restoration of peace and the achievement of national accord in 
Laos is another factor in the settlement of the situation in Indo
china.*

The whole course of recent events creates a favourable basis for 
progress in the solution of disarmament problems. But the favour
able trend of world events has unfortunately not been duly re
flected in the work of the Committee on Disarmament. During the 
session of the Committee which concludes today, the participants 
have failed to make any progress towards the attainment of

 ̂CCD/PV.608, pp. 17-21.
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 12,1973, pp. 169 if.
 ̂Ibid., Mar. 26,1973, pp. 345-347.

* Keesing*s Contempora/ry Archives, Apr. 16-22,1972, pp. 25843-25844.
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agreement on any question relating to disarmament. Although 
useful discussions have taken place in the Committee on a number 
of important disarmament problems, there have in fact been no 
concrete negotiations with a view to working out an agreement 
on any of those problems.

The Soviet Union, like many other members of the Committee, 
is very much concerned at this state of affairs. The lack of progress 
in disarmament negotiations has a negative political impact. 
Every member of the Committee on Disarmament is bound to ask 
why this unsatisfactory state of affairs in the Committee exists. 
One of the immediate and obvious reasons for the situation is the 
fact that some Western Powers, and above all the United States, 
are not showing the necessary interest in the solution of disarma
ment problems and are making no effort in that direction.

Anyone reviewing the Committee’s work on some problems dis
cussed at this session is bound to come to the conclusion we have 
reached. It is particularly important that we should appreciate the 
situation with regard to the negotiations on the prohibition of 
chemical weapons. Various aspects of this problem were thor
oughly discussed during the previous and current sessions of the 
Committee on Disarmament. In March 1972 the socialist countries 
submitted a proposal on the problem in the form of a draft con
vention on the complete prohibition of chemical weapons.® Tech
nical matters relating to the scope of the prohibition of chemical 
weapons and to the methods and forms of control over such a pro
hibition were given full consideration. A large number of working 
papers on the problem were submitted to the Committee. Informal 
meetings of the Committee with the participation of experts from 
a number of countries, including the USSR, took place. To all in
tents and purposes, however, all this work yielded no tangible 
results. In response to the socialist countries’ proposal, the West
ern Powers for their part, too, were expected to take practical 
steps aimed at reaching agreement on this problem. No such steps 
were taken. The United States and some other Western countries 
confined themselves to negative, critical comments on the socialist 
countries’ proposal without making any constructive contribution 
to the settlement of the question of the prohibition of chemical 
weapons. The negotiations on the question, so eagerly awaited by 
many countries, did not take place. It is largely because of this 
situation with regard to the prohibition of chemical weapons that 
no progress has been made at the current session and that the 
work of the Committee on Disarmament is virtually at a standstill.

How can we find a way out of this situation with regard to the 
question of prohibiting chemical weapons? We can do so only if 
the Western countries take a positive and constructive attitude on

‘ Dooumenta on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124.
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this question, an attitude which would give the green light for 
practical negotiations on the problem. The Soviet delegation and 
other delegations to the Committee on Disarmament have a right 
to insist that, during the Committee’s forthcoming summer 
session, the Western countries should remove the difficulties im
peding negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons. Since 
they have stated that a number of provisions in the draft Conven
tion submitted by the socialist countries are unacceptable to 
them, they could submit their own formulations of those pro
visions. Ultimately, they could put forward their own draft con
vention reflecting their attitude and approach to the problem of 
prohibiting chemical weapons. We know from our experience of 
disarmament negotiations that there is also the method whereby 
a single mutually acceptable text is prepared on the basis of pro
posal and counterproposal. The continuation of the present stale
mate in the matter is liable to have adverse effects on disarma
ment negotiations as a whole. It is the Western countries, and 
above all the United States, that are responsible for this situation.

The problem of the complete prohibition of chemical weapons is 
closely connected with the task of promoting the accession of all 
States of the world to the 1925 Geneva Protocol for the prohibition 
of the use in war of chemical and bacteriological methods of war
fare.® Accordingly, the Soviet delegation would like once again to 
call on the United States to make arrangements for speedy ratifi
cation of the Protocol in order to ensure maximum effectiveness 
for this important international instrument. Action by the United 
States Government for such ratification was announced as far back 
as 1969 at the twenty-fourth session of the General Assembly, 
but so far there has been no actual progress in the matter.

Nor has there been any progress in the Committee in the 
negotiations on nuclear disarmament and, in particular, on the 
prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. The Soviet Union attaches 
great importance to the solution of this problem. As we have re
peatedly stated, the Soviet Union advocates the cessation of 
nuclear weapon tests, including underground tests, by everyone 
everywhere. We share the concern of a large number of States at 
the lack of progress in the solution of this problem. Every effort 
should be made to move forward towards the complete cessation 
of all nuclear weapon tests.

On-site inspection, the condition imposed by the United States 
as a basis for an agreement on this question, remains the obstacle 
to the solution of the problem of underground nuclear weapon 
tests. The Soviet Union has pointed out that national means of 
detection and identification are adequate for verifying the ob
servance by States of their obligations under an agreement on 
the cessation of underground tests. The international exchange of

; »Ibid., 1969, pp. 763-764.
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seismological data could be an additional means of detecting 
possible violations by States of their obligations in this respect. 
The Soviet Union has repeatedly declared its willingness to par
ticipate in such an exchange within the framework of a treaty 
on the cessation of underground tests, subject to the observance 
of certain conditions. We note with satisfaction that many delega
tions in the Committee have supported the principle of the ade
quacy of national means for verifying the cessation of under
ground nuclear tests.

An important task directly connected with the reduction and 
removal of the danger of nuclear war is that of inducing a 
larger number of States to become parties to the existing inter
national agreements on the problem. We note that two nuclear 
Powers— t̂he People’s Republic of China and France—are still not 
parties to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the 
Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water, signed in Mos
cow.  ̂ Many near-nuclear States— t̂he countries members of 
Euratom, Japan and others—are not parties to the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.® The ratification of the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty by these States is long overdue. The 
Soviet Union notes with satisfaction that, on 5 April, the safe
guards agreement between five Euratom countries and the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency was signed in accordance with 
article III of the above Treaty.® We hope that the signing of this 
agreement will accelerate the process of ratification of the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty by these Euratom countries, and will pro
mote the speedy ratification of the Treaty by Japan as well as the 
early accession to it of other near-nuclear States. The problem of 
securing the wide participation of States, and particularly of near- 
nuclear States, in the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons is an important problem requiring a speedy and positive 
solution. This is largely the key to further progress in reducing 
the danger of nuclear war.

During the first half of June this year the Committee on Dis
armament will meet again for its summer session to continue its 
consideration of the problems it has been discussing here for the 
past ten weeks, unfortunately without making any headway. The 
Committee’s main task at the forthcoming session will, in our 
opinion, be to overcome the deadlock in the negotiations on the 
major issues before it. If progress is to be made in the considera
tion of these issues, all delegations must be prepared to embark, 
immediately after the opening of the summer session, on negotia
tions for the complete prohibition of chemical weapons, the cessa
tion of nuclear weapon tests, and on other problems. It is essential 
that the Committee should submit to the General Assembly at its

'' Ihid., 1963, pp. 291-293. 
 ̂Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465. 

° Ante, pp. 116-158.
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twenty-eighth session a report containing positive facts on the 
Committee’s work for the solution of disarmament problems. 
Every effort should be made to end the stalemate in the negotia
tions on disarmament, to eliminate the stagnation in this field and 
thus to move towards the solution of the tasks facing the Com
mittee.

Disarmament is a major problem of international life today. If 
the international climate is to be significantly improved, sub
stantial efforts will have to be made to settle disarmament prob
lems. The largest possible number of countries of the world and, 
of course, all the States of military importance, must be involved 
in the consideration and solution of disarmament problems. This 
purpose is to be served by a world disarmament conference, the 
convening of which was considered at the General Assembly 
sessions of 1971 and 1972. At the latter session, the General 
Assembly set up a Special Committee to examine all the views and 
suggestions of States on the convening of a world disarmament 
conference and to present a report on this question to the Assem
bly. The Special Committee is meeting in New York today to start 
its work pursuant to the General Assembly’s mandate. The pur
pose of the Committee’s work is to further the main objective, that 
of convening a world disarmament conference.

This conference would be a forum at which all countries of the 
world without exception could, on a basis of equality, put forward 
their ideas and compare them with the views of other countries on 
disarmament problems in their entirety, both those relating to 
weapons of mass destruction and those relating to conventional 
weapons and armed forces. A comprehensive exchange of views at 
the conference would not only make it possible to identify the 
positions of all States on the various aspects of the disarmament 
problem but to determine, through joint efforts, the most effective 
ways and means of solving it. The conference would undoubtedly 
make for the greater efficiency of efforts by States to agree on dis
armament measures.

As we know, certain difficulties have arisen with respect to the 
convening of the Special Committee on the World Disarmament 
Conference because some countries oppose the implementation of 
the tasks entrusted to the Committee. Whatever arguments may be 
advanced against the convening of the Special Committee, any 
obstacle hampering its activities will impede common efforts by 
States to end the arms race and will, in fact, play into the hands of 
those who are opposed to negotiations on disarmament and pursue 
a policy of an arms build-up. We hope that the obstacles that have 
been raised to hamper the Special Committee’s work will be over
come and that the Committee will be in a position to carry out the 
task entrusted to it by the General Assembly.

In conclusion, I should like to thank Mr. Pastinen, the Special



214 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

Representative of the Secretary-General, and all his staif for the 
hard work they have done to smooth the path of the Committee 
on Disarmament at the spring session which is closing today.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, April 26, 
1973^

Although today marks the close of our spring session, it will not 
be long before we resume our work. My delegation looks forward 
to that resumption and to the continuation of the Committee’s 
deliberations on the complex and important issues with which we 
are dealing. I want to assure you that the recess will not bring 
any relaxation in my Government’s intensive work on these issues.

The ending of the spring session naturally makes one mindful 
of the time-consuming nature of our Committee’s work. This 
should not be a source of surprise or despair. Experience has 
shown that there is no acceptable alternative to the careful and 
thorough examination of the problems we face and of the possible 
courses of action open to us. We must do this both individually as 
Governments and collectively as a Committee. And we must al
ways remember that we are dealing with matters that concern 
the vital security interests of States and which require stable 
and enduring solutions.

It is for these reasons that the United States spends substantial 
periods of time on this work. That we are doing so reflects our 
seriousness of purpose. It indicates our intent to work for 
genuinely effective arms control measures. It demonstrates our 
effort to deal with the pending problems in a realistic, practical 
manner.

The Committee’s deliberations this session have been significant 
and have contributed towards progress in our fields of common 
endeavour. We know from past experience that the type of explora
tory exchanges that have taken place during this session can 
facilitate a later process of negotiation. Indeed, it is often only 
during the actual negotiations that the significance of many 
months of groundwork and study becomes apparent.

During this session, we have heard important statements on the 
subject of chemical weapons from a number of delegations. My 
Government has found them of value. They have assisted us in our 
continuing intensive work on this subject. In my view, these state
ments indicate an increased recognition of the importance of 
developing an appropriate relationship between scope and verifica
tion in any measure to control chemical weapons. They evidence 
the growing awareness of the need for assessing carefully the

‘ CCD/PV.603, pp. 22-25.
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degree of assurance which various methods of verification can 
provide and for examining the practical and political implications 
of such measures.

I recognize, of course, that there is a diversity of views within 
the Committee on a number of aspects of the problem. My Govern
ment will remain very mindful of these views. We have noted that 
many delegations have expressed a willingness to consider all 
realistic and effective proposals that may be put forward. This 
attitude, in my opinion, is the most helpful way of maintaining a 
favourable climate for progress.

We have also heard a number of important statements at this 
session on the subject of a comprehensive test ban. In one of these, 
Mr. Nisibori, the representative of Japan, proposed that the Com
mittee hold informal meetings with experts during our summer 
session. We have welcomed the proposal for informal meetings and 
I am pleased to state today that the United States Government will 
be sending experts to participate. My delegation intends to help 
make these meetings a success. We hope that they will promote 
greater understanding of the verification issue in relation to the 
comprehensive test ban question. Certainly it is imperative that 
the members of this Committee continue to work seriously on the 
major issues related to the test ban. Only in this way can progress 
be made toward the achievement of an effective CTB.

The United States has for some time advocated an agreement 
to cut off the production of fissionable materials for use in nuclear 
weapons and for the transfer of substantial quantities of such 
materials to peaceful purposes. We have, in addition, proposed 
that IAEA should be asked to safeguard the nuclear material in 
each State’s peaceful nuclear activities and to verify the con
tinued shutdown of any facilities for production of fissionable 
material that are closed pursuant to the cut-off agreement. We 
continue to believe that a cut-off and transfer agreement would 
constitute a significant limitation in the nuclear arms control field.

Indeed, it cannot be disputed that competition in nuclear arms 
will never be brought to an end completely until, along with other 
steps, the nuclear weapon States cease to produce, for weapons 
purposes, the special materials which are essential to give nuclear 
weapons their explosive force. Achievement of a cut-off and trans
fer agreement would, accordingly, be an important step toward 
realizing the objectives of article VI of the NPT.^

The United States delegation regards with particular interest 
the statements on a possible cut-off and transfer agreement by the 
representative of Japan. In his statement of 1 March 1973 on this 
subject, Mr. Nisibori suggested that agreement on a cut-off might 
be facilitated if it were to be instituted gradually by enlarging, 
step by step, the range of nuclear facilities for peaceful purposes

“ Documents on Diawrmament, 1965, pp. 461-465.
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that are opened to international inspection.^ The United States 
delegation would welcome hearing further comments on this idea.

In my statement at the opening of this session, I pointed to the 
need for developing constraints with respect to conventional 
weapons. I am pleased that other representatives have done so as 
well. I should like to reiterate my Government’s view that no 
single delegation or group can devise a realistic overall plan for 
global action. All nations bear a responsibility in this area and all 
must contribute to seeking a solution. For our part, we have al
ready advanced— în statements to this Committee in 1966,* 
1970,® and 1971®—a number of principles and guidelines for con
sideration. We continue to welcome the views of others. It is 
generally recognized that we cannot achieve long-range arms con
trol objectives without dealing with conventional weapons. What 
is needed now, in our view, without prejudice to anyone’s position 
on the relative priorities of various disarmament measures, is a 
discussion of issues and objectives, the development of a common 
vocabulary and the achievement of a better understanding of the 
general problem.

We must never lose sight of the fact that all conflicts since the 
Second World War have been fought with conventional weapons. 
The problem of their control should not, of course, detract from 
our efforts regarding weapons of mass destruction. But, at the 
same time, we must recognize that the passage of time will only 
make this subject more difficult to deal with. An international 
organization devoted to the cause of peace, like the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament, has a duty to promote a timely 
exchange of views which might result in effective and mutually 
advantageous controls over these weapons. My delegation stands 
ready to help shoulder this duty.

Before the ending of this session, I would like to join Mr. 
Roshchin, the representative of the USSR, in extending the thanks 
of my delegation to Mr. Pastinen, Mr. Bjornerstedt, Mr. Epstein, 
Mrs. Gill and to the rest of the members of the highly efficient staff 
of the Secretariat.

In conclusion, as this Committee is aware, the United States 
regards the Committee as a highly important and effective forum 
for dealing with those arms control and disarmament problems 
which lend themselves to multilateral solutions. The Committee 
has a vital role to play in the promotion of peace and security. We 
have every confidence in the Committee’s capacity to fulfil this 
role.

® AntCy p. 30.
^Documents on Disarmament^ 1966  ̂pp. 226-230. 
^Ihid,y 1970y pp. 406-408.

1971, pp. 528-538.
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Letter From Acting Assistant Secretary of State Wright to 
Senator Fulbright: Comprehensive Test Ban, April 30, 1973 ^

D e p a r t m e n t  o p  S t a t e , 
Washington, B.C., April 30,1973.

H o n . J .  W . F u l b r ig h t ,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

D ea r  M r . C h a ir m a n  : The Secretary has asked me to reply to 
your letter of February 22, 1973, requesting coordinating Execu
tive Branch comments on S. Res. 67, concerning underground nu
clear weapons testing and negotiations for a comprehensive test 
ban treaty.^

As you know, this Administration, like its three predecessors, 
favors the conclusion of a comprehensive test ban. In his initial 
message to the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament, now known as the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament (CCD), in Geneva on March 18,1969, the President 
said, “The United States supports the conclusion of a comprehen
sive test ban adequately verified.” ® Ambassador Martin of the 
United States, in his opening address to the CCD on February 20 
of this year, reaffirmed United States support for an adequately 
verified comprehensive test ban, and stressed that “We continue 
to believe that only adequate verification provides the necessary 
confidence to sustain an arms control agreement of the importance 
of a comprehensive test ban.” ’ As this statement implies, we be
lieve that the best way to make progress toward a test ban is 
through resolution of the verification problem. A mutual mora
torium would lack many of the safeguards of a formal inter
national agreement, and therefore, we do not believe it would be a 
prudent step at the present time.

Mindful that serious issues remain regarding verification of a 
comprehensive test ban treaty, the United States has been making 
determined efforts to resolve the verification problem. Last sum
mer at the CCD, the U.S. tabled a working paper which reviewed 
progress and problems in seismic verification.® Research on these 
problems is continuing. Progress is being made in developing tech-

 ̂To Promote Negotiations for a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Hearing 
Before the Subcommittee on Arm s Control, International Law and Organizor 
tion of the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety- 
third Congress, F irst Session, on S. Res. 67, Calling on the President To 
Promote Negotiations for a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, p. 2.

^Senator Fulbright’s letter is not printed here. The resolution appears 
ante, p. 21.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1969, p. 110.
* Ante, p. 10.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 590-611.
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niques to improve identification of low magnitude seismic events, 
“anomalous” events, and “mixed” events, in clarifying the possible 
utility of unmanned seismic observatories, and in improving 
understanding of methods of clandestine testing that might be 
used to evade a comprehensive test ban. As a part of the research 
effort, improved seismic instrumentation and data transmission 
systems are to be made operational in the near future.

Despite this progress, not all of the difficulties with respect to 
effective verification of a comprehensive test ban have been re
solved. We are continuing to devote substantial resources to 
achieving resolution of the difficulties that remain.

The Office of Management and Budget advises that from the 
standpoint of the Administration’s program, there is no objection 
to the submission of this report.

Sincerely,

M a r s h a l l  W r ig h t ,
Acting Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations.

Statement by ACDA Acting Director Farley to the Subcom
mittee on Arms Control, International Law and Organiza
tion of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee: Compre
hensive Test Ban, May 1, 1973 '

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to be here today to present testi
mony relative to consideration by the committee of Senate Resolu
tion 67, which would express the sense of the Senate that the 
United States should propose an immediate suspension of under
ground nuclear testing to remain in effect so long as the Soviet 
Union abstains from underground testing, and should set forth 
promptly a new proposal for a permanent treaty to ban all nuclear 
tests.^

With regard to the first recommendation of Senate Resolution 
67—a mutual moratorium—such a moratorium would necessarily 
lack many of the safeguards of a formal international agreement. 
Therefore, the administration does not believe that it would be a 
prudent step to take at this time. Rather we believe our efforts 
would be better directed toward the achievement of a comprehen
sive test ban treaty, adequately verified, as urged in the second 
operative clause of Senate Resolution 67. As a result, my remarks

 ̂To Promote Negotiations for a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Hearing 
Before the Subcommittee on Arm s Control, International Law and Organiza
tion of the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety- 
third Congress, F irst Session, on S. Res. 67 Calling on the President To 
Promote Negotiations for a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, pp. 19-22.

® Ante, p. 21.
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will be addressed to the advantages of, and the obstacles to, such 
a treaty.

This administration, like its three predecessors, favors the 
conclusion of a comprehensive test ban, adequately verified. In 
his initial message to the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee on Disarmament, now known as the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament (CCD), in Geneva on March 18, 
1969, the President said, “The United States supports the con
clusion of a comprehensive test ban adequately verified.”  ̂ Am
bassador Martin of the United States, in his opening address to 
the CCD on February 20 of this year, reaflirmed U.S. support for 
an adequately verified comprehensive test ban.^

The advantages of a comprehensive test ban adequately verified 
would be as follows:

First, it would contribute to efforts to prevent the spread of 
nuclear weapons to additional countries. It would do so in two 
ways—by creating an even more significant practical obstacle 
than the Limited Test Ban*Treaty ® to the independent develop
ment of nuclear weapons by parties which have not yet 
acquired them; and by reinforcing the Nonproliferation 
Treaty ®;

Second, it would contribute to our efforts to limit the United 
States-Soviet nuclear arms competition. It would do so by im
peding further improvements by either side of the nuclear com
ponents of offensive and defensive nuclear weapons, since test
ing is important both in developing such improvements and in 
evaluating their effects;

Third, it would be responsive to a widespread desire in the 
world community for an end to nuclear weapon testing; and

Fourth, a comprehensive test ban would help allay concerns 
about possible adverse effects of underground nuclear tests on 
the environment.

It cannot be contested that improvement in our nuclear 
weaponry would be hindered by a comprehensive test ban, and this 
in turn might hamper our efforts to contend with future threats. 
Of course this constraint would apply to all parties to such an 
agreement and such mutual constraint would be, indeed, an 
objective of the agreement.

It has also been pointed out that there might be difficulty in 
maintaining confidence in the continuing reliability of all existing 
warheads without testing. In some cases to date defects have 
developed in a particular type of warhead. Under a CTB, any 
such defects would have to be remedied by means not involving

^Documents on Disar'tnament, 1969, p. 110.
* Ante, pp. 10-11.
^Documents on Disa/nnamentf 1963, pp. 291-293. 
® Ihid,, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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nuclear testing, including the substitution of a previously tested 
warhead. It would appear that, given sufficient funding, any loss 
in reliability could often be avoided or delayed.

Thus, the military impact of a comprehensive test ban on our 
nuclear posture would be acceptable, since the other parties would 
be similarly affected, if they abided by their obligations under the 
treaty. Adequate verification to give us assurance of compliance 
by others is thus crucial to the acceptability of a CTB from the 
security point of view. I shall address the issue of what is required 
for adequate verification a little later.

The question whether there are military considerations that are 
preventing the United States from accepting a ban on under
ground nuclear weapon tests was raised in the CCD in 1972. The 
U.S. Representative replied that the answer is no: The United 
States is prepared to give up the advantages derived from nuclear 
weapon testing, of course, only if we can be assured that others 
are abiding by the same restrictions.^

One additional problem with respect to a comprehensive test 
ban that should be mentioned is peaceful nuclear explosions, be
cause of the possibility of conducting weapons development in 
conjunction with a peaceful nuclear explosion program. It would 
be difficult to detect such development even with onsite inspection 
by international observers. The Soviets have an active program 
in this field and certain nonnuclear countries have expressed in
terest in peaceful nuclear explosives. Before a CTB would be 
possible, some resolution of this problem must be made. If ne
gotiating a satisfactory mechanism proved difficult, one possible 
approach might be to agree to suspend them until a system of 
adequate safeguards could be developed and negotiated.

In previous appearances before this committee, I noted that the 
advantages of a comprehensive test ban would be obtained only if 
the treaty achieved broad acceptance and was effective in stopping 
nuclear tests. If some parties to the treaty could conduct a sig
nificant amount of nuclear testing without the knowledge of other 
parties to the treaty, one or more of the advantages I have listed 
earlier could be nullified and the treaty would operate to the dis
advantage of those still abiding by it. As a result, the United States 
has always insisted on adequate verification for a comprehensive 
test ban, that is verification which would provide the United States 
with an acceptable level of confidence in our ability to identify 
significant violations, should they occur.

The United States has continued working vigorously on con
tributing to the solution of the verification problem. Some $300 
million has been committed to research and development on de
tection and identification of underground nuclear tests since the 
early 1960’s, primarily in the area of seismology. Last summer

''Ibid., 1972, p. 585.
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the U.S. presented to the conference of the Committee on Dis
armament in Geneva a summary of the progress that has been 
achieved in seismic verification and the problems that still remain 
to be solved. Mr. Chairman, I request permission to insert that 
report ® and the tabling speech by the U.S. Representative into the 
record ® at the conclusion of my statement. Work is now in 
progress on an updated presentation for a conference of experts in 
seismic verification, which is expected to be held during the forth
coming summer session of the CCD. Dr. Jack Evernden, a 
specialist in the seismic verification area who has been working 
actively on this problem in close collaboration with ARPA as a 
member of the ACDA staff for about 2 years, is with me today, as 
you requested. He is prepared to answer specific technical ques
tions in his area of expertise. It might be useful, however, Mr. 
Chairman, if I were to give a brief overview of the situation as it 
appears at the moment.

In response to a question submitted by Senator Case in con
nection with the hearing on the ACDA authorization last spring, 
Ambassador Gerard Smith, former ACDA Director, stated that 
various characteristics of seismic signals are adequate, in prin
ciple, to serve as the basis for discriminating earthquakes and 
explosions down to magnitude 4.0 on the Richter scale. As work 
has progressed, additional support has been obtained for this 
position. It is my understanding that theoretical considerations 
suggest these characteristics appear to hold for discrimination at 
smaller magintudes, although it is difficult to acquire sufficient 
observed data to prove this empirically.

Knowing how to accomplish identification in principle is quite 
different, however, from doing it in practice. Complications arise 
in achieving an operational capability to apply discrimination 
criteria to all events of interest. This difficulty arises from three 
basic problems.

First, establishing depths of focus of small earthquakes or ex
plosions— t̂hat is, those observed at comparatively few stations— 
is very difficult without the availability of data from stations 
within a thousand kilometers or so of seismic events. If sufficiently 
accurate depths cannot be established, proper application of a 
criterion such as the ratio of surface wave to body wave magni
tudes, well known as the MgiWb criterion, may be impossible. 
Without good depth estimates, it is difficult to identify the sc- 
called “anomalous events,” which are seismic events having sur
face wave magnitudes so low that, if such events are considered to 
be very shallow, then the nature of the events cannot be discrimi
nated by the Ms criterion.

Second, a number of events in the U.S.S.R. of significant mag-

nbid ., pp. 590-611. 
pp. 584-590.
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nitude are unidentifiable by teleseismic networks because of in
ability to separate their surface waves from those of larger earth
quakes occurring in the U.S.S.R. or elsewhere. This creates a set 
of unidentifiable events in which an explosion cannot be distin
guished. More capable seismic networks than we now possess are 
required to limit this set of “mixed” events to a small number.

Third, the network requirements and complexities involved in 
effectively combating deliberate efforts at evasion of a comprehen
sive test ban need to be considered.

Analyses conducted by ACDA and ARPA are directed at assess
ing the quantitative parameters controlling and describing these 
problems and their solutions, and progress is being made in all 
three of these areas. As indicated in the U.S. CCD paper of last 
August, certain data will only be available if records are ob
tained at short distances from seismic sources. As analysis has 
progressed, the role of close-in seismic observatories for increasing 
detection and identification capabilities has become clearer, point
ing to the possible utility of unmanned seismic observatories or 
“black boxes.” I referred to this aspect in my earlier testimony 
and current research is attempting to quantify the above problems 
in such a way that valid estimates of USO network characteristics 
can be generated. At the same time, ARPA and ACDA efforts 
directed toward the development of “black boxes” are underway so 
that highly reliable instruments can be built using the latest avail
able technology. As I noted earlier, it is the U.S. position that a 
CTB depends upon an adequate verification capability and we are 
working continuously to learn the details of how that capability 
may be achieved. In addition to the effort I have described, which 
is primarily oriented toward analysis of various concepts, im
proved seismic instrumentation and data transmission systems are 
to be made operational in the near future to aid in obtaining data 
to address the remaining problems.

The result of all of this is that definite progress is being made, 
remaining problems are being actively pursued, and we feel ra
tional design of networks for dealing with particular problems 
will soon be possible. However, I must emphasize that we have 
not found it feasible to define the threshold of capability under a 
CTB required by the United States consistent with its national 
security. Any seismic network will have its inherent limitations. 
While seismic capability has improved, so has understanding of 
the military potential of nuclear tests of lower yields.

As a result of this factor and the limitations of our seismic and 
other national means of verification, it remains our position that 
onsite inspections can help in deterring possible violations of a 
comprehensive test ban and we continue to hold to the position 
that some onsite inspection is necessary to supplement our na
tional means. The Soviets, and some other countries, however.
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have continued to insist that national means are suflBcient for 
CTB verification, and this continues to be a matter of dispute in 
international disarmament forums.

The United States is continuing to participate actively in inter
national discussions at the CCD in Geneva and the United Nations 
in New York on various approaches to the achievement of a 
comprehensive test ban. This has been a subject of keen interest 
to many countries, and we have considered their views very care
fully, while at the same time sharing the results of our research 
with them. Again, we expect to present our latest findings to the 
CCD seismic experts’ meeting in Geneva this summer, as we did 
last summer, in our working paper on progress and problems in 
seismic verification.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the United States remains com
mitted to the goal of an adequately verified comprehensive test 
ban, and we are actively pursuing solutions to the problems of 
verification, both through our technical research and at the nego
tiating table at the CCD.

Foreign Policy Report by President Nixon to the Congress 
[Extract], May 3, 1973 ^

P a rt  VI

MAINTAINING SECURITY 

DEFENSE POLICY 

ARMS CONTROL

DEFENSE POLICY

Of all the changes in the international situation over the post
war period discussed in this Report, one of the most fundamental 
has been the shift in our strategic position.

The Challenge We Faced

When I entered office we faced a situation unique in American 
postwar experience. An era was behind us. In the immediate 
aftermath of World War II challenges to our security could be 
met with the assurance that our strategic nuclear position was 
overwhelmingly superior. By January 1969, the United States 
no longer enjoyed this strategic preponderance.

The Soviet Union had embarked on a formidable expansion of

* Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 14, 1973, pp. 605-633.
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its nuclear arsenal. We could chart with some certainty when the 
Soviet Union would surpass us in numbers of intercontinental 
and submarine launched ballistic missiles; we could also project 
when they could close the technological gap in strategic weapons. 
Our own offensive building program had virtually ceased, as we 
had shifted our effort to qualitative improvements. We had de
veloped a concept for ballistic missile defense of our territory, 
but had no active deployment. We faced a negotiation on strategic 
arms controls, but had only begun to analyze the relationship to 
strategic weapons decisions.

At the same time, our spending for defense had grown sub
stantially. Almost all the increases, however, had been absorbed 
by the war in Vietnam. The costs of new weapons were escalating, 
as were the expenses of maintaining the men of our armed forces. 
In addition, we were bearing burdens abroad for the common 
defense that seemed out of proportion to those borne by our 
allies. More than a million Americans were stationed overseas, 
and our reserves at home were minimal.

Yet, I found that our strategic doctrine called for an American 
capability to fight in two major theaters simultaneously. The 
confrontation atmosphere of the Cold War persisted in both 
Europe and Asia. But the international environment after 25 
years suggested new opportunities for diplomacy and, accordingly, 
for adjustments in military planning. The rigidity of the con
frontation between East and West was easing, and the conduct 
of nations could no longer be viewed in the simple bipolar con
text of military blocs.

The need for an urgent reexamination of our national security 
policy and programs was obvious. There were four overriding 
questions:

—What doctrine was appropriate for our strategic forces in 
an era when the threat of massive retaliation alone was no 
longer credible in all circumstances and decisive nuclear 
superiority was probably unattainable?

—What should the interrelationship be between the programs 
required for maintaining our strength and our proposals for 
limiting strategic arms through negotiations?

—How could we simultaneously satisfy pressing domestic needs, 
meet our responsibilities in Vietnam, and maintain the capa
bilities of our other forces in a period when non-nuclear 
challenges were an important dimension of the security 
problem ?

—How could we, in coordination with our allies, strengthen our 
mutual defense in a manner that retained their confidence in 
our reliability but permitted them to play a more prominent 
role?
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Early in my first term, I made a series of decisions that resulted 
in a new concept of national security, reflected in the Nixon 
Doctrine.

In strategic nuclear policy, we adopted the doctrine of suffi
ciency. We could no longer be complacent about the strategic 
status quo merely because we could cause a certain level of de
struction in response to an attack. We therefore began to develop 
a sounder and more flexible doctrine for our forces that would 
provide other retaliatory options besides a direct attack on mil
lions of people.

Concurrently, in order to reduce our vulnerability and to com
pensate for the Soviet buildup, we launched a program to mod
ernize our strategic forces. We continued to convert our land- and 
sea-based missiles to multiple independently targetable warheads 
(MIRVs). Thus, our missiles which would survive an attack 
would be able in retaliation to strike their targets with greater 
assurance of eluding defenses. We laid plans for a new long-range 
missile and submarine that would reduce vulnerability by allow
ing operation in a larger ocean area while still in range of targets. 
In addition, to increase the survivability of our retaliatory forces, 
we began planning a new strategic bomber to replace the aging 
B-52 force. We also initiated the Safeguard anti-ballistic missile 
(ABM) program to protect our land-based retaliatory forces.

Each of these decisions was taken, however, with the full under
standing that, as an integral part of our national security policy, 
we also would seriously pursue negotiations for arms limitations. 
We would offer the Soviet Union the opportunity to reach agree
ment on measures that would enhance the security of both sides.

Finally, we began to assess our security obligations to deter
mine how our alliance defense posture might be strengthened 
through mutual effort. We examined whether U.S. forces in some 
forward areas might be reduced; in those regions where security 
required a strong and continuing American presence, as in Eu
rope, we and our allies initiated new programs for sharing the 
defense burden.

In the past four years we have laid a solid foundation for safe
guarding American security for the remainder of this decade. 
We are now entering a period of promising prospects for increas
ing international stability. But the outcome is by no means guar
anteed. We are still in a challenging period of transition. We still 
face difficult decisions.

There have been a number of positive developments since 1969. 
Unprecedented progress has been made in strategic arms controls. 
For the first time in two decades there is a genuine possibility of 
mutual and balanced force reductions in Europe. Our allies in 
Western Europe and Asia have become stronger, both economi
cally and militarily, and are contributing more to mutual defense.
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Tensions in these two regions have been easing. A Vietnam Peace 
Agreement has been signed  ̂ and our force of a half million men 
has returned home.

On the other hand, we cannot ignore the negative trends that 
persist. Even though Vietnam is entering a new phase, conflict 
remains in Indochina and ferment persists in other key areas of 
the world such as the Middle East where the interests of major 
powers are involved. Modern weapons are still being delivered to 
areas of great instability. The Soviet Union is strengthening its 
armed forces in every major category, including those in which 
the United States traditionally has had a substantial margin of 
superiority. A Soviet military presence now has been established 
in many strategic areas of the world.

As we determine the requirements for our defense in these 
circumstances and approach ongoing arms control negotiations, 
five factors of the current situation are of particular importance:

—There is approximate parity between the strategic forces of 
the United States and the Soviet Union. Soviet numerical 
advantages are oifset by superior American technology,

—In such an era greater reliance must be placed on non-nuclear 
forces.

—Technological change while creating new opportunities also 
poses a potential threat to existing strategic stability.

—Manpower costs have increased substantially. They now 
absorb more than 56 percent of our entire defense budget, 
compared with 42 percent a decade ago. Now that we have 
chosen to rely on all-volunteer forces, the proportion devoted 
to manpower is not likely to decrease.

—The costs of increasingly complex modern weapons are also 
spiraling, further constraining our ability to maintain conven
tional force levels.

At the same time, the political climate at home has changed. 
In spite of the adjustments we have already made to new con
ditions, we face intensified pressures for further withdrawals of 
our deployed forces and for greater reductions. In the post- 
Vietnam environment, some Americans seem eager to return to the 
prevalent philosophy of the 1930’s, and resist U.S. involvement in 
world affairs. The consensus which sustained our national com
mitment to a strong American military posture over the postwar 
period is no longer unchallenged.

The emerging global order, however, has neither exact historical 
parallels nor a predestined outcome. American actions will be a 
decisive determinant of its shape. In a period of developing detente, 
it is easy to be lulled into a false sense of security. Threats are less 
blatant; the temptation is greater to make unilateral reductions 
and neglect the realities of existing forces of potential adversaries.

’ Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 12,1973, pp. 169 ff.
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In such a fluid period we have no responsible choice but to re
main alert to the possibility that the current trend toward detente 
with the Soviet Union and China may not prove durable. We have 
only begun an area of negotiations. We must not now ignore 
fundamental changes in the balance of forces or in the potential 
strength of our adversaries in an era of rapid change. To do so 
would only tempt challenges to our security interests and jeop
ardize chances for achieving greater stability through further 
agreements.

Military adequacy is never permanently guaranteed. To main
tain security requires a continuing effort. But faced with escalating 
costs of manpower and weapons and competing domestic demands, 
we must insure that defense spending is based on a realistic 
assessment of our security requirements, and we must endeavor 
to reduce expenditures through more effective management.

There is, however, an irreducible minimum below which we 
cannot go without jeopardizing the very foundations of our 
diplomacy, our interests, and our national security. This Nation 
cannot afford the cost of weakness. Our strength is an essential 
stabilizing element in a world of turmoil and change. Our friends 
rely on it; our adversaries respect it. It is the essential under
pinning of our diplomacy, designed to increase international 
understanding and to lessen the risks of war.

While taking the necessary steps to maintain the sufficiency of 
our strength, we are seeking a sound basis for limiting arms com
petition. Both elements are fundamental to a national defense 
that insures a more stable structure of peace.

Strategic Policy

Deterrence of war is the primary goal of our strategic policy and 
the principal function of our nuclear forces. Thus, our objectives 
continue to be:

—to deter all-out attack on the United States or its allies;
—to face any potential aggressor contemplating less than all- 

out attack with unacceptable risks; and
— t̂o maintain a stable political environment within which the 

threat of aggression or coercion against the United States 
or its allies is minimized.

Strategic forces are the central component of our military 
posture. It is on them that our security and that of our allies is 
most heavily dependent.

While our goals are unchanged, there have been fundamental 
changes in the strategic military environment. Approximate 
nuclear parity between the United States and the Soviet Union 
is now a strategic reality and has been confirmed in strategic 
arms control agreements. Certain technological advances, however,



228 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

could become destabilizing. So it is, therefore, imperative that we 
continue to assess the adequacy of our strategic policy and pro
grams in light of advances made by potential adversaries.

The task is greatly complicated by the long lead time required 
to make significant changes in these forces. Because of the 
extended development phase for new systems, a lengthy period 
could pass before a nation perceived that it was falling dangerously 
behind. From that point, it would require another considerable 
period before the imbalance could be corrected.

We must plan now to have a strategic force that will be adequate 
to meet potential threats of the next decade. We must develop our 
programs in the context of an uncertain world situation and 
accelerating technological possibilities.

During the 1960’s missiles were relatively inaccurate and single 
warheads were the rule. Today, accuracies have improved sig
nificantly and missiles carry multiple warheads that can be 
independently targeted. In the present environment it would be 
misleading to measure sufficiency only by calculating destructive 
power in megatonnage. The quality of weapons systems, and 
their survivability, are vital determinants of sufficiency.

The SALT Agreement of May 1972  ̂halted the rapid numerical 
growth of Soviet strategic offensive systems. Within the limits 
of the current SALT Agreement, however, strategic modern
ization programs may continue. We must, therefore, carefully 
assess the efforts the Soviets are making to improve their capa
bilities and must pace our programs accordingly.

—At least three new Soviet Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles 
(ICBMs) are being developed: a new, very large missile 
which could have greater capability than the SS-9, which is 
now the largest operational Soviet missile; a smaller ICBM, 
possibly intended as a follow-on to the SS-11 missile; and a 
solid propellant ICBM, probably designed to replace the 
SS-13 or possibly to provide a mobile capability.

—These new missiles may well carry MIRVs with accuracies 
which would increase the vulnerability of our land-based 
missiles, thus jeopardizing the current strategic stability.

—The Soviet Union has begun deployment of a new submarine 
capable of submerged launch of a 4,000-mile-range missile.

— T̂he Soviet ABM research and development program con
tinues unabated.

If present trends continue and we do not take remedial steps, 
the forces which we currently rely upon to survive an attack and 
to retaliate could be more vulnerable. At some time in the future 
we could face a situation in which during a crisis there could be a 
premium to the side that initiated nuclear war. This would be an

® Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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unstable and dangerous strategic relationship. Such a strategic 
environment is unacceptable.

In the late 1960’s the effectiveness of American strategic nuclear 
forces was measured by a criterion known as “assured destruc
tion.” This concept assumed that deterrence could be maintained 
if it were clear that following a large-scale nuclear strike the 
United States could retaliate and inflict an unacceptable level of 
damage on the population and industry of the attacker.

In the 1970’s strategic doctrine must meet different criteria. 
While the specter of an unacceptable response is fundamental to 
deterrence, the ability to kill tens of millions of people is not the 
only or necessarily the most effective deterrent to every challenge. 
Such a drastic course can be credibly reserved only for the most 
overwhelming threats to national survival. Moreover, the measure
ment of the effectiveness of our strategic forces in terms of 
numbers of dead is inconsistent with American values.

A different strategic doctrine is required in this decade when 
potential adversaries possess large and more flexible nuclear 
forces. The threat of an all-out nuclear response involving the 
cities of both sides might not be as credible a deterrent as it was 
in the 1960’s. An aggressor, in the unlikely event of nuclear war, 
might choose to employ nuclear weapons selectively and in limited 
numbers for limited objectives. No President should ever be in 
the position where his only option in meeting such aggression is 
an all-out nuclear response. To deal with a wide range of possible 
hostile actions, the President must maintain a broad choice of 
options.

Credible deterrence in the 1970’s requires greater flexibility:

—Lack of flexibility on our part could tempt an aggressor to use 
nuclear weapons in a limited way in a crisis. If the United 
States has the ability to use its forces in a controlled way, the 
likelihood of nuclear response would be more credible, thereby 
making deterrence more effective and the initial use of nuclear 
weapons by an opponent less likely.

—Therefore, to extend deterrence over a wider spectrum of 
possible contingencies we should ensure that our forces are 
capable of executing a range of options.

—If war occurs—and there is no way we can absolutely 
guarantee that it will not— ŵe should have means of pre
venting escalation while convincing an opponent of the futility 
of continued aggression.

Greater flexibility in the employment of our forces does not 
necessitate any drastic change in our nuclear programs. The 
fundamental objective of military forces remains deterrence. 
Potential aggressors must be aware that the United States will 
continue to have both the resolve and the capacity to act in the 
face of aggression in all circumstances.
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Strategic Programs

Our weapons programs are planned within the framework of 
this strategic policy. We must also consider Soviet strategic devel
opments, arms limitations, and the potential for technological 
change. In light of the current strategic situation, I have deter
mined that the U.S. must continue its modernization programs to 
ensure the future sufficiency of our nuclear forces.

— Ŵe are therefore improving our ICBM force. Silos for Minute- 
man missiles are being hardened, and 550 Minuteman III 
missiles with multiple independently targeted warheads will 
be deployed by the mid-1970’s.

—Development of a new strategic submarine, the Trident, has 
been undertaken to provide a highly survivable replacement 
for our current ballistic missile submarines.

— Ŵe are developing a generation of submarine launched 
missiles with substantially greater range. With these new 
missiles our Trident and Poseidon submarines will be able to 
operate in a much larger ocean area while still within range 
of targets, and thus will be less vulnerable.

—The survivability of B-52 bombers has been increased by 
decreasing the time required for take-off on warning of an 
attack and by developing new basing concepts. This will 
reduce the threat from the growing force of Soviet ballistic 
missile submarines.

—We have also begun engineering development of the B-1 
bomber as a potential replacement for the aging B-52s. The 
B-1 would maintain our bomber force as an important ele
ment in our mix of retaliatory forces, providing assurance 
against technological breakthroughs, complicating an enemy’s 
offensive and defensive planning, and ensuring flexibility of 
response.

—The ABM facility at Grand Forks, North Dakota, is being 
completed. This installation will give us operational ABM 
experience while directly enhancing the survivability of 
Minuteman ICBMs. We will also continue our planning for 
the Washington, D.C. ABM site in order to provide additional 
security for the major control center of our forces.

—Similarly, we are improving facilities for command and 
communications to control our responses in crisis situations.

We cannot prudently ignore the long-term strategic require
ments of our security. But at the same time we are conscious of 
a serious responsibility—to preserve an environment which en
hances stability and encourages further efforts to limit nuclear 
arms. Our forces, therefore, are not designed to provide a capa
bility for a disarming first strike. Moreover, our programs are 
not so substantial that our objectives could be misunderstood.
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conceivably spurring a Soviet building cycle. There is not neces
sarily a direct relationship between every change in the strategic 
forces of the two sides. Some changes reflect an action-reaction 
cycle in the strategic arms programs of the two nations. In other 
cases, the similarity between American and Soviet forces results 
simply from the fact that roughly the same technologies are 
employed.

This year we will continue to assess how to deal more effectively 
with the implications of parity and to guard against unanticipated 
technological breakthroughs. At the same time, our efforts will 
reflect the essential defensive and deterrent purposes of our doc
trine and forces.

General Purpose Forces

In a strategic environment of approximate parity, nuclear 
weapons alone are less likely to deter the full range of possible 
conflicts. Our success in negotiating strategic limitations has thus 
increased the importance of maintaining other deterrent forces 
capable of coping with a variety of challenges.

In recent years conventional forces have played a critical role in 
numerous conflicts involving great power interests, including 
Arab-Israeli and Jordanian-Syrian fighting in the Middle East; 
the India-Pakistan war; and the North Vietnamese invasion of 
Laos, Cambodia, and South Vietnam.

The United States cannot protect its national interests, or 
support those of its allies, or meet its responsibilities for helping 
safeguard international peace, without the ability to deploy forces 
abroad. In the Jordan crisis of 1970, for example, our forces helped 
stabilize an explosive situation. When warnings went unheeded 
and the North Vietnamese launched an all-out invasion of the 
South in the spring of 1972, our determination to act decisively 
with conventional forces was tested. The bombing and mining of 
North Vietnam complemented the defensive action of our South 
Vietnamese allies on the battlefield and provided a convincing 
incentive for serious negotiations. In both instances the com
bination of local superiority and a strong U.S. defense posture 
decreased the likelihood of challenge to these forces.

When I came into office, I ordered a reassessment of the ra
tionale upon which our conventional force planning was based. 
Our analysis concluded that a coordinated attack by the major 
Communist powers simultaneously in both Europe and Asia was 
unlikely. We determined, however, that our forces should still be 
adequate to meet a major threat in either Europe or Asia and to 
cope simultaneously with a lesser contingency elsewhere.

The specific potential threats we face in Asia or Europe con
tinue to be the primary determinants of the size, composition, and 
disposition of our general purpose forces. Our principal forward
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deployments are in these areas where, supplementing the forces of 
our allies, they help counter-balance the strong forces of potential 
adversaries. The strength of the defenses of Western Europe 
remains the cornerstone of our own security posture. The Ameri
can presence in Europe and Asia is essential to the sense of 
security and confidence of our friends which underpins all our 
common endeavors—including our joint efforts in the common 
defense. Our forces are deployed to provide a responsive and 
efficient posture against likely threats.

But planning based on the threats in these two areas alone is 
not sufficient. We also need forces to deal with lesser contingencies 
that pose a threat to our interests—a capability not necessarily 
provided by units positioned for a major conflict overseas.

Moreover, even in a period of developing detente, we cannot 
ignore the reality of a modern Soviet navy operating increasingly 
in the Caribbean, Indian Ocean, the Mediterranean and along the 
coasts of Africa; newly established Soviet security commitments, 
support facilities, and communications networks in key areas of 
the Third World; or increasing Soviet arms programs in these 
areas.

The credibility of our force posture has two basic determinants: 
overall size and the level of forward deployments. Our general pur
pose forces are now substantially below the peak levels of the

PRE- AND POST-VIETNAM FORCE LEVELS
Peak

Pre-Vietnam Vietnam Current
June 196Ii. June 1968 June 1973

Ships:
Attack carriers .............. ................ 15 15 14
Anti-submarine, including attack

submarines .................. ................  381 379 252
Fleet air defense ............................ 53 75 73
Amphibious assault . . . .  ,..............  134 148 65

583 617 404

Attack and Fighter A ircraft Squadrons:
Air Force ...................... ................ 90 103 71
Navy .................................. ................  85 80 70
Marine ..............................................  28 27 25

203 210 166

Ground Force Divisions:
Arm y:

Airborne ..................................  2% 1
Airmobile .................. 1 1
Infantry .................. .................  6 7 2%
Mechanized ................................  4 4 41/3
Armored ....................................  4 4 3

Marines:
Amphibious .............................. 3 4 3

191/3 221/3 16*

* 1 division not shown consists of armored, a ir cavalry, and airmobile units.



NIXON REPORT, MAY 3 233

Vietnam buildup and well below even the levels maintained prior 
to the Vietnam War. This is the result of changing assessments 
of security requirements, our success in developing allied capa
bilities, and the increasing costs of replacing obsolescent systems 
and maintaining existing forces.

Our ground, naval, and air forces have now reached the absolute 
minimum necessary to meet our commitments and provide a 
credible conventional deterrent in an age of strategic parity. 
Compared to levels in June 1964, we have a third fewer combat 
ships, 37 fewer aircraft squadrons and 3 and ^  fewer ground 
divisions.

Manpower has been cut to a comparable degree. In the last 
four years we have reduced our forces by more than a million 
men. They are now one-third smaller. They are at the lowest level 
since the Korean War, and are nearly half a million below levels 
prior to the Vietnam War.

About one-third of our general purpose forces are necessarily 
deployed abroad to provide a capability for responding rapidly 
to threats to American and allied interests, for guaranteeing the 
credibility of our joint defense, and for underpinning our diplo
macy. The forces remaining in the United States serve as a ready 
reserve for reinforcing our forward deployments, and for protect
ing our interests in other parts of the world. The largest portion 
of our overseas forces is stationed in Western Europe; a smaller 
increment is stationed in the Mediterranean and Asia.

—Our NATO force in Europe consists of 4% Army Divisions, 
21 Air Force attack and fighter squadrons, and naval units 
in the North Atlantic.

—In the Mediterranean we maintain two attack carrier task 
forces and a Marine amphibious group which help protect 
NATO’s southern flank as well as meet non-NATO challenges 
in this volatile area.

—United States forces in Asia consist of those still supporting 
operations in Indochina and normal forward deployments not 
directly related to Vietnam needs. The basic forces include: 
one Army division stationed in Korea and two-thirds of a 
Marine division located in Okinawa; ten Air Force and five 
Marine fighter/attack squadrons distributed in Korea, Japan, 
Taiwan, Thailand, Okinawa, and the Philippines; and three 
attack carrier forces and two Marine amphibious groups 
operating in the Western Pacific.

Although NATO deployments have been relatively constant in 
recent years, Asian force levels are now substantially below those 
maintained prior to the Vietnam War.

Given our broad requirements, the uncertainty of the current 
international situation, and the post-Vietnam contraction of our



234 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

armed forces, it would be unwise to make further unilateral cuts 
in deplo3rments or significant reductions in overall force levels in 
the foreseeable future. To do so would raise questions about the 
adequacy of our force posture to safeguard our interests. The 
limitations of our current force levels were illustrated by the 
strain placed on our forces as a whole by our effort last year to 
help counter the invasion of South Vietnam by a small nation 
with practically no navy or air force.

Obviously, American forces alone cannot balance the strong 
capabilities of potential adversaries. For this reason our planning 
under the Nixon Doctrine has emphasized the strengthening of 
mutual defense by bolstering allied capabilities.

In NATO, it is often forgotten that our allies provide nearly 90 
percent of ground forces and the majority of alliance air and 
naval craft. American ground forces are concentrated in Germany 
where they constitute over one-fourth of the forces in this vital 
area. Along with our allies we are taking additional measures to 
strengthen NATO forces. Expenditures by individual members 
for force modernization have increased for the third consecutive 
year, and under the billion dollar five-year European Defense Im
provement Program, NATO communications, anti-armor and air 
defense capabilities continue to improve. United States capabilities 
are also being improved, and our ground forces are being strength
ened by selectively transferring men from support to combat units.

Programs in Asia too have achieved remarkable success in 
strengthening allied capabilities. In Southeast Asia, progress in 
Vietnamization was demonstrated by the effective Vietnamese 
defense on the ground against all-out invasion. In Northeast Asia, 
South Korean forces are growing in effectiveness as a result of 
our joint program for modernization, and the Korean economy 
is now able to support more of the recurring costs of maintaining 
these forces vdthout hampering normal economic growth.

Our Asian allies are also becoming more self-sufficient in deal
ing with subversion and guerrilla warfare, which remain a potent 
threat. As our friends develop greater local and regional military 
sufficiency under the Nixon Doctrine the need for our direct in
volvement diminishes. In the meantime, the stabilizing presence 
of our forces in the area enhances the wider framework of security 
and gives encouragement to further allied efforts to develop their 
capacity for self-defense.

In the current delicate international balance of forces, I believe 
our general purpose forces are now at the minimum level consistent 
with our safety and our interests. However, as we assess our 
requirements for the late 1970’s and beyond, we will not let the 
perceptions and experiences of the past drive our planning for 
deterrence of wars of the future. We will ensure that our planning 
and doctrine are attuned to the evolving international situation 
and to our strategic needs in a new era.
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Security Assistance

Many nations in the world whose security we consider important 
to our own face military challenges, often instigated or supplied 
by third countries. A stable international system requires that 
small countries be secure and independent, and that they be able 
to protect their security and independence mainly by their own 
eiforts.

For this reason, American support of other nations’ defense 
efforts has always been a vital component of our security policy 
and an essential element in maintaining international stability. 
In today’s multipolar world, and as the United States adjusts 
its role from one of preponderance to one of sharing responsi
bilities more widely, this supportive role becomes all the more 
central to our policy.

As great as our resources are, it is neither possible nor desira
ble for the United States to pay most of the costs, provide most 
of the manpower, or make most of the decisions concerning the 
defense of our allies. Nor, is it necessary. Our allies are determined 
to meet the threats they face as effectively as possible within the 
limits of their resources. Under the Nixon Doctrine, our role in 
our Security Assistance programs is to share our experience, 
counsel, and technical resources to help them develop adequate 
strength of their own.

We provide this support through various programs of Security 
Assistance: grant military assistance to friendly countries unable 
to afford equipment which is essential to their self-defense; for
eign military sales for cash or credit; and supporting assistance, 
which provides budgetary support to a few key countries to en
able them to sustain their economies in spite of unusually heavy 
defense requirements.

These programs have been a part of our policy for more than 
25 years. They have met specific needs in a wide variety of cases. 
Our programs and means have reflected a careful and continuing 
assessment of our interests and needs in changing conditions.

The success of these programs is strikingly evidenced by the 
changes over time in the composition of the program. The growing 
self-sufficiency and self-reliance of our friends—^which our as
sistance is designed to promote—are reflected in the declining 
necessity for grant aid and the dramatic increase in their ability 
to take financial responsibility for their defense needs. Our grant 
military assistance has dropped from over $4 billion twenty years 
ago to less than $1 billion today, exclusive of South Vietnam. 
Where once our program was almost entirely on a grant basis, 
today sales make up by far the major portion of the program.

In 1966 the largest military assistance grants went to the Re
public of Korea, Turkey, the Republic of Vietnam, the Republic 
of China, Greece, and Iran. In 1974, in contrast, Iran will pur
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chase all military equipment, paying fully for everything received. 
Greece and the Republic of China will receive no grant materiel, 
and both are turning increasingly to cash and credit sales. The 
security requirements of South Korea and Turkey continue to 
require grant assistance, but both are moving toward increased 
use of credits as their economies continue to expand. The success 
of our programs in helping South Vietnam and South Korea 
build capable forces of their own has permitted us to withdraw 
all our forces from South Vietnam and 20,000 men from South 
Korea. These are two of the most significant demonstrations of 
how Security Assistance is precisely what enables allies to take 
up more of the responsibility for their own defense.

The assistance of the United States cannot be effective unless 
an ally is willing and able to mobilize its own people and resources 
for its national defense. No country can escape responsibility for 
its own future. None of our friends would wish to do so. The 
encouragement, counsel, and assistance we provide can make a 
crucial difference to their success.

Resources for National Defense

M a n a g in g  M o d e r n iz a t io n . In today’s conditions, maintaining 
modern forces at adequate levels is a major challenge. General 
purpose forces now take three times as much of the defense budget 
as strategic forces. Yet the Soviet Union has made significant 
qualitative improvements in conventional forces, while many of 
our essential programs have been deferred because of more press
ing Vietnam requirements.

A major modernization effort is underway to provide our forces 
with adequate weapons for the decade ahead. Our national tech
nological base is one of the foundations of our national security. 
But the continual escalation of weapons costs and complexity 
limits our ability to exploit all the latest technical advances. Even 
with adjustments for inflation, weapons today cost, on the av
erage, two to three times more than those ones they replace. 
Sophisticated equipment is often more difficult to repair. Com
plexity frequently results in higher operating costs and lower 
reliability. These trends make it difficult to replace older weapons 
on a one-for-one basis. But the higher performance of new systems 
does not always compensate for the severe reduction of flexibility 
caused by fewer numbers.

This cost problem is most acute with respect to tactical aircraft. 
New first-line aircraft are four to five times more costly than the 
older planes being replaced, primarily because of their sophisti
cated electronics and fire control systems. The same problem arises 
in modern ship and ground force systems.

The long lead time for new weapons development has far- 
reaching implications. It is therefore imperative that proposed
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programs provide sufficient improvements to justify their expense, 
and that once adopted they do not exceed planned costs or fail to 
perform as intended. Unless we improve management performance 
in this area, we simply will not be able to maintain the minimum 
force levels necessary to meet the needs of our security without 
drawing increasingly on funds required for such essential in
tangibles as force manning, training, and readiness.

We are taking a number of innovative steps to grapple with 
this problem. In evaluating proposals for increased technical 
sophistication, more weight is now being given to cost, and greater 
care is being devoted to assessing the real gain in terms of mission 
relevance and military elfectiveness. In addition, combinations of 
high and low cost weapons are being developed for major missions. 
For example, a less costly lightweight fighter is being developed 
at the same time as the highly sophisticated F-15 fighter. This 
approach also has been used in meeting diverse ship requirements. 
Low-cost patrol frigates are being purchased for convoy duties 
while more expensive nuclear-powered guided missile frigates 
are being constructed to escort nuclear carriers as part of a rapid 
reaction task force.

We also are improving techniques for closer monitoring of the 
development process. Benchmarks have been established for more 
frequent checking of compliance with cost and performance stand
ards. Operational testing is being emphasized to ensure that new 
equipment is reliable and effective under combat conditions.

M a n p o w e r . Rising manpower costs are one of the most sig
nificant factors limiting overall force levels and the resources 
available for modernization. Even after the large personnel re
ductions we have made, manpower today takes more than half 
the defense budget. These rising costs result principally from 
the effort to make military pay competitive with that of other 
professions. While the program to attract volunteers and correct 
past financial inequities is expensive, it is also essential to manning 
our armed forces at adequate levels.

Our success in attracting volunteers into the services gives us 
confidence that manpower constraints will not seriously limit 
the manning of our forces in peacetime. We are now able to sup
port our military strategy without a draft. When I first announced 
my intention to end the draft, many feared we would not be able 
to maintain the force levels, readiness, and morale needed to sup
port defense needs in an increasingly technical environment. But 
initial experience under this program suggests these fears were 
unwarranted. The quality of volunteers has fully met the service 
needs and compares favorably with the quality in the past.

Current projections indicate that the portion of the defense 
budget devoted to manpower should stabilize, but the expense of 
personnel programs will require continuing attention.
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D e f e n s e  S p e n d in g . Allocation of resources between security 
needs and domestic requirements is one of the most difficult tasks 
of the budgetary process. Though the upward pressures of man
power and weapons costs have complicated the problem, defense 
spending has leveled off in real terms. As a result, we have been 
able to shift Federal budgetary priorities markedly from security 
toward domestic needs. Defense today takes only six percent of 
our total national output, compared to eight to nine percent in the 
1960’s. National security once took nearly half of every budget 
dollar; now it requires less than one-third.

Nevertheless, unless we aggressively meet the management 
challenge of spiraling weapons and manpower costs, it will be 
nearly impossible to maintain modern forces at the levels neces
sary for national security. I have directed the Secretary of Defense 
to give these matters the most urgent attention.

In the next four years, we will continue to be faced with im
portant choices concerning national priorities. But I am deter
mined that our military power will remain second to none. The 
experiences of the past four years have confirmed the wisdom and 
absolute necessity of a strong and committed America in the world. 
It is the only sound foundation on which peace can be built.

ARMS CONTROL
The progress recorded in arms control over the past four years 

has been unprecedented. Four major agreements have been 
achieved:

—In February 1971, an international treaty was signed that 
bans the emplacement of nuclear weapons on the seabed or 
ocean floor.®

—In September 1971, the United States and the Soviet Union 
agreed on a series of measures to reduce the danger of acci
dental war.®

—In April 1972, an international treaty was signed that bans 
the development, production, and stockpiling of biological 
weapons and toxins.'

—On May 26, 1972, I signed for the United States two agree
ments with the Soviet Union limiting strategic offensive and 
defensive armaments.®

These accomplishments represent the initial fulfillment of my 
commitment to limit the most dangerous forms of weaponry as 
part of our broader objective of moving from confrontation to 
negotiation. Each of these agreements is important. But their 
cumulative impact is even greater than their specific merits. They

’ Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 7-11.
'  Ibid., pp. 634^35.
’'Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138. 

pp. 197ff.
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reflect a new political attitude toward arms limitation by the 
United States and the Soviet Union and within the international 
community generally.

Arms control has taken on new significance in the nuclear age 
and represents an important component of national security 
policy. When this Administration took office there were several 
factors that suggested an agreement to limit strategic weapons 
might be attainable:

—In the classical balance of power system, most national leaders 
were concerned with accumulating geopolitical and military 
power that could be translated into immediate advantage. 
In the nuclear era, both the United States and the Soviet 
Union have found that an increment of military power does 
not necessarily represent an increment of usable political 
strength, because of the excessive destructiveness of nuclear 
weapons in relation to the objective.

—The accumulation of strategic power offered no guarantee 
of achieving a decisive military advantage, since neither the 
United States nor the Soviet Union would passively accept 
a change in the overall balance. Moreover, with modern 
weapons, a potentially decisive advantage requires a change 
of such magnitude that the mere effort to obtain it could 
produce a disaster.

—Modern technology, however, offered an apparently endless 
opportunity for the further sophistication of both offensive 
and defensive weaponry. In particular, a nation might be 
able simultaneously to develop offensive weapons that could 
destroy a substantial number of an opponent’s retaliatory 
forces and a defense that could blunt a retaliatory strike. In 
such circumstances a high premium would be placed on strik
ing first.

—Neither side could afford to concede an advantage in strategic 
defense. The gap between the rapid advances in offensive 
technology and the embryonic state of defensive systems was 
growing. For a considerable period, therefore, both the United 
States and the Soviet Union would be vulnerable to devastat
ing attacks. Yet, inherent in new technology is the prospect 
of enhanced first strike capabilities.

These were the strategic circumstances facing the United 
States in 1969. They suggested certain principles for our ap
proach to arms control negotiations as an instrument of national 
security.

—As President, my overriding responsibility is to protect the 
security of the United States. We had to maintain our strategic 
weapons programs and develop new ones as appropriate. 
Unilateral restraint in anticipation of the negotiations would
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not advance the chances for an agreement; weakness has 
been the incentive for aggression much more frequently than 
the arms race.

—Our objective in negotiations would be to reduce the gap 
between the capability for a first strike and the capability 
to retaliate. An agreement should help ensure that a first 
strike could not disarm either side.

—We would seek to gain some control over military technology 
so that the basic political relationships with the Soviet Union 
would not be dominated by competition in this area.

—Our objective would be to break the momentum and moderate 
the process of strategic competition. The basic decisions of 
war and peace would then remain in the hands of the political 
leaders and not be dictated by the balance of weapons.

—Finally, we recognized that any agreement would have to 
provide equal security to both sides. No agreement was even 
conceivable if its purpose was to ratify a clear advantage 
for one side.

These were the principles that evolved in the course of our 
preparation for negotiation in 1969. They were our basic criteria 
throughout the talks.

The advances in other areas of arms control have reflected a 
similar approach. We concentrated on those specific issues where 
it was possible to make immediate progress so that agreements 
would contribute to a broader improvement of relations. We looked 
for areas where we could stren^hen the principle of mutual re
straint. We decided that progress should not be tied solely to the 
state of technical or procedural discussions but should take into 
account the political relationships, especially with the Soviet 
Union, that would ultimately determine the success or failure of 
the agreements.

—In 1969-70 we concentrated on banning nuclear weapons 
from the seabeds, because this was an area where the nuclear 
powers and the non-nuclear countries had clear common in
terests and where the political, environmental, and strategic 
policies offered a chance for early progress. Moreover, by 
separating nuclear weapons from all other military activities 
affecting the seabeds, we could crystallize agreement on the 
aspect most important to control.

—The questions of control over biological weapons and chemical 
weapons had been linked, although there was no objective 
reason to do so. We first took a unilateral step by renouncing 
the use and possession of biological weapons. Then we moved 
to eliminate procedural questions by proposing the separation 
of biological and chemical issues, with priority for biological 
controls. This course ultimately produced a treaty prohibiting 
biological weaponry.
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—The progress in arms control from 1969 to 1972 added to the 
general improvement in Soviet-American relations and helped 
to break the deadlock over opening negotiations on the re
duction of military forces in Central Europe. Preliminary 
talks began in Vienna in January 1973 to prepare for formal 
negotiations this fall.

In preparing for the negotiations on mutual and balanced force 
reductions in Central Europe we are following much the same 
pattern as in SALT. We have concentrated initially on a complex 
technical analysis to illuminate all the individual issues and on 
that basis to develop basic concepts of reductions.

We can be proud of the accomplishments of the past four years:

—In an area of overriding importance, we have limited the 
strategic arsenals of the United States and the Soviet Union 
and created the conditions for further progress.

—There is now momentum on a broad international front that 
enhances the prospects for additional agreements.

—In the region of major confrontation in Central Europe the 
foundations have been laid for serious negotiations to begin 
this year.

Strategic Arms Limitation (SALT)

On November 17, 1969, representatives of the United States 
and the Soviet Union met in Helsinki to begin the first discussions 
on the limitation of strategic armaments. At that time, I charac
terized the meetings as the “most momentous negotiations ever 
entrusted to an American delegation.” I repeated my pledge, made 
at the United Nations in September 1969, that the United States 
would deal with the issues “seriously, carefully, and purposefully” 
to achieve the goal of “equitable accommodation.” We were em
barked on a “sustained effort not only to limit the build-up of 
strategic forces but to reverse it.”®

The agreements I signed on May 26, 1972, in St. Catherine’s 
Hall in the Kremlin were a major step toward fulfilling this com
mitment. We had not only succeeded in resolving extraordinarily 
complex technical issues, but had also raised Soviet-American 
relations to a new level of mutual understanding. The political 
commitment reflected in these agreements was a vital element 
in the broader effort we were engaged in, one that culminated in 
the Basic Principles of U.S.-Soviet relations agreed upon in 
Moscow.̂ ®

Since last May, Government officials have testified before the 
Congress at length on all aspects of these agreements, and I have 
discussed them with Congressional leaders. We have fully de-

" Ibid., 1969, pp. 454, 535-536. 
“ Ibid., 1972, pp. 237-240.
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scribed what we believe they accomplished and their significance 
for Soviet-American relations and international security. In this 
Report certain points are emphasized so that future prospects 
can be related to the perspective of these past four years.

T h e  N egotiating  H istory . In 1969 there was no dearth of 
ideas, suggestions, and proposals on how to limit strategic arms 
and conduct the talks. There was never any question that we would 
agree to negotiate. The task was to be sure that we had a well- 
defined position for a negotiation of this magnitude. We had to 
analyze all conceivable limitations for each of the major weapons 
systems to understand how they would affect our own and Soviet 
programs. We also had to determine whether we could verify 
compliance with the limitations and by what means. These build
ing blocks enabled us to examine the strategic interrelationship 
caused by various combinations of limitations. Then we could go 
on to identify realistic alternatives and compare them with likely 
developments should no agreements be reached.

Our aim was to be in a position to sustain momentum in the 
negotiations. Meticulous preparations for the negotiations gave 
us the best chance of moving from general principles through 
specific proposals to concrete agreements. The fact that the agree
ments on such complex and vital issues were signed only two years 
after the first specific proposals were introduced by the United 
States testifies to the value of that approach.

We recognized that there would be deadlocks and that, with 
national security at stake, frequent high level political decisions 
would be required. But we wanted to ensure that when deadlocks 
did occur, they would not be over technical issues, and carefully 
analyzed alternatives would be ready for my immediate decision.

Certain fundamental strategic factors influenced our prepara
tions and our initial approach to the talks:

—By 1969 the United States had stopped building major new 
offensive systems in favor of making qualitative improve
ments in existing systems. We had no current plan to deploy 
additional Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBMs), Sub
marine Launched Ballistic Missiles (SLBMs), or heavy 
bombers. The Soviet Union, on the other hand, was engaged 
in a dynamic buildup of both ICBMs and SLBMs.

—At the same time, both sides were only in the initial stages of 
Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) deployment. The Soviet Union 
had already deployed a small system to protect its capital, 
while most of the U.S. program was designed to protect our 
retaliatory forces.

—The United States had aircraft deployed at bases abroad and 
on carriers, while the Soviet Union had medium and inter
mediate range missiles and bombers capable of attacking our 
bases and the territory of our allies.
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—There was a vast difference in the composition of the forces 
on each side. The Soviet Union had several tJT)es of ICBMs 
and was developing two classes of ballistic missile launching 
submarines. The United States had one basic class of ICBMs, 
a modern and more effective submarine force, and a sub
stantial advantage in heavy bombers.

These assonmetries meant that defining strategic equivalence 
in individual categories or in a general sense would be technically 
complicated and involve significant political judgments.

The initial exploratory phase in November-December 1969 
produced a general work program. Full negotiations began in the 
spring of 1970, and both sides outlined comprehensive programs 
to control a wide spectrum of armaments.

This parallel effort, however, gradually became deadlocked over 
two major issues. First, should both offensive and defensive limi
tations be included from the outset? The Soviet Union proposed 
that the deadlock be resolved by limiting ABM systems only. The 
United States thought it essential to maintain a link between 
offensive and defensive limits; we believed that an initial agree
ment that permitted unrestrained growth in offensive forces would 
defeat the basic purpose of SALT.

Second, what offensive forces should be defined as “strategic” ? 
The Soviet Union wanted to include all nuclear delivery systems 
capable of reaching Soviet territory. The United States maintained 
that major intercontinental systems should have priority in ne
gotiating limitations.

By late 1970 these two issues had blocked further progress. I 
decided to take the initiative in direct contacts with the Soviet 
leaders to find a solution. The result of our exchanges was an 
agreement on May 20, 1971, that we would concentrate the nego
tiations on a permanent treaty limiting ABM systems, while 
working out an Interim Agreement freezing only certain strategic 
offensive systems and leaving aside other systems for considera
tion in a further agreement.”

This left for resolution the precise level of ABMs and the scope 
of those offensive weapons to be included in an initial agreement. 
Progress was made during the next year on these matters and on 
technical questions so that by the time of the summit meeting in 
Moscow only a few key issues remained.

The ABM solution was to limit both sides to two sites. The 
United States would continue construction of an ABM site in 
Grand Forks, North Dakota, for the protection of an ICBM field, 
while the Soviet Union would have the right to deploy a similar 
site. The Soviet Union would retain the ABM site already deployed 
around Moscow, and we would have the right to build a similar 
site around Washington. Both sides would have essentially the

" Ihid., 1971, p. 298.
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same systems and would be limited to an ABM level low enough 
to preclude a heavy defense of national territory— t̂he mode of 
ABM deployment that could be most strategically destabilizing.

Defining which offensive systems would be frozen in an interim 
agreement proved more difficult. The Soviet Union wished to in
clude ICBMs only. We pressed for the inclusion of both ICBMs 
and SLBMs. These were active Soviet programs; the purpose of 
SALT, in our view, was to break the momentum of unconstrained 
growth in strategic systems. Furthermore, since we had no active 
building programs in these categories, the numerical gap would 
widen without an agreement.

A freeze on ICBM and sea-based ballistic missile systems was 
clearly in the United States interest. I used my direct channel to 
the Soviet leaders to urge the inclusion of SLBMs in the Interim 
Agreement. We finally reached agreement in late April 1972 when 
the Soviet leaders accepted a proposal to place a ceiling on their 
SLBM force. The final details were negotiated at the summit the 
following month.

T h e  P rovisions op t h e  A g r eem en ts . The highlights of the 
two agreements are as follows:

The ABM treaty allows each side to have 100 ABM interceptors 
at each of its two sites. The two sites must be at least 800 miles 
apart in order to prevent the development of a territorial defense. 
The treaty contains additional provisions which effectively pro
hibit the establishment of a radar base for the defense of popu- 
ulated areas as well as the attainment of capabilities to intercept 
ballistic missiles by conversion of air defense missiles to anti- 
ballistic missiles.

The Interim Agreement on offensive arm  ̂is to run for five years, 
unless replaced earlier by a permanent agreement which is the 
subject of the current negotiations. This agreement froze the 
number of strategic offensive missiles on both sides at approxi
mately the levels operational and under construction at the time 
of signing. For ICBMs, this is 1,054 for the United States and 1,618 
for the Soviet Union. Within this overall ceiling, there is a freeze 
on the Soviet Union’s heavy ICBM launchers, the weapons most 
threatening to our strategic forces. There is also a prohibition on 
conversion of light ICBMs into heavy missiles. These provisions 
are buttressed by verifiable provisions and agreed criteria; of 
particular importance is the prohibition against any significant 
enlargement of missile silos.

The submarine limitations are more complicated. The Soviet 
Union is restricted to a level of 740 submarine ballistic missile 
launchers, some of them on an old type of nuclear submarine. 
However, they are permitted to build as many as 62 modern 
nuclear submarines and 950 SLBM launchers if— ând only if— 
they dismantle an equal number of older ICBMs or older sub
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marine-launched ballistic missiles to offset the new construction. 
This would mean dismantling 210 older ICBM launchers if the 
Soviet Union chooses to build up to the SLBM ceiling. The United 
States gave up no active offensive program.

T h e  S ig n ific a n c e  of t h e  A g r eem en ts . T wo questions have 
been asked concern ing  these  accords.

Do the agreements perpetuate a U.S. strategic disadvantage? 
Clearly they do not. The present situation is, on balance, advan
tageous to the United States. The Interim Agreement perpetuates 
nothing that did not already exist and that could only have grown 
worse without an agreement. Considering the momentum of the 
Soviet ICBM and SLBM programs, the ceilings in the Interim 
Agreement will make major contributions to our national security, 
while we proceed with negotiations for a permanent agreement.

Our present strategic military situation is sound. The United 
States is not prohibited from continuing current and planned 
strategic modernization and replacement programs for offensive 
systems. The imbalance in the number of missiles between the 
United States and the Soviet Union is only one aspect. There are 
other relevant factors such as deployment characteristics and 
qualitative differences between their system and ours. For ex
ample, the Soviet Union requires three submarines for every two 
of ours in order to keep an equal number on station, though they 
are testing longer range missiles that would ultimately change this 
ratio.

The quality of the weapons must also be weighed. We have a 
major advantage in nuclear weapons technology and in warhead 
accuracy. And with our Multiple Independently Targetted Reentry 
Vehicles (MIRVs) we have a 2 to 1 lead in numbers of warheads. 
Because of our continuing programs we will maintain this lead 
during the period of the agreement, even if the Soviets develop 
and deploy MIRVs of their own.

Moreover, to assess the overall balance it is also necessary to 
consider those forces not in the agreement; our bomber force, 
for instance, is substantially larger and more effective than the 
Soviet bomber force.

Thus, when the total picture is viewed, our strategic forces are 
seen to be completely sufficient.

Will the agreements jeopardize our security in the future? The 
Soviet Union has proved that it can best compete in sheer num
bers. This is the area limited by the agreements. The agreements 
thus confine competition with the Soviets to the area of technology 
where, heretofore, we have had a significant advantage.

Clearly, the agreements enhance the security of both sides. No 
agreement that failed to do so could have been signed or would 
have stood any chance of lasting. As I told the Congressional 
leaders last June, I am convinced that these agreements fully
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protect our national security and our vital interests.^  ̂The Congress 
accepted this judgment and gave the agreements overwhelming 
approval.

I am determined that our security and vital interests shall re
main fully protected. We are therefore pursuing two parallel 
courses:

—We have entered the current phase of the strategic arms 
limitations talks with the same energy and conviction that 
produced the initial agreements. Until these negotiations 
succeed we must take care not to anticipate their outcome 
through unilateral decisions.

—We shall continue our research and developmental programs 
and establish the production capacity to sustain a sufficient 
strategic posture should new agreements prove unattainable. 
This effort also dissuades the other side from breaking the 
agreements.

These agreements are not isolated events. They are embedded in 
the fabric of an emerging new relationship, and can be of great 
political and historical significance. For the first time, two great 
powers, deeply divided by their values, philosophies, and social 
systems, have agreed to restrain the very armaments on which 
their national survival depends. A decision of this magnitude could 
only have been taken by two countries which had chosen to place 
their relations on a new foundation of restraint, cooperation, 
and steadily growing confidence.

The possibility always exists that the agreements will not be 
respected. We concluded them not on the basis of trust, but rather 
on the enlightened self-interest of both sides. They contain ex
tensive and carefully negotiated provisions for verification. Beyond 
the legal obligations, both sides have a stake in all of the agree
ments that have been signed and the broad process of improvement 
in relations that has begun.

We are confident that the Soviet leaders will not lightly abandon 
the course that led to the summit meeting and the initial agree
ments. For our own part, we will not change direction without 
major provocation, because we believe our present course is in the 
interest of this country and of mankind. We will remain fully 
protected as long as we maintain our research and development 
effort and the strategic programs for modernization and replace
ment that I have recommended to the Congress.

F u ture  P rospects. In November 1972 the second stage of 
SALT began. In this new phase we are dealing with those new 
issues inherent in working out permanent, rather than temporary, 
arrangements and with some of the problems set aside in SALT I.

There is mutual agreement that permanent limitations must

“ /Wd., p. 254.
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meet the basic security interests of both sides equitably if they 
are to endure in an era of great technological change and in a 
fluid international environment. There obviously can be no agree
ment that creates or preserves strategic advantages. But each 
side perceives the strategic balance differently and therefore holds 
differing concepts of an equitable framework for a permanent 
agreement.

The problem of defining a balance that establishes and preserves 
an essential equivalency in strategic forces is no less complicated 
than it was four years ago. It involves the numerical levels of 
major systems, the capabilities of individual systems, and the 
overall potential of the entire strategic arsenal that each side can 
develop.

The impact of unconstrained technological developments in 
particular must be considered. On the one hand, both sides will 
want to ensure that their forces can be modernized. They will want 
confidence in the reliability of their forces and their survivability 
in foreseeable strategic circumstances. On the other hand, if 
competition in technology proceeds without restraint, forces capa
ble of destroying the retaliatory forces of the other side could be 
developed; or the thrust of technology could produce such a result 
without deliberate decisions. Competition could inexorably in
tensify to the point that there could be a high premium on strik
ing first.

Thus a major challenge is to determine where a balance of 
capabilities enhances stability and where it could generate severe 
competition for advantage in first strike capabilities.

Given the different roads we and the Soviet Union have fol
lowed in developing our respective forces, perfect symmetry is 
not possible. To the extent that one side retains certain techno
logical capacities, the other side must be conceded similar rights 
or some form of compensation in other areas of technology.

The Soviet Union has deployed a very large and heavy ICBM. 
The weight this missile can deliver to its target is several times 
greater than that of our Minuteman ICBM. The entire Soviet 
ICBM force, therefore, has a “throw weight” approximately four 
times greater than ours.

On the other hand, the United States is deploying MIRVs on 
our Minuteman ICBM and Poseidon while the Soviet Union thus 
far has not begun such a deployment.

Once MIRVs are developed and tested, however, the greater 
throw weight capacity of Soviet ICBMs will allow the Soviet 
Union to deploy a larger number of MIRVs than the United States,

These are the types of extremely complicated issues that arise 
in defining an essential equivalency. Moreover, verification of 
limitations on technological capabilities will be extraordinarily 
more difficult than monitoring limitations on the numbers of 
weapons.
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Nevertheless, there are a number of factors which give us 
reason to hope for continuing progress:

—The initial agreement provides a foundation of confidence.
—For the past four years both sides have engaged in a dialogue 

on strategic matters that was inconceivable in 1969. We now 
understand each other’s concerns better than we did then. 
We have a common language for discussion.

—The limits of ABM systems should provide an incentive for 
limiting further growth in offensive capabilities.

—At the present levels of strategic forces, small differences 
in numbers assume less importance.

A further question is the impact of future agreements on 
other states. We will not make agreements that reduce the se
curity of other countries. Nor can we permit threats to our allies 
to develop unchecked because of SALT agreements. Such factors 
do not limit the prospects for further U.S.-Soviet limitation on 
offensive systems, but they do delimit the area for negotiation.

In sum, a future agreement should:

—establish an essential equivalence in strategic capabilities 
among systems common to both sides;

—maintain the survivability of strategic forces in light of 
known and potential technological capabilities;

— p̂rovide for the replacement and modernization of older sys
tems without upsetting the strategic balance;

—be subject to adequate verification;
—leave the security of third parties undiminished.

Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR)

P r e p a r a t io n s . In June 1968, before this Administration took 
office, the North Atlantic Alliance made a proposal to begin dis
cussions with the Warsaw Pact on a mutual reduction of forces 
in Central Europe.*  ̂ Although this overture had met with no 
positive response, we reaffirmed the Alliance proposal in April 
1969.̂  ̂ Troop reduction was a concrete security issue, rather 
than an exercise in atmospherics, and was thus consistent with 
the general effort to move from confrontation toward negotiations.

At the same time, we found that the idea of mutual reductions 
had not been systematically analyzed before 1969. The general 
theories were that it would be possible to maintain security at 
lower force levels and that force reductions in themselves would 
enhance the relaxation of political tension.

We decided to follow an analytical approach similar to the one 
we used for SALT. We investigated the feasible reductions of all 
the forces that might be involved, analyzed the effect of reduc-

“  Ibid., 1968, pp. 447-450. 
“  Ibid., 1969, p. 184.
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tions on the capabilities of each side, and examined the changing 
balance of forces should the agreements be violated and both 
sides begin reinforcing. We also studied the verification require
ments and how they might affect the possible kinds of reductions.

The following considerations illustrate the complexities of the 
MBFR process:

—Reductions provide an inherent advantage for the side that 
has postured its forces along offensive lines: offensive forces 
would retain the initiative to concentrate and attack, while 
the defense must continue to defend the same geographical 
front with fewer forces.

—Major deployments of equipment, especially those with of
fensive capabilities, are therefore an important element in 
the reduction process.

—How can equivalence be established between different cate
gories of equipment? What ratios would be equitable?

—Manpower, of course, is a common denominator to all the 
forces in Central Europe. In large forces however, reducing 
manpower may not necessarily be the only important aspect. 
If manpower is reduced, what becomes of the equipment? 
Should it be destroyed or reassembled in depots for continu
ing surveillance?

—Small reductions of manpower cannot be verified except under 
well-defined and stringent circumstances; demobilization of 
national forces on their own territory is particularly difficult 
to monitor except in very large numbers.

—The forces in Central Europe are both indigenous and “for
eign” but this is a political as well as a military distinction. 
Should all forces be treated equally? If so, what compensation 
is necessary for the fact that the United States would with
draw its forces across the Atlantic, while the Soviet Union 
would withdraw only several hundred miles?

—Following actual reductions, control on the reintroduction of 
forces into the area for maneuvers or for replacements needs 
to be considered along with related verification requirements.

— Ĥow quickly each side could restore its forces to a pre-reduction 
level through mobilization and reinforcement becomes a 
significant factor. Compensation for advantages that one side 
may have should be considered.

As in SALT, the analysis of such questions provides us with the 
building blocks which can be put together in different ways to 
help us understand the implications of different reduction proc
esses :

—Proportionately equal reductions. Each side would apply a 
common percentage to reduce its forces. This appears to be 
a simple but equitable approach. If applied to all forces, how
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ever, it could create an imbalance because it would favor the 
offense and because of the geographical advantages of the 
Warsaw Pact.

—Reductions to equal levels. This would in effect produce a 
common ceiling for Central Europe. There would be some 
unequal cuts in absolute numbers, but the residual capabilities 
would be more balanced and offensive potential would thereby 
be reduced.

—Mixed, asjnnmetrical reductions. This means reductions 
would be made by different amounts in various categories of 
weapons or manpower. It could prove extremely complex to 
define equivalence between different weapons systems.

We have now completed our technical evaluation. We under
stand the major issues related to actual reductions and which ap
proaches are realistic. We have shared the results of our studies 
with our NATO allies and have contributed to studies within the 
Alliance.

Allied  Co n su lta tio n s . We now enter the final and most im
portant stage in building an Alliance position. In addition to the 
completion of technical studies and diplomatic plans, we face 
one basic question: what security concept will the Alliance follow 
in developing its position for the negotiations next fall?

The Alliance is committed to “undiminished security” in the 
MBFR process, but we must agree on what this means in concrete 
terms. Different political viewpoints shape the attitudes of each 
ally, especially if its forces or territory may be involved. Issues 
of this magnitude could become divisive if there were no common 
concept. The Alliance must approach force reductions from the 
standpoint of their effect on military security in a period that 
may be marked by a further amelioration of tensions. Some of the 
key questions are:

—How do we reconcile reductions in roughly balanced con
ventional forces with the fact that the strategic balance is 
no longer clearly favorable to the Alliance?

—^What are the capabilities to sustain a conventional defense of 
NATO territory with reduced forces?

—Could a substantial reduction in conventional defense lead to 
a greater or earlier reliance on nuclear weapons?

—Can reduced forces be maintained and improved in the pres
ent political environment?

—^What would be the net effect of a new balance in Central 
Europe on the flanks of NATO ?

—How would reductions affect the relative burdens of Ameri
can and European forces?

To deal with these kinds of issues effectively, the Alliance must 
first set its security goals and relate them to technical MBFR
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analysis. Then, however, the negotiations may unfold, the Alliance 
position throughout will be determined by a common concept of 
security rather than by negotiating tactics or abstract political 
formulas. We can then rationally address the questions of which 
forces and equipment should be reduced and by what amounts. 
We can translate our technical analysis into detailed proposals 
that both protect our interests and offer the other side a proposal 
for reductions that will enhance military stability in the heart 
of Europe.

Our security and that of the Alliance is inextricably linked. We 
will pursue these negotiations in full agreement with our allies. 
We will negotiate with the same dedication we displayed in SALT. 
We will also observe a fundamental principle of those talks; we 
will not enter into agreements that undermine international equi
librium or create threats to other countries.

Other Arms Control Issms

During the past year we have pursued arms control on several 
multilateral fronts.

B io lo g ica l  A r m s  Co n t r o l . On April 10, 1972, the United 
States, the Soviet Union, and over 70 other nations signed an 
international treaty banning the development, production, and 
stockpiling of biological and toxin weapons and requiring destruc
tion of existing stocks.̂ ® The treaty has now been signed by more 
than 100 nations. I submitted it to the Senate on August 10, 1972, 
for advice and consent.̂ ® Meanwhile, we are taking steps to 
implement some provisions.

The facilities that once produced these weapons are now doing 
research for peaceful purposes. The former biological warfare 
facility at Pine Bluff Arsenal in Arkansas has become a center 
for research on the adverse effects of chemical substances in 
man’s environment. The former military biological research facil
ity at Fort Detrick, Maryland, now houses a national center for 
cancer research. Scientists from aU nations are being invited to 
share in the humanitarian work of these centers.

C h e m ic a l  A r m s  Co n t r o l . This Administration remains firmly 
committed to achieving effective international restraints on 
chemical weapons.

During the past year the United States played a leading role 
in the discussion of chemical weapons controls at the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva. We presented a 
comprehensive work program on the prohibition of chemical 
weapons and several technical studies of this subject.*^

The basic problem is that several nations may have these

Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138. 
Ihid,, pp. 533-538. 

^Uhid,, pp. 98 ff.
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weapons and the capacity to produce them is widespread. It is 
exceedingly difficult to verify existing stocks, let alone their reduc
tion, or to distinguish between civilian and military production. 
Furthermore, however remote the threat may be that any nation 
would use chemical weapons offensively, that threat must be 
countered with certain defensive capabilities.

The major issue is whether competition will continue or 
whether, as in SALT, some partial measures can be adopted to 
facilitate more comprehensive measures.

Co m p r e h e n s iv e  T e st  B a n . The United States has continued 
to support the objective of an adequately verified agreement to 
ban all nuclear weapons testing.

Some countries maintain that national means of verification 
would be sufficient to monitor such a ban with confidence. We 
disagree. Despite substantial progress in detecting and identify
ing seismic events, including underground nuclear tests, we be
lieve that national means of verification still should be supple
mented by some on-site inspection.

The United States shares the view of many other nations that 
an adequately verified comprehensive test ban would be a positive 
contribution to moderating the arms race. For this reason we are 
giving high priority to the problem of verification. We will con
tinue to cooperate with other nations in working toward eventual 
agreement on this important issue.

The responsibility for controlling arms does not rest with the 
great powers alone. As the United States and the Soviet Union 
seek to curb the nuclear arms race, and the nations with forces 
in Central Europe seek to reduce conventional forces, other coun
tries should develop regional arms control arrangements which 
will enhance mutual security and reduce the danger of local con
flicts. External powers should respect such arrangements by 
restricting the flow of weapons into such areas. The United States 
is prepared to do so.

Record of Plenary Meeting of Preparatory Consultations 
on Central Europe: Rules of Procedure and Participation, 
May 14, 1973^

C h a ir m a n  (M r . J .  A . T h o m s o n ) :
We have gathered to resolve the question of participation and 

procedures. In this connection we, as I understand, are to hear 
nine points and four statements.

'ACDA files.
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Mr . 0 . N. K h l e st o v ;

1. Representatives of the following states are the participants 
in the preparatory consultations related to Central Europe which 
began in Vienna on January 31, 1973:

The Kingdom of Belgium The Italian Republic
The People’s Republic of The Grand Duchy of

Bulgaria Luxembourg
Canada The Kingdom of the Netherlands
The Czechoslovak Socialist The Kingdom of Norway

Republic The Polish People’s Republic
The Kingdom of Denmark The Socialist Republic of
The German Democratic Romania

Republic The Republic of Turkey
The Federal Republic of The Union of Soviet Socialist

Germany Republics
The Kingdom of Greece The United Kingdom of Great
The Hungarian People’s Britain and Northern Ireland

Republic The United States of America

2. Representatives of the following states, which are potential 
participants in possible agreements related to Central Europe, 
will take the necessary decisions by consensus;

The Kingdom of Belgium 
Canada
The Czechoslovak Socialist Republic
The German Democratic Republic
The Federal Republic of Germany
The Grand Duchy of Luxembourg
The Kingdom of the Netherlands
The Polish People’s Republic
The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
The United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland
The United States of America

If another state wishes to be included among the states listed 
in this paragraph and this is agreed by consensus of the repre
sentatives of the states listed in this paragraph, it may be so 
included. Such inclusion in negotiations or decisions related to 
Central Europe could either be general or, if so agreed, could be 
for the limited purpose of taking part in a particular decision or 
decisions relating to this subject. It is understood that such addi
tional participation in decisions, agreements, or measures would 
be without prejudice to the security of any of the parties.

3. The following states will participate with a special status:

The People’s Republic of Bulgaria 
The Kingdom of Denmark
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The Kingdom of Greece
The Hungarian People’s Republic
The Italian Republic
The Kingdom of Norway
The Socialist Republic of Romania
The Republic of Turkey

4. All participants will be seated as listed in paragraph 1 ac
cording to the English version.

5. The chairmanship will rotate from meeting to meeting 
among the representatives of the states listed in paragraph 2 in 
the order set forth in the English version. The first chairman will 
be drawn by lot.

6. All participants will have the right to speak and to circulate 
papers on the subject matter.

7. The meetings will be open only to the participants.
8. Following the opening statements, proceedings and docu

ments of the meetings will be confidential except for those mat
ters on which it is agreed in advance that another procedure will 
be followed. There will be no official records of meetings except 
as otherwise agreed.

9. The official languages will be in English, French, German 
and Russian.

Mr. D. Quarles Van Ufford;

The representatives of Belgium, Canada, the Federal Republic 
of Germany, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, 
and the United States of America wish to point out that the 
arrangements for the participation of Hungary in these consulta
tions are without prejudice to the nature of Hungary’s partici
pation in future negotiations, decisions, or agreed measures or to 
the security of any party, and that, in particular, the question of 
how and to what extent Hungary will be included in future deci
sions, agreements, or measures must be examined and decided 
during the pending negotiations.

Mr. E. Ustor:

In connection with the unilateral statement of the representa
tives of Belgium, Canada, the Federal Republic of Germany, 
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and the 
United States of America the representative of the Hungarian 
People’s Republic wishes to state the following:

As the representatives of Hungary and of other Socialist states 
have explained during the course of the consultations, Hungary 
could consider participation in possible decisions, agreements, or 
measures only if the appropriate conditions are fulfilled.
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Mr. D. Quarles Van UfFord:
It is understood that the arrangement on participation and 

procedures being adopted today ■will also be applied in the forth
coming negotiations.
Mr. O. Khlestov:

It is agreed that the arrangement on participation and pro
cedures being adopted today will also be applied in the forth
coming negotiations. This does not preclude the possibility of 
raising the question of inviting other European states to partici
pate in these negotiations as observers.
Chairman (Mr. J. A. Thomson) :

Are there any objections?

I see none.

It will be so recorded.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, June 12, 
1973 ^

Today a regular session of the Committee on Disarmament is 
beginning its work. It can be noted with satisfaction that the 
international situation is favourable for the work of the Commit
tee session which has just opened. The lessening of international 
tension noted in recent years continues to influence favourably 
the present course of international affairs, facilitating further 
progress towards the strengthening of mutual understanding 
among peoples and the creation of a better climate for solving 
the problems of the limitation and cessation of the arms race. 
The ending of the war in Viet-Nam was an important step in that 
direction. The international situation in Europe has radically 
improved. The preparations for the Conference on European 
Security and Co-operation have been successfully concluded and 
the first stage of the Conference will soon open in Helsinki. Sub
stantial progress has been made in regard to the question of 
conducting negotiations on the reduction of armed forces and 
armaments in Europe. The strategic arms limitation talks between 
the Soviet Union and the United States are a positive factor in 
international politics. The policy of the peaceful co-existence of 
States with different social systems pursued by the Soviet Union 
is yielding favourable results. In this connexion the visit of Mr. 
Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union, to the Federal Republic of 
Germany, his meetings and talks with Chancellor Brandt and the

'  CCD/PV.604, pp. &-11.
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agreements between the USSR and the Federal Republic of Ger
many signed during the visit are of great significance. In a few 
days Mr. Brezhnev will also visit the United States and meet 
President Nixon. These visits by the General Secretary of the 
Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, 
and his meetings with the leaders of the Federal Republic of 
Germany and the United States constitute important events in 
the international affairs of today, and their purpose is to expand 
international co-operation and secure a lasting and durable peace.

At the same time it must be admitted that the arms race has 
not yet been stopped and that military expenditures consume a 
considerable part of the national income of States. Military ex
penditures are steadily rising, whereas the people’s vital needs 
for food and the control of disease are not being met, and meas
ures for protecting the environment from pollution and raising 
the level of living are inadequate. The continuing arms race is 
adversely affecting not only the solution of the problems of 
strengthening universal peace and international security but also 
the course of disarmament negotiations themselves, including 
those in our Committee.

At the session which has opened today the Committee must, in 
our opinion, continue the consideration of the problems which 
were the centre of attention at the previous, spring, session of 
the Committee. Among those problems are the prohibition of 
chemical weapons and the cessation of nuclear weapon tests.

At the previous, spring, session of the Committee on Disarma
ment, considerable attention was given to the problem of the pro
hibition of chemical weapons, which has been discussed in the 
Committee for many years. Many countries, as a matter of fact 
the overwhelming majority of the States of the world, believe 
that this type of weapon should be completely prohibited. It was 
precisely to secure the prohibition of such weapons that the 1925 
Geneva Protocol prohibiting the use of chemical and bacteriologi
cal methods of warfare was concluded.  ̂That Protocol has assumed 
a prominent place among international agreements. It laid down 
an important principle of international law in prohibiting the use 
in war of certain types of weapons of mass destruction—chemical 
and bacteriological weapons. The task now is not to limit ourselves 
to prohibiting the use of such types of weapons, as is done in the 
Geneva Protocol, but also to prohibit their development, produc
tion and stockpiling.

It is a matter for satisfaction that agreement has been reached 
on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling 
of bacteriological and toxin weapons. The international conven
tion imposing such a prohibition has been signed by over a hun

* Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 763-764.
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dred States of the world.® We think this Convention should be 
made part of the body of treaties and agreements in force as soon 
as possible. It is highly important that the States which have 
signed this Convention but not ratified it should not delay the 
process of ratification. This applies primarily to the depository 
States, since the entry into force of that Convention requires its 
ratification by all depository States. We, for our part, would like 
to state that the process of ratification of the Convention by the 
Soviet Union will not delay its entry into force.

The complete prohibition of chemical weapons requires the 
elaboration and negotiation of a text for an agreement on the 
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical means of warfare that is generally acceptable to States. 
The text of such an agreement in the form of a draft convention 
was submitted by the socialist countries for consideration by the 
Committee over a year ago.  ̂ The draft is based on recognition of 
the need for the complete prohibition of chemical weapons.

Since the submission of the socialist countries’ proposal on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons, the committee has made no 
progress towards the solution of this problem. It has been unable 
to begin practical negotiations on the elaboration of a generally 
acceptable agreement for the total prohibition of chemical means 
of warfare. Representatives of the western States have objected 
to the draft convention of the socialist countries on the grounds 
that the draft does not provide for proper measures of control of 
the observance by the participants of the obligations they assume. 
Individual provisions of the draft convention may of course be 
unacceptable, but if there is willingness to resolve this problem 
one would expect counter-proposals to be made. Nothing of the 
kind happened in this case. As we said at the spring session of 
the Committee, the reason for such an unsatisfactory state of 
affairs was that the western countries, and especially the United 
States, were not prepared to take a political decision concerning 
the prohibition of chemical means of warfare. This state of affairs 
in the search for a solution to one of the main questions before 
the Committee virtually brought work on the matter to a halt; 
and this adversely affected the negotiations in the Committee on 
other questions relating to disarmament, too.

We hope that in the course of this session of the Committee on 
Disarmament it will be possible to move ahead in solving the 
question of the prohibition of chemical weapons, and that it will 
finally be possible to start practical negotiations on this problem 
which would extract the Committee on Disarmament from its 
present state of stagnation.

Besides the preparation of a draft agreement on the complete

^Ihid., 1972, pp. 133-138. 
‘ Ibid., pp. 120-124.
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prohibition of chemical means of warfare, there is still the im
portant task of obtaining the fullest possible accession of States 
to the above-mentioned Geneva Protocol prohibiting the use in 
war of chemical and bacteriological weapons. Almost all militarily 
important States have become parties to the Protocol. We hope 
that those who have not yet ratified the Geneva Protocol will 
arrange to do so soon in order to make this agreement a more 
universal international instrument.

The banning of nuclear weapon tests is an important disarma
ment question which has been discussed in the Committee very 
actively. Interest in this problem stems from the fact that sub
stantial limitation of the development of nuclear arsenals and 
consequent reduction of the danger of nuclear war depend on its 
solution. As we have already stated, the USSR is in favour of 
banning nuclear weapon tests, including underground tests, every
where and by everyone. The Soviet side’s position in this matter 
is based on the belief that an agreement on such a ban can become 
effective only if all the nuclear States participate in it.

During the Committee’s discussion on the problem of nuclear 
tests, considerable attention was given to the cessation of under
ground tests of nuclear weapons. The position of the Soviet Union 
on this question has been stated on many occasions in the Com
mittee on Disarmament and in other international bodies. The 
Soviet side is ready to participate in an agreement on the problem 
provided that verification of compliance with the obligations 
under such an agreement will be carried out with the aid of na
tional means of detection and identification.

In order to provide more reliable guarantees against violations 
of an agreement on the cessation of underground nuclear tests, 
the Soviet Union is prepared to participate in international co
operation arrangements for the exchange of seismic data within 
the framework of the agreement on the cessation of underground 
nuclear tests, provided certain conditions are observed in such ex
changes. National means of detection and verification combined 
with the international co-operation of States in the exchange of 
seismic data will provide a reliable guarantee that possible viola
tions by a State of a treaty banning underground nuclear tests 
will be detected, with all ensuing consequences.

The solution of the question of the cessation of underground 
nuclear tests in present circumstances requires political decisions 
demonstrating the willingness of the States concerned to ban such 
tests, rather than technical studies of the problem of verifying 
their cessation.

Besides the questions of the prohibition of chemical weapons 
and the cessation of nuclear weapon tests, a series of other prob
lems related to disarmament have been raised in the Committee.

Not long ago the Committee actively discussed the question of
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the demilitarization of the sea-bed and the ocean floor. The con
sideration of this question resulted in the conclusion of the Treaty 
on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and 
Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean 
Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof, which came into force in May 
1972.° That Treaty partially solves the problem of the complete 
demilitarization of the sea-bed. Its parties assumed, however, an 
obligation to carry out “negotiations . . . concerning further 
measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an 
arms race on the sea-bed, the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof” 
(article V of the Treaty). The question arises of the compliance of 
the parties to the Treaty with the obligations they have assumed. 
It seems necessary therefore, to begin negotiations on further 
steps towards the demilitarization of the sea-bed.

The Soviet Union is in favour of the most comprehensive solu
tion of the problem, i.e. the complete demilitarization of the sea
bed, as it originally suggested on 18 March 1969 in the draft treaty 
on the prohibition of the use for military purposes of the sea-bed 
and the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof.® At the same time, the 
Soviet side is prepared to give careful consideration to other 
proposals designed to prevent an arms race in that environment.

Apart from those proposals concerning disarmament, there are 
many other problems in this field requiring thorough considera
tion and careful study. The main objective of all disarmament 
measures is to stop the arms race and to reverse it so as to reduce 
and later eliminate the threat of atomic war and of war in general.

Disarmament questions are a major problem of today which 
affects the vital interests of the peoples. The solution of disarma
ment problems requires the study of every possibility in this field 
with the participation of the greatest possible number of States. 
This purpose would be served by the convening of a world dis
armament conference attended by all the States of the world. It 
can be noted with satisfaction that the idea of such a conference 
gained wide recognition and support at the 1971 and 1972 sessions 
of the General Assembly, which considered the matter. Last year, 
at its twenty-seventh session, the General Assembly, established 
a Special Committee to examine all the views and suggestions 
pertaining to the convening of a world disarmament conference 
and related problems. We note with gratification that the partici
pants in the Special Committee in the course of its informal meet
ings spoke in favour of taking all the necessary measures con
ducive to the early convening of the world disarmament confer
ence. The holding of such a conference would in no way diminish 
the importance of the activities of the Committee on Disarmament. 
On the contrary, these activities would gain new impetus for the

•’ Ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11.
° Ibid., 1969, pp. 112-113.
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solution of problems in the field of armaments reduction and dis
armament.

The Committee on Disarmament has taken a worthy place 
among international forums dedicated to the cause of consolidat
ing peace, international security and disarmament. Over the past 
year, however, the activities of the Committee have not been 
marked by effective progress in the solution of questions relating 
to disarmament. This fact is causing serious concern in most coun
tries of the world. The Soviet Union—which is ardently in favour 
of, speeding up all processes conducive to the consolidation of 
peace and disarmament—is making great efforts to achieve a 
radical improvement of the world situation and, in particular, to 
secure the implementation of agreed measures in the field of the 
reduction of armaments and disarmament. But progress in this 
field requires a readiness to carry out such measures on the part 
of other countries, and primarily those which are militarily im
portant. We expressed the hope that at the forthcoming session 
the Committee will be able to move ahead in the above-mentioned 
direction and achieve real progress in the solution of the problems 
before it, thus taking a new step along the road towards our main 
objective— t̂he cessation of the arms race, the reduction of arma
ments, and disarmament.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, June 12, 1973 ^

Today, after a short recess, we return to our work on the issues 
before this Committee. We do so in a period marked by swift and 
dramatic changes in the relationship between nations of the world. 
Many of our colleagues have already expressed the hope that these 
changes augur well for our efforts in the Committee. We fully 
share that hope. Like our colleagues, we believe that the current 
lessening of tensions improves the prospects for effective arms 
control measures which are being pursued in a variety of forums. 
This Committee has a vital role to fill in this effort. I can assure 
you that we will do our utmost to achieve the development within 
this Committee of arms control measures which contribute to the 
security of every nation.

President Nixon, in his Foreign Policy Report for 1973, stated;

We believed we could move from an environment of emergencies to a more 
stable international system. We made our new purpose a global structure of 
peace—comprehensive because it would draw on the efforts of other countries; 
durable because if countries helped to build it, they would also help to 
maintain it.“

* CCD/PV.604, pp. 11-14.
” U.S. Foreign Policy for the 1970’s— Shaping a Durable Peace: A Report 

to the Congress by Rickard Nixon, President of the United States, May 3, 
1973, p. 6.
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We continue to view the limitation of armaments as an essen
tial element in this larger political process. By contributing to 
international stability and restraint, arms control agreements can, 
in our view, provide a greater measure of security than reliance 
solely on military power.

If, then, an improvement in the international situation augurs 
well for our work, so, too, will our achievements reinforce progress 
in other areas of international relations.

With these thoughts in mind, I would now like to turn to the 
issues currently of prime interest in the Committee, specifically 
chemical weapons and the comprehensive test ban.

I should first like to affirm the continuing positive and active 
interest of the United States in achieving sound arms control re
straints on chemical weapons. As President Nixon has recently 
stated: “This Administration remains firmly committed to achiev
ing effective international restraints on chemical weapons.” ®

Our Committee has made an impressive start in coming to 
grips with this subject. Serious and informative materials have 
been presented in working papers; analyses of problems have been 
presented; proposals for treaty provisions have been submitted.

During the recess, we reviewed past materials and studied the 
statements and opinions of others. We understand that there is 
considerable desire to attempt to achieve an agreement containing 
comprehensive prohibitions dealing with production of chemical 
weapons and destruction of existing stockpiles. We will participate 
this summer with other delegations in exploring further what 
possibilities might exist for achieving adequately verified compre
hensive prohibitions. These possibilities and the proposals and in
terventions which others have put forth here deserve further com
ment and analysis, and we plan to comment and to ask questions 
about them. In addition, we assume that there will be new sug
gestions during the present session and we will welcome these also 
as a basis for our discussions.

Our task in further exploring what possibilities may exist for 
achieving adequately verified comprehensive prohibitions will, of 
course, not be free from significant substantive problems. Earlier 
studies and interventions in this Committee amply demonstrate, 
in our judgment, that the difficulties in achieving adequate veri
fication for a comprehensive agreement may be very great. In view 
of these considerations, we also believe consideration should con
tinue to be given to possible partial measures. We expect, there
fore, to be commenting on and asking questions about the sugges
tions for partial measures which have been, and may be, put forth 
here.

I would like to turn now to the other priority item on our 
agenda, the question of a comprehensive test ban. The United

“ Ante, p. 251.
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States position on this subject has recently been reaffirmed in 
authoritative terms by President Nixon in his Foreign Policy Re
port to the United States Congress. The relevant passage in that 
report reads as follows:

The United States has continued to support the objective of an adequately 
verified agreement to ban all nuclear weapons testing.

Some countries maintain tha t national means of verification would be 
sufiicient to monitor such a ban with confidence. We disagree. Despite sub
stantial progress in detecting and identifying seismic events, including 
underground nuclear tests, we believe tha t national means of verification still 
should be supplemented by some on-site inspection.

The United States shares the view of many other nations tha t an ade
quately verified comprehensive test ban would be a positive contribution to 
moderating the arms race. For this reason we are giving high priority to the 
probliem of verification. We will continue to co-operate with other nations in 
working toward eventual agreement on this important issue.*

We have no doubt about the importance of this objective. Pre
cisely because we recognize its importance, we have devoted major 
resources to the study of how a ban can be verified in such a way 
as to assure confidence.

For us, the most promising approach to achieving a CTB lies 
in continuing serious work on the technical issues that must be 
resolved, specifically those involved in the problem of verification; 
We will continue to co-operate with others in resolving these 
issues. For this reason we are pleased at the prospect of holding 
informal meeings on CTB verification in July. Our experts will 
participate in these meetings, and we plan to circulate a working 
paper enough in advance, so that it can be studied by other delega
tions before the informal meetings. This paper will supplement 
our working paper, CCD/388,° carrying further our analyses of 
important remaining problem areas in seismic verification and 
reporting on the work we are doing in order to make further 
progress.

Members of the Committee will recall that, in the interest of 
international co-operation in seismic studies, the United States 
suggested in 1968 that certain United States peaceful nuclear ex
plosion experiments should be utilized as a basis for the inter
national collection and exchange of seismic data.® Project Rulison, 
which involved a nuclear explosion on 10 September 1969, to test 
possibilities of freeing gas from shale and sandstone formations, 
was utilized for this purpose. A similar experiment. Project Rio 
Blanco, involving the simultaneous explosion of three nuclear 
devices, took place on 17 Miay 1973. As in the case of Rulison, rele
vant details concerning Rio Blanco were communicated in advance 
to seismic stations throughout the world, to assist them in re
cording data about this event.

* Ante, p. 252.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 590-611. 
“ Ibid., 1968, pp. 769-770;
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I have chosen to speak only briefly today about the two major 
substantive areas of work before us. In the case of chemical 
weapons, I have done so because in coming weeks and months we 
will be commenting specifically on a great many proposals, issues 
and approaches involved in achieving effective treaty restraints, 
and, indeedj we will be asking many questions of our colleagues 
about the wealth of material before us. With respect to the ques
tion of the comprehensive test ban, as I said earlier, we will be 
presenting our working paper in the near future, and we expect 
to comment on some of the materials that others have submitted.

We have much to do, and we look forward to a summer of active 
and valuable work in dealing with the tasks before this Committee.

Report by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee: 
Comprehensive Test-Ban Treaty, June 13, 1973 ^

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to which was referred 
the resolution (S. Res. 67) calling on the President to promote 
negotiations for a comprehensive test ban treaty,  ̂ having con
sidered the same, reports favorably thereon without amendment 
and recommends that the resolution do pass.

PURPOSE OP THE RESOLUTION

The purpose of Senate Resolution 67 is to convey the sense of 
the Senate that the President of the United States (1) should 
propose an immediate suspension on underground nuclear testing 
to remain in effect so long as the Soviet Union abstains from 
underground testing, and (2) should set forth promptly a new 
proposal to the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics and other nations for a permanent treaty to ban all nuclear 
tests.

BACKGROUND

Senate Resolution 67 draws upon Senate Resolutions 230 and 
273 of the last Congress, which were not acted upon by the com
mittee. However, Senate Resolution 67 differs from the earlier 
resolutions in several respects. Senate Resolution 67 does not call 
upon the President to declare an immediate moratorium, as was 
suggested in earlier resolutions. Instead, this resolution asks that 
the President propose an immediate suspension on underground 
nuclear testing to remain in effect so long as the Soviet Union 
abstains from such testing. The resolution calls upon the Presi
dent to set forth promptly a new proposal, but it does not suggest

‘ S. Rept. 93-214, 93d Cong., 1st sess. 
“ Ante, p. 21.
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the terms of either that proposal or of the proposal for the suspen
sion. The resolution does not reach a conclusion as to whether 
the advances in seismological detection and identification have 
negated the value of onsite inspection. In effect, the executive 
branch is given leeway by the resolution to develop its own ap
proaches toward a comprehensive test ban.

COMMITTEE ACTION

On February 20, 1973, Senator Edward M. Kennedy, for him
self and 31 cosponsors, introduced Senate Resolution 67, which 
was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

At the request of Chairman Fulbright, the Subcommittee on 
Arms Control, International Law and Organization held a hearing 
May 1 on Senate Resolution 67. Witnesses included Senator Ken
nedy ; Philip J. Farley, Acting Director of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency, who was accompanied by Dr. Jack F. 
Evernden, Chief Seismologist of ACDA; Dr. John S. Foster, Jr., 
Director of Defense Research and Engineering of the Department 
of Defense, who was accompanied by Dr. Stephen J. Lukasik, Di
rector of Advanced Research Projects Agency; former Ambas
sador Averell Harriman; Dr. Wolfgang K. H. Panofsky, Director 
of the Stanford Linear Accelerator Center at Stanford University; 
and Dr. Herbert Scoville, Jr., former Deputy Director of CIA and 
former Assistant Director of ACDA.

The hearing supplemented hearings on July 22, and 23, 1971, 
and May 15, 1972, on the comprehensive test ban question. The 
executive branch provided its comments on Senate Resolution 67 
in the following letter received the day before the May 1, 1973, 
hearing:

[The letter appears ante, pp. 217-218.]

All administration witnesses agreed that the executive branch 
supports the comprehensive test ban, adequately verified. As Mr. 
Farley put it, that position is similar to the position held since 
1963, when the Limited Test Ban Treaty was ratified by the 
United States and Soviet Union.'* The United States has declared 
itself ready to negotiate, as has the Soviet Union. But neither side 
has taken the initiative of laying a proposal on the table.

Mr. Farley told the subcommittee:

With regard to the first recommendation of S. Res. 67—a mutual mora
torium—such a moratorium would necessarily lack many of the safeguards 
of a formal international agreement. Therefore, the administration does not 
believe th a t it would be a prudent step to take a t this time. . .

® Documents on Disarmamenty 1963y pp. 291-293.
* Ante, p. 218.
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Mr. Farley further stated:

. . . the United States remains committed to a goal of adequately verified 
comprehensive test ban, and we are actively pursuing solutions to the prob
lems of verification both through our technical research and a t the negotiat
ing table a t the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament.'

Dr. Foster expressed Defense Department agreement with the 
executive branch position. At the request of Senator Muskie, chair
man of the Subcommittee on Arms Control, International Law 
and Organization, the Joint Chiefs of Staff provided by letter 
their position on S. Res. 67. That letter is classified and available 
in the committee files. The subcommittee chairman also requested 
the views of the Atomic Energy Commission on S. Res. 67. The 
Atomic Energy Commission replied on May 30, 1973, and stated 
in part:
. . . The potential political and national security* benefits th a t might result 
from a total cessation of nuclear testing have been covered by others before 
the subcommittee. The AEG wishes to stress tha t these potential benefits 
would be obtained only if any arrangem ent for cessation of nuclear testing 
was broadly adhered to and was truly effective in stopping nuclear tests. If 
that were not the case, there would be significant drawbacks associated with 
a cessation of U.S. nuclear testing tha t would need to be seriously con
sidered.®

The two main points addressed in the hearing were whether it 
was in the national security interests of the United States to em
bark upon a comprehensive test ban and whether the state of the 
art was such that the necessary verification could be achieved 
through available national means of inspection.

Although the Administration position is that an adequately 
verified comprehensive test ban treaty is in the national interests 
of the United States, the executive branch has not said what 
would constitute adequate verification and witnesses at the hear
ing did not provide such a definition. There was general agree
ment that the best possible detection and verification systems 
using current technology could reasonably be expected reliably 
to detect and identify explosions above the range of one to five 
kilotons. Dr. Foster and officials of the Atomic Energy Commis
sion maintain that weapons in that yield range are becoming more 
significant militarily. Thus, they argue, it is very important to 
detect tests in that very low yield range. Dr. Foster told the sub
committee that there are two trends now delaying progress 
towards a comprehensive test ban. He said:

The first trend is th a t the technolog^y of detection and identification seems 
to be driving the identification limit to lower and lower values. A t the same 
time, the pursuit of a vigorous underground test ban in support of the safe

'  Ante, p. 223.
"To Promote Negotiations for a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Hearing 

Before the Subcommittee on Arm s Control, International Law and Organiza
tion of the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety- 
third Congress, F irst Session, on S. Res. 67, Calling on the President To Pro
mote Negotiations for a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, p. 130.
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guards of th a t treaty  has driven up the significance of smaller and smaller 
3delds, and in this issue of cessation of all nuclear testing we are caught 
between the two.

Questioned as to the smallest yield levels that might be con
sidered significant, Dr. Foster said;

I will admit there are some cases where a half-kiloton can be very significant 
or a quarter of a kiloton. But certainly I know from my experience th a t a 
kiloton is a very significant yield from a m ilitary point of view. Clearly, as 
one raises the level above that, the number of possibilities th a t are included 
grows and so does the significance.''

Yields of one to five kilotons are very modest in nuclear terms, 
falling in the middle range of the smaller tactical weapons. The 
smallest strategic weapons possessed by either side possess yields 
substantially larger than that. The yield of a Soviet medium mis
sile with a single warhead would be approximately 200 times 
greater than five kilotons. The bomb that destroyed Hiroshima 
had about four times the explosive force of the upper limit of five 
kilotons mentioned.

Administration witnesses maintained that onsite inspection re
mains an important ingredient of verification both as a deterrent 
to cheating and a guarantee of compliance. In 1963, the Russians 
offered three inspections a year and the United States insisted 
on seven.® There was no agreement, and the Russians withdrew 
the proposal of three. Ambassador Harriman told the subcom
mittee.® Executive branch witnesses did not disclose at this hear
ing how many annual inspections might be necessary. The sub
committee was told, however, by several witnesses that onsite 
inspection can be a deterrent to cheating. The subcommittee 
pursued further the question as to what cheating and evasion 
might be contemplated by the Soviet Union. Several witnesses 
maintained that there would be a number of inhibitions to prevent 
cheating, and Dr. Foster said:

I know of no treaties associated with nuclear energy th a t the Soviets have 
violated.’"

Dr. Evernden and several other witnesses pointed out the diffi
culties the Soviet Union would have in evasion or cheating both 
because of the improving state of detection and identification and 
because the particular geography of the Soviet Union would help 
considerably in the identification process. Dr. Evernden discussed 
the possibilities of cheating and evasion at len^h in written 
answers to questions submitted to him by the subcommittee chair-

’ Ibid., p. 91.
® See Documents on Dimrmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1239-1242, and ibid., 

1963, pp. 141-145.
“ For the withdrawal of the Soviet offer, see ibid., p. 540. The Harrim an 

statement may be found in To Promote Negotiations for a Comprehensive 
Teat Ban Treaty: Hearing, p. 107.

“ J6td.,p,94.
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man. The answers are in the subcommittee hearing record.̂  ̂
Some experts believe that onsite inspection is of dubious value. 
Dr. Panofsky asserted:
. . . The presumption is th a t seismic instruments will have detected but 
not identified a seismic disturbance and th a t the source of this disturbance 
has been localized within a certain area of 100 or so square miles within which 
onsite inspection is to take place. An inspection team is to be dispatched to 
tha t area and engage in visual surveillance, either from ground or air, or to 
engage in such activities as air-sampling to locate possible radioactivity. 
Clearly such an undertaking has to be limited in scope by the agreement 
reached, and one might hazard a guess that if a violation had occurred it  
would be difficult to gain adequate access. At best, onsite inspection would 
force a violator to test a t greater depths. For all these reasons, I would con
clude tha t even if access can be secured, the incremental value of such an 
inspection for radioactivity sampling toward verifying a violation beyond 
th a t which can be acquired by other means of collecting information is 
minimal.^

Dr. Scoville told the subcommittee that the level of tests that 
can be detected but not identified has shrunk and now covers a 
very narrow yield range. He added:

. . . There may be some argum ent exactly what th a t yield range is today 
but it is probably somewhere on the order of a half a KT and a few KTs 
and it is only in th a t very narrow yield range th a t onsite inspections have 
any value whatsoever. For tests th a t are below th a t value you won’t  detect 
them and so there is no occasion for onsite inspection. For tests above th a t 
value you can identify the events by seismic means alone.”

Since 1963, other means of detection and verification have im
proved considerably. Seismic detection networks are much better 
and being improved still more. Satellites now give wide and de
tailed coverage. The Russians have already accepted unmanned 
seismic observatories, or black boxes, for environmental research 
in cooperation with the United States.

Dr. Evernden testified:
. . .  I would guess the best logistically and politically feasible network 

external to the U.S.S.R. th a t could be deployed would prooably have, because 
of various causes, 10 or so unidentified events of magnitude 4 or greater per 
year. If  a fa r  simpler network were deployed outside the Soviet Union but, 
as was mentioned earlier, 15 or 20 black boxes or USO’s were deployed within 
the appropriate areas of the Soviet Union, the number of unidentified events 
a t 4 could be made, I think, essentially zero.”

The SALT I treaty and agreement demonstrated the feasibility 
of a consultative commission to help resolve questions and doubts. 
It was suggested by several witnesses that both sides could notify 
each other in the event of large nonnuclear explosions, particularly 
as in construction work, and give data on natural seismic disturb
ances to reassure the other side. In addition, such a commission 
could serve to provide challenges calling for further explanation, 
which would help supplement the information provided through 
national means of inspection.

“  Ibid., pp. 79-84.
“ Ibid., p. 115.
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The issue of peaceful nuclear explosions is closely related to 
the question of the comprehensive test ban. Mr. Farley suggested 
to the subcommittee that if it were difficult to work out an ar
rangement under which peaceful nuclear explosions [could be con
ducted] without the risk that they were shielding weapons testing:

. . . one possible approach . . . might be to agree to suspend them until a 
system of adequate safeguards could be developed and tested.’®

This concept was supported by Drs. Scoville and Panofsky.

COMMITTEE COMMENTS

Having considered the testimony, the committee concludes that 
substantial progress in verification has been made since the 
Limited Test Ban Treaty was approved in 1963 and that this 
progress may be adequate to allow the United States to conclude 
an agreement with the Soviet Union for a comprehensive test ban 
without onsite inspection. However, the committee notes that the 
resolution allows the executive branch to develop the proposal 
as it sees fit.

The committee concurs with the executive branch that a com
prehensive test ban adequately verified is in the national interest 
of the United States. As Senator Muskie pointed out, the United 
States Government, by signing the 1963 Limited Test Ban 
Treaty and the 1968 Nonproliferation Treaty,” has committed 
itself to work toward a comprehensive test ban. He noted that 
Henry Kissinger, President Nixon's Assistant for National Secu
rity Affairs, said in Moscow last May at the time of the conclusion 
of the SALT I treaty and agreement, the United States might be 
willing to pursue a comprehensive test ban treaty. Dr. Kissinger 
said:

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.“

The thrust of the resolution is to urge that the United States 
move promptly and judiciously toward the conclusion of a com
prehensive test ban treaty. The committee concurs in that judg
ment. It believes the comprehensive test ban would further the 
cause of nonproliferation and be a logical next step in the quest 
of effective and meaningful arms controls that could help save 
both the United States and the Soviet Union from further needless 
expenditure of national resources.

The committee met in executive session on June 13, 1973, and 
ordered Senate Resolution 67 reported favorably to the Senate 
by a vote of 14 to 1.̂ ®

p. 17.
“ Documents on Disarmamentf 1963y pp. 291-293.

Ihid,y 1968y pp. 461-465.
“  Ihid,y 1972, p. 224.
“ The resolution was placed on the table and not put to a vote.
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North Atlantic Council Communique, June 15, 1973^

1. The North Atlantic Council met in Ministerial session in 
Copenhagen on 14th and 15th June.

2. Ministers underlined the essential contribution which the 
Alliance has rendered over the years to the maintenance of inter
national peace and security. The progress being made toward 
better East/West relations and the reduction of tensions in 
Europe could not have been achieved without the unshakeable re
solve of the West to defend itself and a sound military capability 
to do so. Ministers asserted that an effective defense system re
mained a fundamental prerequisite for further progress. Conse
quently, the Allies must continue to make the efforts necessary to 
ensure their defense and security.

3. Ministers reaffirmed the principles and objectives of the 
Alliance established a quarter of a century ago. They noted, how
ever, the profound changes which were taking place in every field 
of international activity. With this in mind. Ministers decided 
that the time had come, without prejudice to continuing negotia
tions in other fora, for their Governments to examine in a spirit of 
solidarity and by a common effort their relationships in the light 
of these changes. They entrusted the Council in permanent session 
with this task. Ministers expressed full confidence that the Alli
ance would continue to be a vital force for maintaining peace, im
proving East/West relations, and promoting greater security and 
well-being.

4. Ministers considered the outcome of the Multilateral Talks in 
Helsinki in preparation for the Conference on Security and Co
operation in Europe [CSCE]. Recalling the purpose of their Gov
ernments in entering into these talks, Ministers were satisfied that 
it had been possible at Helsinki to agree on arrangements for this 
Conference which would ensure that their proposals were ex
amined fully and in depth.

5. Ministers stressed the need for the Conference to be con
ducted with all due deliberation befitting the range, complexity 
and importance of the subjects to be discussed, including security; 
economic, scientific, technological and environmental cooperation; 
cooperation in humanitarian and other fields and, in particular, 
in the field of human contacts. They reaffirmed that constructive 
and specific results could be achieved only through a process of de
tailed and serious negotiations without artificial time limits. They 
felt that given these circumstances there were reasonable hopes 
that the Conference could produce satisfactory results. Conse
quently, they expressed their willingness to begin the first phase 
of the Conference in Helsinki on July 3rd. They noted that a 
decision on the opening date for the second phase of the Confer

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, July 16,1973, pp. 89-90.
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ence remains to be taken and agreed to consult further on this 
matter.

6. Ministers representing countries which participate in 
NATO’s Integrated Defense Program noted with satisfaction that 
the initiative for mutual and balanced force reductions in Central 
Europe which they took at Reykjavik in 1968 has led to Multi
lateral Exploratory Talks in Vienna. The agreements reached 
there thus far are useful steps forward. These Ministers expect 
negotiations on specific force reduction and associated measures 
in Central Europe to begin in October 1973 as previously agreed. 
They reaffirmed the importance they attach to the prompt fulfil
ment of this commitment.

7. In such negotiations, it will be the aim of the Allied Govern
ments concerned, bearing in mind the indivisibility of the security 
of the Alliance, to secure step by step practical arrangements 
which ensure undiminished security for all parties at a lower 
level of forces in Central Europe. The readiness of the Warsaw 
Pact countries to contribute to balanced results would, together 
with a successful outcome of the parallel negotiations in CSCE, 
open the way to a more fruitful and stable relationship in Europe. 
These Ministers reaffirmed the conviction of their Governments 
that unilateral action on the part of countries of the Alliance to 
reduce or withdraw forces would undermine the negotiation of 
satisfactory agreements aimed at enhancing military stability.

8. These Ministers noted with approval the extent of agreement 
already reached within the Alliance in preparation for negotia
tions on mutual and balanced force reductions. They requested the 
Council in permanent session to continue this work and to de
velop further an Alliance program for the forthcoming nego
tiations.

9. Ministers expressed satisfaction that the negotiations be
tween the United States and the USSR seeking permanent limita
tions on strategic offensive arms (SALT TWO) were being pur
sued. They recognized the importance of this subject for the 
Alliance and reaffirmed the continuing need for close Allied con
sultation.

10. Ministers considered the latest developments in questions 
concerning Germany. They noted the conclusion of the legislative 
process in the Federal Republic of Germany approving the Treaty 
on the basis of relations between the Federal Republic of Germany 
and the German Democratic Republic of 21st December, 1972,  ̂
whose signature Ministers welcomed at their last meeting.^ They 
also noted the conclusion of the legislative process to empower 
the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany to apply for 
entry to the United Nations. They expressed the hope that rela
tions between the two German States would develop steadily in a

“ Keesing’s Contemporary Archives, Dec. 16-23,1972, pp. 25621-25622.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1972, p. 857.
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satisfactory manner, taking into account the special situation in 
Germany.

11. As regards Berlin, Ministers share the view that the strict 
observance and full application of the Quadripartite Agreement of 
3rd September, 1971 constitute a condition for lasting detente and 
stability in Europe.  ̂They noted the practical improvements in the 
Berlin situation which the Agreement has produced and were 
in agreement that the opportunities which it affords for the con
tinuing well-being of the city should be fully utilized.

12. Ministers took note of the report on the situation in the 
Mediterranean prepared on their instructions by the Council in 
permanent session. They reiterated their concern at the develop
ments in this area which could have dangerous consequences for 
the countries of the Alliance. They accordingly instructed the 
Council in permanent session to continue its consultations on this 
question and to report to them at their next meeting.

13. Ministers received with interest a report by the Conference 
of National Armaments Directors on steps to improve armaments 
cooperation. Noting that the need to collaborate in the areas of 
standardization, development and procurement has become more 
pressing, they instructed the Council in permanent session to take 
the necessary action.

14. Ministers representing countries which participate in 
NATO’s Integrated Defense Program welcomed the reaffirmation 
by the United States that, given a similar approach by their Allies, 
they would maintain and improve their forces in Europe and not 
reduce them except in the context of an East/West Agreement. 
These Ministers also recalled their previous Agreement that 
member nations were entitled to bring to the attention of the Al
liance any special problems arising from balance of payment prob
lems resulting from military expenditures for collective defense, 
and that Alliance solidarity can be strengthened by cooperation 
between members to alleviate these problems. They noted that 
permanent representatives have been directed to study these issues 
and to offer whatever recommendations seemed appropriate.

15. The next Ministerial session of the North Atlantic Council 
will be held in Brussels, on 10th and 11th December, 1973.®

American-Soviet Basic Principles of Negotiations on the 
Further Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, June 21, 1973 ^

The President of the United States of America, Richard Nixon, 
and the General Secretary of the Central Committee of the 
CPSU, L. I. Brezhnev,

*24 UST 283.
'  See post, pp. 878-881.
' Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 25,1973, p. 812.
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Having thoroughly considered the question of the further limi
tation of strategic arms, and the progress already achieved in the 
current negotiations.

Reaffirming their conviction that the earliest adoption of fur
ther limitations of strategic arms would be a major contribution 
in reducing the danger of an outbreak of nuclear war and in 
strengthening international peace and security,

Have agreed as follows:

First. The two Sides will continue active negotiations in order to 
work out a permanent agreement on more complete measures on 
the limitation of strategic offensive arms, as well as their sub
sequent reduction, proceeding from the Basic Principles of Rela
tions between the United States of America and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics signed in Moscow on May 29, 1972,  ̂
and from the Interim Agreement between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics of May 26, 
1972 on Certain Measures with Respect to the Limitation of 
Strategic Offensive Arms.®

Over the course of the next year the two Sides will make serious 
efforts to work out the provisions of the permanent agreement 
on more complete measures on the limitation of strategic offensive 
arms with the objective of signing it in 1974.

Second. New agreements on the limitation of strategic offensive 
armaments will be based on the principles of the American-Soviet 
documents adopted in Moscow in May 1972 and the agreements 
reached in Washington in June 1973; and in particular, both Sides 
will be guided by the recognition of each other’s equal security 
interests and by the recognition that efforts to obtain unilateral 
advantage, directly or indirectly, would be inconsistent with the 
strengthening of peaceful relations between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

Third. The limitations placed on strategic offensive weapons 
can apply both to their quantitative aspects as well as to their 
qualitative improvement.

Fourth. Limitations on strategic offensive arms must be sub
ject to adequate verification by national technical means.

Fifth. The modernization and replacement of strategic offensive 
arms would be permitted under conditions which will be formu
lated in the agreements to be concluded.

Sixth. Pending the completion of a permanent agreement on 
more complete measures of strategic offensive arms limitation, 
both Sides are prepared to reach agreements on separate measures 
to supplement the existing Interim Agreement of May 26, 1972.

Seventh. Each Side will continue to take necessary organiza
tional and technical measures for preventing accidental or un-

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 237-240.
pp. 202-204.
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authorized use of nuclear weapons under its control in accordance 
with the Agreement of September 30, 1971 between the United 
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.^

For the United States of 
America:

R ic h a r d  N ix o n  
President of the United 
States of America

Washington, June 21,1973

For the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics:

L. I. B re z h n e v  
General Secretary of the 
Central Committee, CPSU

News Conference Remarks by Presidential Assistant Kissinger 
on Basic Principles of Negotiations on the Further Limitation 
of Strategic Offensive Arms, June 21, 1973 ^

Ladies and gentlemen, I will go over the agreement on SALT 
principles with you.  ̂ Due to some misunderstanding between 
Camp David and my office here, the actual text hasn’t been dis
tributed to you, but it will be at the end of the meeting. I thought 
that in order to explain it adequately, I would read to you each 
of the principles and then explain what they mean.

There is no need for you to take down the text itself, because 
we are going to distribute it right after the meeting, together 
with a fact sheet, and my apologies for not having gotten it to 
you before this briefing.

Let me first give you some background on the principles that 
have been agreed upon and what they are intended to achieve.

As you know, the second round of SALT started last November, 
and as you know also, our representative is Ambassador Johnson, 
who is here to help with the briefing.

The objective of these talks has been to consider a permanent 
agreement limiting offensive weapons to replace the interim 
agreement that was signed in Moscow last May ® and which came 
into effect last October to run for 5 years.

Now, in negotiating a permanent agreement, one faces problems 
that are more complex than those in an interim agreement. The 
essence of the interim agreement was that both sides froze their 
offensive weapons at the levels they had achieved last May and, 
frankly, at the levels that were foreseeable over the terms of the 
interim agreement, for a period of 5 years.

And as you know, we have always rejected the argument that

‘ Ibid., 1971, pp. 634-635.
 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents^ June 25, 1973, pp. 813-817. 
 ̂See supra.

^Documents on Disarmamenty 1972, pp. 202-204.
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we had agreed to a numerical inferiority in the interim agree
ment precisely because there was no possibility of overcoming that 
numerical inferiority in the 5 years for which the interim agree
ment was designed.

On the other hand, when you are dealing with a permanent 
agreement, you are affecting the long-term strategic interests of 
both countries, and, therefore, numbers that are acceptable in an 
interim agreement will have a different connotation in a perma
nent agreement, and safeguards will have to be looked at in a 
different context.

Secondly, with respect to a permanent agreement, we now face 
the situation that the numerical arms race, quantitative arms race, 
has been, in some respects, eclipsed in significance by the qualita
tive arms race.

Throughout the 1960’s, it was considered that the buildup was 
the greatest threat to the stability of the arms race and hence to 
international peace. In this period we have to consider as well that 
the improvement—refinement of arms—in terms of accuracy, in 
terms of throw-weight, in terms of multiple warheads can be pro
foundly unsettling to this strategic equation, even when the num
bers on both sides are kept fairly constant.

And thirdly, when one is talking about a permanent agreement, 
one has to consider the question not only of limiting arms, but the 
objective of reducing arms. It was in this context that the negotia
tions started last November and have been conducted for the last 
6 months.

The negotiations went through the usual phase of some ex
ploratory discussions, followed by some more concrete proposals 
by both sides. However, we faced the situation in April, where 
it became clear that a comprehensive agreement of a permanent 
nature would require more time than the interval before the 
summit allowed, and, therefore, the President, General Secretary 
Brezhnev, in their communications with each other, decided that 
perhaps the approach of agreeing on some principles that could 
guide the negotiators, coupled with some full discussions while 
they were meeting in the United States, could give a new impetus 
to the talks on strategic arms limitation. This is what was done.

In the closest consultation with Ambassador Johnson and with 
the allies most concerned, we developed a set of principles on a 
preliminary basis, which we have further discussed since the 
General Secretary has arrived in the United States, and which 
led to the agreement which we are releasing today.

Now, since you don’t have the text, I think the best thing I 
can do is read it, and then attempt to explain its significance— 
what we understand by it. It isn’t very long. I see somebody is look
ing at his watch. [Laughter]

The preamble says, the President of the United States and the
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General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU, having 
thoroughly considered the question of the further limitation of 
strategic arms, and the progress already achieved at the current 
negotiations, reaffirming their conviction that the earliest adop
tion of further limitation of strategic arms would be a major 
contribution in reducing the danger of an outbreak of nuclear 
war and in strengthening international peace and security, have 
agreed as follows.

The primary significance of the preamble is the emphasis that 
both leaders give to their conviction of the importance of the 
earliest adoption of further limitation of strategic arms, not only 
with respect to reducing the danger of the outbreak of nuclear 
war, but with respect to the strengthening of international peace 
in general and, therefore, the personal backing that they are giv
ing to a sense of urgency in the conduct of these negotiations.

The first principle is as follows: The two sides will continue 
active negotiations in order to work out a permanent agreement 
on more complete measures on the limitation of strategic offensive 
arms, as well as their subsequent reduction, proceeding from the 
Basic Principles of Relations between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics signed in 
Moscow, May 29, 1972,  ̂ and from the interim agreement between 
the United States and the U.S.S.R. of May 26, 1972.

Over the course of the next year, the two sides will make 
serious effort to work out the provisions of the permanent agree
ment on more complete measures on the limitation of strategic 
offensive arms with the objective of signing in 1974.

The first principle substantially speaks for itself. It commits 
both sides to accelerate their efforts, and it commits both sides 
to make a major effort to achieve an agreement in 1974, or during 
the course of 1974. The two leaders would not have made this 
formal statement if they did not believe that this goal was within 
reach and was attainable.

Therefore, it represents a commitment by both sides to bring 
about— t̂o do their utmost to bring about a permanent agreement 
on the limitation of strategic arms during the course of next year. 
This agreement is to be based on the basic principles of inter
national relations that were established last year in Moscow and 
on the interim agreement. However, the United States’ position 
has been clear that the agreement has to be more comprehensive 
and that the numbers that last governed the interim agreement 
would not be the numbers of a permanent agreement.

The second principle is: New agreements on the limitation of 
strategic offensive armaments will be based on the principles of 
the American-Soviet documents adopted in Moscow in May 1972 
and the agreements reached in Washington in June 1973; and

‘ Ibid., pp. 237-240.
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in particular, both sides will be guided by the recognition of each 
other’s equal security interests and by the recognition that efforts 
to obtain unilateral advantage, directly or indirectly, would be 
inconsistent with the strengthening of peaceful relations between 
the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics.

This article attempts to set out the basic guidelines in which 
the two sides will approach the negotiations. It makes it clear that 
neither side can attempt to achieve, through these negotiations, a 
unilateral advantage and secondly, that we have always main
tained the position that we did not separate our security interests 
from those of our allies.

I must mention one other point with respect to the first princi
ple, which is to say that both sides have agreed that the negotia
tions should include not only limitations on strategic arms, but 
measures for the reduction of strategic arms.

The third principle states: The limitations placed on strategic 
offensive weapons can apply both to their quantitative aspects as 
well as to their qualitative improvement.

This is one of the essential differences between SALT I and 
SALT II. SALT I concerned primarily exclusively the question 
of numerical limitation. SALT II will include, as well, qualitative 
restraint. That will involve discussions on MIRV’s, on throw- 
weight, and issues introduced by the other side with respect to 
specific types of armaments, for example, on airplanes.

The fourth principle states: Limitations on strategic offensive 
arms must be subject to adequate verification by national technical 
means, which is a familiar principle from the previous SALT 
discussions and which the negotiating record makes it clear that 
we include, also, the imperative that both sides will maintain 
practices which facilitate monitoring the agreement.

The fifth principle applies to the modernization of arms and 
states: The modernization and replacement of strategic offensive 
arms would be permitted under conditions which will be formu
lated in the agreements to be concluded.

The essence here is that on the one hand there will be some 
provision for modernization and replacement. On the other hand, 
it also makes clear that the modernization and replacement cannot 
take place except under agreed conditions that do not threaten 
the purposes of the agreement.

The sixth principle is : Pending the completion of a permanent 
agreement on more complete measures of strategic offensive arms 
limitation, both sides are prepared to reach agreements on sepa
rate measures to supplement the existing interim agreement of 
May 26,1972.

The significance of this principle is that, with respect to some 
issues that are time-urgent, in which the interval between now
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and the time in 1974 when we expect the permanent agreement to 
be concluded, that this interval might have a major impact on 
the existing strategic situations, both sides have agreed that they 
would be prepared to negotiate supplementary or separate meas
ures to the interim agreement which would probably be of shorter 
duration and which would, of course, be absorbed by the perma
nent agreement.

The seventh principle is a reaffirmation of the accidental war 
agreement, which is to say that each side will continue to take 
necessary organizational and technical measures for preventing 
accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons under its con
trol in accordance with the agreement of September 30, 1971, be
tween the United States of America and the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics.®

To sum up, the statement of principles which will be signed 
today, first, formally commits the two principal leaders to the 
urgency of completing a permanent agreement and the relation
ship between international peace and security and the completion 
of such an agreement.

Secondly, it states a deadline for the completion of the agree
ment in 1974.

Thirdly, it includes reductions as one of the objectives of the 
agreement and not simply limitation.

Fourth, it defines a permanent agreement as one that will limit 
the number of weapons systems as well as to limit their qualitative 
improvement and, therefore, opens a dimension to the negotiations 
that was not covered by SALT I.

And it defines some general principles as yardsticks against 
which the negotiators can measure progress.

Now, these principles have to be seen also in terms of the 
negotiating record at Geneva, where both sides are now discussing 
concrete proposals and where it is, therefore, perfectly clear what 
both sides mean by such phrases as “qualitative changes” and 
other phrases.

It must also be seen in the light of the extensive discussions that 
took place yesterday between the President and the General 
Secretary which dealt with how to give effect to these principles 
and how to move forward to these negotiations so that the time
table that has been set out in these principles can be realistically 
met.

These, then, are the principles which will guide our actions over 
the next year. We expect that they will be seen as a major step in 
developing a permanent agreement on the limitation of offensive 
weapons—the ultimate reduction—as a move toward bringing 
under control not only the pace of the arms race, but its nature 
and, therefore, will contribute to long-term prospects of peace.

'■Ihid., 1971, pp. 634-635.
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Now I will be glad to answer any questions.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, why do you find the need to provide for fur
ther interim agreements if you think you are going to have a 
permanent agreement within 18 months?

Dr. Kissinger. This issue will, of course, be left in detail to the 
negotiators. The need could arise, for example, in the case of 
certain technological developments, where restraints on the pace 
of testing could affect the situation in the space over the next 12 
to 18 months. It would be applied to those issues which are sensi
tive to the time interval that has been outlined in this agreement. 
It would not, obviously, apply to such issues as the number of 
weapons to be deployed because that would not arise in the 12- to 
18-month period.

Q. Does the United States seek parity in numbers in the perma
nent agreement?

Dr. Kissinger. The issue of how you define equal security and 
no unilateral advantage is one of the most complex. As you know, 
with respect to the interim agreement, we believe that the larger 
number of our warheads compensated for the somewhat larger 
number of their missiles, and also the larger number of our air
planes. And we also concluded that in the 5-year period of this 
agreement we were not going to increase the number of these 
weapons anyway.

With respect to a permanent ban, the limitations must be 
equitable, that is, they must take into account the numbers of 
weapons and the numbers of warheads. And we will certainly seek, 
and we will obtain, what we consider strategic parity.

Q. So you don’t have to have exactly the same numbers in 
terms—

Dr. Kissinger. It depends what other limitations exist, and, 
therefore, it is very difficult to answer it in the abstract. In gen
eral, our objectives will be equality, but how you calculate this 
equality, we have to leave open to the negotiators.

In effect, though, the total compositions of the forces should 
be substantially equal.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, you said in reading this over, I don’t know 
if you meant it, that in principle three—

Dr. Kissinger. If I said it, there is a chance I meant it. 
[Laughter']

Q. You said this is qualitative as well as quantitative, and later 
on you said the agreement will deal with qualitative. In relation to 
that, if you mean that it will deal with qualitative matters, can 
you relate principle four on the use of national technical means of 
inspection to the control of MIRV’s ? Are you announcing that the 
United States is prepared to use national technical means of in
spection to verify any kind of MIRV agreement that might be 
forthcoming?
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Q. Can we have the question, please?
Dr. Kissinger. I will repeat the question, but not the introduc

tion to the question. The question is that the third principle says 
that the agreement can apply both to qualitative and to quantita
tive aspects, and then the fourth principle says that the limitation 
must be subject to adequate verification by national technical 
means.

Miss Berger’s question was how these two principles could be 
reconciled and, specifically, whether we were saying that we were 
prepared to accept national verification for any kind of MIRV 
agreement.

I think I would put it another way. I would say any kind of 
MIRV agreement that may be reached will have to be one that 
can be verified by national technical means, and, therefore, that 
those MIRV agreements that are not verifiable by national tech
nical means would be difficult to reconcile with these provisions, 
and, therefore, the question depends on the nature of MIRV limita
tions that we are talking about. But as I have made clear, we 
consider the development of multiple independent warheads one of 
the major factors of concern in the arms race. And that is clearly 
understood by the other side.

Q. You are aware that there are stories circulating that the 
President and Mr. Brezhnev are working on a so-called surprise 
agreement also in the nuclear field. Can you tell us whether in 
fact this is the only agreement going to be reached at the summit 
that has anything to do with nuclear weapons or, in a more gen
eral way, whether they are working on some more major surprise 
agreement— t̂o be announced here, I mean?

Dr. Kissinger. I don’t want to comment on ever3i;hing that they 
may be working on. I would not characterize anything as a sur
prise agreement, and I would say that there is nothing that they 
are working on that is directly relevant to the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, is there any understanding about whether 
forward-based systems will be considered in these negotiations?

Dr. Kissinger. The basic position of the two sides has been 
elaborated in previous negotiations. We have left no doubt that 
we consider our security interests and those of our allies in
separable and that we believe that the central strategic systems 
should be the principal concern of this phase of the negotiations; 
that is to say, the ICBM’s, bombers, and submarine-launched 
ballistic missiles.

The Soviet Union has taken a different view in the past. It is a 
view that we managed to avoid having to address in the first phase 
of SALT, and it is something which we believe can be negotiated 
in the second phase of SALT.

But we can state now that with respect to forward-based sys
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tems, we will make no agreement that separates our security in
terests from those of our allies and that we believe that in this 
phase the central strategic systems should be the principal focus 
of negotiation.

Q. What can you tell us of the changes the Soviets have made 
in the last year in their missile programs and whether they have 
been completely in accordance with the agreements reached in 
Moscow?

Dr. Kissinger. The Soviet Union, to the best of my information, 
has pursued an active program within the terms of the agreement. 
If we should receive any information that is contrary to that, we 
will actively pursue it in the Standing Committee and in other 
channels. Up to now, they have pursued an active program, which 
is, however, to the best of our current information, within the 
terms of the agreement.

Q. Could you give just a general outline of what that active 
program constitutes?

Dr. Kissinger. I reveal Soviet strategic deployments only in bars 
in the Soviet Union. [Laughter']

Q. Henry, I am having a little trouble here with the qualitative 
principle. What is new about the qualitative principle? I thought 
it was understood right along that SALT II would be qualitative 
as well as numerical. Are you saying here there is something in 
this that now permits the Soviet Union to place a freeze on 
MIRV’s? Is that what is new here? If not, what is the change?

Dr. Kissinger. I am saying this is the first time that there is a 
formal statement to this effect by both sides. Our position on it 
has been made clear, and I have enunciated it to this group. This 
is the first time that an agreed guideline signed by the two leaders, 
or an agreed guideline by the two sides, to this effect has been 
enunciated.

Q. So it is that the Soviet Union has agreed to negotiate on 
MIRV?

Dr. Kissinger. I don’t want to speak to the Soviet position be
cause qualitative can include many things in addition to MIRV.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, is the final agreement on SALT contingent 
on any agreement or understanding of any kind, and if not, what 
is all this talk about SALT not being reachable if the Soviet Union 
does not get most-favored-nation treatment?

Dr. Kissinger. The SALT agreement is independent of other 
agreements, but it is, of course, dependent on the general climate 
of U.S.-Soviet relations. We have always held the view that the 
relationship between the general political climate and progress 
in SALT was close.

It is not, however, linked as a condition to progress in any other 
negotiation; it has not been stated as such by us.
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Q. Dr. Kissinger, may I follow that up? In the event the Jack
son amendment ® is adopted, will SALT go down the drain?

Dr. Kissinger. I would not speculate on any particular agree
ment. We have said that in the event that the Jackson amendment 
is adopted in its present form, that it would have a serious impact 
on Soviet-American relations. What the particular impact will be 
on any specific negotiation, I would not want to go into.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, what can we say to our readers in the area 
of the prospects for reductions? Aren’t you kind of dangling out 
the proposition here that the world can look forward to a reduc
tion in the spending for nuclear armaments? What can we tell 
them the real prospects might be? When would it come, the lower 
number of missiles? Would it involve large amounts of savings 
on either side?

Dr. Kissinger. I don’t want to go into specific proposals that are 
being negotiated. I will only say that our proposals will be con
sistent with these principles, and they will include proposals for 
initial limitations to be followed by ultimate reductions.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, the linkage was not stated by us, with any 
other agreements. Have the Soviets raised the question of a 
linkage?

Dr. Kissinger. The Soviet Union also has not raised any par
ticular linkage.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, you said the numbers in the temporary agree
ment would not be the numbers in the permanent agreement—

Dr. Kissinger. Not necessarily.
Q. Is it our side’s position that the Soviet Union’s numbers 

will have to be decreased more than our numbers have to, to re
duce or eliminate the apparent disparity between the numbers 
agreed upon in the temporary agreement, and if so, do they accept 
that as a general proposition?

Dr. Kissinger. How you set these limits, and what weapons you 
include in these limits is, of course, one of the key issues in the 
negotiations. For example, if you include bombers in the limits, 
the inequality in total numbers is different than if you are only 
talking about missiles.

Therefore, at what figure you set the limit, whether you set it at 
one below both sides’ current strength, at the strength of one side, 
or somewhere in between, that remains to be determined through 
the negotiations, and I don’t want to speculate on that.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, can you tell us, sir, if an attempt was made to 
reach an agreement in principle here on a MIRV freeze, but that 
was found to perhaps be too complex to achieve at this stage of the 
negotiations ?

Dr. Kissinger. I don’t want to go into the details of any par

“ Congressional Record (daily), Mar. 15,1973, pp. S4821-S4830.
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ticular negotiation. I don’t think that would be appropriate for me 
to do.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, is there any news about a ban on underground 
testing?

Dr. Kissinger. We have stated this is a subject under very active 
review in our Government now, and one on which we will make a 
decision as soon as the studies are completed, but not during the 
summit.

Q. I have a double question. The first is : The implication of your 
earlier comment about national means and MIRV’s—does that 
mean you will have to have a limitation on flight tests, a test ban 
on MIRV’s, and you cannot get into a production ban; and the 
second question is, if the two leaders are confident enough to set a 
deadline for the negotiations, why couldn’t the other principles be 
more specific on such questions as MIRV and the numbers than 
you have been able to be today?

Dr. Kissinger. Because, first, with respect to the question of 
what sort of limitations are verifiable by national means, it is 
obvious that flight testing is more easily verifiable than produc
tion, and this has been an issue we have covered in previous dis
cussions on MIRV.

With respect to the principles, our objective is to have the 
permanent agreement, and not have a spectacular announcement. 
Many issues that can be agreed to in principle, nevertheless leave 
a margin—a narrow margin, but nevertheless a margin— f̂or sub
sequent discussion, such as numbers, such as the tjrpe of qualita
tive limitations, and such as the procedures to be followed in 
eliminating the remaining margins. And for that reason, it was 
thought to be best if we went no further, then, now. But there 
have been discussions on how to proceed from here to meet this 
objective with some confidence.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, when you talk of quality, are you including 
limitations on technical improvements of accuracy of warheads?

Dr. Kissinger. When I speak of quality, these are all permis
sible issues to be raised. They have to be seen, however, in the 
context of verifiability. And the more esoteric the problem the 
more complex the problem of verification becomes. And it is not 
in the interests of either side to have agreements, particularly of 
a permanent nature, in which both sides feel they are at the mercy 
of developments that they cannot control.

So I would say, in principle, this is something that can be in
cluded in these discussions probably by means of restrictions on 
testing. In practice, however, it is getting into the more esoteric 
areas.

Q. Can you express confidence that we will have some kind of 
limitation, particularly on land-based MIRV’s, within the next 
18 months?
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Dr. Kissinger. I have confidence that we will achieve an agree
ment consistent with the principles enunciated.

Reporter. Thank you.

American-Soviet Agreement on the Prevention 
of Nuclear War, June 22, 1973^

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, hereinafter referred to as the Parties,

Guided by the objectives of strengthening world peace and 
international security,

Conscious that nuclear war would have devastating conse
quences for mankind,

Proceeding from the desire to bring about conditions in which 
the danger of an outbreak of nuclear war anjrwhere in the world 
would be reduced and ultimately eliminated,

Proceeding from their obligations under the Charter of the 
United Nations regarding the maintenance of peace, refraining 
from the threat or use of force, and the avoidance of war, and in 
conformity with the agreements to which either Party has sub
scribed.

Proceeding from the Basic Principles of Relations between the 
United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics signed in Moscow on May 29,1972,^

Reaffirming that the development of relations between the 
United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics is not directed against other countries and their interests, 

Have agreed as follows:

A r t ic l e  I

The United States and the Soviet Union agree that an objective 
of their policies is to remove the danger of nuclear war and of 
the use of nuclear weapons.

Accordingly, the Parties agree that they will act in such a man
ner as to prevent the development of situations capable of causing 
a dangerous exacerbation of their relations, as to avoid military 
confrontations, and as to exclude the outbreak of nuclear war 
between them and between either of the Parties and other 
countries.

A r t ic l e  I I

The Parties agree, in accordance with Article I and to realize 
the objective stated in that Article, to proceed from the premise

‘ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 25,1973, pp. 822-823.
‘ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 237-240.
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that each Party will refrain from the threat or use of force against 
the other Party, against the allies of the other Party and against 
other countries, in circumstances which may endanger interna
tional peace and security. The Parties agree that they will be 
guided by these considerations in the formulation of their foreign 
policies and in their actions in the field of international relations.

A r t ic l e  I I I

The Parties undertake to develop their relations with each other 
and with other countries in a way consistent with the purposes of 
this Agreement.

A r t ic l e  IV

If at any time relations between the Parties or between either 
Party and other countries appear to involve the risk of a nuclear 
conflict, or if relations between countries not parties to this Agree
ment appear to involve the risk of nuclear war between the United 
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics or 
between either Party and other countries, the United States and 
the Soviet Union, acting in accordance with the provisions of 
this Agreement, shall immediately enter into urgent consultations 
with each other and make every effort to avert this risk.

A r t ic l e  V

Each Party shall be free to inform the Security Council of the 
United Nations, the Secretary General of the United Nations and 
the Governments of allied or other countries of the progress and 
outcome of consultations initiated in accordance with Article IV 
of this Agreement.

A r t ic l e  VI

Nothing in this Agreement shall affect or impair:

(a) the inherent right of individual or collective self-defense 
as envisaged by Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations,

(b) the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations, in
cluding those relating to the maintenance or restoration of inter
national peace and security, and

(c) the obligations undertaken by either Party towards its 
allies or other countries in treaties, agreements, and other appro
priate documents.

A r t ic l e  V I I

This Agreement shall be of unlimited duration.
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A r t ic l e  VIII

This Agreement shall enter into force upon signature.
D o n e  at Washington on June 22, 1973, in two copies, each in 

the English and Russian languages, both texts being equally 
authentic.

News Conference Remarks by Presidential Assistant Kissinger
on the Agreement on the Prevention of Nuclear War, June 
22,1973 ^

Ladies and gentlemen, let me put this agreement first in its 
context, describe what it is seeking to achieve, and then go 
through its specific provisions, a little bit of its history, and then 
I will take your questions.

The principal goal of the foreign policy of this Administration 
ever since 1969 has been to set up what the President has called 
a structure of peace, by which we mean an international system 
less geared to the management of crises, less conscious of constant 
eruptions of conflict, in which the principal participants operate 
with a consciousness of stability and permanence.

This requires that all of the nations operate with a sense of 
responsibility, and it puts a particular obligation on the two great 
nuclear powers that have the capacity to destroy mankind and 
whose conflicts have produced so many of the crises of the post
war period.

In achieving this objective, the United States has operated on 
many levels. We have always believed that it required adequate 
strength to deter aggression. But we also have believed that we 
have to move from the period of military confrontation to a period 
which is characterized more by restraints and, eventually, co
operation. In our dealings with the other great nuclear super
power, the President, from the day of his first inauguration, has 
emphasized that we wanted to move from confrontation to nego
tiation.

In those negotiations we have operated on many levels. We 
have attempted to remove specific causes of tension. We have at
tempted to forge specific instruments of cooperation. And finally,

’ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, June 25, 1973, pp. 823- 
827. The agreement appears supra.

For the United States of 
America:

R ic h a r d  N ix o n

President of the United 
States of America

For the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics:

L. I. B r e z h n e v

General Secretary of the 
Central Committee, CPSU
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we have attempted to develop certain principles of conduct by 
which the two great nuclear countries could guide their expecta
tions and by which both in relations to each other and in their 
relations to third countries, they could calm the atmosphere and 
replace purely military measures by a new attitude of a coopera
tive international system.

It is in this spirit that last year in Moscow the United States and 
the Soviet Union signed certain principles of conduct which were 
described then as a roadmap on a road that no one was forced 
to travel, but that if we wanted to travel it, it was there for the 
two major countries.

I believe we have traveled on this road in the last year, and, 
therefore, it was decided to formalize some of these principles in 
an agreement, to extend them in some respects, particularly con
cerning consultation. The origin of the negotiation, as it turned 
out, was at the last session of the Moscow summit meeting when 
there were some general exchanges with respect to how to control 
nuclear weapons in a political and diplomatic sense, beyond the 
negotiations going on in strategic arms limitations.

These discussions were continued between the President and 
Foreign Minister Gromyko on the occasion of Gromyko’s visit to 
the United States last October. They were continued in exchanges 
between the two leaders. There was some discussion when I visited 
the Soviet Union in September of last year, and the discussions 
continued this spring and were extensively pursued in Zavidovo 
and finally concluded here.

Throughout, the United States has held the view that any obli
gations with respect to international conduct that applied to the 
two great nuclear powers, also had to apply to their relations to 
other countries, and we have held the view which was shared by 
the Soviet leaders that the principal problem was how to prevent 
a war and not how to conduct a war.

Therefore, this is an agreement which is designed to regulate 
the relations of the two nuclear powers to each other and to other 
countries in time of peace. It is an attempt to prevent the outbreak 
of nuclear war. And to the extent that it contributes to this task, it 
can be a significant landmark in the relationships of the United 
States to the Soviet Union and in the relationships of the two 
great nuclear countries towards all other countries of the world.

Now, let me run through the articles, which are largely self- 
explanatory. Article I states that it is an objective of both the 
policy of the United States and the policy of the Soviet Union to 
remove the danger of nuclear war and the use of nuclear weapons. 
This has been a consistent goal of American foreign policy, and is 
a goal shared by all of mankind.

Article II applies this objective to the general conduct of both 
sides, that is to say, the prevention of nuclear war presupposes the



KISSINGER REMARKS, JU N E 22 287

avoidance of situations capable of an exacerbation of relations, 
avoidance of military confrontation, and it is in that context that 
the outbreak of nuclear war can be excluded.

The second article states this more concretely, by elaborating 
that the prevention of nuclear war presupposes the avoidance of 
force or the use or threat of force by the two nuclear countries 
towards each other and towards other countries.

Article III is a general article that simply states that the two 
nuclear countries have to develop their relations with each other 
and with third countries in a way consistent with the purposes of 
this agreement, and it makes it clear that while it is a bilateral 
agreement, the obligations are multilateral.

Article IV states that in any situation in which the two great 
nuclear countries might find themselves in a nuclear confronta
tion, or in which either as a result of their policies toward each 
other or as the result of developments elsewhere in the world, 
there is a danger of a nuclear confrontation between them, or be
tween them or any other country, they are obligated to consult 
with each other in order to avoid this risk.

Article V permits the consultation, that these consultations be 
communicated to the United Nations, and to other countries, a 
clause which we would, of course, apply to our allies.

Article VI makes clear that this agreement deals with the pre
vention of war, and that if it fails, the existing obligations in 
(existing documents, treaties, and alliances will be maintained.

So, we see the basic significance of this agreement as a step, a 
significant step toward the prevention of nuclear war and the pre
vention of military conflict. It is a formal obligation that the two 
nuclear superpowers have taken towards each other, and equally 
importantly towards all other countries, to practice restraint in 
their diplomacy, to build a peace that is permanent, to pursue a 
policy whose dedication to stability and peace will become, as 
General Secretary Brezhnev said last night at the banquet, 
irreversible.

Of course, anyone who has studied the history of the last 30 
years must recognize that agreements are not always maintained, 
and that there is nothing self-enforcing about this document. 
However, if the two great nuclear countries continue to be ani
mated by the spirit in which they have conducted their policy of 
the last 2 years, then this document could mark a landmark on the 
road toward the structure of peace of which the President has 
been speaking and can be seen as a step towards a new era of 
cooperation in the relations of all nations and of lifting from them 
increasingly the fear of nuclear war and of war in general.

Now I will be glad to answer your questions.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, please, does Article II have any relation to 
our bombing of Cambodia and does Article II have any relation to
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the supply of the belligerents by both the Soviet Union, the United 
States, and other countries, of military support?

Dr. Kissinger. What is the question?
Q. Does Article II have any bearing or any relation to our 

bombing in Cambodia or to the military supply of the Indochina 
belligerents by both the United States and the Soviet Union?

Dr. Kissinger. Obviously, in interpreting this agreement we 
could go around the world and see how it specifically applies to 
each individual country and to each conceivable situation.

Let me answer first as to Cambodia. The military operations 
now going on in Cambodia were in progress when this agreement 
was being negotiated, and it was not raised as applying to that 
particular situation. Now, I don’t want to go into the relationship 
of particular articles to particular events. I don’t think it would 
be appropriate at this point to do it.

Let me say as a general proposition th is: It is not possible under 
this agreement for either side—and I was specifically exempting 
Cambodia for the reason that this is an operation that was in 
progress at the time—but it is not possible for either side to use 
force in circumstances that can threaten international peace and 
stability, as is said in Article II, without breaching the letter and 
the spirit of this agreement.

Now, one then has to decide to what extent the clauses of Article 
VI apply and to what extent particular operations threaten inter
national peace and stability, and I don’t think this is the appro
priate time to discuss it.

The purpose of this agreement is to legalize, to symbolize, and 
to bring about restraint on the part of the two nuclear super
powers in their international relationship so as to produce—at 
least contribute to the preservation of peace, and it cannot be 
approached from the point of view of a sharp lawyer pushing 
against the limits of every clause because if that is going to be the 
attitude, the agreement will not have any significance.

Q. I would like to ask a naive question, if I could. It seems to 
me that we agreed on the desirability of motherhood here. I don’t 
see why it took so long to reach this agreement and what the dis
putes were. I wonder if you could outline some of the negotiations 
that went on, and what were the issues in this discussion?

Dr. Kissinger. Well, I don’t agree, first of all, with your 
premise because this agreement was made by two countries whose 
confiicts and confrontations have characterized the entire postwar 
period. For them to formalize these series of restraints, the 
willingness to consult, was a very major step.

Secondly, I don’t think it is useful at the conclusion of the nego
tiation to go through all of the debates and provide a scorecard. 
I have indicated the general approach that we took, which was to 
extend the applications to the international system in general and
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not just have them apply to the United States and to the Soviet 
Union, and to put the emphasis on the prevention of war rather 
than on how wars might be conducted.

But I don’t think any useful purpose is served by going through 
all of the complexities.

Q. I have a two-part question. According to Article II, would 
China be regarded as an ally of the Soviet Union? And secondly, 
to what degree would this document be conceived as an effort to 
forestall any kind of military action against China?

Dr. Kissinger. What Article II says is that force and the threat 
of force cannot be used against the ally of another country; it 
doesn’t say anything about one’s own allies. But it also says force 
and the threat of force cannot be used against any other country, 
so clearly under this agreement the use of force against any 
country under circumstances that would have wide international 
repercussions would be precluded.

It was not conceived as a protection for any particular country, 
but I think its practical consequence is that if it were observed— 
as we, of course, expect it will be—it will have the practical con
sequence of applying both to the situation you described as well as 
to many other conceivable situations.

Q. May I follow that up. Dr. Kissinger, please? Did you have 
prior consultations when you met with the Chinese representa
tives several days ago about any form of this document? And 
would you at some point this year or next like to broaden the docu
ment to include China as a signatory?

Dr. Kissinger. The United States consulted several countries 
prior to the completion of this document, but I don’t want to go 
into an enumeration of which countries were consulted. I do not 
discuss my conversations with the head of the Chinese Liaison 
Office, but I have no particular reason to suppose that they will 
necessarily approve a bilateral agreement between the United 
States and the Soviet Union, whatever its consequences. I will 
let them speak for themselves.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, there is one qualifier in Article II, where it 
says that both parties will refrain from the use or threat of force 
in circumstances which may endanger international security. 
When the Soviets went into Czechoslovakia, they obviously 
thought it didn’t endanger international peace, and when the 
United States went into North Vietnam, they felt it didn’t en
danger international peace. Isn’t that a large hole for a truck to 
go through?

Dr. Kissinger. If either of the two signatories wants to find an 
excuse to go to war, it will find an excuse to go to war. This has 
been the history of the postwar period. We are talking here of 
restraint on significant military actions, and what endangers 
international peace and security is not determined by the uni
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lateral declarations of the country going to war but also by the 
reactions of other members of the international system, because 
this is what produces the threat to international peace and 
security.

Therefore, again, I can only repeat, if any of the signatories 
deal with this like sharp lawyers pushing against the edges of the 
agreement, they will, of course, then find ways of doing so.

On the other hand, the movement into sovereign countries of 
large forces would not be in our view consistent with the spirit of 
this agreement, but I really do not want to go into a detailed 
analysis of every conceivable situation that could arise.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, while realizing you cannot go into specific 
circumstances, could you discuss in a general way what your ex
pectations are for applying this principle, for example, to the 
Middle East area or Asia to reduce the dangers of nuclear war in 
either of those areas?

Dr. Kissinger. I really do not want to go into specific areas. 
Obviously, if we did not believe that this agreement could make a 
contribution to bringing about international restraint in areas 
which have been demonstrable sources of international tension, if 
we did not believe it could make a major contribution to this, we 
would not have agreed to proceed with it.

So, as a general answer to your question, I would say that it is 
our intention to proceed on the basis that the restraints foreseen 
by this agreement will become an increasingly vital factor in inter
national affairs. But I think that you can understand why one can
not at this moment give a precise description of every situation 
which might arise.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, I have two questions. You have said it would 
be impossible to indicate in every situation what this might tend to 
prohibit or inhibit. Could you give us an example looking back over 
the past 20 or 25 years of any situation in which force has been 
applied which you think it would be inhibited in the future? That 
is the first question.

The second question is : This is the kind of agreement which the 
Russians have been inclined to sign with a number of countries. 
And I wonder whether or not it was they who were the ones who 
originally raised the idea back in Moscow last May?

Dr. Kissinger. As to the agreement as it has now emerged, it 
would be difficult to say who raised the particular nature of this 
agreement. When the discussions were first raised in Moscow last 
year, it was indeed by the Soviet Union, but in a different context.

The original discussion that gave the impetus to this has been 
transformed into an agreement in which, I think, the contribution 
of both sides can be said to be equal—

Q. You are particularly talking about the broadening aspect to 
other countries?
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Dr. Kissinger. —and the emphasis on the prevention of war in 
general. But again, on the approach, I think at this point it can be 
said that both parties made a substantially equal contribution to 
this agreement.

Now, secondly, with respect to situations that might be pre
vented, I can think of several crises in this Administration, and 
I would have thought in previous periods, the Cuban missile crisis 
would be one example.

Several Berlin crises that we have had would be other examples 
that would have been avoided. I can think of some in this Ad
ministration, but again, when we are talking about restraint, we 
are talking about things that do not happen.

It is never very easy to demonstrate why something has not hap
pened. I think it reflects the changes that have occurred in the 
international environment that such an agreement which would 
have been inconceivable, say on the visit 15 years ago of Khru
shchev, can now be described in one question, as simply affirming 
motherhood—it is not the virtues of motherhood or desirability 
of motherhood.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, this agreement obviously will have a long
term effect within the United States and other countries. I wonder 
why this was not written in a treaty form so that the Senate could 
get a chance to discuss it in its entirety and question you about it. 
And two, has there really been discussion with the NATO allies? 
I know you didn’t want to discuss that, but obviously in Europe 
there will be concern about the American credibility in case of 
large-scale conventional attacks in central Europe.

Dr. Kissinger. There can be no concern because Article VI fully 
covers existing NATO obligations, and because if war is not pre
vented, there is no particular restraint then about how it is 
conducted.

Secondly, several NATO allies were closely consulted over an 
extended period of time, but I don’t want to go into details.

Q. As to the first part of the question, on the treaty?
Dr. Kissinger. Excuse me. With respect to why it was not made 

in treaty form, it does not involve any particular positive actions 
that the United States has to take, and it is a general statement of 
policy.

The President, however, is meeting with the Congressional 
leaders at 11:30, and he will discuss with them ways in which the 
Congress can register its support if it wishes to do so.

Q. You have now signed a new document of detente, and 
yesterday you pledged to go for new strategic arms agreements by 
1974. Can you explain how the Administration will then be able 
to ask Congress for more arms in the strategic arms field, and will 
you discuss some insight into how you will argue your case?

Dr. Kissinger. We have believed that the limitation of strategic
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arms should be achieved by agreement, and, of course, we will 
scrupulously observe the limitations that the agreement we hope 
to sign in 1974 will be carried out.

However, it would be destructive of the negotiations if we now 
unilaterally imposed on ourselves the limitations that we are 
attempting to negotiate. We believe that one of the elements that 
has brought about the present situation is the military balance 
that exists between us and the Soviet Union.

However, we believe that this document can contribute to an 
atmosphere that will accelerate the discussions on strategic arms 
limitations, and as I said yesterday, we consider the reduction of 
arms an important element of the strategic arms limitation talks. 
And it has been so expressed in the principles that were signed 
yesterday.

But we cannot anticipate what may be negotiated by unilateral 
actions on our part.

Q. Dr. Kissinger—
Dr. Kissinger. Haven’t you asked a question already ?
Q. I reminded you of part of Bernie’s question.
Dr. Kissinger. You are only entitled to a short question then.
Q. My question. Your explanation of not putting it in treaty 

form is based in part on it not involving any positive obligations 
on the United States’ part.

How is it different from a limited nuclear test ban treaty in that 
respect? Could you expand on why it didn’t need to be a treaty or 
shouldn’t be one?

Dr. Kissinger. The limited nuclear test ban reflected a signifi
cant change in our arms policy that had been carried out until 
that time. This is really a statement of policies that we intend to 
pursue and have to be applied in individual cases.

It is, therefore, more in the nature of a formalization of a 
declaration of principles rather than of a specific set of obligations 
that can be applied automatically to concrete specific circum
stances.

Q. In your expose today, you used the word, “superpower.” 
Ambassador Zamyatin, when I spoke to him about this “super
power,” he said the Soviet Union is not a superpower, neither a 
great power, only a big power. Then he said this word is invented 
by the Chinese. [Laughter']

My other question is about Israel. We in the Arab world welcome 
this agreement; we are concerned that Israel has so far not 
signed a partial nuclear treaty.^ There was an article by Flora 
Lewis, which referred to you, saying that you had taken a study 
by the Rand Corporation on how Israel can attack Egypt with an 
atomic bomb. Within Articles IV and VI, do you think America, 
as an ally of Israel, will try to bring her to sign this partial treaty?

‘ Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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Dr. Kissinger. First of all, with respect to the comments of 
Ambassador Zamyatin, I welcome the humility that he has ex
pressed, and it was not adequately reflected due to certain 
personality problems in my own comment.

With respect to the Rand study, I have never seen such a study, 
and I know it has been written about, although this is a big 
government and there are many studies floating around in it. 
They don’t necessarily mean, however, that they have any con
nection with American foreign policy.

Thirdly, the implications of the agreement on the actions of 
other countries with respect to existing multilateral agreements, I 
do not want to speculate about. We could not assume that this 
agreement imposes on the United States a particular additional 
obligation with respect to treaties whose obligations are already 
clear.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, do you interpret this document as one that 
supersedes the so-called Brezhnev Doctrine ?

Dr. Kissinger. This document makes no distinction in its appli
cation between the domestic structure of various forms of 
countries.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, is this document a renunciation of atomic war, 
and if not, why not?

Dr. Kissinger. Well, I will take you along on future negotiations 
to fill in gaps that we leave. But this document is designed to 
prevent the outbreak of nuclear war by imposing restraints on the 
major countries with respect to nuclear war, and with respect to 
the use of force in general.

Therefore, it does not address the question of what happens if 
war cannot be prevented, because that is not its purpose. Its pur
pose is to prevent wars. It is not a renunciation of a particular 
form of war if war cannot be prevented, but we hope that it will 
make a major contribution to the prevention of war, and, there
fore, your question will not have to be addressed.

Q. Did you discuss the concept of not using nuclear force first 
against each other, and why wasn’t that included?

Dr. Kissinger. We can now discuss many things that individual 
members of the press corps would like to have as part of other 
agreements.

Q. That is a recognized international concept of how to prevent 
nuclear war, isn’t it. Dr. Kissinger?

Dr. Kissinger. There are two ways you can look at how to prevent 
nuclear war. One is by preventing war, and the second is by 
imposing on yourselves specific restraints with respect to par
ticular categories of weapons if war cannot be avoided.

We choose to go the road of attempting to prevent war, and 
thereby nuclear war, because many other countries depend upon 
what actions will be taken in case an aggression occurs. Therefore,
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we did not believe it would contribute to peace if we made 
particular distinctions as to categories of weapons in case of war.

The overriding problem is to preserve the peace and to prevent 
war.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, does Article IV oblige the United States to act 
as sort of an arbiter or mediator of the Sino-Soviet conflict if it 
should get worse?

Dr. Kissinger. No. What Article IV provides is that if either of 
the countries contemplates nuclear war with any other country, 
or, of course, with the other nuclear country, it has an obligation 
to consult the other signatory with the purpose of avoiding the 
situation that would produce such a war.

We have no intention of being an arbiter between the Soviet 
Union and the People’s Republic of China, and we look at this 
consultation as a mutual restraint rather than as one that creates 
a right of intervention all over the world.

Reporter. Thank you, Dr. Kissinger.

Radio-Television Address by General Secretary Brezhnev, 
June 24, 1973^

Dear Americans: I highly appreciate this opportunity of directly 
addressing the people of the United States on my visit to your 
country.

I would like first of all to convey to all of you the greetings and 
friendly feelings of millions of Soviet people who are following 
with great interest my visit to your country and our talks with 
President Nixon and who are looking forward to this new Soviet- 
American summit meeting making a fruitful contribution to better 
relations between our countries and stronger universal peace.

Our discussions with President Nixon and other U.S. Govern
ment officials have been going on for several days, and they have 
been very intensive indeed. We came to this country anticipating 
that these would be responsible negotiations devoted to major 
questions bearing on the development of Soviet-American relations 
and to a search for ways in which our two nations could promote 
the further invigoration of the entire international atmosphere. 
Today I have every reason to say that those hopes were justified. 
We are satisfied with the way the talks went and with the results 
already achieved. New agreements have been signed in Washing
ton, and in many respects they broaden the sphere of peaceful and 
mutually advantageous cooperation between the United States 
of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. Another

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, July 23, 1973, pp. 124-129. The address was 
recorded a t San Clemente, Calif., on June 23 and broadcast June 24.



BREZHNEV ADDRESS, JU N E 24 295

big step has been taken along the path that we jointly mapped out 
a year ago during our meeting in Moscow.

Let me say frankly that personally I am also pleased that this 
visit has given me an opportunity to gain some firsthand im
pressions of America, to see some aspects of the American way of 
life, to meet with prominent government and public leaders of 
your country, and to have some contact with the life of Americans.

You are well aware that, in the past, relations between our 
countries developed very unevenly. There were periods of stag
nation; there were ups and downs. But I guess I would not be 
making a mistake if I said that the significance of good relations 
between the Soviet Union and the United States has always been 
quite clear to the more farsighted statesmen. In this connection 
we have good reason to recall that this is the year of the 40th 
anniversary of the establishment of diplomatic relations between 
our countries on the initiative of President Franklin D. Roosevelt.

In World War II the Soviet Union and the United States became 
allies and fought side by side against nazism, which threatened 
the freedom of nations and civilization itself. The jubilant meeting 
of Soviet and American soldiers on the Elbe River at the hour 
of victory over Hitlerism is well remembered in our country.

The wartime alliance could have been expected to usher in a 
new era of broad peaceful cooperation between the Soviet Union 
and the United States. I can tell you with confidence that that is 
what our country wanted. We wanted to cement and develop the 
good relations whose foundations had been laid during the war.

Things went differently, however. What came was not peace, 
but the cold war, a poor substitute for genuine peace. For a long 
time it poisoned relations between our countries and international 
relations as a whole. Some of its dismal influence can unfortunately 
be felt in certain things to this day.

Under the circumstances, it was no easy task indeed to make a 
turn from mutual distrust to detente, normalization, and mutually 
advantageous cooperation. It took courage and political foresight; 
it took a lot of painstaking work. We appreciate the fact that 
President Nixon and his administration joined their efforts with 
ours to really put Soviet-American relations on a new track.

I have heard that the American political vocabulary includes 
the expression “to win the peace.” The present moment in history 
is, I believe, perhaps the most suitable occasion to use that expres
sion. We jointly won the war. Today our joint efforts must help 
mankind win a durable peace. The possibility of a new war must be 
eliminated.

The outcome of the two meetings between the leaders of the 
Soviet Union and the United States and the practical steps taken 
in the intervening year convincingly show that important results 
have already been attained. It transpired that a reasonable and
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mutually acceptable approach to many problems, which previously 
seemed insoluble, can in fact be found. Not so long ago I suppose 
it would have been hard even to imagine the possibility of such 
progress.

Last year’s agreements are, on the whole, being successfully 
implemented. Tangible progress is being made in almost all spheres 
—and it is a progress secured through joint efforts. The inaugu
ration of a regular passenger shipping line between Leningrad and 
New York, the establishment of consulates general in Leningrad 
and San Francisco, the initiation of friendly ties between Soviet 
and American cities, and livelier athletic exchanges are all be
coming part of the daily lives of the peoples of our two countries 
today.

The best possible evidence that Soviet-American relations are 
moving ahead, and not marking time, is provided by the impor
tant document signed the other day by President Nixon and 
myself, the agreement between the Soviet Union and the United 
States on the prevention of nuclear war.  ̂ I trust I will not be 
accused of making an overstatement if I say that this document 
is one of historic significance. The Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics and the United States of America have concluded an agree
ment to prevent the outbreak of nuclear war between themselves 
and to do their utmost to prevent the outbreak of nuclear war 
generally. It is surely clear how important this is for the peace and 
tranquillity of the peoples of our two countries and for the im
provement of the prospects for a peaceful life for all mankind.

Even if our second meeting with the President of the United 
States yielded no other results, it could still be said with full 
grounds that it will take a fitting place in the annals of Soviet- 
American relations and in international affairs as a whole. The 
entire w6rld can now see that, having signed last year the funda
mental document entitled “Basic Principles of Relations Between 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of 
America,”  ̂our two nations regard it not as a mere declaration of 
good intent but as a program of vigorous and consistent action, a 
program they have already begun to implement, and one which 
they are determined to go on implementing.

It is also of no little significance that our countries have agreed 
on the main principles of further work to prepare a new agree
ment on strategic arms limitation, a broader one this time and of 
far longer duration. This means that the exceptionally important 
job begun in May 1972 in Moscow is continuing. It means that 
political detente is being backed up by military detente. And this is 
something from which all the peoples and the very cause of peace 
stand to gain.

 ̂AntCy pp. 283-285.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 237-240.
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The other day representatives of our two governments also 
signed new agreements on Soviet-American cooperation in several 
specific fields. Together with the earlier agreements concluded 
during the past year, they make up an impressive file of docu
ments on cooperation between our two nations and our two great 
peoples in some widely ranging fields: from the peaceful uses of 
atomic energy to agriculture and from outer space to the ocean 
depths.

Of course, the Soviet Union and the United States are countries 
which are, so to speak, self-sufficient. Until recently that was, in 
fact, how things were in our relations. However, we, as well as 
many Americans, realize only too well that renunciation of co
operation in the economic, scientific, technological, and cultural 
fields is tantamount to both sides turning down substantial extra 
benefits and advantages. And most important, such a renunciation 
would be so pointless as to defy any reasonable argument. This is 
particularly true of economic ties. Today, I believe, both you and we 
would agree that in this area it is not enough simply to overcome 
such an anomaly generated by the cold war as the complete 
freezing of Soviet-American trade. Life poses questions of far 
greater importance. I have in mind, above all, such forms of eco
nomic relations as stable large-scale ties in several branches of 
the economy and long-term scientific and technological cooperation, 
and in our age this is very important. The contacts we have had 
with American officials and businessmen confirm that it is along 
these lines that the main prospects for further economic coop
eration between our countries can be traced.

It is alleged at times that the development of such cooperation 
is one-sided and only benefits the Soviet Union. But those who say 
so are either completely ignorant to the real state of affairs or 
deliberately turn a blind eye to the truth.

And the truth is that broader and deeper economic cooperation 
in general and the long-term and large-scale deals which are now 
either being negotiated or have already been successfully con
cluded by Soviet organizations and American firms are bound to 
yield real and tangible benefits to both sides. This is something 
that has been confirmed quite definitely by American businessmen 
whom I have had an opportunity to talk with both in this country 
and earlier in Moscow. It was in that context that we discussed 
the matter with President Nixon, too.

To this I would like to add that both the Soviet leadership and, 
as I see it, the U.S. Government attach particular importance to 
the fact that the development of long-term economic cooperation 
will also have very beneficial political consequences. It will con
solidate the present trend toward better Soviet-American relations 
generally.

Prospects for the broad development of Soviet-American ex-
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changes in culture and the arts are, as we see it, also good. Both 
our countries have much to share in this field. To live at peace we 
must trust each other, and to trust each other we must know each 
other better. We, for our part, want Americans to visualize our 
way of life and our way of thinking as completely and correctly 
as possible.

By and large, we can say that quite a lot has already been done 
to develop Soviet-American relations. Yet we are still only at 
the beginning of a long road. Constant care is needed to preserve 
and develop the new shoots of good relationships. Tireless efforts 
are needed to define the most essential and most suitable forms of 
cooperation in various fields. Patience is needed to understand the 
various specific features of the other side and to learn to do 
business with each other.

I believe those who support a radical improvement in relations 
between the Soviet Union and the United States can look to the 
future with optimism, for this objective meets the vital interests of 
both our nations and the interests of peace-loving people all over 
the world.

The general atmosphere in the world depends to no small extent 
on the climate prevailing in relations between our two countries. 
Neither economic or military might nor international prestige give 
our countries any special privileges, but they do invest them with 
special responsibility for the destinies of universal peace and for 
preventing war. In its approach to ties and contacts with the 
United States, the Soviet Union is fully aware of that responsi
bility.

We regard the improvement of Soviet-American relations not as 
an isolated phenomenon, but as an integral and very important 
part of the wider process of radically improving the international 
atmosphere. Mankind has outgrown the rigid cold war armor 
which it was once forced to wear. It wants to breathe freely and 
peacefully. And we will be happy if our efforts to better Soviet- 
American relations help draw more and more nations into the 
process of detente— b̂e it in Europe or Asia, in Africa or Latin 
America, in the Middle or the Far East.

We regard it as a very positive fact that the normalization of 
Soviet-American relations is contributing to the solution of the 
great and important problem of consolidating peace and security 
in Europe and of convening the all-European conference.

The improvement of Soviet-American relations undoubtedly 
played its useful role in promoting the termination of the long- 
drawn-out war in Viet-Nam. Now that the agreement ending the 
Viet-Nam war has come into effect and both our countries, together 
with other nations, are signatories to the document of the Paris 
Conference on Viet-Nam,^ it seems to us to be particularly im

‘ 24 UST 1, 485.
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portant that the achieved success be consolidated and that all the 
peoples of Indochina be given the chance to live in peace.

There still exist hotbeds of dangerous tension in the world. In 
our discussions with President Nixon we touched upon the situa
tion in the Middle East, which is still very acute. We believe that in 
that area justice should be assured as soon as possible and a stable 
peace settlement reached that would restore the legitimate rights 
of those who suffered from the war and insure the security of all 
peoples of that region. That is important for all the peoples of the 
Middle East, with no exception. It is also important for the main
tenance of universal peace.

In short, the ending of conflicts and the prevention of new 
crisis-fraught situations is an essential condition for creating truly 
reliable guarantees of peace. And our two countries are called upon 
to make a worthy contribution to that cause. In our discussions 
President Nixon and I have devoted a great deal of attention to 
these matters.

I would like to emphasize at this point that in discussing ques
tions of our bilateral relations and international problems of a 
general nature we invariably took into account the fact that both 
the Soviet Union and the United States have their own allies and 
their own obligations toward various other states. It should be 
stated quite definitely that our talks, both in their spirit and in the 
letter of the signed agreements, fully take that fact into consider
ation.

But the main purport of all that we discussed and agreed upon 
with President Nixon in the field of international affairs is the 
firm determination of both sides to make good relations between 
the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A. a permanent factor of international 
peace.

In our time—and I am sure you know this— t̂here are still too 
many people who would rather make noise about military prep
arations and the arms race than discuss problems of detente and 
peaceful cooperation in a constructive spirit.

What can be said on that account?
The Soviet people are perhaps second to none when it comes to 

knowing what war means. In World War II we won a victory of 
world-historic significance. But in that war over 20 million Soviet 
citizens died. Seventy thousand of our towns and villages were 
devastated, and one-third of our national wealth was destroyed.

The war wounds have now been healed. Today the Soviet Union 
is a mightier and more prosperous country than ever before. But 
we remember the lessons of the war only too well, and that is why 
the peoples of the Soviet Union value peace so highly, that is why 
they strongly approve the peace policy of our party and govern
ment.

For us peace is the highest achievement to which all men should
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strive if they want to make their life a worthy one. We believe in 
reason, and we feel that this belief is shared also by the peoples 
of the United States and of other nations. If that belief were lost, 
or if it were obscured by a blind faith in strength alone, in the 
power of nuclear arms or some other kind of weapon, the fate of 
civilization—of humanity itself—would be miserable indeed.

Our path has not been an easy one. Our people are proud that 
in a historically short period of time, after the victory of the 
Socialist Revolution, backward Russia transformed itself into a 
major industrial power and achieved outstanding successes in 
science and culture. We take pride in having built a new society— 
a most stable and confidently developing society—^which has as
sured all our citizens of social justice and has made the values of 
modern civilization the property of all the people. We are proud 
that dozens of previously oppressed nations and nationalities in 
our country have become genuinely equal and that in our close-knit 
family of nations they are developing their economy and culture.

We have great plans for the future. We want to raise con
siderably the living standards of the Soviet people. We want to 
make new advances in education and medicine. We want to make 
our villages and towns more comfortable to live in and more 
beautiful. We have drafted programs to develop the remote areas 
of Siberia, the North and the Far East, with their immense 
natural resources. And every Soviet individual is deeply conscious 
of the fact that the realization of those plans requires peace and 
peaceful cooperation with other nations.

Of course, like any other country, we have quite a few problems 
and quite a few shortcomings. But the solution to all the problems 
we face requires, as in the case of other nations, not war or an 
artificial fanning of tensions, but peace and creative labor, which, 
we are convinced, are the only things that can guarantee well
being and abundance of material and spiritual benefits for all 
members of society.

I have attempted to give a brief account of the thoughts and 
plans of the Soviet people and to explain the nature of the Soviet 
Union’s foreign policy. Its peaceful essence stems from the very 
core of our society. And it is by no mere chance that the very 
concept of peaceful coexistence, which today is turning more and 
more into a universally recognized basis for the development of 
relations between states vdth different social systems, was evolved 
by Vladimir Ilyich Lenin, the founder of the Soviet state.

You probably know that two years ago the 24th congress of our 
ruling party, the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, approved 
the Soviet peace program, which is a concrete embodiment of the 
policy of peaceful coexistence in modern conditions. It is a program 
of active contribution to international detente and to securing a 
truly lasting peace on earth for many generations to come. It
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expresses not only the convictions and intentions of our people 
but also, we are sure, the aspirations of millions and millions of 
peace-loving people all over the world. We are implementing this 
program, working hand in hand with our friends and allies, the 
Socialist countries. On the basis of this program we seek to build 
relations of good will and mutually beneficial cooperation with all 
countries that have a similar desire. And the improvement of 
Soviet-American relations occupies its rightful place in that pro
gram.

Dear viewers: The importance and complexity of the problems 
on the agenda of our talks with President Nixon, of our meeting 
and discussions with members of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, headed by Senator Fulbright, and with prominent 
representatives of the American business community, called for a 
tight work schedule on this visit.

As I have already pointed out, these were fruitful discussions 
held in a good atmosphere. This gives us a feeling of satisfaction.

At the same time, I do personally regret that the extreme pres
sure of business has not given me and my colleagues who accom
panied me and took part in our work a chance to see more of your 
country. While still in Moscow, and then here, in the United States, 
I received many warm letters from various American cities, 
organizations, companies, and private citizens kindly inviting me 
to visit this or that town, to see plants, farms, and universities, or 
to be a guest in the homes of Americans. I am taking this oppor
tunity to express my sincere gratitude to all those who wrote such 
letters. I regret that, for the reasons I have just mentioned, I was 
unable to take up those invitations.

Of course, it would have been interesting to visit New York and 
Chicago and Detroit and Los Angeles, to see some of your indus
trial projects and farms, to talk to American working people, 
whose achievements are admired by Soviet people. Perhaps the 
future will offer such an opportunity, especially since President 
Nixon and I have definitely agreed that in the future our con
tacts will be placed on a regular footing. We are looking forward 
to President Nixon’s visit to the Soviet Union next year.

But even though this brief visit did not give me a chance to see 
as much as I would like to in America, I nevertheless have every 
reason, when I return home, to tell my colleagues and all Soviet 
people both about the important political results of the visit and 
about the atmosphere of good will and the trend in favor of peace, 
of detente, and of improving relations between our two countries. 
It is a trend which we felt during our stay in the United States 
and during our contacts with government and public leaders of 
your country and with many American citizens. I can assure you 
that these feelings are fully shared by Soviet people.

I do not believe I will be divulging a major secret if I tell
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you that in my talks with President Nixon over the last few days 
we not only addressed ourselves to current political problems but 
also tried to look ahead and to take into account the future 
interests of the peoples of both our countries. In so doing we 
proceeded from the assumption that in politics those who do not 
look ahead will inevitably find themselves in the rear, among the 
stragglers. A year ago in Moscow we laid the foundation for 
improving Soviet-American relations. Now this great and im
portant objective has been successfully brought closer. It is our 
hope that this trend will continue, for it meets the interests of 
our two great peoples and of all mankind.

In conclusion, I want to express my sincere gratitude to the 
American people, to the President and the Government of the 
United States for their hospitality, for their kindness and numer
ous expressions of warm feelings toward the Soviet people and us, 
their representatives.

Dear Americans, please accept my wishes for well-being and 
happiness to all of you.

Thank you.

Joint American-Soviet Communique, June 24, 1973 '

At the invitation of the President of the United States, Richard 
Nixon, extended during his official visit to the USSR in May 1972, 
and in accordance with a subsequent agreement, General Secretary 
of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union, Mr. Leonid I. Brezhnev, paid an official visit to the United 
States from June 18 to June 25. Mr. Brezhnev was accompanied by 
A. A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR, Member 
of the Politbureau of the Central Committee, CPSU; N. S. 
Patolichev, Minister of Foreign Trade; B. P. Bugayev, Minister of 
Civil Aviation; G. E. Tsukanov and A. M. Aleksandrov, Assistants 
to the General Secretary of the Central Committee, CPSU; L. I. 
Zamyatin, General Director of TASS; E. I. Chazov, Deputy 
Minister of Public Health of the USSR; G. M. Korniyenko, Mem
ber of the Collegium of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the 
USSR; G. A. Arbatov, Director of the USA Institute of the 
Academy of Sciences of the USSR.

President Nixon and General Secretary Brezhnev held thorough 
and constructive discussions on the progress achieved in the 
development of US-Soviet relations and on a number of major 
international problems of mutual interest.

Also taking part in the conversations held in Washington, Camp 
David, and San Clemente, were:

‘ Department of State Bulletin, July 23,1973, pp. 130-134. The communique 
was signed a t San Clemente, Calif., on June 24 and released on June 25.
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On the American side William P. Rogers, Secretary of State; 
George P. Shultz, Secretary of the Treasuiy; Dr. Henry A. 
Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security 
Affairs.

On the Soviet side A. A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs 
of the USSR, Member of the Politbureau of the Central Commit
tee, CPSU; A. F. Dobrynin, Soviet Ambassador to the USA; N. S. 
Patolichev, Minister of Foreign Trade; B. P. Bugayev, Minister of 
Civil Aviation; A. M. Aleksandrov and G. E. Tsukanov, Assistants 
to the General Secretary of the Central Committee, CPSU; G. M. 
Korniyenko, Member of the Collegium of the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs of the USSR.

I . T h e  Ge n e r a l  S t a t e  o f  U S -S o v iet  R e l a t io n s

Both Sides expressed their mutual satisfaction with the fact 
that the American-Soviet summit meeting in Moscow in May 1972 
and the joint decisions taken there have resulted in a substantial 
advance in the strengthening of peaceful relations between the 
USA and the USSR and have created the basis for the further 
development of broad and mutually beneficial cooperation in 
various fields of mutual interest to the peoples of both countries 
and in the interests of all mankind. They noted their satisfaction 
with the mutual effort to implement strictly and fully the treaties 
and agreements concluded between the USA and the USSR, and to 
expand areas of cooperation.

They agreed that the process of reshaping relations between 
the USA and the USSR on the basis of peaceful coexistence and 
equal security as set forth in the Basic Principles of Relations 
Between the USA and the USSR signed in Moscow on May 29, 
1972  ̂ is progressing in an encouraging manner. They emphasized 
the great importance that each Side attaches to these Basic Prin
ciples. They reaffirmed their commitment to the continued scrupu
lous implementation and to the enhancement of the effectiveness of 
each of the provisions of that document.

Both Sides noted with satisfaction that the outcome of the US- 
Soviet meeting in Moscow in May 1972 was welcomed by other 
States and by world opinion as an important contribution to 
strengthening peace and international security, to curbing the 
arms race and to developing businesslike cooperation among States 
with different social systems.

Both Sides viewed the return visit to the USA of the General 
Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU, L. I. Brezhnev, 
and the talks held during the visit as an expression of their mutual 
determination to continue the course toward a major improvement 
in US-Soviet relations.

Both Sides are convinced that the discussions they have just held

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 237-240.
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represent a further milestone in the constructive development of 
their relations.

Convinced that such a development of American-Soviet relations 
serves the interests of both of their peoples and all of mankind, it 
was decided to take further major steps to give these relations 
maximum stability and to turn the development of friendship and 
cooperation between their peoples into a permanent factor for 
worldwide peace.

II . T h e  P r e v e n t io n  o f  N u c lea r  W ar  a n d  t h e  L im it a t io n  of 
Str a teg ic  A r m a m e n t s

Issues related to the maintenance and strengthening of inter
national peace were a central point of the talks between President 
Nixon and General Secretary Brezhnev.

Conscious of the exceptional importance for all mankind of 
taking effective measures to that end, they discussed ways in 
which both Sides could work toward removing the danger of war, 
and especially nuclear war, between the USA and USSR and 
between either party and other countries. Consequently, in accord
ance with the Charter of the United Nations and the Basic Prin
ciples of Relations of May 29, 1972, it was decided to conclude an 
Agreement Between the USA and the USSR on the Prevention of 
Nuclear War. That Agreement was signed by the President and 
the General Secretary on June 22, 1973. The text has been pub
lished separately.®

The President and the General Secretary, in appraising this 
Agreement, believe that it constitutes a historical landmark in 
Soviet-American relations and substantially strengthens the foun
dations of international security as a whole. The United States 
and the Soviet Union state their readiness to consider additional 
ways of strengthening peace and removing forever the danger of 
war, and particularly nuclear war.

In the course of the meetings, intensive discussions were held on 
questions of strategic arms limitation. In this connection both 
Sides emphasized the fundamental importance 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 signed between the USA and the 
USSR in May 1972 which, for the first time in history, place 
actual limits on the most modern and most formidable types of 
armaments.**

Having exchanged views on the progress in the implementation 
of these agreements, both Sides reaffirmed their intention to carry 
them out and their readiness to move ahead jointly toward an 
agreement on the further limitation of strategic arms.

® See antey pp. 283-285.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 if.
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Both Sides noted that progress has been made in the negotiations 
that resumed in November 1972, and that the prospects for reach
ing a permanent agreement on more complete measures limiting 
strategic offensive armament are favorable.

Both Sides agreed that the progress made in the limitation of 
strategic armaments is an exceedingly important contribution to 
the strengthening of US-Soviet relations and to world peace.

On the basis of their discussions, the President and the General 
Secretary signed on June 21,1973, Basic Principles of Negotiations 
on the Further Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms. The text 
has been published separately.®

The USA and the USSR attach great importance to joining with 
all States in the cause of strengthening peace, reducing the burden 
of armaments, and reaching agreements on arms limitation and 
disarmament measures.

Considering the important role which an effective international 
agreement with respect to chemical weapons would play, the two 
Sides agreed to continue their efforts to conclude such an agree
ment in cooperation with other countries.

The two Sides agree to make every effort to facilitate the work 
of the Committee on Disarmament which has been meeting in 
Geneva. They will actively participate in negotiations aimed at 
working out new measures to curb and end the arms race. They 
reaffirm that the ultimate objective 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.

I I I .  I n t e r n a t io n a l  Qu e s t io n s : T h e  R e d u c t io n  o f  T e n s io n s  
AND S t r e n g t h e n in g  o f  I n t e r n a t io n a l  S e c u r it y

President Nixon and General Secretary Brezhnev reviewed 
major questions of the current international situation. They gave 
special attention to the developments which have occurred since 
the time of the US-Soviet summit meeting in Moscow. It was 
noted with satisfaction that positive trends are developing in 
international relations toward the further relaxation of tensions 
and the strengthening of cooperative relations in the interests of 
peace. In the opinion of both Sides, the current process of improve
ment in the international situation creates new and favorable 
opportunities for reducing tensions, settling outstanding inter
national issues, and creating a permanent structure of peace.

Indochina

The two Sides expressed their deep satisfaction at the conclusion 
of the Agreement on Ending the War and Restoring Peace in

° See ante, pp. 271-273.
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Vietnam,® and also at the results of the International Conference 
on Vietnam which approved and supported that Agreement.^

The two Sides are convinced that the conclusion of the Agree
ment on Ending the War and Restoring Peace in Vietnam, and the 
subsequent signing of the Agreement on Restoring Peace and 
Achieving National Concord in Laos,® meet the fundamental inter
ests and aspirations of the people of Vietnam and Laos and open 
up a possibility for establishing a lasting peace in Indochina, based 
on respect for the independence, sovereignty, unity and territorial 
integrity of the countries of that area. Both Sides emphasized that 
these agreements must be strictly implemented.

They further stressed the need to bring an early end to the 
military conflict in Cambodia in order to bring peace to the entire 
area of Indochina. They also reaffirmed their stand that the 
political futures of Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia should be left to 
the respective peoples to determine, free from outside interference.

Europe

In the course of the talks both Sides noted with satisfaction that 
in Europe the process of relaxing tensions and developing coop
eration is actively continuing and thereby contributing to inter
national stability.

The two Sides expressed satisfaction with the further normal
ization of relations among European countries resulting from 
treaties and agreements signed in recent years, particularly be
tween the USSR and the FRG.® They also welcome the coming into 
force of the Quadripartite Agreement of September 3, 1971.*® 
They share the conviction that strict observance of the treaties and 
agreements that have been concluded will contribute to the 
security and well-being of all parties concerned.

They also welcome the prospect of United Nations membership 
this year for the FRG and the GDR and recall, in this connection, 
that the USA, USSR, UK and France have signed the Quadri
partite Declaration of November 9,1972, on this subject.”

The USA and the USSR reaffirm their desire, guided by the 
appropriate provisions of the Joint US-USSR Communique 
adopted in Moscow in May 1972, to continue their separate and 
joint contributions to strengthening peaceful relations in Europe.*  ̂
Both Sides affirm that ensuring a lasting peace in Europe is a 
paramount goal of their policies.

In this connection satisfaction was expressed with the fact that

* 24 UST 1485.
’’ Departmervt of State Bulletm, Mar. 26,1973, pp. 345-347. 
‘ Keesing’s Contemporary Archives, 1973, pp. 25843-25844. 
’ Ibid., 1972, pp. 17343 flf.; ibid., 1973, pp. 25976-25977.
“ 24 UST 348.
“  Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 27,1972, p. 623.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 240-247.
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as a result of common efforts by many States, including the USA 
and the USSR, the preparatory work has been successfully com
pleted for the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, 
which will be convened on July 3, 1973. The USA and the USSR 
hold the view that the Conference will enhance the possibilities 
for strengthening European security and developing cooperation 
among the participating States. The USA and the USSR will con
duct their policies so as to realize the goals of the Conference and 
bring about a new era of good relations in this part of the world.

Reflecting their continued positive attitude toward the Confer
ence, both Sides will make efforts to bring the Conference to a 
successful conclusion at the earliest possible time. Both Sides 
proceed from the assumption that progress in the work of the 
Conference will produce possibilities for completing it at the 
highest level.

The USA and the USSR believe that the goal of strengthening 
stability and security in Europe would be further advanced if the 
relaxation of political tensions were accompanied by a reduction 
of military tensions in Central Europe. In this respect they attach 
great importance to the negotiations on the mutual reduction of 
forces and armaments and associated measures in Central Europe 
which will begin on October 30, 1973. Both Sides state their 
readiness to make, along with other States, their contribution to 
the achievement of mutually acceptable decisions on the substance 
of this problem, based on the strict observance of the principle of 
the undiminished security of any of the parties.

Middle East

The parties expressed their deep concern with the situation in 
the Middle East and exchanged opinions regarding ways of reach
ing a Middle East settlement.

Each of the parties set forth its position on this problem.
Both parties agreed to continue to exert their efforts to promote 

the quickest possible settlement in the Middle East. This settle
ment should be in accordance with the interests of all states in 
the area, be consistent with their independence and sovereignty 
and should take into due account the legitimate interests of the 
Palestinian people.

IV. C o m m e r c ia l  a n d  E c o n o m ic  R e l a t io n s

The President and the General Secretary thoroughly reviewed 
the status of and prospects for commercial and economic ties 
between the USA and the USSR. Both Sides noted with satis
faction the progress achieved in the past year in the normalization 
and development of commercial and economic relations between 
them.

They agreed that mutually advantageous cooperation and peace-
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f ul relations would be strengthened by the creation of a permanent 
foundation of economic relationships.

They recall with satisfaction the various agreements on trade 
and commercial relations signed in the past year. Both Sides note 
that American-Soviet trade has shown a substantial increase, and 
that there are favorable prospects for a continued rise in the 
exchange of goods over the coming years.

They believe that the two countries should aim at a total of 2-3 
billion dollars of trade over the next three years. The Joint US- 
USSR Commercial Commission continues to provide a valuable 
mechanism to promote the broad-scale growth of economic rela
tions. The two Sides noted with satisfaction that contacts between 
American firms and their Soviet counterparts are continuing to 
expand.

Both Sides confirmed their firm intention to proceed from their 
earlier understanding on measures directed at creating more 
favorable conditions for expanding commercial and other eco
nomic ties between the USA and the USSR.

It was noted that as a result of the Agreement Regarding Cer
tain Maritime Matters signed in October 1972,’® Soviet and 
American commercial ships have been calling more frequently at 
ports of the United States and the USSR, respectively, and since 
late May of this year a new regular passenger line has started 
operating between New York and Leningrad.

In the course of the current meeting, the two Sides signed a 
Protocol augmenting existing civil air relations between the USA 
and the USSR providing for direct air services between Washing
ton and Moscow and New York and Leningrad, increasing the 
frequency of flights and resolving other questions in the field of 
civilaviation.’^

In the context of reviewing prospects for further and more 
permanent economic cooperation, both Sides expressed themselves 
in favor of mutually advantageous long term projects. They dis
cussed a number of specific projects involving the participation of 
American companies, including the delivery of Siberian natural 
gas to the United States. The President indicated that the USA 
encourages American firms to work out concrete proposals on 
these projects and will give serious and sympathetic consideration 
to proposals that are in the interest of both Sides.

To contribute to expanded commercial, cultural and technical 
relations between the USA and the USSR, the two Sides signed a 
tax convention to avoid double taxation on income and eliminate, 
as much as possible, the need for citizens of one country to become 
involved in the tax system of the other.’®

A Protocol was also signed on the opening by the end of

“ 23 UST 3573.
“ 24 UST 1506.
^ Department of State Bulletin^ July 23,1973, pp. 169-173.
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October 1978 of a Trade Representation of the USSR in Washing
ton and a Commercial Office of the United States in Moscow.̂ ® 
In addition a Protocol was signed on questions related to establish
ing a US-Soviet Chamber of Commerce.” These agreements will 
facilitate the further development of commercial and economic 
ties between the USA and the USSR.

V. F u r t h e r  P rogress in  Ot h e r  F ie l d s  o f  B il a t e r a l  C ooper 
a t io n

The two Sides reviewed the areas of bilateral cooperation in 
such fields as environmental protection, public health and medicine, 
exploration of outer space, and science and technology, established 
by the agreements signed in May 1972 and subsequently. They 
noted that those agreements are being satisfactorily carried out in 
practice in accordance with the programs as adopted.

In particular, a joint effort is under way to develop effective 
means to combat those diseases which are most widespread and 
dangerous for mankind: cancer, cardiovascular or infectious 
diseases and arthritis. The medical aspects of the environmental 
problems are also subjects of cooperative research.

Preparations for the joint space flight of the Apollo and Soyuz 
spacecraft are proceeding according to an agreed timetable. The 
joint flight of these spaceships for a rendezvous and docking mis
sion, and mutual visits of American and Soviet astronauts in each 
other’s spacecraft, are scheduled for July 1975.

Building on the foundation created in previous agreements, 
and recognizing the potential of both the USA and the USSR to 
undertake cooperative measures in current scientific and tech
nological areas, new projects for fruitful joint efforts were iden
tified and appropriate agreements were concluded.

Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy

Bearing in mind the great importance of satisfying the growing 
energy demands in both countries and throughout the world, and 
recognizing that the development of highly efficient energy sources 
could contribute to the solution of this problem, the President and 
General Secretary signed an agreement to expand and strengthen 
cooperation in the fields of controlled nuclear fusion, fast breeder 
reactors, and research on the fundamental properties of matter.̂ ® 
A Joint Committee on Cooperation in the Peaceful Uses of Atomic 
Energy will be established to implement this agreement, which has 
a duration of ten years.

“ TIAS 7738.
" 24 UST 1501. 
” 24 UST 1486.
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Agricvlture

Recognizing the importance of agriculture in meeting man
kind’s requirement for food products and the role of science in 
modern agricultural production, the two Sides concluded an agree
ment providing for a broad exchange of scientific experience in 
agricultural research and development, and of information on 
agricultural economics.^® A US-USSR Joint Committee on Agri
cultural Cooperation will be established to oversee joint programs 
to be carried out under the Agreement.

World Ocean Sttidies

Considering the unique capabilities and the major interest of 
both nations in the field of world ocean studies, and noting the 
extensive experience of US-USSR oceanographic cooperation, the 
two Sides have agreed to broaden their cooperation and have 
signed an agreement to this effect.^” In so doing, they are convinced 
that the benefits from further development of cooperation in the 
field of oceanography will accrue not only bilaterally but also to all 
peoples of the world. A US-USSR Joint Committee on Cooperation 
in World Ocean Studies will be established to coordinate the imple
mentation of cooperative programs.

Transportation

The two Sides agreed that there are opportunities for cooper
ation between the USA and the USSR in the solution of problems 
in the field of transportation. To permit expanded, mutually bene
ficial cooperation in this field, the two Sides concluded an agree
ment on this subject.^ The USA and the USSR further agreed 
that a Joint Committee on Cooperation in Transportation would 
be established.

Contacts, Exchanges and Cooperation

Recognizing the general expansion of US-USSR bilateral rela
tions and, in particular, the growing number of exchanges in the 
fields of science, technology, education and culture, and in other 
fields of mutual interest, the two Sides agreed to broaden the scope 
of these activities under a new General Agreement on Contacts, 
Exchanges, and Cooperation, with a duration of six years.̂  ̂ The 
two Sides agreed to this in the mutual belief that it will further 
promote better understanding between the peoples of the United 
States and the Soviet Union and will help to improve the general 
state of relations between the two countries.

Both Sides believe that the talks at the highest level, which were

“ 24 UST 1439.
=» 24 UST 1452.
“ 24 UST 1463.
“ 24 UST 1395.
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held in a frank and constructive spirit, were very valuable and 
made an important contribution to developing mutually ad
vantageous relations between the USA and the USSR. In the view 
of both Sides, these talks will have a favorable impact on inter
national relations.

They noted that the success of the discussions in the United 
States was facilitated by the continuing consultation and contacts 
as agreed in May 1972. They affirmed that the practice of con
sultation should continue. They agreed that further meetings at the 
highest level should be held regularly.

Having expressed his appreciation to President Nixon for the 
hospitality extended during the visit to the United States, General 
Secretary Brezhnev invited the President to visit the USSR in 
1974. The invitation was accepted.

News Conference Remarks by Presidential Assistant 
Kissinger, June 25, 1973 '

Ladies and gentlemen, I will not go through the communique, 
because I understand you have already had a chance to read it. Let 
me make a few general observations about the summit and how it 
fits into the general development of our foreign policy, and then 
I will take questions about the communique or any other part of 
the summit which you may wish to raise.

One good way of assessing the results of the summit is to com
pare last year’s communique with this year’s communique. Last 
year’s communique spoke about the desirability of peaceful co
existence. I said:

Having considered various areas of bilateral US-Soviet relations, the two 
Sides agreed th a t an improvement in relations is possible and desirable.®

This year we say that:

Both Sides are convinced th a t the discussions they have just held represent 
a further milestone in the constructive development of their relations.

Convinced th a t such a  development of American-Soviet relations serves 
the interests of both of their peoples and all of mankind, it was decided to 
take fu rther m ajor steps to give these relations maximum stability and to 
turn the development of friendship and cooperation between their peoples 
into a permanent factor for worldwide peace."

‘ Department of State Bulletin, July 23,1973, pp. 147-157. 
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1973, p. 241.
“ Supra.
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In other words, what marks the turning point last year, in which 
the fact of peaceful coexistence required special affirmation and 
the possibility of improving relations between the United States 
and the Soviet Union was thought deserving of special note, and 
this year we are speaking of a continuing relationship.

As a result, as relations between the Soviet Union and the 
United States proceed along the course that was charted last May 
and accelerated this June, we cannot expect that these meetings, 
which we have affirmed should become a regular part of U.S.- 
Soviet relationships, will produce a dramatic new departure. It is 
the strength of this relationship as it develops that the road is 
charted and that what we expect to see is a further evolution along 
a path which will be increasingly free of confrontations and which 
will become increasingly a part of a stable international system. 
This is the context in which we see the U.S.-Soviet relationship.

If you look back over previous summit meetings between Soviet 
and American leaders, they almost invariably occurred in the 
shadow of some crisis, and they were inevitably directed to re
moving some source of tension and some cause of confrontation.

In May 1972 we still met in this shadow of the Vietnamese war 
and the recent decisions that had led to an expansion of military 
operations in Indochina but even then, before the first talk, enun
ciated some common principles of conduct and affirmed the de
sirability of a long-term evolution toward a peaceful and ulti
mately cooperative relationship between the two states and the two 
peoples. These expectations were fulfilled over the course of the 
year, and therefore what this summit intended to do was to 
strengthen the cooperative bonds that had developed in particular 
areas, to give a new impetus to the key areas of negotiations, 
especially strategic arms limitations and mutual force reductions, 
and thirdly, to take the joint principles one step further by em
bodying them in a formal agreement designed to prevent war, and 
especially nuclear war.

There is nothing I can add to the particular agreements that are 
enumerated in the communique that deal with the cooperative 
relationships in various fields and that represent a continuation of 
a process that started last year.

I can only say from my personal experience in participating 
in many of these negotiations that what I told you ladies and 
gentlemen before the summit has been reinforced by the experi
ence of the summit. Many of these agreements do not themselves 
take the attention and time of the top leaders, and it would be 
absurd to pretend to you that the General Secretary and the 
President sit down and discuss the details of the civil aviation 
agreements; but it is also true that the imminence of their meet
ings, and the fact that they have determined to give a symbolic 
expression to this relationship, gives an impetus to negotiations
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that otherwise would drag on for months and permits the quick 
resolution of particular issues which, if left to the expert level, 
could produce extended stalemate, and there is some significance 
in having the relationship develop on such a broad front, develop
ing on both sides a commitment that is becoming increasingly 
difficult to reverse.

With respect to the other areas, I have talked to you at some 
length about the decisions with respect to Strategic Arms Limita
tion Talks. I think you can assume that in addition to what has 
been stated formally in the agreement on principles that the two 
leaders had extensive discussions as to how the process can be 
accelerated so that a meaningful agreement can be achieved con
sistent with the deadline that they have set themselves. Therefore 
we believe, with considerable hope, that a permanent agreement 
limiting strategic offensive arms, which would be one of [the] 
historic achievements in the field of arms control, can and will be 
negotiated during the course of 1974.

With respect to the mutual balanced force reductions (MBFR), 
we told you before this summit conference that this was not the 
forum in which to negotiate the specifics. This is a matter of the 
profoundest concern to our allies, and it had never been intended 
to discuss the specifics, the specific schemes, at this meeting.

However, as those who have followed the discussions realize, 
there had been some uncertainty about when these discussions 
would begin. Prior to the meeting, in the preparatory conference 
in Vienna, the Soviet position had tied the opening of the MBFR 
conference to the ending of the European Security Conference. At 
this meeting, it was decided that the MBFR conference would 
begin unconditionally on October 30th, and of course both leaders 
agreed that they would make a serious effort to deal with the 
question of armaments in central Europe.

The Indochina problem, which last year was a source of con
tention, has received a common expression in this document.

And finally, there has been the agreement on the prevention of 
nuclear war.  ̂Now, I have seen several comments to the effect that 
it is nonbinding, that it is not self-enforcing, and no doubt I have 
contributed to this by comments that reflect my former profes
sorial profession, so let me state our position: that no agreement 
in history has ever enforced itself; every agreement in history 
that has been observed has depended either on the willingness of 
the parties to observe it or on the willingness of one or the other 
parties to enforce it or on the rewards for compliance and the risks 
of noncompliance.

This agreement is no different from any other agreement in 
that respect. When great powers make an agreement with each 
other, they of course have the capability of not observing it unless

* Antey pp. 283-285.
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the other side is prepared to draw extreme consequences. But the 
violation of this agreement would have serious consequences for 
the whole context of U.S.-Soviet relations, and conversely the ob
servance of this agreement can mark, as I said on Friday, a mile
stone in the achievement of self-restraint by the major countries, 
a self-restraint which is by definition the essence of peace and 
which we intend to observe, which we expect the Soviet Union to 
observe, and which can therefore provide the foundation for a 
new international relationship.

Of course history is replete with changes of course and we 
must be vigilant and prepared for such an occurrence; but it is 
the belief of the President that this period has a unique oppor
tunity to create a new and more peaceful system. It is an opportu
nity that has come about partly as a result of the enormity of the 
weapons that would be used in case of a conflict, partly by the 
depth of human aspiration toward peace, partly as a result of 
the complexities of a world in which the ideological expectations of 
any side have not been fully met.

But whatever the reasons, we consider the summit as a further 
advance along that road, that as these meetings become a regular 
feature of international life and as we come to take them more and 
more for granted, the results will follow paths that will come to 
seem more and more natural, and we would consider that one of 
the best signs that a peaceful world is coming into being.

So this is our assessment of the summit, and I will be glad to 
answer any questions on this or on what I have said or on the 
communique or anything else related to the summit.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, the communique says positive trends are de
veloping in international relations toward the relaxation of ten
sion and the strengthening of cooperative relations in the interest 
of peace. I wonder if you would apply that sentence specifically to 
the Middle East situation and what transpired on it in the 
summit?

Dr. Kissinger; As you can see from the communique, the 
Middle East is one of the most complex areas and it is one in which 
one has to separate two problems, one, the local tensions— t̂hat is, 
the tensions between the Arab states and Israel— f̂rom the so- 
called great-power rivalry in that area. When this administration 
came into office, they were inextricably linked. In 1970 the world 
came close to the brink of war, closer than perhaps was realized 
generally at the time, over the invasion of Jordan by Syrian tanks, 
and at that time every conflict in the Middle East became immedi
ately and inextricably a part of the great rivalry. Even the selec
tion of words by White House briefers was picked up by local 
newspapers and became a matter of attention in the context of 
East-West relationships.

Now, I think it is safe to say not that the Soviet Union and we
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agree on the evolution of the Middle East and how it should be 
resolved, as the communique makes clear, but I think both sides 
will make an effort not to become inextricably involved in its 
conflict with respect to the Arab-Israeli conflict.

The communique states that both sides recognize the importance 
of the solution and that both sides will make efforts to help pro
mote it, and therefore we hope that some progress will be made 
over the course of the year.

Q. Is there any significance in the dropping of the word 
“balanced” from mutual balanced force reduction in the com
munique, and I notice that you used it once and didn't use it 
another time?

Dr. Kissinger: That is because I usually speak extemporane
ously. No, there is no significance in the dropping of the word 
“balanced.”

In the preparatory discussions in Vienna, there was some dis
cussion about it, but since it concerned entirely procedural matters 
it has no substantive significance. The U.S. position with respect 
to the mutual balanced force reduction negotiations has been sub
mitted to our allies. We think that it has received substantial 
support from our allies. We will enter the negotiations, we are 
convinced, with a reasonable and united position.

What particular adjective one gives to describe it is really less 
important, but the substance of it will be that it must be balanced 
and that it must reflect the principles of this communique and of 
May 29 last year— t̂hat no negotiation can succeed that attempts 
to give a unilateral advantage to one side or another.

Q. Is there any significance in the brief material on the Middle 
East of the omission of the word “security” in the phrase “be con
sistent with their independence and sovereignty”?

Dr. Kissinger: No, I think it is safe to say that both sides recog
nize that no solution is possible that does not assure the security 
of the countries concerned. And there is no dispute about this.

Q. Why didn’t the communique then say so ?
Dr. Kissinger: The truth is that I don’t remember any discus

sion about the word “security.” If somebody there thought of it, 
it almost certainly would have said so.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, do you plan soon to go to China or do you 
plan to invite a Chinese leader to visit the United States in order 
to assure them that what they witnessed this past week was not 
the beginning of some kind of superpower condominium?

Dr. Kissinger: We are of course always in touch with all in
terested countries, and it is a fixed element of our policy not to 
participate in any condominium directed either at our allies or at 
other interested parties.

We believe that we have a common interest with the Soviet 
Union in promoting a peaceful order. We believe also that to the
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extent that a more peaceful conduct emerges by all parties— 
emerges from our discussions—that all nations benefit.

We have not agreed, and we shall not agree nor were we asked 
to agree, to anything that smacks of superpower condominium, 
and our views on this are well known to all interested countries.

We have no specific plans at this moment for any of the visits 
that you have described, and if any should develop, we will of 
course announce them immediately. But we don’t have to have 
such a visit to make that particular point clear.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, there has been a considerable amount of 
confusion in connection with the SALT agreement about MIRV’s. 
In the agreement it states that national means of inspection will 
be the only possible means. Is it possible to control MIRV’s through 
only national means of inspection, or should we read into the 
wording there that in effect, you have abandoned the notion of 
being able to control MIRV’s ?

Dr. Kissinger: First, the agreement does not say national 
means are the only possible means. It says that both sides agree 
that they must be verifiable by national means. If both sides 
should decide to have other than national means, that wouldn’t be 
precluded; but I think that is extremely unlikely.

So, the realistic assumption has to be that any agreement that 
will be made is one that will be monitored by national means. Now 
then, the question is: Does that principle really exclude any 
control of MIRV’s?

First, let me say that we believe that MIRV’s are an important 
part of this negotiation and therefore we believe that it is possible 
to have some restraints on MIRV’s that can be monitored by 
national means and therefore a great deal depends on what re
straints we are talking about.

If you are talking about bans on production, those would be next 
to impossible to monitor by national means. If you are talking 
about deployment, then they are possible to monitor within a 
margin of error which is larger than is the case in mere quantities 
— t̂han if you are monitoring quantities, but that is finite. If you 
are talking about a combination of deployment and improvements 
in accuracy and so forth, so that you could add certain testing 
restraints, then you have ever greater possibilities of inspection.

I am not saying that these are our specific proposals. I am saying 
that you cannot just look at this in terms of one category of re
straints and assess the relationship of national means to that one 
category. You have to do it in the whole complex of MIRV 
technology and of the kinds of restraints you want to employ, and 
we think it is possible to put together a package by combining 
several restraints verifiable by national means.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, on page 12 of the communique, it says they set 
the goal for trade over the next three years [at] $2-$3 billion. This
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is the figure for the entire three-year period, as I understand it. 
Is that right?

Dr. Kissinger: That is right.
Q. Since the current trade is running at, I think $1.3 billion 

annually now, ’73, would not this be—
Dr. Kissinger: The $1.3 billion includes agricultural. This is 

excluding agricultural commodities.
Q. Do you have any figure including agricultural commodities?
Dr. Kissinger: I do not have it including agricultural. I think, 

excluding agricultural, it runs at about $600 million now, and I 
think this envisages an increase of about 50 percent.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, does the communique hint, or more than hint, 
at an East-West summit at the end of the European Security 
Conference?

Dr. Kissinger: Well, it obviously mentions it.
The position of the communique with respect to the East-West 

summit is one that we have taken before; that is to say, that the 
level of the concluding phase of the European Security Conference 
will be determined by progress that is made in the first two phases, 
the first of which begins on July 3 at the Foreign Minister level. 
Then there will be commission meetings, and upon the conclusion 
of the commission meetings, one can determine, first, the final 
phase of the conference and, secondly, the appropriate level of 
participation. We are, in principle, prepared to consider a summit 
if the results of the first two phases warrant it.

Q. May I ask you to enumerate as briefly as possible the total 
package of benefits that will accrue to the United States as a result 
of the past few days’ activities?

Dr. Kissinger: I can see this is not somebody who has attended 
previous briefings or he wouldn’t have made a demand for 
brevity. [Laughter.]

The benefits that accrue to the United States are the benefits 
that accrue to all participants in the international system from an 
improvement in the prospects of peace. To the extent that we live 
in an atmosphere of confrontation, the United States, as the 
strongest country in the non-Communist world and as the one 
on which the security of most others depends, is immediately 
drawn closer to the brink of war than almost any other participant.

Secondly, we expect that as a result of many of these coopera
tive efforts, both peoples will benefit in a concrete way.

With respect to the economic relationships, about which this 
question is often asked, they have to be seen in the whole context 
of the web of relations that is developing between the two coun
tries. Most of the large deals that are iDeing talked about will have 
to be made by private American industry, and they would pre
sumably not be made unless they were thought to be of mutual 
benefit.
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We have taken the view from the beginning of this administra
tion, first, that negotiations with the Soviet Union should not be 
conducted on the basis of atmospherics, but on the basis of very 
concrete negotiation and, secondly, that the economic and political 
matters should be linked together so that the progress would take 
place on a broad front. And I must say it is a little ironic that 
early in the administration we were all accused of delaying the 
progress of negotiations and now many of the same people who 
accused us then of being too slow are discovering that the benefits 
may be too one-sided. But the benefits of peace in this period 
cannot be one-sided.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, what is the reason for including a proposal 
for a world disarmament conference to be held at an appropriate 
time? What is your definition of an appropriate time? Does it mean 
after the treaties on the strategic arms, or what?

Dr. Kissinger: Well, you know that the proposal for a world 
disarmament conference is one that the Soviet Union has repeat
edly made. It was included in last year’s communique, and it was 
repeated in this year’s communique, and I think it is safe to say 
that if our Soviet colleagues and we were pressed to the wall, our 
definition of the appropriate time might differ. [Laughter.]

Q. Dr. Kissinger, what we have been listening to is an anthology 
of the positive results of the summit. Were not there some things 
that you had hoped to achieve at this particular summit that you 
have not?

Dr. Kissinger: Either due to lack of imagination or megalo
mania, I can’t really tell you anything that we were hoping to 
achieve that we didn’t. These summits are prepared over a long 
period of time. This particular summit is the result of many ex
changes with the Soviet Union: Secretary Peterson’s trip in July, 
my trip in September, Foreign Minister Gromyko’s trip to the 
United States in October, Secretary Shultz’s trip in March, my 
trip in May, many exchanges between the two leaders.

So it really is organically almost impossible for those summits 
to occur with a long agenda in which you will say we will try this 
and see what happens. It is impossible, and also undesirable, 
because when you have the two leaders of the most powerful 
nations in the world confronting each other you do not want to 
have a situation in which a totally unpredictable clash can occur.

So in this meeting the range of what was attainable was clearly 
understood by April or May, and the results were within the 
range that had been previously agreed to.

Now, at the end of each summit there is always a very exten
sive meeting between the two leaders in which they decide the 
sort of problems they can be working on over the next year. We 
had such a meeting in the Kremlin on the day of the President’s 
departure in 1972, and that was the third time that this agreement
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on the prevention of nuclear war in a slightly dilferent context 
was raised.

As you all know, the President and the General Secretary met 
for three hours on Saturday night, and there was a discussion of 
the sort of problems that could be worked on in preparation for 
next year’s summit, and of course there is an unfinished agenda. 
Obviously the Middle East is part of the unfinished agenda, but 
we didn’t expect to settle it at this meeting. SALT is part of it. 
MBFR is part of it. This is where we stand now in relation to 
next year’s summit.

Q. General Secretary Brezhnev said, as he was departing, that 
he believed that President Nixon could be returning to the Soviet 
Union as early as six to eight months. He also said that he expects 
that there will be more important agreements, or equally important 
agreements, signed there, indicating to some that he was possibly 
projecting perhaps an interim agreement on SALT. On those two 
points, could you give us the U.S. view on the timing of a visit and 
also on possibilities of an interim agreement on SALT, which was 
referred to in an earlier statement by the principals?

Dr. Kissinger: Well, as you saw, the General Secretary was 
speaking without notes and in the exuberance of the moment. 
[Laughter.]

We don’t foreclose a meeting earlier than 12 months that has 
been customary between the two recent summits, but if we had 
been asked on that occasion to give our estimate, we would have 
been somewhat more cautious. So if it is more rapid, then this 
would indicate a more rapid pace of negotiation than we have 
foreseen, which we do not exclude but which we think is unlikely.

Now, it is not at all excluded, as the principals made clear, that 
there would be an interim agreement on SALT in a period less 
than the 12 to 14 months that I would have given you as an esti
mate, and this is one of the matters to which we will now turn.

Q. A followup on Mr. Kalb’s question. Was chemical weapons 
control one of the things that had been dropped by April or May, 
or was that actively under consideration at this summit?

Dr. Kissinger: No.
Q. You suggested that most things had been decided on the 

agenda by April or May. I wondered if this matter had been ex
cluded at that point for possible agreement or was under active 
consideration for agreement here?

Dr. Kissinger: When I say “had been decided by April or May,” 
let me make clear what I mean. By the end of my visit to Zavidovo, 
it was not that everything had been decided, but that the range 
within which the negotiations between the two leaders would take 
place had been essentially determined and therefore the shape of 
probable agreements had become fairly clear. By that time it was 
clear that there would be no agreement on chemical warfare.
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Q. It used to be a theory that it would be a good idea for the top 
Soviet leaders to come to this country to get an idea of our 
strength; that is, the size of the country, what the people are like, 
the size and scope of our production, that kind of thing. This 
summit conference could have been held on a rock in the Atlantic 
Ocean for as much or as little that Mr. Brezhnev saw of America 
and Americans. Did he have at any time any desire to see anything 
of us and our country outside of the Presidential compound?

Dr. Kissinger: The nature of the travel of the General Secretary 
was left to him. We made it clear that he could go anywhere he 
chose and for as long as he wished, so the General Secretary’s 
itinerary was not determined by us. However, it seemed logical 
to us as well that the General Secretary wanted to follow the 
summit in Moscow that had been devoted entirely to work with 
just two very brief side trips with another summit in the United 
States of a more or less similar nature, in which the two leaders 
would spend most of their time in accelerating the momentum of 
their previous conversations.

I think, however, it is safe to say that now that the basic course 
has been established and many of the major agreements have 
been achieved, that the purpose to which you referred will be 
realized in future summits. For example, the General Secretary 
has pointed out to the President that when he returns to the Soviet 
Union in 1974, the Soviet Union would like it very much if we 
would agree to a greater exposure to various aspects of Soviet life 
and also to see more of the Soviet Union than proved to be the 
case last year. We have agreed to this.

If these summits become annual events and the General Secre
tary returns here in 1975, it can be taken for granted that much 
more extensive travel would be included in his program.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, concerning Indochina, on page 8, the last 
sentence on page 8 says that the leaders may also reaffirm their 
stand that the political futures of Viet-Nam, Laos, and Cambodia 
should be left to the respective peoples to determine, free of out
side interference. Have you detected any change, perhaps, in the 
Soviet attitude concerning the current fighting in Cambodia, and 
particularly, do the Soviets disapprove at all of any activities that 
Hanoi may be undertaking in Cambodia, either supply or military?

Dr. Kissinger: First, let us get the Cambodian problem into 
perspective. We are talking here of the very last phase of a very 
prolonged war. We are not talking here of the beginning of another 
Indochina conflict. I don’t want to characterize the Soviet attitude 
toward Cambodia. I think the Soviet Union should speak for itself.

I think that this sentence here states our view exactly: that we 
agreed that the future of Cambodia should be left to the Cam
bodian people and that peace should come consistent with the 
sovereignty and the rights of self-determination of the Cambodi
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ans. We are actively engaged in attempting to bring this about at 
this moment, and we believe, as I said previously, that as the 
relationships among the great powers fall into clearer focus, as 
one looks at these areas less from their symbolic aspect of either 
being the spearhead of wars of national liberation or of being a 
conspiracy directed, it was thought once, from Peking, I think that 
all countries can adopt a more responsible attitude toward the con
flict in Indochina and a more disassociated attitude than was the 
case in the 1960’s.

Q. My impression is that the granting of most-favored-nation 
status to the Soviet Union, whether or not it is granted, is no 
longer a serious obstacle to the development of long-term trade. 
Is that the case ?

Dr. Kissinger: No, we believe that the granting of most- 
favored-nation status to the Soviet Union is important for the 
development of large-scale trade, and it is extremely important to 
the development of Soviet-American relations. This was part of 
the series of understandings in a whole complex of relationships 
between us and the Soviet Union last year, and it would cast seri
ous doubt on our ability to perform our side of understandings and 
agreements if in each case that part of an agreement that is 
carried out later by one side or the other is then made the subject 
of additional conditions that were not part of the original negotia
tion. And therefore I would say that for both symbolic and sub
stantive reasons, and substantively both economic and political, it 
would be very unfortunate if the request to grant most-favored- 
nation status to the Soviet Union, which means nondiscriminatory 
status vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, were not granted.

Q. Can you address yourself to two impressions?
Dr. Kissinger: Impressions or questions?
Q. However you like, impressions and a question. First, is there 

here a signal to the Russians that they have a free hand where 
China is concerned, as a followup to an earlier question? And the 
second impression, Dr. Kissinger, in the 89 words devoted to the 
Middle East, one gets the impression that the Soviet Union and 
the United States are as far apart as before.

Dr. Kissinger: With respect to the first question, as I said on 
Friday, I do not want to go into hypothetical cases addressed to 
particular countries. However, since you raised the question, let 
me say th is: I don’t know what a free hand vis-a-vis China means. 
The Soviet Union has declared officially that it has no military 
intentions vis-a-vis the People’s Republic of China.

On the other hand it is difficult to conceive a military attack by 
anybody on the People’s Republic of China that would not endan
ger international peace and security, and therefore it would be 
thought to be, from whatever direction it came, not consistent with 
our view of this treaty, but I repeat; This does not imply that we
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have any reason to believe that any such attack is contemplated 
or that any of this subject was discussed at all between them.

With respect to the Middle East, the communique makes clear 
that there is no unanimity of views. Whether that is as wide as 
before or narrower, I think we should let the future decide, but 
obviously the subject was discussed at some length.

Q. The glowing manner in which the two leaders have described 
their past weeks—

Dr. Kissinger: What manner?
Q. Glowing manner, the euphoric manner.
Dr. Kissinger: Don’t top yourself. [Laughter.]
Q. —carries with it the impression that we can now expect an 

acceleration of demands or requests or proposals, at least within 
our own country, for the reduction of armaments. A moment ago 
you talked about the necessity of maintaining vigilance. Would 
you discuss that in context with the summit meeting?

Dr. Kissinger: This period requires great sophistication on the 
part of the American people. We have reached this point because 
we have proceeded from the basis of adequate strength and be
cause we have consistently taken the position that we would reduce 
our strength only by agreement with the other side in some agreed 
relation to the reductions by the other side.

This must remain an essential part of our policy, and we cannot 
do, as a result of this agreement, unilaterally those things that the 
Soviet Union will not do. We have made it clear in the communique 
and we have made it clear in the conduct of our policy that the 
principal goal of this administration in the field of foreign policy 
is to leave behind it a world that can be said to be safer, more 
peaceful, and more permanently free of crisis than the one we 
found.

But we, in our view, cannot achieve this by unilateral reductions 
of American strength, and we believe that the course on which we 
are—which has made, in our judgment, significant progress—can 
be maintained only if we were to continue to pursue it on the 
basis of strict reciprocity.

Q. If I may, I would like to come back to this not so important 
adjective “balanced.” Isn’t it true that the Soviets have quite a 
different interpretation of balance than you have, and is this one 
of the reasons why not even the formal title of MBFR talks was 
spelled out in the communique?

Dr. Kissinger: What was spelled out in the communique is, I 
believe, consistent with what was agreed to in Vienna. The future 
of force reductions in Europe will not be determined by adjectives. 
It will be determined by concrete programs. It will not be deter
mined by constant insinuations of some dark American design.

The United States has taken the view and has stated publicly 
that our security is integrally linked to the security of our Euro
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pean allies. Therefore we are prepared to work with our European 
allies on working out a concrete program that reflects the common 
conception of security. We have invited our European allies to 
participate with us in developing this program, and we think the 
time has come to discuss the program, rather than the adjectives 
of a title of a conference.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, did they give us to understand that they 
would play a useful role in seeking a cease-fire in Cambodia, and 
did we give them to understand that we will be winding down our 
bombing there in the meantime?

Dr. Kissinger: I don’t think any useful purpose is served if I go 
into the details of these discussions with respect to Cambodia. 
The primary problem with respect to Cambodia now is whether 
it is possible in a finite period of time to bring about a negotiation 
that leads toward a political settlement and produces a rapid cease
fire. The particular tactics of particular operations are subsidiary 
to that overriding issue which was the subject of discussions.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, does the agreement to prevent nuclear war 
mean that we would have to enter into consultations with the 
Russians before we would come to the defense of an ally under 
attack?

Dr. Kissinger: The agreement for the prevention of nuclear 
war, in article VI, makes clear that allied obligations are un
affected. Secondly, the significance of article IV is that in case 
of situations that might produce the danger of nuclear war in 
general, consultations have to be undertaken. It should therefore 
be seen as a restraint on the diplomacy of both sides and, as I 
pointed out on Friday, not a guide to action in case those restraints 
break down and war occurs.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, on the economic front, here you talk about 
that serious and sympathetic consideration should be given by the 
U.S. Government. Earlier you stressed in your discussion—

Dr. Kissinger: Consideration to what?
Q. To proposals that are in the interests of both sides. These 

are business proposals, presumably. Earlier you stressed the im
portance of the private corporations in the negotiations. What 
happens when they conflict and a corporation says this is in our 
mutual best interest, but perhaps you do not? A case in point 
right now is the natural gas deals. There are two of them that 
were discussed before. One corporation went out and made a deal. 
How do you resolve this question?

Dr. Kissinger: To the extent that corporations can implement 
their deals without the aid of the government, we can do no more 
than express our views to their directors. To the extent that 
the corporations require the assistance of the government or the 
guarantee of the government of their investment, we have the 
possibility of gearing the decisions to our national policy.
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Now, with respect to the natural gas deal, we are not under 
the Impression that these companies have the resources to do them 
entirely on their own, and therefore we can relate them to na
tional policy; but as the communique says, we are looking on them 
favorably. But it is hard to discuss in the abstract.

Q. There is a reference in the communique to a meeting at 
the highest level to complete the European Security Conference. 
What sort of time frame do you have in mind?

Dr. Kissinger: As you notice, the communique makes no par
ticular reference to a specific time frame, and therefore this 
question will be easier to answer after the Foreign Ministers have 
met and particularly after the commissions have started their 
work. It will depend to some extent on whether the European par
ticipants will decide to take a summer vacation and the commis
sions will decide to take a summer vacation in August or not. The 
time frame is, as the communique says, the quickest possible time, 
but there is no particular time limit.

Q. We are talking about some period within less than a year, 
aren’t we?

Dr. Kissinger: That would be a reasonable assumption, but it 
depends on the progress of the conference. But that is a good 
working hypothesis.

Q. On the Watergate, the inevitable question as to whether 
Watergate in any way was discussed between the President and 
the General Secretary, and would you. Dr. Kissinger, be prepared 
to comment on published speculation that the pressures of Water
gate applied a more modest negotiating technique on the part of 
the President in his expectations on the summit?

Dr. Kissinger: With respect to the first question, Watergate 
was not discussed. And I don’t think the point has yet been reached 
where our domestic travails are discussed with foreign leaders. 
Second, the negotiating frame for the summit was established 
last year and was in no way affected by Watergate.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, did the Soviet side, coming back to the natural 
gas deals, ask for a more specific, more categorical American en
dorsement of these, particularly the latest Occidental Petroleum 
deal, and a promise of guarantees on the credits than is in the 
communique?

Dr. Kissinger: No, the specific status of the gas deals is now 
that they have to be moved from these abstract declarations of 
intent to some concrete propositions. These concrete propositions 
have to be developed, in the first instance, by the companies con
cerned that have to make a judgment of the degree of investment 
that is required and also on whether it is an economic proposition.

At that point, one will have to determine whether this can be 
done entirely by private capital or if it requires, at least in some 
of its aspects, some U.S. governmental guarantees. That point has
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not yet been reached, because the projects have not yet been 
formulated into precise economic propositions.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, in what way are the documents and agree
ments signed by the General Secretary of the Soviet Communist 
Party binding in any respect on the Soviet Government, and an
other rather petty question, is there any connection between the 
timing of this week’s events or at least the communique, this 
press conference this morning and your press conference Wednes
day, if you have one—is there any connection between that timing 
and the Watergate events going on in Washington?

Dr. Kissinger: With respect to the first question, whenever the 
General Secretary of the Communist Party signs a document, we 
are given—it is actually legally a very good question— ŵe are 
given a document by the Soviet Foreign Ministry pointing out that 
he has full powers to sign that document, because, as you know, 
Mr. Brezhnev has no official governmental position. So that 
legally the documents which he signed this year and the documents 
which he signed last year are fully within Soviet constitutional 
processes, and we have also an official Soviet statement that he has 
full governmental powers to sign the document.

Secondly, with respect to my briefings, our view here has al
ways been that the necessities that produce foreign policies are 
of a permanent nature and that our objective is what I described 
at the beginning, to bring about a more peaceful world. They are 
not geared in any respect to any of the domestic situations.

This schedule was determined at a time when it was believed 
that Dean would testify last week, and it was agreed then that in 
view of the fact that the General Secretary’s speech was on tele
vision yesterday, that his departure statement would be on tele
vision yesterday, and in view of the fact that it is more appro
priate to release communiques at a time he is leaving the country, 
that the release of the communique would be on Monday and there
fore the briefing of the communique would be on Monday. That 
is a schedule that was determined, I repeat, at a time when we did 
not know that the hearings would be postponed.

If I have another briefing on Wednesday, it is in response to the 
repeated request of many of you ladies and gentlemen that we 
have a more informal session, less geared to the words of the 
communique, to set this in better perspective.

But, since you have raised the issue, I will say now, I will move 
you to Thursday, to remove any question about it. The thought 
had never crossed our mind, and we will now, if there is one, have 
it on Thursday.

Q. Could I suggest that the day is less important than it be 
sometime later in the afternoon, California time.

Dr. Kissinger: Work it out with Ron. If there is another brief
ing, the purpose is to permit a somewhat more philosophical dis
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cussion of where we are going. The timing should be left to what 
produces the best philosophical discussion.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, the proposal for a world disarmament con
ference has been mentioned many times over the years and has 
not been a subject necessarily of agreement between the Soviet 
Union and the United States as to its usefulness. I wonder 
whether the mention of it here in the communique, whether you 
would characterize it as one of the accomplishments of the 
summit?

Dr. Kissinger: The world disarmament conference was men
tioned in last year’s communique, and therefore to have it men
tioned again cannot be considered a radical departure and one of 
the principal accomplishments of the conference.

We have said that we would be prepared to discuss it at an ap
propriate time, and I suspect that this will lead to several ex
changes on that subject.

Message From the New Zealand Prime Minister (Kirk) to Other 
Heads of Government: Suspension of Nuclear Tests, June 
26, 1973^

You will be aware that over a period of years New Zealand has 
made known its special concern about the atmospheric testing 
of nuclear weapons. We are opposed to all nuclear weapons testing 
in all environments. Because New Zealand is one of the countries 
nearest to France’s nuclear testing site at Mururoa, and because 
there are Pacific islands closely associated with New Zealand even 
closer to the test area, New Zealand has felt obliged to take a 
leading part in its efforts to persuade France to abandon its test 
programme. Despite our persistent efforts and those of other 
Governments in the Pacific region in recent months, its seems that 
further atmospheric tests by France are imminent.

My purpose in addressing this message to you is to urge that 
you lend all possible support to our action, through public state
ments, diplomatic pressure and other appropriate ways, to prevent 
the resumption of these tests. I do so in the knowledge that our 
concern is reflected in standards long proclaimed by the inter
national community and actively supported by the overwhelming 
majority of nations.

To us who live in the shadow of the testing site at Mururoa in 
French Polynesia, these activities impose an unjustifiable and 
intolerable burden. They threaten the health of our peoples and 
the living resources on which they depend. The tests are conducted

'A /9081, June 26, 1973. The message was sent to the heads of government 
of all U.N. member states, observer states of the United Nations, and all 
Pacific countries tha t were not U.N. members.
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without our consent and against our express opposition repeated 
clearly and forcefully over a period of 10 years. This disregard 
by a large Power for the rights and interests of smaller nations 
further sharpens the anxiety and apprehension to which the tests 
give rise.

The island nations of the South Pacific are remote. Vast 
distances separate neighbours and natural resources tend to be 
slender. They have a legitimate expectation that they may con
tinue to enjoy an environment relatively free of the man-made 
contamination affecting some other parts of the globe, and that 
their endeavours to preserve that environment will be respected 
by others. This is more than a regional interest. At a time when 
the resources of the sea are assuming critical importance, all na
tions have an interest in the preservation of this area as a source 
of food and of replenishment of depleted marine stocks.

The testing has gone on against a rising tide of protest by the 
Governments and peoples of the Pacific. It has also taken place in 
defiance of the insistent demand of the organized international 
community, the resolutions of the General Assembly and its 
organs and the decisions of the United Nations Conference on 
the Human Environment held at Stockholm. As recently as 
November 1972 the General Assembly, in its resolution 2934 A 
(XXVII), called with renewed urgency for a halt to all atmo
spheric nuclear weapons testing in the Pacific and elsewhere.^ To 
this lengthy record of legislative and political action to put an end 
to atmospheric testing has been added the voice of the principal 
judicial organ of the world community, the International Court of 
Justice. On 22 June 1973, on the application of New Zealand and 
Australia supported by other countries of the South Pacific, the 
Court granted interim orders requiring France to refrain from 
testing that gives rise to radio-active fallout while the Court is 
seized of the question of their legality.®

Wie in New Zealand believe that there is no justification for 
any nuclear weapons testing in any environment. We believe that 
tests that give rise to radio-active fallout violate our rights, 
shared with the world community, under international law. In 
this tenth year of the Partial Test Ban Treaty,•* and at a time 
when a new climate of confidence is emerging which favours 
moves to strengthen international peace and security, I ask your 
Government to use its best efforts to persuade France to put an 
end to its tests. The fabric of international co-operation in the 
interests of peace can only be weakened and our objectives di
minished if our endeavours to regulate an activity which, in the 
collective judgment of the world’s Governments and peoples, is

‘ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 842-843.
’ Journal of the United Nations, no. 5709 (June 26,1973), p. 3.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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inherently dangerous to mankind, are disdained by any of the 
great Powers.

I am sending a similar message to the Heads of Government of 
all Member States and Observer States of the United Nations 
and of countries in the Pacific region not members of the United 
Nations.

Statement by the Japanese Representative (Nisibori) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, June 26, 
1973 '

Today, I wish to present the principal views of the Japanese 
delegation on matters related to disarmament in general.

Basing themselves on the recognition that a series of recent 
developments in international politics indicates the easing of ten
sions between East and West, many delegates in this Committee 
pointed out that the climate of international politics, which consti
tutes an important basis for prompting disarmament negotiations, 
was improving, and expressed the earnest hope that concrete dis
armament measures would soon be realized. In this connexion, the 
signing on 22 June between the leaders of the United States and 
the Soviet Union of an Agreement on the Prevention of Nuclear 
War between the two countries is a most welcome event.  ̂ Foreign 
Minister Ohira of the Japanese Government issued a statement 
on 23 June, in which he said that, while welcoming sincerely its 
signing as contributing greatly to peace and security in the world, 
it is further hoped that this will provide an impetus to further 
progress in nuclear disarmament. Despite this widespread recog
nition and expectation in and outside this Committee, substantial 
progress was not made in the deliberations during the spring 
sessions on important items, and about this, many countries 
showed serious concern. This concern does not seem to be irrele
vant to the movement directed towards the reassessment of the 
way this Committee should run.

On the other hand, the circumstances are such that disarma
ment negotiations, especially negotiations on nuclear disarma
ment, must be handled with the utmost care since they involve 
the vital security of the countries concerned and therefore a long 
time is generally required for the study of the questions as well 
as the negotiations; and so we should take fully these circum
stances into consideration. This is confirmed by the fact that the 
Partial Test Ban Treaty = was signed five years after the Geneva 
conference of the three nuclear Powers started drafting a treaty

1 CCD/PV.607, pp. 6-11.
- AntCy pp. 283-285.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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for a discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests in 1958 and also 
that the Non-Proliferation Treaty ‘ was signed ten years after 
the Irish draft resolution was first submitted in 1958.® Bearing 
this in mind, I wish to associate myself with the statement made 
on 26 April by Mr. Martin of the United States of America in 
which he said, “And we must always remember that we are deal
ing with matters that concern the vital security interests of States 
and which require stable and enduring solutions”.®

At the same time, however, it is also a fact that there is a 
genuine desire for substantial progress in the discussions of this 
Committee among a considerable body of opinion in and outside 
the Committee. The major Powers which are in a position to affect 
decisively agreements on important items, including various dis
armament measures, should listen and openly respond to this urge.

Thus, members of this Committee including major Powers are 
expected to participate in more vigorous discussions, while im
portance is attached to the substantial progress which should 
be made so that this Committee can send with pride a report on 
items which have been referred to this Committee by the resolu
tions of the United Nations General Assembly to its new session 
in the autumn.

Next, I wish to express the view of my delegation on a few im
portant items which will be discussed during the summer session 
of this Committee.

First, I would like to touch upon the question of a comprehen
sive test ban which this Committee is, by resolution 2934 
B (XXVII) of the United Nations General Assembly, requested 
to discuss as a matter of first priority.'

Although it is self-evident that the ultimate purpose of a 
comprehensive test ban is to ensure a state in which no countries 
conduct nuclear weapon tests, some countries are conducting 
underground nuclear weapon tests and some others are conduct
ing tests even in the atmosphere. These facts remind us again of 
the curious situation whereby nuclear-weapon States are free to 
continue nuclear weapon tests and expand their nuclear arsenals, 
while non-nuclear-weapon States must refrain from any such acts 
and must accept all the disadvantages arising from this dis
crimination. I wish to emphasize again that all nuclear-weapon 
States should do their best to achieve agreement as early as pos
sible on a comprehensive test ban which would be an effective 
step towards nuclear disarmament.

On 10 April, I proposed informal meetings with the participa
tion of experts for an early realization of a comprehensive test 
ban, and to my pleasure meetings have been arranged to begin

‘ Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
1H5-1959, vol. II, pp. 1185-1186.

“ Ante, p. 214.
’ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 844-845.
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on 10 July with the support of many distinguished delegates. As 
some delegates pointed out, the success of meetings of this kind 
depends on, first, the adequacy of advance preparation, second, 
the number of expert opinions obtained, and third, the extent of 
co-operation of the nuclear-weapon States. At this point, I wish 
to reiterate my request that as many countries as possible, includ
ing the nuclear-weapon States which hold the key to realizing a 
comprehensive test ban, send their experts and participate posi
tively from all angles in discussions on this question.

As I pointed out in detail on 10 April, the points which should 
be discussed on this question are wide-ranging as well as diversi
fied, and therefore, it may well be difficult to complete our discus
sions on these points solely during these several informal meet
ings.® Accordingly, I consider that the coming meetings are the 
first step in a series of meetings for realizing a comprehensive 
test ban. There has been a tendency that on this question, purely 
technical discussions have been going on parallel with those from 
a political point of view and the one has not met squarely the other 
at the same stage. I believe that, in making a political decision, 
it is important to explore the means of verification based on sci
ence and technology through steady discussions and exchange of 
views in these informal meetings. As I also stated in the spring 
session, the remarkable improvement and progress in contempor
ary science, particularly that of technology in the field of seismo- 
logical methods as compared with 1963, are obvious in the light 
of working papers submitted by various countries and other 
general information. And I feel it is essential in laying the founda
tions for future discussions to conform among ourselves through 
those informal meetings what possible ways and means the 
achievement of such progress in science and technology will give 
to the question of a comprehensive test ban. Also, it is no less 
important that, on such foundations, we make efforts towards 
further new measures.

As to the points to be discussed, after I had given the views of 
the Japanese delegation on 10 April, a working paper was sub
mitted by Sweden on 24 April.® As the points are classified in a 
detailed manner in that working paper, it is probably a good chart 
for steering our meetings by.

In connexion with the comprehensive test ban, I cannot but 
refer to the fact that nuclear weapon tests are being carried out 
in the atmosphere. In the light of the harmful effects which at
mospheric tests cause to the human environment, the prohibition 
of these tests is the important question which requires immediate 
realization.

As one of the countries belonging to the Asian and Pacific re-

* CGD/PV.699, pp. 6 ff. 
" CCD/397.
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gion where the tests are being conducted, Japan has up to now 
strongly protested against the continuance of nuclear weapon 
tests in the atmosphere. My Government welcomes the news that, 
on 22 June, the International Court of Justice granted interim 
measures of protection to Australia and New Zealand against 
nuclear weapon tests by France in the South Pacific, and requests 
that the countries conducting tests in the atmosphere stop them 
immediately in consideration of the above interim injunctions 
of the highest judiciary organ of the international community.

Next, I turn to the question of the cut-off of the production of 
weapon-grade fissionable materials and their diversion to peaceful 
uses. On 1 March, I made two suggestions, as part of the steps 
leading to this cut-off—first, to apply international inspection to 
all nuclear facilities for peaceful purposes of nuclear-weapon 
States and to reduce the facilities for military puiposes and, 
secondly, to convert weapon-grade enriched uranium to that suit
able for peaceful purposes and to supply it to non-nuclear-weapon 
States.̂ ®

I have been encouraged by the interest in these suggestions 
shown by Mr. Martin of the United States in his statement on 
26 April.** While it is understood that the United States, basing 
itself on the Johnson Statement in 1968,** is preparing to place all 
its nuclear facilities, excepting those for national security reasons, 
under the IAEA safeguards, it is of great regret that the Soviet 
Union has not yet declared itself ready to submit voluntarily its 
peaceful nuclear facilities to the IAEA safeguards. It is hoped 
that the Soviet Union will follow the lead of, and take steps simi
lar to, the United States and the United Kingdom.

It might become possible to convert weapon-grade enriched 
uranium to that suitable for peaceful purposes and supply it to 
non-nuclear-weapon States and also to convert the facilities for 
the production of weapon-grade enriched uranium to those for 
peaceful purposes through such disarmament measures as Stra
tegic Arms Limitation Talks, thus increasing the possibility for 
the supply of nuclear fuels for peaceful purposes. I would like 
to point out that, in this case, such an arrangement would serve 
the economic interests not only of non-nuclear-weapon but also 
of nuclear-weapon States.

In this connexion, I feel very much encouraged by the announce
ment made on 21 June that both President Nixon of the United 
States and Mr. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Com
mittee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, had signed 
a document on seven basic principles on the negotiations with re
gard to SALT II. While noting that the first principle states

*“ See ante, pp. 29-30.
“ Ante, pp. 215-216.

Documents on Diaarmament, 1968, p. 460.
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inter alia that “Over the course of the next year the two sides 
will make serious efforts to work out the provisions of the perma
nent agreement on more complete measures on the limitation of 
strategic offensive arms with the objective of signing it in 1974”, 
and also that the third principle states that “The limitations 
placed on strategic offensive weapons can apply both to their 
quantitative aspects as well as to their qualitative improvement,” 
I hope that such an overall agreement will be achieved as early 
as hoped for in the aforementioned principles, thus working as an 
effective brake on vertical proliferation of nuclear weapons as 
well as giving incentives to achieving further measures of nuclear 
disarmament.^

I turn now to the question of chemical weapons on which this 
Committee is requested by last year’s General Assembly resolu
tion 2938 (XXVII) to continue negotiations as a matter of high 
priority.^*

I made the basic views of my delegation on this question known 
on 22 March.̂ ® As to the scope of prohibition which is one of the 
focal points of the discussions on this question, I made our posi
tion clear that we should first ban activities in stages of develop
ment and production, depending on difficulties involving verifica
tion measures. Though there is no denying that, for the purpose 
of effective prohibition of chemical weapons, a comprehensive ban 
covering not only production but also stockpiling is desirable, it 
is difficult to secure observance of an agreement on such a compre
hensive ban as long as some extent of on-site inspection is not 
allowed. Accordingly, we believe that the most effective means of 
solving this question is to prohibit first the development and pro
duction and then continue our efforts towards securing effective 
means of, verification which would enable comprehensive prohibi
tion to be achieved.

Next, the question mentioned earlier basic to promoting dis
armament measures of how disarmament forums should run. An 
essential requirement for the progress of disarmament negotia
tions is the positive and earnest participation of all nuclear- 
weapon States in these discussions. As is well known, however, 
neither China nor France have shown any intention of joining this 
Committee despite the request in the spring of last year by Secre- 
tary-General Waldheim as well as the request of many countries 
including my own. We should fully recognize the limitations which 
the non-participation of China and France would bring to future 
disarmament negotiations and also the possible danger of its 
undermining the achievements which have been made so far. Also, 
if the nuclear-weapon States which do not participate in disarma
ment negotiations are not at all bound by the idea of “mutual

^ See ante, pp. 273-283.
Documents on Disarma^nent, 1972, pp. 840-841.
Ante, pp. 63-70.
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balance of responsibilities and obligations”, then it is to be feared 
that non-nuclear-weapon States which are affected in various 
ways by the behaviour of these nuclear-weapon States might in 
future begin to lose their enthusiasm for participating in dis
armament negotiations as well as for concrete disarmament meas
ures. Accordingly, we should make great but patient efforts to 
bring these two Powers to participate in our disarmament talks.

On the other hand, these two nuclear-weapon States should 
also recognize the importance of the question and realize that 
they are in a position where they ought to participate in inter
national efforts towards disarmament.

In this context, I wish to refer to the visit to France and China 
of President Luis Echeverria of Mexico, as a result of which the 
French Government declared its intention of signing Additional 
Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons 
in Latin America and also China and Mexico issued a joint com
munique stating that “the Chinese Government is making the 
necessary preparations for signing as soon as possible Additional 
Protocol II” of the Treaty.” I welcome these as a sign that these 
two countries may be interested in participating in disarmament 
talks. My delegation expresses its hope that all nuclear-weapon 
States will sign Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohi
bition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, thus making the 
Treaty more effective.

To conclude my statement today of the views of my delegation, 
I hope that this session will be a fruitful one. I shall express our 
views further when the need arises in the course of these dis
cussions.

Repori' by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on Senate 
Resolution 71: Prohibiting Environmental Modification as a 
Weapon of War, June 27, 1973 ^

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to which was referred 
the resolution (S. Res. 71) expressing the sense of the Senate 
that the United States Government should seek the agreement 
of other governments to a proposed treaty prohibiting the use 
of any environmental or geophysical modification activity as a 
weapon of war, or the carrying put of any research or experi
mentation directed thereto,^ having considered the same, reports 
favorably thereon with amendments and recommends that the 
resolution as amended do pass.

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1967, p. 83.
Ante, pp. 195-196.

 ̂S. rept. 93-270, 93d Cong., 1st sess. 
"Post, pp. 435-437.
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PURPOSE

The purpose of this resolution is to express the sense of the 
Senate that the United States should seek the agreement of other 
governments to a proposed treaty prohibiting the use of any en
vironmental or geophysical modification activity as a weapon of 
warfare.

BACKGROUND

Over the past several years, scientists, international lawyers 
and others have expressed serious concern about the growing 
possibilities for manipulating weather and other environmental 
components for military purposes.

In 1965 [IP55], the late John Von Neuman, the noted scientist 
and member of the Atomic Energy Commission, stated:

Present awful possibilities of w arfare may give way to others even more 
awful. A fter global climate control becomes possible, perhaps all our present 
involvements will seem simple. We should not deceive ourselves; once such 
possibilities become actual, they will be exploited. I t will therefore, be neces
sary to develop suitable new political forms and procedures.*

During that same year, the then Assistant Secretary of State, 
Harlan Cleveland, made the following analogous statement:

We won’t  want other nations modifying our weather, and so we will 
certainly have to accept some restraints on our freedom to modify theirs.*

Similarly, Secretary of State William P. Rogers stated on Janu
ary 26,1971 that:

. . .  We are anxious to apply weather modification technology, as it becomes 
operational, to the problems of developing countries. We are also alert to 
the need to consider international arrangements to deal with the implica
tions of this new phenomenon.'

During the 92d Congress, in response to these concerns, Senator 
Pell and thirteen other Senators co-sponsored a resolution (S. Res. 
281) urging the United States Government actively to seek the 
agreement of other governments to a proposed treaty prohibiting 
the use of any environmental or geophysical modification activity 
as a weapon of warfare.^

The introduction of that resolution was prompted, in large part, 
by unofficial reports that the United States was modifying weather 
conditions in Southeast Asia as a part of its military operations. 
In an effort to confirm or disprove these reports, Senator Pell, on 
September 23, 1971, wrote to the Pentagon requesting specific in
formation about such activities. After four months of correspond
ence, the Defense Department declined to answer the Senator’s

“ See “Can We Survive Technologry?” in Fortune, vol. 51 (June 1955), pp. 
106-108,151-152.

* Department of State Bulletin, June 21,1965, p. 1010.
‘ Ibid., Feb. 5,1971, pp. 199-200.
° Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 89-92.
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questions on the grounds that such replies would endanger the 
national security.^

On July 26 and 27, 1972, in a further effort to obtain informa
tion, the Subcommittee on Oceans and International Environ
ment conducted hearings on S. Res. 281. During those hearings, 
the Defense Department witness admitted that he was under 
specific instructions not to discuss the operational uses of weather 
modification techniques for military purposes in Southeast Asia.®

Subsequently, the following events have taken place:
(A) the First Annual Report of the National Advisory Com

mittee on Oceans and Atmosphere urged the U.S. Government 
“To present for adoption by the United Nations General Assembly 
a resolution dedicating all weather-modification efforts to peace
ful purposes . .

(B) the 18th Annual Session of the North Atlantic Assembly 
adopted a recommendation urging its Member nations to enter 
into an international agreement which would prohibit, except for 
peaceful purposes, the use of all environmental modification tech
niques ; and

(C) the Federation of American Scientists publicly urged the 
President to disclose the details concerning the American use of 
weather modification as a weapon of war in Vietnam.

On February 22, 1973, Senator Pell, along with 18 co-sponsors, 
reintroduced S.Res. 281 as S. Res. 71.

COMMITTEE ACTION

Public hearings on S. Res. 281 were conducted on July 26-27, 
1972, by the Subcommittee on Oceans and International Environ
ment. The government witnesses appearing at those hearings 
were:

Herman Pollack, Director, Bureau of International Scientific 
and Technological Affairs, Department of State; accompanied by 
Carl F. Salans, Deputy Legal Adviser;

Robert M. White, Administrator, National Oceanic and At
mospheric Administration, Department of Commerce; accompa
nied by Donald Moore, Assistant Administrator for Environ
mental Modification; and James Brennan, Office of the General 
Counsel, NOAA;

See Congressional Record^ vol. 118, pt. 2, pp. 1329-1330.
^Prohibiting Military Weather Modification:!!earings Before the Subcom

mittee on Oceans and International Environment of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, United States Senat^ Ninety-second Congress, Second 
Session, on S, Res, 281, Expressing the Sense of the Senate That the U,S. 
Government Should Seek the Agreement of Other Governments to a Proposed 
Treaty Prohibiting the Use of A ny Environmental or Geophysical Modifica
tion Activity as a Weapon of War, or the Carrying Out o f A ny Research or 
Experimentation W ith Respect Thereto, p. 40.

^!bid., p. 154.
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Philip J. Farley, Deputy Director, U.S. Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency;

Benjamin Forman, Assistant General Counsel, International 
Affairs, Department of Defense; and

Grordon J. F. MacDonald, member. Council on Environmental 
Quality.

The following is a list of public witnesses which testified in 
favor of that resolution:

Hon. Gilbert Gude, a Representative in Congress from the 
Eighth Congressional District of the State of Maryland;

Thomas F. Malone, dean, graduate school. University of Con
necticut, member, NSF Special Commission on Weather Modi
fication ;

Werner A. Baum, president, University of Rhode Island; U.S. 
representative, Panel of Experts on Meteorological Education and 
Training, U .N.;

Richard A. Falk, professor of international law, Princeton 
University; and

Dr. Richard J. Reed, president, American Meteorological So
ciety; Department of Atmospheric Science, University of Wash
ington, Seattle, Wash.

The full Committee, due to its pressing schedule, was unable to 
take up S. Res. 281 during the 92d Congress. However, during the 
93rd Congress, an identical resolution (S. Res. 71) was considered 
in executive session on June 4 and 18, 1973. On the latter date, the 
Committee, by a voice vote, ordered S. Res. 71 reported favorably 
to the Senate, with amendments.

COMMITTEE COMMENTS

Although our present understanding and development of de
liberate environmental change makes it difficult to imagine a 
world in which geophysical warfare is practiced, substantial prog
ress within the environmental sciences is rapidly overcoming this 
gap between fact and fiction.

This progress is particularly evident in the field of weather 
modification. Advances in this area have reached the stage where 
many prominent scientists throughout the world are advocating 
the kind of action embodied in S. Res. 71.

This point is illustrated by the following excerpt taken from the 
July, 1972 testimony of Dr. Thomas F. Malone, Dean of the Gradu
ate School of the University of Connecticut, and member of the 
National Science Foundation’s Special Commission on Weather 
Modification:

In a report on “The Atmospheric Sciences and Man’s Needs—Priorities for 
the Future” published in 1971, the Committee on Atmospheric Sciences of 
the National Academy of Sciences recommended th a t “in order to safeguard 
the life-sustaining properties of the atmosphere for the common benefit of 
mankind, the U.S. Government is urged to present for adoption by the United
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Nations General Assembly a resolution dedicating all weather-modification 
efforts to peaceful purposes and establishing, preferably within the fram e
work of international nongovernmental scientific organizations, an advisory 
mechanism for consideration of weather-modification problems of potential 
international concern before they reach critical levels/^

Particularly notable was the view of 30 scientists from 14 
countries gathered in Stockholm, Sweden, during the summer of 
1971 to Study Man’s Impact on Climate—SMIC—under the spon
sorship of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Their re
port included this passage:

We have a conviction that mankind can influence the climate, especially 
if he proceeds a t the present accelerating pace. We hope th a t the rate of 
progress of our understanding can match the growing urgency of taking 
action before some devastating forces are set in motion, forces tha t we may 
be powerless to reverse. Fortunately, the atmosphere-ocean system seems to 
be sufficiently ponderous and to possess enough inertia so th a t we probably 
have time to obtain a much better understanding before serious changes occur, 
but we must certainly devote more effort to the task than it has received in 
the past. Unfortunately, the machinery through which effective international 
action could be taken is also ponderous; in fact, in some cases we shall first 
have to invent such machinery, and this may take some time, too.

SMIC went on to recommend:

That an international agreement be sought to prevent large-scale—directly 
affecting over 1 million square kilometers—experiments in persistent or long
term climate modification until the scientific community reaches a consensus 
on the consequences of the modification.^®

Dr. Malone's point was reinforced by the following statement 
taken from the testimony of Dr. Richard J. Reed, President, 
American Meteorological Society:

Man has already demonstrated the ability to modify the weather in limited 
ways. Local enhancement of precipitation along mountain slopes and clearing 
of cold fog from airports are examples of current applications of modification 
techniques. Other uses, such as hail and lightning suppression, are definitely 
within the realm of possibility and are under active development. These 
are all examples of socially beneficial applications. I t is also conceivable 
tha t weather and climate modification can be used for aggressive and destruc
tive purposes.

The full potentialities of modification will not be known until much more 
research and field testing are accomplished. Proper testing and evaluation 
can only be carried out under carefully controlled conditions. Prem ature use 
of modification methods in situations where experimental controls are in
adequate and where harm ful consequences may ensue will jeopardize the 
realization of the future beneficial uses.

Weather and climate modification are specialized areas within the broader 
field of meteorology. Activities in these areas necessarily affect the science as 
a whole. Because of the global character of weather, meteorology has trad i
tionally brought the nations of the world together in many cooperative en
deavors. The operation of the national weather services, as well as the 
conduct of important international research efforts, such as the global atmos
pheric research program—GARP—depend crucially on the cooperation and 
good will tha t now exist in the international meteorological community. The 
present harmonious relationships could be endangered if knowledge gained in 
weather modification is used by one nation in a manner detrimental to 
another.

At present, the science and technology of weather modification are in their 
infancy. Their promise for good is immense; their potential as an instrument

Prohibiting M ilitary Weather Modification: Hearings^ pp. 83-84.
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of w ar is not yet established. No better time could be found for dedicating 
man’s efforts in modifying the weather to constructive use. The banning of 
chemical and biological w arfare and of nuclear testing in the atmosphere 
provide ample precedents for putting limitations on man’s destructive 
capabilities.

In order to facilitate the development of beneficial uses of weather and 
climate modification and to promote continued international cooperation in 
meteorology, the American Meteorological Society urges the U.S. Government 
to present for adoption by the United Nations General Assembly a resolution 
pledging all nations to refrain from using weather modification for hostile 
purposes.^

The Committee, in considering S. Res. 71, was in general agree
ment that the use of rainmaking as a weapon of war can only lead 
to the development of vastly more dangerous environmental tech
niques whose consequences may be unknown and may cause ir
reparable damage to our global environment. In reporting this 
resolution, the Committee urges the Administration to explore 
both the advantages of a renunciation of environmental warfare 
and the possible benefits stemming from an initiative for a multi
lateral “no first use” agreement. Experience in arms control has 
demonstrated that a distinct barrier is best accomplished by a 
blanket prohibition of activities likely to lead to the development 
of a new weapons category. In the absence of such a ban, the way 
is left open for the planning, development and eventual prosecution 
of some form of deliberate environmental warfare. The Commit
tee, therefore, believes it imperative that restraint be exercised 
early in the developmental stages before irretrievable precedents 
are set.

Consequently, the Committee recommends that the Senate 
adopt S. Res. 71, as amended.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The Committee amendments are designed to indicate the fol
lowing:

(A) that any agreement sought by the United States on this 
subject should include all of the permanent members of the United 
Nations Security Council;

(B) that the treaty contained in this resolution is merely a 
model or example of the t3rpe of agreement that [the] Senate 
would like to see negotiated; and

(C) that this resolution is not intended to impede or restrict, 
in any way, the research, experimentation or use of environmental 
modification techniques for peaceful purposes.

The Committee in adopting these amendments recognizes that 
the effectiveness of an agreement of this nature depends to a 
large extent upon its acceptance by all those nations capable of 
modifying the environment. Therefore, the Committee urges the

“  Ibid., p. 88.
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executive branch actively to seek the agreement of all those coun
tries with advanced technologies, particularly the permanent 
members of the U.N. Security Council.

In its efforts to negotiate such an agreement, the Committee 
believes that the State Department should have the necessary 
flexibility to insure its success. Consequently, the Committee 
wishes to point out that the treaty contained in this resolution 
is merely a model and is not meant to be binding upon the De
partment.

Finally, the Committee is well aware of the vast scientific po
tential for human betterment through peaceful environmental and 
geophysical controls. Therefore, it does not intend by reporting 
this resolution to restrict the experimentation or use of these 
controls for peaceful purposes.

EXECUTIVE BRANCH COMMENTS

During the 92d Congress, although the State Department had 
not formulated a position with respect to S. Res. 281, it recom
mended that it not be adopted. In its letter dated May 15,1972, the 
Department stated:

As the Committee is aware, the Executive Branch has conducted a pre
liminary inter-agency review of questions related to international aspects 
of weather modification. However, this review did not deal fully with several 
aspects of S. Res. 281 and questions th a t 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 th a t the 
resolution not be adopted a t this time.“

This year, despite two letters requesting coordinated agency 
comments, the Administration has failed to respond with official 
comments on S. Res. 71.

COST ESTIMATE

Passage of Senate Resolution 71 requires no appropriation of 
funds. The cost of negotiating an agreement on this subject would 
be funded through the regular budget of the Department of State.

British Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Review of the United Kingdom
Seismological Research and Development Program, June 
28, 1973'

Introduction

It is some eight years since a general review of the research 
and development programme in the United Kingdom on the seis-

Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 196-197.
 ̂CCD/401, June 28,1973. The annexes are not printed here.
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mological problems of a CTB was presented to the Committee. 
This was in ENDC/155, 1965,  ̂ and a detailed account was pub
lished later in 1965 by the United Kingdom Atomic Energy 
Authority under the title: The Detection and Recognition of 
Underground Explosions.

Beginning in 1969 a series of more specialised working papers 
described the development of research in the United Kingdom on 
the effectiveness of various discrimination criteria (ENDC/258, 
1969),^ the capacity of a network of arrays deployed especially 
for CTB control (CCD/296, 1970^ and CCD/386, 1972),“ and the 
precision with which seismic yields could be estimated (CCD/ 
363,1972).« A companion, more specialised, working paper tabled 
simultaneously (CCD/402) describes attempts to improve the esti
mates of the depth at which a given seismic event occurred. Copies 
of seismological studies made by the United Kingdom of the 
Rulison, Gasbuggy and Medeo explosions (AWRE Reports 033/70 
and 046/70) and of a detailed analysis of explosions and earth
quakes recorded in 1966 from the Sino-Soviet areas (AWRE Re
port No 05/73) have also been distributed to CCD delegations. 
This paper is a review of the whole United Kingdom programme, 
and an explanation of the underlying themes which determine the 
emphasis of that programme. The paper starts with the present 
status of the four recording stations, which it will be recalled were 
first deployed on a research and development basis in 1962.

The four array stations 
The array at Yellowknife in the Northwest Territory of Canada 

is the most advanced of all, and this is due to the independent 
efforts of Canada. These include massive technical improvements 
to the short period array since it was first deployed in 1963, and 
the establishment of a long period array and a standard station 
compatible with the World Wide Standard Seismograph Network. 
The Seismology Division of the Canadian Department of Energy, 
Mines, and Resources has demonstrated that the operation and 
development of monitoring stations in extreme climatic environ
ments is perfectly viable.

Another example of a difficult environment is the Northern 
Territory of Australia where the Warramunga array is operated 
by the Seismology Department of the Australian National Uni
versity. Since 1965, when it was installed, it has provided excellent 
research material for both the United Kingdom programme and 
the University seismologists. A single long period station has been 
established at the array, and sites for two others have been pre
pared by the University department should a long period array be

^Documents on Disarmamenty 1965^ pp. 408-411.
® Ibid.f 1969y pp. 405-408.
* Ihid.y 1970, pp. 342-349.
® Ibid.y 1972y pp. 577-583. 

pp. 176-189.
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considered desirable. Subject to agreement with the University, 
funds allocated this year will be used to put into effect the tech
nical improvements developed in Australia as a result of opera
tional experience.

The array at Gauribidanur in southern India also has a record 
of excellence since it was installed in 1965. The efforts of the 
Bhabha Atomic Research Centre (BARC) of India have made it 
the best housed and best manned station of the four. To the 
original short period array, a long period and microbarograph 
array has been added, and the Seismology Division of BARC have 
recently designed and installed a special purpose computer for 
processing the array data. A programme of technical improve
ments is planned for this year.

The array at Eskdalemuir in Scotland is the oldest of the four, 
having been in continuous service since 1962. It is at this station 
that technical developments are proved before being accepted 
for general use. There are no plans for an array of long period 
seismometers at Eskdalemuir. This is partly because the Swedish 
Research Institute for National Defence service the magnetic tape 
recorder which they invited the United Kingdom to install at 
the long period array at Hagfors, and partly because the nearby 
station of NORSAR in Norway includes a large long period array 
from which recordings are also available on request.

Much of the material for the United Kingdom working papers 
owes its source to the arrays, and this is an appropriate forum 
in which to acknowledge, once more, the United Kingdom debt to 
Australia, Canada, India, and Sweden for the regular supply and 
quality of this material. The accumulated experience in this field 
of those countries is of major value.

It should also be mentioned that the United Kingdom Institute 
of Geological Science has recently installed its own magnetic tape 
recorder at the short period array at Brasilia and these recordings 
are also available, on request, in support of the United Kingdom 
programme.

The recordings from these stations are collected in a data labora
tory at the Blacknest laboratories where the research team re
sponsible for implementing the United Kingdom seismological 
programme in support of the CTB problems is located. Original 
array data covering a period of two and a half years is continu
ously maintained there as well as a much longer sequence of ex
plosion data. The material and the processing facilities are utilised 
from time to time by other establishments in the United Kingdom 
and overseas. A small seismological recording station is main
tained near the laboratory and much of the experimental work is 
tested at this station. It is here, for example, that an instrument 
having the Kirnos type response, which is often used by Soviet 
seismologists for recording the whole of the P-wave spectrum
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(wide band, for P), has been installed to study the problems of 
using P-wave magnitudes (mb) to estimate yields (CCD/363, 
1972, p. 7). P-waves of explosions which were recorded during 
this period were so obviously different in frequency content from 
earthquakes of equivalent size that an example was published in 
the United Kingdom journal Nature (1972, Vol 239, pp. 154-155) 
and the records are reproduced here (Figure 1) together with a 
sketch of the amplitude response of the three recording systems 
concerned and the characteristic amplitude spectrum of the micro- 
seismic noise band which presently inhibits the value of the sys
tem for CTB purposes.

Broad Band Recording
The only scientifically valid way of tackling the discrimination 

problem is of course to record the complete spectrum of the radi
ated signal. With filtering, either during processing or by limit
ing the response of the recording instrument, the signal to noise 
ratio improves, but at the same time information which may 
be characteristic of the source is lost. Conversely as the recording 
band is broadened the signal to noise ratio decreases. The ac
companying records in Figure 2 illustrate the dilemma very 
clearly.

The striking records seen through the wide band system did 
however pose the question: can the amplitude of the microseismic 
noise, relative to the signal, be reduced without filtering away 
source information in the signal? After another look at earlier 
work on the problem it was decided to have another try. The 
observation on which a successful outcome would depend is that 
the microseismic noise propagates at much lower velocity than the 
signal, and is highly directional in the United Kingdom. In princi
ple, therefore, a properly designed array of suitably tuned seismo
graphs should allow signals to be separated from coherent micro
seisms by standard processes of beam forming, in a way similar 
to that illustrated for two signals in CCD/386 (Annex, Figure 2),
1972, which does not destroy information carried by the signals. 
It would also be possible to attempt a well known but more com
plex technique of predicting the character of coherent microseisms 
after the onset of the signal from an analysis of their character 
for a period preceding the signal onset. If the noise characteristics 
are known, they can be removed from the recording of mixed noise 
and signal to leave an enhanced and undistorted signal.

To collect data for testing these ideas, an array of four such 
instruments has recently been deployed near the Blacknest labora
tory, and data is now being accumulated. The spacing of the in
struments will be critical but fortunately there is a large number 
of suitable sites, already equipped with telemetry, on which modi
fications can be made. The improvement in signal to noise ratio 
of 100 which might dramatically reduce the present reliance on 
the mtiMs discriminant cannot be hoped for. But even if a factor
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of 10 were to be achieved, it would be a powerful answer to the 
question how to discriminate between multiple shots and earth
quakes, if it could be affirmed with certainty that the larger ex
plosions in the series would be detected by a wide band system.

The concept of this new United Kingdom array highlights the 
theme underlying much of the thinking which now focusses the 
United Kingdom’s programme. This is to try every possible way 
of broadening the spectral window through which seismic signals 
are observed. Broad band recording is the direct way, and the 
data recording systems must be designed together with the noise 
reducing processing system as a single operation. There is how
ever another possibility. As more is learnt about the properties 
of the earth’s transmission paths, it becomes feasible to eliminate 
some effects by applying well known techniques to the original 
narrow band recording. The upshot is in some degree to broaden 
the band. Such techniques have been applied to improve the 
chances of identifying the echo (pP) of a seismic event from 
the earth’s surface and thereby increase the certainty with which 
the depth discriminant can be applied. This topic is the subject of 
the companion working paper (CCD/402).

Computing seismograms

Another study having a similar underlying principle has begun 
to produce results. The seismic events which give most cause for 
concern today are earthquakes which are recorded with very 
simple P-wave trains and which lie in a ‘grey’ area between ex
plosions and earthquakes on the mbMg criterion; indeed a few do 
lie adjacent to the explosion population. The fact that the seismo
grams are simple however does lend itself to the technique of com
puting seismograms which has been systematically developed in 
recent years by the combined efforts of teams at Blacknest and 
the University of Cambridge. Details of the work have been pub
lished in the scientific press, but this is perhaps the first occasion 
on which the attention of CCD delegations has been especially 
drawn to the work in the context of a CTB, In summary, when a 
source mechanism (and orientation of the fault in the case of 
earthquakes) and propagation path is assumed, and the charac
teristic filtering (response) of the seismographs is known, it is 
possible to compute the seismogram. If the source, its orientation, 
and the elastic properties of the transmission path have been 
correctly estimated, the computed seismogram would be identical 
with an observed seismogram which is the subject of study. 
Though a great deal of trial and error is still necessary, nonethe
less satisfying results on simple earthquakes have been achieved, 
and one such example is illustrated here (Figure 2). Since there 
are not too many of this class of earthquake in the course of a year, 
the labour involved might be profitable. The great value of the 
technique, should it be proved, is the underlying certainty about
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decisions as to the nature of the source when the observed seismo- 
gram is copied rather precisely by selecting the right model for 
the source. Though many earlier attempts have been made to com
pute realistic seismograms, it is only now, with a sufficiently pre
cise knowledge of the earth’s interior, and with access to large and 
fast digital computers, that the computation of simple seismo
grams may have practical merit.

A supplement to the modelling work is the compilation of a 
seismogram album or atlas. When complete it will contain a wide 
variety of normal as well as unusual seismograms which could 
well lead to the development of a crude pattern recognition system. 
In any case, its publication should be of considerable interest.
The mi) problem

The mb: Mg and yield problems, which are caused by the varia
bility of mb, have not been forgotten while these new developments 
have matured. The United Kingdom working paper CCD/363,
1972 (p. 8-9) suggested that an important cause of the variability 
in the quantity mb was the absorption of the high frequency con
tent of the P wave with a consequent diminution of amplitude. 
The opportunity for the radiated P-energy to take a number of 
different paths, particularly within the top 500 km or so, was also 
explained. A paper which provides the detailed evidence is under 
publication in a scientific journal with the title “P-wave Complex
ity Re-examined” and it does much to explain the anomalies com
monly observed in the first half minute of the short period P-wave 
train. University interest has been stimulated by the possibilities 
of mapping these areas of high absorption, and once they are 
known or can be predicted, the necessary corrections to mb can 
be applied.
Data processing

Finally, since the ideas behind the United Kingdom concept of a 
seismic array station processor (SASP) were presented in CCD/ 
386, 1972 the bulk of the equipment has been delivered at the 
Blacknest laboratories, and the work on developing the system to 
its full potential has begun.

Communist Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament: Ways of Implementing 
Control Over Compliance With the Convention on the 
Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling 
of Chemical Weapons and on Their Destruction, June 28, 
1973 ‘

Introduction
A system of guarantees to ensure that all parties to the agree

ment are complying with the obligations they have assumed should

'  CCD/403, June 28, 1973.
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be based on national forms of control combined with certain in
ternational procedures. This is the basis from which the present 
working paper proceeds. Of course, it is for each State party to 
the convention to determine the form and methods of implement
ing national control. The following considerations may be re
garded as outlining possible ways of fulfilling the obligations of 
States parties, as provided for in article IV of the draft conven
tion submitted by the socialist States on 28 March 1972.“'

National control committees

A State party to the convention establishes a national control 
committee as an element in the national system of control over 
the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons within the territory of the state concerned, un
der its jurisdiction or control. The national control committee 
should, by way of random verifications, supervise the destruction 
of stockpiles of chemical weapons and the closure or conversion to 
peaceful production of the chemical enterprises which had, before 
the conclusion of the convention, been engaged in production 
of means of warfare. It would also supervise compliance with the 
prohibition of the production of the means of delivery of chemi
cal weapons. The composition of the national control committee 
could be determined by the State party to the convention. The 
committee could consist of representatives of governmental and 
public organizations, depending on the specific conditions existing 
in the country concerned. The committee staff could include spe
cialists in chemistry and economics. Effectiveness of control is 
ensured by the modern methods available to specialists in chem
istry. These include the use of detection apparatus, analysis of 
waste gases, analysis of waste water and soil at enterprises, the 
installation of sealed sensing devices, and visits to enterprises by 
the appropriate specialists repesenting the national committee. 
It is also desirable that the national control committees should, as 
necessary, be able to examine reports on research work carried 
out by various research institutions in the chemical industry and 
related fields. Internal legislation should provide for the national 
control committees to submit reports to national governments on 
their activities, and should also allow for the possibility of publish
ing such reports for general information.

Exchanges of information

The national system of control could also be accompanied by ex
changes of information among States, on a voluntary basis, in the 
form of discussions on new data obtained as a result of scientific 
research on the development of new products for peaceful pur
poses.

’‘Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124.



346 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

Statistical analysis

Analysis of statistical data, contained in open publications, on 
the production and consumption of raw materials and semi
finished products could form one of the elements of control over 
the prohibition of chemical weapons. A comparison of the amount 
of chemicals (raw materials and semi-finished products) manu
factured over a year or some other long enough period, with the 
volume of the consumption of chemicals for peaceful purposes, 
might to a certain degree provide evidence of the way in which a 
State is complying with the obligations it has assumed under the 
agreement. A sizeable excess of production over consumption 
would give grounds for assuming that the surplus was being di
verted for military production. In such a comparison, due account 
should of course be taken of the amounts of chemicals imported, 
which should be added to the total production figure, and also 
of the amounts exported, which may nationally be included under 
consumption. Some proportion of output may be placed in storage 
if there is temporarily no market for it, or for other reasons. On 
the other hand, consumption may include chemicals which had 
been produced before the beginning of the period under study. 
Bearing these circumstances in mind, any discrepancy between the 
volume of production and the volume of consumption should be 
carefully studied. When no data are available on the consumption 
of a particular chemical, it would be useful to analyse data on the 
production of substances in whose manufacture this chemical is 
used as an initial or semi-finished product. If one knows the ap
proximate amount of the chemical needed for the production 
process, one can thus calculate the total amount of the chemical 
consumed. At the same time, it is of course essential to remember 
that the rate of use of one and the same chemical may differ widely 
from enterprise to enterprise, depending on the level of industrial 
technology, the degree of mechanization, etc.

Limitations on patenting

It would be expedient, as a measure to increase control over 
scientific research, to prohibit the patenting of chemical sub
stances, weapons, equipment and means of delivery which are 
banned by the convention, i.e. to stop issuing patents and to cancel 
existing patents in this field. This measure, which is in keeping 
with the provisions of article IV of the draft convention submitted 
by the socialist States, would considerably lessen the incentive for 
further research in the field of chemical means of warfare.
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Statement by the Netherlands Representative (Kooijmans)
to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, 
June 28, 1973^

My presence here today reflects the vivid interest of the Nether
lands Government in the painstaking efforts of this Committee 
to make progress in the field of arms limitation and disarmament. 
It might be interesting to you to note that my terms of reference as 
State Secretary for Foreign Affairs specifically include matters 
of disarmament, arms limitation, arms control and arms trade 
within the general context of the Netherlands security policy. 
The excessive armament in the world of today puts a heavy mort
gage on the peaceful development of international relations as well 
as on the social and economic well-being of nations, and makes 
arms limitation and disarmament a compelling necessity. It can 
easily be understood that progress in this field can only be the 
result of patient perseverance. It would be less understandable 
if no progress were made at all or if it were achieved at a pace 
nearly imperceivable. In the past this Committee has written a 
record of long but successful negotiations. At present one cannot 
escape the impression that the Committee on Disarmament has 
lost its momentum, much to the regret, I assume, of all delega
tions to this conference.

A lack of progress here does not merely mean a standstill but 
in fact retrogression. Not only the future of disarmament nego
tiations, but also the viability of agreements already reached, is 
at stake. I have especially in mind the Treaty on the Non-Prolifera
tion of Nuclear Weapons,  ̂that has been hailed, and rightly so, as 
the most important measure agreed upon by this Committee. The 
Netherlands Government has always attached great value to this 
Treaty and we hope that the Netherlands Parliament will approve 
it in the course of this year.

It is, however, fair to point out that the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty is only one step, be it a very important one, towards a 
better security situation in the world. The purpose of the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty is not that there will be forever five nuclear 
Powers, no more and no less. The Non-Proliferation Treaty was 
and has to be considered as a starting point for further negotia
tions to curb the nuclear arms race. It cannot be a treaty which 
leaves the nuclear-weapon Powers totally free while restricting 
others. If that would be the case, some countries may fail to see 
the reason to adhere to this Treaty.

As Mr. Roshchin said on 29 March, “The danger of a prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons constitutes a threat to all States, both 
nuclear and non-nuclear.” We could not agree more. We also agree

 ̂CCD/PV.608, pp. 6-14.
'Documents on Disarmament̂  1968̂ pp. 461-465.
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with his statement that “there is an important task in this respect, 
namely, to ensure the adherence to the Treaty of the largest pos
sible number of States, including especially those which possess 
the material and technological capabilities for producing nuclear 
weapons or which can relatively soon reach that level”.̂

However, we should very much like to see some more positive 
indications by the nuclear Powers that they are really interested 
in adherence to the Non-Proliferation Treaty by all near-nuclear 
States. And one of the best demonstrations they could give would 
be the accomplishment of a number of measures which restrict 
their own freedom of action. In view of this, some non-nuclear- 
weapon States successfully insisted on the inclusion in the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty of an article dealing with a review confer
ence of the Treaty. These States wanted to have a possibility of 
reviewing the operation of the Treaty, not only with regard to 
the implementation of safeguards and the obligations under 
articles 1 and 2 of the Treaty, but certainly also to get an as
surance that the nuclear-weapon Powers were willing to accept 
substantial restrictions in their own nuclear armaments. We look 
forward expectantly, but not without some scepticism, to what 
could be shown to the review conference in this respect. I submit 
that significant progress in the field of nuclear arms limitation 
or disarmament will be needed to secure the viability of the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty. Otherwise, the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
could be in danger or would at least not be accepted by some 
States.

What can the two super-Powers offer at the review conference 
of the Non-Proliferation Treaty in 1975? It is already of im
portance that the two super-Powers have committed themselves 
to a continuing process of negotiations which, by engendering 
increasing mutual confidence, justify in the long run some opti
mistic expectations of future agreements for limiting offensive 
nuclear weapons, for curbing qualitative improvements and 
eventually for actual reduction of nuclear armaments. I am also 
aware that the SALT-II negotiations are presently being pursued. 
I therefore sincerely hope that we can mark progress in this field 
when we have the review conference in 1975.

Meanwhile the Netherlands Government hopes that besides 
SALT, the main nuclear Powers will have more arms control and 
disarmament measures to show in two years’ time, in order to 
make the review conference a success and to safeguard the future 
of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. I may mention in this respect 
for example: 1. a comprehensive test ban; 2. a cut-off in the pro
duction of special fissionable materials for use in weapons and the 
transfer of significant quantities of these materials to peaceful 
purposes; and 3. other possible measures in the field of nuclear 
arms limitation.

I will spend a few words on each of these items.

’ Ante, p. 74.
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1. A Comprehensive test ban

I trust to give expression to a widely shared opinion by calling 
the negotiations on a comprehensive test ban one of the most long 
drawn-out and disappointing efforts in the field of disarmament. 
But, before I make some critical remarks, I should like to place 
them in the right context in order that I shall not be misunder
stood. I am aware that, in view of the vital security issues at stake, 
the main nuclear Powers will, of course, not be inclined to take 
steps lightheartedly and, as any mounteineer knows, climbing 
down is more dangerous and more tiring than scaling a mountain. 
If I make a criticism, it is only in a constructive spirit of trying 
to narrow down the outstanding problems.

Now let me be more specific. On 6 March 1973 the Netherlands 
delegation in this Committee asked the distinguished representa
tive of the Soviet Union if the conclusion of a comprehensive test 
ban would, according to the Soviet view, only be feasible if all 
nuclear-weapon Powers were to participate.* The reply of Mr. 
Roshchin was not very clear. On 29 March he said that
negotiations on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests, including underground 
tests, by everyone everywhere, can continue in this Committee as before, in 
spite of the fact tha t China and France are not participating in its work. 
Naturally, an agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests by every
one everywhere can only be effective if all nuclear States become parties 
to it."’

What do these words mean? Of course, “cessation of nuclear 
weapon tests by everyone everywhere” logically demands the co
operation of all nuclear-weapon Powers and even of every single 
State in the world. What we would like to know, however, is 
whether the Soviet Union would be prepared to be a party to an 
underground test ban, complementary to the Moscow Treaty of 
1963,® even if not all smaller nuclear Powers adhere to both 
treaties ? It is still not clear to us what the answer to this question 
would be.

If the Soviet Union really means that all nuclear Powers must 
adhere to a comprehensive test ban, it can hardly be denied that 
the Soviet Union would bear responsibility for the failure of 
achieving such a treaty. For the second time during the extremely 
long negotiations on the test ban issue, the Soviet Union would 
have hardened its position instead of making concessions. In 1964 
the Soviet Union withdrew its offer for two to three on-site in
spections on its territory. It now seems to ask for the adherence 
of all nuclear-weapon Powers to a comprehensive test ban treaty. 
We sincerely hope that we are mistaken.

The United States has been very active in the development and 
deployment of seismological instruments. Huge arrays have been 
built and special equipment like long-period instruments has been 
developed. It is a fair supposition that, without the great efforts

‘ CCD/PV.589, p. 25.
Ante, p. 72.

° Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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of the United States, the present identification capabilities would 
not exist. Of course, other countries have made very substantial 
contributions in the field of seismology, notably the United King
dom, Canada, Sweden and Japan. The United States has also been 
very generous in giving information on technical issues.

In this respect I note with regret that the Soviet Union never 
made any contribution in this Committee to the solution of seismo- 
logical and other identification problems in the context of an un
derground test ban. It was interesting to read reports that United 
States seismological equipment will be placed in the Pamir moun
tains in the southern part of the Soviet Union, and Soviet equip
ment in California, under an agreement between the United States 
and the Soviet Union to study earthquake prediction methods. One 
wonders why such intensive seismological co-operation between 
the super-Powers cannot be extended to the fields of arms control.

Especially in the last, say, five years, it has become clear to 
practically all of us here that fundamental improvements in seis
mological identification techniques have been made. Unlike in the 
early 1960s, positive techniques are now available for the identifi
cation of underground nuclear explosions. However, these funda
mental improvements have not, as yet, brought about a modifi
cation of the attitude of those who insist on obligatory on-site 
inspections as indispensable for adequate verification.

The Government of the Netherlands takes the view that the 
possibility of on-site inspections would not change in any signifi
cant way the number of events which can be identified. A more 
technical analysis underlying this conclusion will be presented 
by the Netherlands delegation in the forthcoming informal meet
ing with experts. Two years ago the Netherlands delegation al
ready stated that the only category of events to which on-site in
spections are relevant comprises those which can be detected and 
located but not identified. There is no need for on-site inspections 
in the case of events which can be identified by seismological and 
other means while, on the other hand, events which cannot be lo
cated or not even detected by these national means could not pos
sibly be traced by such inspections. We also stated at the time 
that this relevant group of events that could be located but not 
identified is becoming smaller and smaller as a result of develop
ments in seismology. We are now of the opinion that, especially 
by virtue of present long-period seismic capabilities, this group 
of events has practically vanished.

The present and proven possibilities of seismological identifica
tion of underground nuclear explosions are sufficient to deter a 
would-be violator of an underground test ban, except perhaps for 
very small explosions. In this context one has to take into account 
the problems which a potential evader of a nuclear test ban would 
encounter. A would-be violator could not be sure what seismic 
signal a planned test would cause. Great varieties in MB magni
tude have been reported in several working papers presented to
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this Committee (e.g. CCD/363/Rev. 1  ̂ and CCD/399).® The risk 
of being caught is aggravated by the circumstance that, as a rule, 
a reasonable testing programme would require a number of tests. 
Since a test ban violator would have to take the smallest possible 
risks of being caught, he would be forced to plan his tests far 
below the average 90 percent identification level. In any case, in 
our opinion, obligatory on-site inspections do not enhance the 
deterrence of violation any more.

In this situation we do not quite see the advantages of a partial 
solution to the test ban problem, as proposed by the distinguished 
representative of Japan. In 1971 we formulated several disad
vantages of a threshold solution, and we still deem them valid. 
However, if there is still some doubt about identification capabili
ties near the detection threshold, we are ready to support the 
Japanese idea of starting with a threshold solution, the main 
merit of this proposal being that really no one can question the 
identification of events above, say magnitude 6.0, or probably less, 
by seismological means. We will be happy to discuss these prob
lems at the informal meeting in July.

2. Cvt-off in the production of fissionable materials for use in 
weapons

The distinguished representative of Japan raised another point 
which, in our opinion, is relevant to the implementation of the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty and its review conference. On 1 March 
1973 and again at the meeting on 26 June 1973, Mr. Nisibori men
tioned the cut-oflf in the production of weapons-grade uranium 
and the diversion to peaceful purposes of such uranium and of 
the facilities for its production.® I suppose that in this context not 
only highly enriched uranium, but also plutonium should get at
tention; but, apart from that, the Netherlands fully support the 
Japanese plea to make progress in this field.

The question of cutting off the production of fissionable ma
terials for weapon purposes was raised by the United States 
already a long time ago. Numerous proposals on this question have 
been made, especially by the United States, and the Netherlands 
has always given them strong support. In 1964 some progress 
could be made by actions of the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom 
and the United States, undertaken on the basis of mutual example. 
The hopes raised by these actions were not realized in the years 
thereafter. The Soviet Union was of the opinion that a cut-off was 
not worthwhile because it would not deal with the means that al
ready exist for waging nuclear war. This argument was not very 
convincing, especially in view of the United States proposal to 
accompany the cut-off measures by the transfer of significant 
amounts of nuclear material from military to peaceful purposes.

''Ibid., 1972, pp. 176-189.
° Ante, pp. 196-206.
"Ante, p. 331.
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The world could have been somewhat different and more secure if 
agreement had been reached on this question a long time ago.

However this may be, at this moment an additional factor must 
be taken into account. We are approaching the situation in which 
large parts of the world are coming under effective nuclear control 
by the implementation of the safeguards system under the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty incorporated in agreements with IAEA. This 
holds especially for important West European countries and all 
non-nuclear weapon States in Eastern Europe while, for example, 
Japan has started negotiations with IAEA, The United States 
and the United Kingdom have offered to put their peaceful nuclear 
installations under IAEA safeguards. This very important gesture 
underlines the willingness of these nuclear Powers, parties to the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty, to undertake obligations comparable 
to some of those undertaken by the non-nuclear weapon States, 
parties to the Treaty.

As I have mentioned before, it is extremely important that the 
nuclear Powers show their interest in the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty in a concrete way, for example by accepting safeguards on 
all their peaceful nuclear activities. The universal implementation 
of the IAEA safeguards system on all nuclear material in the 
peaceful nuclear facilities of all parties to the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty, whether nuclear weapon States or not, would show the 
world that the nuclear Powers are serious in their desire to curb 
the arms race. Supporting Mr. Nisibori’s appeal of 26 June, I 
should like to ask the Soviet Union to accept the safeguards meas
ures which it is pleased to see accepted by so many other countries.

Using the Non-Proliferation Treaty safeguards system as a 
base it would be quite easy to control the implementation of an 
agreement on the cut-oflf of the production of weapons-grade fis
sionable materials, as the Japanese delegation has already pointed 
out. An extension of IAEA control to certain facilities, especially 
enrichment and reprocessing plants, would probably be sufficient. 
Other inspection schemes could also be envisaged for an effective 
control of a cut-off agreement.

The Netherlands fully supports the idea that the super-Powers 
should make available significant amounts of weapons-grade 
material from military stockpiles for peaceful purposes. The 
weapons-grade character could be destroyed by blending, as Mr. 
Nisibori has pointed out, or the materials could be brought under 
IAEA control or, preferably, both. One could envisage that 
especially the developing countries would profit from these 
fissionable materials so as to provide cheap energy for their de
velopment. A similar idea has already been mentioned in the re
port entitled Disarmament and Development, written by a United 
Nations group of experts under the chairmanship of the very
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distinguished representative of Sweden in this Committee, Mrs. 
Alva Myrdal.̂ ®

3. Other possible measures

The first SALT agreements are extremely important measures 
to curb the nuclear arms race at certain specific points. Of special 
interest is the agreement on the limitation of ABM systems. For 
the first time in history, to my knowledge, two countries have 
virtually agreed to abstain from deploying defensive systems they 
both had developed. Of course this was not inspired by an un
known measure of masochism, but by the horrible logic of nuclear 
strategy. Mutual deployment of ballistic missile defense systems 
would be inconsistent with a strategy of mutual deterrence. More
over, it would lead to ever-growing arsenals of offensive missile 
systems that had already reached excess-capacity.

The interim agreement on offensive missile systems was clearly 
intended as a starting point for further negotiations on a more 
comprehensive solution to stabilize the nuclear arms race and, I 
might hope, to lowei' the mutual threat by actual reductions. It is 
gratifying to note that the second round of SALT is now well 
underway, and that recently the parties have agreed on the objec
tive of coming to an agreement in the course of next year.

At the same time one cannot fail to observe that the strategic 
arms race is going on at an unabated tempo, especially in the field 
of qualitative improvements that were explicitly permitted in the 
interim agreement. In view of this I would like to quote from a 
statement delivered in the First Committee of the General Assem
bly last year by the representative of the Netherlands, who voiced 
his fear that the significance of the SALT I agreements might 
quickly be eroded by the introduction of even more sophisticated 
weapon systems than those in existence to-day. He continued by 
saying: “It is essential, therefore, that the Soviet Union and the 
United States pursue the objective of nuclear arms control and 
limitation with vigour and vision during the next round of the 
SALT negotiations, in order to arrive at qualitative limitation 
and/or quantitative reductions of offensive strategic arms. It is 
equally essential that the two Powers, pending the outcome of 
these negotiations, exercise balanced restraint in the expansion of 
their strategic armaments. The history of disarmament efforts has 
shown too often that opportunities once lost may never present 
themselves again.” “

Reverting to my original theme of the viability of the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty, I might ask if that viability would not be 
endangered by a persistent climate of competition between the

^'^Disarmament and Development: Report of the Group of Experts on the 
Economic and Social Consequences of Disarmament (ST/ECA /174).

“ A/C.1/PV.1884 (prov.), p. 6.



354 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

nuclear-weapon Powers who let themselves be compelled by the 
dynamics of the technological arms race.

The Netherlands Government is taking an active part in the 
preparation of negotiations on mutual and balanced force reduc
tions in central Europe. We attach great importance to the possi
bility of lowering the much too high level of military confronta
tion in this sensitive area in general. We also consider it very 
important that in the course of these negotiations reductions of 
tactical nuclear armaments will be dealt with. We are aware of the 
problems involved, but I am of the opinion that it would indeed 
be worth the trouble if we could arrive at an outcome that would 
reduce the risks of nuclear escalation in this part of the world.

I would like to inform this Committee that the present Nether
lands Government, in its first presentation to Parliament, has 
vigorously rejected the idea of a West European nuclear force, 
thereby continuing a line of policy to which successive Nether
lands Governments have adhered. One of the arguments underly
ing this position is based on the consistent policy of non-prolifera
tion followed by the Netherlands. This policy does not merely aim 
at a limitation of the number of nuclear-weapon Powers but also 
at the gradual reduction and eventual elimination of the nuclear 
threat that casts its shadow over mankind.

In due course we will have to face the question of how to orga
nize the review conference of the Non-Proliferation Treaty from a 
practical point of view. Serious preparations will be a necessary 
prerequisite for a successful conference. I assume that it will be 
up to this Committee to look into this matter at an early time.

The question would be easy to solve if we already had at our 
disposal a kind of international disarmament organization, a con
cept on which Mrs. Myrdal held a thought-provoking intervention 
on 17 April last.“ The idea was already touched upon by the 
Netherlands delegation on 27 April last year, when discussing the 
organizational framework of a chemical weapons convention. Mr. 
Rosenberg Polak ventured at that time to say that “one could even 
go a step further and consider whether such a body could be de
vised as the nucleus of an international disarmament organization 
which, in due course, would take over responsibilities also in other 
fields”. And then he said “If this idea would appear to be attrac
tive, the framework of such an organization could be set up in a 
separate instrument, drafted in general terms, while specific tasks 
could be entrusted to it by a chemical weapons convention and by 
future agreements or by review conferences of existing 
treaties."

In my intervention of today I have refrained from commenting 
upon the question of chemical disarmament. The Netherlands dele
gation will explain its views at a later date specifically on the 
functions that could be allocated to an international body under a

“ A «tc,pp. 165-172.
“ CCD/PV.560, pp. 10-11.
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chemical weapons convention. I do hope that they will get your 
sjanpathetic attention.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, June 28,
1973 *

Allow me first of all to associate myself with the words of 
welcome addressed by you, Mr. Chairman, to Dr. P. H. Kooijmans, 
State Secretary for Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands, who is 
participating in our meeting and has made an interesting state
ment.

Discussion in the Committee on Disarmament on the question of 
the prohibition of chemical weapons, particularly in connexion 
with the draft convention submitted by the socialist States on 28 
March 1972,- has shown that members of the Committee are de
voting great attention to the question of control over compliance 
with an agreement on the prohibition of chemical weapons. This 
interest in strict compliance, by all parties to a future agreement, 
with the obligations to cease the development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons and to destroy such weapons is 
quite understandable in view of the importance of this problem 
and its relevance to the security of all States.

The draft convention of 28 March 1972 contains a number of 
provisions for a system of control based on a combination of na
tional forms of control with certain international procedures in
cluding the right to lodge complaints with the Security Council 
of the United Nations in connexion with a breach of the conven
tion, and the conduct of investigations by the Council. In the 
course of our deliberations in the Committee, there have been dis
cussions on the question of the possibilities of national control over 
the prohibition of chemical weapons, and the question of the 
practical forms for implementing this control.

In view of the interest which the Committee has displayed in 
questions of control, and attaching great importance to national 
means of control, the Soviet delegation on behalf of the Socialist 
States members of the Committee on Disarmament—Bulgaria, 
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Romania and the 
USSR—has submitted to the Committee a working paper “On 
ways of implementing control over compliance with the conven
tion on the prohibition of the development, production and stock
piling of chemical weapons and on their destruction”.® We would 
like also to state that the considerations expressed in this working 
paper are shared by the German Democratic Republic.

The working paper submitted to the Committee deals mainly

’ CCD/PV.608, pp. 15-18.
’‘Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124.
“ Ante, pp. 344-346.



356 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

with the development of the provisions contained in article IV of 
the socialist countries’ draft convention regarding national con
trol. International procedures are hardly dealt with at all in this 
document; but this, of course, does not mean that the sponsors of 
the working paper do not attach due importance to the inter
national procedures referred to in the draft convention submitted 
by the socialist States. The international procedures provided for 
in this draft convention are an important and inalienable part 
of the guarantees that States parties to the convention will comply 
with the obligations they assume in regard to the prohibition of 
chemical weapons.

In submitting the working paper for consideration by the mem
bers of the Committee, the sponsors are guided by the desire to 
secure early agreement on the prohibition and destruction of 
chemical weapons. Of course, this paper does not exhaust all as
pects of the complicated and many-sided problem of national con
trol. We believe, nevertheless, that a discussion on those aspects 
of the problem which are reflected in the working paper would 
substantially facilitate progress in the work on the prohibition of 
chemical weapons. Some of these aspects have already been 
touched upon at the Committee’s meetings, including the informal 
meetings held in July 1972 with the participation of technical 
experts, and also in other working papers submitted in the Com
mittee, including working paper CCD/400 submitted by ten non- 
aligned States.^ The working paper presented today touches upon 
questions raised in the above-mentioned paper by the ten non- 
aligned States, in that it relates to certain aspects of national 
guarantees ensuring compliance with the prohibition of chemical 
weapons.

Let me review briefly the contents of the working paper sub
mitted to the Committee.

The first part of it provides for the possibility of national con
trol committees to be established by States parties as an essential 
element in the national system of control over compliance with the 
agreement within the territory of the State concerned, under its 
jurisdiction and control. Such a committee, by random verifica
tions, is to supervise compliance with the prohibition of the de
velopment, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and 
their destruction. The committee, whose composition is to be 
determined by the State party, could include representatives of 
governmental and public organizations, depending on the specific 
conditions existing in the country concerned. The national control 
committee is to have a working staff including specialists in 
chemistry and economics. The working paper lists some modern 
scientific and technical methods of control which can be used by 
the committees. Internal legislation should provide for the na

* PP* 206-209.
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tional control committees to submit reports to national govern
ments on their activities, and should allow for the publication of 
such reports for general information.

The second part of the paper mentions the possibility of a volun
tary exchange of information among States, in the form of dis
cussion of new data obtained as a result of scientific research on 
the development of new chemical products for peaceful uses. Such 
an exchange would be a form of international co-operation to 
ensure the reliability of guarantees that States are complying 
with their obligations relating to the prohibition of chemical 
means of warfare.

The third part of the working paper deals with some questions 
relating to statistical analysis as an element in national control 
over the prohibition of chemical weapons. Analysis of statistical 
data from open publications, on the production and consumption of 
chemical raw materials and semi-finished products, and a com
parison of the amount of chemicals produced with the amount 
consumed for peaceful purposes, may to a certain degree provide 
evidence of the way in which States are complying with their 
obligations under the agreement. Discrepancies between the 
amounts produced and consumed, as shown by such a comparison, 
should be carefully studied.

And, finally, part four of the working paper deals with limita
tions on the patenting of prohibited chemical substances, weapons, 
equipment and means of delivery. To lessen the incentive for de
veloping chemical weapons, it would be expedient to cancel all 
existing patents for chemical agents for military use, and also for 
weapons, equipment and means of delivery intended for the use 
of such agents for military purposes. It is also necessary to pro
hibit the patenting of chemical compounds of this kind, and also 
the patenting of the means of using them for military purposes.

In conclusion, we would like to point out that, of course, each 
country participating in a future agreement on the prohibition of 
chemical weapons will itself determine the forms and methods of 
national control. The considerations expressed in the working 
paper submitted to the Committee relate only to some possible 
forms of such control. We believe that other possible aspects of na
tional control over compliance with the agreement, and also appro
priate international procedures, could be discussed in the Com
mittee in the course of its further work.

It goes without saying that the authors of the working paper 
believe that a system of guarantees of compliance with the agree
ment should not prejudice the security and peaceful development 
of States. What they have in mind is that, under the Geneva Pro
tocol of 1925,® States possessing chemical weapons are prohibited 
from using such weapons against other States. The system of 
guarantees should not create obstacles to the application of

Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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achievements in the field of chemistry for peaceful purposes by 
all States on a basis of equality, or to widespread international co
operation in this field in accordance with article IX and other 
provisions of the draft convention submitted by the socialist coun
tries on 28 March 1972 on the prohibition of the development, 
production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their 
destruction.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical 
Weapons, June 28, 1973^

It is a pleasure on behalf of the United States delegation to join 
the previous speakers in welcoming to our meeting the distin
guished State Secretary for Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands, 
Dr. Kooijmans, who has just delivered a very interesting talk.“ 
We congratulate him on his recent appointment and wish him 
great success in discharging the functions of his important and 
challenging position.

In my opening statement on 12 June, I said that the United 
States delegation planned to comment in detail and ask questions 
about proposals and issues related to our work on chemical 
weapons limitations. Today I will start that process.

The memorandum submitted by ten delegations, those of Ar
gentina, Brazil, Burma, Egypt, Ethiopia, Mexico, Morocco, Ni
geria, Sweden, and Yugoslavia on 26 April of this year, CCD/400, 
is an important document containing many elements bearing on 
the chemical weapons problem.  ̂ Some are general and some are 
rather specific. They are worthy of our attention and analysis 
since they have direct bearing on the achievement of any agree
ment or agreements to limit chemical weapons.

Our comments today will focus on parts of this memorandum. 
Many of the points we will talk about overlap with issues that are 
important to the discussion of some of the proposals made by other 
delegations. As my statement proceeds, this will become clear in a 
number of instances. This overlap is one of the reasons why our 
subsequent statements will expand our views on some of the points 
which we begin to discuss today. Also, as I have already indicated, 
the ten-delegation memorandum covers a great deal of ground. At 
this time, therefore, I plan to discuss only sections I and II thereof 
in detail, and one point regarding the verification ideas set forth 
in section III. I will be commenting on section III, and section IV 
on complaints procedure, in a later intervention. In referring to

‘ CCD/PV.608, pp. 22-27.
M wte, pp. 347-355.
* Ante, pp. 206-209.
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the ten-delegation memorandum I shall use the paragraph num
bers set forth in the memorandum.

I should like to make a general point at the outset. In its intro
ductory paragraph, the memorandum is characterized “as a con
crete contribution to progress in negotiation”. We regard the 
memorandum in precisely that spirit. We respect the fact that its 
authors intended to assist the Committee in making progress to
ward the development and formulation of sound treaty provisions. 
It is in this spirit that we will indicate our agreement with some 
points in the memorandum, that we will analyse and ask questions 
regarding others, and that we will explain in a candid manner 
why we disagree with still others.

I will now discuss section I entitled “General Provisions”. Para
graph 1 states that any agreement banning chemical weapons 
should include a clear understanding whereby future agreed pro
visions for the prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons are not to be interpreted as in any 
way limiting or detracting from the obligations assumed by the 
parties under the Geneva Protocol of 1925.’ We concur fully in 
this point. Such an understanding was expressed in the Conven
tion on Biological and Toxin Weapons.” It seems entirely appro
priate to us that a parallel provision should be included in any 
agreement regarding chemical weapons.

We also concur with the objective embodied in paragraph 2 that 
any agreement regarding chemical weapons should be imple
mented in a manner designed to avoid hampering economic or 
technical development. It should be recognized, of course, that the 
language of precedents from prior agreements, such as paragraph 
(2) of Article X of the Biological Weapons Convention, may not 
be precisely applicable because of the different subject matters.

We also support the objective expressed in paragraph 3. We 
agree that any measure regarding chemical weapons should in
clude an undertaking not to assist, encourage or induce any State 
or group of States or international organizations in prohibited 
activities. We note that this idea would appear to cover assistance 
to third parties—that is, parties not adhering to an agreement. 
This seems to us entirely appropriate, since fulfilment of the ob
jectives of any agreement could be threatened were it permissible 
for parties to assist non-parties to conduct activities which they 
themselves had promised not to undertake. We would assume, 
however, that it would be reasonable to consider the question of 
expressly covering the transfer to other countries of weapons or 
substances. The nature of any agreement’s restrictions would, of 
course, have bearing on the question of the non-transfer pro
visions.

Documents on Diaarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
^Ihid,y 1972, pp. 138-138.
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Paragraph 4 of the memorandum suggests undertakings to 
facilitate the fullest possible exchange for peaceful purposes of 
chemical agents, equipment and technological information. We 
agree with the objective of this paragraph. There have been com
parable provisions in earlier multilateral arms control agree
ments. I am sure that it is now fully appreciated that such provi
sions must be viewed against a backdrop of many interlocking 
factors and long-standing practice. The chemical industry world
wide is highly competitive. It certainly has to be understood that 
proprietary rights cannot be prejudiced.

A roughly parallel question arises in connexion with verification 
procedures. I should like merely to observe that paragraph 15 of 
the ten-delegation memorandum states that “the verification 
system should be conceived and implemented in such a way as to 
avoid disclosure of scientific, industrial and commercial secrets.”

In passing, let me note that the first phrase of the general pro
visions begins with the words “Any agreement”. We agree that 
the points from the memorandum which I have just discussed 
would be appropriate either for a comprehensive agreement or 
any mutually acceptable partial measure.

Paragraph 5 of the memorandum calls for “a recognition of 
the principle that 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 the 
developing countries”. As members of the Committee are aware, 
this concept is a controversial one which has been debated pre
viously in various forums. We believe that the inclusion of this 
concept in our discussions would introduce a further complicating 
factor into matters which are already very complicated.

If an agreement provided for destruction of stockpiles, the re
quired elaborate environmental and safety precautions and dis
posal operations, described in the United States working paper on 
destruction of chemical weapons, are likely to result not in savings 
but in substantial costs.® If a measure did not involve destruction, 
but were partial— f̂or example, one containing prohibitions on 
production—it could be extremely difficult to identify any savings 
attributable to the agreement. Accordingly, we doubt if there 
would be any practical application of the principle to the activi
ties covered by any chemical weapons agreement. In these circum
stances, we question whether there is anything to be gained in 
pursuing this matter.

Paragraph 6 of the general provisions raises a difficult, but ob
viously important, issue. This paragraph says that any agreement 
banning chemical weapons should include
security g[uarantees which in the interest of many countries should go beyond 
those envisaged in already existing disarmament and non-armament agree
ments.

“Ibid., 1972, pp. 352-354.
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We recognize that the working out of any agreement may be 
very difficult and there may be varying judgments as to how the 
security interests of the participants may be served. Nevertheless, 
it has always been our belief, and we trust it is shared by many 
other countries, that any particular arms limitation or disarma
ment measure should, in and of itself, be in the security interests 
of those countries who wish to participate in it.

At this stage of our work, it seems to us that the suggestion of 
a need for any security guarantees, much less guarantees of a 
particular strength or quality, is premature.

It is worth keeping in mind that individual guarantees as be
tween one country or several countries in relation to one or 
several other countries touch upon most sensitive factors which 
involve the whole gamut of relations between States. Such 
guarantees normally find their expression in treaties of alliance. 
On the other hand, broad international guarantees affecting the 
entire community of nations relate, ©f course, to the United Na
tions security system. We can only applaud any country which 
wishes to work towards making the United Nations a more effec
tive instrumentality for maintaining international peace and se
curity. However, we would seriously question the desirability or 
appropriateness of introducing questions related to this vast and 
difficult subject into our work on chemical weapons prohibitions. 
Indeed, we believe it would be unwise and unhelpful to the achieve
ment of practical results.

I shall now turn to section II of the memorandum concerning 
the scope of the prohibition. Paragraph 7 asserts that discussions 
in the Committee show a basic agreement on the objective of our 
negotiations:

namely th a t they should aim, in accordance with relevant United Nations 
resolutions, a t reaching a comprehensive ban, covering the development, pro
duction and stockpiling of all chemical weapons, their equipment and means 
of delivery, as well as the destruction of existing stocks.

r think members of the Committee will share my view that it is 
not easy at this stage in our deliberations to express precisely the 
nature or extent of any basic agreement among us concerning how 
to achieve the objective of our negotiations. We endeavoured to do 
this at last year’s General Assembly in connexion with the resolu
tion on chemical weapons and it was only after difficult, protracted 
negotiations that we were able to agree on a formulation which 
did not prejudice the position of any country.

In that resolution, we agreed that we should work “towards the 
complete realization of the objective of effective prohibition of 
chemical weapons”. We also agreed in the same resolution that we 
may properly move towards complete realization of that objective 
through agreement on “effective measures.”  ̂ This resolution, of

'  Ihid., pp. 840-841.
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course, reflects the provisions contained in article IX of the Bio
logical Weapons Convention. My delegation assumes, therefore, 
that the statement in the memorandum about our agreed objective 
is to be interpreted in a manner consistent with that resolution. A 
different interpretation, such as, for example, that our objective 
could be reached only through a single step, would be incorrect 
and inconsistent with the General Assembly resolution. It would 
also be inconsistent with the language of the article of the Bio
logical Weapons Convention on which the resolution was based.

Paragraph 8 of the memorandum contains the following state
ment:
Since adequate protection against any kind of chemical weapons is not avail
able to the greater p a rt of the world population, even less toxic agents can 
create as g^eat a danger as highly toxic ones and therefore should be 
prohibited.

We view the questions raised by this paragraph as serious and 
important. Indeed, we think that it is a valid point that in some 
circumstances chemical weapons employing such dual-purpose 
agents as chlorine, phosgene and hydrogen cyanide, which were 
used in World War I, can constitute a significant danger. We doubt 
if it is correct, however, to state that this danger—^whatever the 
adequacy or inadequacy of available protection—is “as great a 
danger” as that which could be posed by highly toxic agents. The 
super-toxic agents have the potential of inflicting far more fatali
ties than the less toxic.

It is evident that a comprehensive agreement would cover 
chemical weapons of the World War I variety as well as the most 
modern super-toxic weapons. The problem raised by paragraph 8 
is therefore relevant with respect to the scope of possible partial 
measures which might be considered.

Whether World War I-type agents should be included, for 
example, in a production ban, is a question that has already been 
raised in connexion with the suggestion of our distinguished col
league, the Ambassador of Japan, who put forth the idea that an 
initial agreement might be limited to prohibition of the produc
tion of super-toxic agents. We can see some practical considera
tions in support of this idea. It would put limitations first on the 
most toxic, and thus most dangerous, substances. Most of these 
super-toxic agents are single-purpose chemicals and they are not 
used commercially to any significant extent. Therefore, the prob
lem of covering substances widely used for commercial purposes 
would not arise.

We recognize that the problem reflected in the memorandum 
concerns the use of the less-toxic agents against unprotected per
sonnel and that such personnel might be vulnerable to relatively 
primitive and quickly-fabricated methods of delivery. It is not yet 
clear to us, however, how significant protection against this threat 
can be achieved. As we all know, the less-toxic agents, such as
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phosgene and chlorine, exist in large quantities in many countries 
because of their widespread use in the chemical industry, and these 
existing stocks could be easily diverted to non-peaceful uses. We 
can all recall that the first use of chemical weapons took place at 
Ypres on 22 April 1915, and consisted of the release of chlorine 
from ordinary commercial cylinders which were implanted in the 
ground not far from the front.

Having said the above, however, I should like to recall my initial 
comment that we do appreciate the genuine concerns which led to 
paragraph 8 of the memorandum. We would welcome further dis
cussion of this problem.

In view of the length of the comments I still have left, I would 
like to break off my remarks at this point and resume my state
ment at our next session. At that time I will begin with a discus
sion of paragraph 9 of the ten-delegation memorandum which is 
the paragraph after the one I have just commented upon. In dis
cussing that paragraph, we will be providing our views concerning 
the issue of balanced obligations and responsibilities among 
parties to a possible agreement on chemical weapons.

Final Communique on Preparatory Consultations Relating to
Mutual Reduction of Forces and Armaments in Central 
Europe, June 28, 1973 ^

1. Preparatory consultations relating to Central Europe took 
place in Vienna from January 31, 1973 to June 28, 1973. Partici
pation in and procedures for these consultations were as set forth 
in the Record of the plenary meeting of May 14,1973.

2. In the course of these consultations, it was decided to hold 
negotiations on mutual reduction of forces and armaments and 
associated measures in Central Europe. The negotiations will take 
place in Vienna, and will begin on October 30, 1973. It was also 
agreed that participation in and procedures for the negotiations 
will be as set forth in the Record of the plenary meeting of May 4,
1973.

3. The participants in the consultations had a useful and con
structive exchange of views on an agenda for the forthcoming 
negotiations. They agreed that during the negotiations, mutual re
duction of forces and armaments and associated measures in 
Central Europe would be considered. It was agreed that the gen
eral objective of the negotiations will be to contribute to a more 
stable relationship and to the strengthening of peace and security 
in Europe. They agreed that, in the negotiations, an understand
ing should be reached to conduct them in such a way as to ensure 
the most effective and thorough approach to the consideration of

'  ACDA files.
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the subject matter, with due regard to its complexity. They also 
agreed that specific arrangements will have to be carefully worked 
out in scope and timing in such a way that they will in all respects 
and at every point conform to the principle of undiminished se
curity for each party. It was decided that in the course of the 
negotiations, any topic relevant to the subject matter may be 
introduced for negotiation by any of those states which will take 
the necessary decisions, without prejudice to the right of all par
ticipants to speak and to circulate papers on the subject matter. 
This exchange of views on an agenda will greatly facilitate the 
work of the forthcoming negotiations. During the negotiations, 
the question of establishing working bodies or working groups 
will be considered.

4. The participants expressed their gratitude to the Govern
ment of the Republic of Austria for the considerate assistance and 
facilities it provided during the consultations and for its agree
ment that the forthcoming negotiations can take place in Vienna.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Non-pro-
liferation Treaty, July 3, 1973 ^

Allow me first to welcome the United Nations Under-Secretary- 
General for Political and Security Council Affairs, Mr. A. N. 
Shevchenko, who is present here. We are glad to see him among 
us at a meeting of the Committee on Disarmament.

1 July 1973 was the fifth anniversary of the date of the opening 
for signature of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons,  ̂which has assumed a prominent place among the agree
ments in force in the field of disarmament. This Treaty, which 
came into force on 5 March 1970, has received wide international 
recognition. It has been signed by over one hundred, and ratified 
by over seventy. States. On 5 April 1973 seven non-nuclear coun
tries members of Euratom— t̂he Federal Republic of Germany, 
Italy, Belgium, Denmark, the Netherlands, Ireland and Luxem
bourg—signed agreements accepting IAEA control.® The Non- 
Proliferation Treaty, which was elaborated mainly within the 
Committee on Disarmament, is an effective instrument aimed at 
preventing an increase in the number of States possessing nuclear 
weapons, and thus at lessening the danger of the use of means of 
mass destruction and facilitating agreement on their liquidation.

The threat of the proliferation of nuclear weapons became real 
at the end of the 1950s when, as a result of the development of

‘ CCD/PV.609, pp. 6-11.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
“ Ante, pp. 116-158.
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science and technology, the study and utilization of atomic energy 
became possible for States which had a developed industry and 
possessed the secret of splitting the nucleus of the atom. The 
secrecy surrounding the development of nuclear weapons, in fact, 
ceased to exist. By the middle of the 1960s 600 atomic reactors 
existed in over 40 countries. These installations were intended 
either for electric power production or for scientific research for 
peaceful uses. However, some of them were producing plutonium 
which can be used for manufacturing nuclear bombs. It was noted 
by a group of scientific experts who prepared for the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations a report on effects of the possible 
use of nuclear weapons—a report which was published in 1968 
[1967y— t̂hat, besides the five Powers already possessing nuclear 
weapons, seven more countries in the world could afford the 
expense of manufacturing atomic weapons without diverting a 
considerable part of their technical resources from constructive 
activities. It was precisely in view of the dangerous consequences 
of a wide diffusion of nuclear weapons that efforts were made to 
prevent such a process. The efforts were crowned by the conclusion 
of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.

During the period when the Treaty was being elaborated, 
numerous disputes and discussions took place among the partici
pants in the negotiations, and also in the press and at various 
scientific and public forums, on the consequences of the Treaty, 
the difficulties of implementing control, etc.

In our statement today, we would like to make some observa
tions regarding the experience drawn from elaborating the Treaty 
and implementing it at the present time. First of all, I am pleased 
to note that during the three years that have passed since the entry 
into force of the treaty no instances of its violation have been re
corded. The control system provided for in the Treaty and imple
mented by IAEA has proved fully effective. It is well known that 
the elaboration of this system was extremely difficult both from 
the political and the technical points of view. Nevertheless, those 
difficulties were overcome as a result of the efforts made by the 
participants in the negotiations and their willingness to come to 
terms.

We would like to recall in this connexion that the provisions of 
article III of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, concerning control, 
were elaborated after many other provisions of the Treaty had 
been formulated and, in fact, agreed upon—including the basic 
articles I and II relating to the obligations of States Parties to the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty. The goodwill and willingness to reach 
agreement also made it possible to find a mutually acceptable com
promise on a question such as the combination of IAEA and 
Euratom safeguards.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament̂  1967, pp. 476 ff.
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One important part of the Non-Proliferation Treaty is article 
VI, under which participants are obliged to
pursue negotiations in good faith  on effective measures relating to cessation 
of the nuclear arms race a t an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and 
on a treaty  on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective 
international control.

The Soviet-United States agreements on strategic arms limitation 
signed 26 May 1972 ® are, as was noted in the Joint Communique

a concrete expression of the intention of the two sides to contribute to the 
relaxation of international tension and the strengthening of confidence be
tween States, as well as to carry out the obligations assumed by them in the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (article VI) .®

The Soviet-United States summit talks held during the recent 
visit to the United States by L. I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of 
the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union, and the signing of important agreements were a new sub
stantial contribution to the fulfilment of the obligations arising 
out of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, to the cessation of the arms 
race and to the elimination of the threat of nuclear war and of war 
altogether.

The agreement on the prevention of nuclear war should be 
mentioned first in this connexion. Under this agreement, the 
parties agree that the purpose of their policies is the prevention of 
a risk of nuclear war and of the utilization of nuclear weapons, 
and that they will
act in such a manner as to prevent the development of situations capable of 
causing a dangerous exacerbation of their relations, as to avoid m ilitary con
frontations, and as to exclude the outbreak of nuclear w ar between them and 
between either of the parties and other countries.

Of great significance is the provision in the agreement that each 
party will refrain from the threat or use of force against the 
other party, against the allies of the other party and against 
other countries in circumstances which may endanger interna
tional peace and security.^

The agreement between the USSR and the United States on the 
prevention of nuclear war is of truly historic importance. It is an 
important step on the way to a further positive development of 
the international situation, a step on the way to the affirmation of 
the principles of the United Nations Charter regarding the obli
gations of States to maintain peace and to refrain from the threat 
or use of force, and a step on the way to the elimination of the 
threat of an outbreak of nuclear war and the creation of a system 
of real guarantees of international security. The Soviet side ex
presses its conviction that the willingness of other States to

Îhid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.
'/6 id .,p . 241.
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adhere to the principles, jointly established by the USSR and the 
United States of the renunciation of the use of force, and the adop
tion of resolute measures to prevent the outbreak of nuclear war, 
will be extremely important in ensuring general security and a 
lasting peace on earth.

Of great significance also is the agreement reached between the 
USSR and the United States on basic principles of negotiations 
for a further limitation of strategic offensive arms. This inter
national document not only provides for an active continuation of 
efforts for the limitation of strategic offensive arms, both as re
gards their quantity and as regards their qualitative improve
ment; it also points to measures for their subsequent reduction. 
The basic principles contain a provision stating that the parties 
are to take the necessary measures to prevent an accidental or 
non-authorized use of nuclear weapons under their control.

The problem of developing international co-operation in the 
utilization of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes is of great sig
nificance for the modern world. Concern was expressed, during 
the negotiations on the Non-Proliferation Treaty, that the obliga
tions arising out of this Treaty might hamper the peaceful nuclear 
activities of States. In order to prevent such a development, the 
Treaty contains a provision concerning international co-operation 
in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, and stating that the parties 
undertake to co-operate in the further development of the applica
tions of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. As has been noted 
in the IAEA reports for recent years, international co-operation in 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy has considerably increased. Inter
national aid to the developing nations in this field is also growing. 
The Soviet Union is actively participating in the development of 
such co-operation, and in providing international assistance in 
this field. Data on concrete measures taken by the Soviet Union in 
this field were provided by us at the last session of the General 
Assembly, during the discussion on the IAEA report, and at the 
Agency’s General Conference; so it is hardly necessary to repeat 
them here. We would like to note, however, that the question of 
international co-operation in the peaceful uses of the atom was 
given its due place in the Soviet-United States summit talks. The 
agreement on scientific and technical co-operation in the field of 
the peaceful utilization of atomic energy was signed as a result of 
those talks.® The basis for this agreement was the desire to place 
this co-operation on a more stable and long-term foundation, for 
the good of the peoples of both countries and of all mankind. The 
prime purpose of the agreement is the development of new and 
highly efficient sources of energy.

Considerable attention was devoted, in the course of the Soviet- 
United States summit meeting, to the problem of disarmament as

®24 UST 1486.
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a whole. The Joint Soviet-United States Communique of 25 [2A'] 
June stresses the importance of the participation of all States in 
maintaining peace, reducing the arms burden and concluding 
agreements on arms limitation and disarmament measures. Due 
attention was devoted also to the prohibition of chemical weapons. 
The Communique noted the important role which an effective 
international agreement on chemical weapons would play, and it 
stated that the parties agreed to continue their efforts, together 
with other countries, for the conclusion of such an agreement. The 
parties also agreed to make every effort to contribute to the work 
of the Committee on Disarmament.®

The outcome of the Soviet-United States summit talks shows 
that further considerable efforts were made by the participants to 
secure the maximum possible progress towards the fulfilment of 
the obligations contained in article VI of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty.

There are still great difficulties in the way of the realization of 
the aims and purposes set forth in the Non-Proliferation Treaty. 
First, it is necessary to secure a further increase in the number of 
States Parties, especially from among the near-nuclear States. We 
note with satisfaction that, following the agreement concluded 
between IAEA and the non-nuclear countries members of Eur- 
atom, the way has been opened for those States to ratify the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty. But not all the near-nuclear States which 
have signed the Non-Proliferation Treaty have begun negotiations 
with IAEA on the question of control. We express the hope that 
States which have not yet taken the necessary steps to accede to 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty will do so in the near future.

More sustained efforts are necessary for the implementation of 
the objectives of curbing the arms race and achieving disarma
ment, as provided for in the Non-Proliferaton Treaty. The im
mediate task in this field is the elaboration of agreements banning 
nuclear tests, prohibiting chemical weapons, etc. We appeal to the 
members of the Committee on Disarmament to make every possible 
effort to move the solution of these important and urgent questions 
out of the present impasse.

Such are our observations on matters concerning the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty, together with some data regarding steps 
taken by the Soviet side to fulfil its obligations under the Treaty.

Before concluding, we would like to make some observations in 
connexion with the statements made in the Committee by the 
representative of Japan on 26 June and by the Netherlands 
representative on 28 June.”

The representative of Japan, Mr. Nisibori, expressed concern 
that the parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear

" Ante, pp. 302-311.
“ Ante, pp. 328-333.
“ Ante, pp. 347-355.
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Weapons were not complying rapidly enough with their obliga
tions under the Treaty concerning further negotiations on dis
armament. The Soviet side shares this concern. But a no less acute 
problem is the lack of appropriate steps on the part of certain 
near-nuclear States, including Japan, for the purpose of assum
ing obligations under the Non-Proliferation Treaty. The par
ticipation of such States in this Treaty is of great importance. 
However, though he referred to some aspects of the Non-Prolifera
tion Treaty, Mr. Nisibori passed over in silence the question of 
the steps his country is taking to ratify this Treaty and thus as
sume the obligations arising from it. We would like the Japanese 
side to make good this omission.

The Netherlands representative, State Secretary for Foreign 
Affairs, Dr. Kooijmans, linked the efficient functioning of the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty to the USSR’s consent to place under 
IAEA control its activities in the field of the peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy. A similar reference was made in the statement by 
the Japanese representative. We would like to point out that there 
are no grounds for putting the question in this way. The Non- 
Proliferation Treaty does not state that the nuclear Powers are re
quired to do this. Reference to additional conditions for the 
functioning of the Treaty, conditions which are not provided for 
in the Treaty, does not serve the purpose of attaining the objec
tive of this Treaty and merely diverts us from the task which is 
more urgent at present— t̂hat of ensuring the widest possible par
ticipation of States and, first of all, the near-nuclear countries. 
An increase in the number of States Parties to the Non-Prolifera
tion Treaty, primarily by the accession of near-nuclear States, 
would not only enhance the effectiveness of this important Treaty, 
but would also create better conditions for making progress 
towards the implementation of nuclear disarmament measures.

The Netherlands representative insisted also that the Soviet 
side give further explanations as to its position in regard to the 
question of the participants required in a nuclear test ban agree
ment.

We already explained our position in our statement of 28 March. 
Therefore, in order to obtain a clearer picture, this question should 
be addressed not to the Soviet Union but the other nuclear Parties 
to the Moscow Treaty which have not as yet expressed their 
views in this regard.

The Soviet side is readily participating in the discussions on 
the problems under consideration. The Soviet Union, together 
with other socialist countries, is willing to pursue concrete nego
tiations on the disarmament problem. This is demonstrated by 
the draft convention of the socialist countries on the complete 
prohibition of chemical weapons. This draft is the only concrete 
proposal which is at present before the Committee. The Soviet
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delegation hopes that such an approach will be accepted also by 
other participants in the negotiations, primarily by those on whom 
the progress of work of the Committee on Disarmament largely 
depends.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chem
ical Weapons, July 3, 1973^

I would like to associate myself with other delegates in welcom
ing Mr. Shevchenko, Under-Secretary-General for Political and 
Security Council Affairs. He is well and favourably known to us, 
and we are delighted to see him at our meeting.

I would now like to resume my statement on certain aspects 
of the ten-delegation memorandum entitled “Working Paper on 
the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling 
of chemical weapons and on their destruction”.̂  I will discuss 
issues relating to paragraphs 9 and 10 of the memorandum and to 
one aspect of section III on verification.

Paragraph 9 of the memorandum contains many statements 
warranting comment. We naturally agree with the first sentence 
which states that it is essential that the prohibitions on chemical 
weapons should be coupled with adequate verification. At the same 
time, we all know that the factors involved in what constitutes 
“adequate verification” are very complex. It is impossible to pre
dict the outcome of our deliberations on this issue.

We also agree with what we understand to be the thrust of 
the second sentence of paragraph 9— t̂hat verification has both 
technical and political aspects which interact with the question 
of the scope of prohibitions. Some of our thoughts on this inter
relationship were expressed in section III-A of our work pro
gramme of last year.

The third sentence of paragraph 9 of the memorandum states 
that
solutions to the problems of scope and verification should not be discrimina
tory, and should maintain an acceptable balance of obligations and responsi
bilities for all states.

We do not disagree with this statement. An acceptable balance of 
obligations and responsibilities is essential in any multilateral 
compact to make it generally acceptable. We do, however, regret 
that in this sentence the terminology “discriminatory” has been 
introduced. Our reason for expressing this regret will be clear 
after I have discussed the last sentence of paragraph 9.

The last sentence of paragraph 9 reads as follows:
" CCD/PV.609, pp. 15-22.
“ Ante, pp. 206-209.
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A partial solution with respect to the scope of the activities to be prohibited, 
which would only ban the development and production of chemical weapons, 
will be particularly discriminatory and will not be acceptable to many coun
tries, especially to those which have abstained from procuring such weapons.

We realize, of course, that there can be differing assessments of 
what constitutes an acceptable balance of obligations and re
sponsibilities. However, the conclusion that a measure focused 
on production would be particularly discriminatory to many 
countries is clearly premature.

There are many ways to view the question of what might con
stitute a balanced agreement. One perspective, which we believe 
must be a part of any practical assessment, would involve an un
derstanding of what each of the various parties would be gaining 
under any treaty. One of the principal motivations for a possible 
production ban would presumably be that of preserving a situa
tion of stability. Therefore, many countries might find a net ad
vantage in treaty provisions designed to ensure that the situa
tion does not change for the worse. There is, obviously, an exist
ing gap between countries which possess no chemical weapons 
stockpiles and those which do. No one can guarantee that, under 
future circumstances and in the absence of treaty prohibitions, 
the gap might not widen. In any event, it seems to us reasonable 
that many countries, which have not been active participants in 
any chemical arms competition, might find that there was a net 
gain to them in supporting a measure which helped to keep that 
situation as it was— t̂hat is, which made it less likely that they 
would ever feel the need to expend the effort and resources to 
acquire a lethal chemical weapons arsenal.

Another perspective from which to view the question of bal
anced obligations is that of analyzing what various parties would 
be giving up by accepting a particular set of prohibitions. In the 
case of a production ban, prohibitions could, in one sense, have 
their greatest impact on countries which have already produced 
or may be presently producing chemical weapons. Such countries, 
under a production ban, would be agreeing to give up an option 
which they could probably exercise without any particular diffi
culty. Having constructed facilities, having built up a corps of 
experts, and having solved technical problems involved in actual 
production, further production might not be particularly difficult.

On the other hand, many countries that had not produced lethal, 
particularly highly-toxic, chemical weapons might do so only 
with the investment of considerable research and development 
effort. The fact that these countries had not produced chemical 
weapons might, in many cases, indicate that they had not re
garded the option to build up a chemical force as one important 
to their security. Thus, these countries might not in fact be giving 
up any option of immediate practical importance or of direct 
security concern to them.
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Yet another perspective in analyzing the question of balanced 
obligations involves the distinction between regional and world
wide security concerns. We have indicated in our work programme 
of last year that there is evidence to suggest the existence of 
substantial quantities of chemical arms in present day arsenals of 
several nations. To our knowledge, however, there is no evidence 
that, throughout the world, the number of countries possessing 
stockpiles is very large. With respect to those regions where there 
are no stockpiles, it might be relatively easy to determine that a 
production ban would strengthen security and stability. Chemical 
weapons are to a considerable extent tactical weapons for use in 
regions of conflict. They cannot effectively be projected across 
continents like strategic nuclear weapons. It is possible that with 
respect to some continents or regions a production ban would 
leave all participating countries at exactly the same level, that is, 
with no stockpiles of these weapons. Such a ban could, accord
ingly, prevent any chemical arms race from beginning in these 
regions, thus greatly reducing the likelihood that chemical weap
ons might ever be used. This would clearly enhance the security 
of the parties.

The achievement of a balanced agreement, an objective to which 
all of us would subscribe, involves the assessment of many pro
visions of an agreement, not merely those relating to scope. For 
example, verification provisions may impose significant obliga
tions on participating countries. These, as we have all recognized, 
can relate to the scope of an agreement. Balance, therefore, will in 
part depend on the way verification is handled. Other provisions, 
such as those affecting duration and withdrawal, will also have a 
relationship to the possible scope and to the extent of the assur
ance provided through agreed means of verification.

As we pointed out in section V-E of the United States work 
programme,  ̂ consideration can be given to a number of varying 
approaches in this area. Undoubtedly, the achievement of an ac
ceptably balanced agreement will be a complicated task. It is our 
conviction that this task must be approached from a pragmatic 
viewpoint having in mind that many of the provisions, not merely 
one single provision, will be of relevance.

We are equally convinced that this central question of balance 
should not and cannot be decided solely on the basis of an abstract 
standard—namely, is every party left at precisely the same level 
with respect to every other party as a result of the treaty’s pro
visions? Such a result can never be achieved even if an agreement 
were to specify that, following its implementation, all parties are 
to have no stockpiles of lethal chemical weapons. Some inequalities 
would still remain and these could be of significance. Permit me 
to illustrate.

’ Documents on' Disarmament, 1972, p. 109.
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It is surely clear to everyone that the ability to wage chemical 
warfare depends upon industrial capacity. Those countries with 
highly developed industries will have large stockpiles of dual pur
pose agents for peaceful purposes. These stockpiles could be trans
ferred to military uses very rapidly. As I noted earlier in my 
statement, relatively simple delivery systems could be utilized. 
Thus, countries having large and advanced chemical industries 
would have a substantial advantage as against countries which 
do not have a well-developed chemical industry. I cite this example 
only to illustrate that the search for some perfect or abstract 
standard of equality is impossible of fulfilment.

I have explained why we think it is premature to reach a con
clusion that a measure focused on production would be particu
larly discriminatory. Indeed, we feel it would be premature to 
reach such a judgment about any possible partial measure. In 
our view, there are many issues which warrant much more con
sideration. Let me summarize some of the factors we think are 
relevant. First of all, there is the basic question of what various 
parties might gain by any particular measure. Second, there 
is the question of what various parties would give up under a 
measure. Clearly, at some stage, potential participants would wish 
to assess whether or not they would be gaining more than they are 
giving up. Third, there is the consideration of how regional, as 
well as world-wide, security concerns would affect these issues. 
Fourth, we believe that factors such as these cannot be adequately 
assessed on the basis of a single provision or a single aspect of an 
agreement, as implied in paragraph 9 of the ten-delegation memo
randum ; these factors should be analysed in connexion with many 
interrelated provisions of a possible agreement. Fifth, in judging 
any set of possible prohibitions, we do not believe that an abstract 
standard of seeking absolute equality can or should be applied.

None of us wishes to see “discrimination” ; all of us wish to 
see the achievement of a balanced, mutually advantageous and 
effective agreement. I would suggest that in the months ahead we 
need to concentrate on careful and open-minded discussion of 
all of the elements which could contribute to such an agreement. 
I would like in addition to propose that the terminology best suited 
to such deliberation is precisely that of seeking “an acceptable 
balance of obligations and responsibilities for all States”. I quote 
this phrase from paragraph 9 of the memorandum and I hope that 
we will all work in this spirit.

I now turn to paragraph 10 of the memorandum. It suggests 
that a comprehensive ban could deal with the problem of scope by 
a general purpose criterion, while more detailed provisions could 
be elaborated in the annexes to the treaty. We agree with the 
general idea of this sentence in the sense that a general purpose 
criterion could be a basic element of the principal obligations of a
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comprehensive treaty. However, we would suggest that the ques
tion of how one would deal with possible more detailed standards 
and criteria requires further discussion and analysis.

The last sentence of paragraph 10 of the memorandum refers to 
the possibility of revision and updating of detailed provisions by 
an international control organ. The extent to which such detailed 
provisions can or should be revised and the procedures for their 
revision are also questions which ought to be the subject of fur
ther exploration. In principle, however, we agree that procedures 
permitting flexibility and adjustment ought to be provided in view 
of the dynamic nature of the technology involved.

There is a great deal to be discussed regarding section III of the 
memorandum which deals with verification and the system of 
control. However, today I shall begin to discuss only one of the 
central issues, that of verification of the destruction of stockpiles 
which is referred to in paragraph 14.

In the past, we have explained why we believe destruction of 
stockpiles raises particularly difficult verification issues. In the 
United States work programme, we indicated that while there is 
evidence which suggests the existence of substantial quantities 
of chemical arms in present day arsenals, there is general uncer
tainty over the size and composition of chemical weapons stocks in 
existence. We have also pointed out that storage of chemical 
weapons by its nature is not a readily identifiable activity, and we 
have submitted several additional working papers showing why 
this is the case.

Against this backdrop, let me turn to the fourth and fifth 
sentences of paragraph 14 of the memorandum. These sentences 
read:
The verification system should encompass all activities related to develop
ment, production and stockpiling of chemical w arfare agents. As a non
recurrent measure, international inspection could also be specifically pro
vided for in order to verify destruction of stocks in a manner to be agreed 
upon between the international control organ and the state party  concerned.

These two sentences raise in our minds a number of points and 
questions which we believe to be important in considering verifica
tion for any agreement designed to eliminate stockpiles. One ques
tion is how the parties to the agreement would obtain precise 
knowledge of the extent of the existing stockpiles to be destroyed 
under the terms of the agreement. We assume that such knowledge 
would be necessary, and we shall be discussing this point in sub
sequent interventions. Related questions are: should there be a 
requirement of declarations from parties? If so, how detailed 
should they be? Should they enumerate the different types of 
agents and munitions and the quantities located at specified 
depots? What means would the parties have to verify the accuracy 
of declarations before destruction begins ?

The fifth sentence in paragraph 14 of the memorandum states 
that international inspection to verify destruction of stocks could
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be specially provided for “as a non-recurrent measure”. This sug
gests that there might be a single inspection of a relatively brief 
duration which would take place while all of the party’s stockpile 
is being destroyed. The problem, however, is that the destruction 
of a substantial arsenal could take many years to accomplish and 
it is difficult to see at what point in the process and at what loca
tion “non-recurrent” inspection would take place.

We would assume that the only method of ensuring that what 
was declared for destruction was actually destroyed would be for 
inspection to take place during the entire period of destruction. 
There is the additional problem, however, of whether or not there 
should be a possibility of inspection even after destruction was 
supposed to have been completed. Such inspection might be ap
propriate if there ever arose evidence that not all stockpiles had 
been destroyed.

In view of the above comments, the authors of the memorandum 
may wish to provide clarification about the reference to inspec
tion as a “non-recurrent measure”.

The fifth sentence of paragraph 14 of the memorandum also 
says that international inspection could be provided for “in a 
manner to be agreed upon between the international control organ 
and the State Party concerned”. This suggests that procedures 
governing destruction could be left for agreement following entry- 
into-force of the basic treaty. It raises the possibility that pro
cedures for destruction might be subject to varying provisions 
as between the international control organ and different parties. 
We mention these points because we believe that procedures for 
destruction, and inspection of that destruction, should be under
stood, and basically agreed upon, prior to agreement on pro
visions for stockpile destruction. That is to say, parties to the 
treaty who might be called upon to carry out destruction and thus 
eliminate their deterrent stockpile might reasonably expect to 
know what they will be called upon to do and how it will be veri
fied. Of at least equal importance, all parties, particularly those 
called upon to carry out destruction, will want to know the nature 
of the inspection which will take place to reassure them that other 
parties having chemical weapons will be eliminating their stock
piles.

The issues and questions I have raised regarding the last two 
sentences of paragraph 14 of the memorandum are, as I have 
said, important ones for our delegation. I will return to the ques
tion of verification, including the particularly difficult verification 
issues involved in destruction of stockpiles, in connexion with 
comments regarding the Swedish delegation’s working paper on 
the concept of amplified verification.* We will also be commenting 
on other verification aspects of the ten-delegation memorandum.

‘ Ante, pp. 33-38.
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As I said in my opening statement on 12 June,® we will partici
pate this summer with other delegations in exploring further what 
possibilities might exist for achieving adequately verified compre
hensive prohibitions. This discussion has now begun and it will, 
of course, be expanded as we comment in greater detail on section 
III of the ten-delegation memorandum.

My delegation considers the ten-delegation memorandum a 
concrete contribution to our Committee’s work on the chemical 
weapons problem. We believe that this contribution can be en
hanced and amplified by a further exploration of some of its ele
ments. I recognize that we must all join in trying to resolve these 
central issues. In this spirit, we look forward to a continuing and 
active discussion.

United States Paper Submitted to the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament: A Program of Research Related 
to Problems in Seismic Verification, July 5 ,1973 '
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INTRODUCTION

In its continuing contribution to the work of the CCD, the 
United States presented a paper in August 1972 (CCD/388) out
lining progress in seismic verification research, certain residual 
problems preventing seismic verification down to low magnitudes,

® Ante, p. 261.
 ̂CCD/404 and Corr. 1, July 5,1973.
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and some of the directions of research requiring investigation 
to assist in the solution of these problems.  ̂ The present paper 
gives a more detailed treatment of critical aspects of these verifica
tion problems and outlines the program of research which the 
United States is currently undertaking to help solve these prob
lems.

Se c t io n  I

Se is m ic  Id e n t if ic a t io n  P r o b lem s  a n d  D ir e c t io n s  for  
F u r t h e r  R e se a r c h

In the United States presentation of last summer, (CCD/388, 
24 August 1972), some of the problems in seismic verification, 
namely anomalous events, interfering events, and evasion, were 
briefly described and documented. In this paper we will give a 
broader discussion of these problems, indicate current ideas on 
approaching them, and show how they influence the present United 
States research program. The discussion highlights the directions 
of research necessary to address these problems, including the 
deplojmaent of new installations for the acquisition of a more 
comprehensive data base than now exists.

We shall approach this discussion along two avenues.
The first discusses “The Problem of Unidentified Events” which 

arises from a combination of the physical properties of the solid 
earth and our ability to detect signals with enough signal-to-noise 
ratio to discern useful diagnostic information. The second dis
cusses “The Problems of Evasion” which arise from situations 
in which detection can be prevented or identification confused.

THE PROBLEM OF UNIDENTIFIED EVENTS

It is unlikely that any seismic network will be able to identify 
by quantitative criteria all of the earthquakes detected by it. These 
failures will arise for a variety of reasons. Included among these 
reasons are;

1. Situations arise where, based on data available from a spe
cific network, (a) there are inadequate data available to estab
lish depth of focus, and (b) comparison of amplitudes of 20-second 
Rayleigh waves and 1-second body waves yields anomalously low 
Ms values (relative to mb) for shallow focus earthquakes, i.e., 
values very near those of explosions.

2. These and other criteria such as first motion, complexity, 
amplitude of Love waves relative to mt, ratio of Rayleigh waves 
to Love waves, and spectral content of Rayleigh and Love waves, 
fail to yield unambiguous results. This is due in most cases to 
signal-to-noise problems, but is in some cases related to either

’‘Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 590-611.
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the source characteristics themselves or to the interplay of source 
characteristics and the geographical distribution of the detecting 
stations. In some cases it could also be due to incomplete analysis.

3. Low signal-to-noise ratio (including interference from seis
mic waves of other events) is probably the most important fac
tor contributing to unidentified events because it prevents the 
acquisition of critical identification evidence. It may appear as a 
limitation on capability to establish depth of focus, or as an in
ability to detect surface waves for earthquakes which actually 
have M,mb values well within the earthquake population. Noise 
is also the ultimate limiting factor in detecting events.

For a better understanding of the impact of these factors upon 
the capability of a verification network, each of them is discussed 
in more detail below.

Focal Depth Determination

A seismic event whose depth of focus is known to be below the 
maximum feasible depth for drilling a hole is by definition an 
earthquake. Experience shows that the majority of earthquakes 
fall into this category. Only a small fraction of earthquakes, and 
probably few above mb 4.5, occur at depths at which it is practical 
to emplace nuclear devices. Furthermore, since depth may be de
termined from short-period P waves alone, which are the most 
easily detectable signals at great distances from the epicenter, 
depth determination is the most effective and relevant identifica
tion method for low magnitude earthquakes when recorded by 
current long-range networks.

Important as focal depth determination is in its own right, it 
should also be remembered that it is closely related to, or even 
an essential ingredient in, other criteria such as the Ms :mb tech
nique since it has been found that surface wave generation is 
highly dependent upon depth of focus. The predicted m, changes 
with depth for average earthquake mechanisms are illustrated 
in Table I. An extreme case is that of the strike-slip earthquake 
which is predicted to have values 0.8 magnitude units lower 
than the average values shown.

T able I

T he  A mplitote of Surface Waves as a F unction of Depth  of 
Focus, as Predicted by T heoretical Models, Averaged 

Over Seiveral E arthquake Mechanism s

Depth of Focus (Km)
Difference in M, Relative to 
a Zero Depth Earthquake

10
30
45
65
85

-0.55
-0.30
-0.65
-0.85
- 1.20



U.S. PAPER, JULY 5 379

Calculations are based on double-couple point source models in a 
continental structure and the Ms values are based upon the meas
urement of Rayleigh waves of 20 second period. Mg values shown 
are averages of several models of different dip and slip angles, and 
all azimuths.

A variety of procedures exist for establishing depth, some being 
much more widely used today than others because of the nature 
of normal data sources, not necessarily because of their greater 
intrinsic capability to establish accurate depths. The procedures 
currently employed are:

1. Depth from P Travel Times. The technique most commonly 
used today is based on observed arrival times of the P phase at a 
number of seismological stations in conjunction with an observed 
travel-time curve. When numerous stations well distributed in 
range and azimuth have observed a seismic event, depths accurate 
enough for identification purposes may be obtained by this tech
nique. However, when only a few stations observe a seismic event, 
as is often the case for low magnitude or mixed events, the com
bined effects of heterogeneities within the earth, poor azimuthal 
and distance distribution of the detecting stations, and low signal- 
to-noise ratios, can lead to large errors in calculated depths. 
Improvement in capability of this depth determination technique 
depends upon increasing the signal detection capability of sta
tions in the network, which is one of the features of our current 
program of deploying improved seismic stations, and upon ob
taining improved travel-time calibration.

2. Depth from Reflected P and S Waves. Another commonly 
used technique today is based on detection of the P and S phases 
reflected at the surface of the earth near the epicenter, i.e., the pP 
and sP phases. If well observed at several stations over a wide 
range of epicentral distance, accurate depths are obtainable by 
this technique, although there are also limitations in its use by a 
verification network. Many earthquakes do not generate clear pP 
or sP phases and hence improvement in station detection capabil
ity is not likely to help significantly in such cases. Several stations 
at different distances must observe the phase to insure that it is 
correctly identified as pP. Also, for depths of perhaps 30 kilome
ters or less, the interval between P and pP may be almost constant 
and hence the pP phase may be indistinguishable from the P phase 
of a second appropriately timed seismic event. Further work on 
means for improving signal-to-noise ratio and for P coda sup
pression is the most promising avenue of research on this tech
nique currently being pursued.

3. Travel Time Calibration Using Data from Large Events. A 
refinement of the P wave technique is based on calibrating P 
arrival times of small events by use of the data of large widely- 
recorded events. This technique accurately compensates for scatter
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in travel times caused by heterogeneities in the earth if the depth 
of the large events are known independently from other seismic 
data. Analysis of available data indicates that calculated depths 
with standard deviation of about 20 km from depths calculated 
by pP are possible by use of this technique with teleseismic data. 
For optimum use, this method requires a set of “master” earth
quakes no further apart than about 2° (220 km) throughout all 
seismic areas of interest, and probably closer along major crustal 
and upper mantle discontinuities such as those associated with 
plate boundaries. Insufficient data, or mistiming of arrivals due 
to low signal-to-noise ratio, or inadequate depth resolution whereby 
events of 50 km depth may even be classified as possibly of zero 
depth, may limit the utility of this technique. Work is needed to 
extend calibration efforts to new areas, and to relate the structural 
and tectonic features of the crust and upper mantle to observed 
deviations from calibration events.

4. Use of Correlated S and P Phases. A classical method of de
termining focal depth starts with an estimate of the time of origin 
of an earthquake as calculated from the time interval between 
s and p body waves following the same path. In principle, observa
tion of time of arrival of S and P at a single station is adequate to 
determine an accurate time of origin in regions where the ratio 
of velocities of S and P is known. The elapsed time between this 
origin and the observed P wave arrivals at a given network of sta
tions may then be used to determine depth, since the time re
quired for P waves to travel through the earth to distant stations 
decreases as focal depth increases. This technique is valid in some 
cases even for relatively poor azimuthal distribution of recording 
stations and strong regional source bias. In principle, it can 
achieve depth estimates with accuracy of 10 or less using 
single station S-P observations and 5 km or less with multi-station 
observations. One limitation lies in the fact that S waves from 
events below about mb 4.0 may have such low signal-to-noise ratios 
that their arrival times may not be determinable with accuracy 
beyond about 1000 km. In some cases this problem may occur for 
events of mb 4.5. For events smaller than mb 4.0 shorter distances 
than 1000 km. would be required to obtain accurate arrival times. 
Another limitation results from the diffuse beginning of the S 
wave from earthquakes in some regions, which prevents deter
mining the arrival time of S with accuracy in the presence of 
the continuing P wave coda. In addition, research appears to be 
needed on the effect of recently reported changes in the velocities 
of P and S (and hence the inferred focal depth), which appear 
to change significantly with time as a result of changes in the 
regional strain preceding a large earthquake.

5. Spectral Techniques. A technique which appears promising 
is the use of the spectral data of Love and Rayleigh waves. Analy
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sis by several authors of the predictions of current theoretical 
source models, and limited attempts to use these models for pre
dicting depths of focus of earthquakes, indicate that extensive in
vestigation of this technique is warranted. Figure 1 shows Love 
and Rayleigh wave spectra calculated for strike-slip earthquakes 
at depths of 0,10, and 45 km.

Note that the general level of the Rayleigh wave amplitude de
creases more rapidly with depth than does the amplitude of Love 
waves, and that the general shapes of the spectra, if smoothed 
over bands several seconds wide, also change materially with 
depth. The relative general levels and shapes of Rayleigh wave 
and Love wave spectra, therefore, provide a basis for estimating 
focal depth. Notches and other fine details of the spectra, which 
have previously been suggested as a basis for depth determina
tion, do not appear to be essential. Also note that the figure sug
gests that the technique is most sensitive for very shallow depths 
where the information is most needed. Limitations on its use are 
effects of earth inhomogeneities on observed spectra (multipath- 
ing effects primarily) and possible need for multi-station broad
band (10-50 sec.) observation of both Love and Rayleigh wave 
spectra. As will be described later, a major part of the United 
States research program is directed at acquisition of broadband 
long period data for both Love and Rayleigh waves. Only as yet 
uncompleted analysis can address such questions as:

—At what ranges can the required data be observed as a func
tion of source amplitude, path of propagation, and wave tj^e?

—How serious are multi-pathing effects?
—^Will present data processing techniques be adequate to solve 

the multi-pathing problem?
—How generally applicable is the technique?

Low Rayleigh Wave/P Wave Ratios {“Anomalous” Events)

As previously shown in CCD/388, some earthquakes occur un
der conditions where the available data are insufficient to estab
lish the focal depth conclusively, and where the surface wave 
magnitude (Mg) is much lower than the average expected of 
shallow focus earthquakes of comparable P wave magnitude (mb). 
Such events have been called “anomalous” earthquakes. They are 
sometimes termed “explosion-like” because they cannot be dis
tinguished with confidence from explosions on the basis of the 
available seismic data on focal depth and the Ms :mt criterion. 
This does not imply that the source mechanism is actually “ex
plosion-like”. There is evidence on som.e of the larger so-called 
“anomalous” events of radiation asymmetries characteristic of 
faulting as well as of focal depths of tens of kilometers. Such 
characteristics can be exploited for seismic identification if ade
quate data were available.
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A number of possible causes of “anomalous” earthquakes have 
been suggested. These and suggested research approaches will be 
described in the following paragraphs.

Possible Causes of “Anomalous Earthqvxikes”. One suggested 
explanation is that stress relaxation in the rock mass at the time 
of the earthquake is so rapid compared to the period of the seismic 
signals as to simulate spectrally the source-time function of ex
plosions, thus leading to Ms :mb values like those of an explosion. 
Source-time functions having equal spectra will produce similar 
Ms :mb values averaged over all azimuths whether the source 
symmetry is that of an explosion or of an earthquake. It may be 
that so-called “high-stress drop” earthquakes have source-time 
functions tending in the direction of explosions, though earth
quakes calculated to have high stress drops are not “anomalous” 
in the sense of being indistinguishable from explosions by Ms :mb. 
Identification by such criteria using only long-range data would 
be limited to relatively large events because of the requirement 
for data at adequate signal-to-noise ratio at sufficient stations. On 
the other hand, events with high enough stress drop to produce 
anomalous events simply may not exist and other explanations 
must be necessary.

Another suggested explanation of the cause of anomalous earth
quakes is based on the effect of focal depth on Rayleigh wave 
generation. As was mentioned earlier in the section on focal depth, 
Table I indicates the predicted relative Mg values as a function of 
depth averaged over all azimuths for the average for several 
earthquake models having strike-slip and dip-slip motion on both 
vertical and dipping faults. The earthquake model assumed a 
point source and an identical flat spectrum. It will be seen from 
Figure 1 that focal depths greater than about 45 km are sufficient 
to produce Ms:mb ratios well below the mean for shallow earth
quakes. As previously noted, strike-slip earthquake mechanisms 
tend to produce even lower Ms:mb ratios than for the average 
earthquake.

The table also shows clearly the importance of determining 
focal depth: not only would the “anomalous” event be identified 
by depth, but the weak Rayleigh waves would be explained. This 
could in part explain some of the low points of Figure 5 in the 
United States working paper CCD 388. Approaches to the solu
tion of the depth problem were discussed earlier.

Other factors that may contribute to the anomalous event prob
lem are regional propagation effects that may bias mb values high 
or Ms values low. Data published by several authors indicate re
gional perturbation of mb values of more than half a magnitude, 
approaching a full magnitude in some places. Such effects may 
be most confusing without regional calibration but techniques 
exist which appear to be adequate for removing major effects.
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A variety of path effects have been observed, and techniques have 
been developed which can minimize these effects. However, they 
do require extensive data and extensive analysis.

A further possible cause of low surface wave energy being 
detected at a given station lies in the azimuthally dependent pat
terns of radiation from earthquakes. Radiation patterns of 
Rayleigh waves from strike-slip earthquakes display zero-value 
amplitude minima in four directions (Figure 2) so that, when 
identification is based upon only a few observations, it would be 
relatively easy to get a mean Ms value distinctly less than the azi
muthal mean value of Table I, causing the event to be considered 
“anomalous”. Fortunately, these Rayleigh wave minima are azi
muthally colocated with Love wave maxima. This is yet another 
reason for developing a high capability to detect Love waves.

Other Discriminant Criteria

The criteria discussed here have various reasons for their 
limited utility. The first motion criterion requires probably the 
highest signal-to-noise ratio of any criterion. In practice, we find 
that it is effective at long ranges chiefly for events above about 
mb 5.0. Clear first motion data can be observed at short ranges 
(a very few degrees) for events of mt 4l^ or so, but the network 
required is prohibitively complex. Another problem is that many 
Eurasian earthquakes have radiation patterns giving rarefactions 
only in very restricted azimuths and ranges. Consequently, even 
the detection of numerous clear first motions may be insufficient 
to distinguish such earthquakes from explosions.

Although the complexity criterion may be improved by current 
investigations, its susceptibility to simulation, and its dependence 
upon high signal-to-noise ratio throughout the P coda, limit its 
utility for seismic identification.

Diverse long-period criteria such as spectral criteria, and ratio 
of Love to Rayleigh waves, are all indicated by theoretical argu
ments to be of great use but have not yet been adequately investi
gated. Because adequate data are not yet available to estimate 
their general utility, and because of the possible limitations on 
their use imposed by a somewhat heterogeneous earth, no conclu
sions can be drawn as to how useful any of these concepts will be 
for seismic identification. Present research plans are designed to 
provide such data.

Theoretical Research Models

From the preceding, it is evident that more work is needed on 
understanding the fundamentals of seismic wave generation and 
propagation. Extensive work on developing analytical models of 
earthquakes and explosions consistent with observations has 
been done in the past by many investigators from several coun-
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tries. This is an area of research where each new paper expands 
the level of understanding and analysis reached by earlier efforts, 
and the nature of the improvement required in the analj^ical 
models is found only after acquisition of laboriously and expen
sively obtained empirical data.

Efforts to describe earthquake sources, theoretically have re
sulted in two basic models. One is generally referred to as the 
dislocation model, and the other a stress relaxation model. Without 
going into detail, a dislocation model appears to predict a flat 
source spectrum at low frequencies, and a relaxation model pre
dicts either a peak or a flat spectrum at low frequencies depending 
upon certain conditions of stress change. Similarly, despite com
prehensive work on the subject over several years, it is still un
certain whether explosions can be represented by a single source 
function, or whether the spectra of different explosions can be 
quite dissimilar, depending in complex ways upon geological 
medium, water content of the medium, yield, and other param
eters. The practical implication for our purposes is that criteria 
such as that based on M, vs mb cannot be extrapolated with con
fidence outside of the directly observed magnitude range without 
better understanding of both earthquake and explosion sources.

As also pointed out above, regional source and propagation fac
tors may strongly perturb critical identification parameters. 
Though most of these phenomena are well understood in principle, 
adequate calibration of these effects in numerous critical areas has 
not yet been achieved. The consequence at present is that seismic 
spectra may be distorted by self-interference effects of multipath 
propagation, or magnitude estimates may be in error from use of 
inapplicable amplitude-distance corrections. Further investiga
tions of propagation effects are needed to address these problems.

THE PROBLEMS OF EVASION

Seismic detection and identification thresholds as usually dis
cussed are implicitly based on current nuclear testing practices, 
rather than on evasive testing practices which might be employed 
in the future in an attempt to prevent recognition that a test had 
occurred. Several techniques have been suggested for evasive 
nuclear testing. While limited experimental evidence, as well as 
theoretically based calculations, continue to indicate that these 
approaches are feasible in principle, none have been fully evalu
ated. Our research program attempts to determine the impact of 
the requirement to deter evasive testing upon the design of seismic 
networks for surveillance.

Table IX of CCD 388 indicates evasion possibilities as high as 
100 KT against an excellent teleseismic network. Beyond this, it 
seems clear that no feasible network depending upon long-range 
detection of all data will be able to achieve a really high capability
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against deliberate evasion at jrields of 20 KT or less. As a corollary 
to this, data obtained at less than teleseismic distances would be 
needed to combat evasion schemes to lower levels than this. In 
this context, we will briefly discuss the seismological factors in
volved in some of the evasion scenarios that have been suggested.

T ab le  II
E stimated Magnitude (mb) from F ull and P artially 

Decoupled Shots Relative to Shots in  H ard Rock

Approximate Yield
Degree of Decoupling 5 0 K T  2 5 K T  l O K T  5 K T
Full Decoupling ( X 7 5 )  3.4 3.2 2.8 2.5
Partial Decoupling ( X l O )  4.3 4.1 3.7 3.4
H ard Rock ( x l )  &.3 5.1 4.7 4.4

Low Coupling Media

As previously documented, explosions in dry alluvium result in 
seismic signals which are in the body wave magnitude range 2.9 to 
3.6 for explosions of 1 to 10 KT. The availability of dry alluvial 
deposits thick enough to contain such explosions and prevent 
highly visible surface effects probably limits the use of this tech
nique in most parts of the world to explosions in the 1-2 KT range.

Cavity Decoupling

The two experiments conducted to date on large cavity de
coupling, one in a mined salt cavity (COWBOY) and one in an 
exploded salt cavity (STERLING), yielded decoupling factors of 
75 at periods of 1 second. Theoretical considerations suggest fac
tors as high as 150-200 would be attainable under more favorable 
conditions. Table II illustrates the seismic magnitudes which 
might be generated using decoupling factors of 75 and 10 with a 
range of yields. Thus, a 50 KT explosion decoupled by a factor 
of 75 is estimated to drop in magnitude from 5,8 to 3.4, a 10 KT 
explosion from about 4.7 to 2.8 and a 1 KT explosion from about 
3.8 to 1.9. Though the feasibility of building salt cavities large 
enough to decouple 10 KT has not been demonstrated, there is 
little doubt that cavities adequate for decoupling yields of 1-5 KT 
can be constructed. Extensive empirical data and network analyses 
make it clear that it is not feasible to develop the capability to de
tect, on a multi-station basis, events decoupled by the indicated 
amounts using a network deployed at teleseismic distances. Thus, 
evasion at yields of at least several kilotons seems feasible against 
detection by such a network.

Concepts for achieving 10 fold decoupling in widely distributed 
hard rock terrains have been suggested, such as small-hole partial 
decoupling and energy absorbing liners in the cavities. Such de
coupling would give an mb of about 3,7 for 10 KT, 3,4 for 5 KT 
and 2,8 for 1 KT. Yields of several KT would be possible against

I K T
1.9
2.8
3.8



388 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

a very high quality teleseismic network, and against the present 
WWSSN, 25-50 KT explosions decoupled by a factor of 10 would 
be undetectable. These yield thresholds are based on the assump
tion of normal microseismic noise.

Interfering Events

We have mentioned previously that a major cause of unidenti
fied seismic events is signal amplitudes too low to be seen or ac
curately measured in the presence of seismic noise. This noise 
may be normal microseismic noise which establishes the generally 
given detection thresholds of a network. Much more important 
in some respects, however, is the abnormal “noise” level caused 
by the seismic waves of large earthquakes. For example, a one- 
month study of data obtained at four widely separated three- 
component long-period stations indicates that the surface waves 
of about 10 per cent of shallow focus earthquakes of mb 4.0 were 
undetectable at any of the four stations because these waves were 
mixed in those of larger earthquakes. This percentage can be re
duced by arrays or by close-in stations in certain areas, but it is 
clear that, even with sophisticated analysis and extensive net
works, mixing will be one of the more difficult problems. The 
fundamental problem here is that this significant set of unidenti
fied earthquakes creates a “noise” background against which an 
explosion can be lost.

The following paragraphs discuss the possibilities for evasion 
inherent in this situation. One case involves a large number of 
events of relatively small amplitude masking long period signals 
only and the other involves a large earthquake completely masking 
both long and short-period signals.

Mixed LP, Detectable SP. We are concerned in this context with 
the deliberate use of the technique to create an unidentifiable, 
though detected, event. For illustration of the scope of this prob
lem consider Figure 3 and Table III. Figure 3 illustrates the gen
eral quantitative parameters of relevance in making a preliminary 
analysis of this problem from the point of view of the detection 
network. Consider surface waves of a major earthquake (Q) 
propagating to station (S). Surface waves of the event to be hid
den (E) are presumed to be so timed in their arrival at (S) that 
they arrive during the surface wave coda of (Q). An average 
(Q-S) epicentral distance of 90° and the Gutenberg Mg recurrence 
relationship for worldwide seismicity have been used. For ex
ample, Table III indicates that, for an Mg 4.0 signal from E re
corded at 15°, timing of the E signal so that it arrives at S after Q 
coda has decayed to 1/10 its peak amplitude would achieve effec
tive hiding when requiring only an M, 6.1 signal from Q, thus 
implying that hiding could be achieved approximately 90 times a 
year. A similar number of opportunities exist from an value
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DETECTING STATION |S)

HIDDEN EVENT |E) MASKING EVENT (0)

E TO S EPICENTRAL DISTANCE

S

A° 0 TO S EPICENTRAL DISTANCE 

S

Figure 3. The configuration of Detecting Station, Masking Event and 
Hidden Event used to derive the number of opportunities per year for Hiding 
Surface Waves shown in Table III.

of 3.5 from E recorded at a 5° distance. Detailed analysis of this 
problem confirms the general conclusion of this simplified presen
tation that surface wave codas of earthquakes are so long and of 
such amplitude that effective recording of the long-period data 
from mb 4.5-5.0 events by a teleseismic network can be readily 
prevented by technically feasible evasion scenarios.

Mixed SP and LP Signal. Due to the short duration of short- 
period P wave codas, this technique relies on either the massive 
swamping of all detectors worldwide due to major but infrequent 
earthquakes or on the ability to detonate an explosion within a 
few tens of seconds after a large earthquake occurs in the 
vicinity of the test location. In either case, hiding opportunities 
of this type are far fewer than for hiding of only long-period 
waves in a smaller earthquake, and require operationally much 
more complex evasion scenarios, although the tester might have 
greater time to carry out the testing procedures.

The successful execution of a scenario based on this general 
idea would achieve, of course, complete hiding of the occurrence 
of a seismic event and thus, of any seismological clue that clan
destine testing has occurred.
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SimuUitian of Seismic Signatures of Earthqiutkes by MvMiple 
Explosions

The degree of credibility of this scheme depends upon the 
detailed equipment, data sources, and data analysis of the veri
fication network. If obscuring of first motion and simulation of 
complexity and :mb are sufficient to provide an adequate simu
lation of an earthquake, then evasion by this approach is quite 
simple to achieve. However, availability of more data, such as 
from close-in stations, and more extensive analysis (improved 
capability to establish depth of focus, multiazimuth data, analysis 
of Love and Rayleigh waves, and spectral analysis of such data) 
would assist in countering this type of evasion. Because of the 
nature of the two problems, networks which could bring evasion 
by hiding-in-an-earthquake under effective control could also be 
useful for recognition of an attempt to employ the multi-shot 
evasion technique.

Section  I I

A  P rogram  fo r  t h e  A c q u is it io n  
OP A H ig h  Qu a l it y  D a ta  B a se

The preceding review of some of the important unsolved iden
tification problems shows that existing seismic capabilities are 
limited largely by purely practical problems of seismic data ac
quisition as well as by incomplete theoretical understanding. 
These experimental and theoretical factors are, of course, in
timately intertwined; the availability of more and high quality 
data is not only necessary to test existing theoretical concepts, 
but also stimulates new theoretical ideas on earthquake and 
explosion mechanisms as a basis for seismic verification. While, as 
indicated in Section I, a number of avenues are open for research 
directed toward reducing current problems, our overall assess
ment of current limitations makes it clear that there is a real need 
for a significantly improved seismic data base. The improved data 
base will serve both as a means of experimentally substantiating 
hitherto purely theoretical or semi-tested discrimination methods 
and also as a means of solving practical problems which inhibit 
current research.

NEW d a t a  r e q u ir e m e n t s

The conclusion must be drawn that in order to address the 
problems outlined in Section I there is a requirement for certain 
new data. These include the following:

1. Increased Body Wave Sensitivity. Data at higher signal-to- 
noise ratio on low magnitude events are needed for improvements
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in methods of determining focal depth and for better assessment 
of the effect of focal depth on Rayleigh wave generation; for 
investigating the effectiveness of other diagnostic aids when 
applied to low magnitude events; and for better mb precision in 
discriminants such as that based on Mg vs mb.

2. Increased Surface Wave Sensitivity, i.e. Both for Love and 
for Rayleigh Waves. This would permit evaluation of existing 
ideas on the cause of events with anomalously low ratio of 
Rayleigh to P waves; evaluation of the effectiveness of criteria 
based on Love waves (or of combined Rayleigh and Love); im
proved Mg precision and calibration for the Mg vs mb criterion.

3. Improved Signal Separation by Arrays and Networks. This 
is needed for further development of capabilities to separate 
mutually interfering events and to evaluate the effectiveness of 
event separation methods when applied on a network basis. Data 
processing techniques can improve signal-to-noise ratio, even under 
ambient noise conditions, when the microseismic noise has pre
ferred direction characteristics.

4. Better Azimuthal Distribution of Sensors About Sources 
Under Study. This is essential to more precise determination of 
focal depths and in studies of earthquake mechanisms.

5. High Dynamic Range Digital Data. This is essential for 
effective data processing to develop techniques used to separate 
interfering events, and for many improved identification methods 
requiring computer analysis.

Seismic stations currently in operation as part of the Very Long- 
Period Experiment (VLPE) can assist in providing some of the 
data requirements listed above. To satisfy the remaining require
ments, however, the United States research program includes 
provision for establishing: (a) three new long-period seismic 
arrays, (b) about fifteen to twenty new high quality observatories 
having greater capabilities than those of the current WWSSN, 
and (c) a seismic data management system capable of assembling, 
processing and facilitating access to the data by seismologists of 
the United States and cooperating nations. The new research 
stations will provide general coverage of seismic regions world
wide but will focus to some extent on specific regions such as the 
area north of the Himalayas where seismic events with anom
alously low Rayleigh waves were shown to occur in the United 
States Working Paper of 24 August 1972 (CCD/388). In addition 
to providing essential seismological data, the design and test of 
new stations using modern technology, advanced data transmission 
and processing equipment will be a significant step to realizing any 
future monitoring system as well as providing a high quality re
search capability now. Certain important aspects of the United 
States research program are highlighted in the following sections.
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SEISMIC RESEARCH OBSERVATORIES (SRO)

A World Wide Standardized Seismograph Network (WWSSN) 
was established during the 1960’s as a co-operative venture be
tween the United States Government and many other govern
ments and research organizations. The broad objective was to 
encourage the conduct and expansion of fundamental research in 
the field of seismology, and thus, to aid in solving problems related 
to the detection and identification of underground nuclear explo
sions. Our current understanding of seismic discrimination 
methods has been largely determined by data from these stations. 
However, this network cannot provide data adequate to resolve 
the seismic verification problems described above.

In the intervening decade or more since the beginning of the 
WWSSN program, technology has advanced considerably. New 
seismometers and installation techniques have been developed, and 
more sophisticated analysis techniques have been devised based on 
modern computer technology. It seems an appropriate time, there
fore, to consider the upgrade of the seismic network.

Site selection criteria for the new Seismic Research Obser
vatories (SRO) stations are of necessity more stringent than for 
existing WWSSN stations because it is important to achieve the 
lowest possible noise levels. Generally, the plan calls for the colo
cation of the new system with certain of the WWSSN stations 
and those of the Very Long-Period Experiment where conditions 
permit. It is anticipated, however, that to achieve the high signal- 
to-noise ratios required, it will prove necessary to relocate many 
stations away from those present locations which receive excessive 
short-period noise from both man-made and natural sources. One 
objective, therefore, will be to attempt to establish as high a 
quality network for detecting P waves as available resources, 
modern technology and local conditions permit. Selection criteria 
must naturally include the need for a broad geographical distri
bution suited to the problem under study,

A second objective will be to attempt to obtain better long-period 
data—particularly horizontal component data— t̂han has hereto
fore been available. Previous studies have been severely limited by 
higher noise on the horizontal instruments than on vertical instru
ments, and by the difficulty of confidently resolving the transverse 
Love wave component from the Rayleigh wave component, which 
often overlap in time.

Within the past year, long-period data from horizontal beams of 
ALPA and NORSAR, and from certain VLPE stations have 
confirmed theoretical predictions of several years ago that Love 
waves will typically be as large as, or larger than, Rayleigh waves 
from earthquakes. These new observations have been made 
possible by generally better seismometer installations in quiet sites
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and by the use of digital data and computer processing to resolve 
Rayleigh and Love components.

The utility of long-period Love wave data for the evaluation and 
further development of seismic discriminants, as described in 
Section I, leads to a search for more effective ways of suppressing 
horizontal components of long-period noise. Various studies have 
shown that much of the noise at periods longer than about 30 
seconds, and especially that on horizontal seismometers, results 
from tilting of the ground surface by atmospheric loading. 
Theoretical and experimental results permit relatively confident 
predictions that placing seismometers at depths of a few hundred 
meters will give the isolation from these tilt effects needed to 
obtain Love wave recordings. Accordingly, we plan to install the 
SRO sensors at such depths.

Deep installations are, however, expensive. To make such in
stallations economically feasible, we are supporting work on the 
design and development of small diameter borehole seismometers, 
particularly those with broadband capability.

Economies can further be effected by reducing both operational 
and magnetic tape requirements by making use of an automatic 
event detector in the station equipment. This detector will auto
matically sense the arrival of short-period signals and record the 
event until the diagnostic parameters return to normal. It will 
contain a short-term memory to insure that the beginning of the 
signal and several tens of seconds of previous noise are not lost. 
Because of the lower data rate, long-period data will be recorded 
continuously. Both long- and short-period channels will use 16 
bit gain-ranged digital format for the tape recordings, similar 
to that currently employed at the Alaskan Long-Period Array 
(ALFA).

Analog recordings will also be a feature of the SRO stations 
in order to provide visual display of seismic signals. They should 
prove to be of considerable assistance to host country seismologists 
for conducting local research studies as well as operational and 
maintenance functions. The graphical data will continue to be 
available to the United States National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA) for the worldwide data distribution 
system.

Component reliability is an important design feature of the 
new installations since the equipment will, in some instances, be 
Installed in remote locations where highly qualified technicians 
may not be readily available. Design work on these stations will 
obviously assist in the future design of stations for possible test 
ban monitoring since the station will be automated as far as 
practical.

The SRO program will follow closely the pattern established by 
the WWSSN program and will be administered by the United
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States Geological Survey, which on 1 July 1973 assumed the func
tions previously discharged by NOAA. A central file of all data 
will be maintained and supplied to any user at cost. Preliminary 
discussions have commenced with representatives of a number of 
countries hosting WWSSN stations.

NEW LONG-PERIOD ARRAYS

The SRO program, by itself, will make a substantial improve
ment in the thresholds at which both short- and long-period digital 
data become available. Nevertheless, our estimates indicate that 
further multistation long-period data will be needed for adequate 
studies of events with weak surface wave signals, and particularly 
for developing methods for separating mutually interfering events 
by analysis of data from a network of seismic arrays. Con
sequently, our program includes establishing three new long-period 
arrays. In conjunction with the existing large aperture arrays of 
LAS A, NORSAR and ALP A, they would provide an excellent data 
base for studying interfering events throughout the seismic zones 
of the North Pacific and Asia.

Agreement has been reached with the Government of Iran for 
the installation of the first array about 50 km southwest of Tehran. 
The work will be conducted under a co-operative arrangement 
between the United States Geological Survey and the Institute of 
Geophysics of the University of Tehran. Preliminary site surveys 
have already been completed, and it appears that this array can 
be substantially completed during 1974. Arrangements for the 
location of the other two arrays are not yet complete.

In each case, arrays will contain seven or nine 3-component 
sensor elements spaced 20-25 kilometers apart. Instruments will 
be arranged in a hexagonal shape with one instrument at the 
center, and where conditions permit, sensors at two additional 
more extended locations will give added beam resolution. The 
sensors, located in boreholes as in the SRO program, will have a 
broadband response to seismic waves from a few seconds to 100 
seconds or more. Digital data format will be identical to that of 
the SRO stations. Each array will have a digital processor on site 
capable of forming beams for local analog recording.

IMPROVED CAPABILITIES FOR RESEARCH

High quality long-period data in digital format is presently 
available to us from ALPA, LASA, NORSAR and ten VLPE 
stations. Detection capabilities of the arrays are well documented 
from extensive studies. During the past year, the VLPE network 
has become fully operational and its detection capabilities have 
also been studied. Figure 4 shows the calculated four-station 
detection threshold for Rayleigh waves from the existing network
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of digital stations operated by or in cooperation with the United 
States. Calculations are based on measured noise levels and 
standard deviations in the noise, in the 17 to 28 second band. 
Contours show the Ms value at which there is a 90 per cent 
probability of detecting signals at four or more stations. Noise 
measurements were taken from data during January-March 1972, 
and calculations, therefore, represent the detection capability dur
ing winter months in the Northern Hemisphere. We have taken 
four stations to represent the minimum number of recordings 
required in typical cases for research on earthquake parameters 
such as focal mechanism and depth. Calculations also assume a 
minimum signal-to-noise ratio of 1.5 for detection, and use an 
amplitude vs distance relationship essentially identical to that of 
Marshall and Basham (1972). It will be seen that research re
quiring multistation digital data on events in the Northern Hemi
sphere is at present limited during the winter months to events 
somewhat larger than the detection threshold of Ms=3.3 to 3.6, 
with a slightly lower threshold in summer.

Similar calculations for a digital network of the type that will 
exist after establishing new arrays and SRO stations indicate 
that the threshold might be reduced by 0.4-0.5 Ms units. Referring 
to Figure 5 in CCD/388, it may be seen that this should permit 
detection at several stations and much more sophisticated analyses 
of events which lie so close to the explosion population on the M, 
vs mb diagram that they cannot be distinguished with confidence.

Improvement expected in our capability to do research on Love 
and long-period S waves is more difficult to estimate because of an 
inadequate experimental basis for making estimates. However, 
studies currently underway on long-period horizontal noise as a 
function of depth indicate a reasonable basis for expecting that 
Love and Rayleigh wave thresholds can be made to be comparable 
if the proposed deep-hole installation method is employed.

UNMANNED SEISMIC OBSERVATORIES

The unmanned seismic observatory, often misnamed a “black 
box”, is in reality a complex installation. It could logically have 
much common technology with the new Seismic Research Observ
atories. High reliability instrumentation, deep borehole broad
band seismometers, and digital recording techniques are all basic 
ingredients of a high quality, sensitive, installation. In addition 
to the development of such components, we are working aggres
sively on those extra features which would be necessary to ensure 
the integrity of the seismic data derived from unattended sites. 
These features include tamper-resistant emplacements, an authen
ticating device to ensure that the data is genuine and uninter
rupted, and secure data transmission to an international com
munications satellite system. Figure 5 shows the concept for
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developing the technology of an unmanned seismic observatory. 
We are planning to install an experimental USO to test the 
technology.

COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEMS AND DATA ANALYSIS

The prime purpose of the seismic installations which have been 
described, as well as those which presently exist, is to provide high 
quality data to the research seismologist.

A well-organized seismic data bank containing all the pertinent 
information necessary to study the characteristics of earthquakes 
from different regions of the world, and to apply the knowledge 
gained to the basic problems of seismic identification, is also 
needed.

Because of the extent of the present and planned research net
work of high quality single stations and arrays, the volume of 
digital data will be large and its management poses formidable 
problems. The output of all the stations must be assembled and 
stored at some central location where it can be retrieved on 
demand by the research seismologist. At some point, therefore, the 
large volume of data must be edited to select what is necessary 
for further processing. Much of this data management can be 
facilitated by automatic means which we plan to develop.

Data Acquisition and Transmission

At the present time it is neither economical nor desirable to 
retrieve data from the seismic network solely by direct electrical 
transmission, despite the fact that it is technically feasible to do so. 
In the case of the single stations of the new Seismic Research 
Observatory program, as well as the existing stations of the 
Very Long-Period Experiment, it is more practical, and certainly 
more economical, to transmit data in the form of digital tapes to a 
central facility for pre-processing and storage. On the other 
hand, it is proposed to return data from NORSAR and the three 
new long-period arrays to a central data storage site over the 
INTELSAT communication satellite network. This concept 
promises to combine utility with economy, and will be the first 
experimental test of intercontinental transmission methods which 
may be required for detection networks of the future.

The most promising technique for satellite transmission is what 
is known as a broadcast mode. In this mode, data from each 
seismic station is accumulated in short messages or “data packets”, 
which are then transmitted through the nearest INTELSAT 
earth station as the rate demands to a single wide-band channel 
on the satellite serving all seismic stations. The satellite, in turn, 
broadcasts each packet to all ground receiving stations. This mode 
of operation would also prove the most economical but would be 
contingent upon satisfactory tariff agreements being granted by
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countries operating in the INTELSAT system. Tariffs for utilizing 
this relatively new concept tend to vary widely, and in some cases 
regrettably inhibit technical progress in this field.

A key system in the communication of digital data within the 
United States is the ARPANET. This is a communications net
work which connects a number of independent computer systems 
and data sources so as to permit resources sharing between any 
pair of computers. Besides terminal points at many facilities in the 
continental United States, links have now been made to Norway, 
England, and Hawaii, permitting a more comprehensive form of 
data exchange than at present exists.

Data Storage

The key to the efficient use of large amounts of high quality data 
is a mass storage device. The type of device under consideration 
uses film etched by a laser beam to form a memory capable of hold
ing approximately 10̂ =“ bits of data on-line, and as much as 10̂ * 
bits off-line in a readily accessible mode. This would provide at 
least a year’s raw data on line, and processed material indefinitely.

In the currently planned United States research program, 
processing of short- and long-period data to be hdd in the mass 
store would be controlled over the ARPANET by the Seismic 
Data Analysis Center (SDAC) in Alexandria, Virginia, Data files 
are expected to include raw data, event summaries, signal descrip
tions and wave-forms as well as the results of multi-station 
processing. Figure 6 depicts the flow of seismic data into and out 
of the mass storage device.

Data Retrieval

An important aspect of the system is an organized and sys
tematic procedure for the retrieval of data by research groups. 
For those with access to the ARPANET, requests for data would 
be forwarded to the Seismic Data Analysis Center, for release 
directly from the mass storage device.

We welcome data from seismic arrays of other nations in addi
tion to those currently working with us. A larger total data base 
in the seismic data storage system will increase the research 
possibilities open to all investigators examining seismic veri
fication problems. It is intended that this data base be available to 
any nation interested in pursuing seismic verification research.

Schedvle

Initial operation of the first increment of the seismic data man
agement system connecting LASA, the mass store, large computer 
facilities, and SDAC is planned for the summer of 1974, The other 
arrays will be added incrementally during the second half of 1974



402 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

and the first half of 1975. Full operation of the system is 
anticipated in the summer of 1975.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Myrdal) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, July 5, 
1973"

It is, of course, with satisfaction that we have read the com
munique about, and the texts of, Mr. Brezhnev’s and Mr. Nixon’s 
“agreement to agree” in speeding up strategic arms limitation, as 
well as their pact on “the prevention of nuclear war”.̂  If SALT
II will truly achieve the stopping of the race for military superior
ity on the part of the two super-Powers, a freezing and, eventually, 
a lowering of their levels of nuclear armaments, this would cor
respond to what the majority of nations have long demanded as 
necessary first steps to initiate disarmament. It would mark a 
beginning to fulfil the first half of the pledges made in the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty “to pursue negotiations in good faith on 
eifective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race 
at an early date”, while it would obviously only touch the second 
half, “and to nuclear disarmament”.® That the primary responsi
bility for initiating both partial and comprehensive measures in 
the nuclear weapons field belongs to the two super-Powers, has 
now in ampla verba been accepted by themselves.

But the overall responsibility for disarmament, as well as for 
peace and security, cannot be relinquished by the United Nations. 
All of us, as Members of the United Nations, must uphold a 
vigorous and manifold activity to bring forward true disarma
ment. We should now take courage from the recent political 
developments for stepping up efforts at the multinational level.

The Committee on Disarmament retains its character as a major 
body for multilateral negotiations, although it is not yet brought 
into a logical relationship with the United Nations. It is probably 
also wise that the Committee on Disarmament should continue to 
follow what the distinguished representative of Egypt, Mr. 
Khallaf, in his statement of 2 April this year called its “golden 
rule”,̂  and what the memorandum of eight non-aligned countries 
had spelled out more fully— n̂amely, that it should, “in the current 
phase”, concentrate on “nuclear and other weapons of mass 
destruction”.® But just at this juncture of political changes in the 
disarmament climate, I believe it is time to look beyond the con
fines of the Committee on Disarmament and to take stock of what

 ̂CCD/PV.610, pp. 6-18.
* Ante, pp. 271-273, 283-285.
*  Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461—465.
* CCD/PV.603, p. 10.
“ Ante, pp. 49-50.
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might be achieved in the direction of general and complete dis
armament, if we started to work more in earnest to achieve multi
lateral agreements, besides the bilateral and regional ones now so 
much in the centre of attention.

We must make bolder forays over the whole field of oppor
tunities for limiting armaments, production as well as develop
ment, stocks as well as uses.

This is the most urgent point I wish to make in my statement 
today, namely that we must immediately prepare for a truly active 
phase in dealing with disarmament issues. The forthcoming session 
of the United Nations General Assembly should be used for such 
more intensive and much broader planning.

Its first and foremost task would then be to take a positive 
decision to call a world disarmament conference. Now should be 
the time to involve the whole United Nations membership— ŵith 
no permanent member of the Security Council absent—in a 
resolute attempt to find solutions to those ills of the world which 
are marked by military might. Such a world disarmament confer
ence should obviously deal both with substantive disarmament 
proposals—of a major kind—and with plans for establishing a 
more permanent structure for a continuous handling of disarma
ment issues.

If the United Nations General Assembly should turn out to be 
unable, even this year, to reach agreement on convening the world 
disarmament conference, we must provide a stop-gap measure to 
plan the further work. My suggestion would be to take up a 
proposal, which has often been in the air in the United Nations 
General Assembly, and was explicitly recommended by the dis
tinguished representative of Yugoslavia, Mr. Cvorovic, at our 
spring session, of convening the United Nations Disarmament 
Commission next spring.® This should be considered not as a sub
stitute for the world disarmament conference but as an expediency 
or, I could perhaps even say, an emergency measure.

Let me stress that one compelling reason for proceeding in this 
way would be that all Member countries of the United Nations, 
including China, France and also prospective newcomers to United 
Nations membership, would automatically be participants. Uni
versality has been one of the objectives for the convening of the 
world disarmament conference. I beg to refer, e.g., to the state
ment made at our 603rd meeting last April, when the distinguished 
representative of the USSR, Mr. Roshchin, said on this matter:

The largest possible number of countries of the world and, of course, all the 
States of m ilitary importance, m ust be involved in the consideration and 
solution of disarmament problems.’

Of course, there must be a considerable difference between a

" Cf. CCD/PV.595, pp. 8-9.
’ Ante, p. 213.
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session of the United Nations Disarmament Commission and a 
world disarmament conference. The ambitions would in the former 
case be more modest, the agenda chiefly concerned with recom
mendations for further work, these recommendations in turn to be 
submitted in a report to the United Nations General Assembly.

I will return to some suggestions in regard to short-range prob
lems of the negotiating machinery itself towards the end of my 
statement.

The major part and the main purpose of my statement today 
is to deal with another proposal, to which I devoted my statement 
of 17 April.® Also this one has an organizational aspect, but a 
substantive rather than a procedural one: we should hasten to 
establish the structural framework for the control aspects of dis-, 
armament. Instead of waiting for such an international control or 
monitoring service, being in essence an interim IDO—or 
UNDISCO— t̂o emerge fullblown sometime in a hazy future, it 
should be created purposely to take up right away certain already 
well defined tasks.

Like the delegations of Netherlands and Yugoslavia, the Swedish 
delegation has taken an early interest in this matter. Many years 
ago the Swedish delegation pleaded for an international com
mission to be set up on an interim basis in order to help verify 
a test ban.® Last year the statements by the three delegations 
mentioned took as a point of departure the need for such an inter
national focus in regard to verification of the ban on production 
etc. of chemical means of warfare (see the records respectively 
of statements by the Netherlands delegation in CCD/PV.560, and 
by the Yugoslav and Swedish delegations in CCD/PV.569) In my 
statement of 17 April, I explicitly widened the functions to en
compass all aspects of disarmament control and monitoring. This 
same line was endorsed in the eloquent statement last Thursday by 
Dr. P.H. Kooijmans of the Netherlands, which referred to the 
functioning of such an international disarmament organization in 
relation to several, both existing and future, treaties.^^

My statement of 17 April contained two main theses. The first 
was that the variegated proposals for and problems of verification 
of disarmament measures call for the establishment of some 
organizational framework, on a preparatory basis. The primary 
justification was that we risk, through ad hoc methods of work, to 
heap upon each other control arrangements which remain unin
tegrated and even unrelated to each other. “The general picture 
has become a highly checkered one, suffering from the fact that no 
systematic approach has hitherto been tried”. As a documented 
illustration a table was presented in Swedish Working paper

* Ante, pp. 165-172.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1111 ff. 
“  Ibid., 1972, pp. 466-484.
^A n te , p. 354.
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CCD/398, which was itself a revision of CCD/287 of 1970. A 
second thesis was that we need an organ to be established prac
tically immediately because it should— b̂esides following the im
plementation of treaty-bound international control arrange
ments— k̂eep “a constant watch over progress in the direction of 
disarmament”. I now want to emphasize this point more strongly. 
A body conceived as having only, or mainly, control functions— 
policing functions—^would, indeed have such an uninspiring task 
that it would neither attract the highest calibre people to its staff, 
nor produce reports of greater interest to its principals.

The Swedish delegation has been inspired to probe further into 
these matters by experiences drawn from the building-up of a 
machinery for the environment field. The needs are truly parallel. 
Here are two tasks, which concern life and death matters for our 
globe: the risk threatening the human environment and the like
wise threatening and man-made escalation in armaments. World 
developments have now forced both of them to our attention with 
a singularly high degree of implacability.

In regard to the form of organizational structure it would be of 
value to examine whether one cannot follow fairly closely the 
pattern set for continuous international work in regard to the 
problems of environment. The general constituency must be the 
same world-wide one in both cases, encompassing the whole range 
of the United Nations membership. (Within parentheses, I wish to 
point to the consideration which must be given to a kind of 
collateral constituencies, consisting of the “corps of parties con
cerned in each treaty”, about which I spoke more fully in my last 
statement).

A new body should be set up, perhaps in a Council format, to 
perform all kinds of services to the cause of disarmament. Its 
functions should not be conceived of as judiciary. Despite its role 
to watch over developments and monitor the compliance with 
agreed rules, it should not fill the role of a court—a role which in 
our system may be more rightly said to belong to the Security 
Council. Instead, it should act as an intermediary, a clearing
house for providing knowledge as to implementation of disarma
ment agreements or as to spontaneous developments in the direc
tion of disarmament, such knowledge to be provided by member 
States, using their “national means of detection”, and, as a supple
ment, knowledge derived from open sources, e.g. scientific publi
cations, statistics etc. It could also, to quote from discussions con
nected with our informal meetings on chemical weapons last year, 
“provide guidelines” and “establish an international programme, 
including necessary rules and structures” for verification, which 
per se is to be conducted by national means within individual 
States. This would seem to tally well with suggestions made in 
working paper CCD/403 tabled last week by seven socialist States,
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outlining a quite comprehensive system of national control, with a 
possibility for publication of reports for general information, the 
system also in certain cases to be “accompanied by exchanges of 
information among States”.̂  ̂ It would obviously facilitate matters 
if such information could be systematically and as a matter of 
routine addressed to one international centre for further dis
semination instead of sporadically to a hundred and n countries. 
A broad flow of information could enhance the sense of security, 
and security is the main objective of all verification.

For that same purpose, the disarmament monitoring service 
should have a general duty to bring together and to summarize 
findings which accumulate in the series of queries and answers 
pertaining to the clarification of a doubt— t̂he series that goes 
under the name of “verification by challenge”. But how much 
further should the agency go in the direction of undertaking 
investigations that may be desired at a stage prior to any lodging 
of complaints? It would obviously belong to the founding fathers 
of the new organ to delimit its field of competence. Personally, 
I feel that the accumulation of indirect evidence should also in
clude special scrutinies which the more central but also, in its 
mode of operation, more “passive” organ might entrust to various 
expert bodies, e.g. IAEA, WHO, WMO etc. An interesting op
portunity to perform useful service would be for the envisaged 
organ to collate information from several different sources. This 
must facilitate the use, on the national level, of combined methods 
of verification.

Some observations in this direction were pointed out in Swedish 
working paper CCD/395 on “amplified verification”. It refers to 
verification of chemical agents of warfare, but the proposition “to 
consider the effects of several verification measures in com
bination” has a much more general validity. This working paper 
also presupposes an organizational basis as outlined today by us: 
“It is, however, assumed that the control methods discussed in the 
following are to be managed by an international control orga
nization, using e.g, nationally gathered information”.̂ ’

There are several indications that there is a considerable in
terest growing for international monitoring for control purposes, 
most actively being visible in regard to pollution and other en
vironment problems, where an “Earthwatch” is already being 
established. There are also suggestions of international account
ability for the flows of certain substances. An example of a 
similar kind may be gleaned from another field of activity, namely 
space exploration. At the recent meeting of the United Nations 
Working Group on Remote Sensing of the Earth by Satellites, the 
representative of the United States promised that United States 
data would be released regularly for international use. I quote:

 ̂Ante, pp. 344-346.
“ Ante, pp. 33-38.
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If, after examining the cost and other factors involved, the need for an 
international distribution center or centers of some kind should become ap
parent, its character defined and, a t a la ter date, its establishment agreed, 
the United States would undertake to provide a m aster copy of the data 
we receive from our experimental satellite program and to do so on a timely 
basis.^*

This interim IDO or UN-DISCO should not be a huge ma
chinery. Costs should be kept to the minimum of administrative 
necessities. Unlike the Environment Programme, the IDO would 
hardly need a fund for operations. It should have a semi
independent status within the United Nations, its budget allocation 
being underwritten by the United Nations.

The fair degree of independence needed for an organ whose 
whole respectability— ŷes, usefulness— ĥinges on its objectivity 
and freedom from political shackles, also indicates an answer to a 
point which I raised in my April statement: through what chan
nels should the IDO report to the General Assembly? There are 
two pitfalls to avoid. One is duplication of reporting, of paper 
work and of discussions, which easily occurs when reports are 
dealt with at several echelons. The other is the veto which might 
be brought into play if the reporting were to be channelled through 
the Security Council. As this is nevertheless probably the appro
priate route, there must be some barring rule assuring that the 
Council should at this stage of the processing only transmit the 
report with comments as necessary with regard to questions of 
co-ordination and relationship with other United Nations pro
grammes, but without entering into the substance of the report.

The urgency now to prepare a structural pattern for dealing 
with disarmament issues is also partly dictated by the need of 
having some centrally located body to prepare and organize meet
ings, most specifically the periodic review conferences, foreseen 
in some of the treaties in the field of disarmament, i.e. the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty,” the Sea-Bed Treaty and the Bacteriolog
ical (Biological) Weapons Convention.” This idea also seems to be 
supported by the Netherlands Government, although they perhaps 
rather stress such a relation in the opposite direction: the review 
conferences might want to entrust special tasks to such an or
ganization,^® an interesting idea to which I subscribe.

As the first of these review conferences is slated to be held 
already in the spring of 1975, this fact will have to be kept in 
mind when we consider the timetable of this organizational 
innovation.

I also like to bring forward reasons of a more principal nature 
for not postponing action on the organizational matters. There is 
actually no reason to wait for agreements in treaty form before

“ See United States Mission to the United Nations press release no. 
USUN-9 (73), Jan . 31,1973.

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
JS rJ.pp . 7-11.

” Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
^  Ante, p. 354.
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we start monitoring what happens in one field or another of 
disarmament interest. The sequences can just as well, and in the 
absence of agreements mvst, start with the monitoring.

Let me take as example the two issues we are most actively 
studying this year, a ban on nuclear weapon testing and a ban 
on chemical means of warfare. For the implementation of a test- 
ban we have reached practical agreement that a data exchange is 
necessary. This was proposed several years ago by the Swedish 
delegation. Since then the importance of such an exchange has 
become widely recognized. A number of countries, Canada, Japan, 
Sweden, the United Kingdom, Australia, India, Finland, Denmark, 
Norway, the United States and others are now in various degrees 
and ways exchanging seismic data. All this is for purposes of 
research in connexion with the detection and identification of 
underground nuclear explosions. These exchanges are not “oper
ational” and mostly informal, but nevertheless the data exchange 
exists in a way, although official action on its formal implemen
tation is slow. And here I ask, why should we wait further for its 
start on an official basis? Not much of an organizational over
head would be needed to put such data exchange on a more official 
footing within a provisional IDO. Setting up a clearing-house for 
this data exchange fairly soon would make the distribution of 
information much more effective than if it has to rely on dis
semination by individual detection club members.

Similarly, in regard to chemical agents, a data exchange could 
begin to be built up on the basis of information which States are 
already beginning to collect nationally, and then gradually 
expanded into the kind of verification arrangements which have 
been recommended. My thesis is : such verification arrangements— 
or rather monitoring activities—can well proceed without a 
treaty. Yes, they might well, by beginning to prove their worth, 
stimulate the emergence of a treaty.

While the case for some organizational innovation for the sake 
of disarmament is strong and urgent, I want to assure my col
leagues that I only recommend that we proceed to take a few first 
steps. It might even be premature to believe that a decision to set 
up a small provisional IDO could be taken already at the forth
coming session of the United Nations General Assembly. I there
fore suggest that we come to grips with all the inter-connected 
organizational problems through establishing an orderly procedure 
by which the views and the interests of all United Nations 
Members can make themselves felt. The urgency is given added 
poignancy by the obvious stalemate of today, with the Special 
Committee on the World Disarmament Conference not functioning 
and the Committee on Disarmament not producing results.

What I suggest is, first of all, a sincere attempt of the next 
General Assembly to get consensus on convening the world dis-
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armament conference. If such a decision is not immediately forth
coming—despite efforts at compromise, e.g. to place the Chinese 
claims as priority items on the agenda—a decision must be taken 
on an alternative series of early steps: (a) convening a session 
of the United Nations Disarmament Commission for next spring, 
which should first of all function instead of the obviously non
functioning Special Committee on the World Disarmament Con
ference; (b) instructing that Commission to seek to establish some 
provisional organ—Council—on an experimental basis, such as the 
IDO indicated above. It would be surmised that the world dis
armament conference would thereafter become the forum to treat 
in depth both the organizational aspects, including a re-assessment 
of the Committee on Disarmament, and, above all, the substantive 
aspects of disarmament, assuring us of speedy and sustained 
progress towards that goal.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Detection 
and Identification of Seismic Events, July 5, 1973 ^

Last spring I welcomed Mr. Nisibori’s proposal for informal 
experts meetings because I believed that such meetings would 
promote greater understanding of the verification issue as it 
relates to the comprehensive test ban question. At that time, I said 
that the United States delegation intends to help make these meet
ings a success. I repeat that pledge today. My Government is 
sending four experts who will report on the current state of the 
United States research on problems relating to the detection and 
identification of seismic events.

Today I would like to introduce a working paper entitled “A 
program of research related to problems in seismic verification”, 
which I believe will make a useful contribution to our work.* 
Before summarizing our working paper, it might be helpful if I 
were to review briefly some technical factors as a background.

As everyone knows, use of seismology in verification of a com
prehensive test ban involves, first, the detection of events, that is, 
earthquakes and explosions, and second, identification of those 
events, that is, determination of which are earthquakes and which 
are explosions. Networks detect more events than they can 
identify, particularly at low magnitudes. Accordingly, we have 
devoted a great deal of effort, as have other countries, to im
proving our ability to identify events.

A seismic event whose depth is known to be below the maximum 
feasible depth for drilling a hole can be safely considered to be an

" CCD/PV.610, pp. 14-18.
“ Ante, pp. 376-402.
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earthquake, and experience shows that most earthquakes fall into 
this category. A capability to establish accurate depths appears 
to be one of the most critical capabilities required of a verification 
network.

All seismic events generate two general types of waves: those 
which travel through the body of the earth, commonly known as 
body waves; and those which travel along the surface of the earth, 
known as surface waves. A network must be able to exploit such 
criteria as those based on relative generation of surface and body 
waves. The relationship of the magnitudes of these two wave tsnpes 
can, along with knowledge of depth, give an important indication 
of whether a particular event is an earthquake or an explosion. 
It is for this reason that the use of this criterion is so widespread.

An explanation of the reasons for the differences in magnitude 
between surface and body waves would require a complex theoret
ical discussion. It should suffice for our purposes here to note that, 
generally speaking, both explosions and deep earthquakes generate 
smaller surface waves in comparison to body waves than do most 
shallow earthquakes. There are two kinds of surface waves— t̂he 
Rayleigh waves, which are physically somewhat comparable to sur
face waves on water, and Love waves, which can be roughly com
pared to the horizontal vibrations of a violin string. If the 
Rayleigh wave magnitude is relatively low in comparison to the 
magnitude of the body wave, the event could be either an explo
sion or an earthquake at depths of tens of kilometres or greater. 
Because of the problems of normal background seismic noise, 
analyses of surface to body wave ratios have depended on the 
Rayleigh wave. It has been thought for a long time, however, 
that Love waves could have distinct advantages for verification 
purposes, particularly when analysed together with Rayleigh 
waves.

It can be seen, accordingly, that accurate measurement of sur
face waves, particularly detection of Love waves, and more precise 
calculation of depth are important objectives. With this brief 
background, I would now like to point out some aspects of our 
working paper which can aid in the improvement of seismic veri
fication techniques.

In the first section of the paper, a variety of methods are 
described which we hope will provide improvement in depth meas
urement. Several of these methods are used in practice today, but 
efforts to improve their accuracy may be rewarding. These include 
obtaining more body wave information by having stations measure 
an event from a broader range of angles or directions. Another 
technique is termed the “master event” method. This consists of a 
careful measurement of regional variations, or anomalies, in order 
to obtain more precise calibrations of the travel time of waves 
between each seismic station and a wide variety of event locations.
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The comparison of the times required by several different types 
of body waves (that is, reflected waves and direct waves) to reach 
the seismic recording instruments can also be used to obtain depth 
information.

All of these techniques have current limitations and future 
potentialities which are described in more detail in the working 
paper. Additionally, a promising new technique is described which 
makes use of the relative amplitudes of the Love and Rayleigh 
waves, through analysis of the entire spectrum of these waves 
from the longest to the shortest observable periods. The relative 
amplitudes of these two waves are known to vary with the depth 
at which an event occurs. Further, the energy in these waves is not 
radiated uniformly in all directions. Directions for which the 
Love waves are of maximum amplitude may correspond to direc
tions for which the Rayleigh waves are of minimum amplitude, 
and vice versa. These different patterns of radiation can of them
selves be used as a basis of discrimination. New data acquisition 
systems at carefully located seismometers should provide data 
needed for investigations of these criteria.

Another part of section I is an updating of our understanding 
of so-called anomalous events. These are earthquakes that occur 
under conditions where available data are insufficient to establish 
the depth conclusively, and where the surface wave magnitude is 
much lower than the average expected of shallow earthquakes with 
comparable body wave magnitudes. Section I of the paper analyses 
possible causes of these “anomalous earthquakes”. It is clear that 
better depth information could help identify these events.

Identification of a seismic event can be hampered by inter
ference with the seismic recording by the waves from other 
seismic events occurring elsewhere. Since it takes time for the 
earth to stop vibrating after a large earthquake, accidental mask
ing of signals frequently occurs. Arrays of seismometers can 
partially separate the seismic signals arriving from one direction 
relative to those coming from other directions. By using these 
techniques or others, interference caused by other events can be 
reduced.

In addition to “anomalous” and interfering events which can 
hinder proper identification, there are various deliberate evasion 
possibilities. The discussion of problems of evasion in section I 
reflects continuing progress in our understanding of the potential 
of various evasive nuclear testing techniques, and of research and 
operational approaches that would help counter these methods. 
Despite significant progress in seismic detection and identification, 
it still seems clear that certain of these techniques cannot be 
completely countered by any feasible teleseismic network.

Section II of our working paper describes new seismic and data 
processing installations which we are planning, including three
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new arrays of long-period seismometers, in addition to the four 
large aperture arrays already in operation. We are also planning 
to install 15 to 20 seismic research observatories in areas where 
background seismic noise will be as low as we can achieve. These 
stations will be situated to provide good geographical coverage 
and will feature seismometers capable of measuring a wide variety 
of tjrpes of seismic waves. We plan to install all new seismometers, 
including those in arrays, well below the earth’s surface in order 
to reduce the long-period noise that has seriously limited detection 
of Love waves at most earlier installations. These new stations, in 
conjunction with the current world-wide seismic network capa
bility, should increase our ability to measure surface waves by a 
substantial amount.

With a great number of stations, the data management problem 
can become very difficult. In our paper, we describe our plans for 
digitizing, sorting and transmitting data using advanced com
puters, satellite transmission, and a laser-based mass data storage 
device. This type of system could greatly facilitate international 
exchange of seismic data in a more complete form than we have 
been able to achieve up to now. This could include entire wave
forms of seismic events as seen by sensors around the world, in 
addition to routine seismic bulletins. Many delegates have ex
pressed a desire for greater co-operation in this area.

We have discussed many times in this forum the possible use of 
unmanned seismic observatories, frequently termed black boxes, 
for verification of a comprehensive test ban. Our research has 
shown that the technology involved in such installations would be 
rather complex, including tamper-resistant features, authen
ticating devices, high-reliability components, and secure data 
transmission. We have a concept for developing technology in this 
area, and we are planning an experimental installation to test the 
technology under field conditions.

You will note, in comparing the present paper with the United 
States presentation of last year, that we have reported significant 
progress in our understanding of seismic detection and identifi
cation capabilities. Several studies are under way which should 
help us in examining the utility of seismic verification networks, 
and our new installations should provide us with augmented capa
bilities and improved insights into the potential capabilities of 
such networks. In this regard, however, I would like to express 
a word of caution. There is obviously a great difference between 
knowing how to do something theoretically and having the capa
bility to do it adequately in practice. It is our experience that 
progress cannot be made without encountering some surprises. 
Dependable system performance requires a good deal of operating 
experience and is heavily affected by the quality of system man
agement. We are devoting considerable attention to this aspect 
of the problem, which is frequently under-estimated.
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In our Working Paper, CCD/888,® reference was made to a 
multi-national seismic co-operation study undertaken by the 
Lincoln Laboratory of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 
with the participation of groups from several countries. At our 
meeting on 8 March, the representative of Sweden, Mr. Eckerberg, 
expressed interest in the results of the study, and I am sure others 
will also be interested. I understand that preliminary results are 
now being published and we hope in the near future to have 
copies available for interested delegations.

I would also like to note that we plan to table another brief 
working paper early next week commenting on the question of 
anomalous events in the Tibetan region, which was discussed in 
CCD/388 and which was the subject of further analysis in CCD/ 
399 tabled by the Japanese delegation.^

We believe that it is valuable to discuss with experts in this 
Committee the capabilities of existing and foreseeable seismolog- 
ical techniques because it is evident that verification by seismic 
means would play an essential role under a comprehensive test 
ban. It is for this reason that for the past decade and more we 
have conducted an active research and development programme to 
improve our seismological capabilities, and have kept this Com
mittee informed of the results of our efforts. We look forward to 
reporting further on our research and development programme 
as well as hearing the ideas of others at the meetings beginning 
10 July.

United States Working Paper Submitted to the Conference
of the Committee on Disarmament: Comments on Japanese
Paper Concerning Seismic Magnitude Determinations, July 
10, 1973^

CCD/399, a working paper presented by Japan,  ̂ commented 
upon a prior working paper presented by the United States, CCD/ 
388.® Following are further comments on three points raised in 
the Japanese paper:

First, CCD/399 points out that values of body wave magnitude 
determined from few stations, or from stations at relatively small 
epicentral distances, are of doubtful reliability for the purpose of 
classifying events by Mgrmb. In particular, event No. 12 of the 
list (Table IV) included in the United States paper had an mt 
value which was based on data from a single, nearby station. We 
agree with the Japanese conclusion that the data presented on 
event No. 12 are of poor reliability and, therefore, are not sufficient

® Documents on Disarmamenty 1972, pp. 590-611.
* The Japanese paper appears ante, pp. 196-206. The U.S. paper is printed 

infra,
 ̂CCD/407, July 10,1973.

* Antey pp. 196-206.
® Documents on Disarmamenty 1972y pp. 590-611.
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to establish this as an example of an “anomalous” event. We 
further agree with the general point that data from several sta
tions should be used whenever possible, and the following discus
sion concentrates only on those earthquakes accepted in the 
Japanese analysis.

Second, CCD/399 provides further evidence that mb is depend
ent upon the specific reporting stations used, and upon the methods 
used at the center where the data are interpreted. In particular, 
the paper notes that if earthquake mt reported by the Bulletin of 
the International Seismological Center (ISC) is used in place of 
mb reported by the National Ocean Survey (NOS), as was done 
in CCD/388, the mb values will generally be reduced. The effect 
of this reduction in mb is to remove all earthquakes from the 
“explosion like” region of Figure 5, CCD/388. It should be noted, 
however, that the problem of “anomalous” events would still not 
be solved by such a shift in mb values since events remain in the 
“intermediate region” which may still be statistically indis
tinguishable from explosions (see p. 16, CCD/388).

Our third and chief comment is that CCD/399 used ISC mb 
values for earthquakes, but interprets them relative to explosions 
based on NOS mb values. Since the same factors which affect 
estimates of earthquake magnitudes also affect explosion mag
nitudes, it follows that if earthquake mb values are to be based 
on ISC determinations, then explosion mb values must also be

DATA ON ASIAN EXPLOSIONS USED BY MARSHALL AND BASHAM

Location Magnitude

Date L at Long mb {ISC) # S ta Ms (M&B) # S ta
7 Jan  68 49.8N 78.0E 5.1 23 3.45 9

24 A pr 68 49.8N 78.1E 5.0 18 2.95 2
l l J u n  68 49.8N 78.2E 5.2 30 3.30 8
19Jun 68 50.0N 79.1E 5.4 38 3.59 6
O lJu l 68 47.9N 47.9E 5.5 40 3.88 21
12Jul 68 49.7N 78.1E 5.3 25 3.56 11
05 Sep 68 49.8N 78.1E 5.4 41 3.72 3
29 Sep 68 49.8N 78.2E 5.8 54 3.73 12
07 Nov 68 73.4N 54.9E 6.1 61 4.47 31
18 Dec 68 49.7N 78.1E 5.0 22 3.14 1
07 M ar 69 49.8N 78.1E 5.6 54 3.59 11
16 May 69 49.7N 78.1E 5.2 41 3.67 13
31 May 69 49.9N 77.7E 5.3 39 3.16 2
04 Ju l 69 49.7N 78.1E 5.2 42 3.39 14
23Ju l 69 49.8N 78.3E 5.4 46 3.74 11
02 Sep 69 57.4N 54.8E 4.8 23 3.57 9
08 Sep 69 57.3N 55.1E 4.8 22 3.32 15
22 Sep 69 41.3N 88.2E 5.2 19 3.36 11
26 Sep 69 45.8N 42.4E 5.6 43 3.56 10
01 Oct 69 49.8N 78.2E 5.2 36 3.50 8
14 Oct 69 73.4N 54.8E 6.3 62 4.49 30
30 Nov 69 49.9N 79.0E 6.0 65 4.12 23
06 Dec 69 43.8N 54.7E 5.8 61 4.03 22
28 Dec 69 50.0N 77.8E 5.7 54 3.74 15
29 Jan  70 49.8N 78.2E 5.5 50 3.68 7
28 Jun 70 49.8N 78.2E 5.7 54 3.53 3
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M. : iHb Diagram for Tibet-Assam shallow seismic events, mb was de
termined by ISC. M, was determined by M arshall and Basham for explosions, 
and by a consistent method for earthquakes, as reported in CCD/388. The 
line M .=m b—1.5 is shown only for ease of comparison with Figure 5, CCD/ 
388. Explosions included in this study lie below the line M>=mb—1.2.

determined in the same way. The attached figure shows the Mg :mb 
plot for explosions and earthquakes using ISC mb values for both, 
as well as consistently determined M* values. This figure confirms 
the statements previously given in CCD/388: earthquakes do 
occur which are statistically indistinguishable from explosions on 
the basis of Mg:mb, and actual overlap is observed. Using mag
nitudes determined in this way, the upper limit for explosions 
might be represented by Ms=mb—1.2, rather than Ms=Mb—1.5
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as used in Figure 5, CCD/388. Data on the explosions are given 
in the attached table.

Possible causes of events with low Ms :nib ratios, and approaches 
to improving our understanding of the problem, are discussed 
in some detail in the United States Working Paper CCD/404, 
July lOTS.'*

Statement by the Polish Representative (Natorf) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Weap
ons, July 10, 1973 ^

In my statement today I should like to concentrate on the 
question of the prohibition of chemical weapons which has already 
been discussed in the Committee for some years and which, now 
that agreement has been reached on the Convention on Biological 
Weapons, is one of the two problems of primary importance con
fronting the Committee.

During the past two years, we have not advanced one single 
step in the negotiations for an agreement on this question despite 
the fact that, since 28 March 1972, the Committee has had before 
it a draft on the subject submitted by the socialist countries.^ Pre
vious statements by our Western partners in this negotiating 
forum, the Committee on Disarmament, have amounted merely to 
declarations of a general nature, not based on concrete proposals. 
In these circumstances, we must express our satisfaction at the 
initiative taken by the sponsors of document CCD/400 submitted 
for the Committee’s consideration by ten non-aligned countries,® 
which unquestionably constitutes a concrete contribution to our 
complicated negotiations. Thiŝ  document, which reflects the stand
point of ten of the twelve non-aligned countries represented in 
the Committee, reflects to some extent also the views of the 
majority of non-aligned countries in the world on the prohibition 
of chemical weapons.

Allow me to express my satisfaction at the fact that these views 
largely coincide with those of the socialist countries. And this in 
turn definitely convinces me that the draft convention submitted 
by the socialist countries on the prohibition of the development, 
production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their 
destruction constitutes an appropriate basis for negotiations.

It may be said that out of the six general provisions set out in 
document CCD/400 as the basis for an agreement on the pro
hibition of chemical weapons, four are fully reflected in the 
socialist countries’ draft and a fifth, concerning security guaran-

* Ante, pp. 376-402.
'  CCD/PV.611, pp. 6-13.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124.
“ Ante, pp. 206-209.
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tees, is also taken into consideration in our draft, so that we are 
prepared at any moment, if necessary, to consider the question 
of additional guarantees as well.

The socialist countries’ draft convention also underlines the 
importance of strengthening the provisions of the Geneva 
Protocol,  ̂ which is confined to the prohibition of the use in war 
of chemical methods of warfare; and this is in accordance with the 
requirements of paragraph 1 of document CCD/400. The draft 
convention also provides for the prohibition of the production of 
chemical weapons and the destruction of existing stocks, and thus 
is a measure aimed at eliminating once and for all from military 
arsenals the weapons whose use was prohibited in the 1925 
Geneva Protocol, and is a natural continuation of the above- 
mentioned Protocol. This point is stated very clearly in the pream
ble to the draft convention.

In addition, article VIII of the draft convention affirms explicitly 
that nothing in the convention shall be interpreted as in any way 
limiting or detracting from the obligations assumed by any State 
under the Geneva Protocol of 17 June 1925.

Paragraphs 2 and 4 of the general provisions in working paper 
CCD/400, relating to the important question of international co
operation in chemical research and production, are reflected in 
article IX of the socialist countries’ draft convention. According 
to article IX, paragraph 1, States parties to the convention are 
to undertake to facilitate, and have the right to participate in, 
the fullest possible exchange of equipment, materials and scien
tific and technical information for the use of chemical agents for 
peaceful purposes. Thus the convention, which is concerned with 
disarmament and is designed to abolish a certain branch of in
dustry which is working for military purposes, also contains pro
visions for the further development of co-operation in the field of 
chemistry for peaceful purposes. This is an exceptionally im
portant provision not only from the economic but also from the 
political standpoint, since it will have a beneficial effect in help
ing to bring countries closer together, and it will help to strengthen 
mutual confidence and improve the international atmosphere, a 
point on which so much has been said in the Committee on Dis
armament this year.

Article IX, paragraph 2, of the socialist countries’ draft con
vention is in keeping with paragraph 2 of the general provisions of 
document CCD/400 which contains a provision to the effect that 
compliance with the convention should not hinder the economic or 
technological development of States parties, or co-operation in the 
form of international exchanges in the field of chemical produc
tion. It would be extremely easy to create hindrances of that kind 
by adopting, for example, an unsuitable formulation regarding the

^Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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scope of the prohibition of the production of chemical substances 
or by imposing on States parties to the agreement complex and 
diflScult obligations as part of the control provisions.

Paragraph 3 of document CCD/400 is reflected in article III of 
the draft Convention which also contains the obligation not to 
transfer, directly or indirectly, any of the agents, weapons, equip
ment or means of delivery specified in article I of the Convention.

Paragraph 5 of document CCD/400 is not covered in the socialist 
countries’ draft convention. It goes beyond the scope of the con
vention and raises a problem of a wider nature. Disarmament has 
consequences of an economic nature and the purpose of disarma
ment includes inter alia the idea that the resources thus saved 
should be used for the economic and social development of coun
tries, and especially the developing countries. In our view, how
ever, it is too early in this initial stage of our negotiations to raise 
the question of the distribution of the financial resources released 
as the result of individual disarmament measures; we think that 
this might even further complicate these negotiations.

The question of the additional security guarantees mentioned in 
paragraph 6 of document CCD/400 was raised by Mr. Roshchin, 
representative of the USSR at the 553rd meeting during the dis
cussion on the draft convention. At that time Mr. Roshchin stated 
that the socialist countries were ready to consider alternative 
texts which would strengthen the provisions concerning assistance 
to a victim of a violation of the convention.® The Polish delegation 
fully agrees with that statement and we are, accordingly, awaiting 
specific proposals.

Paragraph 7 in section II of document CCD/400, dealing with 
the question of the scope of the prohibition, states that there is

a basic agreement on the objective of the negotiations relating to chemical 
weapons, namely th a t they should aim, in accordance with the relevant 
United Nations resolutions, a t reaching a comprehensive ban, covering the 
development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons, their equip
ment and means of delivery, as well as the destruction of existing stocks.

It appears from the document that the non-aligned countries wish 
to achieve this objective by means of a single agreement, and not 
gradually and by stages. And in a number of statements by the 
representatives of those countries, reference is clearly made to 
their intention of achieving this objective by means of a single 
agreement.

The socialist countries' draft convention also provides for the 
attainment of the proposed objective in a single step. Such a solu
tion is based on a large number of arguments which have been 
presented here. Allow me once again to remind you briefly of some 
of them.

In her statement at the 569th meeting, Mrs. Myrdal, representa
tive of Sweden, said that experience showed the conclusion of a

'‘Ibid., p. 119.
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partial treaty did not always facilitate agreement on a comprehen
sive one, and might unintentionally legitimize activities which we 
intend to prohibit in the future.®

In his statement at the 555th meeting of the Committee, the 
representative of Egypt, arguing in favour of the complete pro
hibition of chemical weapons, stated that any fragmentation of 
the scope of prohibition might encourage some States either to 
defer adherence or to make reservations pending an agreement on 
other types of chemical agents/

A number of delegations, including our own, have advanced the 
argument that the degree of effectiveness of chemical weapons 
depends on the defensive capacity of the victim of aggression and, 
in the case of a military conflict in which one of the sides is much 
worse equipped and trained, even the relatively less toxic sub
stances can cause massive losses. And the arguments advanced by 
the United States representative, Mr. Martin, concerning para
graph 8 of document CCD/400 seem to me to be far from con
vincing.® From the technical point of view sarin is undoubtedly 
more terrible than phosgene, but the essence of paragraph 8 
amounts to the fact that a considerable part of the world popula
tion cannot successfully be protected against chemical weapons, 
and thus a chemical agent with a relatively low toxicity can also 
be a weapon of mass destruction. To mention recent examples, 
yperite, which was known already at the time of the First World 
War, cannot be included among the highly toxic agents and yet 
its use on a massive scale during the attacks on Ethiopia and 
China against undefended armies and civilian populations led to 
serious casualties.

In addition, paragraph 9 of document CCD/400 contains yet 
another argument in favour of complete prohibition. It gives an 
example of a solution which would amount to banning only the 
development and production of chemical weapons, but which 
would discriminate against countries that do not possess weapons 
of this tjT)e.

With regard to the definition of the scope of the prohibition, the 
definition proposed by us for a comprehensive prohibition, based 
on the general purpose criterion, is also supported in paragraph 10 
of document CCD/400 which contains, in addition, a reference to 
the elaboration of more detailed provisions in the annexes to the 
treaty. I should like to recall, too, that a similar proposal was made 
by the representative of the Soviet Union, Mr, Roshchin, at the 
Committee’s 567th meeting.®

Thus, all the arguments adduced above militate in favour of a 
complete solution, in accordance with the resolutions of the

‘ /6 id .,p . 483.
’ CCD/PV.555, pp. 11-13.
“ Ante, pp. 362-363.
* Documents on Diaarmament, 1972, p. 463.
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United Nations General Assembly and in accordance with the 
proposal submitted by the socialist countries.

Therefore, whatever the final results of the Committee’s work 
on this question may be, we believe that all its members should at 
least display the maximum possible goodwill and should attempt, 
in all responsibility, to prepare a treaty on the complete prohibi
tion of chemical weapons.

Paragraph 11 of document CCD/400 states that the purpose of 
the verification system should be to give every party a reasonable 
assurance of compliance with the prohibition. In my view, this 
provision is extremely important, since it would be very easy in 
this case to go to extremes and to call for verification systems 
developed ad ahsurdum, which would be completely unacceptable 
for many countries.

The verification system proposed by ten non-aligned countries 
would be based on three important elements— t̂he self-control of 
States, national means of verification and an international system 
of verification in the form of a permanent organ to be designated 
by the parties to the treaty.

The above-mentioned provisions coincide to a very great extent 
with the proposals put forward in the socialist countries’ draft 
convention. Articles IV and V of the draft contain provisions for 
national and international forms of verification. In our draft, we 
have not envisaged uniform systems and methods of control over 
compliance with the provisions of the treaty by States parties, but 
have left the solution to these questions to the parties themselves 
in accordance with the provisions of their respective constitutions.

All the preceding discussion in the Committee indicates that the 
predominating view is that guidelines on this question should be 
formulated with greater clarity. It was precisely for this reason 
that on 28 June Mr. Roshchin, on behalf of all of the socialist 
countries represented in the Committee, and taking into account 
the opinions expressed here, submitted for consideration by the 
Committee working paper CCD/403 containing proposals regard
ing various possible forms and methods which might be adopted 
at the national level to guarantee fulfilment of the obligations 
assumed by countries.^®

In the socialist countries’ draft convention there is no provision 
for an international organ—having the character of a legal insti
tution—such as is proposed in document CCD/400, but article V 
obliges States parties to the convention to consult one another and 
to co-operate in solving any problems which may arise in relation 
to the application of the provisions of the convention.

We are against creating permanent bureaucratized organs, 
which swell in size with every passing year, and with which it is 
sometimes difficult to establish co-operation.

I am not, of course, in this statement trying once and for all

“  Ante, pp. 344-346.
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to avoid expressing my delegation’s position on the question of the 
detailed concepts for disarmament machinery put forward by Mrs. 
Myrdal at our last meeting.This  question has been gone into 
extensively, and would require a separate approach. Nevertheless, 
regardless of the manner in which the problem of establishing a 
special international disarmament and verification organization 
is approached, it is so complex that it cannot be solved as some 
kind of by-product of a treaty on the complete prohibition of 
chemical weapons. Therefore we believe that negotiations on in
ternational procedures should be conducted within the framework 
of existing organizations, and should not be burdened by attempts 
to establish new organs.

The number of countries possessing chemical weapons is com
paratively small and it is doubtful whether, with the existence 
of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and with the prospect of concluding 
a treaty on the prohibition of chemical means of warfare and on 
the destruction of existing stocks of these weapons, any new 
countries will wish to acquire them. This being the situation, we 
believe that the provisions of article V, concerning the obligation 
of the parties to consult one another and to co-operate at the inter
national level within the framework of existing international 
procedures, are quite sufficient.

In this connexion, I should like to draw attention to the ex
tremely interesting statement made by the representative of the 
Netherlands, Mr. Rosenberg Polak, at the 572nd meeting of the 
Committee, in which he pointed out that the total elimination of 
chemical weapons would logically result in changes in military 
doctrine, training and organization, and that if one could think 
of a broad formula according to which all activities aimed at build
ing up a chemical-warfare capability—such as the production of 
ammunition or other delivery equipment, military instruction 
and training—are prohibited, it would not be that easy to estab
lish a chemical-warfare capability in complete secrecy. If that 
solution was adopted, we might have more confidence in the near- 
sufficiency of national means of verification. This logical conclu
sion is based on a knowledge of the techniques of military supplies 
and training and, in my delegation’s view, deserves to be studied 
in depth.

The procedure for lodging a complaint with the Security Coun
cil, proposed in the working paper, is also provided for in article 
VI of the draft convention of the socialist countries. Paragraph 
(1) states that the Party lodging the complaint shall adduce all 
possible evidence confirming its validity. This article does not 
provide, as proposed in working paper CCD/400, that the party 
submitting a complaint shall submit a report or reports prepared 
by the international control organ. This difference is undoubtedly

“ Ante, pp. 402-409.
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due to certain differences of opinion as to the forms and methods 
of verification at the international level.

I regard document CCD/400 as a useful contribution to the dis
cussion on the question of one of the Committee’s primary tasks, 
namely, complete chemical disarmament. But can it expedite our 
negotiations? Everything will depend on the position of the West
ern countries. Many of the documents submitted lack constructive 
proposals and consist of question marks; they cannot be taken as 
a creative basis for our work, as reflecting a desire to find a solu
tion to the problem. The Committee has been considering the 
question of chemical weapons for some years now, and it seems 
to me that this is quite long enough for us to be clear about what 
we are striving for, and to suggest one or other means of realizing 
our aspirations.

In this connexion, it is interesting to note the two statements 
made by Mr. Martin, in which he analyses the working paper sub
mitted by the ten non-aligned countries and criticizes its indi
vidual provisions. The purpose and object of those statements may 
be interpreted in different ways.“ On the one hand, they may 
prepare the ground for future serious negotiations, and presage 
specific counterproposals by the United States of America and its 
allies. On the other hand, they arouse in us the following doubts 
and misgivings.

1. Mr. Martin confines his remarks to working paper CCD/400, 
passing over in complete silence the only concrete draft conven
tion, which has been submitted by tiie socialist countries in docu
ment CCD/861. I doubt whether such an approach is calculated 
to further the progress of our debates.

2. The delegation of the United States of America has now been 
trying for two years to shift on to the Disarmament Committee 
the main burden of the work which should be done within each 
country. I am thinking of the elaboration of a number of compli
cated political, military, legal and technical aspects of the Treaty. 
In an international body such as our Committee, successful results 
can be achieved only on the basis of a compromise between posi
tions worked out beforehand at the national level.

3. The policy of the United States of America in regard to 
chemical weapons is extremely vague, especially if it is remem
bered that this country has a big military potential and is in the 
vanguard of scientific research and the production of chemical 
means of warfare. It is the only major country that has not yet 
ratified the Geneva Protocol of 1925, which is everywhere accepted 
as a rule of international law.̂ ® We do not know the reasons for 
that position, but we do know that it does not inspire confidence 
in countries which have ratified the Protocol and does not promote

“ See ante, pp. 35&-363, 370-376.
“  Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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future international detente. All this makes us particularly 
cautious when studying the United States statements on chemical 
disarmament.

Despite all the above-mentioned doubts, we should like to be
lieve that the delegation of the United States of America, as the 
logical result of its previous statements, will at this current ses
sion of the Committee submit specific proposals in the form of a 
draft convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. Then, 
on the basis of already existing and complete documentation, we 
shall be able to get down to real negotiations. Otherwise, we shall 
be obliged to note that the statements by the United States delega
tion were intended merely to complicate and delay the work of our 
Committee.

Statement by Deputy Secretary of State Rush to the House
Foreign Affairs Committee: Reduction of American Forces 
in Europe, July 10, 1973 ^

I welcome this opportunity to testify before the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee and its European Subcommittee on proposals 
made by Members of the Congress and distinguished Members 
of this committee for a reduction in the level of American forces 
in western Europe. I very much appreciate Chairman Morgan’s 
readiness to hear us before your full committee and Congressman 
Rosenthal’s cooperation in making that possible.

In order to remove any possible doubt that may exist, I want 
to assure you that we are unequivocally opposed to any unilateral 
reduction of American forces in western Europe and therefore 
to those proposals that now lie before your committee that would 
commit the Congress or bind the administration to such an act.

Our policy is most authoritatively stated by the President him
self. It was most recently reaffirmed in his annual foreign policy 
report to the Congress; there he repeated the pledge made to the 
NATO Council last December:

In the light of the present strategic balance and of sim ilar efforts by our 
allies, we will not only m aintain but improve our forces in Europe and will 
not reduce them unless there is a  reciprocal action by our adversaries.®

My colleagues and I of the executive branch appear before your 
committee this week to explain why we believe that this policy 
should remain that of the United States and to ask your continued 
support for it.

Let me begin by assuring you that we are keenly aware of the

* Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 6,1973, pp. 209-216.
’ V.S. Foreign Policy for the 1970’s, Shaping a Durable Peace: A Report to 

the Congress by Richa/i^ Nixon, President of the United States, May 3,1973, 
p. 84.
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changed circumstances that affect NATO, our defenses, and our 
relationship to Europe.

—First, we are embarked on a period of active negotiations— 
SALT, CSCE, and MBFR—each of which has a direct bearing on 
the security of our allies and ourselves. Together with the summit 
meetings, they form part of our general effort to create a more 
normal relationship between East and West. While we feel there 
has been progress, this process is only beginning and in the next 
phase we will be dealing with the more difficult issues of reducing 
military tensions.

—Second, this process is occurring at a time when in each allied 
country, not just in the United States, there are growing pressures 
to divert resources to domestic needs.

—Third, our allies are now stronger than ever economically 
and are making significant strides toward greater political and 
economic unity. At the same time a considerable number of com
mon trade and monetary problems characterize our economic 
relationships.

—Finally, we face a strategic nuclear situation in which the 
predominance of the United States vis-a-vis the U.S.S.R. has given 
way to rough balance, placing a greater premium on conventional 
deterrence.

I think it essential that the Congress be fully aware of what is 
being done to adapt NATO and our presence in Europe to these 
realities. We are dealing with them in a threefold manner:

1. We are seeking in this year of Europe to reinvigorate our 
relationship with our allies and to establish a framework within 
which we can deal productively with the issues of trade, finance, 
and security.

2. As a result of the recent meetings of NATO’s Foreign and 
Defense Ministers, we are working on programs aimed at:

—Improving NATO’s defense posture.
—Developing a multilateral mechanism for more equitable 

burden sharing and for helping with our military balance of pay
ments problems.

—Revising some basic defense concepts affecting specialization 
and more efficient use of scarce defense resources.

3. We have reached agreement that full-scale negotiations on 
mutual and balanced force reductions will begin in slightly more 
than 90 days, on October 30. We are currently developing an allied 
position that could lead to U.S. and Soviet reductions.

In sum, we are involved with our allies to improve the postwar 
trade and monetary system; we are at work in NATO to build a 
more equitable and effective security posture; and we are engaged 
with the Soviet Union in finding ways to ease the burdens of de
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fense on our peoples at no loss in our fundamental security. This 
is an undertaking of unprecedented scope and importance for 
America’s future welfare. It should be obvious that we risk failure 
in all these endeavors i f :

—First, we tell our allies that irrespective of their desires to 
accommodate our mutual needs, we will unilaterally cut back our 
contribution to the common defense.

—And second, we tell our adversaries that we will unilaterally 
cut our forces even though we want mutual reductions.

In effect, we would be telling our allies that we want them to 
do more for America in trade, finance, and security and in return 
we will do less. And we would be telling the eastern nations that 
they can expect something for nothing.

These are the important and compelling considerations that 
convince us that unilateral reductions in our NATO defense effort 
would be unwise. In addition, there are three specific reasons that 
I believe are of fundamental and determining importance. They 
are that:

—The independence and security of western Europe is vital to 
every American because of its decisive influence upon his security, 
his economic well-being, and the survival of his democratic way of 
life.

—The independence of western Europe is dependent upon the 
maintenance of a credible deterrent and defense against an attack, 
and in such a defense posture U.S. forces play a vital role.

—The process of maintaining a reliable defense posture while 
negotiating an orderly and balanced reduction in the size of the 
forces facing each other in Europe would be disastrously under
cut by a unilateral reduction of our forces.

America’s Vital Stake in Western Europe

Your committee has many times told us and has repeatedly 
sustained the view that the survival of a prosperous and inde
pendent western Europe is essential to the well-being of the 
United States and of its citizens. That primacy has in no respect 
diminished during the last quarter of a century since the conclu
sion of the Second World War. Western Europe is, and has been, 
the foremost concern in the defense of the United States against 
the only other superpower. It is there, more than anywhere else 
in the world, that the future of the United States could be threat
ened. It is that conAaction that has led the Congress and the Presi
dent to take the United States into two World Wars and to sustain 
a major effort for the rebuilding of western Europe after the 
Second World War to prevent Europe’s falling into hostile hands.

Those sacrifices were made in the interests of the United States 
and of its people. They were a reflection of policies championed
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by both parties and by a succession of Congresses and of Presi
dents. They have proved themselves to have been among the wisest 
and the most sensible policies adopted by our government in this 
century.

Nor is our vital interest in western Europe by any means only a 
matter of history or habit. Our very prosperity is buttressed upon 
it. It has, in fact, become an ever more powerful center of the 
world economy. It is our most important market and our most 
important supplier. American firms have more than $28 billion 
invested in western Europe, which earns American investors al
most $3 billion a year. Make no mistake; Our prosperity and the 
prosperity of the entire world is deeply affected by western 
Europe. That means American jobs, American dividends, and the 
American standard of living.

It is because we and our western European allies are so totally 
aware of our interdependence that we are now engaged in com
mon efforts to stren^hen our common economy through global 
trade negotiations and through a reform of the world monetary 
system. Neither expanded world trade nor monetary reform can 
succeed without a full measure of western European cooperation.

It is in the light of that reality that we urge the Congress and 
the American people not to discard or to turn away from the most 
successful of our postwar policies or to forget the reasons for the 
sacrifice that we and our allies have made in two great wars. This 
is the moment in history when our postwar policies are about to 
bear the long-desired fruits of relaxed tension, greater stability, 
reduced costs, and a more secure world peace. It would be folly to 
abandon the very policies that have brought us to the threshold 
of our long-term objective.

The Need for Conventional Forces

The defense of western Europe depends upon three conditions. 
First, it depends upon the will of the Europeans to be independent 
and to defend themselves. Second, it depends upon the commit
ment of the United States to its European allies that, in the face 
of the imposing military resources of their neighbors to the east, 
it will stand with them to deter aggression and to defend our com
mon interests should deterrence fail. Third, it depends upon the 
existence of a defense system the capability of which is convincing 
not only to the eastern European states but to our NATO allies 
and to ourselves as well.

Fulfilling these conditions requires a continuing effort on the 
part of the United States and its allies.

Our European allies do have the will to maintain their inde
pendence and their freedom. They have been steadfast during the 
postwar period in resisting threats to their independence both 
from within and from without. They continue to give solid, tangi
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ble proof that they are ready, able, and determined to stand with 
us in our common defense. They are today spending almost $35 
billion a year for their own defense. They have over 3 million men 
in active service in western Europe today.

While the U.S. contribution is highly significant, particularly 
because of the quality of our forces, our allies do contribute to 
NATO nearly 90 percent of the ground forces, 80 percent of the 
seapower, and 75 percent of the airpower. In central Europe, the 
allies, including France, supply 25 of the 29% combat-ready di
visions.

Moreover, the allies, in the form of the European Defense Im
provement Program, have undertaken to procure major new items 
of military equipment and construction which we have jointly 
agreed are most significant in improving NATO’s nonnuclear de
fense capabilities. In December 1970 they undertook a $1 billion 
five-year program. In December 1971 they announced increases in 
their planned defense budgets for the next year of well over $1 
billion. In December 1972 they announced a similar increase for 
the next year of about $1.5 billion. Overall, the defense expendi
ture of the European NATO countries increased from $19.5 billion 
in 1965 to $35 billion in 1973.

At the same time, the United States has repeatedly stated its 
commitment to the defense of its interests in Europe. Our record 
of support for European reconstruction, for the integration of 
western Europe, for the creation and strengthening of NATO, and 
the presence of more than 300,000 American troops in western 
Europe are reciprocal proof that we are fully and unequivocally 
committed to help defend western Europe as our own first line of 
defense.

This fabric of political commitment, economic cooperation, and 
common defense is convincing both to our allies and to the War
saw Pact nations.

It is that certainty that has guaranteed peace with the Warsaw 
Pact for a quarter century. It has allowed the economy of the 
Atlantic world to prosper beyond our greatest expectations. And 
today that fabric is being strengthened by a broad range of pro
grams for improved forces, for more equitable burden sharing, 
for balance of payments relief, and for development of a more 
rational, efficient, and cost-conscious defense posture.

Historically, NATO’s first function, and still its most importent, 
has been to safeguard its members from external attack and 
pressure. I know that Soviet relations with its neighbors in 
Europe, as well as with us, have improved significantly in recent 
years. We welcome that improvement. But I also know that the 
Soviet Union is still far more powerful than any other state or 
group of states in Europe. I know that there is no certainty, nor 
can there ever be any, that its power will never be used to threaten
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the interests of the members of NATO. Such power would be a 
constant political pressure on the western European states to ac
commodate to Soviet policies unless it continues to be counter
balanced by NATO.

The Warsaw Pact nations see no inconsistency between nego
tiations to reduce tension in Europe and maintaining and strength
ening their military power. Nor is there any necessary incon
sistency. Soviet negotiating from strength has not impeded our 
search for better relations with the East. In fact, it has probably 
provided the only basis for Soviet policy to evolve as it has. The 
eastern countries no doubt will continue to negotiate on this basis. 
It is important that they never have reason to expect that we 
would do otherwise.

Even in a period of relative detente in Europe, occasions may 
arise when the U.S.S.R. would want to exert military pressure 
on a neutral neighbor or one of the adjacent NATO members or 
to back up some diplomatic position with a show of force. No one 
can exclude the possibility that in these or other kinds of situa
tions the Soviet Union might wish to probe allied positions, either 
as a means of diplomatic pressure or as a possible prelude to some 
form of aggression. Nor can anyone exclude the possibility of 
frontier violence arising from accident rather than design, but 
with unforeseeable consequences.

The power of the Warsaw Pact has grown appreciably in recent 
years. Its manpower in eastern Europe has remained roughly 
constant, but these forces are increasingly armed with the most 
modern equipment available. They are trained and deployed, 
should war come, for a short decisive thrust through western 
Europe. In keeping with the emphasis of Soviet military doctrine 
on offensive operations against NATO forces in the event of war, 
the Warsaw Pact forces have developed a superiority over the 
NATO forces in tanks and artillery.

In the face of this Warsaw Pact capability, and the diversity 
of the options it gives to the Soviet Union, prudence and common 
sense dictate that we be prepared for a wide range of eventualities. 
Makeshift responses imposed by inadequate advance preparation 
are likely to prove not only insufficient but downright dangerous. 
This is the more true in that the purpose of the United States, as 
of its allies, is to deter war. And war can be deterred at every level 
only if it is certain that attack will be met at every level.

At this point I want to deal with what we believe to be a specious 
argument advanced to justify unilateral U.S. withdrawals. It is 
that NATO has only a tripwire defense and that in case of at
tack it would have to resort to nuclear weapons in a few short 
days, if not hours. Therefore it is argued that the United States 
does not need to keep 300,000 men in Europe to serve as a tripwire.

The premise of a tripwire defense is false, and so is the con-
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elusion. However, major U.S. reductions and their effect on the 
morale and preparedness of our allies could well bring about a 
tripwire situation in which violence in Europe could automatically 
bring the threat of nuclear war to every American.

The doctrine of “massive retaliation” became inadequate when 
the Soviet Union became a real nuclear power able to retaliate in 
kind. That is why it is astonishing to hear proposals to defend 
western Europe by dependence upon nuclear weapons alone. This 
backdoor revival of the doctrine of massive retaliation coincides 
with the emergence of something like parity in strategic weapons 
systems between the United States and the Soviet Union. But 
nuclear parity makes massive retaliation less believable as a 
means of deterring all forms of aggression in Europe. The pro
posed return to this concept, whether it is called “massive retalia
tion” or “tripwire,” as a substitute for NATO’s agreed flexible 
response capability reflects one of two things: either a misunder
standing of the implications of strategic parity or a cavalier dis
missal of the possibility of less than all-out war in Europe.

There can never be absolute security. But I am struck by this 
simple judgment: War can probably continue to be deterred in 
Europe at all levels by the same means by which it has been de
terred for more than a decade. NATO planned ahead in the 1960’s 
to deal with eventual strategic parity between East and West. 
It decided to acquire the conventional arms needed to counter 
a Warsaw Pact conventional capability to use force in many ways 
short of strategic war. Now, in the 1970’s we are facing precisely 
the circumstances for which these plans were made. It seems 
absurd to abandon the preparations so successfully made to deal 
with the predicted threat that now exists.

I will not review the NATO force structure and the U.S. role 
in it. Other witnesses will do so in detail. But I want to emphasize 
very strongly that with continued appropriate support by all its 
members NATO will continue to have a solid conventional option 
against Soviet-Warsaw Pact attack.

The allies have much to do to place themselves in the best 
posture to meet conventional threats.

But NATO’s military deficiencies are not of a sort to require 
a wholesale turning away from a rational strategy for lack of 
means to put it into effect. On the contrary, it is the expert judg
ment of U.S. and NATO military planners that the flexible re
sponse strategy is the right one for the world of the seventies and 
that with vigorous political and military leadership in the alliance, 
the resources needed for this strategy can be equitably provided.

In short, the need for a convincing conventional capability to 
defend western Europe and to deter war is greater than ever, and 
today our allies and ourselves have underway the programs and
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actions which we believe can continue to provide that capability 
into the future.

I will leave to Ambassador Rumsfeld and to General Goodpaster 
a detailed explanation of the reasons why our men in western 
Europe cannot be replaced by our European allies. But the fact is 
that the presence of militarily significant numbers of our troops is 
essential to convince the public and the parliaments of both our 
allies and the Warsaw Pact that western Europe can and will be 
defended.

Mvttml and Balanced Force Reductions

The third reason that unilateral reductions would be unwise is 
that such an act would cripple our careful effort to negotiate 
reciprocal force reductions. In May 1972 at the Moscow summit, 
we and the Soviet Union agreed in principle to seek reciprocal 
reductions.® In November of that year, the NATO allies invited 
the Warsaw Pact states to exploratory talks that opened shortly 
thereafter in January 1973.* These resulted in an important agree
ment on a negotiating forum and upon the negotiating procedures. 
Finally, the President and General Secretary Brezhnev agreed 
during their Washington meetings that the substantive phase of 
the negotiations will begin on October 30 of this year.®

We are now poised to begin a series of negotiations that could 
be among the most portentous of the postwar era. It would be un
thinkable to jeopardize these negotiations by unilateral action. 
Such a step would make almost inconceivable the conduct of 
reciprocal negotiations. The very likelihood of such a decision 
would remove the incentive of the Warsaw Pact states to negotiate 
at all.

Moreover, a unilateral American troop reduction would seri
ously divide the NATO alliance. Since the United States would 
have reduced without regard to the military consequences, our 
allies would be under political pressure from their parliaments to 
make comparable unilateral reductions. The entire fabric of our 
common decisionmaking could be torn apart. And while the 
governments would probably oppose any further reductions— 
reciprocal or not— t̂he process of unraveling the peacetime de
fense of the West would be underway and would have been begun 
by the United States itself.

Under such circumstances, our every effort would be needed to 
hold NATO together and to restore some degree of its effective
ness.

Our unilateral reductions would unsettle the entire military 
situation in Europe to our detriment. Who among us can be con

• Documents on Diaarmament, 1972, p. 245.
*  Department o f Sta te Bulletin, Dec. 11,1972, pp. 680-681. 
'  Ante, p. 807.
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fident that the discovery of a weakened and divided West would 
not reawaken the appetite of those in the East whose hope for 
the control of all Europe must still survive? Who would feel 
America’s interests would be safeguarded once accommodation 
rather than independence became the guiding rule of Europe’s 
foreign policy?

We do not yet know precisely where the effort to achieve mutual 
reductions will eventually lead. Like SALT, it promises to be a 
process that will yield not only substantial military results but a 
continuing political discourse that could well be valuable to us. In 
SALT, our candid discussions with the Soviet Union did much to 
dispel common misconceptions. That same possibility lies before 
us in MBFR. I urge that none of us underestimate the contribution 
that it could make to our security and to reduced international 
tensions.

But the promising prospects of these momentous negotiations 
would be destroyed by a unilateral decision of the United States to 
reduce its NATO forces. Such a pullout would disrupt NATO, 
unsettle the existing East-West equilibrium, and abruptly halt the 
process of reciprocal force reduction.

Economic Aspects

I have stated the three decisive reasons against a unilateral 
troop withdrawal. Let me conclude by explaining why, in our 
judgment, we need not feel forced by economics to do that which 
political and military reason tells us would be profoundly wrong.

There is much confusion about the costs of our military deploy
ments in the European theater. Let’s begin with the facts about 
cost.

First, the budgetary costs. Our budgetary outlays for keeping 
300,000 men in the European theater, and that includes the Medi
terranean Sea, is $4 billion for fiscal year 1974. That is the cost of 
pay and maintenance of these men and their dependents in Europe.

However, if we consider the cost of the support facilities in the 
United States for these forces and the cost of their arms and 
equipment, the cost rises to $7.7 billion for fiscal year 1974. That 
includes the $4 billion figure.

Within these costs there is an incremental cost to the stationing 
of our forces in Europe additional to the costs of similar forces in 
the United States. It runs to about $400 million per year and is 
composed largely of such expenses as transportation.

Now, that is the budgetary cost of keeping 300,000 men and 
their dependents in Europe. If you bring these men home and 
maintain our NATO commitment, you will have to keep them in 
uniform and provide the added transport and duplicate heavy 
arms in Europe so that they can be rapidly returned to fight there. 
In that case, the annual budget cost will be more than at present.
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The main point is that while there is a modest incremental cost 
to stationing our forces in Europe, these costs cannot be saved by 
bringing the troops home if at the same time we are serious about 
providing the wherewithal to continue meeting our commitments.

Second, there is the balance of payments effect. In this calcula
tion we are trying to measure the net outflow (or inflow) of all 
goods, services, and capital between the United States and the rest 
of the world.

The result of our having 300,000 men and their dependents in 
Europe was a deficit in our military balance of pajonents of $1.5 
billion in fiscal year 1972. That is, after subtracting the value of 
our military exports and services to western Europe from the 
value of our military expenditures in western Europe, there was 
a difference of $1.5 billion. In this particular part of our overall 
balance of pajonents, we had spent more than we had earned.

This excess of military purchases over military sales has to be 
looked at in the context of our overall balance of payments. It is 
comparable, for example, to the excess of expenditures by Ameri
can tourists visiting western Europe over the expenditures of 
western European tourists visiting the United States. There our 
deficit for 1972 was $1.2 billion.

But our $1.5 billion deficit on military account is a relatively 
small part of our balance of payments deficit. In 1972 our total 
basic payments deficit was $9.2 billion. And of this, only a sixth 
(that is, $1.5 billion) was attributable to our military spending in 
Europe, of which the deployment of our troops is a major part. 
However, such comparisons are overly simplistic in that they fail 
to take into account the interdependency of different accounts that 
make up the balance of payments. Thus, even total withdrawal of 
all troops could not be expected to “improve” our balance of pay
ments by $1.5 billion, because of indirect or secondary effects that 
withdrawal would have on other activities affecting the pa3onents 
situation—such as European imports of nonmilitary goods and 
services from the United States.

Obviously, the United States cannot manage a $9 billion basic 
deficit indefinitely. But neither can we eliminate it simply by 
attacking individual items such as the military account. The 
causes of the deficit are fundamental, and fundamental changes 
are required to respond to them. That is why we have moved so 
energetically to correct the problem by the devaluation of the 
dollar and by insisting upon constructive reform of the interna
tional monetary system.

It is because these fundamental economic changes are being 
made that we need not feel that our national defense must be 
hobbled by balance of payments problems. The realignment of 
currencies will strengthen our competitive position over the whole 
range of our exports and imports of goods and services, which are
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running in excess of $80 billion each way. It will also influence the 
outflow and inflow of long-term investments.

As Secretary Casey will tell you, the results of our monetary 
actions are beginning to take effect. Our overall balance of pay
ments has begun to improve as the turnaround has started to take 
hold. The Department of Commerce data for the first quarter of 
this calendar year shows a drop in the deficit in our basic balance 
of payments from $3.8 billion for the first quarter of 1972 to $1.2 
billion this year. That is a very impressive improvement. Our 
economists believe that, despite some initial spottiness, the trend 
back to equilibrium will continue and that it will do so at an 
increasing pace.

This turnaround in our balance of payments does mean that the 
very real concern that we have had about the balance of payments 
costs of stationing troops in western Europe is much relieved. We 
can see the restoration of equilibrium in the reasonable future. 
We must, however, continue to exact every possible economy in 
the maintenance of our forces there. And we must continue to 
press our allies to shoulder a larger and more equitable portion of 
the costs of the defense of Europe. Relief is now being felt, not 
only because of these moves but because of the effects of the 
Smithsonian agreement and the other currency adjustments that 
have been made.

In calling on our allies to share a larger part of the defense 
burden, I would not want you to assume that they are not already 
doing a great deal to reduce our military balance of payments 
deficit. A significant share of their defense outlays goes to capital 
improvements, and much of this is spent on purchases of U.S. 
military equipment.

The German Government, in addition to substantial arms pur
chases in the United States, has also purchased $621 million in 
U.S. Government medium-term securities on which it pays the 
interest and has put $186 million into the rehabilitation of U.S. 
barracks in Germany, benefiting both our balance of pajrments 
and our budget costs. The total value of this offset agreement to 
the United States has been approximately $2,065 billion over a 
two-year period. We are now negotiating another offset agree
ment with the Federal Republic. In addition, and important for 
the long run, NATO’s Defense Ministers last month agreed to 
examine the problem of finding additional multilateral means to 
reduce the adverse economic consequences borne by the United 
States as a result of its stationing forces in Europe. We consider 
this a major step that can reduce the incremental budgetary 
burden and balance of payments impact of stationing forces 
abroad rather than at home.

It is the turnaround in our balance of pajmients outlook, the 
stringent balance of payments economies being practiced by the
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Department of Defense, and the continued support of our allies in 
reducing the balance of payments effects of our troops in Europe 
that leads to the conclusion that I have already stated; that is, 
that our balance of payments situation does not oblige us to make 
decisions about the deplosnnent of troops in Europe that are 
politically and militarily wrong.

It is for these reasons, Mr. Chairman, that we believe that a 
decision to make unilateral reductions in the number of American 
troops in western Europe would be gravely contrary to the vital 
interests of the United States and its citizens.

The friendship and cooperation of western Europe is essential 
to the security, economic well-being, and peace of mind of every 
American. Our defense is its defense, and its security is essential 
to our own.

That security today depends upon a convincing conventional 
and nuclear capability to resist pressure, to deter aggression, and 
to defend western Europe if deterrence fails. Today that dual 
capability exists, but it hinges upon the presence of substantial 
U.S. forces in Europe.

Our goal is to maintain our present security, but to do so at 
lower levels of tension and armament. The process of making the 
transition from security at the present level to security at a lower 
level will be difficult. But the negotiations to do so are already 
agreed between the Warsaw Pact and NATO. The substantive 
phase of the mutual and balanced force reduction negotiations 
opens on October 30.

These extraordinarily important negotiations cannot succeed, 
nor can they proceed, if the United States undercuts them with 
unilateral troop reductions.

Equally important, our efforts with our allies for more equitable 
burden sharing, trade, and monetary arrangements are also 
underway. Programs to improve NATO’s defense and to provide a 
more cost-conscious and efficient posture are also in train.

Nor need we feel compelled by our budget or balance of pay
ments to withdraw our troops from the area where they are most 
valuable to a distant base in the United States. The improvement 
in our overall balance of payments that is already beginning to 
show can be expected greatly to diminish this pressure in the 
months ahead.

It is for these essential reasons that my colleagues and I believe 
that unilateral troop reductions in western Europe would be con
trary to the interests of the American people and that we ask your 
continued support for our Atlantic defense policy.
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Senate Resolution 71: Proposed Treaty Banning Environ
mental or Geophysical Modification Activity as a Weapon 
of War, July 11, 1973'

Expressing the sense of the Senate that the United States Govern
ment should seek the agreement of other governments to a pro
posed 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 directed 
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 re
search, experimentation, or use of any such activity as a weapon 
of war: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate that the United 
States Government should seek the agreement of other govern
ments, including all Permanent Members of the Security Coun
cil of the United Nations, to a treaty along the following general 
lines which will provide for the complete cessation of any re
search, experimentation, and use of any environmental or geo
physical modification activity as a weapon of war:

“The Parties to this Treaty,
“Recognizing the vast scientific potential for human better

ment through environmental and geophysical controls,
“Aware of the great danger to the world ecological system 

of uncontrolled and indiscriminate use of environmental and 
geophysical modification activities,

“Recognizing that the development of weapons-oriented en
vironmental 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 of research, experi
mentation, and use of environmental and geophysical modifi
cation activities as weapons of war,

“Have agreed as follows:

* S. Res. 71, 93d Cong., 1st sess. The resolution was adopted by a vote of 
82 to 10.
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“A rticle  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 of war;

“ (2) The prohibition in paragraph 1 of this article shall also 
apply to any research or experimentation directed to the de
velopment of any such activity as a weapon of war, but shall not 
apply to any research, experimentation, or use for peaceful 
purposes;

“ (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  I I

“In this Treaty, the term ‘environmental or geophysical 
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 
of the strain energy instability within the solid rock layers 
beneath the earth’s crust;

“ (4) any ocean modification activity which has as a pur
pose, or has as one of its principal effects, a change in the 
ocean currents or the creation of a seismic disturbance of the 
ocean (tidalwave).

“A rticle  III
“Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty, a con

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

“A rticle  IV
“1. Any Party may propose an amendment to this Treaty. 

The text of any proposed amendment shall be submitted to the
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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 con
vene a conference, to which they shall invite all the Parties, to 
consider such an amendment.

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

“A r tic le  V

“1. This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration.
“2. Each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, 

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 of its country. 
It shall give notice of such withdrawal to all other Parties to the 
Treaty three months in advance.

“A rticle  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 of this Article may accede to it 
at any time.

“2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory 
States. Instruments of ratification and instruments of accession 
shall be deposited with the Governments of the United States of 
America, , and which 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 Depo
sitaries of the Treaty.

“4. For States whose instruments 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 of their 
instruments of ratification or accession.

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

“6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary Govern
ments pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter of the United 
Nations.”
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical 
Weapons, July 12, 1973'

The USSR delegation would like to devote its statement today to 
the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons. Considerable 
attention has been paid to this question at the sessions of the 
General Assembly, and this reflects the great interest which a 
large number of States and world public opinion are displaying in 
this problem.

The Soviet Union and other socialist countries have for many 
years made great efforts to achieve the complete prohibition of 
both bacteriological and chemical weapons and the destruction 
of stockpiles of these weapons. It was with this objective in mind 
that in 1969 and 1970, the socialist States submitted draft con
ventions on the prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological weapons and on their 
destruction.^ The sponsors of those drafts proceeded from the 
position that it was possible and necessary to prohibit both chem
ical and bacteriological weapons at the same time. Though this 
approach was shared by many countries, some other countries said 
that they were prepared only to go as far as the prohibition of 
bacteriological weapons. This fa,ct gave rise to difficulties and led 
to an impasse in the negotiations on this problem. In an effort 
to find a way out of this impasse, the socialist countries agreed to 
a step-by-step solution of the problem of prohibiting chemical 
and bacteriological weapons.

On the basis of the draft convention on the prohibition of bac
teriological weapons, which was submitted to the Committee on 
Disarmament by the Socialist countries on 30 March 1971,® 
negotiations took place which culminated in the elaboration of the 
Convention on the subject which has up to now been signed by 
about one hundred and ten States.  ̂ This Convention is the first 
international document in the history of disarmament negotiations 
which provides for the complete elimination from the arsenals 
of States of one t3rpe of weapon of mass destruction. Now it is 
necessary to reinforce this positive result, and to facilitate the 
entry into force of this Convention as soon as possible.

The Convention on the Prohibition of Bacteriological Weapons, 
which has been signed by a large number of States, Imposes on the 
parties the obligation to continue negotiations in good faith on 
effective measures for the prohibition of the development, pro
duction and stockpiling of chemical weapons and for their destruc
tion. As is known, the question of the prohibition of the use of

‘ CCD/PV.612, pp. 6-12.
* Documents on Diaarmament, 1969, pp. 455-457; ibid., 1970, pp. 533-537.
* Ibid., 1971, pp. 190-194.
*76id., 197Z, pp. 133-138.
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chemical weapons was resolved in treaty form by the 1925 Geneva 
Protocol; ® but the problem of the prohibition of the development, 
production, and stockpiling of such weapons has not yet been 
solved.

In order to solve this problem and to eliminate once and for all 
the threat of chemical war, the Soviet Union and other socialist 
countries submitted in March 1972, for the consideration of the 
Committee on Disarmament, a proposal for the prohibition of 
chemical weapons in the form of a draft convention.® In submitting 
this draft, the socialist countries believed that it would serve as a 
basis for concrete negotiations on the problem of the prohibition 
of chemical weapons, with a view to elaborating an agreed treaty 
document banning agents of chemical warfare. However, such 
negotiations have not yet in fact started.

What is the reason for such an unsatisfactory state of affairs 
regarding the prohibition of chemical weapons, and for the situ
ation of stagnation in the Committee in regard to the solution of this 
problem? The reason for this is that some Western Powers are not 
prepared to consider this problem on the practical level. This is 
clear from the fact that they have not so far put forward any con
crete proposals on the subject. In fact, they are avoiding discussion 
of concrete provisions of an international agreement banning 
the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons.

The draft convention of the socialist countries on the pro
hibition of chemical weapons is based on the principle of compre
hensive prohibition—a principle which, as the course of the dis
cussion in the Committee shows, is supported by many of its 
members. Such a prohibition presupposes the complete cessation of 
all measures aimed at creating the material basis for waging war 
with chemical weapons.

The interest which many countries are displaying in the pro
hibition of chemical weapons is self-evident. Of all the concrete 
questions connected with such a prohibition, it is the scope 
of the prohibition of chemical weapons which is attracting most 
attention. On this question, as was very convincingly argued in 
the statement made on 10 July by the representative of Poland, 
Mr. Natorf,^ the position set forth in the working paper of the 
ten non-aligned States members of the Committee on Disarma
ment ® coincides with the provisions of the socialist countries’ draft 
of 28 March 1972. Both documents are aimed at a comprehensive 
ban covering the development, production and stockpiling of all 
kinds of chemical weapons, their equipment and means of delivery 
as well as the destruction of the existing stocks of such weapons. 
On this question, which is of paramount importance for further

‘ Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
• Ibid., 1972, pp. 120-124. 
’’ Ante, pp. 416-423.
° Ante, pp. 206-209.
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work on the accomplishment of the task, the positions of the 
socialist and the nonaligned countries do not in fact differ. This 
is an encouraging factor.

Both in the statements of a number of delegations during the 
spring session and in the working paper of the ten non-aligned 
States, it has been noted that a partial prohibition of chemical 
weapons does not provide safeguards against the threat of a 
chemical war.

With regard to a partial solution of the question of the scope 
of the prohibition, views have been expressed in favour of pro
hibiting only the development and production of chemical weapons, 
and not the destruction of the existing stockpiles of such weapons. 
Such an approach has met with a negative response from many 
States members of the Committee. The ten-nation working paper 
notes in this connexion:

A partial solution with respect to the scope of the activities to be j)ro- 
hibited, which would only ban the development and production of chemical 
weapons, will be particularly discriminatory and will not be acceptable to 
many countries, specially to those which have abstained from procuring such 
weapons.

One cannot but agree with the arguments put forward in the 
working paper against such an approach. Indeed, States parties 
to a treaty on the prohibition of chemical weapons would in 
that case be divided into two categories: those having the right to 
possess chemical weapons, and those not having such a right. 
Such a solution of the question of the scope of the prohibition 
can hardly be considered appropriate.

Various criteria for determining the scope of the prohibition 
have been proposed in the course of the discussion. It should be 
noted that such criteria as the toxicity level of chemical agents, 
or a general chemical formula, or a list of agents to be prohibited, 
also have some substantial drawbacks. For example, if the toxicity 
criterion were to be used, a large number of chemicals, which are 
of relatively low toxicity but are capable not only of incapacitating 
people but even of killing them, would be left outside the scope of 
the ban. It is noted in the ten-nation working paper in this regard:

Since adequate protection against any kind of chemical weapons is not 
available to the greater p art of the world population, even less toxic agents 
can create as great a danger as highly toxic ones and therefore should be 
prohibited.

Indeed, one is bound to agree that, if the toxicity criterion were 
adopted for the prohibition of chemical weapons, the threat of a 
chemical war would not be eliminated; it would continue to be 
quite real.

As for the criterion of a general formula for certain classes of 
chemical compounds it cannot be accepted for the prohibition 
of chemical weapons, since a general formula would cover only those 
chemical agents which are known at the present time and would
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not of course make it possible to extend the prohibition to chemical 
products developed in the future. Adoption of the proposal to 
prepare a list of the chemical agents to be prohibited would leave 
outside the prohibition agents which are designed for military 
purposes but whose structure is secret, and also substances which 
may be discovered in future.

In connexion with the consideration of various criteria for 
determining the scope of the prohibition of chemical weapons, we 
note that the sponsors of the working paper of the ten non-aligned 
nations have advocated a comprehensive prohibition of chemical 
weapons, observing that “a comprehensive ban could deal with the 
problem of scope by a general purpose criterion”. We share this 
view of the sponsors of the working paper, and we believe that a 
comprehensive prohibition of chemical weapons, based on the 
“purpose” criterion, is the most appropriate both for reasons of 
principle—in the light of the objective of achieving the total 
prohibition of this type of weapon of mass destruction—and for 
practical reasons, since it would mean adopting the simplest and 
clearest formula which is not open to contradictory interpre
tations. The use of this criterion would not, of course, exclude the 
possibility that certain additional and more precise characteristics 
relating to the practical implementation of the provisions concern
ing the scope of prohibition might be elaborated, if necessary.

One important problem relating to the prohibition of chemical 
weapons is the question of control over compliance with an agree
ment banning chemical weapons. We realize that the solution of 
this problem entails considerable difficulties which, nevertheless, 
can and must be overcome. What is required, of course, is the 
necessary willingness on the part of all the participants in the 
negotiations.

Up to now the prevailing view in the Committee has been that 
the system of control over the prohibition of chemical weapons 
should be based on a reasonable combination of national and 
international forms of control. It is precisely a system of this 
kind which is provided for in the socialist countries’ draft con
vention of 28 March 1972.

We note that this approach to the question of a control system 
is, in general, accepted by the ten non-aligned nations in their 
working paper on the prohibition of chemical weapons. The docu
ment says that the assurance of compliance with the prohibition

could be provided through a combination of national and international 
measures which would complement and supplement each other, thereby pro
viding an acceptable system which would ensure effective implementation of 
the prohibition.

The working paper submitted by the socialist countries on 28 June 
1973 (CCD/403) on ways of implementing control over com
pliance with the convention on the prohibition of the development,
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production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their 
destruction considers certain forms of national control in amplifi
cation of article IV of the socialist countries’ draft which refers 
to measures of national control that States are obliged to take 
within their territory, under their jurisdiction or control.

National forms of control may, in general, be determined by each 
State party to the agreement. The initiative of States in this 
respect is not limited. It is precisely with this approach in mind 
that the relevant provisions of the draft convention of the socialist 
States (article IV) are formulated in general terms. Depending on 
local conditions, the forms of national control may diifer from 
country to country. It would be desirable, nevertheless, to con
sider in the course of the negotiations some possible general forms 
and methods of such control, whose application might produce 
optimum results.

The working paper of the socialist countries presents some 
considerations regarding certain possible ways in which States 
might fulfil their obligations in regard to the implementation of 
national control—such as the establishment of national control 
committees, statistical analysis, and limitations on patenting. The 
consideration and study of the question of the forms of national 
control can, of course, be continued.

International co-operation in implementing the provisions of a 
convention prohibiting chemical weapons, or international proce
dures for lodging complaints of violations of the convention and for 
investigating such complaints, are dealt with in articles V and VI 
of the socialist countries’ draft convention and can be implemented 
in accordance with the provisions of the United Nations Charter.

In the opinion of some countries, the comprehensive prohibition 
of chemical weapons should be conditional on compulsory on-site 
inspections. Such a form of control would involve outside inter
ference in a wide range of the activities of States and can there
fore hardly be acceptable to many participants in the negotiations 
who are willing to ban chemical weapons completely. In view of 
the close connexion between the production of chemicals for 
military and peaceful uses, international inspections are an 
undesirable and unnecessary method of verification. Besides, visits 
by foreign specialists to chemical enterprises would lead to vio
lations of industrial property as they would involve disclosing 
industrial secrets.

Many States members of the Committee have advocated the 
elaboration of a mutually acceptable agreement, taking as a basis 
the socialist countries’ draft convention which is before the 
Committee. The principle of a total ban on the means of waging 
chemical warfare, on which this draft is based, has been regarded 
positively in the statements by a number of delegations in the 
Committee. The delegations of some countries have suggested a
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practical method for further work—namely, to submit concrete 
amendments or additions to the existing draft convention or to 
submit a document containing counter-proposals. A reciprocal 
initiative, which would make it possible to proceed directly to 
negotiations on the substance of the matter is still not forthcoming 
from the deleigations of the Western countries. The United States 
delegation’s comments on the working paper of the non-aligned 
countries cannot be regarded as an initiative capable of serving 
as a constructive contribution to real negotiations on the pro
hibition of chemical weapons.® These comments could play such a 
role if they were accompanied by concrete proposals. In the 
absence of such proposals, the Committee will find itself in the 
same position as it is now,— n̂amely, while the socialist countries 
are willing to conduct real negotiations on this problem, there is 
no such willingness on the part of the Western Powers. This point 
was very convincingly made in the statement by the Polish repre
sentative, Mr. Natorf, and in that of the Czechoslovak represent
ative, Mr. Vejvoda, at the Committee’s last plenary meeting.^®

The problems relating to the complete prohibition of chemical 
weapons and their destruction are very complex; considerable 
efforts are needed to solve them. Efforts to attain the objective of 
the complete prohibition of chemical weapons must be founded on 
the political will of the States participating in the negotiations, on 
their desire to ensure the prohibition of the development and pro
duction of chemical weapons and the destruction of stockpiles of 
these weapons.

The Soviet Union and other socialist countries have, by sub
mitting their draft convention, made a constructive contribution 
to the search for a solution of this question. We are entitled to 
expect, from the other participants in the negotiations, a con
crete answer to the socialist countries’ proposal—an answer which 
would help in reaching agreement on this important problem. The 
absence of any such reciprocal proposal is unjustifiably retarding 
progress in its solution. We think that the Committee should get 
down to a concrete discussion on the relevant provisions of an 
international agreement which would eliminate the threat of 
chemical warfare.

North Atlantic Council Communique,
July 15, 1973"

1. The North Atlantic Council met in Ministerial session in 
Copenhagen on 14th and 15th June.

2. Ministers underlined the essential contribution which the

® The U.S. comments appear antey pp. 358~363, 370-376.
“  For Mr. Vejvoda’s statement, see CCD/PV.611, pp. 16-18.
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, July 16,1973, pp. 89-90.
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Alliance has rendered over the years to the maintenance of inter
national peace and security. The progress being made toward 
better East/West relations and the reduction of tensions in Europe 
could not have been achieved without the unshakeable resolve of 
the West to defend itself and a sound military capability to do so. 
Ministers asserted that an effective defense system remained a 
fundamental prerequisite for further progress. Consequently, the 
Allies must continue to make the efforts necessary to ensure their 
defense and security.

3. Ministers reaffirmed the principles and objectives of the 
Alliance established a quarter of a century ago. They noted, how
ever, the profound changes which were taking place in every field 
of international activity. With this in mind, Ministers decided 
that the time had come, without prejudice to continuing nego
tiations in other fora, for their Governments to examine in a 
spirit of solidarity and by a common effort their relationships in 
the light of these changes. They entrusted the Council in perma
nent session with this task. Ministers expressed full confidence 
that the Alliance would continue to be a vital force for maintain
ing peace, improving East/West relations, and promoting greater 
security and well-being.

4. Ministers considered the outcome of the Multilateral Talks 
in Helsinki in preparation for the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe. Recalling the purpose of their Govern
ments in entering into these talks. Ministers were satisfied that it 
had been possible at Helsinki to agree on arrangements for this 
Conference which would ensure that their proposals were examined 
fully and in depth.

5. Ministers stressed the need for the Conference to be con
ducted with all due deliberation befitting the range, complexity 
and importance of the subjects to be discussed, including security; 
economic, scientific, technological and environmental cooperation; 
cooperation in humanitarian and other fields and, in particular, in 
the field of human contacts. They reaffirmed that constructive and 
specific results could be achieved only through a process of detailed 
and serious negotiations without artificial time limits. They felt 
that given these circumstances there were reasonable hopes that 
the Conference could produce satisfactory results. Consequently, 
they expressed their willingness to begin the first phase of the 
Conference in Helsinki on July 3rd. They noted that a decision 
on the opening date for the second phase of the Conference remains 
to be taken and agreed to consult further on this matter.

6. Ministers representing countries which participate in 
NATO’s integrated Defense Program noted with satisfaction that 
the initiative for mutual and balanced force reductions in Central 
Europe which they took at Reykjavik in 1968  ̂ has led to Multi

 ̂Documents on Disa/rmamentf 1968, pp. 449-450.
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lateral Exploratory Talks in Vienna. The agreements reached 
there thus far are useful steps forward. These Ministers expect 
negotiations on specific force reduction and associated measures in 
Central Europe to begin in October 1973 as previously agreed. 
They reaffirmed the importance they attach to the prompt fulfil
ment of this commitment.

7. In such negotiations, it will be the aim of the Allied Govern
ments concerned, bearing in mind the indivisibility of the security 
of the Alliance, to secure step by step practical arrangements 
which ensure undiminished security for all parties at a lower 
level of forces in Central Europe. The readiness of the Warsaw 
Pact countries to contribute to balanced results would, together 
with a successful outcome of the parallel negotiations in CSCE, 
open the way to a more fruitful and stable relationship in Europe. 
These Ministers reaffirmed the conviction of their Governments 
that unilateral action on the part of countries of the Alliance to 
reduce or withdraw forces would undermine the negotiation of 
satisfactory agreements aimed at enhancing military stability.

8. These Ministers noted with approval the extent of agreement 
already reached within the Alliance in preparation for negotiations 
on mutual and balanced force reductions. They requested the Coun
cil in permanent session to continue this work and to develop 
further an Alliance program for the forthcoming negotiations.

9. Ministers expressed satisfaction that the negotiations be
tween the United States and the USSR seeking permanent limi
tations on strategic offensive arms (SALT TWO) were being 
pursued. They recognized the importance of this subject for the 
Alliance and reaffirmed the continuing need for close Allied con
sultation.

10. Ministers considered the latest developments in questions 
concerning Germany. They noted the conclusion of the legislative 
process in the Federal Republic of Germany approving the Treaty 
on the basis of relations between the Federal Republic of Germany 
and the German Democratic Republic of 21st December, 1972, 
whose signature Ministers welcomed at their last meeting.® They 
also noted the conclusion of the legislative process to empower the 
Government of the Federal Republic of Germany to apply for 
entry to the United Nations. They expressed the hope that rela
tions between the two German States would develop steadily in a 
satisfactory manner, taking into account the special situation in 
Germany.

11. As regards Berlin, Ministers share the view that the strict 
observance and full application of the Quadripartite Agreement of 
3rd September, 1971 constitute a condition for lasting detente and 
stability in Europe. They noted the practical improvements in the 
Berlin situation which the Agreement has produced and were in

® Keesing’s Contemporary Archives, Dec. 16-23, 1972, pp. 25621-25622.
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agreement that the opportunities which it affords for the con
tinuing well-being of the city should be fully utilized.

12. Ministers took note of the report on the situation in the 
Mediterranean prepared on their instructions by the Council in 
permanent session. They reiterated their concern at the develop
ments in this area which could have dangerous consequences for 
the countries of the Alliance. They accordingly instructed the 
Council in permanent session to continue its consultations on this 
question and to report to them at their next meeting.

13. Ministers received with interest a report by the Conference 
of National Armaments Directors on steps to improve armaments 
cooperation. Noting that the need to collaborate in the areas of 
standardization, development and procurement has become more 
pressing, they instructed the Council in permanent session to take 
the necessary action.

14. Ministers representing countries which participate in 
NATO’s Integrated Defense Program welcomed the reaffirmation 
by the United States that, given a similar approach by their Allies, 
they would maintain and improve their forces in Europe and not 
reduce them except in the context of an East/West Agreement. 
These Ministers also recalled their previous Agreement that mem
ber nations were entitled to bring to the attention of the Alliance 
any special problems arising from balance of payment problems 
resulting from military expenditures for collective defense, and 
that Alliance solidarity can be strengthened by cooperation be
tween members to alleviate these problems. They noted that 
permanent representatives have been directed to study these issues 
and to offer whatever recommendations seemed appropriate.

15. The next Ministerial session of the North Atlantic Council 
will be held in Brussels, on 10th and 11th December, 1973.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical 
Weapons, July 17, 1973^

You will recall that in my intervention of 3 July  ̂ I said that I 
would be returning to discussion of the ten-delegation memoran
dum entitled “Working paper on the prohibition of the develop
ment, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their 
destruction”.® Today I would like to address myself to sections III 
and IV of that memorandum concerning verification and a com
plaints procedure.

The issue of verification goes to the heart of the question of

" CCD/PV.613, pp. 13-21.
'  Ante, pp. 370^76.
® Ante, pp. 206-209.
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limitations on CW, and the possibilities of adequate verification are 
a key factor in considering the scope of any agreement.

Because of the potential adverse impact on its national security, 
a State cannot be expected to relinquish its CW deterrent capa
bility (which would, of course, be required under a comprehensive 
GW ban) unless it is adequately assured that other States have 
similarly and concurrently relinquished their CW capabilities.

We believe that the members of the Committee are completely 
aware of the necessity of adequate verification. For example, the 
Yugoslav delegation has noted
tha t the problem of verification is emerging as a key issue and th a t the solu
tion of the whole problem will largely depend on whether a functioning, 
reasonable and politically-acceptable verification system is possible/

The representative of Sweden remarked in our spring session that
the absence, as in the Biological Weapons Convention, of any continuous 
verification measures would not be acceptable in a convention on chemical 
weapons.

He went on to remind us
th a t in no disarmament field is a completely effective control system possible, 
if by completely effective we mean an absolute guarantee tha t every violation 
will be detected.®

This point is well taken. As my country’s representative, Mr. 
Leonard, has stated in this Committee, the United States does not 
expect a perfect verification system.® Let me say, however, that we 
would expect a system which provided a sufficiently high prob
ability of detection of a violation in order to deter actions con
trary to a ban.

With this as background, I should like to proceed to the first 
sentence of the ten-delegation memorandum’s section on verifi
cation, which states that
The purpose of the verification system in a treaty  prohibiting chemical 
weapons should be to give every P arty  a reasonable assurance of compliance 
of the prohibition.

There can be varying interpretations of what a “reasonable assur
ance” might be. However, keeping in mind that the problem of 
chemical weapons can have an important impact on the security 
of States, we would not wish to renounce the possibility of main
taining a deterrent in kind unless assured that the system of 
verification provided a very high degree of confidence and pro
tection.

Such verification is of a different nature from the concept of 
“reassurance” or “amplified verification,” which was presented 
to us in the spring session by our Swedish colleagues.^ We plan to 
discuss this concept in a later intervention.

‘ CCD/PV.548, p. 6.
'  CCD/PV.590, p. 10.
® Documents on Disarmament^ 1971, p. 548.
• Ante, pp. 33-38.
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The ten-delegation memorandum goes on to state that assurance 
of compliance with the prohibitions of an agreement could be pro
vided through a combination of national and international meas
ures. This general principle has received wide support in the 
Committee, including support from Yugoslavia and Sweden, and 
from the group of twelve nations in their memoranda of 1970 ® and 
1971.® We can agree with this principle, and we believe the task 
before the Committee is to carry out a full examination of all 
possible verification measures in order to arrive, in the words of 
the memorandum, at “an acceptable system which would ensure 
effective implementation” of treaty provisions.

Paragraph 12 of the memorandum states that
The self-control of States parties to the treaty  might encompass (a) declara
tions, a t the time of entering into force of the prohibition, as regards national 
activities related to production and development of chemical weapons and 
agents, particularly concerning the destruction of existing stockpiles.

A number of delegations have suggested that declarations con
cerning national activities might play a role in the verification 
process. For example, the delegation of Yugoslavia, which has 
done considerable work on the formulation of national and inter
national control measures, has suggested that at the time for 
entering into force of a convention on the prohibition of CW, 
statements by Governments about national activities carried on up 
to that time in the field of development, production and stock
piling of chemical weapons might be a part of a national control 
system.^

We believe that declarations can have considerable value in a 
system of verification. Indeed, we find it hard to visualize countries 
agreeing to eliminate production facilities and destroy stock
piles in the absence of the provision by all parties of detailed lists 
identifying and locating facilities and stockpiles relevant to the 
treaty’s provisions. These initial declarations would have to be 
both broad in their scope and specific in their detail. We believe 
further attention should therefore be given to developing a more 
precise understanding of the types of facilities and activities that 
would have to be listed in the declarations.

The ten-delegation memorandum refers to declarations as being 
submitted only at one particular time, namely, “at the time of 
entering into force of the prohibition.” However, we would assume 
that thereafter supplemental declarations would be needed from 
time to time. Following the original listing of facilities, it would be 
of great importance for parties to declare periodically whether the 
facts contained in the original list had changed. Had new facilities 
been constructed? Had additions been made to existing facilities? 
Had some facilities been closed down ? And so forth.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 453-455.
” Ibid., 1971, pp. 566-568.
“ Ibid., 1972, pp. 485-486.
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Thus far I have discussed only one t3T>e of declaration, that 
containing lists of facilities. Two additional tjrpes of declarations 
would also be particularly helpful in monitoring the prohibitions 
of an agreement. One type of declaration would consist of a 
general statement in which a party reaffirms, perhaps annually, 
and at an appropriately high political level of its Government, 
that it is complying with the agreement. Declarations of com
pliance issued at such a level could contribute to continuing re
assurance that the treaty is being honoured.

Another type of useful declaration would be an annual or 
periodic statement of national production of substances limited 
by an agreement. In the case of nerve agents, annual production 
would be expected to be zero or near zero; in the case of dual- 
purpose agents, periodic declarations of production might aid in 
monitoring end use.

I have indicated that, for us, declarations made only “at the 
time of entering into force of the prohibition” would be of limited 
utility and would need supplementing. We would appreciate hear
ing further comment on whether it would not be preferable for a 
treaty to call for declarations at regular and fairly frequent 
intervals. We would also suggest consideration as to whether it 
would not be desirable to provide for several types of declarations 
of the sort I have outlined. Finally, further discussion would cer
tainly be warranted regarding the amount of detail which ought 
to be called for in the various types of declarations.

While my comments have underscored the potential importance 
of declarations, I trust we will all bear in mind that declarations, 
no matter how specific, deal only with part of the verification 
problem. Declarations do not, and obviously cannot, deal with the 
problem caused by the possibility of undeclared facilities, ac
tivities, or stockpiles. This problem is particularly difficult in con
nexion with declarations regarding stockpiles. I have already 
raised this in an earlier intervention and I expect later to return 
to the general subject.

We can agree with the idea contained in clause (b) of paragraph
12, which we understand to suggest that States parties be re
quired to adopt national measures aimed at implementing treaty 
prohibitions, including enactment of laws and regulations, in 
accordance with constitutional processes. A similar provision, but 
a relatively simple one, is contained in the Biological Weapons 
Convention.^^

The last two clauses of paragraph 12 suggest:
(c) the organization of a national system of control and control body with 
authorization to co-operate with the international control organ and (d) in
forming the international control organ of these measures of self-control.

We concur that there would appear to be a need for some orga

“ 76td., pp. 133-138.
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nizational structure within a country to carry out verification ac
tivities required by an agreement. For example, there would have 
to be some agency responsible for collecting the information re
quired for declarations. However, whether existing agencies could 
undertake these responsibilities or whether it would be necessary 
or desirable to establish a new organization would not seem of 
particular importance provided the party intended to comply with 
its obligations.

The basic question is whether a national control body could be 
expected to carry out verification within the territory of its own 
country that would provide significant reassurance to other 
parties that the treaty’s prohibitions were being complied with 
fully. The answer to this question would, of course, depend on the 
extent to which other parties would have confidence that the 
national control body will enjoy independence from the Govern
ment it monitors, and the degree to which the national body has 
unimpeded access to all relevant facilities within its country, 
military and civilian. I may wish to return to this general subject 
in a future intervention.

The first sentences of paragraph 13 of the ten-delegation memo
randum concern verification by national means. Every State, of 
course, can be expected to use the national means available to it to 
assist in verification. I would emphasize, however, that we be 
cautious in the weight we assign to the capabilities of these means 
of verification. The several national means of verification which 
have been discussed in the Committee have distinctly limited 
possibilities as reliable indicators of chemical weapons activity. 
I refer to such means as remote sensing, economic monitoring, and 
off-site observation. With regard to verification of a ban on stock
piles, a United States working paper, after comparing the external 
appearances of facilities for storage of high explosives and chemical 
munitions, concluded that off-site observation could not solve the 
problem of identification of chemical munitions storage.M ore
over, there is a good deal of uncertainty over the size and com
position of chemical weapons stocks that countries may now 
possess.

The second sentence of paragraph 13 of the ten-delegation 
memorandum introduces the concept of consultations and co
operation as an element of verification. We believe that it would be 
useful for any agreement to provide for international consultations 
to resolve questions that might arise regarding implementation and 
compliance with treaty prohibitions. The last sentence of the para
graph suggests that such consultation and co-operation might be 
undertaken through appropriate international procedures “within 
the framework of the XJnited Nations and in accordance with its 
Charter.” This raises a more general question regarding the 
organizational framework for consultation and co-operation. It

“ /6M., pp. 347-357.
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touches, therefore, upon the broader question of international 
organization in connexion with verification which I shall be dis
cussing under paragraph 14 of the memorandum.

Paragraph 14 of the memorandum raises a number of quite 
important questions regarding international organization in con
nexion with verification of chemical weapons prohibitions. One 
question relates to the type of international body that might be 
established. The memorandum refers to “a qualified and independ
ent international control organ to be designated by the States 
Parties.” We are not sure how formal and complex a structure 
is envisaged. It seems to us that the question of whether a formal 
and complex international structure should be established for 
verification would depend to a considerable degree on the scope 
of the verification activities being undertaken by the body. In the 
case of verification of comprehensive prohibitions, an inter
national control organization niight be required to carry out very 
extensive international verification procedures.

I should interject at this point that our approach to establish
ment of international bodies for arms control verification has been 
to seek the simplest organization and procedures consonant with 
the tasks of adequate verification. In connexion with possible 
chemical weapons prohibitions, we suggested in the United States 
work programme, part IV that a consultative body might be 
established. Such a body might have a number of advantages. It 
could provide the flexibility which might be helpful in dealing with 
problems that cannot be fully foreseen in a new area of arms con
trol, and it could provide a convenient locus for consultations 
among governmental representatives with the assistance of tech
nical experts. Similarly, a consultative body might also be a place 
for arranging inspection visits to clarify any situation not resolved 
by consultations. I have mentioned consultations again in con
nexion with paragraph 14 because we believe it would be desir
able for consultations to take place normally within a suitable 
organizational framework. The concept of consultations “within 
the framework of the United Nations” as expressed in paragraph 
13 of the memorandum seems to us to be too general and 
imprecise.

The first and second sentences of paragraph 14 also raise issues 
regarding the type of information that should be received by a 
control organ and that should be reported to parties. The memo
randum says that “the results” of verification should be made 
available to all parties. The memorandum also states that veri
fication might include collection, analysis and circulation of 
relevant data. There are, of course, important differences be
tween raw data and results, and the way these should be handled 
and distributed.

Raw data collected by an international control body should be

Ibid., V. 106.
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available to any interested party which wishes to study any or all 
of the facts in detail. However, the complexity of such an under
taking would, of course, vary with the scope of the prohibitions.

The memorandum also states that results should be made avail
able to all parties “on an automatic and fact-finding basis.” We 
are not clear as to what is meant by “results”. At any rate, it 
would seem to us advisable for an international control body 
simply to have responsibility for publishing, in summary form, a 
strictly factual account of its activities, both periodically and in 
connexion with particular problems that are raised. We would 
appreciate further clarification of these issues.

We concur with the general idea in the second sentence of para
graph 14 that an international control body might provide appro
priate assistance to parties that requested it in developing their 
own national procedures for verification.

The third sentence of paragraph 14 states that the international 
control organ should receive full assistance of States Parties in 
the development of international verification measures, including 
relevant technology at the disposal of States Parties. We agree 
with what we take to be the general idea of this sentence, al
though we think qualification is important. Parties can only be 
called upon to provide appropriate assistance. Some technology 
regarding, for example, national means of verification, relates to 
highly sensitive security matters which, by their nature, cannot be 
shared with an international body. On the other hand, many tech
nological developments regarding verification might be of such a 
nature that they could be shared. When this is the case, assistance 
to the international control organ could indeed be advantageous 
for the over-all system of verification.

It also seems to us that this sentence does not cover adequately 
the range of co-operation which ought to be required of parties 
vis-d-vis an international control organ. Should not any agree
ment on chemical weapons contain an explicit undertaking that 
parties will co-operate fully with an international control organ not 
merely “in the development” of international verification meas
ures, but in the carrying out of all verification procedures?—And 
particularly in the carrying out of any investigations. We would 
appreciate hearing views on this question.

In an earlier intervention, I commented on the last two sentences 
of paragraph 14, and will, therefore, now proceed to comment on 
paragraph 15 of the memorandum. We can concur that an inter
national verification system should be reviewed and, as appro
priate, improved, taking into account new scientific and tech
nological developments. We also agree with the second thought in 
paragraph 15, that the verification system should be established 
and implemented in such a way as to avoid the disclosure of scien
tific, industrial and commercial secrets. The problem posed in this
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sentence would be more acute if a verification system is of great 
breadth and detail, such as would be required for a comprehensive 
treaty.

I should like to turn now to section IV of the ten-delegation 
memorandum, entitled “Complaints procedure.” Here it is stated 
that any Party might, as a last resort, lodge a complaint with the 
Security Council concerning an alleged breach of the provisions of 
the Treaty. It also states that the complaining party should sub
mit to the Security Council all possible evidence, including a report 
or reports, which might be prepared by an international control 
organ.

We can concur in several of the general points reflected in this 
section. First, we agree with the clear implication of paragraphs 16 
and 17 that there ought to exist international verification proce
dures which can be utilized to ascertain the facts regarding treaty 
observance, and that resort to the Security Council would be 
expected to take place after these international verification 
procedures had been utilized. We believe any fact-finding proce
dures should be of an effective and objective character.

This leads me to an important point. We note that the inter
national verification measures in the memorandum do not pro
vide for an international procedure of investigation, prior to 
resort to the Security Council, to determine the facts of a situation 
if there is a question of treaty compliance. The need for an 
investigatory procedure that could resolve a doubt as to a party’s 
compliance would be particularly important for a comprehensive 
agreement where the destruction of stockpiles would have elimi
nated deterrents to the use of chemicals by others. The procedure 
would be needed either to confirm an alleged violation, or to clear 
up unfounded suspicions that might cause parties to take pre
cipitate action that would endanger mutual security as well as 
the treaty itself. An investigatory procedure, including inter
national inspections as appropriate, might be integrated with a 
complaints procedure into a coherent whole.

As I have already indicated, we agree with the general point that 
it would be appropriate for a country which finds that there is a 
threat to its security from an alleged treaty breach to take up 
the matter in the Security Council, submitting all possible evi
dence, including any reports of an international control organ.

I should like to note that the United States work programme 
also suggested the possibility of submission of complaints to the 
Security Council. We have come to question, however, whether it 
would be a good idea for any agreement on chemical weapons 
to contain explicit provisions on this matter. The right of Members 
of the United Nations to bring threats to their security before the 
Security Council is established under the Charter. It cannot be 
affected by any other agreement. This right will continue to exist
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under the Charter whether or not any specific language is included 
in a chemical weapons agreement, and there is no need to restate 
it. What is important is that appropriate effective international 
verification procedures should be formulated whereunder parties 
can establish the facts of an alleged violation. I have previously 
stated that we would participate with other delegations in explor
ing further what possibilities might exist for achieving adequately 
verified comprehensive prohibitions, and that in this exploration 
we would be commenting on the suggestions and interventions of 
others. We have devoted considerable time and analysis to the 
ten-delegation memorandum because it is an important state
ment on the possibilities of a comprehensive agreement to which a 
large number of delegations subscribed. We hope that our com
ments have indicated how we look at some of the important veri
fication and other considerations it raises, and we also hope that 
our comments will be useful in the further examination of these 
issues. We believe considerable progress has been niade in the 
Committee toward a realistic evaluation of the problems of any 
CW agreement, but as we indicated in our examination of the ten- 
delegation memorandum, we believe many points yet remain which 
require further elaboration. We look forward to hearing comments 
on the questions and issues we have raised.

Statement by the French Government on Signing Additional
Protocol II to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear
Weapons in Latin America, July 18, 1973^

(1) The French Government interprets the obligation spelled 
out in Article 3 of the Protocol as posing no obstacle to the full 
exercise of the right of legitimate self-defense confirmed by Article 
51 of the Charter of the United Nations.

(2) The French Government takes note of the interpretation 
of the Treaty given by the Preparatory Commission and repro
duced in the final act, according to which the Treaty does not apply 
to transit, the authorization for which, or the refusal of which, is 
in the exclusive competence of each member State according to 
the rules and relevant principles of international law.

(3) The French Government considers that the application 
of the legislation relating to Article 3 of the Treaty is understood 
to be legislation in accord with international law.

(4) The dispositions of the first and second articles of the 
Protocol apply to the text of the Treaty of Tlatelolco in the form 
in which it was signed by the French Government. In consequence,

’ F ro m . American Embassy, Mexico City, airgm. A-381, July 31, 1973, 
Unclassified. The trea ty  appears in Documents on Diaarmament, 1967, pp. 
69 ff. For Additional Protocol II, see ibid., p. 83.
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any amendment whatsoever to this Treaty which enters into force 
in conformity with the provisions of Article 29 of same, shall not 
be applicable against the French Government without the express 
consent of the latter.

Should the interpretive declaration thus made by the French 
Government be contested in whole or in part by one or several 
contracting parties to the Treaty or to Protocol II, these instru
ments shall be without effect in the relations between the French 
Republic and the contesting State or States.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Eckerberg) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Compre
hensive Test Ban, July 19, 1973 ^

Today I should like to make some comments on the question of a 
comprehensive, test ban. They will be somewhat specific in that they 
pertain to the verification issue, which received such intensive 
attention during the informal meeting with experts last week.

The Swedish delegation supported the initiative taken by the 
representative of Japan, Mr. Nisibori, to convene these meetings. 
This initiative was in compliance with the request to our Com
mittee from the General Assembly to give first priority to our 
deliberations on a treaty banning underground nuclear weapon 
tests, taking full account of the views of experts. The Committee 
is also requested to submit to the next General Assembly a special 
report on the results of its work on this matter.

Trying to assess last week’s meetings, we have found that they 
were very useful. They threw more light on the technical possi
bilities of verification. I also believe that the experts’ attention has 
become more focused on the special political problems of seismic 
CTB monitoring, and that the meetings might thus have promoted 
research and operational activities more geared to the CTB issue. 
A number of conclusions can be drawn from the meetings, relevant 
to our task of negotiating a ban on underground testing under 
efficient control.

It is clear that one will never be able to detect, locate and 
identify all possible nuclear explosions by using only seismological 
methods. But then this need not be the goal, even though the 
efforts to improve the state of the art should never cease. What it 
is necessary to achieve in connexion with a test ban is that the 
risks for a violator be made so high that they provide an effective 
deterrent against violations. In the opinion of the Swedish delega
tion, the main method for remote control, namely seismological 
monitoring, has advanced so far that one can correctly identify a 
sufficiently large proportion of nuclear explosions to obtain this

‘ CCD/PV.614, pp. 6-10.
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desired deterrence against clandestine testing. I should underline 
that the methods are now sufficiently advanced. It is equally clear 
that there is a need for additional operational resources, first of 
all in the form of more modern stations, suitably placed around 
the world. The costs involved would be modest in relation to the 
importance of the issue.

Secondly, it would also be necessary to arrange for an efficient 
exchange of seismological data. We know that a data exchange 
already exists today, but it is obviously not at all as efficient for 
our purposes as it could be. Data to detect and locate earthquakes 
and explosions appear to be abundant, but few data to identify 
those events are exchanged. The present data exchange has evolved 
for the purpose of earthquake science, and is not geared to the 
needs of a test-ban control. It would thus be necessary to establish, 
as soon as possible, a sufficiently rapid routine exchange which— 
above all—^must also include identification data.

Thirdly, it would be desirable to establish an international 
centre to receive the data, to carry out event locations and to 
redistribute the information to all participating countries. The 
event identification, however, should in our view be carried out 
nationally by the countries which are parties to the test ban.

We have learnt that several excellent centres for an exchange 
of data already exist. It seems to the Swedish delegation, however, 
that they would not, as they are at present, meet the requirements 
of a comprehensive test ban. Such a body should be specifically 
designed for the purpose.

In this connexion, I should like to refer to the views presented 
by the leader of my delegation, Mrs. Myrdal, two weeks ago, when 
she discussed the different tasks of an international disarmament 
organization. She underlined that there was no reason to wait 
for the agreement in a treaty form before the special data exchange 
needed for a test ban—one that includes also identification data— 
started. Such an exchange, she said, might on the contrary stimu
late the emergence of a treaty.^

In conclusion, it seems that the present identification capabili
ties could be improved even more if there is a will to provide an 
efficient test-ban verification.

On the other hand, it is also understood that there could be 
some additional problems when a test ban is enforced. I am re
ferring to different evasion techniques. Some accounts about the 
considerations in this field have been given. We feel, on the basis 
of information available, that it might be difficult to apply these 
methods in practice. We would, however, welcome more informa
tion in this field.

It is worth noting in this connexion that many statements and 
discussions on the test-ban verification issue seem to hinge on the

" See ante, pp. 402-409.
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idea that clandestine testing would be the course of affairs to be 
expected in case of a CTB, This is a concept that originated in 
the fifties and early sixties. I think it is time to have a new look 
at this aspect of our CTB discussion. We have to consider a mix
ture of military, technical and, not least, political issues which 
are important and crucial to the CTB issue. They are well worth 
serious political analysis. The purpose would be to clarify the 
present “scenarios” of a CTB situation, and to get rid of old, 
perhaps outdated, concepts and assumptions.

It seems symptomatic that a new concept of openness aimed at 
preventing evasion has found its place in the ABM-treaty, where
Each P arty  undertakes not to use deliberate concealment measures which 
impede verification by national technical means of compliance with the pro
visions of this Treaty.®

A similar agreement in a CTB-treaty—coupled with a procedure 
for consultations to deal with any questions that might come up 
about compliance with the treaty—could produce the same assur
ance and security against violations.

Primary responsibility for verification under the bilateral arms 
limitation agreements, SALT, has been given to satellite photog
raphy. We can, I think, consider the satellites as a sine qua non 
for these agreements. Considerable interest is also being devoted 
to the possibilities of using satellite observation for test-ban veri
fication. We have had, at last, a first discussion of this during our 
informal meetings. It seems that the seismic techniques are expected 
to remain the primary means of control, but that satellites would 
offer valuable supplementary information.

The development of satellite reconnaissance methods during the 
last ten years has vastly increased the capabilities of the satellite- 
owning Powers to monitor what is going on in other countries. 
This increased information has reduced the risks of these Powers 
misinterpreting actions within other countries. Availability of 
information is an essential part of any safeguard system. Recon
naissance satellites seem to be efficient enough to monitor large- 
scale changes within a country, e.g. urbanization activities, har
bour and factory construction, as well as detailed, small-scale 
activities within selected and limited areas, e.g. military move
ments in certain border regions. This means that satellite recon
naissance can be used to follow activities at known or suspected 
sites of underground testing of nuclear explosives.

Satellite reconnaissance could also be used in a CTB as a fol
low-up method to seismic detection and would increase the difficul
ties of carrying out clandestine testing. It will put on a nation 
wishing to test clandestinely the additional burden of ensuring 
that the explosions are concealed in such a way that they cannot 
afterwards be identified by satellites, when and if they were

’ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, p. 200.
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detected by seismological means. The satellite observation tech
niques would be of particular value in avoiding false alarms. Earth
quakes often occur in uninhabited areas, and if any of them was 
small enough to remain unidentified the satellites could easily con
firm from the lack of human activity that no underground test had 
been conducted.

Until now the big Powers have had, practically speaking, a 
monopoly of all the information derived from satellites. On the 
other hand, a trend exists towards international use of the data 
obtained, as in the “World Weather Watch”. Many countries, 
including Sweden, have also advocated international control and 
management of observation satellites in the United Nations Work
ing Group on Remote Sensing of the Earth by Satellites. The 
desire for international control is growing in regard to environ
ment problems, and it is clearly in the interest of the great ma
jority of States to ensure that satellite observation be interna
tionalized for other control purposes also, including the verification 
of a CTB.

The question of on-site inspection remains relevant to our nego
tiations. It is understood that such inspections would be used not 
as a primary system of control, but as a follow-up in regard to 
events that have been detected and located, but not identified. 
Those events, however, are getting fewer and fewer, thanks to 
continuing advances in seismology.

The Swedish delegation has often underlined that we would 
have nothing against an agreement including some obligatory 
on-site inspections, if that was politically acceptable to all the 
nuclear-weapon Powers. As this is not the case, we can only note 
that the importance once attached to on-site inspections has de
creased considerably. In our opinion the deterrence needed against 
clandestine testing can be obtained without obligatory on-site 
inspection.

Furthermore, there are still some questions which are not clear 
in regard to the continued demands for obligatory on-site inspec
tions. We do not know how large the areas to be inspected would 
have to be or how the inspections would be carried out. We have 
also several times asked what number of obligatory inspections 
would be contemplated. Logically, all parties to a test^ban treaty 
have the same rights. However, this would lead to a very high 
total number of inspections. It has also been said that on-site 
inspections would be of special value as regards events with low 
yields, since it will not be possible to discriminate between such 
nuclear explosions and chemical explosions by seismic means. I 
think, however, that it would be difficult to promote the idea of 
obligatory on-site inspections of such relatively modest and not 
uncommon conventional explosions.

These considerations confirm our conviction that inspection by
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invitation would be the obvious solution. If there is, in the view 
of a party to a CTB, a need for further information, such a party 
could avail himself of the procedure which has been called “veri
fication by challenge”. This would entail a gradually more rigorous 
sequence of inquiries and exchanges of information, and allow, as 
a last resort, inspection as agreed upon by the parties involved.

In connexion with last week’s informal meeting with experts, 
the Swedish delegation circulated a survey of nuclear tests con
ducted from 1945 to 1972. It shows that during this period more 
than 925 nuclear tests of different types are likely to have been 
conducted, and that more than 425, that is nearly half of them, 
have been conducted after the signing of the partial test-ban 
treaty * ten years ago. Instead of the lower test frequency, which 
at that time was taken for granted, the world has been forced to 
witness an increase in nuclear-weapon testing.

The conclusion drawn by the Swedish delegation from the 
informal meeting with experts is that the technical problems of 
the verification issue cannot any longer constitute a real obstacle 
to a CTB. The combination of all verification capabilities makes 
the risk of discovery too high for a violator in ^ e . The decisive 
considerations must therefore be military and political. These 
considerations, however, are not the subject of my intervention 
today. They have been dealt with extensively before and they will 
soon receive due attention again.

Statement by the Yugoslav Representative (Cvorovic) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, July 26, 
1973*

The United Nations involvement in disarmament work and the 
future of disarmament efforts appear to be at a crossroads. The 
global multilateral approach seems to have suffered a setback, 
despite the fact that under the Charter the United Nations has 
full responsibility for disarmament.

It is becoming more and more obvious that the most important 
problems of disarmament, which are of vital concern to all coun
tries, are being considered outside the United Nations. We see 
discussions proceeding in a bilateral and a regional context with 
neither the United Nations nor the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament even being informed of their results, let alone 
of the progress of their work.

The work of the Special Committee for the World Disarmament 
Conference is in an impasse. In our Committee, too, we are con
fronted by stagnation, stalemate and frustration. What is para

* Ibid., 196S, pp. 291-293.
‘ CCD/PV.616, pp. 12-19.
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doxical is that United Nations efforts seem to be stuck at a time 
of growing detente in the world which should be of a nature to 
stimulate and facilitate multilateral negotiations, and in particular 
those concerning the questions of arms control and disarmament.

The idea of a world disarmament conference has captured the 
imagination of the world, and everything possible must be done to 
bring this great idea to fruition.

If all the nuclear Powers were prepared to participate in the 
work of the Special Committee with a view to studying the ques
tion and prepare the ground for the world disarmament con
ference, rapid progress could be made. The forthcoming session 
of the General Assembly might therefore undertake to resolve the 
problem of an adequate and effective preparatory body which could 
pave the way for the early convening of the world disarmament 
conference with the participation of all States.

If, however, the General Assembly could not succeed in finding 
a generally acceptable solution, we should then turn to an existing 
organ of the United Nations which is a subsidiary body of the 
General Assembly and to which all Members belong. I refer, of 
course, to the United Nations Disarmament Commission, which 
is an organ of the whole General Assembly.

This Commission could be convened early in 1974 to prepare in 
good time necessary recommendations for the General Assembly. 
It would provide a large deliberative forum where every country can 
state its point of view without the haste that is a usual feature of 
the meetings of the General Assembly. It can, of course set up 
whatever working committees or study groups it considers neces
sary for carrying out its mandate successfully.

As far as concerns the work of the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament as the only multilateral negotiating body 
linked with the United Nations I have no choice but to refer again 
to the assessment made in the eight-nation memorandum of 14 
March 1973 on the occasion of the Committee’s twelfth anniver
sary.  ̂ The disappointment at the lack of progress and at the 
stagnation in which the Committee finds itself for the second con
secutive year has been expressed in the statements of a number 
of other delegations. In the meantime, unfortunately, nothing has 
happened to remedy this state of affairs, and what is more dis
couraging, there seem to be no prospects of finding a way out of 
this impasse.

As a matter of fact, in its consideration of the two priority 
issues on its agenda, namely, the cessation of nuclear weapon 
tests and measures for the prohibition of the development, pro
duction and stockpiling of chemical weapons and for their destruc
tion, the Committee has been moving for quite some time in a 
vicious circle. We have been listening to many statements which

“ Ante, pp. 49-50.



CVOROVIC STATEMENT, JULY 26 461

are often repetitions of previous ones, or, at best, contain some 
additional analysis and comments which are not very productive 
because they are not backed by concrete proposals. In other words, 
we are stuck because we have long since reached the point where 
the expression of political readiness is decisive in order to move 
from the phase of exploration to the negotiating process itself.

The question we have to raise now is, how much more time is 
needed for this process to bear fruit in regard to the two items I 
have just mentioned. Or let me put it differently. Does it mean 
that the Committee’s inability in come out of its stagnation is a 
sign of a deep crisis in which it finds itself, a polite way, perhaps, 
of warning the world community that it has come to the end of 
its usefulness? We would like to believe that this is not the case. 
With all its shortcomings, the Committee can still play an im
portant role in multilateral disarmament negotiations, pending, 
of course, the time when it can be made more representative, more 
negotiation-oriented and more democratic in its procedure and 
method of work in accordance with present-day requirements, or 
until it is replaced, perhaps, by some other multilateral negotiat
ing body which the United Nations Member States would like 
to have.

In this respect it would be extremely useful to re-examine the 
possibilities of new approaches to the whole complex problem of 
disarmament. In this respect the comprehensive programme of 
disarmament recommended in General Assembly resolution 2661 C 
(XXV)® and set forth in document A/8191 of 2 December 1970 * 
contains all the necessary elements to serve as a basis. The two 
Powers which have been acting as co-chairmen of the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament should be asked to revise and 
bring up to date their programmes for general and complete dis
armament.® The other permanent members of the Security Council 
and indeed all Members of the United Nations should be invited 
to put forward plans or principles for the negotiation of a treaty 
on general and complete disarmament.

In addition, the problem of the constantly escalating military 
expenditures, which are now estimated on a global basis to be 
about 225,000 million dollars per year, gives a lot of reason for 
anxiety. It is intolerable that after more than a dozen multilateral 
and bilateral agreements in the disarmament field, armaments 
have not been reduced by a single rifle or nuclear weapon, and 
that military expenditures have increased year by year. In the 
last dozen years they have more than doubled in absolute terms 
and increased by more than 50 per cent in constant terms. All 
countries in the world are put in peril by the arms race and all 
have a vital interest in disarmament and in using the resources

® Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 682-683.
‘ 76id.,pp. 653-658.
“ Ibid., 1965, pp. 77-102,111-140.
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of the world to promote their well-being. There is a close link 
between international security, disarmament and economic de
velopment. Any progress made towards any of these objectives 
will constitute progress towards all of them. It is necessary there
fore to engage in an organized manner in a study of ways and 
means of reducing the astronomic sums wasted on military 
expenditures.

In the third year of the Disarmament Decade, and with the 
growing detente, it is essential to make a new start on what has 
repeatedly been described as the most important problem of the 
world—disarmament. In these circumstances we must reverse 
the declining trend of United Nations involvement as regards 
matters both of substance and of procedure.

In this connexion we are much impressed with and would like 
to lend our support to the forward-looking idea of the representa
tive of Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal, regarding the early establishment 
of an international disarmament organization. As mentioned by 
her, this body could already supervise the implementation of dis
armament agreements as well as prepare itself for additional 
functions^

To sum up, it seems to us that the forthcoming session of the 
General Assembly should be invited to give serious consideration 
to new approaches to, and new starts in, the whole problem of 
disarmament. We very much hope that the results of the delibera
tions of the Fourth Conference of the Heads of States or Govern
ments of the Non-Aligned Countries, to be held in September in 
Algiers, might represent a contribution towards this end.

No other question has received more attention in the United 
Nations than that of a comprehensive test ban. The General 
Assembly has adopted some twenty-four resolutions calling for an 
end to nuclear testing. At the time of the signing of the partial 
Test Ban Treaty (5 August 1963)® great hopes were held that it 
would very soon lead to a prohibition of underground tests, as 
promised in the Treaty. What it turned out to be is nothing else 
than a public health measure, as was pointed out by Mrs. Myrdal, 
the representative of Sweden:
. . . the Moscow Treaty, hailed a t the time as a great accomplishment, has 
turned out to function only as a public health measure; it should be regarded 
as valuable proof th a t an international restriction on pollution can be 
achieved. But its dimension even in this respect is modest. And its effective
ness to hamper development of nuclear weapons, or even to reduce nuclear- 
weapon testing, is evidently nil.’

In agreeing to discontinue tests in the three environments, the 
nuclear Powers directly concerned stated that, besides their desire 
to put an end to the contamination of man's environment by radio
active substances, they were guided by the following arms-control

1963, pp. 291-293.
’ CCD/PV. 549, p. 7.
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considerations: the ban would slow down the general arms race 
by imposing limits on nuclear weapons development, would check 
the spread of nuclear weapons to other nations and would facilitate 
progress towards disarmament. However, as confirmed by sub
sequent events, the tide of arms competition has remained un
affected, and has even increased.

Since the partial Test Ban Treaty went into effect, two nuclear 
Powers have continued extensive nuclear testing underground. 
According to the report by the Research Institute of National 
Defence in Stockholm, Nuclear Explosions 19^5-1972, and as 
mentioned by the representative of Sweden, Mr. Eckerberg, in his 
statement of 19 July 1973:
Up to and including 25.IV.1973, a total of more than 925 nuclear tests of 
different types are very likely to have been conducted. More than 425, th a t 
is nearly half the total, have been conducted a fte r the signing of the 
Partial Test Ban Treaty, 1963.®

Thus, the partial Test Ban Ban Treaty has not resulted in a 
lower test frequency, apart from the fact that the number of tests 
in the atmosphere has been reduced. Unfortunately, tests in the 
atmosphere are still conducted by France and the People’s Republic 
of China, which are not parties to the partial Test Ban Treaty. 
It is to be regretted that France carried out, a few days ago, a new 
atmospheric nuclear explosion in the Pacific, in spite of world-wide 
protests, and in particular in spite of protests from the countries 
in that region, because of the harmful effects of the radioactive 
fall-out on human health and the environment.

In the absence of a Comprehensive Test Ban, the possibility of 
proliferation of nuclear weapons continues to be a growing threat 
to international security and peace, despite the entry into force of 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty in 1970.® Continuation of under
ground tests can hardly be inducive to other nuclear Powers to 
stop atmospheric testing, and puts in jeopardy the very existence 
of the NPT. A Comprehensive Test Ban would, on the other 
hand, have direct and indirect beneficial effects as regards curbing 
the nuclear arms race and increasing the chances of world-wide 
acceptance of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, and it would remove 
some of the objectives in relation to that Treaty by a number of 
non-nuclear-weapon States. The CTB would also eliminate the risks 
to the environment and health associated with radioactive dis
charge and other adverse ecological effects. In general, it could 
greatly contribute to improve international relations, hopefully 
signal the beginning of the end of all testing in all environments by 
everyone, and prepare the ground for further meaningful nego
tiations on other measures of arms control and disarmament.

It is worth-while repeating once again at this point, that the 
nuclear-weapon States signatories of the NPT have been com

® Ante, p. 459.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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mitted to the principle of a comprehensive ban on nuclear testing 
for over a decade. The NPT has been hailed by many States as a 
first but very important step in curbing the nuclear arms race. 
It is not without apprehension that many countries are expecting 
the convening of the Review Conference of the NPT in March 
1975. The period that divides us from that Conference is not a 
long one, but sufficient for the achievement of much-needed results 
in arms control and disarmament measures such as would be 
enough to make it reasonably successful. Its success would no 
doubt be proportionate to the fulfilment of obligations under that 
Treaty, and the first step in that direction must be the conclusion 
without further delay of a treaty banning underground nuclear- 
weapons tests.

The informal meeting with experts two weeks ago has in our 
opinion clarified many questions concerning the technical prob
lems of the verification issue which cannot any longer constitute 
a real obstacle to a CTB. As far back as 29 February 1972, in his 
address to the opening meeting of the Committee, the Secretary- 
General said he believed, and I would like these to be my con
cluding remarks on the CTB issue:

. . . th a t all the technical and scientific aspects of the problem have been so 
fully explored th a t only a political decision is now necessary in order to 
achieve final agreement.^

In the course of this year, the question of chemical weapons has 
been again in the focus of the attention of the Committee as one 
of the priority items on the agenda. In this respect, the working 
paper by ten non-aligned countries (CCD/400) represents a new 
attempt to facilitate the Committee’s work.“ Its sponsors were 
prompted by a desire to help fill in the existing gaps, so that 
meaningful results could be achieved at an early stage. It is 
probably too early to make any estimate of the extent to which the 
working paper has contributed towards the attainment of our com
mon goal. We are, however, satisfied with the general recognition 
by the members of this Committee that it represents a concrete and 
useful contribution towards consideration of the chemical weapons 
problem. In regard to the specific comments made by various dele
gations on the working paper, I will, at this stage, limit myself 
to making, in relation to those issues, only a few remarks which 
my delegation considers relevant for better understanding of its 
position.

My delegation has repeatedly stated its reasons in favour of a 
comprehensive agreement on measures for prohibiting the develop
ment, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and for their 
destruction. It has done so at some length in its statement of 18

“ CCD/PV.545, p. 8.
“ Ante, pp. 206-209.
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July 1972 and in its working p a p e r T h i s  is an unchanged 
position on the part of my Government, because only through a 
comprehensive agreement could its national and security interests 
be best protected.

The comprehensive scope of the prohibition of chemical weapons 
has been advocated in a number of General Assembly resolutions, 
including last year’s resolution 2933 (XXVII) It is reflected and 
elaborated to some extent in paragraphs 7-10 of the working paper 
(CCD/400).”

The division and differentiation of chemical agents into so-called 
highly toxic and less toxic ones are aimed at supporting the pro
hibition of highly toxic weapons only, thereby ignoring the views 
expressed by the experts in the Secretary-General’s report, which 
states, inter alia, that chemical weapons designed only to in
capacitate the enemy would be used in conjunction with other 
forms of attack, so that the final effect might be lethal.^ Similar 
conclusions, which are expressed in the report of the WHO con
sultants, “Health Aspects of Chemical and Biological Weapons”, 
are based on the experience acquired in military operations, having 
in mind in particular the use of such weapons by a militarily 
superior Power against an unprotected adversary or one who 
could not retaliate in kind.

It is with this in mind that paragraph 8 of the working paper 
(CCD/400) states:
Since adequate protection against any kind of chemical weapons is not avail
able to the greater part of the world population, even less toxic agents can 
create as g reat a danger as highly toxic ones and therefore should be pro
hibited.

With regard to the views that have been expressed in favour 
only of prohibiting the production of chemical weapons and not at 
the same time of the destruction of stock-piles, the working paper 
CCD/400 clearly states in paragraph 9 that such a solution
will be particularly discriminatory and will not be acceptable to many coun
tries, specially to those which have abstained from procuring such weapons.

In order to increase the security of all and not merely of some 
countries, any treaty should give equal treatment to all, and not, 
as was rightly pointed out by the representative of the USSR, Mr. 
Roshchin, divide them “into two categories: those having the 
right to possess chemical weapons, and those not having such a 
right”.̂ ^

Instead of actually asking again for another kind of discrimina
tory non-proliferation treaty by banning only the development and

'^Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 466-475. 
pp. 438-441.

Ibid., pp. 840-841.
“ Ante, p. 207.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1969, p. 268.
” Ante, p. 440.
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production of chemical weapons, all efforts should be concentrated 
on finding the best possible ways and means of eliminating the 
stockpiles from the arsenals of those States which possess them.

The principle of the verification system proposed in document 
CCD/400, which is based on a combination of three important 
elements— t̂he self-control of States, national means of verification 
and international means of verification—seems to meet with a 
favourable response on the part of the Committee. Although 
considerable efforts were made by the sponsors of working paper 
CCD/400 with a view to presenting a comprehensive framework 
of verification and system of control, the complexity of the prob
lem points to the necessity of further elaborating some specific 
areas. The United States representative, Mr. Martin, in his state
ment of 17 July 1973, indicated a number of such areas to which 
further efforts should be directed.̂ ®

What is needed now are not generalities or abstract comments 
but precise and concrete proposals. This concerns particularly the 
issues in regard to which substantial differences still exist. We 
should like to believe that the United States delegation will find 
it possible to make its effective and concrete contribution to this 
end by submitting specific proposals. The time to do it—is now. 
Any further delay, after four years of extensive discussion of the 
problem of chemical weapons, could hardly be understood and 
accepted by the United Nations membership and by world public 
opinion in general.

Netherlands Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament: International Organ for 
the Support of a Chemical-Weapons Convention and 
Other Disarmament Agreements, July 31, 1973^

I

1. In recent discussions concerning the possible form and con
tents of a CW convention, the creation of a standing organ for the 
operational support of such a convention has been suggested by 
several delegations. The subject was first broached in the United 
States working paper CCD/360.^

2. The present working paper contains an elaboration of Nether
lands views expressed on this subject in the past and it is sub
mitted with a view to stimulating further discussions on this 
important aspect of a ban on chemical weapons.

3. The paper is mainly of an illustrative nature. In part II it

“ Ante, pp. 446-454.
'  CCD/410, July 31,1973.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 197Z, pp. 98 If.
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briefly describes some organizational aspects of the establishment 
of a standing organ and deals in part III with the functions to be 
allocated in an international organ as envisaged by the Nether
lands delegation. Part III is based on a number of working 
hypotheses, which could be modified if found to be unsatisfactory. 
This part is also mainly illustrative, but it could stand on its 
own if, rather than discussing the concept of an “embryonic IDO”, 
the CCD would prefer to focus attention on organizational arrange
ments in the context of a CW convention.

II

4. The Organ could be constructed along the familiar pattern 
of many international organizations, i.e., a plenary Conference, a 
Board and a Secretariat.

5. Membership of the Conference would raise no problem if the 
Organ would function in the context of a CW convention only; 
members would be the parties to the convention. Taken as the 
nucleus of an international disarmament organization with future 
responsibilities also in other fields, the Organ should be open- 
ended. Rights and duties of individual members, except for the 
right of speech, would then have to be limited and determined 
by their adherence to the treaties (or their review conferences) 
which specifically provide for certain tasks of the Organ.

6. While the Conference, as a rule, would only meet at certain 
intervals, the Board would have to be so organized as to be able to 
function continuously. Members of the Board would be elected 
by the Conference. Its main functions could be envisaged as pro
viding practical guidance to the work of the Organ on the basis 
of a programme to be established by the Conference.

7. The Secretariat, headed by an Administrator, would consist 
of a permanent staff and such additional panels of experts as may 
be required for the performance of ad hoc or highly specialized ac
tivities such as special investigations or technical studies.

III

8. It is assumed that a CW convention will have an annex con
taining a list of agents that would specifically be forbidden. This 
assumption is based on the insufficient precision of the purpose 
criterion by itself. It may be noted that the assumption is con
sistent with a comprehensive approach towards chemical dis
armament as well as with a phased or partial one. The Organ 
would have to do the up-dating of the annex if necessary. When
ever a party would dispose of information which, in its opinion, 
would require an amendment to the annex, it should notify the 
Administrator of the Organ and furnish him with the information 
in support of the notification. Appropriate procedures would be



468 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

needed to enable the Board to amend the annex provisionally, 
pending a definitive decision to be taken by the Conference.

9. It is assumed that, even under an unconditional prohibition 
of certain agents, parties will be entitled to keep small quantities 
of these agents for prophylactic, protective or other peaceful pur
poses. Parties would undertake to supply to the Administrator on a 
regular basis all information on the kinds and quantities of the 
agents concerned and on the purpose of their use. The Adminis
trator should make this information available to all other parties.

10. A provision of a CW convention for the destruction of exist
ing stockpiles of chemical means of warfare or their diversion to 
peaceful purposes, should call for the declaration of these stock
piles and for international observation of their destruction or 
diversion. The Administrator could be the addressee of the 
declarations as well as the originator of observational activities, 
in which experts of the Secretariat could take part together with 
observers from interested parties. The Administrator should keep 
all parties informed concerning matters pertaining to the destruc
tion or diversion of military stockpiles.

11. A CW convention will probably contain a non-transfer and a 
non-assistance clause. The Conference, on its own initiative, or 
upon recommendation by the Board or by the Administrator, could 
give guidance for its implementation, e.g. by means of im- and 
export regulations.

12. An article of a CW convention could call for national legis
lation to ensure the fulfillment of the basic obligations under the 
convention. Such measures could be reported to the Organ and 
coordinated by the Organ.

13. Should a CW convention provide for the exchange of eco
nomic data, the Organ would be the indicated clearing house for 
such an exchange.

14. In general, parties could undertake to furnish to the Ad
ministrator such information as the Board might request for the 
performance of its functions, and in particular an annual report 
on the working of the convention within their respective territories 
stating inter alia if any activity prohibited under the convention 
has occurred.

15. Upon decision by the Board the Administrator could be au
thorized to request any party to provide complementary or supple
mentary information regarding any event or circumstance con
nected with compliance with the convention, setting out his 
reasons for the request. Parties should undertake to cooperate 
with the Administrator.

16. This procedure could also be initiated upon a request to the 
Board by a party.

17. Confidence in the information to be supplied would sig
nificantly be enhanced if the Administrator could be given stand
ing authorization to carry out random checks.

18. If reasonable doubts would remain whether a party has fully
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complied with his obligations under the convention, these doubts 
could only be removed by a special investigation. Such a special 
investigation should be decided upon by the Board, which should 
formulate the procedure for the organization and execution of the 
investigation. As a rule, such investigations would have to be 
carried out by experts to be appointed by the Board from a list of 
experts drawn up every year by the Administrator upon recom
mendation by parties. Parties should undertake to render all 
assistance to the investigators as necessary for the performance of 
their duties. A copy of reports resulting from such an investi
gation should be transmitted to all parties and to the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations for transmission to the Security 
Council.

19. A special investigation might also be carried out at the 
request of a party suspected of having violated the convention or 
at the request of a party which is of the opinion that certain ac
tivities on its territory could give rise to suspicion.

20. The Board might decide, or any party might request, the 
convening of a special session of the Conference for the purpose 
of considering the reports resulting from any special investigation. 
The Conference might make recommendations to the parties and 
submit reports to the Secretary-General of the United Nations for 
transmission to the Security Council.

21. If the Organ would be available, a CW convention could 
dispense with a provision for a review conference.

Statement by the Japanese Representative (Nisibori) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Compre
hensive Test Ban, July 31, 1973 ^

First of all, I would like to associate myself with you, Mr. 
Chairman, and the previous speaker in extending a cordial welcome 
to Dr. Fred C. Ikl6, the new Director of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency, and also in welcoming back again among 
us Mrs. Myrdal of Sweden. I also join you Mr. Chairman, in 
wishing Ambassador Natorf of Poland, who is leaving us shortly, 
the best of luck in his future career. As you have mentioned, Mr. 
Chairman, Dr. Ikle’s name has been familiar to us all through 
his writings on disarmament problems. We are glad that a man 
of his calibre and background has been appointed to the highest 
policy-making post of the United States in the field of our common 
concern. I hope that his personal attendance at our meeting will 
serve to enhance all the more his interest in the task we are 
tackling.

It is my great pleasure to note that the informal meetings with 
the participation of experts on CTB were held as scheduled from

‘ CCD/PV.617, pp. 8-11.
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July 10, and continued for four days of intensive and fruitful 
discussions. In the name of the Japanese delegation, which pro
posed the holding of these meetings on 10 April,  ̂I wish to express 
my profound gratitude for the maximum co-operation given by 
delegates, the experts and the members of the Secretariat.

The meetings secured the attendance of twenty-two experts from 
nine countries, including three non-aligned countries. These 
figures are remarkable when compared to those of the previous 
meetings: five experts from five countries participated in 1970 
and eight experts from five countries participated in 1971. This 
fact well indicates serious international concern for banning 
underground nuclear weapon tests and shows how well and widely 
it is understood that the analysis of seismological and other tech
nically related problems has a very important bearing on banning 
underground nuclear weapon tests.

The previous meetings, if I may say so, tended to drift away 
from discussion on the delegates’ level, and anchor in a debate 
among experts using technical terminology to discuss very special
ized questions. This year’s meetings, in contrast to the former 
ones, provided a forum for the exchange of views between delegates 
and experts; delegates positively took the floor and experts made 
enlightening remarks. In this respect, also, I believe that the 
meetings were a great success. Furthermore, I consider that this 
balanced exchange expresses the eagerness of the members of this 
Committee to resolve the question of a comprehensive test ban, 
which has been entrusted to this Committee for deliberation as a 
matter of first priority.

We also consider that the results of co-operation during the 
past year between Canada, Sweden and Japan on the verification 
of a comprehensive test ban through seismological means have 
been reflected in the meetings just concluded. We intend to further 
promote our co-operation with the countries concerned in the 
hope of solving this question.

In assessing the meetings, I am in perfect agreement with the 
statement made on 19 July by the representative of Sweden, Mr. 
Eckerberg, that the meetings “. . . threw more light on the 
technical possibilities for verification” and that “A number of con
clusions can be drawn from the meetings .  ̂ I wish to
point out, in particular, that through the four days of intensive 
discussions, important clarification was offered concerning the 
technical aspects of a comprehensive test ban. That is to say:

(1) It has been confirmed that the seismological means is highly 
effective in the process of verification, but that it has certain limi
tations so far as we depend on teleseismic observation.

(2) It has been agreed among experts that the ultimate detec

• CCD/PV.599, pp. 6-11.
" Ante, p. 455.



NISIBORI STATEMENT, JULY 31 471

tion threshold is Mb:4.0; that is, explosions of 1 to 2 kilotons in 
hard rock.

(3) It was reported that, if the difficult question of evasion were 
to be excluded, the identification threshold would approach the 
detection threshold as a result of recent research and development.

(4) The experts also agreed that, although a very high veri
fication capability has been achieved for comparatively large ex
plosions, 100 per cent certainty cannot be expected for com
paratively small events. As for this uncertainty, one expert stated 
that there was a high possibility of disclosing evasion in the case 
of explosions of more than 10 kilotons and that, therefore, the 
present high capability of the seismological means of verification, 
even without 100 per cent certainty, would be enough to deter from 
non-compliance with the treaty. On the other hand, it was cate
gorically pointed out by the United States experts that evasion in 
the case of explosions of 50 to 100 kilotons was highly possible and 
that even small-yield tests may be highly valuable in strategic 
terms, and therefore that on-site inspection cannot be eliminated 
in realizing an underground nuclear weapons test ban.

(5) In defining threshold criteria, it was suggested that yield 
value, which describes the source size, should be employed instead 
of seismic magnitude. But it was pointed out that it is difficult to 
assess the yield before determining the magnitude, which, in itself, 
is very difficult to determine.

(6) There were questions and answers concerning the possi
bility of using satellites or conducting on-site inspections as a 
means of verification. The majority agreed that, in the verification 
of a comprehensive test ban, these means should supplement the 
seismological means. In this context, many experts emphasized the 
future need for international co-operation in the field of seismol
ogy, and we welcome the United States proposal of a concrete 
programme for the acquisition of a high-quality data base.

As we have just reviewed, we consider that, so far as seis
mological means of verification are concerned, a technical assess
ment has been fully made, and that there is a consensus among the 
experts on the following three points:

(1) assessment of the present verification capability;
(2) the future attainable goal; and
(3) the necessary reinforcement of the existing observation 

and data-processing facilities.

Minor technical points still require further study. However, 
when we recall the technical talks on seismological means of veri
fication which were first held in 1960, we note that great progress 
has been made since then, and that this progress has enabled us to 
come to a full realization now of what can be done and what can
not be done.
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I wish to pay high tribute to the experts of the United States, 
who made very frank and conscientious statements even on delicate 
issues such as the military significance of small-yield explosions 
and on-site inspections. The statements by the United States’ 
experts threw much light on the central issue of how to deal with 
the verification of small explosions which cannot be detected even 
as seismic events, if these small explosions are of any military 
significance.

There remains a difficult question arising from evasion. If 
evasion techniques were improved, it would become difficult to 
identify even comparatively large explosions as suspected events. 
The argument has been previously put forward by some repre
sentatives that verification would be fully achieved by adopting a 
combination of national means and international seismic data ex
change. We would wish, therefore, to hear from these sources what 
steps could be taken against suspected events.

As many delegates pointed out, and as I stated on 26 June, the 
progress seen in the SALT negotiations is most welcome.  ̂For the 
ultimate nuclear disarmament, however, there is no need to men
tion that a comprehensive test ban must be achieved as a pre
requisite. In his statement on 19 July, the representative of 
Sweden, Mr. Eckerberg, said: . the technical problems of the
verification issue cannot any longer constitute a real obstacle to a 
CTB” ; and he pointed out that “The decisive considerations must 
. . .  be military and political.” ® The time has now come for both 
the United States and the Soviet Union to make, as soon as 
possible, political judgements as to what kind of agreement can be 
found on the basis of what has been technically clarified about the 
verification issue.

Needless to say, the ultimate purpose of a comprehensive test 
ban is to ensure that no nuclear weapon test is conducted in any 
environment, whether underground or in the atmosphere. It is 
regrettable, therefore, that atmospheric nuclear weapon tests were 
conducted again very recently in defiance of an injunction from 
the International Court of Justice.

In closing, I wish to reiterate my heartfelt thanks to the mem
bers of this Committee for their eager and vigorous participation 
in this year’s informal meetings on CTB, and to express my earnest 
desire that what has transpired in the meetings may have a 
positive feedback to this Committee, so that a comprehensive 
test ban may be realized as early as possible.

^Ante, pp. 331-332.
'  Ante, p. 459.
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Statement by ACDA Director Ikle to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament, July 31, 1973^

Mr. Chairman, first I want to thank you and the other speakers 
for your warm and cordial welcome.

It gives me great pleasure to be with this distinguished group. 
As Director of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, I have, of course, the keenest interest in your work. I 
am following your progress; I share your concerns and I want my 
Agency to work with you on the difficulties inherent in your task. 
Indeed, I want you to count me as a participant in a common 
effort to overcome our difficulties, one by one.

It is not my purpose this morning to make detailed comments 
on the work before this Committee. My purpose in coming to 
Geneva is to gain a more direct understanding of your efforts, 
fresher and more immediate than the reading of your transcripts 
has so far given me.

At the same time, since I am now meeting with you in your own 
working forum, I want to share with you some of my thoughts 
about the substance of your work. I shall do this by making a few 
separate points.

First, I want to express my admiration for the way in which 
you conduct your work: the serious intellectual effort, the 
tenacious determination, and the continuing goodwill. Because of 
these qualities, this conference has acquired a fine reputation as a 
serious disarmament conference. Because of these qualities, the 
work of this Committee has been a success. We all know—and the 
history associated with this city reminds us— t̂hat many disarma
ment conferences were not a success.

Let me warn you, however, against a possible tendency* here to 
underrate your own accomplishments. You are dealing with a sub
ject where ideas are of particular importance; where the way in 
which people think largely shapes reality. What you accomplish, 
or fail to accomplish, hence, cannot be measured only in terms 
of the agreements that you work out here. You affect the ways in 
which Governments think about arms and disarmament. It is fair 
to say that ideas for which members of this Conference (and its 
predecessor conferences) have been pleading, have since become 
ideas held by the Governments of many Powers. Isn’t it also fair to 
assume that there is some cause and effect relationship between 
your efforts and the improved thinking among Governments?

This brings me to my second point: chemical weapons. Because 
of the work of this Committee, chemical weapons are thought of 
differently today than they were a few years ago. Your serious 
work on chemical weapons—incomplete as it may seem to you—

 ̂CCD/PV.617, pp. 19-23.
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already may have the beneficial effect of setting these weapons 
apart from the kind of military preparations in which nations 
normally are engaged. That is to say—and here I am expressing 
a personal opinion— t̂he work on chemical weapons you have al
ready accomplished has made some new competition in these 
weapons less likely.

In this context we must not forget the long-lasting and beneficial 
effect of the Protocol on chemical weapons signed in this city 
almost half a century ago.̂  It is one of the few arms control agree
ments that have survived the Second World War. As you may 
recall, the United States Senate failed to ratify this Protocol in the 
1920’s because at that time the public understanding for arms 
control was not sufficiently developed in my country. The situation 
has long since changed, and today the main purposes of the 
Protocol have the widest support in my country. President Nixon 
has resubmitted the Protocol to the United States Senate for 
ratification.®

Let me bring up a third point of a more general nature. We need 
a sense of proportion in sorting out our priorities. For example, 
we could probably all agree that the dangers from nuclear weapons 
by far outweigh the dangers from chemical weapons. I am con
vinced that the vitality of this Conference is strong enough so 
that the various priorities of disarmament will all receive their 
proper share of attention. I know that your energies and skill will 
not become totally absorbed by the considerable difficulties of 
limiting chemical weapons— t̂hat is to say, this uniquely difficult 
problem of verification. Indeed, this very summer several of you 
actively participated in a productive discussion of seismological 
approaches for verifying a comprehensive nuclear test ban.

This brings me to my fourth point, which concerns the ques
tion of verification. Verification—let us be frank about it—is a 
substitute for full trust. Where there is full trust, there is no need 
for verification. Hence, it does not make sense to propose veri
fication schemes that presuppose full trust among the Govern
ments that are to be a party to a treaty. So-called “national means” 
of verification, therefore, must not only be capable of producing 
the requisite observations or data, but also must be entrusted to the 
party (or parties) that wish to reassure themselves, and not to the 
parties about which the reassurance is being sought. Thus, if you 
talk about “national means within individual states” (as does the 
recent Swedish intervention on a possible International Disarma
ment Organization) you have to be clear as to who is verifying 
whose adherence to a treaty.

I believe we all have enough confidence in the capacity of na
tional Governments to make sure that international agreements

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
“ Ibid., 1970, pp. 445-446.
* Ante, pp. 405-406.
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are being adhered to within their own territories, if these Govern
ments wish them to be adhered to.

Or, if a Government should have some difficulty in controlling 
some dissident or criminal elements within its territory, who wish 
to violate an international treaty to which that Government re
mains a loyal party, I am sure other States or international 
organizations would then be glad to offer their assistance. This is 
the kind of problem which, for example, is dealt with by our 
colleagues who work on international controls against narcotics 
and other dangerous drugs.

The important thing to remember about verification is that it is 
a substitute for full trust, and that trust is helped by openness. The 
more open our societies, and the less we conceal from each other, 
the greater our mutual trust. Greater openness and less conceal
ment make verification, of course, so much easier; but at the same 
time they make verification less necessary.

One of the world’s most successful disarmament agreements, the 
Rush-Bagot treaty between my country and Canada,® never re
quired a cumbersome array of inspection measures, whether by 
“national means” or otherwise. Why has this treaty been so suc
cessful and enduring? Because our two societies are open toward 
each other— t̂here are no minefields, no walls, no barbed wire sep
arating the free competition and exchange of ideas and informa
tion between the United States and Canada. That is the reason 
why this old disarmament agreement has never presented verifica
tion problems.

You in this Committee will be unable to do serious, constructive 
work, moving toward your important goals, unless you keep in 
mind this fundamental interrelationship between verification, 
trust, and openness.

Now, let me turn to my fifth and last point. We must never lose 
sight of the overriding importance of preventing— f̂orever pre
venting—nuclear war. We must not accept the current situation 
of “mutual nuclear deterrence” as a permanent feature of our 
world. The confrontation of these horrendous arsenals of un
imaginable destructive power must not become a “fact of life” for 
our generation and the generation of our children. It is not a “fact 
of life”, it is a threat of death for all our societies.

As human beings, we must all accept the certainty of our own 
death as a fundamental aspect of our human existence. But we 
should never accept as permanent the threat to the survival of 
our world—of all our societies— t̂hat is inherent in the existing 
nuclear arsenals.

This conference, in working out the Non-Proliferation Treaty, 
has made an outstanding contribution to the overriding need for

'W illiam  M. Malloy (comp.). Treaties, Conventions, International Acts, 
Protocols, and Agreements Between the United States of America and Other 
Powers, 1776-1909, vol. I, p. 628.
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coping with the nuclear threat. I hope that you realize that this 
is an accomplishment without parallel in the history of dis
armament efforts. Yet the primary responsibility for further 
curbing nuclear weapons, of course, falls upon the nuclear Powers. 
I know you all have taken notice of the recent summit agreement 
between President Nixon and General Secretary Brezhnev, which 
clearly anticipates not only quantitative and qualitative limitations 
of nuclear arms, but also reductions. We need your help, please, to 
keep moving ahead on the reduction of nuclear arms. It is only 
through reductions that we can move towards the goal of more 
complete nuclear disarmament, to which we all aspire.

Mr. Chairman, I feel privileged indeed, to have been permitted 
to address this distinguished group.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Verification 
of Prohibition of Chemical Weapons, August 2, 1973^

In considering the question of chemical weapons we have rightly 
paid a great deal of attention to the question of verification. In our 
Spring session, the delegation of Sweden put before us an approach 
with its “Working paper on the concept of amplified verification in 
relation to the prohibition of chemical weapons”.̂  In my inter
vention of 17 July I referred to it briefly,  ̂ and I would like to dis
cuss it at greater length today.

We are grateful for this Swedish contribution because the paper, 
and the discussion of it by our Swedish colleague in his inter
vention of 8 March, raised central issues important to consider
ation of a comprehensive agreement.

A basic issue is whether a system of verification for a compre
hensive agreement can, in the words of the penultimate sentence 
of the working paper, be “reassuring rather than deterring”. (The 
emphasis is mine.) We believe such a distinction is not valid; we 
agree with the thought that any verification system ought to 
provide reassurance to the parties that their own observance of 
the treaty is matched by observance by other parties, but we 
believe that a State will be reassured as to treaty compliance if it 
feels that the system of verification will be effective in detecting 
and thus deterring violations. Reassurance is therefore the product 
of an effective system of verification which has a significant effect 
of deterring violations.

We can, of course, agree with the working paper that it is not 
to be presumed that countries will enter into an arms control

" CCD/PV.618, pp. 6-12.
‘ Ante, pp. 33-38.
’ Ante, p. 447.
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agreement with the intention of deceiving others by secretly dis
regarding the treaty’s prohibitions. When countries enter into 
arms control restraints, it can be presumed that they do so 
believing that the mutual implementation of these restraints will 
be in their respective security interests. We do not believe, how
ever, that these presumptions can be the basis for concluding that 
an effective verification system need not have, as an objective, the 
deterrence of violations. The reasons for this belief will become 
clear as my statement proceeds.

The Swedish working paper suggests that verification possi
bilities can be amplified by monitoring a number of prohibited ac
tivities pertaining to a chemical weapons capability. A chart on 
page three of the Swedish delegation’s working paper, CCD/395, 
lists, for the purposes of illustration, four activities which might 
be prohibited and five possible verification methods. These ac
tivities are: development, including research and field tests; pro
duction; stockpiling and training. Hjrpothetical probabilities for 
detecting each of these activities through possible verification 
methods are assigned. It is suggested that the over-all efficiency of 
a detection system will increase if several independent methods of 
verification, each with limited prospects of success, are combined. 
I hope I have given a fair description of the idea of amplified 
verification.

We appreciate the spirit in which this idea is put forth, and we 
agree that verification would to some extent be enhanced or am
plified if a range of activities were monitored by various methods. 
Indeed, in the United States work programme of last year we made 
a similar point when we stated in section III A of the programme 
that “comprehensive prohibitions, by covering many aspects of CW 
activities, would tend to reinforce each other”.‘ However, we must 
take issue with some of the basic premises regarding the useful
ness or applicability of the amplified verification concept.

The increase in the probability of detecting a violation when 
several independent verification methods are applied in com
bination is derived from the theory of probability. In practice, of 
course, the likelihood that a particular violation will be detected 
depends on the actual efficiency of each of the individual veri
fication methods. It is stated in the Swedish working paper that 
the individual values assigned for the possibility of detection are 
hypothetical. We would emphasize this purely hypothetical nature 
and question whether any statistical data exist or could be gathered 
in order to assign any fixed probability at all to the various veri
fication methods. Unless there is some firm, statistical basis for 
the assignment of the individual probabilities of detection, the 
formulae of probability serve little purpose.

In this connexion we would note that the original Swedish paper

* Documents on Diswmament, 197Z, p. 103.
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on which CCD/395 is based contains a very pertinent footnote. 
I quote:
In the formal discussion it is assumed th a t sufficient experience of the use 
of a verification method exists so th a t one can tru ly  speak of the probability 
of the method ra ther than of the possibility, which la tte r concept cannot be 
treated mathematically.

I would submit that such experience does not exist. Indeed, we are 
still trying to formulate appropriate and effective verification 
methods in our discussions here. Even if one could derive realistic 
probabilities for each verification method, we believe these could 
be significantly reduced by a State wishing to disregard the 
treaty. I shall be returning to this point later in my discussion.

In introducing the Swedish paper on 8 March, Mr. Eckerberg 
said:

The concept of amplified verification is based on the certainty tha t many 
different efforts would be involved if a country should wish to engage in 
building a chemical w arfare capability or maintain such a capability.®

In assessing the practical value of the idea of amplified verification 
in connexion with a comprehensive treaty, however, it is necessary 
to evaluate the other end of the spectrum of possible activities: 
that is, the extent to which a party desiring to evade such a treaty 
would find it possible and advantageous to engage in only one or 
two activities.

To illustrate, I would like first to discuss the possible violation 
of that portion of a comprehensive agreement that would deal with 
the elimination of stockpiles. Might a country feel that there was 
a significant advantage to be gained by retaining a substantial 
percentage of its stockpile? Any such violation might require no 
new major effort by the party and might not be revealed until 
hostilities began. Should hostilities take place between a party 
which had kept a part of its stockpile and a party which had 
destroyed all of its stockpiles and facilities for making chemical 
weapons, it can be assumed that an important advantage could be 
gained by the country which had disregarded the agreement.

In another case, the probability of detection of prohibited ac
tivities will be directly related to the scale of the activities. Let 
us for a moment suppose that a comprehensive ban was evaded 
by the creation or retention of a prohibited CW production 
facility. The engineering difficulties in establishing a facility are 
formidable, but not unsolvable. As we pointed out in a working 
paper last year, such a facility cannot be distinguished from a 
normal chemical plant by off-site observation. This plant could 
be constructed to manufacture a proven agent. There would thus be 
no need for research activity, field tests, or other associated ac
tivities. Troop training in offensive aspects would be advantageous, 
but might not be necessary until shortly before employment. It

'  CCD/PV.590, p. 11.



MARTIN STATEMENT, AUGUST 2 479

would be difficult to detect a diversion from peaceful purposes of 
chemicals sufficient to produce a militarily significant quantity of 
agent. Thus, if prohibited activities were undertaken on a small 
scale in some situations, a State could gain a significant military 
advantage.

Under this analysis, in the first case the likelihood of detecting 
a significant violation of a comprehensive treaty is reduced to the 
probability that a single activity will be detected: the retention of 
stockpiles. There is, therefore, no “amplified verification” result
ing from the cumulative possibilities of detection because only one 
activity is involved. In the second case only a few activities may be 
involved, rather than the entire spectrum, and they are not likely 
to result in a detectable departure from ordinary practices,

Mr. Eckerberg also raised a central point regarding the im
portance which parties might attach to the ability to redress 
quickly any imbalance resulting from a violation. I should like to 
quote the relevant passage from his statement:

I t is perhaps not prim arily a deterring effect which is needed; it m ight be 
more im portant tha t other parties to a production ban feel reasonably assured 
th a t they will get time to prepare themselves, politically and militarily, against 
a possible threat.*

We agree that parties will be seriously concerned if they feel that 
a violation of an agreement would leave them at a significant 
military disadvantage that could not be remedied reasonably 
rapidly. In the cases I have just described, however, it can be seen 
that there is a possibility that a country could find itself at a sig
nificant disadvantage which could not be rapidly countered by 
creation of a deterrent in kind.

I should now like to return to a point I mentioned earlier re
garding the possibility that a State deciding to disregard the 
treaty could reduce the probability that the violation would be 
detected. When the Swedish paper discusses the percentage prob
abilities that a party will be detected in one prohibited activity or 
another, it seems to view the matter as if we would be participants 
in a game of chance. Indeed, similar ideas are sometimes expressed 
under the concept of “game theory”.

There is a rather fundamental reason why we believe that 
statistical methods can have only very limited application in 
solving our verification problems. In the case of games, the rules 
remain constant. In the case of comprehensive chemical weapons 
prohibitions, the odds of detection of any particular activity can 
be enormously affected by unpredictable and unknown steps which 
may be taken by a party which decides to disregard the treaty.

Let us take again, as an example, the illustrative monitoring 
activity listed in the Swedish working paper for stockpiles, that is 
“finding instructions for handling of chemical munitions”, I will

pp. 11-12.
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leave aside the contradiction of how, under a monitoring system 
based primarily on reporting by national sources, one would “find” 
instructions for handling chemical munitions. But, assuming that 
a party retaining some of its stockpiles wished to maintain some 
copies of its instructions for handling chemical munitions, can it 
be known in advance whether it will maintain ten copies or 100? 
Will extraordinarily stringent security measures be imposed on the 
handling of any such documents? Such conditions are controlled by 
the party that decides to pursue a violation and will not be known 
to other parties.

On page two of CCD/395, the Swedish paper states “In a real 
case, the given ‘revealing probabilities’ should be evaluated by 
relevant experts”. However, in a “real case”, the experts will have 
no way of knowing what evasive measures will be taken and thus 
would find it extremely difficult, if not impossible, to evaluate the 
“revealing probabilities”.̂

I have discussed this point with respect to monitoring stock
piling and production facilities. However, it is obvious that the 
point has very broad application. The party determined to pursue 
a violation has a wide choice regarding method and timing. It may 
be prepared to spend a great deal of money to camouflage signs of 
activity that might become known. It may decide to engage in a 
violation gradually. Problems such as these lead to what we think 
is a fairly safe conclusion. Whatever else might happen in the 
event a party does decide to evade the treaty, one thing will not 
happen— t̂he pattern of activity in pursuing violations will not be 
the same pattern of activity as that which would exist if a country 
decided to acquire or maintain a chemical capability in the absence 
of treaty prohibitions.

In the section of the Swedish working paper entitled “Prac
tical and political implications”, an effort is made to demonstrate 
that withdrawal might be a practical remedy in connexion with a 
system of amplified verification. This is a significant issue. I will 
quote the entire passage:

Should several warnings appear simultaneously, they should certainly, 
taken together, be sufficient to w arran t an investigation, if  such a procedure 
is provided for in the treaty, or to entitle any party  to withdraw from the 
treaty. Since the result of the verification methods would be official and 
be known by all parties, it would be easy for all other parties to judge the 
fairness of a withdrawal.

This procedure should therefore be easier to apply in the event th a t a 
suspected violator was unwilling to explain the coincidence of several “w arn
ing signs” or vetoed an investigation.®

As I have indicated earlier, one cannot count on “several warn
ing signs” occurring simultaneously, given the ability of a party 
disregarding a treaty to manage a violation and to time its im
plementation. More specifically, in the case of disregard of a com
prehensive treaty’s requirement to destroy all production facilities
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or stockpiles, there might be no “warning signs”, until the pros
pect of use of the retained weapons or agents was imminent.

We fully appreciate the intention behind the paragraph just 
quoted. It recognizes the reasonableness of a withdrawing party 
wishing to have a convincing case for withdrawal so that the 
onus for destroying the treaty regime does not fall on the party 
which feels its security is threatened.

But, we have our doubts about whether the onus would indeed 
fall where it belongs, that is, on the party engaged in or seriously 
suspected of wrongdoing rather than the party which fears wrong
doing. Our doubts are not resolved by the comments which Mr. 
Eckerberg made in his intervention. He said:

A party  deciding to withdraw would face the risk of m isjud^ng the situ
ation and would have to take the corresponding responsibility in the face of 
public opinion.®

We think this is a realistic assessment. Indeed, evidences of vio
lation may be slender and ambiguous, if they exist at all. Con
siderable international pressure might well be exerted on the 
party having doubts that it should swallow them. We do not believe 
that a verification system should work in this way.

We have questioned the extent of the practical applicability of 
the concept of amplified verification as described in the Swedish 
delegation’s working paper. We do so with a constructive purpose 
in mind. We agree, as I said at the outset, with the idea that 
comprehensive prohibitions, by covering many aspects of CW 
activities, would tend to reinforce each other. We would also 
agree with the general point expressed by Ambassador Eckerberg 
that
In no disarmament field is a completely effective control system possible, if by 
completely effective we mean an absolute guarantee th a t every violation will be 
detected.“

We believe, however, and I think many would agree, that we 
are still confronted by many genuine and very complicated veri
fication problems regarding the development of comprehensive 
chemical weapons prohibitions. We hope for discussion at greater 
length and detail in the Committee, to see if effective verification 
measures for a comprehensive treaty can be developed.

Ottawa Statement by Commonwealth Heads of Government 
on the Tenth Anniversary of the Limited Test-Ban Treaty, 
August 3, 1973^

On this, the Tenth Anniversary of the Signing of the Treaty 
Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer

• CCD/PV.590, p. 11.
p. 10.

 ̂Commonwealth Secretariat, Commonwealth Informution  73/55, Annex,



482 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

Space and Under Water,  ̂ Heads of Government of the Common
wealth, meeting in Ottawa, reaflSirmed their unfailing support 
for the Treaty and their concern to ensure its universal ob
servance.

Recalling the terms of the preamble to the Treaty,
Proclaiming as their principal aim the speediest possible 

achievement of an agreement on general and complete disarma
ment under strict international control in accordance with the 
objectives of the United Nations which would put an end to the 
armaments race and eliminate the incentive to the production 
and testing of all kinds of weapons, including nuclear weapons, 

Seeking to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of 
nuclear weapons for all time, determined to continue nego
tiations to this end, and desiring to put an end to the contam
ination of man’s environment by radioactive substances.

Commonwealth Heads of Government appealed to all powers, and 
in particular the nuclear powers, to take up as an urgent task the 
negotiation of a new agreement to bring about the total cessation 
of nuclear weapon tests in all environments.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Anniversary of
Limited Test-Ban Treaty, August 7, 1973 ^

The scientific discoveries of our time in the field of nuclear 
physics have faced mankind with complex problems, on whose 
solution the fate and well-being of the peoples depend. Prominent 
among these problems are the safeguarding of international secu
rity and the protection of the human environment. The first arose 
out of the development of nuclear weapons, the second—out of 
their testing.

The most radical solution to the problems created by the advent 
of nuclear weapons would be the total prohibition of such weapons. 
Proposals to that effect were made by the Soviet Union in 1946 
and in subsequent years. Events showed, however, that such a 
course was impracticable. A gradual, step-by-step approach to 
the task of eliminating the threat of nuclear war and preventing 
the radioactive contamination of our planet by the products of 
nuclear fission proved to be more realistic. The first international 
move in that direction was the conclusion of the treaty banning 
nuclear weapon tests in three environments—in the atmosphere, 
under water and in outer space. Ten years ago, on 5 August 1963, 
the treaty was open for signature in Moscow.*®

* Documents on DisarmamenL 1963, pp. 291-293.
 ̂CCD/PV.619, pp. 10-13.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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The Moscow Treaty is an outstanding international instrument 
relating to the problem of the prohibition of nuclear weapons. The 
ten years since the day of the opening of the Treaty for signature 
have confirmed its singular importance, and the date of its sig
nature remains in the minds of men as a prominent landmark in 
efforts to check the nuclear arms race and deliver mankind from 
the threat of nuclear war. For the first time in human history 
matters concerning the most destructive weapon ever devised by 
man became the subject of an agreement. It is to be noted with 
satisfaction that the Moscow Treaty was supported by the majority 
of the world’s States; over a hundred countries have become 
parties to it.

The Moscow Treaty was concluded at a time when most tests 
were conducted in the atmosphere and created a serious radio
active hazard to man. An invaluable feature of the Treaty is that 
to a very large extent it prevents the contamination and pollution 
of the atmosphere, water resources and outer space by radio
active substances. By excluding nuclear-weapon tests from three 
wide fields— t̂he atmosphere, outer space and the waters of the 
earth— t̂he Treaty averts a serious threat to the health of present 
and future generations.

Another valuable aspect of the Moscow Treaty is its contri
bution to an important task of the present time— t̂hat of restrain
ing the arms race and so diminishing the threat of nuclear war. 
The absence of the prohibition it imposes on nuclear tests in the 
three environments would be conducive in a large degree to the 
more rapid development and expansion of nuclear arsenals. That 
important aspect cannot be overlooked in any evaluation of this 
Treaty.

The Moscow Treaty is also significant in that it paved the way 
for the conclusion of other important international agreements 
imposing restrictions on weapons of mass destruction. The open
ing of that Treaty for signature in 1963 was followed by the con
clusion of a number of important international agreements—on 
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons,® on the prohibition of 
the emplacement of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass 
destruction in outer space* and on the sea-bed and the ocean 
fioor,' and on the complete prohibition of bacteriological and toxin 
weapons.® All those international instruments are important links 
in the general series of measures for checking the arms race.

In this connexion mention should also be made of the significance 
of the Soviet-United States agreements of 1972 on strategic arma
ments lim itationand the agreement on the prevention of nuclear

‘ Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465. 
 ̂Ibid., 1967, VV- 38-43. 

'‘Ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11.
• Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138. 
’ 76td.,pp. 197 ff.
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war concluded between the Soviet Union and the United States in 
June 1973 during the visit of Mr. Brezhnev, General Secretary of 
the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union, to the United States.® Thus, the conclusion of the Moscow 
Treaty was followed by a process of practical negotiations on the 
limitation of armaments and on disarmament with a view to the 
adoption of effective measures in this field.

One of the stated aims of the Moscow Treaty banning tests in 
the three environments was the cessation of tests in the fourth 
environment also—underground. The Treaty contains provisions 
declaring the intention of the parties “to achieve the discon
tinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time” by 
concluding “a treaty resulting in the permanent banning of all 
nuclear test explosions, including all such explosions under
ground”. Accordingly, the Soviet Union has for many years been 
making considerable efforts to secure the cessation of nuclear 
weapon tests, including underground tests, by everyone every
where. Agreement on forms and methods of verifying the ob
servance by States of a treaty on such a cessation is important 
for the resolution of this problem. The Soviet side has repeatedly 
stated that such verification should be based on the use of national 
means of control. Present-day science and technology provide 
sufficient means for this purpose.

The cessation of nuclear weapon tests is prevented, however, 
by the unwillingness of some States to take a political decision on 
this question. Nor would the solution of this problem be facilitated 
by an approach based on the partial measures proposed in the 
Committee; the declaration of a moratorium on nuclear testing, 
the prohibition of underground nuclear tests above a certain 
threshold, a reduction in the number and yield of tests carried out, 
or the unilateral suspension of nuclear tests. Such partial measures 
or unilateral action by nuclear Powers would give some States un
fair advantages over others, and would constitute a departure from 
the principle of equal security. Moreover, partial prohibition 
raises technical diflSculties, for if not all but only some tests were 
banned—^whether qualitatively (by yield) or quantitatively— t̂he 
so-called deterrent factor would disappear. The likelihood of a po
tential violator of the agreement being detected would greatly 
diminish if not disappear altogether, since it would be possible in 
the case of a suspected breach to claim that the explosion set off 
was not covered by the ban.

Seeking to obtain the complete prohibition of dangerous experi
ments with nuclear weapons, the Soviet Union at the twenty- 
seventh session of the General Assembly supported the resolution 
which appealed to all States possessing nuclear weapons to suspend 
the testing of such weapons in all environments. The accession of

“ Ante, pp. 283-285.
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all States to the Moscow Treaty would be an important step to
wards that objective.

The Soviet Union, which played a not unimportant role in the 
preparation and conclusion of the 1963 Moscow Treaty whose 
tenth anniversary we are marking, will continue to make every 
effort to eliminate completely the danger of nuclear war.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Anni
versary of Limited Test*Ban Treaty, August 7, 1973^

My delegation can think of no more fitting place to celebrate the 
tenth anniversary of the limited test ban Treaty  ̂ than this Con
ference, which played a substantial role in the development of that 
Treaty. From the very opening session of the Conference, in March 
1962, the question of how to achieve a test ban was vigorously de
bated both in plenary sessions and in a special sub-committee. In 
the light of this debate, the United States and the United King
dom, in the August of 1962, tabled a draft treaty that formed the 
basis of the Treaty signed the following year in Moscow.  ̂ Thus, 
the Treaty had its origins in the Conference of this Committee. It 
has been signed by 25 members of this Committee, and ratified by 
22 of them.

We should never lose sight of the great role played by the LTBT 
in advancing international arms control efforts nor undervalue its 
continuing relevance to these efforts. To place the Treaty in its 
proper perspective, we must consider how it was viewed in 1963, 
and then ask ourselves to what extent the objectives of the Treaty 
have been advanced.

In 1963 the Treaty was viewed as an important and urgently- 
needed step toward freeing the world from the fears and dangers 
of radioactive fall-out, which the continuation of unrestricted test
ing would have increased.

The Treaty has made a major contribution to this objective. No 
atmospheric testing has been conducted by any party to the Treaty 
since it was signed. Thus, exposure to short-lived radionuclides 
from their tests has been virtually eliminated. With respect to 
long-lived radionuclides, I understand that the annual global de
position of strontium 90 has decreased some ten-fold from what it 
was in 1963, and estimated whole-body doses per capita from the 
inhalation of strontium 90 have decreased more than 40-fold since 
that time. Moreover, the full measure of the Treaty’s effect on 
this problem cannot be confined to comparing the present situa

'  CCD/PV.619, pp. 13-15.
^  Documents on D isarm am ent, 1963, pp. 291-293.
® Ibid., 1962, vol. II, pp. 804-807.
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tion with that in 1963. One must also consider what the present 
cumulative dosages of radiation and the level of radioactivity 
might have been if the parties had not agreed to stop atmospheric 
testing.

The LTBT was considered in 1963 to be an important step to
ward preventing the spread of nuclear weapons to further coun
tries. As we look back now, it is surely of comfort to us all, in this 
regard, that well over a hundred States— încluding a number that 
are not yet parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty or the Treaty 
of Tlatelolco—have become parties to the limited test ban Treaty, 
and have thus voluntarily accepted its constraints upon their 
ability to develop nuclear weapons.

The LTBT was welcomed as a step toward limiting the nuclear 
arms race and toward the achievement of a comprehensive ban on 
testing. I strongly believe that it has made, and continues to make, 
a valuable contribution to the achievement of these objectives. It 
succeeded in eliminating nuclear tests by its parties in the atmos
phere, in outer space, and under water— t̂ests which had involved 
large-scale explosions rated in tens of megatons. It did not ban 
underground tests, which presented verification problems, but 
called for further negotiations to achieve agreement on that sub
ject. The recent informal meetings of experts at this Conference 
reflect the seriousness with which we have taken that charge, and 
the encouraging progress that has been made in this difficult area.

I have reserved for last the broadest, and perhaps the most im
portant, objective of the Treaty as it was viewed by interested 
nations in 1963. They viewed it as an important step in reducing 
world tensions, promoting East-West ditente, and opening the 
door to further progress in arms control generally.

There can be little doubt that the LTBT contributed to these 
objectives and, in the process, to other agreements negotiated in 
this Committee— t̂he nuclear non-proliferation Treaty,^ the sea
bed arms control Treaty,® and the biological weapons Convention.® 
These, in turn, helped to make possible the Strategic Arms Limita
tion Talks and the forthcoming negotiations on Mutual and Bal
anced Force Reductions in Central Europe. There is reason to hope 
that such negotiations, as well as those being conducted by this 
Committee, will lead to yet more progress in reducing world ten
sions and in controlling the arms race.

To sum up, we regard the limited test ban Treaty as an agree
ment of s3onbolic, historical, and substantive importance, which 
continues to play a highly useful role, and we welcome this oppor
tunity to take note of its tenth anniversary and to urge States 
which have not yet done so to accede to the Treaty.

‘ Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
'  Ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11.
• IMd., 197S, pp. 133-138.
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Statement by the British Representative (Hainworth) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Anniversary 
of Limited Test-Ban Treaty, August 7, 1973^

When I first heard of the proposal to have a “special” meeting 
today, I was not particularly happy at the idea; but I was content 
to go along with what was evidently the majority wish. I still do 
not think it is a very good idea. After all, one great virtue of the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament is that it is a 
negotiating body, not a public relations organization. I therefore 
congratulate those who originated the idea of a commemorative 
meeting for ensuring that at least this meeting is simply one 
within our regular pattern.

This meeting is, by common consent, concerned with the partial 
test ban Treaty. I hope my colleagues would agree that our interest 
in this Treaty, as a Committee, is directed towards its value as an 
arms control measure and not towards its significance for environ
mental protection. Of course the environmental protection element 
is extremely important to us all, as human beings. But, as members 
of the Disarmament Conference, it is on the other aspects that we 
needs must concentrate.

I feel therefore that it may not be completely a waste of time to 
cast our minds back ten years to the situation in, and for some 
time before, August 1963. At that time there was a widely used 
phrase—a phrase still used today, though we hear a good deal less 
of it—namely “the near-nuclears”. This was an oral shorthand, to 
describe a number of countries who, either because of their politi
cal will, or their economic strength, or their industrial develop
ment, or their access to certain raw materials, or the advanced 
state of their scientific research, or for any combination of several 
of these attributes, were thought to be in a position, should they 
so decide, to develop within a reasonably short span, say a decade, 
a military nuclear capability.

I have been casting my mind back and while I certainly would 
not claim to have a list that everyone would agree with, it seems 
to me that in those days the following countries would probably 
have qualified for most people’s mental lists (I name them alpha
betically lest I be thought invidious). My list would have been: 
Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, Egypt, India, Israel, Japan, 
South Africa, Sweden, and Switzerland. That is eleven countries. 
(I hope that any here present who do not find themselves named in 
my list will not take it as a slur on their national capabilities.) 
You will notice that I make no reference to the Federal Republic 
of Germany, which had many of the attributes I listed earlier. 
This is because the Federal Republic of Germany had, nine years

 ̂CCD/PV.619, pp. 43-45.
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earlier, in Protocol III of 1954 to the Brussels Treaty of 1948,  ̂
completely renounced the manufacture on its territory of nuclear 
weapons. You will notice also that I omitted from my list the six 
European countries with State-directed economies, namely Bul
garia, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Hungary, Poland, and 
Romania. Certainly some of them possessed some of the attributes 
which I have listed; and since, under a State-directed economy, a 
crash programme can always be instituted for a particular purpose 
if the Government so decides, it is true that in some people’s minds 
these six countries were also potential candidates for any list of 
“near-nuclears”. That brings the total up to seventeen countries. I 
shall return to the point in a moment.

Should any non-nuclear-weapon State, and of course here I am 
concerned primarily with the “near-nuclears”, decide to build nu
clear weapons, it would inevitably visualize a programme of test
ing of those weapons. Therefore, any surrender of the right to 
test is a welcome indication that the country concerned has de
cided not to follow the military nuclear path, and thus a reassur
ance to us all that the risk of a spread of these dangerous weapons 
has been reduced.

In this light it is instructive to see what has happened since the 
entry into force of the partial test ban Treaty on 10 October 1963." 
By the middle of December 1964, that is, within 14 months, with 
one single exception, every one of the seventeen countries I have 
named, and, for good measure, the Federal Republic of Germany 
as well, had ratified the partial test ban Treaty.

In these circumstances it appears to my Government, which I 
would remind you was one of the initiators, was one of the Original 
Signatories, and is one of the depositary Governments of the 
Treaty, that the Treaty has fulfilled a very valuable function in
deed as an arms control measure. In this context my Government 
has repeatedly expressed its opposition to all nuclear weapon tests 
in the atmosphere (as well as in outer space and under water). 
Most recently, the Heads of Government of the Commonwealth 
meeting in Ottawa, issued a declaration which included a phrase to 
say that they “reaffirmed their unfailing support for the Treaty 
and their concern to ensure its universal observance”.̂

Of course, I am not so innocent as not to acknowledge that all 
the “near-nuclears” still have the option to proceed along the 
military nuclear path, by recourse to underground testing. But, 
given the additional cost in following this path, and the further 
fact that anyone who chose to follow it would be testing ab initio 
in an environment in which they would not be planning to use 
perfected weapons, it does seem to my delegation that the inhibit-

“For Protocol III, see American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Docu
ments, vol. I, pp. 97^984. The Brussels treaty  appears ibid., pp. 968-971.

• Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
■ Ante, pp. 481-482.
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ing virtues of the partial test ban Treaty are very great indeed, 
and that while acknowledging that there is still work to do, the 
Committee can justifiably claim to have made a useful contribution 
to nuclear arms limitation.

We here would all acknowledge, I hope, that a very potent 
counterpart to the partial test ban Treaty is the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty.' Here the score-board for ratifications is admittedly a 
good deal less satisfactory. We have heard earlier this year that, 
thanks to the evolution of the outline Safeguards Agreement by 
the International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna, we may hope 
for a number of further ratifications of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty in the next few months. I venture to suggest that we could 
all, collectively, do good by devoting some of our energies to efforts 
to encourage a widespread and early increase in the number of 
ratifications of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Myrdal) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, August 9, 
1973 ‘

In my statement of 5 July I had the great—and frankly somewhat 
rare pleasure— t̂o comment on certain recent developments that 
promised to carry the cause of disarmament forward in a positive 
direction.^ I am referring to the Brezhnev-Nixon agreement to 
make serious efforts within 1974 for curtailing the increase in 
strategic weapons numbers, as well as their further “qualitative” 
development.® This, we believed, constituted a gateway to a land of 
new promise for all disarmament efforts.

The climate of detente does' not seem, however, to lead to new 
purposive action with any noticeable speed. This year also the 
Committee will probably appear empty-handed before the General 
Assembly. I want to devote this statement to a preview of issues 
which my delegation deems it necessary to pursue, e.g. through 
resolutions, in the General Assembly this autumn. First of all 
action must be urged on the avowed musts on the agenda of the 
Committee and the United Nations, a comprehensive test ban and 
a convention on chemical weapons  ̂ Of these, without any doubt, 
efforts to achieve an end to the nuclear arms race is the most im
portant. But besides these top priorities, there is a wide spectrum 
of disarmament proposals which we have left in oblivion for too 
long. Certainly, our Governments are not incapable of dealing 
with burning world issues in a more efficient manner than the

® Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
 ̂CCD/PV.620, pp. 6-15.
 ̂Ante, p. 402.
 ̂Ante, pp. 302-311.
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myopic focusing on only one or two of them at a time, and even 
that only at the kind of snail’s pace which we seem to have become 
accustomed to here.

For the sake of enumerating issues on which we believe United 
Nations action is needed, I will first mention two rather modest 
proposals of a more practical character, then continue with listing 
some others for United Nations action and thereafter turn to two, 
where more ominous developments will have to be forestalled.

The first “practical” proposals refer to the urgency of consider
ing an organizational framework for certain important tasks in 
the disarmament field. I have already raised this question several 
times this year, so I need not go into any detail today. The Nether
lands delegation has also given a good deal of thought to it. Only 
last week the representative of the Netherlands, Mr. Rosenberg 
Polak, introduced an interesting working paper concerning “an 
international organ for the support of a CW Convention and 
other disarmament agreements”.̂  Such an organ should of course 
have control functions, but it should also perform other opera
tional services. The urgency of considering this problem already 
during the General Assembly this year is also dictated by the need 
to prepare the first of a series of review conferences. The NPT 
review conference should be held in early 1975. We need a central 
body to organize it, and at the 1974 General Assembly it would be 
too late to decide on this matter.

The Swedish delegation would wish to return to some problems 
connected with the Geneva Protocol,  ̂ which are most appropri
ately to be dealt with directly in the United Nations. In connexion 
with several resolutions upholding the principle of the Geneva 
Protocol, strong appeals were made to Member States to ratify it, 
as several had not done so earlier. It is very gratifying to find now, 
as a list of adherents has been brought up to date in the latest 
SIPRI yearbook, that this drive evidently has been highly success
ful. Of the around 90 countries which are now Parties to the Pro
tocol, more than half have notified the French Government of 
their accession after 1960, and some 25 after General Assembly 
resolution 2603 A (XXIV) of 1969.® This is a true success story. 
I believe both these numerous new parties and the United Nations 
are to be congratulated on this remarkable progress. Of course, 
the more visible become the lacunae, particularly of those four 
countries who are listed among the original signatories to the Pro
tocol nearly half a century ago, but have not yet ratified it, namely 
El Salvador, Nicaragua, Uruguay and the United States.

I believe the time has now come for recommending a further 
move to strengthen the Geneva Protocol. Its only aim would be 
to tidy up the situation among the signatories. I am referring to

‘ Ante, pp. 466-469.
’‘Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
'76«i.,pp. 716-717.
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the spotted picture, resulting from the uneven, yes unpredictable, 
status of reservations. No delegation has as effectively as the 
United Kingdom delegation brought this unsatisfactory state of 
affairs to our attention. In its Working Paper on Microbiological 
Warfare, ENDC/231 (6 August 1968), it was underlined that 
the Geneva Protocol was not “an entirely satisfactory instru
ment”. As the first point was noted:

Many States are not parties to the Protocol, and of those tha t are parties 
many, including the United Kingdom, have reserved the right to use chemical 
and bacteriological weapons against non-parties, violators of the Protocol and 
their allies.'^

Some 60 of the 90 Parties have felt that they are able to abide 
by the Protocol without any reservations. Why then not the re
maining third?

Most in need of cancellation, it seems to me, are the reservations 
by which some Parties declare themselves bound only as regards 
other States that are Parties to the Protocol. This is per se re
dundant, as the Protocol formally was concluded by Parties “be
tween themselves”. De facto these reservations appear obsolete, as 
the rules of the Protocol are now deemed to constitute general 
international law, binding upon all.

Another reservation that must be queried—and certainly calls 
for discussion in the light of this development—is the reservation 
as to a specific right of retaliation “. . . in regard to any enemy 
State whose armed forces or whose Allies fail to respect the pro
hibitions . . .” (Italics are mine). How are “allies” defined nowa
days, so as to justify a BC attack on a country that may have a 
more or less clearly recognizable “ally” who misbehaves?

Also, the more fundamental reservation as to the right of re
taliation in kind calls for reconsideration. It is a cause of some 
uncertainty, particularly as only relatively few Governments have 
introduced it. This is rather a question as to what is the present 
status in customary international law.

The existence of these reservations and the resulting uncertain
ties could also create hesitation to accede to a comprehensive ban 
on chemical weapons, should such a ban not attract universal 
subscription. Or, they might stimulate demands for unreasonably 
strict verification measures.

I am quite convinced that at least a good deal of the reservations 
would be withdrawn as soon as Parties take a look at the complete 
list. It seems to me worth-while to encourage such acts of simplifi
cation through a United Nations resolution, thus making the 
Geneva Protocol stand out in a much more clear-cut fashion as a 
comprehensive and compelling prohibition against the use of 
biological and chemical weapons.

It is high time to broaden the horizons of disarmament. Any-

’ Ibid., 1968, pp. 569-571.
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body who tries to follow the news media and the specialized litera
ture on armaments and disarmament will sense that the attention 
of the Committee has become narrowed, as if hypnotized, to some 
corners of that vast field. Production of all kinds of new arms is 
already in full swing, research and development of weapons sys
tems for the 80’s, 90’s and the first decade of the next century 
are also going on at high speed. To us as disarmers, they must 
represent as many challenges. We have been taught by experience 
that non-armament is easier to achieve than disarmament. We 
must exploit this by erecting bars and bans against future “exotic” 
weapons systems in their infancy. The undesirable developments 
taking place in the actual world make the path to disarmament 
ever longer and more arduous. With “undesirable development” I 
have in mind particularly the discriminatory effects which seem 
to be inherent in this kind of technological race, widening the gap 
between the big military Powers and others. We must issue a call 
for fresh action in the United Nations.

Thus, in regard to the demilitarization of the sea-bed and, 
possibly, curtailment of national activities in the international 
ocean space, it should be noted that an ever-increasing use is being 
made of these environments for military purposes. Admittedly, 
this disarmament issue will be among the most difficult to solve, 
considering the ongoing extensive development of new generations 
of strategic and tactical underwater weapons systems and their 
counter-measures, in particular anti-submarine warfare. But, if 
we continue to hesitate in tackling these problems, we shall find 
ourselves up against a stone wall of fait accompli. This issue, 
therefore, calls for immediate action and a high place on our 
agenda for negotiations.

Another question which has been raised recently by several 
delegations concerns reductions or limitations of military expendi
tures. As unit costs for military equipment and troops are increas
ing towards unreasonable levels. Governments are becoming less 
willing to continue the expansion of their military budgets. If a 
country freezes its defense budget at the present level, this will 
over time bring about reductions in procurements and defence or
ganization. Already this would mean a measure of disarmament. 
Reductions of budgets would, of course, result in more disarma
ment.

Also in such a situation when countries would prefer to reduce, 
or at least freeze, their defence budgets, their first priority will be 
security. They may therefore be willing to pay even more for de
fence, not only if they think it is clearly necessary, but also if 
they feel uncertain of what other countries are planning. Since 
World War Two we have been forced to witness several deplorable 
examples of action-reaction arms race measures. “Worst-case” 
arguments founded on erroneous speculations and suspicions 
about intentions and capabilities of a potential adversary have
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triggered unnecessary armament decisions, which consequently 
have provoked "‘catching-up’" decisions on the other side. Thus, 
arms costs have been kept spiralling upwards against all common 
sense. Exaggerated secrecy principles have yielded counterpro
ductive results for all concerned. More openness about the contents 
of military budgets could have saved many billions of dollars, 
roubles and other currencies for better uses and would above all 
have enhanced the security not only of States immediately in
volved, but of the whole world community.

The representative of Romania, Mr. Ene, has underlined the 
need for discussions on freezing and reduction of military 
budg;ets.® Only two weeks ago, the representative of Yugoslavia, 
Mr. Cvorovic, said that

I t is necessary therefore to engage in an organized manner in a study of ways 
and means of reducing the astronomic sums wasted on m ilitary expenditures.®

The Swedish delegation supports this view.
The specialized periodicals carry abundant references to the 

possible developments of completely new weapons and methods of 
warfare, such as laser, field-sensors, triggering ‘‘catastrophes of 
nature’’, large-scale weather modifications, etc., sometimes re
ferred to as ‘‘geophysical warfare’’. Somewhat related are methods 
of warfare such as conventional bombing of dams and dykes in 
order to flood inhabited areas, the infliction of terror on civilians 
and mass-destruction of infrastructure being the prime purposes 
of the strikes, as we have witnessed several times in and after 
World War Two. While such matters may not be ripe for inclusion 
in our agenda of disarmament, they need at least to be studied and 
discussed in some international forum in order to find methods to 
contain future developments which would obviously be more 
ominous for technologically weaker nations.

I have wanted to call attention to new tasks for the attention of 
disarmers. The technological issues, such as those I have exempli
fied here, go parallel with the political and economic trends to 
sharpen the discrimination between the haves and the have-nots. 
And while those who have most— t̂he Super Powers—are begin
ning to seek mutual agreements to adjust their advances to each 
other, the rest of the world is suffering from our immobilisme to 
progress on international disarmament or arms regulation 
matters. We should all recall and ponder over what the representa
tive of Morocco, Mr. Khattabi, said on 15 March 1973:

A part from the SALT talks, which, a t any rate for the time being, seek only 
to establish between the two principal nuclear Powers a strategic balance 
which is more secure and less costly, no form of effective m ultilateral nego
tiation seems to be taking shape.̂ ®

«CCD/PV.592, pp. 30-31; CCD/PV.613, pp. 8-9.
® Ante, p. 462.

CCD/PV.592, p. 16.
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But as members of the United Nations, we have a definite re
sponsibility for the multilateral, global aspect of disarmament 
and not least for protecting smaller nations against discrimina
tion. Thus, fresh initiatives are called for.

The trend just indicated about the need for a stronger protec
tion of the weaker is also clearly visible in relation to some issues, 
which have already received attention in Committee and/or 
United Nations contexts. I want to deal somewhat more in detail 
with two of them today.

Some of our colleagues, and particularly the United States dele
gation, have repeatedly expressed the wish that the Committee 
should devote attention to the weapons called “conventional”. I 
will heed that summons today in relation to one aspect of these 
weapons, perhaps what you will find a more “unconventional” one.

The Swedish delegation holds the opinion that active considera
tion of conventional arsenals belongs predominantly in other 
forums than the Committee on Disarmament. Thus, any planning 
for their qimntitative limitation seems to be an issue most fitting 
for regional negotiations, as is illustrated by the force-reduction 
talks concerning Europe. But there is also another, frankly fright
ening aspect of developments in regard to this category of 
weapons, namely the qimlitative changes, leading some of them 
far away from having a right to the euphemistic label “con
ventional” to become highly “anti-conventional”, true terror 
weapons, thus close to the category of mass-destruction weapons.

The United Nations report on “Napalm and Other Incendiary 
Weapons” (A/8803) is beginning to wake us up to the need for 
abolishing, or at least containing, the use of new weapons which 
might he deemed to cause “unnecessary suffering”, as the term 
used in international law tries to classify those which must be 
considered particularly inhumane. There is a definite need to 
continue to consider not only incendiary weapons but many others 
which are particularly cruel or indiscriminate—and are being 
made effectively more so with each passing day.

The resolution adopted by the General Assembly at its twenty- 
seventh session concerning incendiary weapons (2932 A (XXVII)) 
is only one expression of this preoccupation.^  ̂ Another one is 
found in the request of the General Assembly under resolution 
3032 (XXVII) for a survey of existing rules of international law 
concerning the prohibition or restriction of use of specific 
weapons.^* Yet another one is found in the preparation by the In
ternational Committee of the Red Cross of a factual report on 
military, medical and legal aspects of a number of types of specific

^Documents on Disarmament^ 1972, pp. 837-839.
“ General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-seventh Session, Supplement 

No. 30 (A/8730), pp. 117-118.
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weapons, which might be deemed to cause unnecessary suffering 
or to be indiscriminate in their normal use. ’̂

It is, of course, the massive use of such weapons in recent con
flicts that has begun to shake the conscience of people all over the 
world. They have been brought into use despite the fact that in the 
view of many this is against the rules of international law, which 
forbids weapons causing “unnecessary suffering”, i.e. more 
suffering than is needed to render a soldier incapable of continuing 
combat. This is certainly the case with a great number of the more 
recently developed “conventional” weapons; their increased 
sophistication and cunning methods of use make them ever more 
cruel and indiscriminate. The high-velocity projectiles, which tear 
up so much bigger and more painful wounds than the ordinary 
low-velocity ones, have practically the same effects in the human 
body as the dumdum bullets, which have explicitly been forbidden 
since the turn of the century by the Hague Convention.

The compilation of facts which was started by the United 
Nations napalm report has now been much expanded and offers a 
substantial base for government discussion. I refer, in particular, 
to the ICRC-survey just mentioned concerning modem weapons 
which may be deemed to cause unnecessary suffering or to be in
discriminate, which has been completed and is in the process of 
being printed. Further, a report by the Secretary-General on exist
ing legal prohibitions of use of specific weapons will be before the 
General Assembly in the fall. Also, a Swedish Government com
mission, which I personally am heading, has recently produced a 
report on “Conventional weapons, their deployment and effects 
from humanitarian aspects, and recommendations for the modern
ization of international law”, which I will be happy to have dis
tributed to all delegations.

We are of the opinion that efforts should now continue to be 
directed towards prohibitions of use of specific, unnecessarily 
cruel weapons or indiscriminate weapons as well as of indiscrimi
nate methods of warfare, such as area bombing, killing soldiers 
and civilians alike. However, the forum most immediately in
dicated is not the Committee. Disarmament proper, i.e. prohibiting 
production and stockpiling of such weapons, is much more difficult 
to pursue and might preferably belong to a later stage than the 
prohibition of use (compare our present attempts to forbid pro
duction of C-weapons some 50 years after the Geneva Protocol 
prohibiting their use). We should look to the diplomatic confer
ence which the Swiss Government is convoking early in 1974 “on 
the reaffirmation and development of international humanitarian 
law applicable in armed conflicts” to tackle the urgent problem of 
non-use of “conventional” weapons and methods of warfare.

“ Weapons That May Cause Unnecessary Suffering or Have Indiscrirninate 
Effects (Geneva, 1973).
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As we are all members of the United Nations General Assembly, 
we should also welcome the opportunity it offers to pursue fur
ther the matter of restrictions in, or outright prohibitions of, the 
use of certain weapons and methods of warfare. Although some 
of the present preoccupation stems from impressions gained of 
the cruelty or indiscriminate nature of specific weapons in recent 
conflicts, we need not dwell on incriminations as to what is behind 
us. The efforts now needed are forward-looking; The 1925 Geneva 
Protocol concerning chemical and bacteriological weapons was not 
there to prevent suffering in the First World War, but helped to 
prevent the use of these weapons in the Second.

The ominous military technological trends which I have illus
trated today threaten the viability of some disarmament treaties 
already entered into. I want to touch today particularly on the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty,^ as there are signs of developments 
which might affect the willingness to subscribe to the Treaty often 
regarded as the main bulwark in the priority field of nuclear dis
armament.

Since the very entering into force of NPT there has been wide
spread recognition that it was not likely to survive because of its 
inherently discriminatory nature, if the Super Powers did not 
take “effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms 
race at an early date”. The SALT agreements reached in Moscow 
last year and the intentions expressed in Washington this year 
have rightly been hailed as promising steps in the right direction. 
Simultaneously, however, developments seem to be under way, 
threatening to render the NPT even more discriminatory to the 
disadvantage of the non-nuclear-weapon States. I am referring to 
news items that the major nuclear-weapon States are about to 
launch a new generation of tactical nuclear weapons systems, the 
so-called mini-nukes. Such a development would drastically aggra
vate the nuclear threat against non-nuclear-weapon States every
where.

There has for a number of years been a common understanding 
that the effects of a strategic nuclear war would be such that no 
one could contemplate triggering such a war. The SALT I agree
ments in a sense codified this understanding. A similar under
standing has developed as regards the tactical nuclear weapons. 
One reason for this is that the consequences of a nuclear campaign 
using tactical weapons for the civilian population living among the 
military targets would be similar to the effects of a strategic nu
clear attack. More important to the civilian population of the lead
ing nuclear-weapon Powers would be the formidable risk of an 
escalation to a higher level of nuclear exchange.

Therefore, it is so disturbing when we learn that ongoing re

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
Ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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search and development might lead to a new generation of tactical 
weapons with yields in the subkiloton range, overlapping the 
yields of the most powerful conventional charges, with extreme 
delivery precision, and with extra-accurate intelligence support. 
These weapons systems are by their proponents said to be not only 
usable on the battlefields but also preferable as providing cheaper 
fire-power than conventional systems.

Most important is, however, that an introduction of such mini- 
nuclear weapons would blur the present distinction between con
ventional and nuclear weapons. We are strongly of the view that 
an absolute “firebreak” must be kept up between nuclear and 
conventional war.

Obviously, the introduction of mini-nukes and a decline of the 
nuclear threshold would create enormous proliferation risks. The 
main purpose of the NPT— t̂o reduce risks for nuclear war—would 
be countered. This would occur at a time when in many countries 
a growing nuclear industry will produce considerable stockpiles of 
excess plutonium. Military arguments for acquiring nuclear 
weapons may again come to make themselves heard, albeit with 
different strength from nation to nation.

Without any doubt, such a new development in regard to tactical 
nuclear weapons would affect the very premises on which adher
ence to the NPT is based. In the view of the non-nuclear-weapon 
Powers, it is the tactical nuclear threat, rather than the one per
taining to strategic nuclear weapons, that today causes anxiety on 
their part. It is the option to produce ordinary and tactical nuclear 
weapons, if only of the “old-fashioned” Hiroshima-size, which is 
primarily “sacrificed” by adhering to the NPT.

There are enormous risks involved in unsettling the status quo 
between nuclear- and non-nuclear-weapon Powers by introducing 
changes in the tactical nuclear weapons capabilities. If the nuclear- 
weapon Powers were to enter upon a new race to “improve the 
usefulness” of tactical nuclear weapons, a fundamentally new 
situation would be developing above our heads. It would affect 
possible war theatres around the globe, and could certainly not be 
restricted to scenarios for possible confrontations between the 
Super Powers themselves.

Fortunately, responsible statesmen in various countries have 
expressed themselves in favour of a continued high nuclear 
threshold and of regarding all nuclear weapons as qualitatively 
different from conventional ones.

As it would take a much shorter time to change the doctrines 
for the use of these new systems than to develop and procure them, 
my delegation considers it essential that the development of mini
nukes be stopped now.

This is such a serious matter that I must implore the delegations



498 DOCUMENTS ON DISAEMAMENT, WS

of nuclear weapons Powers, and most directly our two Co- 
Chairmen, to reply rapidly and fully to the following questions:

(1) Is it true that a new generation of tactical nuclear pre
cision weapons with subkiloton yields are being developed and 
tested?

(2) Are plans for the development of such systems a reason for 
further testing and thus an obstacle to the conclusion of a com
prehensive test ban?

(3) Is it true that preparations are being made for the early 
deplosmient of such systems?

(4) Does the recent agreement between the United States and 
the USSR on the prevention of nuclear war refer also to wars 
where no nuclear weapons are used except such mini-nukes?

(5) Does Security Council resolution 255 (1968)” in the inter
pretation of the Co-Chairmen refer also to nuclear aggression in 
which no nuclear weapons are used except such mini-nukes?

Complete clarity on these points of major concern must be 
given. I sincerely hope that the answers can be so reassuring that 
no State party to the NPT will interpret the situation as an extra
ordinary event which has “jeopardized the supreme interests of 
its country”, and act accordingly. This is, of course, quoting the 
withdrawal clause of the NPT. On the contrary, I hope that the 
answers will remove all fears. Efforts must be encouraged to stop 
a threatening tactical nuclear weapons arms race by means of 
appropriate agreements here in this Committee, at SALT II, and 
at the 1975 NPT review conference, when amendments could take 
care of dim or disputed points.

I hope that none of my colleagues will upbraid me for today 
bringing in seemingly “new” questions. As they definitely are 
germane to our problem area of disarmament, they—and several 
others—^must enter into our perspectives. The world community 
views the present situation with regard to the armaments build
up with wonder and fright. We are going to meet anxious queries 
in the United Nations General Assembly as to what the Committee 
is truly achieving in terms of reductions of arms and the threats 
they pose. The reason for the Swedish Government to continue in 
the General Assembly to press for the holding of the World Dis
armament Conference, or—as a stopgap—a session of the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission, is that a full and well- 
organized programme for active work on all outstanding dis
armament issues should at last be set in motion.

“ Ante, pp. 283-285.
” Documents on Disarmament, 1968, p. 444.
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Statement by the Czechoslovak Representative (Strucka) to
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chem
ical Weapons, August 14, 1973 '

Mr. Chairman, first of all, allow me to associate myself with 
your kind words of welcome to the new representative to our Com
mittee of the Polish People’s Republic, Ambassador Wyzner, who 
is, at the same time, the Permanent Representative of his country 
at the European Office of the United Nations and other inter
national organizations in Geneva. I wish Ambassador Wyzner 
every success in his new post.

{Translated from Rmsian) : The summer session of the Com
mittee on Disarmament is drawing to a close, and the time remain
ing to delegations for concrete negotiations on the questions on 
the Committee’s agenda is becoming correspondingly shorter. 
At the same time, the possibility of any real progress being made in 
the Committee’s work is also receding. Delegations are drawing 
our attention more and more often to the fact that we must speed 
up our work. To quote the words of the representative of Mon
golia Mr. Dugersuren, . . those who have not yet shown a 
positive approach to this question should engage actively and 
constructively in the negotiation^ . . In this connexion, the 
representative of Yugoslavia, Mr. Cvorovi6, stated:

We should like to believe th a t the United States delegation will find it possible 
to make its effective and concrete contribution to this end by submitting 
specific proposals. The time to do it—is now.'

The word “now” was pronounced three weeks ago, and both the 
statements cited were made with reference to the problem of pro
hibiting the development, production and stockpiling of chemical 
weapons, and of their destruction.

In this field, the Committee has already done the main prepara
tory work for a specific agreement. The political and legal aspects 
of the prohibition of chemical weapons have been discussed, and 
last year the technical aspects of this question were also thor
oughly debated at informal meetings with the participation of 
experts. A specific draft convention on the prohibition of the de
velopment, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and 
on their destruction was also elaborated and submitted to the 
Committee by the socialist countries in March 1972, as document 
CCD/361.^ The socialist States also submitted, on 28 June 1973, 
working document CCD/408, which expands and elucidates the 
provisions of article IV of their draft convention relating to the

‘ CCD/PV.621, pp. 6-10.
»CCD/PV.616, p. 11.
’ Ante, p. 466.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124.
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problem of national control.® The delegations of ten non-aligned 
countries made a substantial contribution to the discussion of the 
question of the prohibition of chemical weapons in submitting 
working paper CCD/400, which touches upon all the main aspects 
of this matter,®

The above facts testify to the interest of the majority of the 
delegations in this Committee in the conclusion of a specific agree
ment on this question and to their indefatigable efforts towards 
this end. This is the outcome of their policy which is directed to
wards the achievement of effective disarmament measures and the 
limitation of the arms race. Moreover, on many vital aspects of 
the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons the positions 
of the socialist countries are similar or very close to those of the 
non-aligned States. This shows not only that most delegations are 
striving for the successful conclusion of negotiations on this 
question, in the form of the elaboration of a specific agreement, 
but also that there is also a broad consensus of opinion as to the 
way in which this question should be solved. Nevertheless, the 
Committee is not getting down to elaborating such a specific agree
ment, We share the view of those delegations which consider this 
state of affairs in the Committee to be a direct consequence of 
the reluctance and unwillingness of certain western countries, and 
especially the United States of America, to submit their concrete 
proposals for consideration by the Committee or to agree to the 
question of the prohibition of chemical weapons being solved on 
the basis of documents which have already been submitted by 
other delegations.

In this connexion, some delegations have expressed the view 
that control over the implementation of an agreement prohibiting 
chemical weapons would necessitate the creation of an inter
national organ which would be vested with very wide powers. The 
Czechoslovak delegation would like to put forward its views on 
certain aspects of this problem.

It seems to us that the Committee is unanimous in thinking that 
the future agreement would necessitate a control system which 
would ensure adequate observance of the obligations assumed 
under the agreement. We firmly believe that any system of con
trol must be organized in such a way that it could in no circum
stances be used to violate the sovereignty of any State party to 
the future agreement, or to intervene in its domestic affairs. Our 
evaluation of the individual proposals on the organization of a 
control system must be based on this essential condition.

It would appear that control would extend, in general, to three 
main groups of chemical substances, namely: (1) chemical sub
stances designed exclusively for military use; (2) chemical sub

'  Ante, pp. 344-346.
• Ante, pp. 206-209.
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stances serving a dual purpose, i.e. military as well as peaceful; 
and (3) raw materials and intermediate products which are 
necessary for producing agents for military use, but which, at 
the same time, are also widely employed for producing various 
products intended to be used for peaceful purposes.

To take the example of chemical enterprises in the second 
group only, we cannot imagine how control by an international 
organ could be carried out in such a way as to avoid disclosing 
production secrets and trade and other information of a secret 
nature, let alone the question of patents and other important prob
lems. In our view, the work of an international control organ 
would conceal within itself a permanent danger and carry a very 
high degree of risk of violation of the sovereign rights of the State 
in whose territory such control was exercised. At the same time, 
some delegations have expressed the view that the international 
control organ should be vested with wide powers which, in essence, 
would enable it to take decisions binding on the authorities of 
individual countries parties to the agreement. The Czechoslovak 
delegation cannot associate itself with such views, as their adop
tion might open the way to the international control organ being 
used for intervening in the domestic aifairs of States in violation 
of their sovereignty.

It is likely that among the future parties to a chemical weapons 
convention there will be big differences not only in legal systems 
but also in the sphere of internal administration, as well as pro
found differences in social structure. This means that there will be 
differences in the competence of State organs, enterprises and 
public organizations. The control measures taken by an inter
national control organ in such conditions would be so complicated 
and diverse that they would require the creation of a vast expen
sive machinery for their implementation. Furthermore, such con
trol always implies the possibility that powers will be abused or 
exceeded. It became apparent from discussions in the Committee 
with the participation of experts that in view of the considerable 
size of the chemical industry and the large number of enterprises, 
control would in fact mean inspection on an international scale of 
so many large, medium and small enterprises that it would 
scarcely be feasible either from the point of view of the time in
volved or from the point of view of the human and material re
sources expended.

In the opinion of the Czechoslovak delegation, sufficiently effec
tive control may be secured through national means of control, 
possibly supplemented by suitable international control pro
cedures. We have already explained our position on this question 
and I will therefore confine myself to a few additional remarks.

Clearly, in establishing a control system we must start with the 
following main criteria: adequate effectiveness, observance of the
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principle of sovereignty, the simplest possible organization, maxi
mum speed in carrying out control functions, and a tolerable level 
of financial and other material expenditure and of demand on 
manpower. In our opinion the system proposed by the socialist 
countries meets all these requirements. The national control 
agencies could possess all the prerequisites for carrying out effec
tive control. Such control agencies could make suggestions regard
ing possible changes in the legislation of their countries with a 
view to achieving the objectives of the convention. They could 
have accurate information about the specialization of plant, its 
output, range of products, consumption and nature of imported 
raw material and also concerning exports of all tsrpes of chemical 
products. They would also have at their disposal all the necessary 
statistics, which would be regularly brought up to date and which 
would always show the actual state of production, imports and 
exports of chemicals. Furthermore, national control agencies 
could carry out control at a much lower cost and in many countries 
frequently with the assistance of the existing administrative 
machinery designed for control functions in various industries, 
including the chemical and pharmaceutical industries. Under 
various names in different countries, these agencies carry out 
checks on the production and distribution of poisons, toxic sub
stances, drugs, etc.

If called upon to participate in control measures under a chemi
cal weapons convention, administrative bodies of this kind could 
be given special additional training, and they could also make use 
of certain additional specialized technical facilities.

It would be possible to work out internationally principles for 
organizing control and implementing control measures, so that 
national agencies could be standardized. These rules would have to 
be worked out in broad outline in such a way as to make them 
strictly functional and so that they could be applied in the con
ditions peculiar to each individual State. It would be possible to 
convene at agreed intervals international conferences at which the 
control agencies of individual States would at their own request 
exchange experience and information relating to the development 
of science and technology and to the growing co-operation between 
countries in this field.

On 31 July 1973, the representative of the Netherlands, Mr. 
Rosenberg Polak, submitted Working Paper CCD/410.^ We do not 
doubt that the submission of this document was prompted by a 
desire to achieve progress towards the conclusion of a chemical 
weapons convention. We feel, however, that it does not meet the 
realities of the present-day situation, since it proposes the estab
lishment of an international organization which would possess 
rights of control and even the right to conduct an investigation

''Ante, pp. 466-469.
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into the actions of a State suspected of infringing the obligations 
it had assumed under the agreement. In essence this would mean 
the elevation of such an organ above the organs of the sovereign 
States parties to the convention, and this in turn would lead to the 
risk of intervention in the internal affairs of those States, with all 
its attendant consequences.

In conclusion, I would like to remind you once more that for a 
successful conclusion of our talks on the banning of chemical war
fare concrete proposals by western countries are essential, which, 
together with the proposals already submitted in the past, could 
provide a basis for speedy preparation of a definitive draft 
convention.

Address by CPSU General Secretary Brezhnev at Alma-Ata 
[Extract], August 15, 1973^

Comrades! Allow me to discuss some questions of world politics.
You know that a situation that is new in many ways is shaping 

up in the international arena. We have reason to say that the 
process of the easing of tension and the normalization of relations 
is continuing to develop and is diminishing the threat of a direct 
confrontation between the two world systems. We shall continue 
to strive completely to rule out the threat of world war, so that 
the policy of peaceful coexistence will triumph in the world. 
(Prolonged applause.)

This is a realistic prospect. The easing of tension has already 
led to a situation in which a whole system of treaties, agreements 
and understandings that lay the foundation for peaceful and, I 
would say, constructive relations between the socialist and the 
capitalist countries has come into being. All this allows us to hope 
that the present detente is not a temporary phenomenon but the 
beginning of a fundamental restructuring of international 
relations.

The question of how to deepen the process of detente, how to 
make it irreversible, was essentially one of the central questions 
at the recent meeting of the heads of the Communist and Workers’ 
Parties of the socialist countries in the Crimea.

At this meeting, the unanimous conviction was expressed that 
the struggle for a radical improvement in the international atmos
phere requires consistent efforts on many levels. In the light of 
the exchange of opinions with our friends, our party sees the 
following tasks as the most urgent:

^Pravda, Aug. 16, 1973, pp. 1-3; Current Digest o f the Soviet Press, vol. 
XXV, no. 33 (Sept. 12,1973), pp. 3-4.
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— t̂o promote the complete success of the all-European con
ference ;

— t̂o seek to expand the easing of tension beyond the European 
continent, to extend it to the entire world;

— t̂o strive to supplement political detente by military detente, 
the cessation of the arms race, and then practical steps to 
reduce armaments;

— t̂o facilitate in every way the full restoration of peace in Indo
china and the reaching of a political settlement in the Near 
East on the basis of the decisions of the XJ.N. Security Coun
cil and General Assembly providing for the withdrawal of 
Israeli troops from all occupied Arab lands;

— t̂o establish large-scale, mutually advantageous economic ties 
with the capitalist world, which would be an important rein
forcement for the positive political changes now taking place; 

—consistently to continue a course aimed at the further develop
ment and strengthening of cooperation with the developing 
countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America.

In short, we are talking about not relaxing our efforts for the 
realization of the Peace Program.

The accomplishment of all these tasks will, of course, require 
goodwill and a realistic approach not only on our part. We see that 
the struggle over the future development of relations with the 
socialist countries is continuing in the capitalist world, and this 
does not surprise us. We know that there are forces there who 
still think in “cold war” categories. They are those who advocate 
unrestrained increases in military budgets and the buildup of 
nuclear potential. They are those who turn away from reality, 
who sow imaginary fears and do not shrink from slander. They 
are those who would like to shake the treaties and agreements that 
have been concluded—I have in mind, in particular, the well- 
known West German circles that are seeking to impose on the
F. R. G. the former unpromising course with respect to the
G. D. R. All these “cold war” adherents have a common plat
form—opposition to steps on the path to peace and the develop
ment of international cooperation. We must maintain vigilance 
toward their intrigues.

At the same time, farsighted politicians in the bourgeois coun
tries and influential business circles, to say nothing of the broad 
public, are more and more clearly coming to understand the need 
for peaceful coexistence between the two social systems. One can 
say quite definitely that a tendency toward sensible cooperation 
with the socialist states has come into being and is gaining 
strength in the capitalist world.

The ruling bourgeois circles are now coming to understandings 
with us on key problems, though it is true that there are certain 
disagreements in these circles. As far as we are concerned, we do
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not intend to stop halfway. We are for stable relations, for honest 
and mutually advantageous business cooperation, for the establish
ment of a really lasting peace on earth. (Prolonged applause.)

Of course, the main precondition for the effectiveness of our 
class international policy is still the successful development of our 
socialist commonwealth as a whole and each socialist country. The 
solidarity of the socialist countries and our close interaction are 
the basis of everything we have achieved in the easing of tension.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Eckerberg) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, August 16, 
1973"

Today I intend to discuss the question of chemical weapons. I 
should like to explain already now that my intervention will con
sist of three parts. First I shall refer to some of the comments made 
on 2 August by the representative of the United States, Mr. 
Martin, on a Swedish working paper on amplified verification.^ 
Secondly, I shall discuss a few of the points which a number of 
delegations have raised this summer commenting on working paper 
CCD/400, which was presented in April by ten non-aligned mem
bers of the Committee.  ̂Finally, I shall take up an issue which we 
consider to be of great importance in relation to a production ban 
on chemical weapons, i.e. the concept of binary weapons.

Mr. Martin devoted his whole statement to 2 August to a rather 
critical analysis of the working paper on amplified verification. 
Perhaps I should just recall that by this we meant the rather 
obvious idea that the over-all efficiency of a verification system 
will increase if several independent methods of verification, each 
with limited prospects of success, are combined. The scope of that 
working paper was rather wide, and it was thus possible for our 
colleague from the United States to advance a number of view
points held by his delegation, some of them already well known.

Mr. Martin first quoted the penultimate sentence in our paper, 
which said that a verification system could be “reassuring rather 
than deterring”. He said that such a distinction was not valid. 
He explained that reassurance must be the product of a veri
fication system effective enough to deter violations.

Mr. Martin is of course quite right in this, and this is also 
clearly spelled out in our working paper. In the chapter called 
“The remaining genuine uncertainty” it says that a party, when 
entering into a treaty, can abstain from a capability of waging

'  CCD/PV.622, pp. 6-12.
® See ante, pp. 476-481.
" Ante, pp. 206-209.
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chemical war himself for any of three reasons: (1) he does not 
wish to have such a capability; (2) he would not need it, since 
an adversary can be expected to be disclosed at an acceptable 
level; (3) he would himself suifer the same risk as the adversary 
of being exposed by the verification system. From this the working 
paper concludes that the reassuring effect would come first and 
thus in itself he sufficient.

I would have thought it was quite clear from this that our paper 
in no way implied that reassurance is not dependent on a capa
bility for deterrence. What we say is that the reassurance comes 
first. The primary function of all verification is, as we see it, 
to build confidence and trust, in other words reassurance. The 
evidence-gathering will only serve concretely in case there is a 
judicial procedure. Our reasoning has always been that less than 
100 per cent verification effectiveness most often creates sufficient 
reassurance to enter into an agreement of this kind. When a party 
decides to enter into the agreement in such a situation, he has 
obviously accepted this “lower than 100 per cent” effectiveness, 
and he acknowledges that he feels sufficiently reassured that vio
lations by an adverse party can be detected. This holds for every 
party who enters into the agreement. Whether the accepted level 
of efficiency will in effect deter any party from violating the 
agreement after it has come into force is a different question. This 
is, of course, also likely to depend on this degree of verification 
effectiveness. However, I hope I have now succeeded in explaining 
why we think deterrence capability is secondary to the reassur
ance, which is needed already when entering into an agreement.

Mr, Martin’s second main criticism of working paper CCD/395 
is that no statistical data exist for assigning a fixed probability to 
all the various verification methods. In his view, the formulae of 
probability which we used serve little purpose unless there is 
some firm statistical basis for the assignment of individual prob
abilities of detection. We certainly agree that such a firm basis 
does not exist in regard to violations which are not supposed to 
occur. This is also spelled out in the working paper. We do not 
agree, however, that this makes the formulae purposeless. Let me 
explain a little further how we reason on this point.

When we used this theoretical reasoning about probabilities, it 
was partly in order to introduce a practical application of the 
concept called “judgemental probabilities”. These probabilities 
were to be applied not for detecting violations of a ban, but for 
detecting deviations from known, i.e. statistically assessable, peace
ful activities, which deviations in their turn might indicate vio
lations. It is true that today we do not have any statistical basis 
even for these probabilities, but this situation could be improved 
if we did what Mrs. Mjrrdal suggested in her statement of 5 July,
i.e. started to build up monitoring activities already before a
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treaty was entered into.* Mr. Martin’s reasoning on this point 
confirms our belief that such “pre-treaty monitoring” could serve 
as an impetus for the emergence of a treaty. A concrete example 
would be the so-called “detection-club” in regard to underground 
nuclear tests, which was proposed by Sweden in 1965.°

Here I should like to express the support of the Swedish dele
gation to the view expressed by the Director of the United States 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Dr. Ikle, when he said 
on 31 July that greater openness and less concealment makes veri
fication easier and increases the mutual trust.^

A third point which Mr. Martin raised was that amplified 
verification is based to a great extent on the assumption that many 
different efforts would be involved if a country should wish to 
engage in building a chemical warfare capability, or maintain 
such a capability. When I introduced the working paper on 8 
March, I used the word “certainty” instead of “assumption”, 
which would have been better. I agree with Mr. Martin that I was 
wrong in assuming that it was certain that several activities would 
be involved. He gave us an example of a “one-activity” violation, 
namely the simple retention of stockpiles. But it really constitutes 
a “worst-case argument”, pointing to a situation which could only 
in a meaningful way occur in a very limited number of countries. 
Furthermore, it does not render the concept of amplified veri
fication invalid, and I am sorry that our colleague from the United 
States did not try to evaluate any of the positive possibilities 
which this concept offers. Also in a case where only one prohibited 
activity is taking place, the concept of amplified verification can 
still be valid, i.e. if several control methods can be applied to that 
activity.

Though we have appreciated the critical analysis given by Mr. 
Martin, we would also have welcomed alternative proposals in 
those cases where he felt they were needed. This is especially so, 
since we are aware of the considerable work the United States 
Arras Control and Disarmament Agency has done, and no doubt 
continues to do, concerning verification matters. I think we all 
agree that a post-treaty situation may have its problems; in our 
view they can be made considerably smaller than the pre-treaty 
problems if we build a verification system on the concept of 
amplified verification.

In turning to the second part of my intervention, I can point to 
a concrete illustration of the concept of amplified verification. It 
was offered in Working Paper CCD/400, even if that working 
paper naturally dealt with the whole CW issue, not only veri
fication.

Three weeks ago the representative of Yugoslavia, Mr. Cvorovic,

* Ante, pp. 402-409.
'  Documents on Disarmament, 1965, p. 161.
" Ante, p. 475.
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made some relevant remarks on the comments concerning. CCD/ 
400 which several delegations have made during our summer 
meetings.'' Today, I would like to add some views on behalf of the 
Swedish delegation, limiting myself to verification issues.

On the question of a verification system, the representative of 
the United States, Mr. Martin, has said that he would expect a 
system “which provided a sufficiently high probability of detection 
of a violation in order to deter actions contrary to a ban”.* On the 
other hand, the representative of Poland, Mr. Natorf, has said that 
he did not want a verification system “developed ad absurdum, 
which would be completely unacceptable for many countries”.® 
Both these statements are quite general and could probably be 
subscribed to by everybody. In the opinion of the Swedish dele
gation, it is impossible to appraise the merits or drawbacks of 
verification methods unless talking of concrete proposals.

Perhaps this can be illustrated if we take an example, e.g. on-site 
inspection. An on-site inspection could be made so intrusive, that 
it is doubtful that any nation would be willing to expose its chem
ical industry to that kind of scrutiny. On the other hand, it could 
be so arranged that there would be little probability of detecting 
a violation. Until we know which verification activities are sup
posed to take place during an on-site inspection, we cannot judge 
either its effectiveness or its acceptability.

Mr. Martin in his intervention of 3 July expressed some thoughts 
on verification of destruction of stocks. He asked for clarification 
about the reference, in CCD/400, to international inspection of 
this activity as a “non-recurrent measure”.̂ ® The Swedish delega
tion, in Working Paper CCD/322 of 16 March 1971,” and later in 
a statement on 18 July 1972,̂  ̂has also suggested that some inter
national observations should be provided for in order to verify 
such destruction operations. The simple answer to Mr. Martin’s 
question is that as the destruction of a certain lot of chemical 
agents or munitions cannot possibly take place more than once, 
the inspection of such destruction would also be “a non-recurrent 
measure”. What has been once observed as destroyed, cannot be 
inspected again.

In our view, the international verification process should, of 
course, cover the whole phase of the destruction of stocks, until 
agreed provisions are fulfilled. It would have no connexion with 
production of chemicals for peaceful purposes and would not lead 
to the disclosure of any industrial secrets. The apprehension 
voiced by the representative of the Soviet Union, Mr. Roshchin,

’ Ante, pp. 465-466.
® Ante, p. 447.
“ Ante, p. 420.
“ Ante, pp. 374-375.
“  Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 151-154. 
“  76id., 1 9 n ,  pp. 475-484.
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in his statement on 12 July,“ and later by several other delegates, 
referring to international inspections generally, cannot therefore, 
as we understand it, be interpreted as alluding to inspection of 
destruction of stocks. We hope to receive further clarification on 
this.

Commenting on the international control organ suggested in 
CCD/400, Mr. Natorf declared that he was against creating 
“permanent bureaucratized organs, which swell in size with every 
passing year, and with which it is sometimes difficult to establish 
co-operation”.̂ * As the Swedish delegation has stated several times, 
we consider that an international control organ, preferably estab
lished as early as possible, will be necessary. Of course, the develop
ment visualized by Mr. Natorf must absolutely be avoided. The set
up must be simple and effective and be kept within reasonable 
dimensions. We are certain that we could achieve this.

Another verification issue concerns the need for international 
consultations, sometimes called meetings of experts, for solving 
inter alia the many technical questions which would arise in con
nexion with a ban on chemical production. There now seems to 
exist a consensus on this matter, expressed, e.g., in the United 
States Working Paper CCD/360,̂ ® in Mr. Martin’s intervention on 
17 July,̂ ® in the socialist countries’ Working Paper CCD/403, 
outlined more in detail by Mr. Dugersuren on 26 July,̂ ® and, of 
course, also in CCD/400. The Swedish delegation would suggest 
that this idea, given an existing consensus in principle, is ripe for 
a concrete decision. Such a measure would constitute no small 
step towards a treaty.

I have not referred to any of the comments made by various 
delegations regarding the chapter about “scope” in CCD/400. The 
Swedish delegation will return at a later date to this central issue, 
but this will be done in the additional light of another concept, that 
of binary weapons.

The concept of binary chemical weapons has already been men
tioned several times here in the Committee, but its consequences 
for our deliberations have not yet been discussed. The fact that 
binary weapons can be produced now, or in a not-too-distant 
future, constitutes a technical reality which must be taken fully 
into account when formulating a treaty prohibiting the develop
ment, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons. The Swed
ish delegation has for some time been studying the possible impli
cations of binary weapons technology for a CW treaty. We plan to 
return to the matter later with a more comprehensive account. 
Today I shall limit myself to some general remarks.

“ Ante, pp. 441-442.
“ Ante, p. 420.
“  Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 98 ff.
“ Ante, p. 451.
” Ante, V- 345.
“ CCD/PV.616, pp. 5-11.
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The technical background is that the chemical components for 
binary weapons in themselves are relatively non-toxic and easy to 
handle. They can therefore be produced in ordinary chemical fac
tories and be stockpiled and transported without special protective 
arrangements. As the highly toxic chemical warfare agent is 
formed when these components are mixed—and this can take place 
in the warhead on its way towards the target— t̂here might be 
little or no time gap between the production of the warfare agent 
and its use.

The methods used for the dissemination of the agents are mainly 
the same in all types of chemical weapons. They depend on the 
tsrpe of target, the effect desired, etc. But whatever the agent may 
be, it may be loaded into grenades, missile warheads, bombs or 
spray tanks. This also applies to binary weapons, even if it will 
be necessary to have separate accommodation in the warhead for the 
components and to have an effective mechanism for mixing them 
rapidly.

I think it is clear from this short description, that special formu
lations would be needed in a CW treaty in order to ensure that 
also binary weapons are covered by the prohibition in regard to 
their development, testing, production, and stockpiling, as well as 
the training for their use.

If adequate measures banning binary components are not taken, 
a violation of a production ban does not have to take place before 
a violation against the Geneva Protocol. It also means, that if no 
special provision is made in the treaty, possibilities will be open 
to attain a chemical warfare capability without violating a ban. 
Moreover, once a binary technology for production has been devel
oped, even the mere know-how would be sufficient in order to 
produce in a relatively short time, in ordinary chemical industrial 
facilities, non-toxic reaction components for the chemical agents, 
when the need arises.

The binary production technique makes it even more necessary 
to base a production ban on a purpose criterion. This is so, since 
some components might be used both for the production of binary 
warfare agents and for dual-purpose or even exclusively “peaceful” 
chemicals. The concept of single- and dual-purpose agents could 
actually be abandoned in the discussion of the scope. It would be 
relevant only when it comes to detailed methods for verification 
of a ban on production and stockpiling.

From what I have said it is clear that verification of a pro
hibition covering binary weapons must be perceived differently 
for different parties, depending on whether they command binary 
technology or not. Thus, for the verification of parties who have 
the knowledge of this technique—^presumably few within a fore
seeable future—it would be important to know whether the armed 
forces are being trained for offensive chemical warfare. Training
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of some personnel might be the only prohibited activity such a 
party has to carry out in order to be able to proceed rapidly to 
build up a chemical warfare capability. It would also be of value 
to scrutinize statistics on production and trade in order to detect 
whether production or stockpiling of binary components, equip
ment or means of delivery is taking place. Destruction of stocks 
of components intended for binary chemical weapons would have 
to be verified in the same way as prescribed in the treaty for 
"conventional” agents and weapons generally; special declarations 
as to components for binary weapons would be needed if decla
rations of stocks are prescribed in the treaty.

It is also clear, especially in view of the binary technique, that 
if not all equipment and means of delivery for cUl chemical weapons 
are prohibited in a treaty, the efficacy of the prohibition and its 
verification system will be greatly reduced.

I have raised the question of binary chemical weapons, because 
the Swedish delegation has understood that preparations are under 
way to acquire a binary chemical weapons technique. We would 
like to put to the representatives of the United States and the 
Soviet Union the question whether such developments are taking 
place in their countries. We turn to them in the first place, be
cause we realize that very advanced knowledge is a prerequisite 
for this development and that only their active participation could 
bring it to a halt. We believe that it is necessary for us to have 
an open debate about the implications of binary technology for a 
ban on production and stockpiling of chemical weapons. Such a 
debate can most profitably be held against a background of a real 
negotiating situation. The Swedish delegation therefore reiterates 
its appeal to the delegation of the United States to initiate a 
negotiation on a CW treaty, by presenting to the Committee— în 
accordance with the traditional modus operandi of the Commit
tee—a concrete proposal for such a treaty.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of Defense Schles- 
inger: Soviet Missile Development [Extracts], August 17, 
1973^

Finally, I know that some of you have been expressing interest 
in the question of the development of Soviet strategic capabilities. 
In recent weeks, the Soviets have successfully demonstrated flight 
tests of the MIRV capability. The MIRV capability has been 
demonstrated on at least two of their missiles. As you are well 
aware, the Soviets have had an aggressive developmental program 
that has been going on for some years.

'  Department of Defense news release, Aug. 17,1973.
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In development have been not only the new SSNX-8 missile 
for the Delta class submarine, but there have been four ICBM’s 
in development. Two of them have already been demonstrated with 
the MIRV capability. We expect that the MIRV capability is likely 
to be associated with the other two as well.

Gentlemen, I think that that is the range of the announcements 
this morning.

Q: Mr. Secretary, when do you think the Soviet MIRV capa
bility may be realized? You say they have tested them. When can 
we expect to have them in the inventory?

A : I think that a good indicator is usually two years from early 
stages of testing to the point when they tend to deploy them. It may 
be somewhat longer, but our previous indication of about 1975 
would seem to be appropriate for the time that they would have 
deployed operational MIRVed forces.

Q: Sir, can you say whether they actvxdly tested multiple war
heads?

A: Yes.

Q: Mr. Secretary, which missiles are involved?

A: The earliest demonstrated MIRV capability was by the 
SSX-17; more recently that has been demonstrated on the SSX-18, 
which, as you know, is the large missile intended presumably to 
replace the SS-9.

Q: How many on that SS-18, Mr. Secretary?

A: At least six.

Q: In the demonstration?

A : Yes, sir.

Q: Could it have been more, sir?

A : It could have been more, yes, sir.

Q: Did we miss some?

A : We do not know as yet. We will have to look at the records in 
greater detail.

Q: Mr. Secretary, what is the significance of that number of 
warheads on the SS-18?

A : The Soviets with a fixed payload— f̂ixed throw weight— ĥave 
been forced to trade off numbers of warheads against yields of 
individual warheads. What this suggests is that on the SSX-18, 
the Soviets will have, let me emphasize that—at some point in the 
future— ŵill have an array of warheads with yields on the order
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of one megaton and, as presumably their accuracy improves, that 
can be developed into a major counterforce threat against U. S. 
based strategic retaliatory forces.

Q: Mr. Secretary, could we go back to the Soviet missile devel
opment? When you talk about the capability in the future of a 
threat to our land-based missile force, this sounds very similar to 
what Mr. Laird said several years ago when he said the Soviet 
Union was going for a first-strike capability. Would you interpret 
what they have done now in those terms?

A: I think that the Soviets are seeking strategic advantage; 
they do have an aggressive program. Whether or not they would 
ever achieve a strategic advantage depends upon whether the 
United States responds to changes in the Soviet military posture 
or fails to respond to them.

In terms of obtaining a first-strike capability, such a capability, 
if properly understood in terms of a disarming capability, is 
obtainable by neither side; neither the Soviets nor to ourselves.

Now, I should underscore that one should not be too surprised 
about these developments with regard to Soviet forces; they have 
had an aggressive development program, which I underscored 
during my confirmation hearings.

It was inevitable that at some point the Soviets would demon
strate the MIRVing technique and—^whether it came several years 
after the United States or half a dozen years after the United 
States, unless they were constrained by arms limitations agree
ments, it was inevitable that they would begin to test and 
ultimately to deploy these forces.

Q: Mr. Secretary, does this mean you are going to now make a 
harder pitch for TRIDENT and for new subm îrines and new 
missiles within the Department?

A: No, I thought we were making a hard pitch for Trident. 
There is no intent to make a greater pitch. We think that the 
programs that we have outlined for the Department are prudent 
programs. We are concerned in many of these programs that we 
have adequate support for those programs by the Congress, but 
we are not making a harder pitch.

It is my general judgment that if the facts regarding Soviet 
developments or the developments anyplace else are fully laid out 
before the American public and the American Congress, that they 
will respond appropriately and that there is no need for any undue 
pitch.

Q: Mr. Secretary, what are the changes now, as you see it, for 
some kind of MIRV controls in the current round of SALT talks?
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A : They have deteriorated sadly, or strongly.

Q: Why is that? What has happened?

A: Because once the Soviets have demonstrated— ĥave gone 
through the flight test phase— t̂hen the ability to verify controls 
will be substantially undermined and in the SALT negotiations we 
have repeatedly insisted on the ability to verify whatever agree
ments the American government enters into. So, our ability to 
monitor, given the fact of the start of MIRV flight testing, is 
rapidly, very rapidly, eroding. As you know, this subject has been 
brought up before and I think it is fair to say that the Soviets have 
not been particularly interested in limitations on MIRVing, or 
broad, across-the-board limitations on MIRVing.

I think that the minimal point that one can make is that the 
Soviets are unwilling not to demonstrate a technology that the 
Americans have demonstrated. The imagery is something that 
presumably is not particularly appealing in the Kremlin.

Q: Having demonstrated that technology, why do you think 
they are not willing to enter into some kind of agreement once 
they have shown that they can in fact produce MIRV?

A: This has been explored and as I say there has not been a 
high degree of willingness on their part. Our ability to verify is 
being eroded as the flight tests proceed.

Q: Mr. Secretary, are they any further along than we thought 
they would he at this time? Is what you are just telling us that 
they have done what they said they were going to do about the 
time that we thought they would do it?

A : I think that that is a pretty good summary. I certainly have 
not been surprised that by 1973 they would have had some tests 
of MIRV technology in which they did dispense from a missile a 
number of RV’s. There is nothing surprising about that, it has 
been predicted earlier. There have been those that have predicted 
that this would not come. I think that that would be surprising, too, 
in view of the fact that the Soviets certainly do not want to be in a 
position of appearing second best.

Let me continue with another aspect of that question. I think 
it can be said, however, that although the MIRV flight testing 
came no sooner than should be expected, that the Soviets do have 
a very adventuresome missile development program and that one 
may have been surprised that they have all of these missiles under 
development at the same time. I think that that is the surprising 
aspect. It is the breadth of the program rather than the pacing 
of the program.

Q: The other two missiles that you mentioned, that you expected
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to go to MIRV, did you say which ones those were, SLBM, one of 
those?

A : There is no reason to assume that the Soviets will not ulti
mately MIRV their SLBM’s. We have seen no evidence of that as 
yet. The evidence of the MIRVing, flimsy in the case of two 
missiles, but we have hard evidence of MIRV flight testing in the 
other two missiles.

Q: Mr. Secretary, what do your com/piders tell you might be 
the cross-over point where the Soviets outstrip us in warheads ?

A: That depends, of course, on the rate of deployment by the 
Soviets after hypothetically they have finished their testing period. 
We would say that 1975 is a reasonable approximation for them to 
begin to deploy forces, but those would be ICBM’s, They would by 
1979, perhaps, have an equal number of RV’s on their ICBM’s. 
At this point, I cannot predict how rapidly they would MIRV their 
SLBM’s and therefore their total number of warheads is unpre
dictable. But, by the early 80’s or mid 80’s, they will have, if they 
continue the present program, a very formidable force structure.

Q: But they will have more MIRV’s on their SLBM’s if they 
go that way than on their ICBM’s; is that right?

A: One can contemplate that as a possibility, but there is no 
certainty about that. For one thing, the throw weight of the first 
generation of their SLBM’s is less than the throw weight of the 
U.S.’s SLBM’s, although the new SSNX-8 does have greater range 
and therefore potentially greater throw weight.

The United States deployment of small yield multiple warheads 
on the SLBM’s, as well as the small yield vehicles on the Minute- 
man force, was designed to avoid the appearance of an attempted 
first-strike posture.

Whether the Soviets feel similarly inhibited is a question that is 
at least open to debate. To this point, the Soviets do not seem to 
have been readily infatuated by the concepts put forth by the 
arms control community.

Q: Mr. Schlesinger, on that point, after the much-touted SALT 
I round and now in the midst of the SALT II, we seem to he 
entering a new phase of the missile race of earlier years. What is 
the point of even trying to negotiate with them if this posture 
of adventuresomeness, as you describe it, aggressiveness, keeps on 
going?

A: Well, I should underscore that I am not saying that these 
will be used for adventures. It is an aggressive development pro
gram. The reason that lay behind SALT I was to place a quan
titative lid on the deployment of offensive forces. That lid was 
successfully placed on the forces of both sides.
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In SALT II we attempt to transform what is an interim— ând in 
certain respects clearly an inequitable—agreement into a perma
nent agreement into which both sides will have true equality of 
their offensive forces. In addition, during SALT, what some 
regarded as the risk to the balance of deploying large scale anti- 
ballistic missile systems was put aside by treaty.

Now those certainly impeded, to a large degree, the arms race, 
the quantitative arms race, and therefore were desirable. It serves 
to moderate the performance on both sides.

The SALT I agreement does, quite apparently, provide the op
portunity for qualitative improvements on both sides and although 
these qualitative improvements can be a source of risk, they can be 
a source of reduced risk. Qualitative improvements are quite 
clearly more difficult to monitor and to verify than other types of 
improvements.

Q: Perhaps you covM talk a little bit more about SALT II in 
the light of the MIRV capability being developed by the Soviets.

A : Yes, I think that that is right.
The United States and the Soviet Union exited from the agree

ments on SALT I, each with certain advantages and certain dis
advantages. But there was a feeling that the advantages and dis
advantages on both sides were roughly balanced. The United States 
had a clear and demonstrable superiority with regard to certain 
technological features— t̂he quality of warheads, the quality of 
guidance and MIRV technology in general. The Soviets had the 
advantage of throw weight and numbers in terms of ICBM 
launchers.

The American advantages, I think we should all clearly recog
nize, are waning advantages in a relative sense, that gradually the 
Soviet Union would acquire the technologies that had previously 
been demonstrated by the United States and consequently the 
initial basis for the SALT I agreement would have to be recon
sidered at a later point.

As the Soviets close the technological gap and acquire MIRV 
capabilities, improved warheads and guidance, the United States 
is not in a position to tolerate the numerical or quantitative ad
vantages presently possessed by the Soviet Union.

I think that that is the thrust of the Jackson Amendment that 
was adopted by the Congress last year,  ̂ that we must have some
thing approaching balanced equality. If U.S. advantages erode, 
then Soviet advantages will have to erode in a similar way so that 
as they close the qualitative gap the quantitative discrepancies 
should be reduced.

What we are most concerned about, quite obviously, is the

’ Sec. 3 of the congressional resolution of Sept. 30, 1972 (Documents on 
Disarmament, 1972, p. 682).
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Soviets have a disproportionate amount of throw weight— t̂heir 
throw weight is in the order of four to one. They have something 
on the order of 50 percent more ICBM’s. If they marry the tech
nologies that they are now acquiring to the throw weight that they 
possess under the interim—and let me underscore that—interim 
agreement, then they could develop a clear preponderance of 
counterforce capabilities as distinguished from the United States.

We do not want to allow such an imbalance in terms of strategic 
forces to develop, and therefore the purpose of the SALT II nego
tiations will be to maintain a balance and to preclude the marry
ing of these newly acquired technologies to the existing Soviet 
numerical advantages.

Q: Mr. Secretary, in the past the Russians have, for example, 
built 15 prototype fighters and mass produced two or three of those. 
Do you believe that they will produce all four of these new 
ICBM’s?

A: No.

Q: Is there any evidence that concurrent production is going on 
on any one or two of them?

A : There is no evidence of production. It is our judgment that 
two of these missiles (the SSX-17 and SSX-19) are possible 
follow-ons to the SS-11. If that inference is correct, they would 
presumably not deploy both, they would choose between those 
two.

The SSX-18 obviously is the follow-on to the SS-9. The pur
poses of the SSX-16 are not clear to us. The SSX-16 could be 
the basis of a deployment of mobile missiles, but we do not know 
precisely what the purpose is. So, it is evident that the plans would 
require at least the deployment of the two of those being developed.

Q: Mr. Secretary, your reference earlier, as I understood, to the 
fact that neither side can get a first-strike capability, why do you 
think the Russians a/re interested then in a counter-force ca/pabUity. 
What’s their motivation or purpose in having a counter-force capa
bility with their MIRV’s?

A : Because the decision to strike at cities—& massive strike at 
cities—is a decision that will not readily be taken by either side 
and, therefore, one could be in a situation which is the reverse of 
the situation that was described by Secretary McNamara in his 
1962 Athens address which was later the basis of his address at 
Ann Arbor.^

If you will recall what he said at the time, he laid out a set of

’ For the Ann Arbor address, see ibid., 1962, vol. I, pp. 622-628.
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circumstances in which the United States was essentially provided 
with an invulnerable second-strike capability and at the same 
time possessed the option of destroying in detail certain Soviet 
military targets through the use of her strategic forces.

The possibility that may appeal to the Soviets is that they could 
reverse those circumstances and the Soviets might be in a position 
first to possess an invulnerable deterrent, and secondly, to destroy 
piecemeal American or allied military concentrations. This would 
result in an overall imbalance and we do not plan to be in a position 
in which we are facing an overall imbalance.

Q: Why have we then foresworn a counter-force cwpability ?

A: I do not believe that we have foresworn a counter-force 
capability. I think that we have stated repeatedly that the United 
States does not seek a disarming capability and we have not the 
capacity or the desire to strip the Soviets of their second-strike 
capability directed against U.S. cities. But that does not mean that 
we are in a position not to have certain precision instruments that 
would be used in a limited counter-force role.

Obviously, the Soviets are in a position with the deployment of 
their forces that we could never hope to have a disarming capa
bility, a first-strike capability as you used the term.

Q: How many of these RV’s are associated vnth the 17?

A: Four.

Q: How accurate are these that they have tested in these flight 
tests?

A: I cannot tell.

Q: We did not hear the question you answered “four" to.

A: He inquired what was the number of RV’s associated with 
the SSX—17. The number is four. We cannot tell what the accu
racy is at the present time; I suspect that the Soviets cannot, 
either; they will only be able to give to themselves some reliable 
estimate of accuracy after they have gone through a far more 
extensive test program.

Q: Have they fired them out over the ocean?

A : I am not sure of the answer. I believe that they are firing to 
Kamchatka, but we can check on that for you.

Q; Mr. Secretary, you mentioned that you expect the 18 war
heads to ultimately he one megaton each. What about the 17?

A : That would be much smaller, much smaller.
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Q: What size?

A : I cannot give you an answer to that and I don’t think that I 
will ever give you an unclassified answer. I think that what I would 
underscore with regard to the SSX-18 is that the warheads would 
have a substantial yield—in the megaton range. I would not want 
to fix on the number of one megaton, and I don’t think that we 
would provide you with a precise answer with regard to the 
estimated yield. The yield, of course, for the SSX-17 would be 
substantially lower.

Q: Sir, do you expect the Soviets to retrofit the SS-18 into 
SS-9 holes?

A: The Soviets under the agreement are permitted a certain 
number of silos containing modern large ballistic missiles, so- 
called, 313 to be precise. The SSX-18 does not appear con
veniently to fit into the existing SS-9 silos. Consequently, unless 
they can perform some adaptation, they may have to have a new 
hole for the SSX-18. Any adaptation, however, would have to be 
within the strict limits with regard to 313 modern large ballistic 
missiles.

Q; They are not allowed new holes?

A ; They are not allowed new holes, right.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Rogers on 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks [Extract], August 20, 1973 ^

Q: Mr. Secretary, on American relations with the Soviet Union, 
there's been a rather obvious improvement in relations laiely. In 
your opinion, does the fact that the Soviet Union now has flight- 
tested a MIRV—is there any reason to doubt that the Soviet Union, 
because of MIRV, mighi now be seeking to gain a. strategic ad
vantage over the United States in miclear weapons?

Secretary Rogers: I think it’s a little early to judge that. The 
fact that the Soviet Union proceeded with a program of MIRV’ing, 
flight testing—and, we expect, subsequent deployment of MIRV’s 
—is not unexpected. We expected that. We talked about it when we 
testified before the Congress on the interim agreement.^ And cer
tainly it’s not prohibited by the agreement.

I think that both the Soviet Union and the United States are

‘ Department of State Bulletin,, Sept. 10,1973, pp. 349-350.
Docwmenta on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202-204.
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going to proceed, we hope, to comply with the agreement; we have 
no reason to complain about that. We think—we expect that they 
will proceed to modernize their nuclear capability, and we’re going 
to proceed to modernize ours.

In other words, these things are not violations of either the 
ABM treaty ® or the interim agreement.

It does make it quite evident, though, that there is a greater 
urgency that’s going to exist in the second phase of the SALT talks 
to do everything we reasonably can on both sides to reach an agree
ment which will have not only quantitative limitations but qualita
tive limitations. And we hope that the agreement that was reached 
and expressed in the communique when General Secretary 
Brezhnev was here can be complied with.

Q: Mr. Secretary, you speak of “greater urgency.” At the same 
time, aren't there lesser opportunities for agreement, now that 
both sides have tested MIRV’s?

Secretary Rogers: Oh, I think that the fact that the Soviet Union 
has successfully tested MIRV’s has somewhat reduced the pros
pects for successful qualitative restrictions—an agreement that 
includes qualitative restrictions on MIRV’s—yes. It doesn’t rule it 
out completely but it makes it difficult, because the verification 
of the testing was a very satisfactory way to find out whether 
progress is being made in the MIRV program or not. Once a 
nation has the ability to MIRV, its more difficult to verify by 
national means whether the deployment is taking place and 
the effect of the deployment, if you will.

Japanese Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Main Points of International 
Agreement on Prohibition of Development, Production, and 
Stockpiling of Chemical Weapons and Their Destruction, 
August 2T, 1973'

In his statements on March 22  ̂ and June 26,® the Japanese 
representative Ambassador Nisibori suggested that a gradual 
approach be adopted in a practical as well as realistic manner in 
order to facilitate an early settlement of the question of banning 
chemical weapons.

Using this as a basis and with a view to facilitating the settle
ment of this question in a concrete manner, the Japanese Dele-

•76id.,pp. 197-201.
* CCD/413, Aug. 21,1973, and Corr. 1, Aug. 30,1973.
” Ante, pp. 63-70.
'  Ante, pp. 328-333.
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gation presents this working paper which includes suggestions on 
an international agreement embodying a treaty and its supple
mentary document.

The working paper contains: I. General Items, II. Scope of 
Prohibition, III. Verification.

I. General Items.

1. The international agreement on banning chemical weapons 
would incorporate:

(a) a treaty which prescribes a comprehensive ban; and (b) a 
supplementary document defining the scope of the foregoing treaty.

The supplementary document would be regarded as an in
separable part of the treaty. The procedures allowing for amend
ments to the supplementary document would be simplified ones and 
would be included in the treaty.

2. While the matters which should be prohibited in the interna
tional agreements cover (a) activities (development, production, 
stockpiling, transfer, etc.), (b) chemical agents, and (c) weapons, 
equipment and means of delivery, Japan considers it appropriate 
to start temporarily with a partial ban on (a) activities and (b) 
chemical agents.

3. In drafting the international agreement, the following 
formula may be considered: the treaty would first prescribe in a 
comprehensive manner the matters (enumerated in (a), (b) 
and (c) above) to be prohibited, and then the supplementary 
document and a provision of the treaty would prescribe the matters 
to be excluded temporarily from the comprehensive ban.

In prescribing the exclusions, a choice between the two following 
formulae is suggested:

(1) The supplementary document would prescribe a, part of the 
matters (enumerated in (a) and (b) above) to he excluded, and 
a provision of the treaty would prescribe that the foregoing 
matters be excluded from a comprehensive ban;

(2) the supplementary document would prescribe a part of the 
matters (enumerated in (a) and (b) above), and a provision of 
the treaty would prescribe that matters other than those men
tioned in the supplementary document be excluded from a 
comprehensive ban.

4. In adopting either of the foregoing formulae of the treaty 
prescribing a comprehensive ban (including (1) and (2) above), 
Japan considers it appropriate to place a ban in the treaty on:

(a) developing, producing, stockpiling or otherwise acquiring 
or retaining o f; and

(b) transfer and assistance, encouragement, or inducement in
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manufacturing or acquiring of; chemical agents and weapons, 
equipment or means of delivery designed to use such agents.

5. On matters which have been excluded temporarily from a 
comprehensive ban, the treaty should include a provision by which 
States parties to the treaty undertake to continue negotiations in 
good faith in order to agree at the earliest date on concrete meas
ures for realizing a comprehensive ban.

6. The treaty would contain a provision that each State party 
to the treaty undertakes to conduct national verification probes 
which by nature are autonomous, and also another provision under 
which international verification would be conducted, for the pur
pose of ensuring the fulfilment of the obligation assumed under 
the treaty. Details pertaining to national and international means 
of verification would be provided in the supplementary document.

7. Relations between the Geneva Protocol ‘ and the interna
tional agreement on banning chemical weapons, consultation and 
co-operation among the States parties, and such procedural matters 
as entry into force and duration of the treaty would be drafted in 
conformity with the corresponding provisions of the BW treaty.

II. Scope of Prohibition

1. While general purpose criteria (e.g. types and quantities 
that have no justification for protective or peaceful purposes) 
would be adopted in a comprehensive ban on the agents; the agents 
which for a partial ban should be prohibited immediately as men
tioned in 1.2. would be prescribed in the supplementary document 
under objective criteria (e.g. toxic criteria, general structural 
formulae, listing, etc.).

2. General purpose criteria (e.g. for hostile purposes or in 
armed conflict) would be adopted in a comprehensive ban on the 
weapons, equipment and means of delivery as mentioned in I.2., 
Japan considers developing, producing, transferring and acquiring 
as the activities which should be prohibited immediately.

3. The supplementary document would contain an additional 
provision prescribing that the time and formula for the destruction 
or diversion for peaceful purposes of chemical agents, weapons, 
equipment, means of delivery, etc., as mentioned in foregoing 1. 
and 2. are to be settled at the time of the agreement on concrete 
measures for banning their stockpiling.

III, Verification

1. National Verification
National verification to be conducted by each State party to 

the treaty would be primarily autonomous, its purpose being

* Doeumenta on Diaarmammt, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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to ensure the fulfilment of the treaty. Study should be made as to 
the inclusion of an obligatory provision in the treaty which would 
oblige each State party to co-operate when necessary with the 
international verification organization mentioned in 2. below 
including reporting on a regular basis to the organization on 
matters deemed necessary for the purpose of ensuring the fulfil
ment of the treaty.

2. International Verification
International verification would be conducted by an inter

national verification organization. Activities of the organization 
would include constant and objective surveillance and inquiry as 
deemed necessary.

If an inquiry is conducted by the international verification 
organization, it would be desirable for the treaty to contain a pro
vision which obliges the organization to report the results of the 
inspection to an appropriate United Nations organ, in order to 
define relations between the organization and the United Nations.

The supplementary document would have an additional pro
vision regarding the composition, activities, etc. of the inter
national verification organization.

3. Request for Explanation
Both the international verification organization and States 

parties to the treaty would be permitted to request an explanation 
in the case of suspected breach of obligations deriving from the 
treaty. It might be effective for the treaty to contain the following 
provisions on the procedures for this purpose:

(1) The international verification organization or any State 
party to the treaty which suspects that any other State party is 
acting in breach of obligations deriving from the treaty may 
request an explanation from the other party in question.

(2) A State party which has not received a satisfactory expla
nation from the other State party in question through the fore
going procedure (3 .(1)) may request an inquiry by the inter
national verification organization.

4. Inspection
It would be useful for the treaty to contain provisions on the 

following procedures on inspection to be conducted by the inter
national verification organization;

(1) A State party which has been required to provide an 
explanation in accordance with the foregoing 3.(1) may at any 
time invite the international verification organization to conduct 
on-site inspection;

(2) the international verification organization may notify a 
State party of its planned inspection in case: (a) the organization 
finds that the State party has not provided a satisfactory expla-
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nation and that it is acting in breach of the obligations deriving 
from the treaty or (b) a request for inspection is filed by any 
other State party;

(3) any State party which is notified by the international veri
fication organization of its planned inspection would have to give 
strong reasons for not complying with the notification.

Canadian Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Problem of Defining Chemical
Substances in Treaty Prohibiting the Development, Produc
tion, and Stockpiling of Chemical Weapons, August 21, 
1973^

The Problem

The purpose of this paper is to address the question of defining 
as simply and unambiguously as possible the substances that might 
be banned or controlled as chemical weapons agents if a compre
hensive agreement on chemical weapons could be negotiated.

2. As the effects of chemical substances on living organisms are 
both varied and complex, it has proven difficult to formulate simple 
definitions to separate those chemicals that are relatively harmless 
from those that have military utility and which are also in pro
duction for civil purposes.

3. A widely expressed view in the CCD has been that a treaty 
could set out the scope of a comprehensive ban by way of a general 
description of the chemical agents to be affected by a general 
purpose criterion, while more detailed technical provisions could 
be elaborated in an annex to the treaty which could be subject to 
periodic review and revision by an international body established 
for that purpose by the treaty. There has also been a view that to 
the extent possible the scope of a treaty should encompass the 
chemical agents found in civil use which have been or could be put 
to military use.

4. This paper examines the basis on which a general purpose 
criterion in a comprehensive treaty could be supplemented by a 
more detailed technical scheme of definition of chemical warfare 
agents based on levels of toxicity of chemicals. It also examines how 
such a scheme of definition could be used, together with other 
definitions, to assist in establishing the scope of prohibition under 
a treaty.

5. It is useful at this point to draw attention to the meaning 
of some of the terms used in this paper:

toxic means poisonous in the sense of causing physiological in

'  CCD/414, Aug. 21,1973.
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jury to a human; this effect includes blistering, blindness, and 
death;

supertoxic means highly poisonous; that is, only very small 
quantities are needed to produce physiological harm; in practice, 
for the modern nerve agents, this means death;

binary agents or precursors are agents employed in weapons in 
which the components necessary to produce a super-toxic agent 
are kept separated until mixed during the process of delivery. The 
main advantage of such a weapon is the ease of handling.

Approaches to Defining CW Agents

6. From a number of working papers presented to the CCD, 
it is apparent that three general approaches to defining chemical 
weapons agents can be employed.

(a) a definition based on purpose or intent;
(b) a strict technical definition of chemicals based on general

ized formulae, supplemented where necessary by the 
specific identification of chemicals; and

(c) a definition based on chemical agent effects, as in the 
Geneva Protocol.

7. A definition hosed on purpose or intent. This approach would 
be exemplified by a general criterion derived from the Biological 
Weapons Convention, requiring the prohibition of “agents . . .  of 
types and in quantities that have no justification for . . . peaceful 
purposes” and “weapons equipment or means of delivery designed 
to use such agents for hostile purposes or in armed conflict”.̂

8. A general prohibition based on purpose or intended use, given 
the difficulty of objectively identifying intent, might not take 
sufficient account of technical considerations to allow a meaningful 
CW prohibition. The filling of munitions with toxic chemicals and 
the production or stockpiling of single purpose agents are the 
only self evident measures. However, it would be possible to use 
toxic CW in war without employing either single purpose agents 
or special munitions. Hence the need has been seen to supplement 
a general purpose criterion with technical definitions.

9. A definition of chemical substances based on generalized 
formulae. This approach is based on the idea that it may be 
possible to derive a generalized formula or series of such formulae 
which would encompass all agents, present and future, that could 
have military utility. To be valid, however, this approach would 
require a direct correlation between formula and desired military 
effectiveness. Unfortunately, it has not proven generally possible 
to determine the lethality of a chemical from an examination of its 
molecular structure or its formula, nor to predict lethality from the 
formula of an untested compound.

” Documents on Disarmament, 1972, p. 134.
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10. While this correlation cannot be established generally, there 
has been some success in relating the formulae of organophos
phorous compounds to toxicity [CCD/320 (Netherlands),® CCD/ 
365 (USA),^ CCD/374 (Japan)] and it may be possible to extend 
this concept to the mustards and arsines. On the other hand, for 
carbamates and some of the older dual purpose agents, even a 
limited general formula approach has not proven to be practical 
and it becomes necessary to list specific compounds.

11. A definition hosed on chemical agent effects, such as in the 
Geneva Protocol, which prohibits “the use in war of asphyxiating, 
poisonous or other gases, and of all analogous liquid materials or 
devices”.

12. Agents having lethal effects or producing serious and perma
nent injury can be described by toxicity. Discussion of toxicity and 
the methods of its measurement have been features of a number 
of presentations to the CCD [e.g., Canada (CCD/387), Japan 
(CCD/301,® 374) and Sweden (CCD/372)®]. There has been no 
discussion of other agent effects.

13. A scheme of definitions based on toxicity has the strength of 
focusing on the effects which are of military importance: death or 
permanent injury. By establishing lines of demarcation or thresh
olds, based on the dosages required to produce such effects, it is 
possible to define chemicals as agents of war and, supplemented by 
agreement on whether a chemical agent has civil uses, to establish 
for different chemicals, the scope of activities which should be 
prohibited.

14. A general purpose criterion may be essential to a treaty to 
describe its broad intent and to encompass certain CW agents and 
weapons; of the technical means of supplementing such a general 
purpose definition, the third of the approaches to definition holds 
the most promise.

Toxicity Thresholds

15. The question arises whether by considering a range of 
toxicity, a toxicity threshold can be established above which com
pounds can be considered as potential weapons and below which, 
for all practical purposes, no such potential exists.

16. A number of CCD papers have discussed the concept of a 
threshold by considering the determination of a line of demar
cation (CCD/372) or a target point (CCD/374) to separate the 
single purpose supertoxic agents from all other chemicals of lower 
toxicity, including some which have military application. This 
threshold of effective median dosage is used as the upper or first 
threshold in this paper and could be used to separate modern

‘ Ibid., 1971, pp. 99-101.
*Ibid., 1972, pp. 331-342.
'  Ibid., 1970, pp. 379-382.
“ Ibid., 1972, pp. 417-422.
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single purpose “nerve” agents from those of lower yet significant 
lethality.

17. To assist in the problem of defining those chemical agents 
of lower toxicity but potential military usefulness from the rest, it 
is proposed to introduce the concept of a second threshold to 
separate militarily useful agents from those chemicals that have 
no practical potential as CW agents. This lower threshold would 
serve to define the scale of toxicity so that any militarily useful 
chemical would be above this boundary, while those below would 
be classed as non-military.

18. For the purposes of this paper an upper threshold is set by 
naming tabun, the least toxic of the single purpose supertoxic 
agents, as a boundary agent. Other supertoxic agents would fall 
above tabun. Mustard would be just below this threshold. Chlorine, 
which is not a highly lethal agent, could be used to set the lower 
threshold or level of the least militarily significant lethal agent.

19. This classification of toxic chemical agents is shown in 
Table I.

20. While no numerical values of these thresholds for toxic 
agents are included in the table, the following values are sug
gested :

Upper threshold Lct50=500 mg.min/m^
Lower threshold Lct50=20,000 mg.min/m®

(Lct50 = Dosage vapour concentration multiplied by time of ex
posure lethal to 50 per cent of exposed personnel; (The toxicity 
units chosen depend on inhalation. Equivalent values for dosages 
associated with other methods of exposure, for example, through 
the skin or the eyes, could be derived. Uncertainties in the dosage 
value of a particular agent are within the range defined by the 
threshold valued.))

21. The upper threshold is suggested because of the major differ
ence of toxicity between tabun and mustard, and should be the 
subject of both international discussion and agreement. This 
value has no significance in the definition of a chemical as an 
agent of war. It is relevant, however, to the scope of activities 
which might be prohibited, for once we drop below this toxicity 
level, we begin to encounter toxic chemicals in industrial use,

22. The lower value was also chosen somewhat arbitrarily. 
Chlorine, although used in World War One, is not now con
sidered as an effective agent and has been relegated by some coun
tries to training purposes. It might be regarded as the least toxic 
agent to have military utility, at least against an unprotected force.

23. From this, it now seems possible to suggest a general 
definition of toxic chemical substances that might be agents of 
war subject to control and/or prohibition: a chemical compound or 
element can be considered as an agent of war if its toxicity has a
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median lethal dosage less than 20,000 mg.min/® or a practical 
equivalent of this dosage.

Use of Agent Defimtion in Establishing Scope of Prohibition

24. Having now suggested a system for identifying chemical 
substances as being potential agents of war, it remains to consider 
how these definitions might be applied in determining the scope of 
prohibition of a comprehensive chemical weapons ban.

25. Thresholds have been suggested which separate those chem
ical substances which have military potential based on their 
lethality, from those that do not have such a potential. (Some of 
the chemical substances thus defined as being potential agents of 
war also have recognized peaceful uses.)

26. A threshold of toxicity has been suggested which defines the 
supertoxic compounds for which there are no recognized peaceful 
uses (other than for small quantities required for defensive 
research and medical purposes). From this, it is possible to suggest 
that the development, production and stockpiling of these chem
icals could be prohibited if a chemical weapons prohibition could 
be negotiated.

27. Of those toxic chemical substances identified by the lower 
threshold as being potential agents of war, but which fall below 
the upper threshold, some have recognized civil uses, i.e., the

TABLE I

Classification of some chemical compounds and elements based on toxicity 
including sub-groupings based on purpose

Lethal Agents
Lct50’ mg.min/m®
VX 10-50
Sarin 100
Soman 50-100
Tabun 400

U PPER THRESHOLD

Toxic

Arsine 5000

Mustard 1500 
Lewisite 1500

SINGLE PURPOSE^
3200 Phosgene Toxic 
5000 HCN

(Adamsite 15000) -
-^ D U A L  PURPOSE ® h q OO Cyanogen Chloride

19000 Chlorine
LOWER THRESHOLD

All other chemicals that have no
--------------- significant m ilitary value

 ̂Dosage vapour concentration multiplied by time of exposure lethal to 50 
per cent of exposed personnel.

® Chemicals having both m ilitary and civil uses.
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“dual-purpose” toxic agents having peaceful industrial uses. It 
would, therefore, not be possible to ban the development, produc
tion and stockpiling of these chemicals solely on the basis of their 
place on the scale of toxicity. It is suggested that an international 
committee of experts could identify those chemicals having such 
civil uses for which development, production and stockpiling could 
be permitted. However, the filling of military ordnance with toxic 
dual purpose industrial chemicals could be prohibited. The develop
ment, production and stockpiling of other chemicals above the 
lower threshold and not identified as having recognized civil uses 
could be prohibited. The toxic chemicals in this latter sub-class 
could be identified by specific formula in some cases and possibly 
by family of formulae for others (both the mustards and arsines 
may be accommodated by the “family approach”).®

28. Binary weapons are designed to create a supertoxic com
pound only on discharge; it is likely that in any binary system at 
least one of the components would have a toxicity falling above 
the lower threshold. If this component were identified as having a 
civil purpose, it could be treated in the same way as the other 
dual-purpose agents; that is, its production and stockpiling for 
peaceful purposes might be permitted, but the filling of munitions 
with such binary weapons components could be prohibited.

29. For illustrative purposes the application of the types of 
definition to the scope of prohibition is shown in condensed form in 
Table II.

TABLE II
Application of types of definitions to the scope of prohibition: 

ILLUSTRATIVE ONLY

Super-
Toxic

Single Purpose 
Toxic

Dual Purpose 
Toxic Binaries

Development
Production

and
Stockpiling

Agents

Banned
by

toxicity
(upper

threshold)

Banned by 
toxicity 
(lower 

threshold) 
and purpose 

as
determined

Allowed 
(determined 

by agreement 
as being 

required for 
civil use 

and 
identified by 

formula)

N /A  (a t least 
one component 

may fall 
into foregoing 

categories)

Filling
of

Military
Ordnance

N /A N /A
Banned 
on basis 
of intent 

or 
end use

Banned 
on basis 
of intent 

or 
end use

" The formula approach is considered to be useful in the case of older single 
purpose toxic agents because (a) the exhaustive surveys th a t have been under
taken since World W ar I have not produced compounds significantly better 
than those already known and (b) there may be no incentive to find new 
chemicals in this range of lethality when the supertoxics exist on one hand 
and where there are dual purpose agents available on the other hand. I f  in any 
event such chemicals were discovered, they could be added to any list of 
specifically proscribed compounds [footnote in original].
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Statement by the Japanese Representative (Nisibori) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Prohibition
of Chemical Weapons, August 21, 1973'

The Japanese delegation has today tabled a working paper on 
the question of banning chemical weapons,  ̂and my purpose now is 
to offer some explanations about it.

In my statements on 22 March ® and 26 June * I presented the 
basic views of my delegation on the means of effectively pro
hibiting chemical weapons, by referring to their characteristics. 
Since then, valuable as well as constructive suggestions and views 
have been introduced in this Committee on this question, and my 
delegation has studied them carefully.

Now, with a view to expediting the discussion on this question, 
my delegation has decided to present a working paper containing 
our concrete suggestions on the substance as well as the format of 
the chemical weapons ban, amplifying Japan’s basic views and 
taking into consideration the useful proposals and ideas of other 
delegations in this Committee.

First, as stated in section I, paragraph 1 of the working paper, 
my delegation suggests an international agreement incorporating 
a treaty, and a supplementary document which defines the scope 
of the treaty.

The main reason for adopting a format comprising two separate 
agreements lies in the question of the agents and the scope of the 
activities which should be prohibited. Of course, our desire and 
ultimate aim is to put a comprehensive ban on chemical weapons, 
whether agents or the scope of activities. Clear and eloquent 
expression of this desire for a comprehensive ban can be seen in 
the draft convention presented in March last year by the socialist 
countries,® and in the working paper presented this spring by 
non-aligned countries.®

But, as has been pointed out on many occasions, as a matter of 
fact it is difficult to realize a comprehensive ban at one stroke. 
Here it may be recalled that on 13 March the representative of 
Canada, Mr. Barton, stated:

Given ihe technical difficulties, the question arises whether we would be better 
to continue to seek a  comprehensive ban, which may involve lengthy nego
tiations, or whether we should give thought to an initial partial measure such 
as a  ban on tiie development, production and stockpiling of the most lethal of 
agents, the so-called “super-toxics”, or a  ban, say, on certain activities, such 
as production.

Then he went on to say, rightly,

‘ CCD/PV.623,pp.6-15.
'  Ante, pp. 520^24.
'  Ante, pp. 63-70.
* Ante, pp. 328-333.
'  Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124.
• Ante, pp. 206-209.
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I t  is clear that, without losing sight of our long-term goals, we should take 
steps tha t are now possible.’

It may also be recalled that on 6 March the representative of 
the Netherlands, Mr. Rosenberg Polak, observed, “We all began 
to realize the complexity and manifold implications of the sub
ject”, and stated with insight, “We hope that our common thoughts 
and efforts may pave the way for making at least a first step 
towards chemical disarmament.” ®

Bearing these considerations in mind, my delegation has sug
gested a format consisting of (1) drafting a comprehensive treaty, 
thus clarifying the ultimate aim to be achieved when the time 
comes; and on the other hand (2) excluding through the establish
ment of a supplementary document those agents the prohibition of 
which is deemed not proper or difficult to carry out under the 
present circumstances. The supplementary document would be de
clared to be inseparable from the treaty. Also, if the procedures of 
amending the supplementary document are so designed as to be 
simpler and less formal than in the case of the treaty, we would be 
able to expand the scope of prohibition easily, depending on the 
progress in negotiations.

As shown in section I, paragraph 3 of the working paper, a 
choice between the following two formulae is suggested in pre
scribing such exclusions:

(1) The supplementary document would prescribe some agents 
and activities out of those prescribed in a comprehensive ban, and 
a provision of the treaty would prescribe that such agents and 
activities be excluded from a comprehensive ban;

(2) the supplementary document would prescribe some agents 
to be prohibited, and a provision of the treaty would prescribe that 
the agents and activities other than those mentioned in the supple
mentary document be excluded from a comprehensive ban.

Formula (2) may seem a bit complicated, but it in effect means that 
a temporary ban would be put on the agents and activities in the 
supplementary document. By adopting this format we would avoid 
the complexity which would arise from first making an agreement 
on a partial ban and then subsequently drafting another agree
ment on a comprehensive ban.

A comprehensive ban certainly being our ultimate aim, a pro
vision should be included in the treaty which says in effect that the 
States parties to the treaty undertake to continue negotiations in 
good faith in order to agree at an earliest date on concrete meas
ures for realizing a comprehensive ban. I would point out also 
that, if provisions are made so that the international verification 
organization, which I shall touch upon later, may constantly re

’’ Ante, pp. 47-48.
'  CCD/PV.589, p. 25.
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view the supplementary document and suggest amendments, and 
so that a review conference may be held every five years after the 
entry into force of the treaty or upon request of a majority of the 
States parties, the way will be prepared for us to proceed towards 
a comprehensive ban, reviewing simultaneously the effects of the 
operation of the treaty, especially that of the verification system.

Now as to the question of the agents which should be prohibited 
in a comprehensive manner in the treaty, section II, paragraph 1 
of the working paper suggests adopting general purpose criteria: 
for example, chemical agents of types and quantities that have no 
justification for protective or peaceful purposes.

As for the definition of chemical agents it would be desirable to 
decide on this at the time of concluding the treaty in order to avoid 
unnecessary disputes in future as to what is prohibited. On 16 
August the representative of Sweden, Mr. Eckerberg, referred to 
the need for a meeting of experts to solve technical questions con
cerning a ban on chemical production, and said, “There now seems 
to exist a consensus on this matter”.® If such meetings are to be 
held, this Committee might as well decide on the definition of 
chemical agents, after having experts’ opinions.

As we cannot exclude the possibility that new chemical sub
stances will be developed in future, we shall have to consider keep
ing the supplementary document up to date through the inter
national organization, which I shall touch upon later, and through 
review conferences.

The agents to be prohibited in a comprehensive manner are sug
gested in section II paragraph 1 to be defined by general purpose 
criteria in the same way as those in the BW Convention: for ex
ample, those tj^es and quantities that have no justification for 
protective or peaceful purposes. Such a definition would be reason
able in the light of the need of a small amount of chemical agents 
for protective purposes, and also in the light of chemical agents 
including such dual-purpose agents as hydrocyanic acid and cyano
gen chloride, which are today widely used for peaceful purposes. 
Since the criterion of purpose is not an objective one, the need for 
objectivity in conducting national verification becomes important, 
as I will show later.

On the other hand, to exclude the possibility of the States parties 
having different interpretations about the agents excluded tem
porarily from the comprehensive ban, the latter should be decided 
by objective criteria, for example, toxic criteria, general structural 
formulae, listing, etc.

As to the agents to be excluded from a ban, I maintain my sug
gestion that they should be chemical agents other than super-toxic 
agents, for the same reasons that I stated on 22 March.̂ ® In saying

“ Ante, p. 509.
“  Ante, pp. 63-70.
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this I have not even the slightest doubt about the rightfulness of 
the statement in section II, paragraph 8 of working paper 
CCD/400 of the non-aligned countries that—
Since adequate protection against any kind of chemical weapons is not avail
able to the greater p a rt of the world population, even less toxic agents can 
create as great a danger as highly toxic ones and therefore should be 
prohibited.^

Accordingly I believe that such “less toxic agents” should logically 
be prohibited.

However, since it will probably be difficult to agree immediately 
on the definition of the agents to be prohibited, my suggestion at 
present is to agree first on banning super-toxic agents on which 
agreement of definition can be obtained with comparative ease, and 
then proceed to expand the scope of prohibition. While stating this 
I avoided making specific suggestions in the working paper and 
left out the issue of deciding which objective criterion should be 
adopted, what chemical agents should be prohibited and what 
should be excluded from prohibition, pending the result of dis
cussions in this Committee, including those held during the meet
ings with participation of experts.

Apart from chemical agents, this working paper envisages a 
ban on weapons, equipment and means of delivery designed to 
use such agents, along the same lines as the BW Convention.^^

I now proceed to the activities to be prohibited. As stated in 
section I, paragraph 4 of the working paper, the treaty would 
place a comprehensive ban on (a) developing, producing, stock
piling or otherwise acquiring or retaining, and (b) transfer and 
assistance, encouragement, or inducement in manufacturing or 
acquiring chemical weapons. In the same manner as in the case of 
agents, section I, paragraph 3 of the working paper expects that 
the scope of activities to be excluded temporarily from the ban will 
be established through the supplementary document. While our 
delegation’s views are stated in section II, paragraph 2 of the 
working paper, I would emphasize our delegation’s view that, in 
particular, stockpiling be excluded temporarily from a comprehen
sive ban in consideration of the provisions of verification and of 
the need to obtain an early conclusion of the treaty. On this point 
I would recall the statement made on 17 July by the representative 
of the United States, Mr. Martin, in which he said:
Because of the potential adverse impact on its national security, a State 
cannot be expected to relinquish its CW deterrent capability (which would, 
of course, be required under a comprehensive CW ban) unless it is adequately 
assured th a t other States have similarly and concurrently relinquished their 
CW capabilities.^

Since the verification system suggested by this working paper 
does not include obligatory inspection, which I will come back to

” Ante, pp. 206-209.
Documents on Disarmament, 197Z, pp. 133-138.

“ Ante, p. 447.
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later, it would be precipitate to deny the CW deterrent capability 
before the effectiveness of the verification system is confirmed after 
a certain period of operation. Now the fourth sentence of section
II, paragraph 9 of the working paper presented by non-aligned 
countries states:

A partial solution with respect to the scope of the activities to be prohibited, 
which would only ban the development and production of chemical weapons, 
will be particularly discriminatory and will not be acceptable to many coun
tries, especially to those which have abstained from procuring such weapons.”

On this sentence, I would point out the statement made on 3 July 
by Mr. Martin. He said:

. . . Many coxmtries m ight find a net advantage in treaty  provisions designed 
to ensure th a t the situation does not change for the worse, and

No one can guarantee that, under future circumstances and in the absence 
of treaty  prohibitions, the gap might not widen.

He also stated that many countries which have not been active in 
chemical arms competition are less likely to “feel the need to ex
pend the effort and resources to acquire a lethal chemical weapons 
arsenal”, and that a production ban has the “greatest impact on 
countries which have already produced or may be presently pro
ducing chemical weapons.’'®

Further, I would emphasize that the exclusion of stockpiling is 
only temporary. When the treaty provisions on verification are 
found to be effective, that is, when it has provided a very high de
gree of confidence and protection, as Mr. Martin put it, it is 
logically expected that the destruction of stockpiles and other 
measures would take place.

I shall now touch upon verification. As shown in section I, para
graph 6 and section III, the working paper expects a flexible func
tion of the verification system by a combination of national and 
international verification.

As we have found in negotiating other arms-control agreements, 
there will no doubt be a great obstacle to concluding the CW inter
national agreement so long as we insist upon obligatory on-site 
inspection. In the case of a CW agreement, furthermore, it should 
be noted that the chemical industries are so wide-ranging, com
plicated and diversified that, even if obligatory inspection is en
forced, its thorough execution is almost impossible, posing a great 
problem of cost and effectiveness. It should also be noted that 
obligatory on-site inspections provoke the danger that scientific, 
industrial and commercial secrets will be disclosed. So we should 
recognize that insisting on on-site inspection is not necessarily 
realistic. On the other hand, a verification system is needed which 
would provide “a sufficiently high probability of detection of a 
violation in order to deter actions contrary to a ban”, as stated by

“  Awte, p. 207.
“  Ante, p. 371.
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Mr. Martin.̂ ® The verification system suggested in this working 
paper has been designed on the basis of these two considerations, 
which cannot be ignored.

As explained in section III, paragraph 1 of the working paper, 
national verification expects, in essence, the execution of all legal 
and administrative measures needed to ensure the observance of 
the treaty provisions. In order to render the verification system 
of the treaty as highly effective as possible, national verification 
would have to maintain close relations with international verifica
tion. For this purpose a provision should be drawn up and inserted 
which would oblige States parties to co-operate with the inter
national verification organization and include submitting regular 
reports to the extent that would be necessary for the observance of 
the obligations assumed under the treaty, as stated in section III, 
paragraph 1.

As to the body which would conduct national verification, the 
idea of a national control committee contained in the working 
paper of the socialist countries might deserve further study.'  ̂
However, since the national control organ would be entrusted with 
primary responsibilities of verification, the basic question remains 
as to

. . . whether a national control body could be expected to carry out veri
fication within the territory  of its own country th a t would provide s i^ ifican t 
reassurance to other parties th a t the treaty’s prohibitions were being com
plied with fully

as put by Mr. Martin.̂ ® This question gives further support to my 
earlier suggestion of temporarily excluding stockpiling from pro
hibition. Here we may come close to the settlement of the question 
if we decide to proceed to the destruction of stockpiles after we 
confirm that the verification system, including the activities of the 
national verification organ, is working effectively.

Also, while it must be admitted that observance of the treaty 
cannot be ensured ipso facto from the treaty provisions, it would 
give at least some psychological effect in ensuring the independence 
and objectivity of a national verification organ, if such an organ is 
ever to be established, for the treaty to include a provision which 
would in effect prohibit the governments of the States parties 
from intervening in any way in the activities of this organ if they 
are conducted in accordance with the obligation of the treaty.

As the functions of the international verification organization, I 
would suggest for consideration (1) analysis and evaluation of the 
statistics, documents etc. submitted from each State party, (2) 
request for explanation to a State party in case of a suspected 
breach of the obligations deriving from the treaty, (3) inspection 
upon invitation of States parties to the treaty, (4) inquiry upon

“ Ante, p. 447.
”  See ante, p. 345.
“ Ante, p. 450.
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request for explanation, (5) propositions to States parties on 
amendments to the supplementary document, and (6) notification 
to the States parties on the foregoing matters. I would draw atten
tion, inter alia, to inspection, which is a key factor in verification.

While inspection is to be conducted in cases mentioned in section
III, paragraph 4 of the working paper, inspection would not be 
conducted without being invited by States parties to the treaty. It 
may be called “inspection by co-operation”. This idea may have 
something in common with the idea of “verification by challenge” 
or “verification by invitation” which Sweden has suggested in the 
past negotiations on a comprehensive test ban. When Sweden sug
gested the idea of “verification by challenge”, it was objected that 
one country might well find itself in a position of having to accept 
inspection constantly. As the verification system described in this 
working paper provides national verification and request for ex
planation as a prerequisite to inspection by co-operation, the need 
for inviting frequent inspections would not arise so long as the 
system functions effectively.

In addition to function (5) : propositions to States parties about 
possible amendments to the supplementary document, which I 
mentioned a moment ago, the internatibnal verification organiza
tion may be assigned with functions other than verification, such 
as (a) reviewing new chemical substances, (b) deciding on 
whether a specific chemical substance falls within the scope of pro
hibition, depending on how the treaty provisions are drawn up, 
etc. Thus the functions of the international verification organiza
tion may come closer to those of the “consultative body” as sug
gested in the working paper of the United States.̂ ® Accordingly 
the organization might even better be called the “international 
consultative body”.

I proceed now to discuss the structure of the international verifi
cation organization. Useful suggestions have so far been made by 
Sweden and the Netherlands on the question of international 
verification organs. If difificulties arise in realizing such a far- 
reaching idea for financial reasons or lack of human resources, we 
may consider establishing a small-size but functional organ. On 
this point I would recall the statement made by Mr. Eckerberg on
16 August in which he rightly stated.

The set-up must be simple and effective and be kept within reasonable 
dimensions. We are certain tha t we could achieve this.^°

For example, the international verification organization might 
incorporate (a) a verification committee comprising the countries 
which are States parties to the treaty and are chosen from this 
Committee, taking into consideration political and geographical 
distribution; and (b) the secretariat. The idea of making the

Documents on Disarmamenty 1972, pp. 98 ff.
Ante, p. 509.
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verification committee up from members of this Committee origi
nates from the recognition that an important part of chemical 
agents and the scope of activities is to be excluded on a temporary 
basis from prohibition, and that further prohibition of these ex
ceptions will have inseparable relations with the operation of the 
treaty, especially that of the verification provisions. If this idea 
were adopted, the members of this Committee would be able to 
engage directly in verification, and accordingly would be able to 
confirm whether the verification provisions are effective or not, and 
would finally be able to decide without vacillating on the time when 
to proceed to a comprehensive ban of agents and activities.

Section III, paragraph 8 of the working paper expects the treaty 
to contain provisions on the request for explanation. While the 
working paper does not refer to lodging complaints with the 
Security Council, this is based on the judgement that the United 
Nations Charter allows for such procedures, and that it is doubtful 
whether such a provision should be made in the treaty.

Lastly, provisions on (1) relations between the international 
agreement and the Geneva Protocol,^  ̂ (2) consultation and co
operation among States parties, (3) such procedural matters as 
entry into force and withdrawal, may be drafted in line with the 
corresponding provisions of the BW treaty. However, the pro
visions on withdrawal might have to be drafted in such a concrete 
manner that, in effect, criticisms would not be directed at the time 
of its withdrawal to the State which is not satisfied after having 
exhausted all the procedures required by the verification provisions 
of the treaty.

This working paper is based on the present stage of discussions 
on chemical weapons in this Committee and represents, so to speak, 
the highest common factor of the opinions of the members of this 
Committee. I sincerely wish that the line of thought shown in this 
paper will facilitate the discussion of this question.

Statement by the Canadian Representative (Barton) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Prohibition 
of Chemical Weapons, August 21, 1973^

I would like today to examine the question of the scope of a 
possible chemical weapons treaty in terms of the chemical agents 
whose development, production and stockpiling would thereby be 
prohibited, taking into account the problem of defining such agents 
and of the civil uses of certain chemicals also having military appli
cation. I shall deal with what may be described as the technical

Documents on Disarmament, 1969,  pp. 764-765.
‘ CCD/PV.623, pp. 16-20.
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rather than the political/security considerations affecting the scope 
of prohibition.

Members of this Committee have spoken of the prohibition of 
chemical weapons, either partial or comprehensive, in two fashions. 
In one, reference has been made to the phases of chemical weap
ons deployment—i.e. development, production or stockpiling— 
and to the possibility of a partial agreement prohibiting perhaps 
the production phase only. The scope of a treaty in terms of such 
phases of deployment of chemical weapons should be considered in 
the light of the proposed verification system, and of any security 
concerns arising out of possible inadequacies of the verification 
system. There has also been discussion in the Committee of partial 
and comprehensive agreements in terms of the chemical weapons 
agents to be prohibited: e.g. it has been envisaged that it might 
be necessary to accept a partial agreement limited in application 
to super-toxic chemical agents; while another view has been 
that a CW treaty should apply as well to the less toxic dual-purpose 
agents, if not to all chemical agents which could potentially be used 
in war. It is this second concept of the scope of a treaty in terms 
of the chemical agents to be encompassed in a prohibition which I 
shall discuss.

The Canadian delegation, while recognizing that reaching an 
agreement limited to super-toxic agents could be technically sim
pler, has sympathy for the genuine concerns of many States lack
ing adequate means of protection against any type of chemical 
weapons; and we are certainly prepared to explore a wider scope 
of treaty. The scope of a CW ban in terms of the chemical sub
stances to be controlled must, however, in our view be affected by 
the degree to which the treaty draftsmen can adequately define 
CW agents, and the extent to which certain agents have legitimate 
civil uses in addition to military ones. The successful drafting of a 
treaty comprehensive in its approach to all chemical agents of 
warfare would therefore depend on our finding a solution to the 
problem of determining and describing those chemical substances 
which are used or likely to be used in warfare and which therefore 
should come within the scope of the treaty, and those chemical 
substances whose development, production and stockpiling for 
civil purposes should be permitted.

This Committee has identified three general approaches to the 
definition of CW agents: (i) a definition based on purpose or in
tent; (ii) a technical definition of chemicals based on generalized 
formulae and supplemented where necessary by specific identifica
tion of certain chemical compounds; and (iii) a definition based on 
chemical agents effects, as in the Geneva Protocol.

It is evident that an all-embracing definition, which would allow 
the widest scope in terms of the range of chemical agents to be 
prohibited, would be achieved by a general formulation based on
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purpose or intended use. Such an approach would certainly have 
some moral and legal effect; but it must be recognized that it 
would be an ambiguous definition, given the difficulty of finding 
objective means of identifying intent. The production and stock
piling of single-purpose agents and the filling of munitions with 
toxic chemicals or with precursors to a highly toxic compound 
would be self-evident measures of using chemical agents destined 
for military purposes. As we are aware, however, it would be 
possible to use toxic chemicals in war without employing single
purpose agents or special munitions; it would be possible to employ 
readily-available toxic industrial chemicals which could, for ex
ample, be sprayed from readily-available agricultural equipment.

In the view of this delegation a general definition is perhaps in
dispensable to a treaty as a descriptive and limiting measure; but 
to our mind it is unlikely that it can be sufficiently specific to stand 
alone in a treaty. It should be borne in mind that there already 
exists a general prohibition of the use of chemical weapons in war, 
founded both on the Geneva Protocol  ̂and on a generally-respected 
norm of international law. Our purpose in seeking to ban the 
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons is to 
reinforce this prohibition on use. In our view, this is more likely 
to be accomplished by more closely defined and specific undertak
ings based on technical considerations than by resorting once again 
to a comprehensive but imprecise instrument.

In this regard it has been suggested that definition of the 
chemical agents to be banned should be based on the concept that 
it may be possible to derive a series of generalized formulae which 
would encompass all agents at present having or likely in future to 
have military utility. It has not been possible, however, to deter
mine such generalized formulae for all chemical compounds that 
have or could have characteristics required for military use; al
though they could be helpful in simplifying the discussion of the 
common nerve agents and in the establishment of a catalogue of 
prohibited chemicals.

By addressing the effect of the agent on the target under attack 
rather than the agent of the attack itself, another approach can 
be considered. There is wide recognition, among experts advising 
the Committee, of the merit of identifying the level of toxicity or 
of measuring the lethality of an agent, and of determining a lethal
ity threshold which would allow the prohibition of chemicals with 
a measured lethality above the established threshold. Experts have 
suggested this approach as a mean of identifying the super-toxic 
single-purpose nerve agents.

While there is wide acceptance of the value of this approach in 
identifying the super-toxics, I have referred to the concern which 
has been expressed in the Committee that there are agents of lesser

® Documents on Disarmament̂  1969, pp. 764-765.
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toxicity which have been used in war and which should therefore 
also be subject to control. Mustard and phosgene are examples. 
This concern has been brought out in the recent memorandum of 
the non-aligned countries,® and is one that deserves close atten
tion. In the same way that a threshold can be established to 
identify the most lethal agents, it should be possible also to estab
lish a lower threshold which would separate agents less toxic than 
the nerve agents but still potentially-dangerous chemicals from 
relatively harmless substances. This lower threshold could be the 
subject of international expert agreement. A lower limit of the 
toxic chemical agents subject to control might be set at or above— 
say— t̂he level of the toxicity of chlorine. Chlorine was the least 
toxic of the chemical agents which were used in World War I, and 
has perhaps the least military utility—outside of training pur
poses—of the toxic chemicals which have been used in war.

Within this second category of less toxic agents still having mili
tary utility are many which are in common industrial use—the 
dual-purpose agents. While it may be possible to call for an out
right prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
those agents with a toxicity above the upper threshold— t̂hat is, the 
super-toxics— t̂here would have to be an identification and distinc
tion made in the control of those in the lower range of toxicity. 
The substances having recognized civil uses could be specifically 
named and identified on the basis of a technical definition for treat
ment under a special regime. In this instance the two technical 
approaches to definitions would be employed.

Dual-purpose agents are by definition those which have signifi
cant industrial application. While a treaty may as a part of a 
general ban prohibit the development, production and stockpiling 
of any toxic chemical especially prepared or intended for military 
use, it is clear that States would not wish an outright ban on the 
production or retention of stocks for industrial purposes of any 
industrially-important chemical. A treaty would therefore have to 
allow for the production of dual-purpose agents for peaceful in
dustrial purposes. However—and this I believe is important to 
note when considering arguments for a ban limited to super
toxics—a prohibition could still apply to the filling with dual- 
purpose agents of munitions or of any dispersal device designed or 
intended for military use. Thus in the case of dual-purpose agents 
we must make a distinction between allowing the development, 
production and stockpiling of certain toxic industrial chemicals, 
and the prohibition of any chemical weapon in which they might 
be used.

Consideration must be given to the special case of binary weap
ons. By design, a binary weapon does not create a highly-toxic 
agent until discharged; and one or perhaps both components or

® Ante, pp. 206-209.
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precursors of a binary chemical weapon could be of low toxicity 
and perhaps have peaceful uses. It is possible that one of the pre
cursors might have a toxicity which would fall above at least the 
lower threshold of chemicals to be controlled. However, it might 
be necessary, in order to achieve their prohibition, to rely on a 
general-purpose definition or on a more specific prohibition against 
the filling of munitions or delivery devices with any chemicals 
which on discharge of the munitions would result in the creation 
of a compound having a toxicity above the established threshold. 
Moreover, a treaty might prohibit the special preparation of 
chemicals for use as precursors to super-toxic agents.

In sum, we have recognized the need in the first instance for a 
general-purpose definition, but have suggested also that there is 
utility in having one based on qualification by technical definitions. 
As has been discussed before in this Committee, these could be set 
out in an annex and kept under review by a body of experts estab
lished by the treaty. It should be possible to arrive at a clear 
definition which could be applied to a ban of super-toxic chemical 
agents whose high toxicity and single purpose put them in a 
special class. Of the lesser toxic agents it is evident that, in the 
case of dual-purpose agents, the limits of the prohibition would 
have to be set so as to permit the continued use of such agents in 
industry. Certain dual-purpose chemicals could be specified for 
exclusion from a ban on production of agents; however, the use 
of such agents in weapons— t̂hat is, in munitions or means of 
delivery especially designed for military purposes—could be pro
hibited.

It may be necessary therefore, in terms of definition of chemical 
weapons to be controlled, to use all three means of definition sug
gested in the Committee— t̂hat is, to begin with a general-purpose 
definition, referring to intended use; to set toxicity limits; and 
finally to describe specific chemicals to be excluded from prohibi
tions without limiting the wider definitions. The technical aspects 
of definition might be elaborated in an annex to a treaty which 
could be subject to periodic review and revision by an international 
body established for that purpose by the treaty.

I am tabling a technical paper which sets out in detail two ap
proaches on which I have remarked today: the establishment of 
thresholds of toxicity to allow the definition of chemicals as poten
tial agents of war on the basis of their lethality; and secondly a 
chart showing the scope of prohibition that would be possible in 
the light of the civil use of certain chemicals, and showing the 
type of definition which could be employed."* I would point out that 
the paper and my remarks are advanced as a contribution to our 
continuing discussion and not as a fixed and finally-determined 
Canadian view of these matters. In particular I would point out 
that, while my remarks have been addressed to a comprehensive

* Ante, pp. 524-529.
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ban as a point of departure, any final Canadian position on 
whether there should or could be a comprehensive treaty would 
be affected by considerations of the effectiveness of the envisaged 
verification system.

Statement by the PRC Government on Signing Additional 
Protocol II to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America, August 21, 1973 '

The Latin American countries proposed the establishment of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in Latin America with a view to counter
ing the policy of nuclear threat and blackmail pursued by the super
powers and safeguarding the peace and security of Latin America. 
The Chinese Government respects and supports this just position 
and, compljdng with the request of the United States of Mexico and 
other Latin American countries, has decided to sign Additional 
Protocol II to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons 
in Latin America in Mexico City on 21 August 1973.

The Chinese Government has always stood for the complete pro
hibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons and main
tained that, as the first step, all nuclear countries should first of 
all undertake not to use nuclear weapons, particularly not use 
them against non-nuclear countries and nuclear-weapon-free zones. 
The Chinese Government has repeatedly declared that at no time 
and in no circumstances will China be the first to use nuclear 
weapons. On behalf of the Chinese Government, China’s Minister 
for Foreign Affairs Chi Peng-fei gave a specific undertaking in 
regard to the nuclear-weapon-free zone in Latin America on 14 
November 1972.® The Chinese Government will now reiterate this 
undertaking: China will never use or threaten to use nuclear weap
ons against non-nuclear Latin American countries and the Latin 
American nuclear-weapon-free zone; nor will China test, manufac
ture, 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 cross the territory, territorial 
sea or air space of Latin American countries.

It is necessary to point out that the signing of Additional Pro
tocol II to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in 
Latin America by the Chinese Government does not imply any 
change whatsoever in China’s principled stand on the disarmament 
and nuclear weapons issue and, in particular, does not affect the 
Chinese Government’s consistent stand against the treaty on non
proliferation of nuclear weapons ® and the partial nuclear test ban

 ̂A/9137, Ati^. 30,1973. The treaty  appears in Documents on Disarmament, 
1967y pp. 69 ff. For Additional Protocol II, see ibid,, p. 83.

 ̂Ibtd,, 1972, pp. 785-787.
»Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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treaty,* which have been used by certain countries possessing huge 
numbers of nuclear weapons in an attempt to establish their nu
clear monopoly, nuclear superiority and nuclear hegemony in the 
world. China is developing nuclear weapons solely because she is 
compelled to do so, and she is developing them entirely for defen
sive purposes as well as for breaking the nuclear monopoly and 
proceeding from there to the elimination of nuclear weapons.

What merits attention in the view of the Chinese Government is 
that, under the smokescreen of “detente” the super-Powers, which 
possess huge numbers of nuclear weapons, are now continuing to 
intensify their nuclear arms race and their contention for spheres 
of influence, thus gravely threatening the peace and security of 
non-nuclear countries and nuclear-weapon-free zones. The Chinese 
Government holds that, in order that Latin America may truly 
become a nuclear-weapon-free zone, all nuclear countries, and 
particularly the super-Powers, which possess huge numbers of 
nuclear weapons, must first of all undertake earnestly not to use 
or threaten to use nuclear weapons against the Latin American 
countries and the Latin American nuclear-weapon-free zone, and 
they must be asked to undertake to observe and implement the 
following: (1) dismantling of all foreign military bases in Latin 
America and refraining from establishing any new foreign mili
tary bases there; (2) prohibition of the passage of any means of 
transportation and delivery carrying nuclear weapons through 
Latin American territory, territorial sea or air space.

The Chinese Government hopes that the Latin American coun
tries will strengthen their solidarity and advance together in their 
struggle against the policy of nuclear threat and blackmail pur
sued by the super-Powers and for the establishment of the Latin 
American nuclear-weapon-free zone. The Chinese Government will 
continue to make unremitting efforts together with the Latin 
American countries and all other peace-loving countries for the 
attainment of the great, long-range objective of the complete pro
hibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons throughout 
the world.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Pro
hibition of Chemical Weapons, August 23, 1973 ^

You will recall that in my intervention of 17 July I briefly con
sidered the question of national control bodies as part of a system 
of verification for a comprehensive CW agreement.* I would like

* Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
 ̂CCD/PV.624, pp. 6-11.

* Ante, pp. 448-450.
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to return to the question of national committees today as part of 
some more general comments on the “Draft Convention on the 
Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of 
Chemical Weapons and on Their Destruction”, submitted to the 
Committee by Bulgaria, the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Re
public, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Romania, the 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics.®

Certain points of this draft convention coincide with our own 
views. We concur, for example, with the idea of Article III of the 
draft that the transfer of substances or equipment covered by an 
agreement should be prohibited. We also are in general agreement 
with the second thought of this article: that any measure on 
chemical weapons should include an undertaking not to assist, en
courage or induce any State, group of States or international orga
nization to engage in activities prohibited to States Parties. We 
also support fully the principle stated in Article VIII that agreed 
provisions for a CW agreement should not be interpreted as in any 
way limiting or detracting from the obligations assumed by Parties 
to the Geneva Protocol of 1925.^

The basic ideas expressed in the two clauses of Article IX of the 
draft convention likewise coincide with our own views. These con
cern facilitating co-operation in the exchange of chemical equip
ment, materials and scientific and technological information for 
peaceful purposes, and the necessity of implementing any CW 
agreement in such a way as to avoid hampering the economic or 
technological development of States Parties. These are important 
points that should be a part of any CW agreement.

I should like to turn now to the question of the scope of the pro
hibitions of the draft convention and its related verification meas
ures. The prohibitions of the draft contained in Articles I and II 
are, as is well known, comprehensive in scope. They provide for the 
prohibition of agents by a general-purpose criterion: that is, a 
total ban on “Chemical agents of types and in quantities that have 
no justification for peaceful purposes”, and a similar ban on 
weapons, equipment, and means of delivery. They also provide for 
the destruction or diversion to peaceful purposes all stockpiles, 
weapons, and facilities.

As Committee members are aware, we believe the difficulties in 
achieving adequate verification for such prohibitions are very 
great. We have, in this session, discussed some of those difficulties. 
We do not have solutions for them, but we continue to hope that, 
in time, practical new ideas and suggestions for their solution will 
be developed. Because of the close relationship of these issues to 
the security concerns of States, we cannot gloss over the genuine

® Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124.
* Ibid.f 1969, pp. 764-765.
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problems of verification as we work toward agreement in the field 
of CW. We note that similar views have been expressed by many 
members of the Committee, including our colleague Mr. Roshchin. 
He recently stated that an
. . . interest in strict compliance, by all parties to a future agreement, with 
the obligations to cease the development, production and stockpiling of chem
ical weapons and to destroy such weapons is quite understandable in view of 
the importance of this problem and its relevance to the security of all States.®

In considering the draft convention of the Soviet Union and its 
allies, we naturally turn from the scope of the prohibitions to the 
related articles on verification. Article IV provides that a State 
Party will take the necessary measures to enforce the treaty’s pro
hibitions within its territory, jurisdiction or control. Article V pro
vides for consultation and co-operation among States Parties for 
problems relating to the convention, including through the frame
work of the United Nations. Article VI provides a complaint pro
cedure to the United Nations Security Council and for investiga
tion of a complaint by the Council.

Early in this session the sponsors of the draft convention elabo
rated their ideas in a working paper on ways of implementing con
trol over compliance with the convention.® This paper suggested 
that the basic national control over compliance could be imple
mented by a national control committee. It further suggested that 
this committee, the form and functions of which would apparently 
be determined by the individual State Party, could supervise the 
destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons and the closure or 
conversion to peaceful production of the chemical enterprises 
which had, before the conclusion of the convention, been engaged 
in production of means of chemical warfare. These committees 
would report to the national government on their activities, and 
their reports might be published for “general information”.

This system is essentially self-inspection, and as such does not, 
in our view, provide the effective international verification that is 
necessary to assure that an agreement would contribute to security 
and stability. As we all know, the activities of developing, pro
ducing and stockpiling chemical weapons have been carried out 
not at the initiative or under the control of private non-govern
mental organizations within States, but at the initiative and under 
the control of governments. We must accordingly view the possible 
utility and effectiveness of national committees as a means of 
monitoring not only private industrial and scientific organizations 
but, far more importantly, of verifying the actions of governmental 
agencies.

As to verifying governmental or State activity, I raised in an 
earlier intervention a question regarding the extent to which a na

® Ante, p. 355.
® Antey pp. 344-346.
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tional committee could be expected to enjoy complete independence 
from the government it is to monitor— t̂hat is, its own government; 
and I also raised a question regarding the degree to which such a 
committee would have unimpeded access to all relevant facilities 
within its country, military and civilian. The members of a na
tional committee would presumably be citizens of the State being 
monitored, and under its jurisdiction and control. It seems un
realistic to us to expect that, in the absence of adequate inter
national verification measures, States could have confidence in 
treaty compliance as a result of the activities of such a group alone.

The problem of attaining reassurance, with or without national 
committees, is compounded by a corollary difficulty which we see 
with the system of verification outlined by the sponsoring States 
in CCD/361.’ The delegation of the Soviet Union has stated that

. . . each country participating in a future agreement on the prohibition of 
chemical weapons will itself determine the forms and methods of national 
control.®

This would seem to open up the possibility that there might be as 
many systems of control as there were States Parties. A lack of 
agreed standards for measures of control and differing ways of 
implementing control measures could make the consultations pro
vided for in the draft convention very difiicult and of limited value.

Varying national systems of control, which might range from 
quite strict to very loose, might also give rise to troublesome mis
understandings, as well as to doubts of States with strict control 
as to the good faith and the intention to comply with an agreement 
by States with a loose system of control. If it were decided that 
national committees could play some role in supporting an inter
national verification system, would it not be worth considering 
the basic ideas reflected in the suggestions of the delegation of 
Yugoslavia:

A uniform procedure fo r verification measures is required in order to 
make them eifective. Likewise, to have a standardized method of verification 
it is indispensable in our view that an ad hoc international body of experts 
of different specialties should elaborate the proposals for the procedure of 
verificaiaon. "^ is  international body of experts should also work out a kind 
of questionnaire which would cover all necessary technical, scientific, economic 
and oiJier data th a t would officially and periodically be reported."

This brings me to another important point in considering the 
verification approach in the draft of the Soviet Union and its 
allies. We note that national control organs have no necessary 
relationship to any international verification measures or system 
of control. It is suggested in CCD/403 that the national commit
tees should report to their respective national governments on 
their activities; that is, that they should report solely to the

’’Documents on Diswrmament, 1972, pp. 120-124.
® Ante, p. 357.
• Doctimenta on Disarmament, 1972, p. 473.
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primary entity which they have been set up to monitor. Thus, 
even if States felt assured of the independence of national com
mittees from the government they monitored, and if they also felt 
assured that these committees had the necessary access to informa
tion and facilities to properly monitor an agreement, they would 
still not be likely to feel reassured as to treaty compliance by a 
system of reporting which required that the information should 
pass through the government being monitored before it was pro
vided— îf it was provided at all— t̂o States seeking reassurance.

We note in this connexion that CCD/403 suggests that national 
legislation “should . . . allow for the possibility of publishing (the 
reports of national committees) for general information”.̂ ® Ac
cordingly, even after a report has been provided by a national 
committee to the government it is monitoring, there would remain 
only a discretionary possibility of the report being published.

CCD/403 suggests that a national system of control could be 
accompanied by voluntary exchange of information “in the form 
of discussions of new data obtained as a result of scientific research 
on the development of new products for peaceful purposes”.” We 
certainly agree that there is value in the international exchange of 
information, but regret that this suggestion is so extremely limited 
in scope. There would, of course, be many activities which could 
usefully be the subject of regular exchanges of specified informa
tion and which are equally, if not more directly, related to a 
treaty’s principal prohibitions than the development of new 
products.

I will not comment today on Articles V and VI of the draft con
vention, which concern international co-operation and consulta
tion, as well as the question of a complaints procedure. I presented 
our views on these subjects at some length in my intervention of
17 July, when discussing the Ten-Delegation Memorandum.^^

I would like to close by noting that it is the absence in the draft 
of the Soviet Union and its allies of any eifective international or 
independent verification procedures that is the crux of our difficul
ties with it. We have outlined in our earlier interventions this 
session why we think a State cannot be expected to relinquish its 
CW deterrent capability (which would of course, be required under 
a comprehensive CW ban) unless it is adequately assured that 
other States have similarly and concurrently relinquished their 
CW capabilities. We regret that the draft does not come to grips 
with such problems as providing elfective assurance to all parties 
that others have destroyed or converted CW stockpiles and produc
tion facilities. As Dr. Ikle, the Director of the United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, said to the Committee on 31 
July,

“  Ante, pp. 446-454.
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. . .  it does not make sense to propose verification schemes tha t presuppose 
full tru st among the Governments th a t are to be party  to a treaty. So-called 
“national means^^ of verification, therefore, must not only be capable of pro
ducing the requisite observations or data, but also must be entrusted to the 
party  (or parties) th a t wish to reassure themselves, and not to the parties 
about which the reassurance is being sought.“

Statement by the Netherlands Representative (Rosenberg
Polak) to the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment, August 23, 1973 '

As this summer session is drawing to its end, it might be useful 
to consider in how far the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament has had a fruitful year and in how far we can report 
anj^hing substantial to the next General Assembly of the United 
Nations. We have heard a number of statements, and a number of 
working papers have been submitted to the Committee. In the in
formal meetings on the question of a comprehensive test ban, the 
number of participating experts was larger than ever before. The 
discussions showed a remarkable consensus between the experts, 
and the meetings were considered useful and informative by many 
delegations, amongst which were some of those delegations which 
confined themselves to listening.

During the spring and summer session the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament has not been able to produce results 
in the shape of an agreement or in the shape of some agreed 
partial language of a conviction. It is therefore to be expected that 
in the coming General Assembly some will criticize the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament for lack of progress. New at
tempts will be made to shift the focus of disarmament talks and 
negotiations to a different forum. The Special Committee on a 
World Disarmament Conference will report to the General Assem
bly, and the question arises if in the General Assembly we will hear 
echoes of what we have of late heard in the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: that we should consider the early 
convening of the United Nations Disarmament Commission as long 
as it proves to be impossible to prepare a World Disarmament Con
ference in a satisfactory manner.

I should like to be allowed to say something about this, as I do 
not believe that the lack of agreement on questions of disarmament 
is due to the structure and form of the negotiating body. It is the 
will of governments which really counts. The Netherlands Govern
ment does believe that one of the conditions for better progress in 
the field of arms control and disarmament would perhaps be ful
filled if France and China participated wholeheartedly in the

“ Ante, p. 474.
‘ CCD/PV.624, pp. 11-17.
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negotiations. Modelling the proper framework for a negotiating 
body would then be a comparatively easy task. Even then we 
would still need a body of not too large a membership in which 
problems of arms control and disarmament could be discussed 
thoroughly and in a businesslike manner with the politeness and 
consideration which have, in my opinion, become one of the 
great assets of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, 
an asset which all of us here, I feel certain, value equally highly.

Let us not, out of frustration, rush for a large meeting if there 
is no guarantee that such a meeting will result in much more than 
an unproductive and harsh debate and perhaps a new body with 
more, and more serious, shortcomings than structure and form 
only. We may not have any agreements to report to the General 
Assembly, but I doubt if any other multilateral and broadly 
representative body could have come up with results that would 
have been very different.

Please allow me to add a few words about verification and 
especially about the issue of on-site inspection.

The disarmament treaties that have been concluded since the last 
world war, the Antarctic Treaty being the first and the SALT-I 
agreements  ̂ being the latest, deal with verification in many 
different ways. Generally speaking, the particular form of veri
fication which was agreed upon in each case was determined by 
two considerations. The first consideration took into account the 
degree of risk that could result from a specific disarmament 
measure. The second consideration dealt with monitoring capa
bilities present or to be required in view of the specific object 
of the agreement.

These two considerations are interrelated, because they both deal 
with the essential aim of verification: to obtain assurance that, 
notwithstanding the restriction or limitation to be adopted, na
tional security would not be jeopardized by a significant but un
noticed and therefore unilaterally advantageous breach of the 
agreement by other parties. One might say that the need for 
verification is based on suspicion and, if one could forget its 
emotional connotation, I would be ready to accept this expression, 
although I would prefer terms like uncertainty or caution. To imply 
that disarmament should be based on mere trust and confidence is 
simply not realistic.

On-site inspection is the most stringent and intrusive form of 
verification and as such the most difficult to agree upon. Its possible 
necessity has to be weighed carefully in each case, account being 
taken of the risks involved and the particular object of a certain 
disarmament measure.

While pleading for all due consideration when the issue of on-site

'  Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.
 ̂Ibid.y 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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inspection arises, the Netherlands delegation fails to understand 
the rejection, as a matter of principle, of on-site inspection in 
relation to any agreement whatever, as seems to be implied in a 
statement by our colleague from Mongolia. In his intervention of 
26 July Mr. Dugersuren stated—and I am going to quote from the 
English version— t̂hat

. . . The concept of the necessitjj for on-site inspection which continues to 
be a serious obstacle to the conclusion of im portant international agrreements 
on curbing the arms race and on disarmament, is destined to lose ground. For 
this concept is based on suspicion and ill-will; I  would say th a t i t  bears the 
stamp of the “cold w ar”.*

I should like to be allov^ed to mention here that, at a time when 
the international climate was still considerably influenced by the 
atmosphere of the “cold war”, the Soviet Union accepted in prin
ciple the concept of on-site inspection even in the context of a ban 
on underground nuclear tests. A comprehensive test ban treaty 
might have been concluded ten years ago on that basis if the 
Soviet Union had not withdrawn from this position.® Furthermore, 
if the statement of the representative of Mongolia holds true, 
agreements like the Antarctic Treaty, the Outer Space Treaty,® 
the Treaty of Tlatelolco  ̂and finally the Non-proliferation Treaty,® 
which all provide for on-site inspection in one way or another, 
should be rewritten to be divested of the vestiges of the cold war. 
I assume that it was not the intention of Mr. Dugersuren to pro
pose ansrthing of the kind ; but one wonders why the concept of 
on-site inspection should be held anathema with regard to future 
disarmament agreements.

In his intervention of 26 July our colleague was specifically 
speaking about a convention to ban chemical weapons. We are all 
of us familiar with the position of the socialist countries with 
regard to the verification of such a ban. In their view, this veri
fication should be restricted to the establishment of national control 
systems. There are good reasons to believe that we will need such 
systems to make a CW convention a working enterprise. But, to be 
frank, such national control systems do not by themselves merit 
the name of verification, because what they are all about is self- 
control, an expression used by Mr. Dugersuren himself in the same 
intervention from which I quoted before. We may here have been 
misled by the difficulties of interpretation or translation. The word 
“self-control” has two meanings. When the Netherlands delegation 
here speaks of “self-control”, it does use this word not in the 
meaning of “restraint”, but thinking of what Dr. Ikle of the 
United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency recently

* CCD/PV.616, pp. 10-11.
‘ See Documents on Disarmament, 1963, p. 540.
• Ibid., 1967, pp. 38r-43.
’’ Ibid., pp. 69 It.
® Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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remarked while speaking in this Committee, that one has “to be 
clear as to who is verifying whose adherence to a treaty”.® It goes 
without saying that the aim of verification is not to prove one’s 
innocence to oneself but to receive proof or at least adequate assur
ance of the innocence of the others.

As to the question of chemical disarmament, it has to be recog
nized that chemical weapons represent a real threat to the 
security of many nations. In this regard chemical weapons could 
not be equated with biological weapons, and consequently the 
verification system to be devised for a CW convention could not 
be a copy of the rather loose system acceptable in the context of the 
BW convention.^® Verification will have to be more strict and to be 
organized on an international level. The Netherlands delegation 
has an open mind as to the question of how this should be done 
in practice; but we fail to see why in this context the concept of 
on-site inspection should be rejected out of hand. On the con
trary, if we look into the nature of a CW convention and realize 
that its material object is military stockpiles that are easy to hide 
and chemical production plants of great number and variety, then 
it seems highly improbable, if not impossible, that we should find 
ourselves able to dispense with on-site inspection, the only question 
being how to arrive at a suitable and adequate system with which 
all of us can agree.

The Netherlands delegation submitted on 31 July a working 
paper illustrating the functions which an international organ could 
fulfil in support of a CW convention.^  ̂ In its intervention of 14 
August the delegation of Czechoslovakia commented upon this 
document, selecting the concept of obligatory on-site inspection for 
its criticism.'* In a way this criticism sounded familiar, but I am 
still a little puzzled. Czechoslovakia is a party to the Non-pro
liferation Treaty and last year concluded a safeguards agreement 
with the International Atomic Energy Agency which provides for 
international inspection in loco in Czechoslovakia.'* In view of 
this fact it is difficult to understand why a similar method of veri
fication to be carried out by an international organ under the 
aegis of a CW convention could or should be labelled as an inter
vention in the internal affairs of States.

The Czechoslovak delegation also raised objections to the effect 
that the right of an international organ to carry out on-site 
inspections would mean the elevation of such an organ above the 
organs of sovereign States. This would be a serious objection if 
such an elevation could be forced upon States, or would be a revolu
tionary change in international practice. But this is not the case:

'  Ante, p. 474.
’̂‘Documents onDiawrmament, 1972, pp. 133-138. 
“  Ante, pp. 466-469.
“  Ante, pp. 499-503.
“ IAEA doc. INFCIRC/173, Feb. 22,1973.
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such an elevation would be neither forced nor revolutionary. I 
have already mentioned the Non-proliferation Treaty and its 
related safeguards agreements, which were entered upon by 
Czechoslovakia and by many other States. I should like to refer 
also to the Treaty of Tlatelolco, which in some instances has been 
used as an example for the suggestions contained in the Nether
lands working document. There is no question of infringement of 
national sovereignty if States, in the free exercise of their 
sovereignty, agree to allot to some organ certain rights to be 
exercised on their territory, rights that could eventually be with
drawn if abused.

Generally speaking, if States had to protect the maintenance 
of absolute sovereignty, most international agreements would be 
impossible. Even the Charter of the United Nations is incom
patible with the concept of undiminished national sovereignty: its 
Article 25 obliges Member States to accept and carry out the 
decisions of the Security Council in accordance with the provisions 
of the Charter. Any disarmament agreement by its very nature 
represents a restraint on national sovereignty, for instance by 
limiting the freedom of States to carry out certain nuclear weapon 
tests, or to place military installations on the moon and other 
celestial bodies, to accept or permit nuclear weapons on their 
territory or to acquire or possess nuclear weapons or the control 
over them, or, taking the BW convention as an example, to 
develop, produce, stockpile or otherwise acquire microbial or other 
biological agents or toxins for hostile purposes. To my mind these 
are more substantial limitations of or restraints on national 
sovereignty than the right of some inspectors to visit some places 
or facilities.

Therefore we for our part fail to see the validity of the before
mentioned objections of the delegation of Czechoslovakia, and 
this in view of the fact that any limitation or obligation can validly 
be accepted by a State when it is exercising its sovereignty in full 
freedom.

Turning now to the other main item of our agenda, I will make 
some short remarks with regard to an underground test-ban 
treaty. I should like to comment on something said by the repre
sentative of Bulgaria on 31 July. Mr. Voutov quoted certain 
sentences about the CTB-problem from the statement made by 
the Netherlands State Secretary Dr. Kooijmans on 28 June." 
Referring also to a Swedish statement, the Bulgarian delegate 
then concluded as follows:
All this confirms once again the rightness of the position of the Soviet Union, 
namely . . . tha t national means of control are sufficient to identify any tests 
th a t may be carried out in violation of the test ban.^

^̂ AntCy pp. 347-356.
CCD/PV.617. p. 10.
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I should like to point out that the Netherlands is certainly not 
of the opinion that any—I repeat any— t̂ests may be identified 
by national nieans. Very small tests, if they cannot be detected at 
all, could always be carried out under a CTB in a clandestine way. 
This is also clear in the table annexed to the paper that was in
formally distributed by the Netherlands at the meeting with 
experts in July. I hope soon to submit an amended version of this 
paper as a working document of this Committee.^® In our view an 
agreement to ban underground nuclear weapon tests will always 
contain the risk of some very small explosions going unnoticed, 
whatever kind of verification would be provided for. This risk 
will have to be weighed against the risk of major testing pro
grammes being carried out without any restriction. To our mind 
this is the real problem.

Resolution 67 (III) of the General Conference of the Agency
for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America:
Urgent Need To Cease All Nuclear Weapons Tests, August 
24, 1973"

The General Conference,
Recalling its resolution 39 (II)
Deeply concerned that nuclear tests are continuing despite the 

fact that recently, in resolution 2828 A (XXVI) of 16 December 
1971 ® and 2934 (XXVII) of 29 November 1972,  ̂ the General 
Assembly of the United Nations vigorously urged the Govern
ments of nuclear-weapon States “to bring to a halt all nuclear 
weapon tests at the earliest possible date, and in any case not 
later than 5 August 1973”, the date of the tenth anniversary of the 
Treaty of Moscow,'

Decides:
1. To condemn with the utmost vigour the continuation of 

nuclear weapons tests in all environments;
2. To address a further appeal to the nuclear Powers to cease 

immediately nuclear weapons tests of all kinds;
3. To keep this item on the agenda of the General Conference 

in order to be able to review it periodically in the light of the 
attitude adopted in the future by the nuclear Powers;

4. To reqiiest the General Secretary to transmit this resolution 
to nuclear-weapon States and all other States.

“ See post, pp. 554-558.
* A/C.1/1036, Oct. 22,1973, annex, p. 2.
-A/8653, p. 13.
‘ Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 893-894.
‘ Ihid., 1972, pp. 842-846.
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Netherlands Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament: Some Observations on
the Verification of a Ban on Underground Nuclear Test
Explosions, August 28, 1973 '

Detection and identification
Contrary to the situation of a few years ago, the Conference of 

the Committee on Disarmament documents and the separate 
studies of individuals and institutes of the last two years on the 
detection, location and identification of underground nuclear 
explosions seem more and more to lead to common conclusions. The 
earlier controversies on the existing and potential capabilities of 
a system of observational stations (arrays included) have ap
parently disappeared, and most parties now agree that under 
otherwise normal conditions events down to yields of several 
ktons in hard rock can be identified anywhere in the Northern 
hemisphere.

These converging results of mutually independent studies are 
illustrated in the accompanying figure. The conclusions of different 
groups of investigators have been plotted according to the scheme 
used in the earlier Netherlands working paper CCD/323 of 18th 
March Several points may be stressed here:

1. A nearly complete detection and location of mb 4.0 events on 
the Northern hemisphere seems to be possible now.® Although this 
task is not yet being performed on a routine basis, theoretically 
the capability seems to be present when all information from 
NOAA, ISC, WWNSS and the individual arrays is combined.

In an actual experiment (the International Seismic Month) it 
was concluded from a preliminary analysis that the data from 
current systems when integrated have a 90 per cent probability of 
detecting and locating Eurasian events at about mb 4.2 (CCD/ 
406, p. 21).‘

2. The identification capability of the WWNSS in the Northern 
hemisphere is down to jaelds of about 10-20 ktons (Basham- 
Witham, 1971). For particular cases and selected readings this 
capability has been extended to yields of 7 kton and more in hard 
rock, with a potential extra extension down to 4 kton yields (Mar- 
shall-Basham, 1972).

3. Spectral analysis of the direct P-waves, using short period 
arrays only, seems to have a considerable potential for identifsring 
seismic events (CCD/380).

In the Canadian working paper CCD/406 an identification 
method is described in which several identification criteria are

* CCD/416, Aug. 28,1973.
^Documents onDisarmainent, 1971, pp. 159-165.
^Ibid., 1972, V- 607.
* Not printed here.
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used in combination with each other, like the Ms-nib method, 
spectral analysis and depth of focus. In this working paper (page 
21) it is concluded that there is a high probability that explosions 
with body-wave magnitudes greater than mt 4.5 would have been 
defined as such. Furthermore, there is an appreciable prob
ability of identifying explosions of mb 4.2 if no evasion techniques 
are applied.

4. The identification capabilities of the large arrays LAO 
(LASA), NOS (NORSAR) and ALP (ALPA) are well known 
and in the range of 2-4 ktons in hard rock at teleseismic distances 
(CCD/388).

5. The VLPE (Very long period experiment) network per
formance (called LPZ in CCD/323) has reached a value of 5 
ktons, and with a small extension which will be realized in the 
near future, will be lowered to values of 2-3 ktons in hard rock 
(CCD/388).

With the present network of standard stations, arrays and 
VLPE-stations an identification level has thus been reached that is 
comparable to the detection level, as was foreseen in the Nether
lands working-document CCD/323. This analysis, together with 
the analysis of evasion possibilities set out hereafter, formed the 
basis on which the Netherlands Government concluded that 
obligatory on-site inspections would not change in any significarit 
way the number of events which can be identified.®

Evasion

As was pointed out above, the detection/identification threshold 
for underground nuclear explosions in hard rock in the Northern 
hemisphere lies in the yield-range of 2-3 ktons.

It remains possible to evade detection and identification by 
firing test devices in dry soil of sufficient thickness. Yields of 10 
ktons and less may pass undetected in such a way. However, in 
order to be sure that no cratering will occur which could be 
detected by satellites, a safety margin would have to be taken into 
account. Moreover, there are only relatively few areas where 
thick layers of dry alluvium are present. In the United States 
working paper CCD/338 [388] an estimated yield limit of 1-2 kton 
is mentioned as a precondition for avoiding detection of a tamped 
shot in low-coupling media, with a possible maximum of 10 kton 
if sufficiently deep low-coupling media are available. This crater
ing threshold is of the same order of magnitude as the seismolog- 
ical detection/identification threshold for explosions in rock. It may 
be noted that further improvements in seismic capabilities would 
affect the threshold for explosions in hard rock but not necessarily 
the threshold for explosions in dry soil.

" AntCy p. 350.
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The working papers CCD/388 and CCD/404 ® describe some 
other evasion techniques. As far as we know, none of these have 
been proven in practice at least not for the mentioned possible 
yields.

For example, there is the theoretical possibility of masking the 
spectral properties of the F-wave signal by executing a sequence 
of explosions in order to stimulate an earthquake. Until a 
manifestly successful experiment has been carried out in this 
way, it would be hard to believe that this technique would present 
a practical possibility for evasion.

Until now the maximum yield of a test in a de-coupling cavity 
has been 0.35 kton. The yield of 50 kton, which CCD/388 men
tioned as a possibility, does seem to be high from a practical 
point of view, since very great cavities would be necessary. Even 
if such cavities could be made, they would cost a great deal and 
the activities involved in making them would probably not be easy 
to hide.

Other evasion techniques mentioned in CCD/388 are:

1. timing of an explosion with a near-by earthquake of at least 
one unit of magnitude higher, and

2. timing of an explosion within the coda of a very large earth
quake.

Even with an optimal choice of location of the test sites with 
respect to the seismic zones, it is probable that crucial moments for 
firing will not occur more than a few times a year or even only 
once in several years. According to CCD/388 the yield-limits for 
these procedures are 50 respectively 100 ktons.

Both of the above mentioned evasion techniques would require 
instantaneous action, i.e. all procedures needed for the firing, 
including precautionary safety procedures, must be set and held 
more or less indefinitely for immediate action. Presumably the 
firing must be executed automatically within tens of seconds or 
less from the time of the first disturbance. For a reasonable 
programme, a considerable number of test sites with armed 
nuclear devices would be necessary, using these evasion methods.

Moreover, certainty of non-detection and non-identification 
could not be gained in advance. A mis-interpretation of the 
magnitude of the “concealing” earthquake could lead to the 
artificial signal being detected. Also, good results of a special study 
by matched filtering or frequency-analysis techniques, or an un
expected but sometimes observed a-normal transmission of energy 
in directions of certain key stations in the network cannot be

“ For CCD/404, see ante, pp. 376-402.
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ruled out in advance. These considerations imply that a would-be 
violator of an underground test ban, in order to play safe, would 
have to decrease the above-mentioned yield limits of 50 and 100 
ktons to fractions of these yields if, in practice, the methods could 
be used at all.

It is important to bear in mind that obligatory on-site inspec
tions, if based on seismological data, would not significantly change 
the above mentioned possibilities for evading a test ban.

As to the swamping technique, described in CCD/404, in which 
long-period surface waves of nuclear explosions would be hidden 
in the surface waves of large earthquakes while allowing detection 
of the P-waves of the explosion, the following preliminary remarks 
may be made. More information on this evasion technique would, 
however, be most welcome.

An extension of Table III of CCD/404 shows that in order to 
hide an explosion of the order of 10 kton (equivalent to magnitude 
mb 4.75-5.0 when fired in hard rock), a masking earthquake with 
a magnitude of mt 7.8-8.1 would be needed when use is made of 
long-period arrays. Such an earthquake occurs on the average 
only once a year. This does not seem to be a practical basis for 
the execution of a test programme for yields of about 10 kton. 
On the other hand, the improvement in knowledge about the local 
structure of the earth crust and the upper mantle in the Northern 
hemisphere is such that matched filtering seems to have great 
potential for discriminating between surface waves coming from 
diiferent directions. Also, it may be pointed out that, while using 
the above mentioned evasion technique, P-waves are still regis
tered, allowing for other criteria to be used like spectral analysis 
and measurement of focal depth.

Conclusions

1. Obligatory on-site inspections would not enhance the iden
tification possibilities significantly.

2. Realistic possibilities of evading an underground test ban 
seem to exist for yields up to about 10 kton. Significant improve
ments and extension of the seismological hardware will probably 
not change this situation fundamentally. On the other hand, im
provements in counter-evasion techniques like spectral analysis, 
matched filtering and measurement of focal depth could be quite 
useful.

3. An intensified international exchange of those seismic data 
which are used for identification of events is needed on a routine 
basis.
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Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament [Extract], 
August 28, 1973'

It is essential that the Assembly should be fully aware of the 
gravity of the present situation, for which the only remedy would 
seem to be that, as long as it is not possible to convene a world 
disarmament conference, the Assembly itself, with the aid of its 
First Committee, should attempt without delay to delineate 
responsibilities, and to move on from abstract statements to 
exhortations that should be given concrete form not only through 
the identification of the procedural or substantive measures whose 
implementation is considered to be necessary, but also, if it should 
appear relevant, by identifying those to whom the exhortations 
are addressed, as has been done in various resolutions on disarma
ment, such as those concerning the bilateral SALT discussions, and 
the signing and ratification of Additional Protocol II of the Treaty 
of Tlatelolco.^

Perhaps the Assembly, in the performance of this task, might 
find it desirable to give careful reconsideration to the Compre
hensive Programme of Disarmament. In its resolution 2661 C 
(XXV) of 7 December 1970 it expressly recommended that this 
programme should be taken into account in the further work and 
negotiations on disarmament, particularly in the light of the pro
visions of paragraph 1 of part V, the relevant portion of which 
reads:

The General Assembly should consider annually the progress made in the 
implementation of the comprehensive programme. Every three years, the 
General Assembly should review the comprehensive programme and revise it 
as warranted. This will entail an evaluation of the over-all situation in the 
field of disarmament and a comparison between the development in regard 
to armaments and disarmament.*

The circumstances in which the Assembly will work this year 
on the disarmament items in its agenda could not be more favour
able for this scrupulous study of the comprehensive programme 
of disarmament. For the second time in succession the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament will appear before the Assembly 
with empty hands, with a report containing no text requiring 
examination by the First Committee, while the conclusion set 
forth in one of the main documents attached to the report, sub
mitted on 14 March by eight non-aligned States, to the effect that 
“There is no reason which may justify any stagnation of the

‘ CCD/PV.625, pp. 6-9.
 ̂Documents on Disarmamentf 1967  ̂p. 83. 

® IbicL, 1970, pp. 653-658.
*Ibid,, pp. 682-683.
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Committee’s work and the current absence of effective nego
tiations” ® appears to imply the need for the Assembly to strive to 
remedy this alarming situation.

We therefore consider that the most representative organ of the 
international community should concentrate during its twenty- 
eighth session on trjdng to achieve at least the following:

The adoption of two resolutions on the cessation of nuclear- 
weapon tests and on the abolition of chemical weapons, based on 
the criteria already indicated of identifying the measures re
quired and the States responsible for their execution;

The establishment, as the result of whatever informal nego
tiations may be considered desirable, of an organ having a 
membership and functions ensuring the co-operation of all 
the nuclear Powers (I use the word “co-operation” intention
ally, to make clear that membership of the organ is not neces
sary) , and the duty of performing the work considered necessary 
for the convening of a world disarmament conference open to all 
States;

The appointment of a committee or working group to decide 
whether it is more desirable to reorganize the negotiating body 
available to the United Nations, that is the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament, as soon as possible, or to defer 
doing so until the world disarmament conference has been held. 
Whichever decision the committee or working group reached, it 
could undertake immediately a study of the reforms of member
ship and procedure that it considered desirable to recommend in 
order to make the negotiating body more effective and, in 
particular, to ensure the participation of all the nuclear Powers.

An unequivocal and strongly emphatic restatement that the 
final goal of all disarmament work is still general and complete 
disarmament under effective international control, since only 
thus can a world become real in which “international peace and 
security prevail, and economic and social progress is attained”, 
in the words of the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament. 
To this end the Assembly should, as recommended in the Com
prehensive Programme, ask the two super-Powers, the Soviet 
Union and the United States, to revise, update and submit, either 
to the Assembly or the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament, the draft treaties which they submitted to the 
Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee in 1962.®

A request to the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment that, so long as it remains impotent to progress towards 
cessation of nuclear-weapons tests and elimination of chemical 
weapons (aims that seem to have hypnotized it for the past two

 ̂Ante, pp. 49-50.
® Docwments on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 103-126, 351-382.



MARTIN STATEMENT, AUGUST 28 561

years), it should examine and negotiate on other questions, 
selected either from those in the comprehensive programme of 
disarmament, such as the conclusion of regional agreements for 
the establishment of additional nuclear-weapon-free zones,̂  or 
from the many questions suggested to it during its twelve years 
of existence. I ventured to refer to one example at the opening 
meeting of the present session,^ namely the reduction of 
military budgets, whose magnitude is strikingly illustrated by 
the fact that during the past decade they have increased by 
over 80 per cent, rising from the already extremely high figure 
of $120,000 million to the astronomical figure of $220,000 
million.

If the Assembly succeeded at its next session in adopting deci
sions such as the five I have just listed by way of illustration, 
we believe it would have taken a truly significant step towards 
avoiding such deplorable and discouraging situations as those 
reflected in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
report for 1973, and in particular that revealed by the working 
paper CCD/415 ® that I referred to at the beginning of my speech, 
in which the Mexican delegation collected the chief statements con
cerning the stagnation of the Committee’s work, the absence of 
effective negotiations, and other related subjects, made by a large 
number of delegations, all of which, although naturally varying 
widely in approach, seem to agree on the vital and pressing need 
to remedy the situation that led to those pertinent observations.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Com
prehensive Test Ban, August 28, 1973 ^

As we began our summer session last June, I quoted President 
Nixon’s foreign policy report to the United States Congress, in 
which the President affirmed that the United States has continued 
to support the objective of an adequately-verified agreement to 
ban all nuclear weapons testing. The President added that, despite 
substantial progress in detecting and identifying seismic events, 
including underground nuclear tests, the Government of the 
United States believes that national means of verification still 
should be supplemented by some on-site inspection.̂ " I can re
affirm that this remains our position and that we continue to

 ̂See ante, p. 20.
® Not printed here.
" CCD/PV.625, pp. 10-15. 
Ante, p. 262.
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attach importance to the comprehensive test ban objective, which 
we believe would not only be a significant step toward limiting 
the nuclear arms race but could also play a major role in 
furthering nuclear non-proliferation.

In my statement last June I also commented that the most 
promising approach to achieving a comprehensive test ban appears 
to lie in continuing serious work on the technical issues that 
remain unresolved, specifically those involved in the problem of 
verification, and that for this reason we welcomed informal meet
ings in July with comprehensive test-ban verification experts.

Since those meetings were held, several delegations have 
assessed them in very favourable terms. Evaluations of the specific 
results of the meetings will inevitably differ, reflecting different 
approaches to the overall verification problem. Regardless of such 
differences, however, the delegation of the United States fully 
shares the view that the meetings were exceptionally constructive. 
It is relevant here to recall Mr. Ikle’s recent observation to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament that a fair assess
ment of the accomplishments of this Committee must take into 
account not only agreements reached here but also the ideas that 
are discussed here, since these discussions influence the ways in 
which governments think about disarmament issues.^

The importance of our discussions in this regard can be appre
ciated when we consider what the level of international under
standing of the complex issues of comprehensive test ban verifi
cation would be if there were no such discussions, if there were 
no forum such as the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment where interested nations could exchange views on these 
issues in a sustained and serious way. We have noticed, as have 
others, that the number of delegations participating actively in 
our discussions with the help of experts has increased in recent 
years. These discussions would be even more useful if this trend 
continues in the future and experts from more countries, 
especially from all of the nuclear-weapon Powers represented in 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, participate.

The meetings were especially valuable, in our view, in having 
helped clarify certain questions concerning the capabilities and 
limitations of seismology for verification of a comprehensive test 
ban. While we cannot predict the precise levels or thresholds of 
detection and identification that can eventually be achieved through 
long-range seismic networks, there seemed to be broad agreement 
among the experts that improvements over present capabilities 
are feasible. Yet there also appeared to be general acceptance of 
this view that some verification problems, notably certain possi
bilities of evasion, are beyond the capabilities of such networks.

It is our view that what constitutes adequate verification cannot

“ Ante, p. 473.
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be defined in simple numerical terms. We could consider a system 
of verification adequate if, and only if, it would reduce the risks of 
violation to an acceptable level; and this would require weighing 
the potential risks of treaty violations against the means avail
able both for deterring violations and for detecting them if they 
should occur. In this regard the informal meetings can be said to 
have helped clarify the potential role of a major available means 
of deterring and detecting treaty violations.

Another useful result of the informal meetings was to demon
strate the interest of numerous delegations in promoting inter
national co-operation for seismic research, the exchange of seismic 
data, and the further advancement of seismic verification capa
bilities. As this Committee knows, the Government of the United 
States has strongly supported these objectives. It is for this reason 
that we are currently engaged in a programme to install new 
seismic research stations or upgrade existing ones in several areas 
of the world in co-operation with numerous interested govern
ments. Bulletins containing seismic data from these installations 
will be made available once they are in routine operation and a 
seismic data management system has been developed, which we 
anticipate may be as early as late 1974, or 1975. This information 
should materially assist international co-operation in the field 
of seismology, and hopefully it will be conducive to still other 
co-operative projects relevant to comprehensive test-ban veri
fication.

Perhaps the greatest utility of our informal meetings lies less 
in any consensus that may have been reached by the experts on 
certain issues than in the fact that several important questions 
were posed for further consideration by this Committee.

One of these questions concerns the existing gap between seismic 
detection and identification. Because of progress in seismology, it 
has been suggested that there may no longer be a significant 
number of events that can be detected and located, but not 
identified, by seismic means. We do not believe this is correct. We 
believe that there can and will be events that are detected and 
located but not identified by seismic means alone. The suggestion 
that this is not the case does not, in our view, adequately take into 
account certain problem areas of seismic monitoring. There can 
be situations where body waves might be recorded at levels useful 
for detecting and locating an event with a good degree of accuracy, 
but where the surface waves useful for identification are masked 
or hidden by signals from another earthquake. There are also 
anomalous events which are detected and located accurately but 
which remain unidentified because of inability to determine their 
depth and because they are not clearly identifiable as earthquakes 
by use of the surface-wave to body-wave criterion. It is our con
clusion that teleseismic networks would be able to detect but not to
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identify some events that would be of significance under a compre
hensive test ban. This would be particularly true for certain 
evasion techniques, as we discussed in our working paper CCD/ 
404/

These problems were brought into a clearer perspective during 
the informal meetings. The experts were able to clarify further 
the problem of interfering seismic signals and related possibilities 
of hiding signals from a nuclear explosion in those of earthquakes; 
and they indicated that it should now be possible to determine 
more precisely the capabilities of various seismic networks for 
dealing with this evasion technique. The discussion also increased 
our understanding of the problem of anomalous events and of 
possible approaches to its solution. Of particular interest was the 
suggestion that anomalous events may largely be deep events whose 
surface-wave signals are attenuated because of their depths of 
origin, and that it will therefore be important to determine the 
depths of such events as accurately as possible.

Another question raised at our meetings was whether or not 
it is possible to learn much more from further nuclear testing. If 
there is little left to be learnt from testing, the inference may be 
drawn that the potential risks of violations of a comprehensive 
test ban are not very serious and also, incidentally, that the arms- 
control value of a comprehensive test ban would be limited. On 
the contrary, we believe an effectively-verified comprehensive test 
ban would be a significant constraint on the further development 
of nuclear weapons. Although a full discussion of this matter is 
precluded by security considerations, it is possible to say that 
further nuclear testing could result in significant nuclear-weapons 
design improvements, and that even apparently minor design 
improvements could become significant in the context of a complete 
nuclear-weapons system.

It has been suggested by the representative of Sweden, Mr, 
Eckerberg, that discussions of clandestine testing often seem to 
hinge on the idea that clandestine testing would be the course of 
affairs to be expected under a comprehensive test ban, and that 
this assumption, dating from the fifties, should be reconsidered.^ 
While we would of course expect that parties willing to enter into 
a comprehensive test ban would do so in good faith and with the 
intention to abide fully by its provisions, the possibility cannot 
be excluded that pressures might eventually develop on a party 
or parties to a comprehensive test ban to conduct clandestine tests 
under future circumstances that cannot be predicted. It is this 
possibility, and not any preconceptions about the intentions of 
others, that leads us to believe that we should seek a treaty which

* Ante, pp, 876-402,
® Ante, pp. 456-457.
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is adequately verified and in which parties can therefore have 
continuing confidence.

Another question arising from the informal meetings concerns 
the utility of on-site inspections for helping to identify uncertain 
events, in view of the possibility that the process of arranging 
and conducting on-site inspections could be complicated and slow. 
The major visible effects of underground nuclear tests, such as sur
face cracks or rock slides, tend to persist for an extended period, 
and any evidence in the form of radio-activity would probably 
remain detectable in the area of the test for some time. Therefore 
it would not appear essential for on-site inspection to take place 
immediately. In any case it should be possible for parties to a 
comprehensive test ban to work out provisions that would assure 
sufficiently prompt inspection after a suspicious event. There could 
also be a provision for consultations between treaty parties to 
help classify events and to assure that on-site inspections are 
conducted in the most efficient and selective manner. Such con
sultations could not, however, substitute for the deterrence pro
vided by on-site inspections. A potential violator would have 
greater concern about possible miscalculations in carrying out a 
clandestine test if he faced the prospect of on-site inspection. 
These considerations underline our belief that a provision for 
on-site inspection would add a degree of necessary assurance to a 
comprehensive test ban.

The possible utility of seismic stations close to events of 
interest was raised by some participants in the informal meetings. 
Stations near the event would provide a greater capability than 
distant stations for determining parameters of seismic events, and 
would be one of the most effective means for limiting violation 
opportunities. It is a very complicated question, however, to what 
extent such stations would allow a reduction in the necessary 
number of on-site inspections.

I began by reaffirming United States support for a compre
hensive test ban as an important arms-control objective. I would 
like to conclude by stating again that the United States is pre
pared to give up whatever advantages might exist in continuing 
testing if this is done pursuant to an adequately-verified treaty, 
so that we could have reasonable confidence that other parties to 
the treaty have given up the same advantages.

Statement by the British Representative (Hainworth) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, August 28, 
1973"

I have asked for the floor today in order to comment on some of 
the points raised by the representative of Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal,

‘ CCD/PV.625, pp. 15-20.
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in her wide-ranging statement of 9 August.^ I shall treat the 
matters on which my delegation feels it is desirable to comment at 
this time, and in some cases on which we were expressly invited to 
comment, as far as I can in the same order as they appeared in 
Mrs. Mjnrdal’s statement.

In that statement Mrs. Myrdal placed at the head of her prior
ities the comprehensive test ban (CTB) and chemical weapons 
(CW). I do not today wish to say very much on the subject of 
chemical weapons, as I believe that my delegation’s views are well 
known to the Committee. The basic attitude of my delegation was 
set out in my statement of 27 February.® Indeed, I would go so 
far as to say that the views of my delegation have been well 
known to the Committee from a date in April last year when, at our 
557th meeting, I made some quite detailed comments on the draft 
convention put forward in document CCD/361 by the Soviet Union 
and a number of other delegations.^ Since that time many other 
delegations have commented on the draft. Most of them have 
spoken somewhat critically, but I believe that all of them have 
spoken constructively.

My delegation accordingly considers that, in view of this mass 
of constructive comment which the Soviet Union and its allies have 
received on their draft, we might by now have expected a further 
move from them to meet the wishes of so many delegates. As 
you know, this has not happened; but I should like to think that 
at the start of our next session, in February 1974, the Soviet 
Union will come forward with new and more constructive pro
posals in place of working paper CCD/361. My own hope would 
be for proposals which, by taking into account the comments of 
the past year, will go somewhat further than merely to reflect, in 
respect of CW, the biological weapons (BW) formulations which 
the Committee had already acknowledged were inadequate when it 
decided to treat BW and CW separately. In the meantime my dele
gation will of course study most carefully and attentively the 
many suggestions put before the Committee, including the im
portant working paper CCD/413 which was so clearly and ably 
introduced last week by the representative of Japan.®

With regard to the CTB I should like to remind the Committee of 
a passage in the statement made by the Commonwealth Heads of 
Government on 5 [3] August. This statement has already been 
circulated to delegations informally by the delegation of Canada as 
representative of the host country. The statement’s concluding 
sections record that the Commonwealth Heads of Governments,

“ Ante, pp. 489-498.
’ Ante, pp. 24-25.
* Mr. Hainworth’s comments appear in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, 

pp. 142-149. For the Soviet d ra ft convention, see ibid., pp. 120-124.
“ Ante, pp. 520-524.



HAINWORTH STATEMENT, AUGUST 28 567

seeking to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons 
for all time, determined to continue negotiations to this end, and desiring to 
put an end to the contamination of man^s environment by radioactive sub
stances . . . appealed to all Powers, and in particular the nuclear Powers, 
to take up as an urgent task the negotiiation of a new agreement to bring 
about the total cessation of nuclear weapon tests in all environments.®

This declaration naturally describes the position of my delegation, 
which would wish to affirm that an adequately-verified compre
hensive test-ban treaty and the cessation of all nuclear test explo
sions for weapons purposes in all environments and by all coun
tries remain the objective of all our efforts in this field.

The next matter on which I would like to offer a brief comment 
is the Swedish proposals for the function of an international dis
armament organization (IDO )/ My delegation may wish to set 
forth its general views on this subject in greater detail on some 
other occasion, but for the moment I need only make it clear that 
the British Government, as one of the depositary countries for the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT),® considers that an IDO, even 
if brought into existence for some other purpose, should not con
cern itself with the organization of the Review Conference for 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty. The wording of Article 111(3) of 
the NPT makes clear that the Review Conference must be held 
five years from the date when the Treaty entered into force. This 
means that the Review Conference must be held in 1975, and 
there is no necessity for anyone formally to convoke the Review 
Conference. It is, moreover, clear that the Review Conference 
can be a conference only of the parties to the Treaty and that 
non-parties will have no right to attend, much less outside orga
nizations. It is our view that it is the responsibility of the 
Depositary Powers to initiate the Conference, and that it is they 
who should set suitable administrative arrangements in hand after 
appropriate consultations with other parties.

In contrast, an IDO, if established, would be the servant of the 
United Nations, set up by it and responsible to it. The parties 
to the Non-Proliferation Treaty are, to our regret, not as wide a 
group of States as compose the United Nations. But legally, con
stitutionally as it were, it is for the. parties to make their own 
arrangements, that is through their designated Depositary Powers. 
This is not to say that the United Nations General Assembly may 
not wish to take note of the situation in a resolution. Further, at 
some point in the preparatory procedure—and the United King
dom (UK) delegation has an open mind on this— t̂he Depositary 
Powers could of course invite a body, for instance the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), a body already expressly 
allocated certain functions under the Treaty for consultative 
purposes, to look into certain matters or advise on certain points.

* Ante, pp. 481-482.
’ Ante, pp. 165-172.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461“465.
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But this is very different from a wider grouping of States, includ
ing non-signatories as well as non-parties, trying to set up a body 
to run the Review Conference itself.

My delegation noted Mrs. Myrdal’s suggestions that govern
ments should re-examine any reservations they have made to the 
Geneva Protocol.® We certainly favour any action that would result 
in a strengthening of the Geneva Protocol. For the moment, how
ever, I would like to mention two considerations that I believe 
are relevant to any review of the position.

In the first place, I think that governments will want to con
sider very carefully whether past history, since 1925, shows that 
the practical result of some of the reservations has been to 
strengthen rather than to weaken the operation of the Protocol. 
By this I mean that I believe it is widely acknowledged that it was 
only the threat of direct and immediate retaliation in kind that 
helped to reinforce in practice the Geneva Protocol’s ban on the 
use of CW during the Second World War, thus preventing a 
repetition of the gas warfare of 1914-1918. My second point is 
related. It is that governments may wish to consider carefully 
whether they wish to withdraw their reservations before they can 
see what degree of success will be achieved in our negotiations 
on the production and possession of CW. In this connexion it may 
also be relevant to know whether or not a future CW convention 
contains any explicit reaffirmation of the prohibition on the use 
of CW.

My delegation has also taken note of Mrs. Myrdal’s call to 
broaden the horizons of disarmament. The problems to which she 
drew our attention, namely demilitarization of the sea-bed, the 
reduction or limitation of military budgets, and the control of 
new weapons and methods of warfare, are certainly difficult ones. I 
agree nonetheless that that is no reason why we should not seek 
practicable measures for their solution, and I am sure that many of 
my colleagues would welcome the opportunity to break new ground. 
I was disheartened, however, to hear this call for new approaches 
in the field of arms control and disarmament being followed by a 
suggestion that at the same time disarmers should be confined to 
the task of controlling only the production and possession of 
weapons, leaving alone all questions as to their use. As has 
often been pointed out, there have been cases where it has been 
possible to control the use of a type of weapon in advance of 
achieving agreement on the prohibition of its production and pos
session. Chemical and biological weapons are cases in point.

The negotiation of an instrument to control the use of a 
particular weapon involves consideration of all the complex 
technical, military, legal, and humanitarian aspects of this use. 
It seems to me that some of these aspects are very properly the

" The protocol appears in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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concern of an arms-control forum. My delegation is concerned 
about the proposal that an attempt should be made to translate 
into practicable measures the many ideas that emerge from some 
of Mrs. Myrdal’s observations, as well as from the report of the 
International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) on the same 
subject,“ and from the United Nations Secretary-General’s Report 
on Napalm and Other Incendiary Weapons “ at the Diplomatic 
Conference on International Humanitarian Law, as Mrs. Myrdal 
has suggested. We fear that an attempt to force this mass of ma
terial into the Diplomatic Conference may do that Conference 
great harm and put at risk the successful culmination of many 
years’ work by the ICRC and the government experts who have 
taken part in drawing up the draft Protocols to the Geneva 
Conventions of 1949.“ I would urge the Swedish delegation to 
consider whether there is any real justification—or indeed 
necessity—for running this risk.

I come now to that part of Mrs. Myrdal’s speech in which she 
posed five precise questions. Perhaps it would be for the con
venience of the Committee if I recall that the first three of these 
questions were worded as follows;

1. Is it true that a new generation of tactical n u cle i precision 
weapons with subkiloton yields are being developed and tested?

2. Are plans for the development of such systems a reason for 
further testing and thus an obstacle to the conclusion of a com
prehensive test ban?

3. Is it true that preparations are being made for the early 
deployment of such systems?

Current press and other public interest in the question of the 
development of smaller-yield tactical nuclear weapons was re
kindled, I believe, by an article in the London “Times” of 7 May 
this year. This article was subsequently referred to in other 
newspapers and gave rise to a number of articles commenting on 
it. There is, however, nothing new in the idea of “Mini-nukes”, as 
they have become known; the feasibility of relatively small-yield 
tactical nuclear weapons has been recognized for some time, and 
it would doubtless be possible to link these with the precision 
guidance techniques which have already been applied to conven
tional weapon systems.

The production and deployment of a new generation of tactical

Weapons That May Cause Unnecessary Suffering or Have Indiscriminate 
Effects (Geneva, 1973).

A/8803/Rev.l (U.N. Sales No.:E.73.L3).
“ For the d raft protocols, see Conference of Government Experts on the 

Reaffirmation and Development of International Humanitarian Law A p
plicable in Armed Conflicts^ Geneva, 3 May-3 June 1972 {second session), 
vol. II. Commentaryf pt. one, Documentary material submitted by the Inter
national Committee of the Red Cross (Geneva, 1972). For the Geneva Con
ventions, see 6 UST 3114, 3217.
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weapons could of course raise very important political issues, some 
of which have been mentioned by Mrs. Myrdal. For their part, the 
British Government have always been conscious, and remain very 
conscious, of the importance in political as well as military terms 
of the distinction between nuclear and conventional weapons and of 
recognizing this in any plans relating to their use. Mrs. Myrdal’s 
questions were addressed to the representatives in this Committee 
of the three nuclear Powers. Clearly I can speak only for the 
British Government. British Ministers already made it clear in 
Parliament that no proposals for the deployment of such weapons 
within Europe have so far been made by the United States to 
their NATO allies. As far as the United Kingdom is concerned, no 
decision has been taken to develop, test, or deploy a new generation 
of small-yield tactical nuclear weapons. From our point of view 
this, I believe, answers the first three of Mrs. Myrdal’s questions.

However, with regard to question two about the development of 
such systems becoming an obstacle to the conclusion of a com
prehensive test ban, I should myself like to ask a question of the 
Swedish delegation. It must be obvious from all that the Swedish 
and other seismological experts have said on this subject, par
ticularly at our informal meetings in July, that the testing of 
such small-jdeld devices underground could not be detected or 
identified seismologically from outside the territory of even a 
medium-sized State. Yet the Swedish statement of 9 August sug
gested that the development of such miniaturized nuclear weapons 
might be a matter of such seriousness and concern that a State 
might feel that its supreme interests had been jeopardized. My 
question is: how would the Swedish Government, or indeed any 
other government, establish the fact that such weapons had been 
developed, tested, and deployed? Surely this is exactly the sort 
of issue which shows just how important it is to ensure that a 
comprehensive test ban should be adequately and effectively 
verified.

Mrs. Mjnrdal’s fourth question, which concerned the agreement 
between the United States and the Soviet Union on the prevention 
of nuclear war,*® was not of course addressed to the United King
dom delegation.

The fifth of Mrs. Myrdal’s questions read as follows:
Does Security Council resolution 255 (1968)“ in the interpretation of the 

Co-Chairmen refer also to nuclear aggression in which no nuclear weapons are 
used except such mini-nukes?

Although it was not specifically directed to my delegation, I con
sider it right and proper that I should reply to it today. In the 
view of the British Government, Security Council resolution 255 
(which was, you will recall, tabled jointly by the delegations of 
the United Kingdom, the United States, and the USSR on 12 June 
1968) refers to nuclear aggression of any tjrpe whatsoever; and

“ Ante, pp. 283-285.
“  Document on Disarmament, 1968, p. 444.
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the statement made by the United Kingdom representative at the 
1430th meeting of the Security Council is to be read in that sense.

Mrs. Myrdal, in closing her remarks on 9 August, hoped that 
none of her collieagues would upbraid her for bringing in seem
ingly new questions. I hope that my remarks today demonstrate 
that my delegation is indeed prepared to deal constructively with 
any arms-limitation or disarmament matter in the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament, which is the negotiating body 
for this purpose and acknowledged by the United Nations as such. 
We may not agree with the substance of all of Mrs. Myrdal’s 
views; but I hope that, although some of my remarks may have 
been critical in part, they will be taken as a constructive contri
bution to our search for agreements and as evidence that the 
United Kingdom delegation will not shy away from discussion 
of the topics the Swedish delegation has raised.

My delegation, however, finds it harder to understand the logic 
behind the suggestion that if— f̂or reasons that are well known to 
the Committee— t̂he World Disarmament Conference (WDC) can
not be convened at an early date, there would be merit in having a 
session of the United Nations Disarmament Commission (UNDC) 
as a stop-gap. My delegation has frequently made clear its views 
that a disarmament forum containing all the nuclear-weapon 
States is a most desirable objective, but only when all five Powers 
in question are ready to participate actively. By “participate 
actively” I do not mean attendance as observers, or attendance to 
criticize the motives of one State or another, but joining in the 
attempt to negotiate concrete measures.

A premature meeting of the UNDC could in no way guarantee 
this. If States are not yet ready for a WDC, why should they be 
more ready for a meeting of the UNDC? Our task, I am sure, is to 
continue the quiet diplomacy which I believe this Committee de
cided last year at both informal and formal sessions would be the 
best course.

In order to prove that in taking issue today with some Swedish 
theses I have no wish to introduce a note of sourness—something 
I should greatly deplore—I have deliberately kept a pleasant topic 
for my final words. In the name of my delegation I should like to 
associate myself most warmly with the welcome which a number of 
my colleagues have already extended to our new Polish colleague, 
Ambassador Wyzner.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, August 30, 
1973"

Today I would like to discuss two subjects, the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty (NPT),^ and our work regarding chemical weapons. I ex-

* CCD/PV.626, p^. 6-11.
* Documents on Diaarmamenty 1968, pp. 461-465.
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pressed the views of the United States delegation regarding our 
work this summer on the subject of a Comprehensive Test Ban at 
our last meeting.

I should like first to address myself to a few aspects of the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty (NPT). I shall discuss several of the basic 
purposes of the Treaty, I will also review the progress which has 
been made towards nuclear-arms control and disarmament to 
which the NPT has contributed.

We have been struck recently by the fact that in a number of 
statements the Treaty appears to be viewed as if it represented a 
contract exclusively between two sides: the three nuclear-weapon 
Powers on the one hand, and all the non-nuclear-weapon Powers 
on the other hand. The assumption in such statements seems to be 
that the success of the Treaty for the non-nuclear-weapon States 
depends solely upon the extent of the nuclear-arms control achieved 
by the nuclear-weapon States and the rapidity with which they 
achieve it.

This view of the Treaty, in our opinion, represents a significant 
and serious distortion. The overwhelming endorsement of the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty by the General Assembly in 1968,® after many 
years of international effort, and the subsequent adherence to that 
Treaty by some eighty countries, represents a collective judgment 
that it was in the interests of the entire world community, non
nuclear and nuclear-weapon States alike, to limit the spread of 
nuclear weapons so that there would be no additional nuclear- 
weapon Powers beyond those existing at the time of the conclusion 
of the Treaty.

The reasons for this collective international judgment were dis
cussed at great length in 1968. They are as sound now as they were 
then. Specifically, one of the strongest motivations behind the 
Treaty was the desire of many non-nuclear-weapon States that 
other non-nuclear-weapon States should not become nuclear- 
weapon Powers. It was widely understood that, if additional 
nuclear-weapon States did emerge, other countries would be sub
jected to strong pressures to acquire nuclear weapons even if they 
preferred not to do so.

A substantial benefit provided to many non-nuclear-weapon 
States party to the Treaty, therefore, is the assurance that their 
non-nuclear neighbours, or rivals, will not produce or acquire nu
clear weapons. This is a substantial benefit, because these parties 
are as a result less likely to be subjected to the pressure to acquire 
nuclear weapons, with all the great expenditures and serious se
curity consequences which this would entail. I might note that, 
since the NPT was signed five years ago, no countries have been 
added to the list of those that have developed and tested nuclear 
weapons.

’ See ibid., pp. 431-432.
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It must be concluded that the Non-Proliferation Treaty is not 
simply a compact between two classes of States. Rights and duties, 
benefits and obligations, flow directly between the non-nuclear- 
weapon States themselves, as well as between them and nuclear- 
weapon States. We trust that this fundamental aspect of the Treaty 
will not be forgotten.

A number of delegations have warned that the NPT could be 
placed in jeopardy if the nuclear-weapon parties do not progress 
more rapidly on certain nuclear-arms control measures. Although 
I do not question the good intentions underlying these statements, 
I strongly hope that they will not become self-fulfilling prophe
cies—that is, that they will not incline the delegations directly 
responsible, and perhaps others, to lose confidence in the NPT or 
to undervalue its contribution both to international security and 
to nuclear-arms control negotiations.

If the NPT were to falter, all of us without exception would 
suffer. Surely no one can believe that the security of non-nuclear 
weapon States would not be affected adversely if a breakdown of 
the NPT contributed to the emergence of more nuclear-weapon 
Powers. Surely, also, no one can believe that if the NPT, includ
ing its Article VI, ceased to be a viable and respected instrument, 
there would then be more rather than less pressure on the nuclear- 
weapon parties to pursue vigorously their negotiations on nuclear- 
arms control and disarmament. In this perspective it should be 
evident that we all have a common stake in preserving and 
strengthening the NPT and that no one could gain by taking action 
that might weaken the Treaty.

We recognize fully that an important purpose of the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty is, among others, to help bring about nuclear- 
arms control and disarmament. Indeed, as the Treaty makes clear, 
the parties undertake to pursue negotiations in good faith on effec
tive measures to these ends. This aspect of the Treaty is in fact 
being fulfilled and real progress has been made. While certain ob
jectives have not yet been achieved, we believe that the inter
national community should find grounds for encouragement—not 
for disappointment or for fears about the future of the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty or of arms control—in what has been accom
plished to date. I think it is not too much to say that these accom
plishments have significantly surpassed general expectations at 
the time the Treaty was negotiated.

By 1968 only one nuclear-arms limitation measure had been 
negotiated by the nuclear-weapon States: the Limited Test Ban 
Treaty of 1968.  ̂ Our experience throughout the mid-1960s had 
indeed been a very difficult one, and there had even been some un
certainties as to whether or when it would be possible to begin the 
bilateral Strategic Arms Limitations Talks.

‘ Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
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Since 1968, however, major steps have been taken by the United 
States and the Soviet Union toward limiting the nuclear-arms race 
and achieving reductions of nuclear-arms, beginning with the two 
agreements concluded in May 1972, the Treaty on ABMs and the 
interim agreement relating to strategic offensive systems.

Of even more importance, our efforts continue and are being 
intensified. The leaders of the Soviet Union and the United States, 
General Secretary Brezhnev and President Nixon, have pledged 
during their recent summit meeting to accelerate efforts to achieve 
further agreement, including agreement on reductions of offensive 
nuclear systems.® Not many people in 1968 would have predicted 
this degree of progress; however, a great many, we believe, would 
have said that this is precisely the type of serious nuclear-arms 
control among nuclear-weapon Powers that was desired.

The United States and the Soviet Union have also recently signed 
an Agreement for the Prevention of Nuclear War.® This Agree
ment contributes directly to achievement of a central purpose of 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty. A fundamental purpose of the 
Treaty is to make nuclear war less likely and, in addition, to make 
less likely nuclear threats between nuclear-weapon Powers and 
non-nuclear-weapon Powers.

We are convinced that the Non-Proliferation Treaty can and will 
continue, as it has in past years, to be a constructive and positive 
force in international relations.

For our part, we will do everything we can toward the con
tinuing fulfilment of the Non-Proliferation Treaty’s fundamental 
purposes. We regard the Treaty as a cornerstone in maintaining 
international security and in stimulating progress towards nu- 
clear-arms control and disarmament.

We are approaching the fifth anniversary of the entry into 
force of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. A review conference is to 
take place in 1975. We intend to co-operate fully with other parties 
in making this conference constructive and in furthering our 
common goals.

With regard to the Committee’s work in connexion with chemi
cal weapons (CW), we are convinced that our discussions have 
been valuable during the present session. At least one concrete ap
proach has been advanced during the session, that of the delegation 
of Japan, which I will be discussing shortly. In addition, a great 
many specific views on treaty issues have been put forth, by my 
delegation as well as others. A number of delegations have urged 
my delegation to submit a specific treaty proposal. Speaking 
frankly, we have not done so because we have simply not yet been 
able to find any approach which we can be confident will fully re

'  See ante, pp. 271-273.
* Ante, pp. 283-285.
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solve the genuine difficulties which we all know are inherent in 
this complex subject.

However, we are determined to try to solve the difficulties and 
to achieve effective and worthwhile restraints on chemical weap
ons. This is why we have presented detailed views on specific 
issues which must be considered in connexion with the various 
approaches to possible CW prohibitions. We will continue to study 
all of the issues and all of the ideas which are germane to our 
work, and we trust that others will also do so, including the state
ments that we have made regarding these issues.

I would now like to continue our series of comments about 
various specific ideas before this Committee with a few prelimi
nary observations regarding the working paper tabled on 21 
August by the delegation of Japan, which contains the main points 
of an international agreement on chemical weapons.^ First, let me 
say that we welcome the Japanese initiative, which seems to us to 
be an example of the t3̂ e of serious and constructive effort which 
has so often characterized the work of this Committee. The repre
sentative of Japan, Mr. Nisibori, emphasized at the end of his 
statement on 21 August that

the working paper is based on the present stage of discussions on chemical 
weapons in this Committee and represents, so to speak, the highest common 
factor of the opinions of the members of this Committee.

He concluded by expressing the wish that the line of thought in 
the working paper will facilitate the discussion of the CW 
question.®

We appreciate the intention of the Japanese delegation in draw
ing on viewpoints and opinions of many members of this Commit
tee, including some of our own, and in seeking to facilitate our 
discussions. In response to this constructive request my Govern
ment will give the proposal of the Japanese delegation most serious 
and careful study. Indeed, we hope that all delegations represented 
here will do the same.

As to specific aspects of the Japanese delegation’s paper, I will 
only make a few general remarks on the two principal areas in
volved in any CW agreement. First of all, regarding the question 
of scope of prohibitions, I would like to note particularly that the 
Japanese proposal is based on a gradual approach in which the 
scope of activities to be prohibited is directly related to possibilities 
of verification. The proposal of the Japanese delegation thus adopts 
what we would regard as a more practical and realistic approach 
than the abolition of existing chemical capabilities and options 
without adequate verification.

The question of the scope of activities to be prohibited, of course, 
involves more than whether destruction of stockpiles should be

’’ Ante, pp. 520-524.
‘ Ante, p. 537.
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initially included in a treaty’s prohibitions. We will be stud3dng 
carefully all aspects of the question of scope in connexion with the 
Japanese proposal.

I have already provided some comments in an earlier interven
tion pertaining to the question of the scope of agents to be covered 
in a prohibition. More specifically, I stated on 28 June that we saw 
some logic in the idea, earlier sketched out by the Japanese delega
tion, of initially prohibiting the production of highly toxic chemical 
agents.® I also explained, however, that we viewed with sympathy 
the concerns of a number of delegations reflected in the Ten Dele
gation Memorandum that the less toxic agents of the World War I 
type should be also prohibited.^®

I would like to note, in connexion with this issue of the possible 
scope of agents to be prohibited, that the Committee’s work has 
recently been assisted by the contribution of the delegation of 
Canada. We shall study with care the Canadian working paper, 
which deals precisely with the important matter of formulating 
definitions of agents to be prohibited.^^

I should now like to touch upon the second principal area to be 
considered in connexion with the Japanese delegation’s proposal, 
that of verification. We have stated a number of times, most re
cently at our meeting on 23 August, that national committees or 
other means of self-inspection cannot be viewed as substitutes for 
effective international verification.^  ̂ We note with particular in
terest that the proposal of the delegation of Japan contains sug
gestions for establishment of an international verification organi
zation and for an international investigation procedure which is 
referred to as “inspection by co-operation.”

These suggestions seem to us to represent efforts in the right 
direction. There are, of course, a great many details that may be 
involved in the operation of any international verification organi
zation and in procedures of investigation. These would need to be 
further elaborated and explored before we could be in a position to 
reach a judgment on the effectiveness that might be expected from 
these procedures. We would especially welcome hearing, in due 
course, the reactions and views of other delegations regarding the 
possible functioning of an international verification organization 
and the acceptability of the idea of “inspection by co-operation.” 

Before leaving the matter of verification, I would like to dwell 
for a moment on the statement made by Mr. Rosenberg Polak 
at our meeting on 23 August. In the opinion of my delegation, the 
representative of the Netherlands put before us some of the most 
profound remarks regarding the general subject of verification 
and inspection which it has been our privilege to hear in this Com-

'  Ante, p. 362.
“  Ante, pp. 206-209. 
^  Ante, pp. 524-529. 
“  Ante, p. 545.
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mittee.*® In particular, our colleague from the Netherlands re
minded us that international inspection is already established in 
a number of important agreements. He added that there is no ques
tion of infringement of national sovereignty if States, in the free 
exercise of their sovereignty, agree to allot to some organ certain 
rights to be exercised on their territory, rights that could eventu
ally be withdrawn if abused. I hope that all members of this Com
mittee will ponder the analysis of these basic verification issues 
provided us by the representative of the Netherlands.

I would like to conclude by making a number of general state
ments regarding the United States attitude toward chemical 
weapons. My Government is continuing to seek workable means of 
restricting chemical weapons and to practice restraint in its own 
programme. In this connexion I should point out that the United 
States has not produced any lethal chemical weapons since 1968 
and in fact has been phasing out parts of its CW stockpile for 
years. We hope that this restraint by the United States will con
tribute to our mutual efforts in seeking effective international 
limitations on chemical weapons.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, August 30, 
1973"

Before we proceed, our delegation desires to associate itself 
with the welcome and congratulations already offered by delega
tions to Ambassador Wyzner on his recent appointment as repre
sentative of Poland. We have great pleasure in recalling our re
warding collaboration with him in many international gatherings, 
and look forward to renewing it in this Committee. We wish him 
every success in his new office and all good fortune.

Today the Committee on Disarmament concludes its work for 
1973, the twelfth year of its e?cistence. According to the established 
tradition, we should like to make some observations on the results 
of the Committee’s work during the period that has expired.

The Committee, during its spring and its current summer ses
sions, has failed to advance towards solution of the problems of 
limitation of armaments and disarmament, including the prohibi
tion of chemical weapons and the cessation of nuclear-weapon 
tests. This situation in the Committee causes concern to many 
States, as well as a desire to overcome the inefficiency of the dis
armament negotiations.

The Soviet delegation shares the concern of many participants 
in the Committee at the lack of practical results of the work of this

Ante, pp. 548-553.
 ̂CCD/PV.626, pp. 11-16.
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international forum. At the same time we should like to point out 
that for the assessment of the Committee’s activities it is not suffi
cient to deal only with the last year or two of its work. This period 
cannot give a complete picture of the Committee’s significance as 
a forum for examination and negotiation of international acts re
lating to the problem of limiting armaments and of disarmament. 
Analysis of the Committee’s work over a longer period, say over 
the whole twelve years of its existence, would provide a deeper, 
an all-round assessment of its place in international affairs.

Indeed, in reviewing the Committee’s activities over the entire 
period of its existence, we should note that a number of outstand
ing international treaties on the limitation of armaments have 
been negotiated within it: the treaties on the banning of nuclear- 
weapon tests in the three environments,“ on the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons,® on the sea-bed* and on the prohibition of 
bacteriological weapons.® These international agreements are in
valuable contributions to the solution of disarmament problems 
in the nuclear age. Whatever the assessments made here of those 
treaties, and in particular of the treaty banning nuclear-weapon 
tests in the three environments, those treaties will go down in his
tory as an important result of the efforts made by States to slow 
down and prevent a race of nuclear weapons and other weapons of 
mass destruction, and a wider diffusion of such weapons. Of 
course, in assessing these treaties one should bear in mind that 
each of them resulted from a co-ordination of the differing 
positions of many States.

Nevertheless, those treaties proved to be the best expression of 
the general wish to pave the way to a more secure peace in this 
multiform and complex world. Therefore it is impossible to agree 
with the negative appraisals which have been voiced during dis
cussion in the Committee of the agreements concluded for limiting 
armaments and for disarmament.

One of the paramount tasks of today is to reinforce these agree
ments in every possible way and to obtain the widest participation 
of States in them, and in the first instance the participation of all 
the nuclear and so-called near-nuclear Powers, The prospects of 
achieving agreement on the implementation of other disarmament 
measures and on the strengthening of international peace in gen
eral largely depend on the accomplishment of this task. Therefore 
all steps detrimental to these agreements on arms limitation and 
disarmament are incompatible with the strengthening of inter
national security and the consolidation of peace. The forum within 
which those international acts took place deserves a positive ap
praisal as an organ accomplishing a useful historical mission in

“ Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 291-293.
* Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
*76td., 1971, pp. 7-11.
‘ Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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establishing limitations on the development and proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction.

Of course, there are certain shortcomings in the existing organi
zation and structure of disarmament negotiations. The first of 
these is the non-participation in them of two nuclear Powers. In 
considering this circumstance, however, it is necessary to take into 
account that it arises because some Powers are not prepared for 
participation in such negotiations. This situation is beyond the 
control of the States members of the Committee.

In order to abolish the situation in which a number of militarily 
important States take no part in joint efforts to achieve disarma
ment, the Soviet side has proposed to convene a World Disarma
ment Conference. This question has been actively considered at 
General Assembly sessions and the proposal has been endorsed 
and supported by a great number of States. However, some States 
have slowed down preparation for the convocation of such a con
ference and thereby the examination of disarmament problems 
in a wide international forum. We hope nevertheless that the 
World Disarmament Conference will in fact be convened at an 
early date.

Thus, summing up the activities of the Committee on Disarma
ment, we believe it is necessary to emphasize that, despite the lack 
of practical results of its work over the last year or two and the 
non-participation of a number of militarily important States in its 
negotiations, the Committee is at present a necessary and useful 
international forum for the consideration of disarmament prob
lems. The seriousness and thoroughness of the discussions in the 
Committee attract attention not only from States members of this 
body but also from a great number of States not represented on it. 
In fact, the Committee has become a generally-recognized inter
national forum for examination and co-ordination of the actions of 
States aimed at limiting the arms race and achieving disarmament. 
Expressing concern at the state of affairs in the Committee at the 
present time, the Soviet delegation hopes that the temporary slow
down in its work will be overcome and that it will be able to make 
progress towards accomplishment of the tasks before it.

In our times of rapid development of science and technology and 
of weapons of mass destruction, disarmament problems become 
particularly urgent and vital. In this connexion we note with satis
faction the existence of many fora dealing with disarmament 
problems. Thus apart from our Committee there are taking place 
Soviet-American negotiations to achieve not only quantitative but 
also qualitative limitations of strategic armaments. A new round 
of such negotiations will begin shortly in Geneva. In two months 
negotiations on reduction of arms and armed forces in Europe will 
open in Vienna. The Co-ordinating Committee of the Conference 
on questions of security and co-operation in Europe has started its
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work in Geneva. The activities of those bodies are a factor of today 
facilitating removal of the vestiges of the cold war, normalization 
of the international situation and consolidation of peace and se
curity. Progress in accomplishing their tasks will also have a 
positive effect on the progress of the work of our Committee.

The question of the prohibition of chemical weapons has been 
actively discussed at this Committee’s current session. Practically 
all aspects of the prohibition of such weapons have been con
sidered ; and this consideration creates the necessary prerequisites 
for specific negotiations on preparation of the text of a suitable 
international agreement. Nevertheless, progress with the problem 
of chemical weapons has proved impossible because some Western 
States have not been ready for constructive negotiations on it. This 
has been the reason for the impasse in the negotiations on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons and, in fact, in the whole work of 
the Committee. During the examination of this question some dele
gations have actively stressed the difficulties of implementing con
trol over such a prohibition, and the lack of trust in the world 
today. This, of course, could not conceal the fact that some mem
bers of the Committee did not demonstrate readiness for concrete 
negotiations on chemical weapons.

The question therefore arises, what are the prospects for the 
further examination in this Committee of the question of prohibit
ing chemical weapons? Favourable prospects for this prohibition 
will open up only when there is evidence of the readiness of mem
bers of the Committee to conduct constructive negotiations, based 
either on the socialist countries’ draft or on some other firm founda
tion.

In this connexion we should like to note with satisfaction that 
the working paper on the prohibition of chemical weapons sub
mitted in the Committee by Japan ® and the statement by Mr. 
Nisibori on this subject on 21 August  ̂are definite contributions to 
the examination of this problem. Both will be examined by the 
Soviet side with due attention. Of course, it is necessary to know 
the exact positions of parties in regard to constructive negotia
tions, and this is only possible when those positions have been duly 
formulated and presented. Comments of one side regarding the 
proposals and documents of the other cannot fill the gap existing 
when one side— t̂hat of the socialist countries— ĥas formulated its 
position in a draft convention ® whereas the other side confines it
self to criticism of the socialist countries’ position.

The representative of the United Kingdom, Mr. Hainworth, re
gretted at an earlier meeting that the socialist countries had not 
submitted a revised text of their draft convention incorporating

* Ante, pp. 520-524.
’’ Ante, pp. 530-537.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124.
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comments of other countries.® We cannot agree with his approach. 
In order to conduct practical negotiations it is necessary to rely, 
not on comments of the other side, especially negative ones, but 
on specific positive formulations of a possible agreement. We 
regret to state that, while rejecting the provisions of the socialist 
countries’ draft convention, the Western States have made no al
ternative proposals. This is what causes the lack of results from 
the negotiations at the current session on the prohibition of 
chemical weapons.

We also hope that the activity of the United States delegation in 
examining this question at the summer session indicates impending 
changes in the United States position towards a more positive and 
constructive approach which would open up prospects for specific 
negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons and allow the 
Committee to advance in this direction.

An important problem to which the Committee has paid con
siderable attention has been the banning of nuclear-weapon tests. 
Towards a solution of this problem, or of the preceding one, there 
has regrettably been no evidence of progress. As in previous years, 
informal meetings of the Committee with the participation of ex
perts have been held on the problem of control over the cessation 
of underground nuclear tests. These meetings, as well as discussion 
of the problem of cessation of all nuclear tests, have confirmed once 
again the correctness of the thesis defended by the Soviet and a 
number of other delegations that the very first factor needed for 
an advance towards the prohibition of underground nuclear tests 
is political decision by States. Of course, at a certain stage in the 
negotiations it would also be possible to examine some technical 
aspects for example exchange of seismic data under an agreement 
to discontinue nuclear testing. Such an examination, however, 
could only be of use if there were evidence of States’ willingness 
to take positive political decisions regarding the conclusion of such 
an agreement.

Some members of the Committee lay particular emphasis on the 
problem of control over the implementation of measures to stop 
nuclear-weapon tests and prohibit chemical weapons. Of course 
it is of great importance to find the correct solution of this prob
lem, to which the Soviet side devotes all due attention. At the same 
time we consider that the presentation by some delegations of 
superfluous and impracticable requirements regarding control in 
fact creates an obstacle to progress towards negotiating appro
priate measures to limit armaments and achieve disarmament. In 
a number of instances, as has been rightly noted here, the risk of 
a violation of the agreement is considerably less serious than the 
danger threatening all peoples because of the lack of agreements 
limiting or banning certain types of weapons of mass destruction.

® See ante, p. 566.
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In concluding, we should like to note that our debate on prohibi
tion of chemical weapons and discontinuance of nuclear tests, 
though it did not immediately result in a practical solution of those 
problems, was not useless: it enabled the status of the examination 
of those problems to be established more precisely, and the ob
stacles preventing their solution to be determined. The Soviet side 
hopes that the members of the Committee, during the recess be
tween its sessions and during the 28th session of the United Na
tions General Assembly, will thoroughly discuss the state of the 
negotiations on those problems, take suitable political decisions, 
and ensure the progress of the Committee towards negotiation of 
new international agreements limiting the arms race and facilitat
ing further steps towards disarmament.

Before concluding we should like to thank the Special Repre
sentative of the Secretary-General, Ambassador Pastinen, his 
colleagues and all members of the Secretariat staflf for the valuable 
help and good service they have provided during the sessions of the 
Committee on Disarmament. We should also like, in view of the 
forthcoming recess in the work of the Committee, to wish all our 
colleagues success in all they do and every happiness.

Report by the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
to the General Assembly and the Disarmament Commission, 
August 30,1973 '

INTRODUCTION

1. The Conference of 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 20 February 
1973 to 30 August 1973, together with the pertinent documents 
and records.

2. This report includes accounts of the Committee’s work during 
1973 on further effective measures relating to the cessation of the 
nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, 
non-nuclear measures, including the question of the prohibition 
of chemical weapons, other collateral measures, and general 
and complete disarmament under strict and effective international 
control.

8. A special report on the Question of a Treaty Banning 
Underground Nuclear Weapons Tests is set forth in Part III of this 
document.

 ̂CCD/418, Aug. 30,1973. The documentary annexes are not printed here.
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I. ORGANIZATION OF THE CONFERENCE

A. Procedural Arrcmgements

4. Two sessions were held, the first from 20 February to 26 
April 1973, and the second from 12 June to 30 August 1973. 
During this period the Committee held 42 formal plenary meet
ings during which members set forth their government’s views 
and recommendations for progress on the questions before the 
Committee. The Committee also held four informal meetings with
out records.

5. In addition to the plenary meetings described above, members 
of the Committee met frequently for informal multilateral con
sultations on disarmament questions of common interest.

B. Participants in the Conference

6. Representatives of the following States continued their par
ticipation in the work of the Committee: Argentina, Brazil, Bul
garia, Burma, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Ethiopia, Hungary, 
India, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, the Netherlands, 
Nigeria, Pakistan, Poland, Romania, Sweden, Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, United Kingdom, United States of America 
and Yugoslavia.

II. WORK OF THE COMMITTEE DURING 1973

7. In a letter dated 11 February 1973, the Secretary-General 
of the United Nations transmitted to the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament the resolutions adopted at the twenty- 
seventh session of the General Assembly on disarmament questions.

8. Members of the Committee were assisted in their exam
ination and analysis of possible disarmament measures by work
ing papers, and other documents that were submitted to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament (Annexes A and B), 
and the plenary statements of Committee members (Annex C).

9. At the opening plenary meeting of the 1973 session, the 
Special Representative of the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations presented a message to the Conference from the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations. In his message, the Secretary- 
General said that the more favourable political climate that now 
exists should help the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment in its efforts to achieve further progress. He expressed 
the hope that the momentum which has led to the achievement of a 
number of important multilateral arms control agreements be
tween 1963 and 1971 can and will be sustained and produce further 
concrete results. The Secretary-General expressed the view that 
the stage has now been reached where it would be of evident use
fulness for all concerned to move on to concrete negotiations, in 
working towards the complete realization of the objective of
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effective prohibition of chemical weapons, as stated in General 
Assembly resolution 2933 (XXVII).^ He also expressed his con
viction that a comprehensive test-ban treaty is an indispensable 
step in the efforts to halt the nuclear arms race. The Secretary- 
General said he was confident that the Committee will continue its 
constructive work and will make every possible effort to engage 
itself in concrete negotiations on the most urgent issues before it, 
and with a view to achieving new agreements.®

10. The Committee continued work in accordance with its pro
visional agenda on the following measures in the field of dis
armament.

A. Further effective measures relating to the cessation of 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.

11. A number of members of the Committee addressed the ques
tion of a World Disarmament Conference.

A. Further effective measures relating to the cessation of the 
nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarma
ment

12. Members of the Committee continued their work in 1973 on 
questions relating to the cessation of the nuclear arms race.

18. In accordance with General Assembly resolution 2934 B 
(XXVII) a special report on the results of the Committee’s 
deliberations on a treaty banning underground nuclear weapons 
tests has been prepared and is set forth as Part III of this docu
ment.

14. Some delegations noted the resolution adopted at the twenty- 
seventh session of the General Assembly “On the renunciation of 
the use of force in international relations and the permanent 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons.” ®

15. The Delegation of the Soviet Union stated that this reso
lution was a significant step on the way to placing nuclear weapons 
outside the law and expressed the hope that the Security Council 
would take early measures in connexion with this resolution. The 
Delegation of the Soviet Union also stated that the Soviet Union 
is prepared to agree upon and appropriately to formalize reciprocal 
commitments with any of the nuclear Powers on the non-use of

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1972,, pp. 840-841. 
«CCD/PV.585, pp. 6-9.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 844-845.
® Ihid,, pp. 848-849.
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force, including the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons 
against one another (CCD/PV.585).®

16. The Delegation of the United States referred to recent new 
Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 
and to progress in negotiating a safeguards agreement between 
IAEA and EURATOM; the Delegation expressed the hope that 
the countries concerned will move towards ratification of the 
Treaty and that additional States will accede to the Treaty 
(CCD/PV.585)J

17. The Delegation of Mexico recalled that in resolution 2932 B 
(XXVII) the United Nations General Assembly had appealed 
to the Governments of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and 
United States of America to make every effort to expedite the con
clusion of further agreements including important qualitative 
limitations and substantial reductions of offensive and defensive 
strategic nuclear-weapon systems (CGD/PV.585)

18. The Delegation of the United Kingdom expressed the hope 
that recent ratifications of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons ® will be matched elsewhere in the world, 
thereby strengthening the Treaty as a cornerstone of nuclear 
stability (CCD/PV.587,^» 619 “ ).

19. The Delegation of Japan said that the Committee should 
give highest priority to nuclear disarmament and reiterated that, 
out of all aspects of nuclear disarmament the Committee should 
promote a comprehensive test ban with utmost attention (CCD/ 
PV.588).^^

20. The Delegation of Romania emphasized that the nego
tiations in the Committee should be focused on nuclear disarma
ment problems as a matter of priority, advocating the elaboration 
of a concrete programme for prohibiting the use of nuclear 
weapons, the cessation of their production and their destruction 
under international control (CCD/PV.592,“ 613

21. The Delegation of Mexico called attention to the importance 
of the countless appeals of the United Nations General Assembly 
for the cessation of the nuclear arms race and for nuclear dis
armament. The Delegation also commented on the subject of 
nuclear deterrence and reiterated its view on the importance of 
observing all the provisions of resolution 2932 B (XXVII) con
cerning the bilateral talks between the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics and United States of America on strategic arms limit-

*  Ante, p. 17.
' Ante, p. 11.
® Resolution 2932 B (XXVII) appears in Documents on Disarmament, 1972, 

pp. 839-840. The Mexican statement is not printed here.
” Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.

Ante, p. 24.
” Ante, p. 489.
“  Ante, p. 27.
“  Not printed here.
“ Not printed here.



586 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

ation, including those relating to the necessity of keeping the 
General Assembly informed of the results of their negotiations 
(CCD/PV.589 and 617^®). The Delegation tabled a document 
(CCD/394) concerning these talks.

22. The Delegation of Canada expressed the view that the Co- 
Chairmen had a clear duty to put before the Committee pro
posals for a ban on all nuclear weapons testing and regretted that 
two nuclear Powers did not participate in the Committee’s dis
cussions (CCD/PV.591).^®

23. The Delegations of Czechoslovakia (CCD/PV.589,’'’ 611),-" 
Hungary (CCD/PV.590),==  ̂ Poland (CCD/PV.591),“ Mongolia 
(CCD/PV.592),^® the Soviet Union (CCD/PV.596,==  ̂ 603,== 609) 
and Bulgaria (CCD/PV.601),®^ pointed to the necessity of an 
early ratification of or accession to the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons by all States and, first of all, 
by those possessing the material and technical capabilities for 
developing nuclear weapons.

24. The Delegation of Romania requested that the problem of 
security guarantees for non-nuclear States should be considered 
and appropriately settled during the disarmament negotiations 
(CCD/PV.592,==» 613).“®

25. The Delegation of the Netherlands referred to the signing 
on 5 April 1973 of the safeguards agreement between Belgium, the 
Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, the Nether
lands, EURATOM and IAEA and stated that it was proof of 
progress in the implementation of the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and of the international con
trol system connected therewith (CCD/PV.598).®‘

26. The Delegation of the Netherlands urged the widest possible 
adherence to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons and stressed that the Treaty has to be considered a start
ing point for further negotiations to curb the nuclear arms race. 
The Delegation expressed the view that significant progress in 
the field of nuclear arms limitation or disarmament will be needed 
to secure the viability of the Treaty and that otherwise it could
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be in danger or would at least not be accepted by some States 
(CCD/PV.608).^^

27. The Delegations of Sweden (CCD/PV.601) ,and the 
Netherlands (CCD/PV.608) noted the necessity of preparing 
for the review conference of the Treaty on Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons. The United Kingdom Delegation commented 
that it was the responsibility of the depositary powers to initiate 
the NPT review conference and set suitable administrative 
arrangements in hand after appropriate consultations with other 
parties (CCD/PV.625).®'®

28. The Delegation of the Soviet Union (CCD/PV.609) 
stressed that the outcome of the 1978 Soviet-American summit 
talks is the indication of further considerable efforts made by their 
participants in order to achieve maximum progress in implement
ing the obligations stipulated in Article VI of the Treaty on Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.

29. The Delegation of Egypt stressed the interest of the whole 
of mankind to ensure the replacement of the current precarious 
and dangerous state of affairs by a system of a true nuclear dis
armament banning tests, development, manufacture and use of 
nuclear weapons (CCD/PV.619).^^

80. The Delegation of Sweden called for a halt to the develop
ment of a new generation of small tactical nuclear weapons and 
stated that an absolute firebreak must be kept up between nuclear 
and conventional war. The main purpose of the NPT— t̂o reduce 
the risks of nuclear war—would otherwise be countered (CCD/ 
PV.620).®®

31. The Delegation of Italy expressed the view that the prob
lem of halting the nuclear arms race and moving toward nuclear 
disarmament should be more incisively considered in the United 
Nations and in the appropriate organs. It also emphasized that the 
solution of this problem requires the active and responsible par
ticipation of all the nuclear Powers (CCD/PV.621).^®

82. The United Kingdom Delegation said that the United King
dom Government had always been conscious and remained very 
conscious of the importance in political as well as military terms 
of the distinction between nuclear and conventional weapons. So 
far as the United Kingdom was concerned, no decision had been 
taken to develop, test or deploy a new generation of small yield 
tactical nuclear weapons (CCD/PV.625)

“ Ante, pp. 347-348. 
“ Ante, p. 172.
^ Ante, p. 348.
“ Ante, p. 567.
* Ante, I). 366.
^  Not printed here. 
“  Ante, pp. 496-498.
* Not printed here. 
“ Awte,p. 570.



588 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

33. The Delegation of the United States expressed the view that 
nations have a common stake in preserving and strengthening the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty and that no one could gain by taking 
action that might weaken the Treaty. The Delegation expressed 
the conviction that the NPT can and will continue to be a con
structive and positive force in international relations and said the 
United States will do everything it can toward the continuing 
fulfillment of the Treaty’s fundamental purposes (CCD/P,V.626)

34. Some Delegations noted the importance of the Soviet- 
American agreement on prevention of nuclear war.̂ ^

Other measures

35. The question of nuclear-free zones was also discussed.
36. The Representatives of the Soviet Union (CCD/PV.585),^* 

Mexico (CCD/PV.585,^* 603),« Hungary (CCD/PV.590),^« Poland 
(CCD/PV.591),*' Romania (CCD/PV.592),^® Bulgaria (CCD/ 
PV.594) and Japan (CCD/PV.607) supported the establish
ment in various regions of the world of nuclear-free zones.

37. The Delegation of Romania reiterated its proposal for the 
establishment in the Balkans of a zone of peace and co-operation 
free of nuclear weapons, and stressed the importance of strength
ening security and co-operation in that region with a view to 
promoting detente and peace in Europe (CCD/PV.592,“ 613)

38. The Delegation of Mexico (CCD/PV.603) representing the 
depository Government of the Treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco),®  ̂stated 
that during the visit of the head of the Mexican State to France 
and the People’s Republic of China the Governments of those 
countries declared their intention of signing Protocol II of the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco.°° The Delegation subsequently drew atten
tion to the interpretative declarations accompanying the French 
Government’s (CCD/PV.617) as well as the Chinese Govern
ment’s (CCD/PV.625) adherence to the Protocol. The Delegation 
stressed the fact that after the steps thus taken by those two Gov-

“ Ante, p. 573.
“ Ante, pp. 283-285.
“ Ante, p. 18.
“ Not printed here.
“ Not printed here.
“ Not printed here.
"  Not printed here.
“  Not printed here.
“ Not printed here.
“  Ante, p. 333.
"  Not printed here.
“ Not printed here.
“ Not printed here.
“  Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69 ff.
^  Ibid, p. 83.
“ The French statem ent appears ante, pp. 454-455. 
”  For the Chinese statement, see ante, pp. 542-543.



CCD REPORT, AUGUST 30 589

ernments there would remain only one nuclear Power which had 
not yet heeded the repeated appeals of the General Assembly to 
sign and ratify the Protocol (CCD/PV.617,625)

39. The Delegations of Japan (CCD/PV.588,®® 607),®® Romania 
(CCD/PV.592),« the United States (CCD/PV.603),»^ and the 
Netherlands (CCD/PV.608) favoured the conclusion of an agree
ment to stop the production of enriched uranium for military pur
poses and also the conversion of the existing stockpiles of such 
uranium and the installations for its production to peaceful use. 
The Delegation of Japan also appealed to all nuclear Powers to 
sign Protocol II of the Treaty of Tlatelolco,

B. Non-nuclear measures

Question of chemical and bacteriological (biological) wea/pons

40. Having in mind the recommendations of General Assembly 
resolution 2933 (XXVII) the Conference continued its efforts to 
achieve progress on all aspects of the problem of the elimination 
of chemical weapons. Members of the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament emphasized the importance and urgency which 
they attach to the prohibition of chemical weapons.

41. Possible steps for progress in this field were discussed by 
members of the Committee in their plenary statements and Work
ing Papers.

42. The Delegation of the United States reiterated that the 
United States Government is fully committed to the goal of effec
tive controls on chemical weapons. It expressed the view that the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament has already suc
ceeded in sorting out and identifying key issues in the chemical 
weapons area, but that there are a number of issues that warrant 
further attention and analysis by the Committee (CCD/PV.585)

43. The Delegations of Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, 
Mongolia, Poland, Romania and the Soviet Union, co-authors of 
the Draft Convention on the prohibition, development, production 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons and their destruction of 28 
March, 1972 (CCD/361),«« continued to advocate an early be
ginning of concrete negotiations with a view to elaborating a 
generally acceptable Draft Convention. They emphasized that, 
while proposing their draft as a basis for negotiations, they were 
ready to consider any reciprocal proposals aimed at achieving this

“ Not printed here.
AntBy pp. 29-30.
Ante, p. 331.
Not printed here.
Ante, p. 215.
Ante, pp. 351-353.
Documents on Disarmament^ 1972, pp. 840-841. 

Ante, pp. 8-9.
Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124.



590 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

task. They also stated that it is concrete proposals of this nature 
that could be a constructive contribution to the negotiations rather 
than comments of a general character (CCD/PV.611,®  ̂612,®® 616,®” 
617).’“

44. The Delegation of Mexico reaflBrmed its position to the 
effect that, had a criterion as rigorous as the one which some 
delegations would like to apply to chemical weapons been applied 
to biological weapons, the Convention on the latter would not have 
been completed by the year 2000. The Delegation also reiterated 
that the method, recommended by the Group of Twelve since 1970,” 
of a “combination of national and international measures” seemed 
to be fully adequate for solving the verification problem (CCD/ 
PV.585).”

45. The Delegation of the United Kingdom said that its desired 
aim is an effective comprehensive ban. It expressed the view that it 
is wrong and an over-simplification to say that only a political 
decision is needed to get on with the matter because in fact there 
are difficult technical problems still to be solved (CCD/PV.587).” 
It hoped that in view of the many constructive comments made by 
delegations on CCD/361 the Soviet Union would come forward 
with new proposals in February 1974 (CCD/PV.625).'*

46. The Delegation of the Soviet Union, commenting on the 
above statement, stressed that the reason for the impasse in the 
negotiations lies in the attitude of some Western countries which 
so far [had] failed to suggest positive proposals on concrete 
formulations of a future agreement (CCD/PV.626)

47. A number of delegations expressed the view that the prob
lem of the prohibition of chemical weapons had been considered 
from all sides and that the time had come to proceed to the 
elaboration of a generally acceptable agreement for the prohibition 
of chemical weapons.

48. The Delegation of the Netherlands expressed the hope that 
the Committee’s common thoughts and efforts may pave the way 
for making at least a first step towards chemical weapons dis
armament. It expressed the view that the Committee should move 
from the stage of explorations to the stage of negotiations (CCD/ 
PV.589).’®

49. The Delegation of Morocco said that the Delegation of the 
United States had placed before the Committee a number of im
portant documents dealing in particular with the technical aspects
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of the prohibition of chemical weapons, and appealed to it to sub
mit specific proposals in the form of amendments to the Draft 
Convention submitted by the Socialist countries or to submit a new 
Draft Convention so that the Committee can begin active nego
tiations on this question without delay (CCD/PV.592).”

50. The Delegation of Nigeria said that the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament could draw from the wealth of knowl
edge that was now available to it with a view to seriously and 
positively engaging its members in substantive negotiations. It 
expressed the conviction that enough was now known on the 
subject and that the time was ripe for the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament to start immediate negotiations in a 
concrete form and with a draft treaty or draft treaties on its 
table. It also held the opinion that the Socialist countries’ draft, 
with all its pointed inadequacies, should form the basis of im
mediate negotiations if no other one is forthcoming as is expected. 
It, however, nursed the hope that the Socialist countries’ action 
would serve as an impetus for the Western Powers or the United 
States to submit its own treaty text, to the extent that history 
would have to repeat itself as was the case for the Biological 
Weapons Convention two years ago (CCD/PV.594)

51. The Delegation of Yugoslavia said that a comprehensive 
agreement on measures for prohibiting the development, production 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons and for their destruction rep
resents an unchanged position of its Government and that all efforts 
should be concentrated on finding the best possible ways and means 
of eliminating the stockpiles from the arsenals of those States 
which possess them. The Delegation said that it was aware of 
the complexity and difficulties of certain aspects of the complete 
prohibition of chemical weapons and of their destruction but sug
gested there were a number of issues on which there was a con
sensus and that these should be identified and recorded. In its view, 
the proposals and suggestions submitted so far contain replies to 
almost all questions that should be dealt with in the provisions 
of the future agreement. It expressed the view that it would be of 
both substantive and political importance for the elaboration of 
a draft convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons for the 
United States Delegation to submit its proposals in any appro
priate form which might facilitate further progress. It suggested 
establishment of an ad hoc international body of experts of differ
ent specialities to elaborate proposals for the procedure and method 
of verification (CCD/PV.595,^® 616)

52. On 26 April, 1973 the Delegations of Argentina, Brazil, 
Burma, Egypt, Ethiopia, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Sweden and
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Yugoslavia submitted a Working Paper on the prohibition of 
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and 
on their destruction (CCD/400).®^ The Working Paper sets forth 
general provisions which, in the view of these Delegations, any 
agreement banning chemical weapons should entail, such as avoid
ance of any detraction from the Geneva Protocol of 1925,®̂  avoid
ance of any hampering of the peaceful uses of chemical agents, an 
undertaking not to assist others in prohibited activities, promotion 
of the fullest possible exchange of chemical technology for peaceful 
purposes, utilization of savings derived from disarmament, and 
security guarantees. The Working Paper also sets forth views on 
the scope of the prohibition, on verification and the system of 
control, and on a complaints procedure. In submitting the Work
ing Paper on behalf of its co-sponsors, the Delegation of Sweden 
termed it a concrete contribution to negotiations on banning chem
ical weapons (CCD/PV.603).®®

53. The Delegation of Egypt expressed the view that the draft 
submitted by the Socialist countries would provide a sound basis 
for the start of negotiations on the question of chemical weapons. 
The Delegation said such negotiations should also draw on the 
extremely useful documents submitted to the Committee by various 
delegations and in this connexion accorded a special place to the 
points put forward on several occasions by non-aligned members. 
The Delegation added that we should seek to reach an agreement 
on a treaty for the general prohibition of these weapons, covering 
all chemical agents and activities capable of being used for military 
purposes. The Delegation said that one can adopt a realistic method 
of establishing the detailed arrangements for the implementation 
of such a treaty (CCD/PV.603)

54. The Delegation of the United States said that it regarded 
Working Paper (CCD/400) as a concrete contribution to progress 
in negotiations. It expressed agreement with the Working Paper’s 
first four paragraphs concerning the Geneva Protocol, peaceful 
applications, assistance to third parties and promotion of ex
changes for peaceful purposes. It expressed reservations on the 
Working Paper’s provisions regarding security guaranties and 
savings. (CCD/PV.608).®®

55. The Delegations of Poland, Czechoslovakia (CCD/PV.611)®® 
and the Soviet Union (CCD/PV.612)®' expressed the view that the 
provisions of Working Paper CCD/400 in many aspects coincided
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with the position of the Socialist countries or were close to one 
another.

56. The Delegation of Sweden recommended that the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925 should be strengthened by its Parties through 
the withdrawal of the existing reservations (CCD/PV.620).®®

57. On 21 August 1973, the Delegation of Japan tabled a Work
ing Paper (CCD/413) on the main points of an international 
agreement on the prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons and their destruction.®® The paper 
includes suggestions for a treaty which prescribes a comprehen
sive ban and for a supplementary document determining what the 
scope of the initial prohibitions will be. The treaty would contain 
a provision for national verification measures and another under 
which international verification would be conducted. Details of 
these measures would be provided in the supplementary document. 
Treaty provisions concerning the Geneva Protocol, consultation 
and co-operation among the parties, entry into force and duration 
would be drafted in conformity with the corresponding provisions 
of the BW Treaty.®® In tabling the Working Paper, the Delegation 
of Japan expressed the view that the paper represents the highest 
common factor of the opinions of the members of the Committee 
at the present stage of discussions on chemical weapons (CCD/PV. 
623) .®̂

58. The Delegation of Brazil said that it was impossible to 
negotiate on the principle that a substantial portion of the savings 
derived from measures of disarmament should be used to promote 
economic and social development, particularly in the developing 
countries. Only the manner of its application could be the object of 
negotiation in relation to a concrete measure of disarmament 
(CCD/PV.625).®^

59. The Delegation of the United States expressed the view that 
the Working Paper (CCD/413) tabled by the Delegation of Japan 
represented a constructive effort which it will study carefully and 
seriously. It regarded the Japanese proposal’s gradual approach 
in directly relating the scope of the activities prohibited to the 
possibilities of verification as a more practical and realistic ap
proach than some others. The Delegation also expressed the view 
that the Japanese proposal’s suggestions for the establishment of 
an international verification organ and for “inspection by co
operation” represented a step in the right direction though further 
elaboration and exploration were needed before their effectiveness 
could be judged. The Delegation stated that the United States was 
practising restraint in its own chemical weapons programme in
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that it had not produced any chemical weapons since 1968 and has 
been phasing out parts of its chemical weapons stockpile for years 
(CCD/PV.626).»^

60. Close attention was devoted by the Delegations to the scope 
of possible measures for prohibition of chemical weapons.

61. The Delegations of Bulgaria, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, 
Romania, the Soviet Union and Czechoslovakia continued to sup
port the comprehensive prohibition of the development, production 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons as weapons of mass destruc
tion, in accordance with their Draft Convention (CCD/361).

62. The Delegation of the United Kingdom said that it wished 
to see a simultaneous destruction of all stockpiles of CW and 
needed to be satisfied that all had been destroyed. It wished to see 
a complete cessation of the production of CW and had to be satis
fied that this cessation really was complete (CCD/PV.587).®‘

63. The Delegation of Canada said that given the technical 
difficulties the question arises whether it would be better to con
tinue to seek a comprehensive ban which may involve lengthy 
negotiations or whether the Committee should give thought to an 
initial partial measure, such as a ban on the development, produc
tion and stockpiling of the most lethal agents or a ban on certain 
activities, such as production. The Delegation expressed the view 
that the Committee, without losing sight of its long-term goals, 
should take steps that are now possible (CCD/PV.591).®®

64. The Delegation of Brazil expressed the view that the oppor
tunity for more immediate progress in the Committee’s delibera
tions on chemical weapons may well lie in the pragmatic approach 
of concentration on the discussion of problems that may open the 
way for a two-step treaty beginning with the destruction of stock
piles. In the view of the Brazilian Delegation, by proceeding 
gradually and partially the Committee may be in a better position 
to avoid discrimination between countries at different levels of 
technological development and of military preparedness. In other 
words, the Brazilian Delegation thinks that the Committee must 
begin by negotiating actual measures of disarmament and not 
measures of non-armament, as suggested recently (CCD/PV. 
597) .»*

65. The Delegation of Italy stated that its previous statements 
and Working Papers on scope and control (CCD/PV.579,°" 
CCD/335,®* CCD/373)®* remain valid and that it will examine with
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an open mind all other proposals which may be put forward which 
seem likely to help negotiations (CCD/PV.600,^ 621).“

66. The Delegations of Argentina, Brazil, Burma, Egypt, 
Ethiopia, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Sweden and Yugoslavia stated 
that the negotiations relating to chemical weapons should aim at 
reaching a comprehensive ban covering the development, produc
tion and stockpiling of all chemical weapons, their equipment and 
means of delivery as well as the destruction of existing stocks. 
They considered that since adequate protection against any kind 
of chemical weapons is not available to the great part of the woî ld 
population, even less toxic agents can create as great a danger as 
highly toxic ones and therefore should be prohibited. They also 
stated that a partial solution with respect to the scope of the activi
ties to be prohibited, which would only ban the development and 
production of chemical weapons, would be particularly discrimi
natory and would not be acceptable to many countries, especially 
to those which have abstained from procuring such weapons 
(CCD/400).^

67. The Delegation of the United States expressed its intention 
to participate in exploring further what possibilities might exist 
for achieving an adequately verified agreement for the comprehen
sive prohibition of chemical weapons. It said that it believed that 
consideration should continue to be given to possible partial meas
ures also, since earlier studies and interventions had, in its view, 
demonstrated that the difficulties in achieving adequate verifica
tion of a comprehensive agreement may be very great (CCD/PV. 
604)

68. The Delegation of the United States said that it saw some 
practical consideration in support of the idea put forward by Japan 
that an initial agreement be limited to the most toxic substances. 
The Delegation added, however, that it recognizes the concerns 
expressed in the Ten-Nation Working Paper, CCD/400, concern
ing the significant danger which less toxic substances can con
stitute and said that it would welcome further discussion of this 
problem (CCD/PV.608).=

69. The Delegation of the United States expressed the view that 
the achievement of a balanced agreement involves the assessment 
of many provisions, including verification, and not merely those 
relating to scope. It also expressed the view that it was premature 
to reach a conclusion that a measure focused on production would 
be particularly discriminatory. It was necessary to consider, inter 
alia, what various parties would gain and give up under a measure 
as well as its effect on regional as well as world-wide security. The
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Delegation therefore expressed the hope that all members of the 
Committee will work in accordance with the spirit of paragraph 9 
of the Working Paper CCD/400 in seeking an acceptable balance 
of obligations and responsibilities for all States (CCD/PV.609).®

70. The Delegation of Sweden underlined that special formula
tions would be needed in a CW treaty to ensure that also binary 
chemical weapons were covered. If not all equipment and means of 
delivery for all chemical weapons were prohibited in a treaty, the 
efficacy of the prohibition and its verification system would be 
greatly reduced (CCD/PV.622).’’

71. The Delegation of Japan, in plenary statements and in com
menting on its Working Paper CCD/413, said that its desired ulti
mate aim is to put a comprehensive ban on chemical weapons but 
that there were difficulties in reaching such a ban in one stroke. 
Accordingly, its Working Paper suggests a treaty, calling for a 
comprehensive ban, together with a supplementary document 
which would temporarily limit the ban to the development and 
production of supertoxic agents. The treaty would include a pro
vision by which parties undertake to continue negotiations in good 
faith in order to agree at the earliest date on concrete measures for 
realizing a comprehensive ban. The Delegation stated that because 
of verification limitations stockpiling should be excluded tempo
rarily from the treaty’s prohibitions but that it was logical to 
expect that a ban on stockpiles would be achieved later when 
effective measures of verification were attainable (CCD/PV. 594,® 
607,® 623)."®

72. Some Delegations commented on the various criteria pro
posed for the determination of the scope of a prohibition.

73. The Co-Sponsors of Working Paper CCD/400 affirmed that 
a comprehensive prohibition could deal with the problem of scope 
by a general purpose criterion while more detailed provisions could 
be elaborated in the annexes of the Treaty.

74. The Delegation of the United States, commenting on Work
ing Paper CCD/400, said that it agreed in general with the idea 
that a general purpose criterion could be a basic element of the 
principal obligations of a comprehensive treaty and suggested that 
the question of how to deal with possible more detailed standards 
requires further discussion and analysis (CCD/PV.609).^"

75. The Delegations of the Socialist countries, Co-Sponsors of 
Draft Convention CCD/361, continued to support the purpose 
criterion which was included in that draft. The Delegation of the 
Soviet Union expressed the view that the comprehensive prohibi-
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tion of chemical weapons on the basis of the purpose criterion is 
the most suitable both for reasons of principle—in the light of the 
objective of achieving a total prohibition of this type of weapon of 
mass destruction—and for practical reasons, since it would mean 
adopting the simplest and clearest formula which is not open to 
contradictory interpretations (CCD/PV.612).^^

76. The Delegation of Sweden stated that the binary production 
technique made it even more necessary to base a production ban on 
a purpose criterion (CCD/PV.622).‘*

77. The Delegation of Japan proposed that the agents to be pro
hibited in the comprehensive treaty suggested in the Working 
Paper CCD/413 “ be defined by a general purpose criterion. The 
agents to be covered by the initial ban under the terms of the 
supplementary document would be decided by objective criteria, 
such as toxicity and general structural formulae (CCD/PV.623)

78. The Delegation of Canada suggested that a general purpose 
criterion in a comprehensive treaty might be supported by a tech
nical scheme of definition of lethal chemical warfare agents based 
on levels of toxicity of chemicals. It was suggested that two 
thresholds of toxicity might be set—one to include the super-toxic 
agents, the production of which could be banned, while a second 
lower threshold might encompass agents of less toxicity, the pro
duction of some of which might be permitted by agreement for 
civil purposes, but the use of which in military munitions and 
delivery devices could be prohibited. The scope of a treaty in terms 
of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weap
ons would have to be considered in the light of the adequacy of the 
proposed verification system (CCD/PV.623).^®

79. Considerable attention was devoted in the course of the work 
of the Committee to the question of control over the observance by 
States, parties to a future agreement, of the obligations assumed 
by them for the prohibition of chemical weapons.

80. The Delegation of the United Kingdom said that the chief 
problem and key to all progress in this field is verification and the 
provision of adequate guarantees to those States which agree to 
give up any chemical weapons which they may possess and to re
nounce their right to possess them in future. Referring to a com
plaints procedure, the Delegation expressed the belief that it will 
be necessary to make a clear and firm distinction between the 
factual investigation of a complaint and the procedure for taking 
decisions in the light of the facts reported (CCD/PV.587).*'

81. The Delegation of Japan expressed the view that on-site
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inspections were necessary in case of a comprehensive prohibition 
of chemical weapons and that if the countries concerned cannot 
accept such inspection it would be necessary to turn to other 
possibilities such as the separate prohibition of specific activities 
(CCD/PV.588).^»

82. On 6 March 1973, the Delegation of Sweden submitted a 
Working Paper, CCD/395, elaborating its concept of amplified 
verification in relation to the prohibition of chemical weapons.̂ ®

83. The Delegation of Sweden expressed the view that the Con
vention on biological and toxin weapons is not in all respects a 
suitable model for chemical weapons. It stated that in a convention 
on chemical weapons the need is even greater for a complaints 
procedure, where the fact-finding is distinctly separated from the 
final political decisions or judgment made by the Security Council. 
It also expressed the view that the absence of any continuous verifi
cation measures would not be acceptable in a convention on chemi
cal weapons (CCD/PV.590).^®

84. Many Delegations, in the course of discussion in the Com
mittee, spoke in favour of a combination of national and inter
national forms of control over the observance of the agreement.

85. The Delegation of the Soviet Union expressed the view that 
there was a general understanding that the problem of control 
should be solved not on the basis of any one method but through a 
reasonable combination of national and international measures of 
control. The Delegation stated that this approach is offered in the 
draft convention of the Socialist countries, which envisages the 
possibility of using a number of national means of verification in 
combination with some international procedures which, however, 
should not serve as means of unjustified interference in the in
ternal affairs of States (CCD/PV.593).”

86. The Working Paper of the seven Socialist Countries (CCD/ 
403) developed provisions of Article IV of their Draft Convention 
(CCD/361)^® relating to a system of national control and dealt 
with such possible elements of that system as national control com
mittees, exchange of information, statistical analysis, and patent 
limitations.

87. The Working Paper (CCD/400) of ten non-aligned Delega
tions expressed the view that a control system should be based on a 
combination of national and international measures and include
(a) the self-control of States, including declarations of national 
activities related to production and to destruction of stockpiles,
(b) national means of verification, and (c) international measures 
of verification performed by a qualified and independent inter-

“ Ante, p. 31.
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national organ with the results available to all parties on an auto
matic and fact-finding basis.

88. The Delegation of Mongolia stated that international meet
ings of experts of States parties to a future agreement could play 
a useful role, inter aMa, by submitting suggestions and recom
mendations to periodic review conferences on matters connected 
with the discovery of new chemical products and trends in research 
and providing, on the basis of Security Council decisions, expert 
assistance in solving problems relating to complaints as provided 
for in Article VI of the Socialist Draft Convention (CCD/361).

89. The Delegation of Egypt said its preference was for a sys
tem of control which would consist of an adequate combination of 
national and international control and verification measures. It 
expressed the view that international co-operation would con
tribute to an improved verification system and the dissemination 
of information and that it would be useful to establish a qualified 
and independent international body which would be called upon 
to perform the functions described in Working Paper CCD/400 
(CCD/PV.603).“»

90. The Delegation of Romania emphasized that any system of 
safeguards and controls, established by a convention on the pro
hibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemi
cal weapons and on their destruction should in no way prejudice 
the security and peaceful development of States (CCD/PV.608).*®

91. The Delegation of the United States posed a number of 
questions about the proposal in Working Paper CCD/400 for in
spection to verify the destruction of stockpiles. It expressed views 
on the problems caused by uncertainties about the e^ent of stock
piles and by the considerable time required to destroy a substantial 
arsenal. The Delegation expressed the view that a chemical weap
ons treaty procedure governing the destruction of stockpiles should 
be the subject of prior agreement and not left until after the 
treaty’s entry into force (CCD/PV.609)

92. The Delegation of Poland considered extremely important 
the view expressed in Working Paper CCD/400 that the purpose 
of the verification system should be to give every party a reason
able assurance of compliance with the prohibition. Otherwise it 
would be very easy to go to extremes and to call for verification 
systems developed ad absurdum (CCD/PV.611).^®

93. The Delegation of the Soviet Union expressed the view that 
on-site inspections do not guarantee the observance by States of 
the treaty prohibiting chemical weapons and would lead to obvious 
difficulties of a political and technical character. The connexion of

** Ante, pp. 206-209.
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the production of chemical substances for military and for peace
ful purposes makes international inspections impracticable (CCD/ 
PV.612).*"

94. The Delegation of the United States, commenting on Work
ing Paper CCD/400, agreed with its statement that assurance of 
compliance with the prohibitions of an agreement could be pro
vided through a combination of national and international meas
ures. While agreeing that declarations can have considerable value 
in a system of verification, it offered suggestions regarding par
ticular types of declarations. It stressed that there ought to exist 
international verification procedures which can be utilized to 
ascertain the facts regarding treaty observance and that fact
finding procedures should be of an effective and objective character 
(CCD/PV.613).^'’

95. On 31 July, the Delegation of the Netherlands presented a 
Working Paper (CCD/410) on an international organ for imple
mentation of a chemical weapons convention to which responsibili
ties in other disarmament fields could also be allocated in the 
future.^  ̂ The Delegation stated that such a body would have the 
merit of dividing the process of verification in two phases, separat
ing fact-finding from political decisions. It could serve as a medium 
for the exchange of views before complaints would be lodged with 
the Security Council (CCD/PV.617).®^

96. The Delegation of the United States discussed the Working 
Paper CCD/395 submitted by Sweden and raised questions con
cerning the extent of the applicability of the Paper’s concept of 
amplified verification to the problem of verifying a comprehensive 
prohibition on chemical weapons (CCD/PV.618).®^

97. On 14 August, the Special Representative of the Secretary- 
General distributed a Working Paper (CCD/412) by the Govern
ment of Finland on the progress of the Finnish project for the 
creation of a national basis of a chemical weapons control capacity 
for possible future international use.®“

98. The Delegation of Czechoslovakia expressed the view that a 
system of control should be such that under no circumstances could 
it be used for the violation of sovereignty of any State Party to the 
agreement or for interference in its internal affairs (CCD/PV. 
621)."®

99. The Delegation of Sweden said that there seemed to exist a 
consensus within the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
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ment on the need for international consultations in connexion with 
a ban on chemical production and suggested that this idea was ripe 
for a concrete decision (CCD/PV.622)

100. In its Working Paper CCD/413,^® the Delegation of Japan 
suggested a treaty with a supplementary document, providing for 
a combination of national and international verification measures, 
involving an international verification organization and “inspec
tion by co-operation”. The organization could request inspection in 
cases where national verification and requests for explanation had 
not satisfied States Parties with regard to the compliance of others 
with the treaty’s obligations. The Delegation suggested that the 
international verification organization might include a verification 
committee composed of States Parties who were members of the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. It stated that if 
members of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament en
gaged directly in verification, they would be able to judge whether 
the verification provisions of the treaty were effective and whether 
further progress could be made towards a comprehensive ban on 
CW agents and activities (CCD/PV.623).®®

101. The Delegation of the Netherlands, in referring to the 
functions which an international organ could fulfil in support of a 
CW convention, expressed the view that there is no question of in
fringement of national sovereignty if States, in the free exercise 
of their sovereignty, agree to allot to some organ certain rights to 
be exercised on their territory which could eventually be with
drawn if abused (CCD/PV.624).*®

102. The Delegation of the United States expressed the view 
that the verification provisions of the draft convention submitted 
by Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Romania 
and the USSR (CCD/361) which were elaborated in their Work
ing Paper CCD/403,^* are essentially self-inspection and do not 
provide the effective international verification necessary to assure 
that an agreement would contribute to security and stability 
(CCD/PV.624).«

103. The Delegation of the Soviet Union noted that the presenta
tion by some delegations of impracticable requirements regarding 
control, in fact, creates an obstacle in the way of progress to 
negotiating appropriate measures to limit armaments and on dis
armament (CCD/PV.626).^"
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C. Other collateral measures

104. The Delegation of Mexico pointed out that, if the existing 
stagnation on the two priority questions assigned to the Committee 
were unfortunately to subsist, it would be advisable to select some 
other specific topics for study and negotiation, such as the reduc
tion of military budgets, a measure which the General Assembly 
itself strongly recommended as early as 1950 (CCD/PV.585).^°

105. The Delegations of Czechoslovakia (CCD/PV.589),^® Po
land (CCD/PV.591,« 624) and Romania (CCD/PV.592,^® 613) 
favoured discussion of the question of reducing the military budg
ets. The Delegation of Romania urged the Committee to take the 
initiative in examining this subject, especially in view of the 
further consideration by the forthcoming session of the General 
Assembly of the economic and social consequences of the armament 
race (CCD/PV.592," 613).“

106. The Delegations of Yugoslavia (CCD/PV.616)*® and 
Sweden (CCD/PV.620) proposed that a study of ways and means 
to reduce military expenditures should be organized.

107. The Delegation of the United States said that the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament, without detracting from 
its efforts regarding weapons of mass destruction, has a duty as an 
international organization devoted to the cause of peace to pro
mote a timely exchange of views which might result in effective 
and mutually advantageous controls over conventional weapons. 
Referring to the many conflicts involving conventional weapons 
since the end of World War II, the Delegation expressed the view 
that development of restraints on these weapons is an urgent 
matter (CCD/PV.585,»* 603)

108. The Delegation of the United Kingdom noting that it had 
sometimes been suggested that agreements to control the trade in 
conventional arms might be one way to reduce the burden imposed 
by armaments stressed that the effectiveness of such agreements 
would require the co-operation and active support of recipient as 
well as supplier countries (CCD/PV.587).®’

109. The Delegation of the Netherlands spoke for a regional
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approach to the question of limiting conventional armaments 
(CCD/PV.589).=^

110. The Delegation of Czechoslovakia expressed the view that 
the task of limiting the conventional weapons could only be 
achieved through the realization of the proposal for the renuncia
tion of the use of force in international relations and the prohibi
tion of the use of nuclear weapons for all times (CCD/PV.589).®®

111. The Delegation of Morocco expressed the view that final 
solution to the problem of conventional weapons can be found only 
in the global framework of general and complete disarmament, not 
only because this question is of a lesser degree of gravity than that 
of weapons of mass destruction, but also because the problem of 
conventional weapons is closely linked to the security, and even to 
the independence and territorial integrity, of a number of States 
which do not possess nuclear weapons. The Delegation of Morocco 
went on to say that the question of conventional weapons cannot be 
dealt with separately from the problem of the enormous production 
and development of such weapons, or from the flourishing trade in 
them (CCD/PV.592).““

112. The Delegation of Nigeria said that while it was not com
pletely oblivious of the fact that other disarmament or arms con
trol measures, like conventional arms and reduction in military 
budgets, were also germane to the work of the Committee—sub
jects to which it would contribute its views in concrete and positive 
manner when the time was ripe—it shared the conviction that 
negotiations in the current phase of the work of the Committee 
should concentrate on the most important questions related to nu
clear and other weapons of mass destruction and not on less press
ing matters (CCD/PV.594)

113. The Delegation of Egypt adhered to the priorities estab
lished by the resolutions of the General Assembly, particularly the 
resolutions 2933 and 2934 (XXVII) It declared that in spite of 
the importance of problems connected with conventional weapons, 
their discussion at a time when no progress had been made with 
regard to weapons of mass destruction might make the task of the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament more diflicult and 
make a rather pointless addition to the collection of unfinished 
works (CCD/PV.603).®^

114. The Delegation of Yugoslavia stated that the arms race 
consumes enormous and ever-growing human, financial and tech
nological resources and that military expenditures have increased
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year by year. It noted that there is a close link between inter
national security, disarmament and economic development and 
pointed to the necessity to engage in an organized manner in a 
study of ways and means of reducing the astronomic sums wasted 
on military expenditure (CCD/PV.595,®* 616).*®

115. The Delegation of Brazil said that ever since “detente” 
between the Super Powers has become manifest and has been ex
pressed in acts and deeds of greater significance, the justification 
for preliminary and collateral measures, based on the recognition 
that they strengthened “detente” and stimulated further measures 
of real disarmament, had lost most of its cogency (CCD/PV.625)

D. Question of general and complete disarmament

116. The Delegation of the Netherlands considered that it was 
necessary to direct efforts to reaching general and complete dis
armament (CCD/PV.589).®^

117. The Delegation of Romania considered it necessary to 
resume talks aimed at preparing a treaty on halting the arms race 
and achieving general disarmament (CCD/PV.592).®®

118. The Delegations of Romania (CCD/PV.592,®* 613)̂ ® and 
Czechoslovakia (CCD/PV.611)” appreciated the fact that a num
ber of positive results have been achieved in promoting detente and 
peace in Europe and stressed the importance of the Conference on 
Security and Co-operation in Europe. The Delegation of Romania 
also expressed the view that military disengagement and disarma
ment in that region, constitute a fundamental problem of European 
security. It formulated a number of concrete measures to be taken 
to this end.

119. The Delegations of Italy (CCD/PV.600)^^ and Romania 
(CCD/PV.592,” 613) expressed the view that a disarmament 
programme should be worked out maintaining a constant link 
between the partial measures and the final goal of general and 
complete disarmament under effective international control. In this 
regard, the Delegation of Italy stated that all members of the 
United Nations should submit their own draft programmes or put 
forward proposals to pave the way for a negotiation leading to a
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treaty on general and complete disarmament (CCD/PV.600,^® 
621).’«

120. The Delegation of Mexico expressed its regret that the 
nuclear Powers appear to have forgotten the goal of general and 
complete disarmament, and said that this objective nowadays only 
occasionally receives from them the verbal tribute of a timid, inci
dental and hasty reference (CCD/PV.619)The Delegation added 
that the General Assembly should ask the USSR and the United 
States, as recommended in the Comprehensive Programme of Dis
armament,^® to revise and update the draft treaties submitted to 
the ENDC in 1962,’® and that this new draft should be submitted 
to the Assembly or the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment (CCD/PV.625).«“

121. The Delegation of Brazil stated that progress in the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament had been achieved only 
on measures that were not militarily significant to the Great 
Powers and which dispensed with direct international controls. 
The only exception being the NPT,®̂  which established strict and 
mandatory on-site controls, through the IAEA safeguards system. 
It expressed the view that both Superpowers found that, in that 
case, direct international verification methods were politically 
feasible and indispensable for reassurance, provided they applied 
to non-nuclear weapon States alone (CCD/PV.625).®^

122. The Delegation of the United Kingdom raised the question 
as to whether measures of disarmament were a means of creating 
confidence or a consequence of already established confidence. It 
observed that measures of disarmament can contribute to the 
building of confidence where they can be effectively verified and 
that the degree of control or verification required will vary with 
the degree of confidence developed. It said this applied not only 
in the context of a comprehensive test ban but of all other dis
armament questions as well (CCD/PV.599).®*

123. The Delegation of Yugoslavia stated that it would be useful 
to re-examine the possibilities of new approaches to the whole com
plex problem of disarmament, pointing to the comprehensive pro
gramme of disarmament recommended in United Nations General 
Assembly resolution 2661 C (XXV) as containing all necessary 
elements to serve as such a basis.*  ̂ It further suggested that the
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delegations of the USSR and the United States should be asked to 
revise and bring up to date their programmes for general and 
complete disarmament (ENDC/2 and ENDC/30)®® and that the 
forthcoming session of the United Nations General Assembly 
should be invited to give serious consideration to new approaches 
to, and new starts in, the whole problem of disarmament (CCD/ 
PV.616).«^

124. The Delegation of the United States expressed the view 
that the accomplishments of the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament include not only the agreements it has achieved but 
the influence it has had on the ways in which Governments think 
about arms and disarmament. It also expressed the view that in 
arms control agreements verification is a substitute for full trust 
and that it is inadvisable to build up verification schemes which 
presuppose full trust among governments. It stated that so-called 
“national means” of verification, therefore, must not only be 
capable of producing the requisite observations or data, but also 
must be entrusted to the party or parties that wish to reassure 
themselves and not to the parties about which the reassurance is 
being sought (CCD/PV.617).««

4: 4s ii« :|c :|c 9|e

125. A number of delegations commented on the question of the 
organizational forms of disarmament negotiations and expressed 
views regarding the desirability of the participation of all nuclear 
weapon states in disarmament efforts.

126. On 14 March, 1973, the Delegations of Burma, Egypt, 
Ethiopia, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Sweden and Yugoslavia sub
mitted a Memorandum (CCD/396) to the Committee in which they 
expressed the view that the Committee, which was the main multi
lateral negotiating body for disarmament, was of fundamental 
importance to the United Nations and the world community. They 
expressed their increasing concern over the lack of tangible prog
ress in the solution of the main disarmament problems entrusted 
to the Committee, a situation which had become apparent during 
its last session and which the meetings of the present session had 
so far confirmed. While reiterating that it was most desirable that 
all nuclear-weapon States participate in disarmament negotiations 
they reaffirmed their opinion that the non-participation of two of 
those States in the work of the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament should not prevent it from discharging its obliga
tions. They also expressed their conviction that there is no reason 
which may justify any stagnation of the Committee’s work and 
the current absence of effective negotiations, especially on the
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questions of cessation of all nuclear-weapon tests and the prohibi
tion of chemical weapons, which the United Nations General 
Assembly has repeatedly requested the Committee to deal with as 
matters of “first” or “high” priority. Negotiations in the current 
phase of the work of the Committee should, therefore, concentrate 
on the most important questions related to nuclear and other 
weapons of mass destruction and not on less pressing matters.®*

127. The Delegation of Romania called for the improvement of 
the organization and procedures of the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament with a view to ensuring the effectiveness 
of the negotiations on disarmament, the democratization of the 
activity of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and 
its submission to effective public control. It urged the widening of 
the range of concrete topics for negotiations by according equal 
receptivity and consideration to all views and proposals submitted 
in the Committee (CCD/PV.592,»'' 613).®'

128. On 23 August the Delegation of Mexico submitted a docu
ment entitled “Working paper containing a compilation of state
ments made on the stagnation of the Committee’s work, the ab
sence of effective negotiations, and other related matters”, at the 
formal meetings of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmia- 
ment held from 20 February to August 1973 (585th to 622nd meet
ings) (CCD/415).®’'

129. The Delegation of Mongolia stated that non-participation 
of certain nuclear Powers in the negotiations on disarmament was 
a hindrance to the achievement of further measures in the field of 
disarmament, particularly nuclear disarmament (CCD/PV.592) .®̂

130. The Delegation of Romania expressed its concern at the 
absence of progress in the work of the Committee, manifesting its 
anxiety at the escalation of the arms race while the disarmament 
negotiations stagnate (CCD/PV.592,®  ̂613).®'

131. The Delegation of Argentina stated that nothing definite 
has been done which would mean real disarmament and that what 
has been achieved are mainly measures of non-armament or arma
ment limitation. It also expressed the view that effective disarma
ment can be achieved only with the co-operation of all countries 
and that nuclear disarmament, whose overriding priority is not 
even under discussion, is inconceivable without the participation 
or assent of all the Powers possessing nuclear weapons (CCD/ 
PV.600).®«

132. The Delegation of Yugoslavia stated that its government
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attached great importance to the timely and complete implemen
tation of General Assembly resolution 2930 (XXVII) and that 
the forthcoming session of the General Assembly might there
fore undertake to resolve the problem of an adequate and effective 
preparatory body which could pave the way for the early con
vening of the World Disarmament Conference with the par
ticipation of all States. It expressed the view that if all efforts 
towards this end remain fruitless, it would be indispensable to 
urgently convene the session of the United Nations Disarmament 
Commission in order to realize the generally acceptable objective, 
as set forth in General Assembly resolutions 2833 (XXVI) and 
2980 (XXVII) (CCD/PV.595,»»616).^

133. This proposal was supported by the delegation of Sweden 
which spoke in favour of convening the United Nations Dis
armament Commission in spring 1974 if it should turn out that 
agreement on convening the World Disarmament Conference could 
not be reached (CCD/PV.610).*

134. The Delegation of Romania (CCD/PV.613) also supported 
the view of the Delegation of Yugoslavia on this question. It 
referred to the need for steps to be taken to increase the capacity 
and efficiency of the United Nations in implementing practical 
measures to reduce and destroy armaments and nuclear weapons 
above all (CCD/PV.613).^

135. The Delegation of Sweden called for consideration of the 
establishment of an interim International Disarmament Orga
nization. It should act as a clearing-house for providing knowl
edge as to implementation of disarmament agreements and keep a 
constant watch over progress in the direction of disarmament. It 
could also assure the fairness and objectivity of verification 
procedures. The organization could start monitoring relevant ac
tivities already before a treaty was entered into, and this might in 
fact stimulate the emergence of the treaty (CCD/PV.601,^ 610).“ 
The Delegation submitted a Working Paper (CCD/398) presenting 
the ways in which verification has been dealt with in various arms 
control and disarmament treaties and proposals.®

136. The Delegation of Poland believed that it would be inad
visable to create permanent bureaucratized organs and that nego
tiations on international procedures should be conducted within the 
framework of the existing organizations (CCD/PV.611).^

137. The Delegation of Italy expressed the view that rather
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than by a multiplication of organs and procedural instruments, 
which might prove to be a snare and merely increase difficulties, 
significant progress towards a lasting peace can be achieved only 
by a new approach to the disarmament problem, making full use 
of the multilateral organs now in existence (CCD/PV.621).*

138. The Delegation of Sweden expressed the view that it was 
necessary to broaden the horizons of disarmament and drew 
attention to areas in which fresh efforts were needed, i.e. the 
demilitarization of the sea-bed and a curtailment of national 
military activities in the international ocean space. The Delegation 
expressed concern about the danger posed by the possible develop
ment of completely new weapons and methods of warfare and 
stressed the need to abolish, or at least contain, the use of not only 
incendiary weapons but also other weapons which were par
ticularly cruel or indiscriminate (CCD/PV.620).®

139. The Delegation of the Netherlands, in discussing the ques
tion of the structure and form of a negotiating body, expressed the 
view that one should not rush for a large meeting if there is no 
guarantee that it will result in much more than an unproductive 
and harsh debate. The Delegation also expressed the view that 
while the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament may not 
have any agreements to report to the General Assembly, it is 
doubtful that any other multilateral and broadly representative 
body could have come up with results that would have been very 
different (CCD/PV.624).»»

140. The Delegation of Poland supported the view that the 
Committee should actively consider a wide range of collateral 
measures suggested over the years, one of them being the ques
tion of the renunciation of the use of force in international rela
tions and the permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, 
in accordance with General Assembly resolution 2936 (XXVII),” 
adopted on the initiative of the Soviet Union (CCD/PV. 624)

141. The Delegation of Mexico suggested that the General 
Assembly set up a committee or working group which should strive 
to reach conclusions regarding whether it would be advisable to 
reorganize the negotiating body available to the United Nations, 
that is, the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, as soon 
as possible, or on the other hand, if it would be better to wait until 
the World Disarmament Conference is held before taking those 
steps. Regardless of the conclusions reached in this respect, the 
Delegation further suggested that the committee or working group 
could undertake immediately the examination of the reforms 
which, both with regard to membership and to procedure, it deems
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appropriate to recommend in order to render the negotiating body 
more effective and, in particular, in order to ensure the par
ticipation of all nuclear Powers (CCD/PV.625)

142. The Delegation of the Soviet Union stated that, despite the 
lack of practical results in the work of the Committee for the last 
year or two, the Committee remains a necessary and useful inter
national forum for the consideration of disarmament problems. 
The serious and thorough character of discussions in the Com
mittee attracts attention not only of States—^members of this 
body, but also of a great number of States which are not repre
sented in the Committee. In fact, the Committee has become a 
generally recognized international forum for the examination and 
co-ordination of States’ actions aimed at limiting the arms race and 
achieving disarmament (CCD/PV.626)

143. Some delegations also devoted attention to the question of 
a World Disarmament Conference.

144. The Delegation of the Soviet Union expressed the view that 
the holding of such a conference would considerably stimulate 
negotiations on disarmament problems in all international forums 
and bodies, including the Committee on Disarmament. It expressed 
the hope that in the final count all of the nuclear Powers would 
adopt a constructive attitude towards the question of convening 
the conference and would contribute to its positive results (CCD/ 
PV.585," 590,"« 594,̂ " 604)

145. The Delegation of Mexico reiterated its support for the 
proposal to convene a World Disarmament Conference open to all 
States. The Delegation expressed the view that, due to the un
fortunate situation derived from the divergent positions of the 
nuclear Powers, the only hope of the World Disarmament Con
ference Special Committee’s being able to carry out its mandate 
would have been through having its membership made up exclu
sively of States which did not possess nuclear weapons and it 
regretted that this solution had not been accepted by all the 
nuclear Powers (CCD/PV.585,^® 594).^“ The Delegation further 
suggested that the General Assembly should endeavour at its 
twenty-eighth session to establish, following informal negotiations, 
a new committee which may receive the co-operation of all nuclear 
Powers (CCD/PV.625)

“ Ante, p. 560. 
p. 579.
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146. The Delegation of the United Kingdom reminded the Com
mittee that the sponsors of the United Nations General Assembly 
resolution 2930 had expressed the unanimous view that the 
participation of the five nuclear weapon States was essential in 
order to ensure the success of the Special Committee’s work. It was 
the view of the British Government that the Special Committee 
for the World Disarmament Conference should meet only when all 
five nuclear weapon States were ready to take their seats (CCD/ 
PV.587).^® It questioned the value, as a stop-gap, of a premature 
meeting of the United Nations Disarmament Commission which 
could not guarantee the active participation of all the nuclear 
weapon States in the attempt to negotiate concrete measures. Quiet 
diplomacy should be continued (CCD/PV.625)

147. The Delegations of Czechoslovakia (CCD/PV.589),*® 
Hungary (CCD/PV.590),^« Poland (CCD/PV.591),=“' Mongolia 
(CCD/PV.592),=“« and Bulgaria (CCD/PV.594) expressed the 
view that the participation of all the nuclear Powers in the World 
Disarmament Conference and in the work of the Special Com
mittee is of great importance; however, the fact that some of 
them were not yet ready to take their seats on the Special Com
mittee should not prevent it from beginning its work. They 
appealed to the members of the Committee on Disarmament to do 
everything for the successful beginning and constructive work of 
the Special Committee for the World Disarmament Conference.

148. The Delegation of Morocco stated that Morocco continues 
to believe that this Conference should be held, with the par
ticipation of all States, including the five nuclear Powers, and is 
prepared at any time to take part in the work of the Special 
Committee (CCD/PV.592).^»

149. Support for the World Disarmament Conference was also 
expressed by the Delegations of Nigeria (CCD/PV.594),®^ Brazil 
(CCD/PV.597),®2 India (CCD/PV.600) and Romania (CCD/ 
PV.592,"  ̂613).®=

150. The Delegation of Brazil expressed, furthermore, the view 
that the Special Committee of the World Disarmament Conference 
should be activated in a manner consistent with the purpose of the 
relevant resolution of the General Assembly. In this connexion, the

“ Documents on Disarmament^ 1972  ̂pp. 835-836.
^ Ante^ p. 23.
-^Ante, p. 571.
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Delegation of Brazil stood by the letter addressed to the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations by the Latin-American group in 
New York (CCD/PV.597)

151. The Delegation of Argentina expressed support for the 
proposal to convene a World Disarmament Conference open to all 
States and attended by the five nuclear-weapon Powers. It ex
pressed a critical view of the consultations that had taken place as 
regards the Special Committee for the World Disarmament Con
ference. It also stated that no real contribution can be made to the 
World Disarmament Conference or to disarmament problems in 
general in the absence of four of the five nuclear Powers or 
against their will.

152. It further stated that prior to those consultations and the 
convening of the Special Committee the most urgent task was to 
concentrate efforts on the powers which refused to take part in it 
and which have the obligation and responsibility of proposing 
alternative solutions. In any case, the Delegation considered it 
essential to create conditions to attract to the negotiating bodies— 
and not to discourage—those governments which are not yet 
represented in them (CCD/PV.600)

153. The Delegation of Sweden expressed the view that the first 
and foremost task of the forthcoming session of the General 
Assembly should be to take a positive decision to call a World 
Disarmament Conference. If this could not be achieved, then in 
Sweden’s view Yugoslavia’s proposal of convening the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission next spring should be taken up 
(CCD/PV.610).“«

154. The Delegation of Italy expressed the view that, once the 
necessary conditions for its convening were fulfilled, a World Dis
armament Conference could provide a useful forum in which all 
members of the international community and all the nuclear 
Powers could meet to examine together the complex problems of 
disarmament (CCD/PV.621),®®

III. SPECIAL REPORT ON THE QUESTION OF A TREATY 
BANNING UNDERGROUND NUCLEAR WEAPONS TESTS

155. General Assembly resolution 2934B (XXVII) requested 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to give first 
priority to its deliberations on a treaty banning underground 
nuclear weapon tests, taking full account of the views of experts 
and of technical developments bearing on the verification of such a 
treaty and to submit a Special Report to the General Assembly at 
its twenty-eighth session on the results of its deliberations on this

“ Not printed here.
”  Not printed here.
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matter.̂ ® Having in mind the request of the General Assembly, 
members of the Committee, during 1973, continued to work on the 
question of a treaty banning underground nuclear weapons tests. 
Many delegations spoke in favour of the early achievement of a 
comprehensive prohibition on the testing of nuclear weapons.

156. The Delegation of the Soviet Union stressed that the aim 
pursued by the USSR is to ensure the cessation of all nuclear 
weapon tests, everywhere and by everyone, including the under
ground tests. It noted that for control over the cessation of under
ground tests national means of detection and identification would 
be sufficient which properly guarantee the observance by States of 
the obligations assumed by them for cessation of such tests (CCD/ 
PV.585,“ 596,^“ 604).«

157. The Delegation of the United States stated that it con
tinued to support the objective of an adequately verified agree
ment to ban all nuclear weapons testing and reaffirmed its view 
that despite the substantial progress in detecting and identifying 
seismic events, including underground tests, national means of 
verification still should be supplemented by some on-site inspection. 
The Delegation described the principal areas where the United 
States is making progress regarding the verification problem and 
said the United States was devoting substantial resources to help 
find solutions to the problems which persist (CCD/PV.585,^* 
604).«

158. The Delegation of the United Kingdom affirmed that an 
adequately verified comprehensive test ban treaty and the cessation 
of all nuclear test explosions for weapons purposes in all environ
ments and by all countries remained the objective of all its efforts 
in this field (CCD/PV.625)

159. The Delegation of Mexico stressed that the General Assem
bly had already adopted twenty-four resolutions on the question. 
The Delegation added that in one of the latest—resolution 2934 C 
(XXVII) — t̂he General Assembly had reiterated “with the 
utmost vigour its condemnation of all nuclear weapon tests” ; had 
also reaffirmed its conviction that there is no valid reason for de
laying the conclusion of a CTB; and had fixed 5 August 1973 (a 
date corresponding to the tenth anniversary of the Partial Test 
Ban Treaty) as the deadline for bringing to a halt all those tests 
(CCD/PV.585).^»

Documents on Disarmamenty 1972, pp. 844-845. 
Ante, p. 16.
Ante, p. 72.
Ante, p. 258.
Ante, pp. 10-11.
Ante, pp. 261-262.
Ante, p. 567.
Documents on Disarmament, 1972, p. 846.
Ihid,, 1968, pp. 291-293.
Not printed here.



614 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

160. On 24 April 1973, the Delegation of Japan submitted a 
Working Paper (CCD/399) on problems in determining the Body 
Wave magnitude.®®

161. The Delegations of Hungary (CCD/PV.590),=^ Poland 
(CCD/PV.591),'=“ Bulgaria (CCD/PV.594,®  ̂ 601),=“ Morocco 
(CCD/PV.592),== Nigeria (CCD/PV.594),=« Sweden (CCD/ 
PV.600," 614),°® Czechoslovakia (CCD/PV.611)®* expressed a 
view that modern means of seismic identification of underground 
nuclear explosions are sufficient for the purposes of verifying the 
agreement banning underground testing.

162. The Delegation of the Netherlands expressed the view that 
the present and proven possibilities of seismological identification 
of underground nuclear explosions are sufficient to deter a would-be 
violator of an underground test ban, except perhaps for very small 
explosions (CCD/PV.608).«“

163. The Delegations of Japan (CCD/PV.588),«‘ Sweden (CCD/ 
PV.590,®  ̂ 614),®® and Canada (CCD/PV.591)®'* noted the im
portance of further studies of the possibilities of seismic measures 
of detection and identification of seismic events for the purposes of 
verifying the observance by States of the agreement for the com
prehensive prohibition of nuclear testing as well as the necessity 
of arranging a multilateral and effective international co-operation 
in the field of seismology.

164. The Delegation of India (CCD/PV.600) reiterated the four 
main considerations to be kept in mind for progressing towards 
the comprehensive test ban. In the first instance, the provisions 
of the Partial Test Ban Treaty should be fully observed, and those 
nuclear weapon States which have not yet adhered to that Treaty 
should do so without any further excuse or delay. Secondly, what
ever the differences on the issue of verification of a ban on under
ground nuclear weapon tests and notwithstanding any other con
siderations, all testing of nuclear weapons in all environments 
must be immediately suspended. Thirdly, a comprehensive test 
ban has two requirements: (a) all nuclear weapon tests in all 
environments should be prohibited; and (b) all nuclear-weapon 
States should be parties to it. Fourthly, negotiations should be
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undertaken for a separate treaty to prohibit all nuclear weapon
tests in the underground environment, and attention should simul
taneously be focused on the need to conclude an agreement on 
underground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes.®'

165. Some delegations spoke for certain partial measures for the 
cessation of underground nuclear testing, such as prohibition of 
underground nuclear tests above some threshold which could be 
detected and identified by seismic methods (Japan—CCD/ 
PV.588); for a moratorium on all testing (Sweden—CCD/
PV.590,®' 600); for the reduction of size and number of tests
conducted (Canada—CCD/PV.591) for a unilateral suspension
of nuclear tests (Nigeria—CCD/PV.609)

166. The Delegation of Egjrpt stressed the importance of a CTB 
to the discontinuance of the arms race (CCD/PV.619) and 
stated that the question of banning underground nuclear weapons 
tests should be studied in the light of the pertinent resolutions 
of the General Assembly, the scientific and technological progress 
achieved in the matter of seismographic detection and iden
tification and of the agreements on data exchange (CCD/ 
PV.603)

167. On 28 June 1973, the Delegation of the United Kingdom 
submitted a Working Paper (CCD/401) on a review of the United 
Kingdom seismological research and development programme ” 
and a Working Paper (CCD/402) on the estimation of depth of 
seismic events.'^ These documents were presented for discussion 
at the informal meetings.

168. The Delegation of the Soviet Union stated that observations 
regarding the prohibition of underground tests by separate, partial 
steps or unilateral action on the part of nuclear Powers as well as 
establishing a certain yield threshold for underground tests do not 
form a basis for the solution of the task of the comprehensive 
nuclear test ban (CCD/PV.596).”

169. While emphasizing the need for concluding urgently a 
comprehensive test ban, the Delegation of Pakistan reiterated the 
views of its Government on the question of peaceful nuclear 
explosions (CCD/PV.602).^®

170. The Delegation of the Netherlands stated that it did not see 
the advantages of a partial solution to the nuclear test ban
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problem. The Delegation said, however, that if there is still some 
doubt about identification capabilities near the detection threshold, 
it was ready to support the Japanese idea of a threshold solution 
(CCD/PV.608).”

171. The Delegations of Japan (CCD/PV.588,^® 609),’® Hungary 
(CCD/PV.590),*'’ Sweden ( CCD/ PV. 590) P o l and (CCD/ 
PV.591),»" Canada (CCD/PV.591,®" 609),*" Morocco (CCD/ 
PV.592,«® 609),80 Mongolia (CCD/PV.592,®’ 609),»« the Soviet 
Union (CCD/PV.596),s» India (CCD/PV.600),»'> the Netherlands 
(CCD/PV.609),®^ Nigeria (CCD/PV.609),®^ and Czechoslovakia 
(CCD/PV.619),®^ stressed the need for all the nuclear Powers 
to adhere to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapons Tests in the 
Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Underwater.®"

172. The Delegation of Mexico appealed to all the nuclear 
Powers to heed the call of humanity and to put an end, immediately 
and for all time, to nuclear weapon tests whether in the atmosphere 
or underground (CCD/PV.609).®°

173. The Delegation of the United Kingdom drew the atten
tion of the Committee to the declaration of the heads of govern
ment of the Commonwealth which included a phrase re-affirming 
their unfailing support for the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapons 
Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Underwater and their 
concern to ensure its universal observance (CCD/PV.619).®®

174. The Delegation of Mongolia expressed its concern and 
regret in connexion with the continued nuclear atmospheric tests 
(CCD/PV.609,®’ 619).®*

175. On 10, 11, 12 and 13 July 1973 informal meetings took 
place, at the request of the Delegation of Japan supported by a 
number of other delegations, with the participation of technical 
experts from nine member States. A discussion of questions per
taining to the verification of the comprehensive prohibition of
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nuclear tests took place at those meetings. Some members of the 
Committee found these informal meetings of value in promoting 
their work on the question of a comprehensive test ban. The follow
ing documents were presented for discussion at the informal 
meetings:

CCD/397; Sweden, Working Paper with points to be considered 
by Experts on the verification of a ban on underground nuclear 
explosions.®®
CCD/404: United States, A programme of research related to 
problems in seismic verification.^
CCD/405: Sweden, Working Paper reviewing recent Swedish 
scientific work on the verification of a ban on underground 
nuclear explosions.*
CCD/406: Canada, The verification of a comprehensive test ban 
by seismological means.®
CCD/407: United States, Comments* on CCD/399 (Japan),® 
concerning magnitude determinations.
CCD/408: Japan, Working Paper on comparison between earth
quakes and underground explosions observed at Mutsushiro 
Seismological Observatory.®
CCD/409: Italy, Some observations on detection and identifi
cation of underground nuclear explosions—prospects of inter
national co-operation.^

176. The Delegation of Yugoslavia expressed the view that a 
treaty banning underground nuclear weapons tests should be con
cluded without further delay. It also said that in the absence of a 
comprehensive test ban, the possibility of proliferation of nuclear 
weapons continues to be a growing threat to international security 
and peace, despite the entry into force of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty® in 1970. It expressed the view that a comprehensive 
test ban would have direct and indirect beneficial effect as regards 
curbing the nuclear arms race, would increase the chances of 
world-wide acceptance of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, and would 
remove some of the objections in relation to that Treaty by a 
number of non-nuclear weapon States (CCD/PV.616).®

177. The 619th plenary session was designated a special meeting 
on the occasion of the ten years that have passed since the opening
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for signature of the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the 
Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Underwater, which took place in 
Moscow on 5 August 1963.*“ Statements were made by twenty 
delegations expressing views on the significance of the Treaty 
and on the need for a comprehensive test ban. Many of these 
delegations expressed their disappointment that the commitment 
in the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, 
in Outer Space and Underwater to seek to achieve the discon
tinuance of all nuclear weapon tests for all time still remained 
unfulfilled and their apprehensions as to the consequences of a 
continued nuclear arms race. Some delegations also expressed 
their concern that this could undermine the viability of this 
Treaty and the Non-Proliferation Treaty. A number of dele
gations expressed the view that the Treaty Banning Nuclear 
Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under
water was an important step in reducing world tensions, that it 
had contributed to several agreements negotiated in the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament and that it had helped 
make possible other arms control negotiations now underway.

178. The Delegation of Italy expressed the view that closer inter
national co-operation in the field of seismology could be decisive 
in improving the capabilities of the existing methods of control, 
thus facilitating a CTB convention. In view of the difiiculties still 
hindering achievement of such a convention, the Delegation was 
of the opinion that appropriate partial measures, strengthening 
mutual trust, might pave the way to its attainment in the very 
near future (CCD/PV.621).“

179. On 31 July 1973, the Special Representative of the Secre- 
tary-General distributed a Working Paper (CCD/411) by the 
Government of Norway on seismic research at the Norwegian 
Seismic Array (NORSAR)

180. On 28 August 1973, the Delegation of the Netherlands sub
mitted a Working Paper (CCD/416) containing some observations 
on the verification of a ban on underground nuclear test explo
sions.*®

181. The Delegation of the United States expressed the view 
that the informal meetings on 10-13 July 1973 had been excep
tionally valuable, having helped clarify certain questions con
cerning the capabilities and limitations of seismology for veri
fication of a comprehensive test ban. The Delegation expressed 
the belief that there can and will be events that are detected and 
located but that are not identified by seismic means alone. It 
reaffirmed that the United States is prepared to give up whatever 
advantages might exist in continuing testing if this is done
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pursuant to an adequately verified treaty so that it could have 
reasonable confidence that other parties to the treaty have given 
up the same advantages (CCD/PV.625)

^  4: ^  4:

182. The Committee agreed to reconvene on a day to be estab
lished by the co-chairmen in consultation with all members of 
the Committee.

183. This report is transmitted by the co-chairmen on behalf of 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament.
{Signed) {Signed)

A. A. R o s h c h in  J o s e p h  M a r t in  ( J r .)
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics United States of America

ACDA Report to Congress on the International Transfer 
of Conventional Arms [Summary], September 1973 ^

CHAPTER I: DIMENSIONS OF THE WORLD ARMS TRADE

The volume and direction of the international arms trade can 
be measured in terms of the dollar values of arms transfers as 
well as in terms of the categories of weapons systems which 
constitute the flow of arms.

The value data of this report cover the period 1961-1971 and 
are presented mainly in current U.S. dollars, reflecting the prices 
of the years to which they apply. In order to correct for the 
effects of inflation, certain arms export data are also expressed 
in constant 1961 dollars; but these constant price data should be 
regarded as somewhat rough and tentative. The lack of officially 
published figures and the differing pricing practices of supplier 
countries have necessitated the use of a variety of methods for 
estimating the values of the components of the world arms trade. 
As a result, data for various countries, especially the Communist 
states, should be regarded as reasonable approximations or orders 
of magnitude, rather than as precise statistical measures.

Statistics on the composition of the arms trade are presented 
only for the period 1967-1971 and only for major equipment. 
Because of the variety, volume, and many sources of small arms 
and support equipment, it has not been possible to compile reliable 
information on the quantities and movements of these items. 
Deliveries of larger and more advanced equipment such as super
sonic aircraft, missile systems, naval craft, and armored vehicles

“ Ante, pp. 561-565.
'  Committee on Foreign Affairs, House of Representatives. The Inter

national Transfer of Conventional Arm s: A Report to the Congress From the 
U.S. Arm s Control and Disarmament Agency Pursuant to Section 302 of the 
Foreign Relations Authorization Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-352), (Com. p rt.; 93d 
Cong., 2d Sess.), pp. ix-xviii.



620 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

are more easily identified both in international trade and in inven
tories of recipient countries. But it should be recognized that the 
information available even for the more visible types of equip
ment is incomplete for some recipient areas and in general is 
subject to some margin of error. Except for U.S. exports, which 
are taken directly from official foreign trade records and from 
transfers recorded by the U.S. Department of Defense, the num
bers must be regarded as rough approximations.

The value data presented in this report indicate a number of 
significant trends in arms transfers:

—In current dollars the value of the world arms trade increased 
from $2.4 billion in 1961 to $6.2 billion in 1971; in constant 1961 
dollars, the 1971 total would have been about $5.1 billion.

—The 1971 total of $6.2 billion in arms transfers is equivalent 
to about 3 percent of total world military expenditures for that 
year ($216 billion).

— total of 56 countries exported arms during this period. The 
United States and the Soviet Union were the major exporters.

—United States arms exports rose from $1 billion in 1961 to 
$3.4 billion in 1971 (or $2.7 billion in constant 1961 dollars). 
Excluding inflationary effects, the growth in U.S. exports was 
accounted for primarily by deliveries to areas of conflict and 
tension: East Asia, especially Indochina, and the Near East.

—Over the eleven-year period about one-third of U.S. exports 
went to NATO and one-fourth to Indochina.

—The six largest recipients of U.S. arms during the eleven-year 
period were the Republic of Vietnam, the Federal Republic of 
Germany, the Republic of Korea, Turkey, the Republic of China, 
and the United Kingdom.

—Soviet arms exports rose from about $800 million in 1961 
to about $1.5 billion in 1971. Over the eleven-year period deliveries 
to Warsaw Pact countries accounted for about one-third of the 
Soviet total, the Near East for about one-fourth.

—The major recipients of Soviet arms during the period 1961- 
71 were Egypt, the Democratic Republic of Vietnam, the German 
Democratic Republic, Poland, and India.

—A number of other countries have become increasingly im
portant arms suppliers. Apart from the U.S. and the USSR, the 
largest arms exporters were the U.K., France, Poland, Czecho
slovakia, the PRC, the FRG, and Canada.

—Arms imports by developed countries averaged $1.6 billion 
annually during the eleven-year period and held relatively steady 
around that level. Most of this trade represented transfers among 
partners in the NATO and Warsaw Pact alliances.

—Arms imports by developing countries increased (in current 
dollars) from $1.2 billion in 1961 to $4.5 billion in 1971. Ac
quisitions by countries in areas of conflict or confrontation
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accounted for most of the non-inflationary growth of shipments to 
developing countries.

The data on various categories of weapons transfers presented 
in this report indicate several additional characteristics of the 
international arms trade:

—Except for nuclear warheads and heavy bombers, the arms 
trade included virtually the entire spectrum of arms.

—The bulk of the trade in terms of value was in the more 
advanced equipment, such as jet aircraft and missiles. Over the 
five-year period 1967-71, these two categories represented more 
than 40 percent of the total value of arms exports, while land 
armaments and naval craft accounted for some 20 percent.

—The nine major supplier countries accounted for all but a 
fraction of the exports of major items. With one exception (sub
marines—where France was the leading supplier), the Soviet 
Union or the U.S. was the largest supplier of all categories of 
major weapons.

—Although the arms trade is still dominated by a relatively 
small number of supplying countries, the growing number of arms- 
producing states in recent years is accelerating the trend toward 
what can be termed a “buyers’ market,” at least for some t3̂ es of 
equipment.

—NATO and East Asian countries received the bulk of U.S. 
ground equipment and naval exports. U.S. supersonic aircraft 
went largely to NATO and the Near East, while most U.S. heli
copters and support aircraft were provided to East Asia.

—In the 1967-71 period, the Soviet Union exported more super
sonic aircraft and surface-to-air missiles than all other suppliers 
combined. The leading recipients of Soviet major arms shipments 
were the Warsaw Pact members, the Arab countries, India, and 
North Vietnam.

—The other major suppliers have tended to concentrate on the 
export of specialized military equipment, such as jet fighters and 
helicopters (France), naval combatant craft (U.K.), and jet 
trainers and armored personnel carriers (Czechoslovakia).

—Developing countries received at least half of the quantities 
shipped in each category of major equipment. Countries which 
have participated in armed conflicts have received the largest 
quantities of major equipment going to developing areas.

—Aside from areas of tension and conflict, there has been some 
levelling off since the mid-1960’s in the quantities of major arms 
moving into both developed and developing countries. At the same 
time, the annual value of the world arms trade has continued 
to rise. This can be explained to a large extent by the demand 
among recipients for newer, more advanced, and more costly 
systems.
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CHAPTER II: POLICIES OF SUPPLIER AND 
RECIPIENT STATES

In the early part of the century, the international arms trade 
was principally in the hands of private manufacturers and 
dealers. The degree of governmental involvement in this trade has 
subsequently increased very sharply. Today virtually all con
ventional arms transfers are transacted on a government-to- 
government basis or are otherwise controlled by the governments 
of supplier and recipient states. Supplier state actions and policies 
on arms exports frequently take the form of some mix of restric
tive and promotional measures intended to support the external 
interests of that state as well as to reflect the views of groups 
within the state.

Governments impose both standard and ad hoc restrictions on 
the export of arms. Standard restrictions are designed to protect 
sellers’ patents and licenses as well as to control the ultimate dis
position of the weapons. Many supplier states publicly state their 
unwillingness to send arms to areas of tension or conflict, although 
actual observance of this policy has varied. Ad hoc restrictions, 
such as those imposed by the U.S. on arms deliveries to India and 
Pakistan following the 1965 conflict, may be adopted in response 
to specific developments in various areas of the world.

International constraints can also have an important impact on 
a supplier’s export policy. United Nations embargoes, informal 
understandings among supplier countries, and such formal, multi
lateral arrangements as the COCOM restrictions on Western 
“strategic” items to Communist countries may all influence the 
arms transfer policies of supplying states.

Supplier countries also engage in activities which promote 
arms exports, such as the creation of special sales organizations 
and programs which may include favorable credit terms, training 
programs, or other special inducements. In some instances ex
porters have been willing to offset a part of the cost of arms with 
purchases of local goods and services or to allow the manufacture 
of components or the assembling of equipment in the recipient 
country.

United States arms transfers take place within what is probably 
the most complex legal and regulatory framework of any major 
arms supplier. Arms transfers by the United States are governed 
and controlled both by Congressional statutes and by Executive 
Branch policy, whether the transfer is made on a grant, credit, 
or cash-and-carry basis.

Recipient governments also play a significant role in shaping 
the international arms trade. However, their options are con
strained to varying degrees by the policies of supplying states, 
by the available sources of supply, and by a variety of internal 
economic, technical, and political considerations.
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Unlike the case of supplier states, the arms transfer decision
making process in recipient states is rarely, if ever, formalized in 
public policy guidelines and statements or in statutory restrictions. 
Instead, arms acquisitions are often made on an ad hoc basis, as 
the defense need or internal pressure arises, or in accordance 
with only partially publicized guidelines.

CHAPTER III: POLITICO-MILITARY EFFECTS OF ARMS 
TRANSFERS ON SUPPLIER AND RECIPIENT STATES

Supplier governments seek, and may achieve, a wide variety of 
political and military objectives through arms transfers, but these 
objectives are not always met. The export of arms frequently 
involves risks as well as benefits and, under certain circumstances, 
may have adverse effects on supplier states.

On the military side, supplier governments may use arms trans
fers to improve the military capabilities of allied or friendly 
recipient states, to acquire access to overseas military facilities, 
or to influence or constrain the military activities of arms 
recipients. Transfers to friends or allies, however, may some
times be offset by weapons acquisitions by the recipient’s ad
versaries. Exported arms may at times be used in a manner not 
intended by the supplying state, in some instances contrary to its 
political and security interests. Attempts to constrain the options 
of recipients may simply provoke the recipient to find an alternate 
source of arms.

Arms transfers may also enable suppliers to achieve certain 
political objectives, such as strengthening constructive relation
ships with recipient governments, demonstrating tangible support 
for those regimes, weakening the influence of potential rival 
suppliers, or establishing personal and professional ties between 
supplier and recipient military leaders. But at the same time, a 
supplier may risk a deterioration of its relations with the recip
ient's regional rivals as well as with the recipient regime’s domestic 
opposition.

There is evidence that the greater the compatibility between the 
national interests of supplier and recipient states, the greater will 
be the likelihood that the transfer of arms will serve the objectives 
of the supplier state. Because a compatibility of interests is most 
likely to exist within an alliance, the risks of arms transfers 
among the alliance states may be reduced.

The utility of arms transfers to supplier governments has been 
influenced by two related trends: the growing number of arms 
exporting states and the increasing flexibility of international 
relations. Not only are desired weapons systems available from 
more sources, but ideological and other political considerations are 
less likely today to limit a supplier’s willingness to provide arms. 
These developments have increased recipients’ supply options and
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thus have decreased the ability of supplier governments to use 
arms transfers as means of exerting leverage and exacting 
political concessions from recipients.

While these trends have reduced opportunities for exerting lever
age over individual recipients, they have made it possible for 
suppliers to use arms transfers to pursue several objectives—such 
as establishing and strengthening constructive relationships—with 
a larger number of recipient states. In the past, arms transfers 
most often reflected the political alignments and orientations of 
suppliers and recipients. With the increasing flexibility of inter
national affairs as well as the growing number of arms suppliers, 
some of the ideological and political barriers to arms transfer 
relationships have been relaxed and a supplier’s opportunities for 
promoting its international interests more widely through arms 
transfers have increased.

From the standpoint of the recipient of arms, the most impor
tant objective of arms acquisitions is to meet external and internal 
military requirements. For many recipients, importing military 
equipment is the only means of providing for the national defense. 
Recipients may also use arms acquisitions to promote political 
interests. They may, through their choice of supplier, emphasize or 
reinforce particular foreign policy positions or simply establish 
closer relations with that supplier government. Moreover, domestic 
confidence in the recipient regime as well as its popularity and 
stature can be raised by advantageous arms transactions.

However, acquiring foreign-produced arms may involve certain 
risks and drawbacks for recipient governments. They may some
times be unable to obtain preferred weapons systems or may 
receive weapons which turn out to be inappropriate for local 
terrain and climatic conditions or the level of indigenous technical 
skills. The provision of training and support services by the 
supplier may curb to some degree the recipient’s independence 
of action. Dependence on the supplier for spare parts may further 
constrain the recipient’s military options and make it vulnerable 
to political pressures, especially when the recipient is engaged in 
armed conflict.

In recent years, the growing number of arms-producing states, 
the greater ideological and political flexibility of international 
affairs, and the stronger emphasis on commercial considerations in 
the arms transfer policies of some supplier governments have 
reduced some of the risks of arms acquisitions for many recipient 
governments. Because desired weapons are available from more 
sources, recipients now often have the option to switch suppliers 
and, consequently, suppliers are less able to impose restrictions or 
exact concessions.
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CHAPTER IV: THE EFFECTS OF ARMS TRANSFERS ON 
REGIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL STABILITY

Arms transfers are inherently neither stabilizing nor desta
bilizing for recipient regions. Depending on circumstances, they 
may increase or decrease the likelihood of hostilities. The ac
quisition of arms is seldom, if ever, the primary cause of armed 
conflict. The underlying sources of conflict are substantive political 
disputes, involving such matters as territory, ideology, power, and 
race. In order to strengthen their positions in such disputes, par
ticipants acquire weapons—foreign weapons if they lack the 
ability to produce their own—thus introducing or making credible 
a military option. Whether or not the military option is eventually 
chosen depends on a number of politico-military considerations, 
and arms transfers may play only a minor role in these cal
culations.

Even though arms cannot be regarded as the fundamental cause 
of war, the acquisition of foreign weapons, under certain circum
stances, may make hostilities more likely. In some cases the flow 
of weapons to an already tense region can further aggravate the 
situation by raising doubts about the recipient's intentions, par
ticularly when the transfers involve a marked acceleration of a 
recipient's rate of acquisitions or a sudden shift to a more ad
vanced weapons system. In such a climate of heightened distrust, 
the chances of miscalculation and precipitate military action may 
increase. Arms flows can also alter perceptions by regional states 
of the local military balance in a manner which makes the 
initiation of hostilities a more desirable option for one side.

One can argue, however, that there have been several cases 
where the supply of arms to recipients in areas of confrontations 
has made the outbreak of hostilities less likely. In the absence of 
mutual restraint arrangements, the flow of weapons to an area of 
tension can play a role in convincing members of the region, 
particularly those with anti-siai«<s quo ambitions, that the risks of 
resorting to force would outweigh whatever gains could be 
achieved through military action. The political and psychological 
dimensions of arms transfers can sometimes reduce the likelihood 
of war, either by reassuring a recipient of continued supplies, 
thereby reducing the risk of desperate actions, or by dissuading an 
adversary which may have been tempted to strike. Reassuring a 
recipient or dissuading an adversary may also have the effect of 
facilitating the peaceful resolution of disputes.

CHAPTER V: IMPACT OF CONVENTIONAL ARMS TRANSFERS 
ON THE ECONOMIES OF SUPPLYING AND 

RECIPIENT COUNTRIES

In assessing the economic effects of arms exports on supplying 
states, it is important to make the distinction between the impact
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of arms exports on defense industries and the impact on supplier 
governments, a distinction which applies in varying degrees 
depending on the extent to which the defense industry is privately 
owned. By taking advantage of such economies of scale as exist 
in the development and production of modern weapons systems, 
defense plants can, through the expansion of production for the 
export market, achieve lower unit costs and minimize the adverse 
effects of uneven patterns of domestic weapons procurement 
demands.

The defense industry’s ability to achieve economies of scale 
has in turn had important implications for the supplier govern
ment. The lowering of unit costs has frequently enabled supplier 
governments to procure weapons for their own armed forces at a 
lower price. Without an export market to provide an outlet for 
expanded production, the high cost of procuring arms for the 
nation’s own military needs could in some cases rule out an 
indigenous arms industry—or at least reduce the number of 
separate tjrpes of weapons systems that could be designed and 
produced indigenously. In addition, expanding production for the 
export market can have the effect of increasing employment in 
geographic regions where defense plants are located, and may even 
have a “multiplier” effect on economic activity nationwide. By fill
ing surplus plant capacity, military exports may also contribute to 
the supplier government’s objective of ensuring that a talented 
pool of specialized manpower remains productively employed. 
Another economic effect—one regarded as important by such 
major suppliers as the U.S., the U.K., and France— ĥas been the 
role played by military exports in improving a supplier country’s 
balance-of-pajonents position.

Adverse economic effects have also been associated with the 
manufacture and supply of conventional arms. Arms have often 
been made available to recipients on a grant, favorable credit, or 
discount basis, each of which represents to a greater or lesser 
extent a drain on the supplier government’s resources. In addition, 
military exports may make the supplier dependent on fluctuating 
and unpredictable levels of external demand. Because of the geo
graphic concentration of defense industries, a sharp drop in 
foreign orders may result in severe hardships for certain regions.

An arms-producing state may sometimes be able to lower unit 
costs and reduce excess plant capacity without having to produce 
additional arms for export. Among the methods which have 
been used are the development of multi-mission weapons systems, 
co-development and co-production arrangements, licensing ar
rangements, civilian and military production alternation, industry 
diversification and the adjustment of government weapons pro
curement to the production cycle.

In regard to the economies of recipient states, arms imports may 
have both positive and negative effects. On the one hand, foreign
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arms acquisitions can make available to the civilian economy a 
greater quantity and quality of resources, both human and ma
terial, than would otherwise be possible. In such cases, arms 
imports may speed the rate of economic development. On the other 
hand, the acquisition of foreign arms can divert resources from 
civilian uses that may be more productive. Thus, instead of 
importing capital equipment which would raise the productive 
capacity of the economy, recipients may use foreign exchange and 
other resources to procure and support weapons systems which 
generally do not contribute to society’s ability to generate addi
tional national income.

Several factors may contribute to a favorable effect on economic 
growth, including (1) acquisitions on a grant or concessionary 
basis, (2) imports which do not require large additional expend
itures on support services or infrastructure, (3) military equip
ment and training and infrastructure projects which have bene
ficial spillover effects on the civilian sector, and (4) a recipient 
government’s inclination to increase military spending in the 
absence of existing arms import programs.

Among the factors which may contribute to an adverse effect on 
economic development are: (1) acquisition of arms, particularly 
large quantities of expensive systems, at full price or with rela
tively small discounts, (2) an increase in spending on support 
services and infrastructure, (3) training and infrastructure pro
grams which have little civilian utility, and (4) a recipient govern
ment’s willingness to increase civilian capital formation in the 
absence of existing arms import programs.

In the case of individual arms recipients, a mix of these positive 
and negative factors may be found. Whether the net effects of arms 
imports on a recipient country’s economic development are positive 
or negative depends on the nature of that mix and the relative 
weights of the various factors. Although some of these factors 
can be measured with reasonable accuracy, others are less subject 
to reliable quantification.

CHAPTER VI: INTERNATIONAL EFFORTS TO CONTROL 
CONVENTIONAL ARMS TRANSFERS

Proposals since World War II to restrain the international traffic 
in conventional arms have envisaged the use of one or more of 
three methods: (1) registration by the United Nations or some 
other international agency of international arms transfers, (2) 
arrangements among supplier countries to restrict arms shipments 
to certain areas, and (3) arrangements among recipients to limit 
imports of arms.

Proposals regarding the registration and publicity of inter
national arms transactions have been initiated by Malta, the U.S., 
and Denmark, although none were adopted. The Maltese proposal 
of 1965 actually called for the establishment of a system of
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publicity for arms transfers,^ while in 1968 Denmark asked the 
U.N. Secretary-General only to investigate the views of member 
states with respect to such a system.® The U.S. proposal of 1967 
pertained to arms shipments to the Middle East rather than to all 
international arms transactions and was only one aspect of 
President Johnson’s plan for peace in the Middle East.*

The 1950 tripartite suppliers’ arrangement among the United 
States, United Kingdom, and France ® was effective in preventing 
an arms race in the Middle East until 1955, when the arms deal 
between Egypt and Czechoslovakia upset the arrangement. In the 
late 1950’s the Soviet Union made two unsuccessful efforts to 
interest the Western powers in a Middle East arms embargo.® 
Since 1967 the U.S. has pressed for U.S.-USSR mutual restraint 
in arms transfers to the area, but the Soviet Union has opposed 
restrictions before a peace settlement.

In the United Nations both the Security Council and the General 
Assembly have on a number of occasions urged supplier countries 
to refrain from introducing armaments into a region. United 
Nations resolutions have been adopted calling for embargoes on 
arms exports to the Middle East (1948), North Korea and the 
People’s Republic of China (1951), South Africa, Portugal and 
Southern Rhodesia.

Since 1950 the U.S. and some of its principal allies have con
trolled trade in arms with Communist countries through the Con
sultative Group (CG) on East-West trade policy.

President Nixon has repeatedly urged great-power restraint in 
the sale of arms to regions in conflict. In 1972 the President called 
upon outside powers to restrain the flow of arms to the Middle 
East and South Asia. In Southeast Asia, he stated that the U.S. 
would accept limitations on aid to South Vietnam if North Vietnam 
would accept restrictions on aid from its allies.  ̂ After the Paris 
agreement was signed in January 1973,® the President called for 
mutual restraint on the part of the other major powers towards 
the region.® At the same time. President Nixon has recognized 
that where restraint is not shown by one side of a conflict, military 
supply to the other is sometimes necessary to avert war.

Efforts have also been made with respect to recipient arrange
ments. U.S. attempts in the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Con
ference and its successor, the Conference of the Committee on Dis-

 ̂Documents on Disarmamentj 1965, p. 568.
 ̂Ibid., 1968, p. 728.
 ̂Ibid., 1967, p. 264.
American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. II, p. 2237. 

^Documents on Disarmament, 19A5-1959, vol. I, p. 615; ibid,, vol. II, pp. 742- 
746.

 ̂C/.S. Foreign Policy for the 1970s: The Emerging Structure of Peace. 
A Report to the Congress, by Richard Nixon, President of the United States, 
February 9,1972, î . 119.

® Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Jan. 29,1973, pp. 45 ff. 
^Ibid., p. 44.
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armament, to stimulate interest in arrangements among recipient 
regions have elicited little response. Within the inter-American 
system there have been several proposals to limit conventional 
arms in Latin America. However, initiatives by Costa Rica, Chile, 
and, most recently, Colombia have not led to any agreement beyond 
a 1967 declaration by the Latin American states of their intention 
to limit military expenditures to the actual demands of national 
security.*® Both the Vietnam peace agreement of January 1973 
and the Laos cease-fire agreement of February 1973 “ contained 
provisions restricting the importation of arms.

CHAPTER VII: PROSPECTS FOR LIMITING CONVENTIONAL 
ARMS TRANSFERS—POSSIBILITIES AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS

Although the international community has made significant 
progress in negotiations dealing with weapons of mass destruc
tion, little progress has been made since World War II on controls 
of conventional arms transfers. This lack of progress can be ex
plained to some extent by the nature of the weapons themselves. 
The widespread belief that nuclear weapons—with their awesome 
destructive power—represent a unique threat to the survival of 
mankind has resulted in general acceptance by the international 
community of the need to concentrate on nuclear disarmament. 
One reason that restrictions on conventional transfers have been 
the focus of such little concern is that conventional arms do not 
approach nuclear weapons in the magnitude of their threat to 
mankind.

A closely related and perhaps even more important reason is 
the fact that conventional weapons are already present in most, 
if not all, nations and are being used every day to promote a wide 
variety of national objectives. In general, the biggest obstacle to 
progress in the field is the attitude held by supplier and recipient 
states alike that restrictions on their right to supply or receive 
arms might limit their ability to achieve important national objec
tives without bringing them compensating advantages. A further 
obstacle is the growing number of arms-producing states.

The proliferation of sources of supply and the reluctance of many 
suppliers and recipients to curb arms transfers have made it 
unrealistic for any single supplier of arms to restrain significantly 
the flow of arms through unilateral actions. Attempts to reduce the 
arms trade by refusing to provide certain categories or quantities 
of weapons to particular regions or recipients may simply have the 
effect of encouraging those recipients to seek alternate sources of 
supply.

Thus, in order to control effectively the transfer of arms, cooper
ation among governments, whether formal or tacit, is necessary.

American Foreign Policy: Current Documents^ 1967y pp. 674-675. 
Keesing^s Contemporary ArchiveSy Apr. 16-22,1973, pp. 25843-25844.
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States will be willing to cooperate in this manner only if they 
believe their security interests will be enhanced, rather than im
paired, by arms controls. At the present time, however, there is no 
consensus within the international community on this basic ques
tion of the desirability of controls—or on the most appropriate 
means of approaching the problem. For the past several years the 
U.S. has attempted at the U.N. General Assembly and other 
international forums to build such a consensus in favor of some 
restraints on conventional arms.

Possible control arrangements—some of which have already 
been proposed, either by governments or private scholars— m̂ay 
vary in terms of (1) the geographical area to which they apply, 
(2) the parties which assume responsibility for implementing the 
agreement, (3) the weapons or activities being controlled, and 
(4) the form the agreement takes. The variations within these four 
components can be combined in many ways, creating a wide 
range of conceivable control arrangements. To date, only a few 
of these possible combinations have been investigated thoroughly 
or have received attention in international discussions. Instead, 
most initiatives or proposals have been quite general in nature. As 
the willingness of states to confront the problem increases and as 
international discussions become more concrete, it can be expected 
that additional variations and refinements will be developed and 
proposed.

The regional approach has often been regarded by governments 
and private observers as an especially promising means of 
achieving progress in conventional arms control. Differing con
ditions within regions have influenced prospects for reaching 
agreements. Because of the low levels of armaments and military 
spending in Latin America and Africa, both regions have some
times been seen, especially by outsiders, as providing favorable 
opportunities for control arrangements. The low arms procure
ment levels, however, are often regarded by the Latin Americans 
and Africans themselves as one reason why controls are not a 
matter of urgency. The Arab-Israeli conflict in the Near East and 
the dispute between India and Pakistan in South Asia have been 
major impediments to arms controls in those regions. In East 
Asia, the Vietnam peace agreement and the Laos cease-fire accord 
both contained restrictions on arms transfers.

Several arms transfer control proposals have been made which 
do not apply specifically to individual regions. These additional 
measures, some of which could be applied on a global or regional 
basis, include arms registration, controls over technical infor
mation, end-use controls and controls over the disposal of obsolete 
weapons, and regional buyers’ associations.

Although no international consensus currently exists on the need 
for controls, it is possible that changing circumstances or con-
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ditions may, over time, improve the prospects for multilateral 
agreements. Two conditions which would improve prospects for 
such arrangements are progress in nuclear disarmament and the 
resolution of outstanding regional disputes.

Political Declaration of the Fourth Conference of Nonaligned 
Countries [Extract], September 9,1973 ^

III

60. The non-aligned countries stress the need for the detente 
initiated between great powers, already hailed by the Conference 
of Non-Aligned Countries, to lead to the effective breaking up of 
the military alliances stemming from the cold war.

61. It reaiiirms the objective set in the Declaration of the Third 
Summit of non-aligned countries regarding the dismantling of all 
military bases and the withdrawal of foreign troops from all 
parts of the world.®

62. It gives its support to countries struggling for the removal 
of military bases established on their soil under unequal treaties 
and maintained against the wishes of their peoples.

63. The Heads of State or Government of the non-aligned coun
tries emphasize that the strengthening of international security 
forms an integral part of the programme and actions for achieving 
peace and progress for all peoples and all countries. This aim can 
be reached only by constructing an international security which 
would cover all parts of the world and which would be equal for 
all peoples and all countries.

64. It considers that the creation of zones of peace and co
operation in the various regions of the world, on the basis of the 
principles of the United Nations Charter, is calculated to reduce 
tension, eliminate foreign military presence and to promote 
peaceful co-operation among the countries concerned.

65. The Heads of State or Government welcome the adoption by 
the twenty-sixth session of the United Nations General Assembly 
of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace and the 
setting up by the United Nations of an ad hoc committee to con
sider the measures aimed at implementing the Declaration.* They 
consider that action designed to promote the objectives of the 
Declaration will contribute to the strengthening of international 
peace and security. They urge all powers to co-operate in order 
to achieve the objectives of the implementation of this resolution.

 ̂Department of State files.
“ Keesing’a Contemporary Archives, voL XVIII (1971-1972), p. 25465.
* Documents on Diaarmamerct, 1971, pp. 901-903.
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66. The Conference expressed its concern at the growing tension 
in the Mediterranean resulting from Israel’s aggression and char
acterized by the strengthening of existing military bases and the 
deployment of foreign naval forces.

67. The Conference supports the efforts exerted by the Arab 
States and peoples in the Arabian Gulf to safeguard the stability, 
security and well-being of the region and to preserve its independ
ence as well as resist any foreign interference in its affairs, what
ever the sources.

68. Drawing attention to the link between European security 
and security in the Mediterranean, the Conference supports the 
lawful rights of non-aligned countries in this area to participate 
in decisions relating to their security. Furthermore, the Con
ference upholds those countries’ endeavours to establish an area of 
peace and co-operation on the basis of respect for the interests 
of the countries concerned and of non-interference in the internal 
affairs of States.

69. The Heads of State or Government welcome the Kuala 
Lumpur Declaration aimed at the creation of an area of peace, 
freedom and neutrality free from any form of interference by 
Powers from outside the region, and notes with satisfaction the 
progress made in the implementation and in the attainment of the 
objectives of the Declaration. They consider it to be a positive 
contribution to the establishment of international peace and 
security, and appeal to all States to respect its principles and 
objectives. They express the hope that military presence in this 
region, including foreign bases, will be eliminated.

70. The participants devoted particular attention to the 
strengthening of the security and to the defence of the non- 
aligned countries against all dangers from outside. They expressed 
their countries’ determination to increase their mutual solidarity 
and assistance in the case of threats to their independence and 
territorial integrity.

71. The Conference noted with concern that the flow of con
ventional arms to non-nuclear states, which is a threat to the 
security of the non-aligned countries and which gives rise to ten
sion in some regions, is continuing. It demands that an end be put 
to the flow of such armaments.

72. The Conference declares itself in favour of general and com
plete disarmament, and especially a ban on the use of nuclear 
weapons and the manufacture of atomic weapons and warheads 
and the total destruction of existing stocks, as well as the total 
cessation of all nuclear tests in all environments and all regions 
of the world.

73. In this connexion, the Conference demands the suspension of 
the French nuclear tests being programmed and carried out at 
Mururoa in the South Pacific.
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74. The Conference also declares Itself in favour of the banning 
of all existing chemical and bacteriological weapons.

75. The Conference demands that a world conference on dis
armament, with the participation of all States, shall be convened as 
soon as possible.

76. The Conference further emphasizes the enormous benefit to 
the well-being of all peoples and to the social and economic develop
ment of developing countries which could ensue from the peaceful 
use of nuclear technology and the releasing of resources resulting 
from disarmament.

Message From President Nixon to the Congress [Extract], 
September T 0,1973 '

In recent years, it has been fashionable to suggest that whatever 
we want in the way of extra programs at home could be painlessly 
financed by lopping 5 or 10 or 20 billion dollars off the defense 
budget. This approach is worse than foolhardy; it is suicidal. We 
could have the finest array of domestic programs in the world, and 
they would mean nothing if we lost our freedom or if, because of 
our weakness, we were plunged into the abyss of nuclear war.

The world’s hope for peace depends on America’s strength— ît 
depends absolutely on our never falling into the position of being 
the world’s second strongest nation in the world.

For years now we have been engaged in a long, painstaking 
process of negotiating mutual limits on strategic nuclear arms. 
Historic agreements have already been reached and others are in 
prospect. Talks are also going forward this year aimed at a 
mutual and balanced reduction of forces in Europe. But the point 
of all these negotiations is this: if peace is to be preserved the 
limitations and the reductions must be mutual. What one side is 
willing to give up for fr6e, the other side will not bargain for.

If America’s peace and America’s freedom are worth pre
serving, then they are worth the cost of whatever level of military 
strength it takes to preserve them. We must not yield to the folly 
of breaching that level and so undermining our hopes and the 
world’s hopes for a peaceful future.

Although my military budget—measured in constant dollars— 
is down by almost one-third since 1968, the Congress is now 
threatening further defense cuts which would be the largest since 
1949. To take such unilateral action—without exacting similar

'  Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Sept. 17, 1973, pp. 1097- 
1098.
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concessions from our adversaries—could undermine the chances 
for further mutual arms limitations or reductions. I will there
fore actively oppose these cuts.

The arms limitations agreement signed with the Soviet Union 
last year has at last halted the rapid growth in the numbers of 
strategic weapons.^ Despite this concrete achievement, much needs 
to be done to ensure continued stability and to support our nego
tiation of a permanent strategic arms agreement. A vigorous 
research and development program is essential to provide vital 
insurance that no adversary will ever gain a decisive advantage 
through technological breakthrough and that massive deployment 
expenditures will therefore not become necessary. Yet the Con
gress is in the process of slashing research and development fund
ing below minimum prudent levels, including elimination of our 
cruise missile and air defense programs. The Trident and B-1 
programs, which are critical to maintaining a reliable deterrent 
into the next decade, are also facing proposals to cut them to the 
bone.

On top of this, the Senate has approved a staggering and un
acceptable cut of 156,000 men in our military manpower. Such 
action would force us to reduce the number of ships in our Navy 
while the Soviet Union continues an unprecedented naval buildup 
and to reduce the size of our Army and Air Force while the Soviet 
Union and the Chinese continue to maintain far larger forces.

In addition to these cuts, there is also a major Senate proposal 
requiring substantial unilateral troop withdrawals from Europe, a 
mistake that could begin a serious unraveling of the NATO 
alliance. Negotiations for mutual and balanced force reductions 
begin on October 30. On the very eve of negotiations, the troop cuts 
in Europe and the reduction in military manpower would destroy 
our chances of reaching an agreement with the Warsaw Pact coun
tries to reduce troop levels in Europe on a mutual basis. If the 
Congress were to succeed in making these proposed cuts, the 
United States would be making far-reaching concessions even 
before the talks begin.

Cuts in other defense programs are equally unacceptable. It is 
illogical to cut America’s capabilities at the very time the Soviet 
Union increases hers. And it would be difficult to stabilize delicate 
situations in the Middle East and Asia if the Congress removes the 
influential tools which have made stability possible.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202 If.
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Statement by Presidential Assistant Kissinger to the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee [Extract], September 11, 1973^

I agree with you, Senator, about the crucial importance of SALT 
II. As you know from our discussions, there is almost no subject 
to which I have given more time and, I hope, thought, than the 
problem of strategic arms limitation. And I agree with you that 
in the absence of a SALT II agreement, a permanent agreement 
on the limitation of strategic arms, a spiraling of the arms race is 
inevitable. Because we will be driven to reply to the new Soviet 
developments in MIRV’s with some modifications in our own 
strategic programs, and then the situation to which the chairman 
referred in his first question is going to arise, in which the inter
action is going to be almost impossible to stop.

Now, the issues in the SALT II negotiations are complex and 
difficult.

First, about equivalence. It is not our position that we must be 
equal in every single category. If that were our position, it would be 
unattainable.

It is our current position that the total aggregates, including 
heavy bombers—in other words including the considerations that I 
raised in my press conference in Moscow—should be roughly 
equal. And there are many other factors to consider. For example, 
the Soviet missiles are much larger than ours and therefore they 
have more throw weight.

You raised two questions: First, the forward-based systems in 
Europe, and, second, the general prospects for SALT II. On the 
issue of the forward-based systems: Since they have been raised in 
the negotiations, I would prefer not to go into the details of our 
position. I would express as a personal view now. Senator, the fact 
that numbers of missiles are not the only decisive factor here. 
Total numbers of warheads are at least as important, and in cal
culating the final figures attention must be paid to the warheads 
that each side can accumulate. And it is in this context that the 
MIRV potential in the Soviet throw-weight advantage is sig
nificant.

How to design qualitative restraints is a very hard question. But 
I can assure you of this: We are giving maximum attention to this 
problem. We have a commitment from the Soviet Union to make a 
great effort; in fact we have a commitment to achieve an agree
ment during 1974. All our plans are made on that assumption. That 
agreement, as the President said in his press conference last week, 
should include restraints on MIRV’s and other qualitative re-

^Nomination of Henry A, Kissinger: Hearings Before the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-third Congress, F irst Session, 
on Nomination of Henry A. Kissinger To Be Secretary of State, pt. 1, p. 121.
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straints, and should take account on both sides of the reality that 
if we don’t stop the arms race now, we are going to get into a whole 
new realm of technology in which it will be very difficult to put the 
genie back into the bottle.

Letter From President Nixon to Senator Scott, 
September 20,1973 ^

Dear Senator Scott:

I am enclosing a copy of a letter I have sent to Chairman 
Stennis indicating my specific concerns about the Defense Pro
curement Bill now on the Senate floor. I thought it might be useful 
to explain to you the reasons for those concerns.

Current efforts in the Congress to reduce the FY 74 Defense 
budget are deeply disturbing to me. Prior to submission in January, 
that budget was carefully reviewed, both within the Department 
of Defense and within the National Security Council system. 
During this review, the strategic and diplomatic implications of 
lower budgets were thoroughly assessed. Difficult choices had to be 
made because we were mindful of the need to hold down spend
ing in order to combat inflation. Marginal defense programs 
were eliminated and other programs trimmed. I was convinced 
then, and I am convinced now, that the request I finally sent the 
Congress was the minimum level consistent with the Nation’s 
security interests and our foreign policy objectives.

There is no doubt in my mind that a strong defense posture is 
closely linked to the past success and future development of our 
foreign policies. A strong military posture was a key factor in our 
opening of contacts with the Chinese and efforts to improve 
our relations with the Soviets—steps which were in the interest of 
the entire nation. A strong defense posture will continue to be a 
crucial ingredient as we try to maintain close relations with our 
traditional allies and to prevent conflicts and crises that could 
undermine efforts to continue to strengthen relations with the 
potential adversaries.

It is ironic that in this critical period in which the United 
States has so much at stake in the international arena, arguments 
to erode our military posture have gained such currency. We are 
now engaged in crucial efforts to improve our trade relationships, 
to reform the international monetary system, and to obtain oil 
supplies from parts of the world fraught with tension. Strong 
American military forces, by making a vital contribution to inter-

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Sept. 24, 1973, pp. 1168- 
1169.
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national stability, provide us with the influence and leverage we 
need in negotiating with both our allies and our potential enemies. 
All of our efforts to secure a more peaceful and prosperous world 
will be endangered if we unilaterally erode our defense posture.

Unilateral reductions would be particularly destructive for two 
sets of negotiations that will begin soon and will have a pro
found effect upon the future. Within a matter of about a month, 
we will be embarking on a new and extremely important phase 
of the strategic arms limitation talks. The SALT talks will focus 
on ways of controlling the qualitative aspects of the arms race. 
This would be a most inopportune time to weaken our position 
unilaterally by cutting back on new U.S. weapons systems that 
demonstrate to the Soviets we will not stand aside while they con
tinue to make qualitative improvements to their forces.

The second set of negotiations—discussions with the Warsaw 
Pact regarding mutual troop reductions in Europe—should also 
begin shortly. A strong defense capability and a visible posture 
of unity on the part of the American public, its Congress and 
Executive are an essential ingredient in the MBFR negotiations. 
We cannot expect the Soviet Union to negotiate seriously if they 
believe that by slowing negotiations they can get troop reductions 
at no cost to themselves.

But the issue of national defense goes beyond issues of foreign 
policy. It goes to the heart of the question of our priorities as a 
nation. My judgment is that in today’s world this nation cannot 
afford less defense. We have in the past tried to shrug off the 
burden of defense only to find that conflict reached us nonetheless. 
We paid a tragic price for that unpreparedness.

Secretary Schlesinger, Admiral Moorer and many other military 
advisers can provide you with all the necessary details on the 
specifics of the programs I have recommended and the particular 
reasons why the cuts the Congress is considering will be a serious 
blow to the national interest. While I will leave to them the dis
cussion of the details, I would like to mention several areas of 
particular concern:

—A unilateral cut in our NATO troops would begin a serious 
unraveling of the fabric of NATO. It would completely disrupt 
our MBFR and burden-sharing negotiations.

—A reduction in military assistance for South Vietnam and 
Laos would be unwise during this delicate period of transition to 
peace. Our request was the minimum funding necessary and I ask 
your support in restoring the cuts.

—Failure to develop and produce new weapons would cripple 
our efforts to provide the forces and equipment we will need for 
our security five to ten and even fifteen years into the future. 
Our potential adversaries continue to press ahead with their 
weapons development programs. If we fail to do likewise, our
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national security could be threatened at some point in the future.
—Severe reductions in authorized manpower, as proposed in the 

Senate bill, would gravely jeopardize our efforts to maintain 
adequate force levels for both present and future needs. Adequate 
manpower is the most critical input to our Defense posture and 
should not be reduced below current levels, which are already the 
lowest in 23 years.

An adequate defense must not become a partisan issue. A strong 
and ready military force is an asset to all Americans and supports 
all of their interests. Therefore, the Congress and the Executive 
Branch must work together to provide the funds, the manpower 
and the leadership needed to assure this capability. I ask for your 
support in this most critical effort.

I am sending similar letters to Mike Mansfield and John Stennis.

With best regards,
Sincerely,

R ic h a r d  N ix o n

Address by Foreign Minister Gromyko to the General Assembly 
[Extract], September 25,1973 ^

The past year was rich in important international events. Some 
of them, even taken individually, constitute historic milestones. 
But the main feature characteristic of all of them in their totality 
is the development and consolidation of the turn from a long 
period of tension in the world towards detente and businesslike 
co-operation. From this standpoint the past year may in a sense 
be called a turning point.

An end has been put to the war in Viet-Nam. The flames of one 
of the most dangerous hotbeds of war have been extinguished. The 
just cause of the Viet-Namese people has won a major victory.

In South Asia further steps are being taken to lessen tensions 
which in the past have repeatedly given rise to open conflicts. It is 
gratifying that all three States of the subcontinent— Îndia, 
Pakistan and Bangladesh— ĥave joined in this process.

Even more discernible are the positive shifts in the European 
situation. The task of normalization of relations between the 
States of the East and the West of Europe is practically close to 
accomplishment. We express the hope that no one will create 
artificial obstacles in the way of completing this process. The 
convening of the all-European Conference has opened a new and

 ̂A/PV.2126 (prov.), pp. 26-27, 34-42.
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extremely important stage in providing security and organizing 
peaceful co-operation on the scale of the whole continent.

The danger of a global confrontation between the two world 
social systems, which would inevitably result in a dreadful catas
trophe for the whole of mankind, is diminishing. This is how the 
entire world assesses the Agreement between the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and the United States of America on the 
Prevention of Nuclear War concluded during the visit of the 
General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union, Leonid Brezhnev, to the United 
States.^

The principle of peaceful coexistence is now not only recognized 
as the only possible basis of relations between socialist and 
capitalist countries, it is ever increasingly being implemented and 
embodied in treaties and agreements. The process of ditente is 
becoming broader and deeper, embracing an ever greater number 
of States and an ever more important series of sphere of relations 
between them.

This gives us grounds to hope, as Leonid Brezhnev pointed out 
in a recent statement, that
the present ditente  is not a temporary phenomenon but the beginning of a 
fundamental reshaping of international relations.

The changes for the better in international affairs are evoking 
special gratification in the Soviet Union. This is certainly not 
because other peoples are less interested in peace than the Soviet 
people. The fact that the trend towards detente and co-operation 
is gaining ground we also regard as proof of the correctness of the 
consistent foreign policy line of the Soviet Union.

A whole series of problems can be listed which are knocking 
at our door. It would be wrong to say that the United Nations is 
not dealing with them. But it is appropriate to ask whether many 
of them are being solved in substance. The answer is likely to be 
not very comforting. It should be recognized that the passage of 
time makes certain problems more complicated rather than easier. 
They may become even more difficult if their resolution is further 
delayed.

The problem of problems is the continuing arms race. The 
development of the means of mass destruction and the stockpiling 
of weapons have long ago exceeded the level beyond which their 
use becomes absurd, for, as foreseen as far back as a half-century 
ago by V. I. Lenin, they lead to an undermining of the very con
ditions for the existence of human society. The perilousness of 
further increasing military arsenals should be clear to all; yet only

“ Ante, pp. 283-285.
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in recent years has it become possible to take the first steps—I 
repeat, the first steps— t̂owards curbing the arms race.

It would be wrong to underestimate the importance of the 
measures already taken. They put certain barriers in the way of 
an unrestricted proliferation of weapons, and above all the most 
destructive types of weapons.

Ten years have passed since the signing of the Moscow Treaty 
Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer 
Space and Under Water,® the first in a series of agreements sub
sequently concluded. The fact that some countries have failed to 
accede to that Treaty cannot detract from the evident benefit it 
gives to the peoples. The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons has gained wide recognition.^ It has also proved 
very helpful in curbing nuclear armaments. Success was achieved 
in preventing the deployment of nuclear weapons in such im
portant media as the sea-bed and the ocean floor" and in outer 
space.® Banned and eliminated is one of the most lethal types of 
weapons, namely bacteriological weapons.

Most recently an important achievement has been scored; as a 
result of the well-known Soviet-American accords, mutual limi
tations on strategic arms have been agreed upon ® and the prin
ciples for negotiations on the further limitation of strategic arms 
have been worked out.® Along with so historic an act as the con
clusion of the agreement between the Soviet Union and the United 
States of America on the prevention of nuclear war, these accords 
contribute to a significant improvement of the international 
climate.

However, further efforts will be required which naturally cannot 
be confined to the two nuclear Powers, even though they are 
militarily the most powerful. In particular, we would welcome a 
willingness on the part of other States to adhere to the principles 
jointly formalized by the Soviet Union and the United States for 
renouncing the use of force and taking decisive measures to pre
vent the outbreak of nuclear war, which would be of paramount 
importance for ensuring a universal and stable peace.

Military needs continue today to consume enormous resources. 
The development of military programmes goes on. Ever since the 
United Nations came into being the Soviet Union has consistently 
come out in favour of turning the course of events towards dis
armament. Regarding this as a task of paramount importance, 
we have always insisted on the necessity of banning nuclear 
weapons and ensuring the use of nuclear energy for solely peace-

® Documents on Disarmament^ 1963y pp. 291-293.
* Ihid,, 1968f pp. 461-465.
 ̂Ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11.

® Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.
Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.

® Ibid., pp. 197 ff.
® Ante, pp. 271-273.



GROMYKO ADDRESS, SEPTEMBER 25 641

ful purposes. It is worth mentioning that as early as 1946— t̂he 
first year of the United Nations activities— t̂he Soviet Union sub
mitted a draft international convention for banning the production 
and stockpiling of weapons based on the use of nuclear energy, 
proceeding from the premise that this was dictated by the 
aspirations and the conscience of the peoples.^" There have since 
been countless discussions, and countless resolutions have since 
been adopted by the Security Council, by the General Assembly and 
by various committees and commissions. But for the seriousness of 
the subject, one could speak with irony about the mountains of 
paper that have been used for this purpose. The fact is, however, 
that little has changed.

No one can conceivably deny that the solution of the problems 
of disarmament involves great difficulties. But those international 
issues which have by now been successfully resolved also seemed 
to be insoluble at the beginning. Therefore, references to objec
tive difficulties do not reveal the essence. The crux of the matter 
lies in policy; and responsibility for policy rests with people, 
primarily with those who are entrusted with power, those who 
stand at the helm of government.

It would hardly be reasonable to stir up the past, to analyse all 
the proposals submitted and to dwell on the positions of individual 
States. All of that is fairly well known. The walls of the United 
Nations have heard many speeches on the subject of disarmament.

Today, however, we all have more experience in settling inter
national issues than we had yesterday. And that experience shows 
that in the field of disarmament too, real progress can be 
achieved in certain directions. What is needed is to observe in prac
tice the truth that is likely to be universally recognized in theory: 
instead of advocating the thesis of “all or nothing at all”, we should 
single out, one by one, those problems on which agreement can be 
reached right now, at this stage, and then solve them. Life has 
shown that such an approach is practical even as regards the most 
sensitive security problems involving the main type of weapon, 
rocket-nuclear arms. Is not that the implication of the relevant 
Soviet-American agreements?

There is another aspect which raises no doubts either. These 
agreements would not have been possible if they had put either 
side at a disadvantage and if the principle of equal security had 
not been scrupulously observed.

But if two countries have found it possible to start limiting 
their arms on such a basis, then why cannot, say, five Powers do 
the same, provided, of course, that the security of none of them is 
prejudiced? That being the case, what could impede the appli
cation of such a method in regard to a larger number of countries? 
The greater the number of States that participate in the practical

Documents on Disarmament, 194-5-1959, vol. I, pp. 20-24.
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solution of the disarmament problem, the more tangible will be 
the benefit for the security of all peoples.

Furthermore, the successes scored in the process of detente make 
it possible, in our view, to allocate at this very time substantial 
additional means to assist the developing countries.

Proceeding from all this, the Soviet Union proposes that the 
following question be included in the agenda of the twenty-eighth 
session of the United Nations General Assembly as an important 
and urgent item: “Reduction of the military budgets of States per
manent members of the United Nations Security Council by 10 per 
cent, and the use of a part of the funds thus saved for providing 
assistance to developing countries”. If everyone agrees to this pro
posal, and if the General Assembly adopts an appropriate resolu
tion, a good and useful thing can be done.

The States permanent members of the United Nations Security 
Council are known to bear the heaviest military expenses. This 
fact is taken into account in our proposal. We consider it advisable 
to take as a starting-point for the proposed reduction the level of 
military budgets for the current year of 1973. The part of the 
funds released as a result of the reduction to be used for rendering 
assistance to developing States could amount, for example, to 10 
per cent.

Of course, this measure requires the participation of all States 
permanent members of the Security Council, without exception. 
It is also desirable that other States possessing big economic and 
military potentials should reduce their military budgets too.

We suggest that the funds allocated for purposes of economic 
assistance to developing countries should be granted, first of all, 
to those countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America that have 
experienced great difficulty this year because of grave natural 
disasters, such as drought or floods. The distribution of those 
funds should be carried out on a equitable basis. The amount of 
funds to be granted to individual countries and the time-limits for 
granting them could be determined by an international committee 
established on a temporary basis and consisting of representatives 
of developing countries, of States permanent members of the 
Security Council, and of the countries reducing their military 
budgets.

It is obvious that the States carrying out the reduction of 
military budgets would also benefit from the implementation of 
such measures. They would obtain a possibility to channel con
siderable resources for the peaceful needs of their peoples, for the 
improvement of their living standards.

The United Nations has a considerable reserve for fruitful work 
for the sake of peace in a number of important directions. In 
particular, last year the General Assembly favoured, by a vast
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majority of votes, the solution of two big problems: the non-use of 
force in international relations with the simultaneous permanent 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons,” and a World Disarma
ment Conference. '̂* But do all States take into consideration this 
clearly expressed will of the peoples, the opinion of the over
whelming majority of countries Members of the United Nations? 
Unfortunately, that cannot be said to be true. It is a known fact 
that the Governments of some States have taken a position block
ing the fulfilment of the decisions adopted.

The Soviet Union believes that the early implementation of the 
solemn declaration of the General Assembly on behalf of the States 
Members of the United Nations concerning the renunciation by 
them of the use of force in international relations and the perma
nent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons would be an effec
tive means for making one of the principles of the United Nations 
Charter a law of international life. That requires the adoption by 
the Security Council of a resolute decision on this question. For its 
part, the Soviet Union is ready to come to an agreement and duly 
formalize with all—and I stress, with all—nuclear Powers mutual 
obligations on the non-use of force, including the simultaneous 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons.

The time has come to start practical preparations for the con
vocation of the World Disarmament Conference. Conditions should 
be ensured which would at last enable the special committee 
envisaged under the General Assembly resolution for the prepa
ration of the Conference to perform its functions. There is no need 
to prove the desirability of all the nuclear Powers taking part in 
the work of the committee. There are some who allege that the 
World Disarmament Conference could not be productive because of 
the large number of participants. But who said that complicated 
problems should necessarily be decided by two or three States, or 
that a broad international conference would not come to an agreed 
point of view? We harbour no illusions that the World Disarma
ment Conference will do away with all problems at one stroke. 
It may last for several months or even several years. Can there 
be any objections to that if the Conference contributes to the 
practical solution of urgent disarmament problems?

The argument is also adduced that the Conference might 
allegedly hamstring the search for decisions affecting a smaller 
number of States. Such fears seem unfounded to us. Multilateral 
efforts can only facilitate bilateral ones and vice versa.

"■Ibid., 1972, pp. 848-849.
pp. 835-836.
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Letter From the Australian Representative (McIntyre) to Secre
tary-General Waldheim: Suspension of Nuclear Tests, Sep
tember 28, 1973 '

On instructions from my Government I have the honour to refer 
to my letter of 25 July 1973 (A/9109)  ̂and to bring the following 
additional information to Your Excellency’s attention.

On 22 and 29 July 1973 respectively the French Government 
exploded two nuclear devices in the atmosphere above Mururoa 
Atoll.

Detection devices on the territory of Australia began to register 
fresh fall-out throughout Australia beginning during the period 
6 to 9 August.

Analysis of the short lived radio-active products in the samples 
has positively identified the fall-out with the French explosions in 
Polynesia.

In the opinion of the Government of Australia the conduct of the 
Government of France constitutes a clear and deliberate breach of 
the Order of the International Court of Justice of 22 June 1973.

This Order stated, inter alia, that:

The Govermnents of A ustralia and France should each of them ensure 
tha t no action of any kind is taken which might aggrravate or extend the dis
pute submitted to the Court or prejudice the rights of the other Party  in 
respect of the carrying out of whatever decision the Court may render in the 
case; and, in particular, the French Government should avoid nuclear tests 
causing the deposit of radio-active fall-out on Australian territory.’

On 24 August 1973 the Australian Government forwarded a note 
of protest to the French Government in relation to, inter alia, 
the detection in Australia of fall-out which has been positively 
identified as resulting from French explosions in Polynesia.^

This note also called for an assurance that no further breaches 
of the Order of the International Court of Justice would take place.

The Government of Australia also has reason to believe that the 
French Government exploded three more nuclear devices in the 
atmosphere over Mururoa Atoll on 19, 25 and 29 August 1973.

On 26 September 1973 the Australian Government forwarded a 
further note to the French Government protesting against these 
further explosions.^

The Australian Government is deeply concerned at these nuclear 
explosions, which are contrary to the repeated calls of United 
Nations bodies for an immediate cessation of atmospheric nuclear 
testing.

I have the honour to request that this letter be circulated as a

" A/C.1/1031, Sept. 28,1973.
 ̂Not printed here.

Reports, 1973, pp. 99, 135.
* Not printed here.
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document of the General Assembly under the item “Urgent need 
for suspension of nuclear and thermonuclear tests”.

(Signed)
L. R. M cI n ty ee  

Permanent Representative

Address by the PRC Representative (Chiao) to the General 
Assembly [Extracts], October 2, 1973 ^

Since the twenty-seventh session of the United Nations General 
Assembly, some notable events have successively taken place on 
the international arena. First, there was the cessation of the war 
in Viet-Nam and Laos. Secondly, there were the talks held and 
agreements concluded between the two super-Powers— t̂he United 
States and the Soviet Union. Thirdly, there was the convening of 
the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe. In the 
meantime, the third world has further awakened and grown in 
strength, and the African, Latin American and non-aligned coun
tries held a series of important international conferences. What is 
the characteristic of the present world situation? Is the inter
national situation really moving towards a general detente? This 
is a question in which people are interested. The delegation of the 
People’s Republic of China would like to state its views on this 
question and a number of other questions which the current ses
sion of the General Assembly is confronted with.

First: what is the characteristic of the present world situation?
The Chinese Government has long held that our world is now 

going through a process of great turbulence, great division and 
great realignment. The basic contradictions in the world are all 
sharpening, and in particular the contradictions between imperial
ism and colonialism on the one hand and the oppressed nations and 
peoples on the other and the contradictions among the imperialist 
countries, especially those between the two super-Powers. Al
though no new world war has broken out since the Second World 
War, local wars resulting from imperialist aggressions have never 
ceased. The great victory of the heroic Viet-Namese people’s war 
of resistance against United States aggression and for national 
salvation has once again proved that imperialism and all reac
tionaries are paper tigers. A small nation can defeat a big one 
and a weak nation can defeat a strong one, so long as they dare to 
struggle, are good at struggle and persevere in struggle. It is not 
the people who fear imperialism; it is imperialism which fears the 
people. Revolution is the main trend in the world today. Now that 
the war in Viet-Nam has ended, can it be assumed that the world 
will henceforth be tranquil ? Obviously not. When the Korean war

‘ A/PV.2137 (prov.), pp. 2-17, 32-36.
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was ended in 1953, some people thought that no more gun-shots 
would be heard in the world. Not long afterwards, however, the 
Suez war broke out and then the Viet-Nam war started. And even 
today, the war in Indo-China has not stopped completely, for there 
is still fighting in Cambodia. Tension in the Middle East has not 
relaxed in the least. The colonialists and racists are carrying out 
armed suppression against the African people and the African 
people are developing armed resistance against them. The aggres
sion, subversion, control and interference against countries in 
Africa, Asia and Latin America by the super-Powers are con
tinuing without end. A recent case in point is the military coup 
d'ltat in Chile. President Salvador Allende died a martyr at his 
post. We express profound condolences on his heroic death. At the 
same time, we hold one should not forget how harmful the absurd 
theory of so-called “peaceful transition” is to the anti-imperialist 
revolutionary struggles of the Asian, African and Latin American 
people, a theory which has been advocated by another super-Power. 
To dismember a sovereign country by armed force and to legalize 
and perpetuate the division of a country have also become a 
tendency on the part of the big Powers in their attempt to 
dominate the world. In the economic field, the gap is widening 
between the rich and developed countries and the poor and develop
ing countries, and even among the developed countries there exist 
many contradictions, and hence detente among them is far from 
being the case. The recent fourth Conference of the Heads of State 
and Government of Non-aligned Countries strongly condemned 
racism, Zionism, colonialism, imperialism and hegemonism and 
strongly demanded a change in the present state of affairs in the 
world, demonstrating a further awakening of the Asian, African 
and Latin American peoples.  ̂ In a word, we consider that the 
characteristic of the present situation is one of great disorder 
throughout the world and not tranquility. And the main trend 
amidst this great disorder is that countries want independence, 
nations want liberation, and the people want revolution.

Second, why is there no tranquility in the world today?
We have always held that all countries in the world, big or small, 

should be equal; that all countries, irrespective of their social 
systems, should establish normal State relations on the five 
principles of mutual respect for territorial integrity and sover
eignty, mutual non-aggression, non-interference in each other’s 
internal affairs, equality and mutual benefit, and peaceful co
existence ; and that international disputes should be settled peace
fully on the basis of these principles without resorting to the use or 
threat of force. This should apply to relations between big Powers, 
to relations between a big Power and a small country, and all the 
more so to relations between a strong and a weak, or between a 
rich and a poor country. It was on these principles that China

• A/9330.
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started to improve her relations with the United States and 
established diplomatic relations with Japan. In their joint com
munique issued in Shanghai, China and the United States further 
declared that they should not seek hegemony in the Asia-Pacific 
region and were opposed to efforts by any other country or group 
of countries to establish such hegemony.'* The same principle was 
reaffirmed in the Sino-Japanese statement on the establishment of 
diplomatic relations between them.* In our view, the above- 
mentioned principles are the minimum criteria of equality of all 
countries in international relations and indicate the correct way to 
the relaxation of international tension.

As sovereign States, the United States and the Soviet Union are 
fully entitled to take measures they deem appropriate to improve 
and develop their bilateral relations. However, we cannot but point 
out that the Agreement on the Prevention of Nuclear War ® signed 
by them goes far beyond the scope of bilateral relations. One may 
ask: Who has given them the right to enter into what they call 
“urgent consultations” in case of a dispute between either of the 
parties and other countries and even between any other two coun
tries? The phrase about disputes which “appear to involve the risk 
of a nuclear conflict” is open to any interpretation, and their so- 
called “urgent consultations” are bound to be followed by actions 
dictated by their own interests. Does not this mean that they may 
interfere at will in the relations among all countries on the strength 
of the huge numbers of nuclear weapons in their possession? 
China absolutely will not go begging for nuclear protection from 
any country, nor is she afraid of nuclear threat from any country. 
But we feel in duty bound to state our views on this matter since 
it concerns all the people of the world.

The signing of such an agreement by the Soviet Union and the 
United States is by no means accidental but is derived from the 
so-called principle which they agreed upon in 1972 that the Soviet 
Union and the United States have “security interests based on the 
principle of equality”. What is meant by “security interests based 
on the principle of equality”? To put it bluntly, it means rivalry 
for world hegemony—wherever one goes, the other will do the 
same. What they are doing now is simply to wrap up this content 
in the form of an agreement.

In fact, this Agreement is a mere scrap of paper. It contains no 
explicit undertaking on the non-use of nuclear weapons, still less 
does it envisage the complete prohibition and thorough destruction 
of nuclear weapons. The United States Government is more frank 
when it stated that the Agreement is only a general statement of 
policy which does not involve any particular positive actions that

” Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 20,1972, pp. 436-438.
* Keesing’s Contemporary Archives, vol. XVIII (1971-1972), pp. 25517- 
5̂18.
° Ante, pp. 283-285.
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either side has to take, and pointed out that agreements are not 
always maintained and there is nothing self-enforcing about this 
document.*

However, the Soviet leaders have made a great fanfare, lauding 
that Agreement to the skies, alleging that it ushered in “a new 
era” in international relations and opened up “historical vistas for 
strengthening universal security as a whole,” and that it was 
“indeed of historic importance for all mankind”. They have their 
motives for so eulogizing the Agreement. One may recall 
Khrushchev’s famous remarks:
Even a tiny spark can cause a world conflagration

and
We— t̂he Soviet Union and the United States—are the strongest countries in 
the world, and if we unite for peace there can be no war. Then if any madman 
wanted war, we would but have to shake our fingers to warn him off.

In this way, if the Soviet Union could be bound together with the 
United States, would not the whole world have to cringe to them? 
However, in our view, things may not necessarily turn out that 
way.

It is not so easy for the Soviet Union to bind itself to the 
United States. Shortly after the signing of the Agreement, the 
Soviet Union pressed forward with its underground nuclear tests 
and hastened the development of missiles with multiple warheads. 
The United States will not take this lying down. V^y? Because 
the desperate struggle for nuclear superiority and world hegemony 
still goes on. The contention between the Soviet Union and the 
United States now extends all over the world. A vivid proof can be 
found in the recent subversion of a government in Asia and 
another in South America. Their scramble is becoming increasingly 
fierce. That is the reason why there is no tranquility in the world 
today. So, what peaceful coexistence is there to speak of? There is 
only a travesty of peaceful coexistence; the substance is co
existence in rivalry. But whether such coexistence can last is, of 
course, another question.

The Soviet leaders noisily proclaim that as a “socialist” State 
the Soviet Union is the “natural and surest ally” of the developing 
countries. In the past, some people in China also believed this, be
cause they saw the Soviet Union as the homeland of the great 
Lenin and the Chinese revolution a continuation of the October 
Revolution. Therefore, how could the Soviet Union as a socialist 
State, fail to give the developing countries whole-hearted inter
nationalist assistance? But since Khrushchev rose to power, thanks 
to the long and direct experience we gained as a result of the 
Soviet Union’s demand for the establishment of a joint fleet in the 
China Sea, withdrawal of experts, tearing up of contracts, border

® See antey pp. 285-287.
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intrusions, subversions, and so on, we came to realize that this was 
not the case, and that what the Soviet Union practised was not 
internationalism but great-Power chauvinism, national egoism 
and territorial expansionism. Therefore we will not blame those 
friends who have so far failed to see this for lack of experience. 
How can a socialist turn into an imperialist? There is in fact 
nothing strange about it if one goes a little into the history of the 
international communist movement. Was not Karl Kautsky once a 
somewhat well-known Marxist? But he later betrayed Marxism 
and capitulated to imperialism. It was Lenin who passed the final 
historical verdict on Kautsky in his well-known pamphlet The 
Proletarian Revolvtion and the Renegade Kautsky. People can 
change; so can a State. It has changed, and what can one do 
about it?

Lenin pointed out:

We judge a person not by what he says or thinks of himself but by his 
actions.

That applies to a State as well. What has the Soviet Government 
done to other countries in these years? This is clear to the broad 
masses of the people of Czechoslovakia, Egypt and Pakistan, to the 
peoples of Cambodia who are fighting dauntlessly, and to other 
peoples who have been subjected to its aggression, subversion, 
control, interference or bullying. The actions of the Soviet Govern
ment have amply shown that it is “socialist in words, imperialist 
in deeds”, as Lenin said.

The Soviet-United States Agreement on the Prevention of 
Nuclear War cannot hoodwink many people or intimidate the 
peoples of the world, but can only arouse indignation, misgivings 
and disillusionment. The tide is mounting against the hegemonism 
and power politics practised by the super-Powers.

Third: who is really against detente?
Shortly after the war in Viet-Nam came to an end, the United 

States Government pronounced 1973 to be “the year of Europe”. 
That was followed by the first stage of the Conference on Security 
and Co-operation in Europe—a conference advocated by the Soviet 
Government for many years. All this indicates that Europe is the 
focus of contention between the two super-Powers— t̂he United 
States and the Soviet Union—and that the so-called European 
Security Conference is nothing but one of the forms of contention. 
Its proceedings showed, however, that it went far beyond the scope 
to which the two super-Powers wished to confine it. At that 
Conference many countries stated pointedly that deeds and not 
empty promises are called for in the matter of security; that 
European security must be based on the safeguarding of national 
independence and sovereignty; that one must not become mentally 
disarmed and off guard simply because the European Security Con
ference has taken place; and that in order to guarantee European
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security, military blocs must be disbanded, foreign military bases 
dismantled, and foreign troops withdrawn, so that the relations 
between European countries may be established on the principles 
of mutual respect for independence and sovereignty, complete 
equality and non-interference in each other’s internal affairs. 
Moreover, some countries pointed out that the security of the 
Mediterranean and the security of Europe were inseparable and 
that there could be no security for Europe when the Mediterranean 
is under the armed threat of, and contention by, the two super- 
Powers. All this is tantamount to a direct blow at those who 
seek by means of this Conference to consolidate the occupation 
of many European countries, which resulted from the Second 
World War or the events thereafter, and to proceed further to 
disintegrate Western Europe and dominate the whole of Europe. 
The European Security Conference is still going on; but, judging 
from the proceedings of its first stage, it will further expose the 
ambitions of that super-Power which seeks to divide and dis
integrate Western Europe.

While stepping up its arms expansion and war preparations and 
its world-wide contention with the United States for spheres of 
influence, the Soviet Union is clamouring for “spreading the zone 
of relaxation to the whole world”. Accordingly, it has lately 
picked up once again the long-ignored trash known as the Asian 
Collective Security System. This is most amusing. It reminds us of 
the American by the name of John Foster Dulles, who, after the 
war in Indo-China was brought to an end by the first Geneva 
Conference in 1954, hastily rigged up the so-called South-East Asia 
Treaty Organization, which was directed against China and whose 
members were mostly non-South-East Asian countries. The Soviet 
Union is a European country and the chief of the Warsaw Pact 
alliance. Why should it be so eagerly concerned about the “col
lective security” of Asian countries? Has the ghost of John Foster 
Dulles gone to the Kremlin? Actually, would it not be less devious 
and more direct simply to expand the Warsaw Pact to Asia?

Lately, the Soviet leaders have tried to pin an additional label 
on China, namely “opponent of detente”. As the Chinese saying 
goes, this is putting Mr. Chang’s hat on Mr. Li’s head. Since you 
say you are so anxious to relax world tension, why do you not 
show your good faith by doing a thing or two— f̂or instance, with
draw your armed forces from Czechoslovakia or the People’s 
Republic of Mongolia and return the four northern islands to 
Japan?

We hold that imperialism means war. There is danger of war so 
long as imperialism exists. Today, when the various types of basic 
contradictions in the world are sharpening, the danger of a new 
world war still exists, and the people of all countries must be 
prepared and must not let themselves be misled by a temporary and
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superficial facade of detente. Only thus can we better strive for a 
bright future for the world. In the final analysis, the destiny of 
mankind is decided by the people in their hundreds of millions who 
persevere in struggle and unity, and not by the one or two super
powers.

Tenth: the question of disarmament.
The Chinese Government has always stood for disarmament. But 

what we stand for is genuine disarmament, and not phoney dis
armament; still less empty talk about disarmament coupled with 
actual arms expansion every day. At present, we face the harsh 
fact that the super-Powers are hawking disarmament, and the 
Soviet Union in particular is most energetic about it. Nearly every 
year it comes up with some sort of proposal on disarmament at 
the General Assembly. Last year, it boasted of the great sig
nificance of its agreement with the United States on the so-called 
limitation of strategic nuclear weapons.' And this year, it is even 
more vehement in lauding the so-called epoch-making significance 
of the Soviet-United States agreement on the prevention of nuclear 
war. Meanwhile, it has sanctimoniously proposed a 10 per cent 
reduction of the military budgets of the five permanent members 
of the Security Council and the utilization of part of the funds 
thus saved to provide assistance to developing countries.® This is 
Khrushchev’s old ware, which has been peddled for more than a 
dozen years and has not deceived many people. How are military 
budgets to be assessed? To study this problem alone, a committee 
will have to be set up and work for many years. Can military 
budgets really be reduced? Anyway, nobody has ever seen this 
happen. We think it is better to stop this kind of empty talk, and 
stop it quickly. If you are really the “natural and surest ally” 
of the developing countries you should come up to this rostrum 
and declare openly that your military aid to all developing coun
tries which is used to resist foreign aggression is gratis and free of 
charge, that you will not be a merchant of death, and that although 
you have charged them previously, you will not press for the 
payment of debt and interest, especially not to do so in the case 
of the struggling Arab countries. Be forthright and simple. 
Declare publicly that you will cancel all the military debts, that 
there is no need for repayment and that you will let them be gone 
with the wind. Would not that be more practical?

What general disarmament? Actually, in the world today, it is 
the two super-Powers that are engaged in an uncontrollable arms 
race. Their aim is nuclear superiority and the nuclear hegemony 
with which to dominate the world. To put it bluntly, any disarma

’ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
® Ante, p. 642.
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ment must first of all be the disarming of these two super-Powers. 
But can this be realized? On this point, the United States Govern
ment is somewhat more candid than is the Soviet Government. It 
admits that military expenditures cannot be reduced in the con
text of rivalry between the two hegemonic Powers. As to the 
numerous small and medium-sized countries, the real problem they 
face is definitely not disarmament, but strengthening of their 
necessary and independent defence capabilities. Even Western 
Europe is inadequate in defence capabilities. How much more so 
are the large number of small and medium-sized countries of Asia, 
Africa and Latin America? What have they got to disarm? To talk 
about general disarmament in these circumstances is gibberish. If 
such proposals were really accepted, it would mean to ask the whole 
world completely to disarm itself in front of the two super-Powers 
and allow itself to be ordered about.

The Chinese Government is in favour of convening a world 
conference on genuine disarmament. But there must be the 
necessary preconditions and clear aims for the conference. That is, 
all nuclear countries, and particularly the two nuclear super
powers, the Soviet Union and the United States, must first of all 
undertake the unequivocal obligation that at no time and in no 
circumstances will they be the first to use nuclear weapons, par
ticularly against non-nuclear countries and nuclear-weapon-free 
zones. For example, the Soviet Union should undertake obligations 
in respect of the nuclear-weapon-free zones in Latin America, 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 of other countries. Only 
thus will it be possible for all countries big and small and on an 
equal footing to discuss with equanimity and solve the complete 
prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons and other 
questions free from any threat of force.

Some people charge that China’s position on the disarmament 
question is “either all or nothing”. This is a distortion. One may 
ask: What difficulties are there for nuclear countries first of all to 
undertake the obligation, as the first step towards nuclear dis
armament, that at no time and in no circumstances will they be the 
first to use nuclear weapons, particularly against non-nuclear 
countries or nuclear-weapon-free zones? Is this not a truly effec
tive first step towards the complete prohibition and thorough 
destruction of nuclear weapons? But these disarmament- 
advocating “saints” would not even agree to undertake this 
minimum obligation. Does this not suffice to show that they are 
actually imperialists who persist in arms expansion and aggression, 
menacing the people of the world and aspiring to world hegemony?
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Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced In the General Assembly: 
Reduction of Military Budgets, October 9, 1973 '

The General Assembly,
Noting with satisfaction that, as a result of efforts made on a 

bilateral and regional basis, there has clearly emerged a trend 
towards the strengthening of peace, the reduction of tension and 
the settlement of disputed issues by peaceful means,

Considering that all States should take effective steps aimed at 
eliminating the hotbeds of military conflict which continue to 
exist in various parts of the world.

Believing that political detente in the world should be supple
mented by military detente,

Noting that reduction in military spending, while helping to 
limit the arms race and to bring about further improvement in 
the international situation, would at the same time make it 
possible to utilize substantial resources for the needs of the peace
ful development of all States, including the provision of assistance 
to developing countries,

1. Recommends that all States permanent members of the 
Security Council should reduce their military budgets by 10 
per cent from the 1973 level during the next financial year;

2. Appeals to the aforementioned States to allot 10 per cent 
of the funds released as a result of the reduction in military 
budgets for the provision of assistance to developing countries so 
as to permit the execution in those countries of the most urgent 
economic and social projects;

3. Expresses the desire that other States, particularly those with 
a major economic and military potential, should also take steps 
to reduce their military budgets and allot part of the funds thus 
released for the provision of assistance to developing countries;

4. Establishes a Special Committee consisting of the following 
countries; . . . , to distribute the funds released as a result of the 
reduction of military spending for the provision of assistance to 
developing countries and instructs this body to distribute the said 
funds on an equitable basis, having regard to the most urgent needs 
and requirements of the recipient countries and without dis
crimination of any kind, and to determine the amount of the funds 
to be allotted to various countries and the schedule for provision 
of the funds;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to give the Special Committee 
all possible assistance in its work;

6. Suggests that the Special Committee should submit a report 
on its work to the twenty-ninth session of the General Assembly.

‘ A/L.701, Oct. 9, 1973. On Nov. 26 the USSR introduced a revised reso
lution, which was adopted as General Assembly resolution 3093 A (X X V III), 
post, pp. 876-878.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Malik) to the General 
Assembly: Reduction of Military Budgets, October 15, 1973^

The twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly is proceeding 
to the discussion of a new and very important proposal submitted 
by the Soviet Union, namely, the reduction of the military budgets 
of States permanent members of the Security Council by 10 
per cent and utilization of part of the funds thus saved to provide 
assistance to developing countries. It was submitted to the 
Assembly, during the general debate, by the head of the Soviet 
delegation, Foreign Minister Gromyko, on 25 September.^

Allow me, first of all, to express the gratitude of the Soviet 
delegation to all those who have actively supported the inclusion 
of this Soviet proposal as an important and urgent item on the 
agenda of the Assembly. In particular, I wish to thank those 
delegations which, during the general debate, have come out in 
support of the adoption by the Assembly of the proposal. We con
sider this support as a demonstration of the broad interest shown 
by the majority of States, particularly developing States, in 
achieving the noble purpose which is contained in the Soviet 
proposal.

The substance of the proposal was set forth in the note of 
Foreign Minister Gromyko, contained in document A/9191, and 
also in the statement which he made in the Assembly.^ In today’s 
statement on this subject the Soviet delegation would like to set 
forth in greater detail the motives which prompted the Soviet 
Union to submit this new proposal, and also to explain the sub
stance of this initiative and our own views on how it could be 
implemented.

The active struggle to strengthen international peace and to 
achieve disarmament has always been an inseparable part of the 
foreign policy of the Soviet Union. Even at the time when the 
great Lenin was our Chief of State, the Soviet Union, more than 
half a century ago, in 1922 at the Genoa conference, put forward a 
broad programme for peaceful co-existence and general and com
plete disarmament.^ Since that time the Soviet Union has firmly 
and consistently followed this Leninist course in questions of dis
armament. This course has been confirmed once again in those 
concrete tasks which were recently approved, namely in April 1971, 
by the twenty-fourth Congress of the Soviet Communist Party 
and which have become broadly recognized and known throughout 
the world as the Soviet programme of peace.

This programme provides for activating the struggle to achieve

 ̂A/PV.2154 (prov.), pp. 2-27.
“ See antCt p. 642.
 ̂Ante, pp. 638-643.

*Jane Degras, ed., Soviet Documents on Foreign Policy (London, 1951), 
vol. I, pp. 298-301.
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the prohibition of nuclear, chemical and bacteriological weapons, 
the comprehensive cessation of nuclear weapons tests and the 
nuclear disarmament of all the nuclear Powers, and for the con
vening for these purposes of a conference of the five nuclear 
Powers, for the prohibition of a nuclear arms race in all forms, 
and for the convening of a World Disarmament Conference to 
consider questions of world disarmament in all their aspects, with 
the participation of all States, great and small, without any 
exceptions.

A very important and inseparable part of this programme also 
was the provision that the Soviet Union is ready to come to agree
ment on a reduction of military expenditures, affecting primarily 
the great Powers.

The new Soviet proposal at the present session of the Assembly, 
calling for reduction of the military budgets of the five permanent 
members of the Security Council has been put forward in 
developing this basic principle of Soviet foreign policy and is a very 
important step towards its achievement.

All this demonstrates the very great, purposeful nature of this 
new initiative taken by the Soviet Union. As everyone knows, 
and as has already been mentioned at this session, the Soviet 
Union has frequently in the past—in 1957,“ 1958,® 1961 ’’ and 
1964 *—put forward in the United Nations this question of reduc
ing military budgets. However, as a result of the negative position 
taken by certain groups of Powers and various other countries, 
the problem of reducing military budgets could not be solved on 
those occasions.

Does that mean, however, that we must draw the conclusion 
that we should give up all hope of progress towards solving this 
problem, that we should simply fold our arms and not mention 
this question of reducing military budgets in the United Nations, 
imposing a taboo on the possibilities for solving this question? In 
our view, if we were to follow such a procedure that would be 
tantamount to following a very erroneous course of capitu
lation—a course that would simply deliver the world into the hands 
of those who favour the armaments race. Life and the practice 
followed in the development of international relations teaches us 
something quite different. Let us examine some examples from 
United Nations experience.

Over the course of more than 20 years, at every session of the 
General Assembly, proposals had been made concerning admission 
of the Chinese People’s Republic to the United Nations and expul
sion of the Chiang Kai-shek clique from the Organization. Every 
time that proposal was put forward it was rejected—and this for

® Documents on Disarmament, 19J^5-1959f vol. II, pp. 876-877.
pp. 1172-1173.

 ̂Ibid,, 1961, pp. 498-499.
Îbid.,1964y p. 14.
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more than 20 years. However, times have changed, and the situ
ation in the United Nations has also changed. Two years ago, at 
the twenty-sixth session of the General Assembly, justice finally 
triumphed, and that proposal was adopted by a majority in the 
Assembly and China finally took its place in the United Nations, 
and the usurpers who unlawfully had been occupying China’s 
place were obliged to withdraw.

Let us take a second example. Ever since the 1940s there had 
been a struggle in the United Nations against the unlawful and 
discriminatory attitude taken towards the German Democratic 
Republic and the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea. How
ever, that attitude has been rejected, and now the German 
Democratic Republic has been admitted to the United Nations and, 
since September 1973, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 
has been allowed to have its official observer at the United Nations. 
Moreover, at the opening meeting of the First Committee of this 
Assembly, the decision was unanimously taken to invite repre
sentatives of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea to par
ticipate in our discussion of the Korean question.

We could cite a great many other facts and examples to show 
that what was unthinkable 20 or even 10 years ago has now become 
a natural fact of life in the United Nations.

If we analyse the history of the long and complex disarmament 
negotiations we can only draw the conclusion that there was never 
even a single concrete draft or proposal aimed at reducing arma
ment which did not meet with the stubborn resistance of those 
who were opposed to disarmament and of those who were in favour 
of continuing and intensifying the arms race. Everyone quite 
rightly recognizes that disarmament is indeed a very complex 
matter; progress in this field calls for persistent, tenacious efforts. 
Lack of action is unjustified and inadmissible.

When touching on this question quite recently in his statement 
made on 24 September in Tashkent, the General Secretary of the 
Central Committee of the Soviet Communist Party, Leonid 
Brezhnev, stated the following:

Whoever remains inactive misses an opportunity to take a real, although 
rather small, step forward and, in so doing, is harming the cause of peace.”

In that connexion. Comrade Brezhnev referred to the well-known 
words of Lenin, who had stated:

Let us have fewer broad statenients, solemn promises and grandiloquent 
phrases, and more simple, clear decisions and measures which could truly lead 
to peace.

We cannot overlook the fact that the solution of any problem 
related to international affairs, and particularly to disarmament 
questions, at present time depends directly on the situation in the

'’Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXV, no. 39 (Oct. 24, 1973), pp. 
2-5; Pravda and Izvestiya, Sept. 25,1973, pp. 1-3.
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international arena as a whole. What in the past appeared im
possible when tension prevailed in international relations has 
become a possibility now, when tension has yielded to detente, and 
it is particularly from this standpoint that we should deal with this 
question of the reduction of military budgets.

Our attention was drawn to this point by many of the dele
gations that spoke during the general debate, and in particular 
by the Liberian Foreign Minister [C. Cecil Dennis, Jr.], who 
stated:

I t is true tha t a nearly identical proposal was put forward by the Soviet 
Union in 1958 and 1959, but as an essential twin goal of the proposal is to 
effectuate some progress in the area of disarmament, those years of cold w ar 
may not have allowed for its serious consideration. However, in the spirit 
of major-Power detente which now prevails, ushering in a sp irit of increased 
trust, tolerance, understanding and co-operation, we sincerely believe th a t this 
proposal will receive the consideration it deserves.’’

In coming forward with a new proposal for reducing military 
budgets, the Soviet Government has taken account of this new 
situation now prevailing in international relations which opens up 
much more promising prospects, in comparison with the past, for 
achieving here in the United Nations the adoption of our concrete 
measures for bridling the armaments race, and primarily as re
gards the great Powers.

Almost all representatives who have recently spoken from this 
rostrum during the Assembly’s discussions have noted that of late 
the world has witnessed events the like of which no one would even 
have dreamed some 10 or 15 years ago. However, thanks to the 
systematic and persistent efforts of the forces of peace and of the 
Soviet Union with its Leninist policy of peace, and thanks also to 
the other socialist countries and all other peace-loving and pro
gressive forces, the process of normalizing the international 
political situation has begun.

The principles of peaceful coexistence and co-operation among 
States are gaining ground. Agreements concluded between the 
Soviet Union and the United States of America in recent years, 
and particularly the agreement concerning the prevention of nu
clear war,̂  ̂ have rightly been considered an indication that the 
danger of a military conflict between two world social and economic 
systems has been reduced. Also, a hotbed of war in Viet-Nam has 
been extinguished. In Europe, the trend towards normalization is 
ever clearer, and Soviet-French relations are developing success
fully.

Relations between the Soviet Union, Poland and the German 
Democratic Republic and the Federal Republic of Germany have 
reached a new stage, and we hope that very shortly relations 
between the Federal Republic of Germany and other European 
socialist countries will also be normalized.

“ A/PV.2137, pp. 68-70.
" Ante, pp. 283-285.
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In Geneva, the second stage of the European Conference on 
Security and Co-operation has begun, and at the end of this month, 
in Vienna, negotiations will be held on a reduction of armaments 
and armed forces in Europe.

Naturally, not everjrthing in the world is developing as the 
peoples would hope. We are today witnessing a situation in which 
the aggressive policies of Israel are translated into the use of force 
and napalm and the barbarous bombing of Arab cities—all this in 
violation of the Charter and decisions of the United Nations. 
Israel has had the audacity to seize Arab lands, which has led to a 
new bloody conflict in the Middle East.

The Soviet Union and other socialist countries, together with the 
overwhelming majority of peace-loving States and all progressive 
mankind, stand firmly on the side of the Arabs fighting for their 
just cause.

Nor can we close our eyes to the fact that in Indo-China there 
have been manifested certain forces that are trying at all costs to 
undermine a peaceful settlement.

The attempts of the former and present colonialists and oppres
sors to throttle the will of the peoples for freedom and independ
ence are continuing.

In the light of all those dangerous facts, should we put a halt to 
discussion in the United Nations of the problem of disarmament in 
all its aspects including the reduction of the military budgets of 
the permanent members of the Security Council, which have such 
tremendous economic and military potential? It is our conviction 
that such an approach would be wrong; it would be tantamount to 
a tremendous historical mistake.

As for the Soviet Union and its peoples, we shall not embark on 
such a wrong course. According to its Charter, the United Nations 
is obliged to deal with the problem of disarmament and to achieve 
a solution to that problem. Otherwise, we shall simply be playing 
into the hands of the aggressors, the apologists for the armaments 
race and the opponents of disarmament.

The Soviet Union is engaged in an active struggle against all 
manifestations of policies of aggression, war and oppression. The 
forces of imperialism, aggression and colonialism are encountering 
a firm rebuff from the forces of peace, progress and freedom, and 
thanks to that a new, fresh wind is blowing in the world and the 
trend towards stren^hening international security and towards 
dStente has taken the upper hand.

In these conditions it is the duty and obligation of the United 
Nations to make its contribution to seeing to it that this favourable 
process should be stabilized and acquire an irreversible character. 
In endeavouring to strengthen that trend and make it possible for a 
broad circle of States, including the developing countries, to bene
fit from the advantages of a dStente, the Soviet Grovernment, which
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is listening to the heartbeat of the world, has decided to propose to 
the United Nations General Assembly a decision calling for the 
reduction of the military budgets of the great military Powers, 
primarily the five permanent members of the Security Council. In 
so doing, we have based ourselves on the belief that the destructive 
armaments race is indeed a calamity for the peoples of all the 
countries of the world.

According to United Nations data, more than $200,000 million 
are being spent every year throughout the world for noilitary pur
poses, for the armaments race, in war preparations. Those funds 
are deducted from those for constructive efforts aimed at improv
ing the living conditions of the peoples, improving their health 
conditions, education, building and so on.

I should like to recall that at this twenty-eighth session of the 
General Assembly an item has been included on the agenda calling 
for the convening of a world food conference. It is obvious to every
one that that item is of the greatest importance as a result of the 
threatening food shortage facing mankind. The question therefore 
arises: can we count on a positive solution to this very important 
problem without achieving progress in the field of limiting the 
armaments race and without reducing military budgets and with
out achieving disarmament? Where will we get the resources to 
increase food production at a time when the world is spending 
more than $200,000 million every year on the armaments race?

The time has come to reflect very seriously on this matter. It is 
also important for the authors of the proposal for a world food 
conference to consider these facts, as well as those who have sup
ported the inclusion of that proposal in the agenda of the General 
Assembly. It is therefore time to take measures to expedite a 
solution to the problem of disarmament and in particular the 
problem of reducing military budgets.

The Soviet initiative—and this shows its timeliness—meets the 
interests, requirements and desires of many countries, primarily 
the developing countries, which constitute the overwhelming ma
jority of United Nations Member States.

As early as 1971 a report dealing with the economic and social 
consequences of the armaments race was submitted to the General 
Assembly and approved by it. It was prepared by a group of ex
perts appointed by the Secretary-General and is contained in 
document A/8469. The report recommended that we carry out:

A substantial reduction in the m ilitary expenditures of all countries, par
ticularly of those whose m ilitary expenditures are highest . . .

It was also stated in the report that:
A halt in the arms race and a significant reduction in m ilitary expen

ditures would help the social and economic development of all countries and 
would increase the possibilities of providing additional aid to developing 
countries.^^

^Documents on Disarmament̂  1971, pp. 685-686.
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The time has come to proceed to the implementation of these 
recommendations.

Quite recently the question of the need to reduce military 
budgets has been raised by many States. During the present session 
of the General Assembly the Foreign Minister of Mexico, Mr. 
Rabasa, told us that last February his own country had suggested 
to the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva that as one of its 
most urgent tasks it consider the question of the reduction of 
military budgets.*  ̂ The representative of Mexico supported the 
inclusion of the Soviet proposal in the agenda of the Assembly 
after expressing the hope that the permanent members of the 
Security Council could come to an agreement

making possible equitable reductions in their respective m ilitary budgets, 
together with the employment of the resources thus saved for assistance to 
less developed countries.^*

The Soviet delegation, in connexion with the consideration of 
this item concerning the reduction of military budgets, wishes to 
draw attention to the fourth Conference of Non-Aligned States—a 
forum so important in these times—which took place in Algiers in 
September. That Conference gave very serious attention to the 
question of strengthening peace and security and to ways and 
means of achieving progress towards solving the problem of 
general and complete disarmament. In the Declaration adopted by 
that Conference attention was drawn to the question of how best to 
contribute to the well-being of all peoples and the. social develop
ment of the third world.̂ ® No one can ignore the opinion of those 
States—neither the United Nations nor those who oppose this new 
Soviet proposal. This proposal, calling for the reduction of military 
budgets and the utilization of part of the funds thus saved to 
provide assistance to developing countries, takes account of de
cisions of the United Nations and the Conference of Non-Aligned 
States, and it also takes due account of the needs and requirements 
of developing countries.

The Soviet Union submits its proposal not as a general appeal 
but rather as a concrete, practical measure, and we will seek to 
ensure its full implementation. For that very reason this new 
Soviet initiative has been set forth in the most business-like and 
detailed form. The Soviet Union is proposing that the General 
Assembly should recommend to all the permanent members of the 
Security Council, without exception, that they reduce their military 
budgets by the same percentage. What we have in mind is a 
simultaneous reduction by 10 per cent of their over-all military 
expenditures for 1973. In making that proposal, the Soviet Govern
ment is guided by the fact that in accordance with the United

“ Ante, pp. 19-20.
“ A/C.1/PV.2139 (prov.), pp. 13-15.
“ Ante, pp. 631-633.



MALIK STATEMENT, OCTOBER 15 661

Nations Charter the permanent members of the Security Council 
share equally the main responsibility for the maintenance of inter
national peace and security. All of them, as members of the Se
curity Council, have the very same rights and obligations. These 
five States have the greatest military expenditures and they also 
possess the nuclear weapon, and for that reason it is quite natural 
to raise the point that these Powers should act together and pro
vide an example by beginning this reduction of military budgets 
in the most concrete, palpable form.

With regard to the percentage indicated, the reduction of the 
military budgets of all five permanent members of the Security 
Council should not provide any unilateral advantages or privileges. 
In the question of disarmament, and particularly in that part of 
the question dealing with the reduction of the military budgets 
of the permanent members of the Security Council, the principle of 
identical responsibility should be recognized and implemented. The 
key to the success of a solution to this question lies in the recogni
tion and implementation of this very principle of identical 
responsibility.

Furthermore, it would be highly desirable for certain other 
States which have a very great military potential to carry out a 
corresponding reduction of their military budgets. The greater this 
circle of countries undertaking this very important and appro
priate measure, the more palpable and concrete will be the contri
bution made to the strengthening of international peace and 
security and to the achievement of true, significant assistance to 
developing countries.

It goes without saying that the reduction of the military budgets 
of the permanent members of the Security Council should not lead 
to an increase in the military expenditures of their military allies. 
Each of the developing countries—and, as I said, they constitute 
the largest number of States in the world—will have, under the 
Soviet proposal, the possibility of receiving economic assistance 
from the funds that have been saved by the reduction of the 
military budgets of the five permanent members of the Security 
Council as well as from the reduction of the military expenditures 
of other developed countries possessing a great military potential.

The Soviet Union is suggesting a concrete, well-defined scope for 
the reduction of military budgets of the permanent members of 
the Security Council, namely, a reduction by 10 per cent from the 
1973 level during the financial year following the adoption of the 
appropriate decision by the General Assembly. That is a very clear, 
concrete proposal. Its purpose is to carry out without any delays or 
reservations this measure which would be so useful both for the 
peoples of those countries which would reduce their military 
budgets and for the peoples of the developing countries which 
would obtain assistance in addition to that which they have already
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received. This year a number of the developing countries of Asia, 
Africa and Latin America are facing a very serious situation as a 
result of natural disasters. Their most important social and eco
nomic projects are now being threatened as a result. The imple
mentation of the Soviet proposal would make it possible for those 
countries to obtain resources which they so sorely need.

Is it necessary to set up a control over the reduction of military 
budgets and consequently to study the structure of the means 
of utilization of the funds saved, and so on? In our view there is 
no need for that. The implementation of our proposal does not 
require any control since in this case we are dealing with a purely 
voluntary and highly concrete measure. This measure is dictated 
by the desire to enhance confidence among States and to give addi
tional substantial assistance to the countries which are most 
acutely in need of it.

The question of control or of a study of the structure of budgets, 
with the assistance of various types of expert groups could be 
utilized by the adversaries of the reduction of military budgets 
and by those who are opposed to giving additional assistance for 
development purposes. Those who oppose us are using a tactic 
which is by no means new. This has frequently been used in the 
past regarding other proposals in the field of disarmament and it is 
aimed simply at submerging such a proposal in a flood of empty, 
wordy speeches and unnecessary technical discussions.

As is well known, almost all States publish reports concerning 
their military budgets. Such data, particularly those for 1973, could 
be used as a basis for the reduction of budgets. The very fact 
of using the funds thus saved for the peaceful development of 
States and for assistance to the developing countries would be the 
most convincing proof and the greatest possible verification of 
implementation of this Assembly decision. Furthermore, it goes 
without saying that each of the permanent members of the Security 
Council, like all other countries which would endeavour to reduce 
their military budgets, would follow the recommendations of the 
General Assembly as regards such a reduction in a spirit of good 
will and good faith.

The Soviet Union considers it necessary also that there be set up 
within the United Nations system, on a temporary basis, a special 
international committee to distribute the funds released as a result 
of this reduction of military spending. That committee would in
clude the permanent members of the Security Council and those 
countries which had also undertaken to reduce their military 
budgets. Why do we consider it useful to suggest the establishment 
of such a committee? The fact is that under this proposal the reduc
tions in military budgets will be undertaken at one blow and in 
order that the proposal should be implemented with the greatest 
possible effectiveness, there is a need for establishing, on a tem
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porary basis, such a body, whose sole function would be to decide 
how best and most promptly to use the resources that had been 
saved by reducing the military budgets. Primarily, as has already 
been stated, assistance would be given to those countries of Asia, 
Africa and Latin America which this year have suffered most 
gravely from natural disasters, namely from the drought and from 
poor harvests. We feel that the utilization of one of the already 
existing bodies for the implementation of this proposal would be 
wrong inasmuch as those bodies have been set up for other tasks 
and they are working on the basis of other criteria. In our opinion, 
this body should be sufficiently representative but at the same time 
should be reasonably limited in its composition in order to work 
effectively. The members of the committee should be selected on 
an equitable basis without any discrimination whatsoever, and the 
needs and requirements of the countries should be given all 
adequate consideration. We feel also that it would be useful to hear 
the views of other delegations on this subject, and primarily the 
views of the developing countries. It would be useful also to 
request the Secretary-General of the United Nations to give the 
broadest possible assistance to the committee and provide it with 
all adequate servicing. Inasmuch as this body would be set up 
on the basis of a decision of the present session of the Assembly, 
it is quite natural that the Soviet draft resolution proposes that 
the committee should present its report to the twenty-ninth session 
of the General Assembly.

The Soviet proposal aims at adding to and implementing those 
efforts which are being undertaken to grant economic assistance to 
developing countries both on a multilateral and on a bilateral 
basis. If we take account of the present tremendous scale of 
military expenditures of States, we can only draw the conclusion 
that the adoption and implementation of the Soviet proposal would 
lead to providing additional substantial assistance, which could be 
calculated in several hundreds of millions, if not even more than a 
billion dollars. All this would serve as a beginning to the imple
mentation of the requirements of the developing countries as well 
as the demands in decisions of the United Nations for measures to 
end the armaments race and to make progress in the field of 
disarmament.

All States would gain from a reduction of military budgets. 
Developing countries would gain because they would have the 
possibility of benefiting from the savings thus achieved, and they 
would then have the opportunity of assigning and allocating 
greater resources to meeting their social and economic development 
problems. Those States which undertook such reductions would 
gain also because they too would have the possibility of raising the 
standard of living of their own peoples.
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In welcoming the Soviet proposal, the Foreign Minister of 
Poland, Comrade Olszowski, quite rightly stressed that

Practical implementation of tha t proposal not only would produce immense 
m aterial advantages but would also have its impact upon the improvement of 
the atmosphere of tru s t in international relations. . .

A reduction of the armaments race and disarmament is a matter 
of interest to all of us since any step forward—even a modest one— 
in this field would meet the needs of our main task, namely, the 
strengthening of peace on earth. The Soviet State, true to the 
Leninist injunctions, is firmly and consistently following a course 
of taking decisions and measures leading to great and noble 
objectives. We are pleased to note that the new Soviet initiative has 
met with understanding and has been well received and has found 
support both within and outside the United Nations. The proposal 
to reduce military budgets has been welcomed in the statements 
made during the general debate by representatives of the socialist 
countries and many of the non-aligned countries.

The Soviet delegation once again expresses its gratitude for this 
support and states that it is ready to co-operate with all interested 
States. We are ready to examine in a constructive spirit all views 
put forward during the discussion of this question.

Before concluding, I should like to read out the operative part 
of the draft resolution (A/L.701) on this item submitted to the 
Greneral Assembly by the Soviet delegation on 9 October:

[The draft resolution apppears ante, p. 653.J

It is our deep conviction that in supporting the achievement and 
implementation of the proposal for reducing the military budgets 
of the permanent members of the Security Council the United 
Nations would be making a very important contribution to the 
general efforts of peace-loving countries aimed at detente and at 
eliminating the armaments race and strengthening international 
peace and security. If everyone agrees with our proposal, as was 
emphasized by our Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko,’  ̂ then this 
General Assembly will adopt the corresponding resolution which 
would be an extremely useful act.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly, October 23, 1973 ^

The First Committee is now embarking upon the consideration 
of the broad range of questions on the agenda of the twenty-eighth

“ A/C.1/PV.2130 (prov.), pp. 28-30.
^  Av i f p  Ti

'  A /C.i/pV .1934 (prov.), pp. 4-21.
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session of General Assembly of the United Nations relating to one 
of the particularly important international problems, namely, 
the problem of disarmament. Among these questions, each of which 
has its own particular importance for the limitation of the arms 
race and disarmament, one of the most important, as is generally 
acknowledged in the United Nations and throughout the world, is 
the question of the convening of a world disarmament conference 
with the participation of all countries without exception, large, 
medium-sized and small. The Soviet Union has been and will 
continue to be a staunch supporter of the convening of such a 
conference. This is a position of principle of the Soviet Union 
which has been set forth in the well-known Soviet peace pro
gramme approved at the Twenty-Fourth Congress of the Com
munist Party of the Soviet Union. In presenting this programme 
to the Congress, Comrade Leonid Ilyich Brezhnev stated that one 
of the most important tasks was the following;
To intensify the struggle for a cessation of the arms race in all its forms. 
We are in favour of the convening of a world conference for the consideration 
of questions of disarmament in all their scope.”

Now at a time when in the world, in spite of remaining hotbeds 
of tension and conflict, we are witnessing a strengthening of the 
process of improving the political climate and easing inter
national tension, the holding of a broad international conference 
on questions of disarmament would promote a further normal
ization of international relations and also further progress in the 
area of restraining the arms race and, in the final analysis, 
disarmament.

A world disarmament conference would be an important step 
towards the strengthening of the favourable changes which are 
now occurring in the world and would help to give it a stable and 
irreversible character.

At the conference, of course, for which proper preparations 
would be made, all countries of the world without exception would 
have an opportunity actively and on an equal footing to discuss 
and indicate ways of limiting and checking the extravagant arms 
race, and ways of achieving disarmament. An exchange of views 
among all States at the specially convened conference for this 
purpose would be an additional incentive for practical negotiations 
and the carrying out of concrete measures on individual aspects 
of the problem of disarmament, which was, has been and remains 
one of the most topical questions of the present day and which is 
of vital importance for all peoples.

As has so often been pointed out, the United Nations, under its 
Charter, is obliged to deal with the problem of disarmament and 
to arrive at a decision on it. For three years now the proposal for 
the convening of a world disarmament conference has been the

'‘Documents on Disarmament, 1971, p. 196 (variant translation).
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subject of active discussion in the United Nations and at sessions 
of the General Assembly, and we note with satisfaction that the 
idea of such a conference, which has enjoyed the widest possible 
support, is becoming more and more an actual practical process 
of gradual progress towards the convening of the conference.

On this question the General Assembly, at the twenty-sixth and 
twenty-seventh sessions, adopted two resolutions, each of which 
has lent this process an ever more concrete character."' I would 
remind you that at the twenty-seventh session of the General 
Assembly not a single delegation voted against the resolution on the 
need for convening the conference and preparing for it. In the 
course of the general debate at this session of the General Assem
bly, many delegations again expressed their support for the early 
convening of a world forum on disarmament. For example, the 
Foreign Minister of Zambia, Mr. Mudenda, speaking in the general 
debate on 27 September this year, stated:

We remain strongly convinced th a t a world disarmament conference would be 
a  most significant endeavour and perhaps a real beginning in the search 
for genuine disarmament.*

In his statement of 25 September the head of the Ethiopian dele
gation, Mr. Haile, stated:
And, in this regard, no doubt a carefully prepared and properly convened 
world disarmament conference could be a useful exercise.'*

And the heads of many delegations of other countries expressed 
themselves in the same spirit.

It is t3rpical that in the course of the general debate at this 
session of the General Assembly particular interest towards the 
convening of a world disarmament conference was displayed once 
again by the representatives of the non-aligned countries. And that 
is no coincidence. Such a representative forum as the world dis
armament conference, convened on the basis of the equal participa
tion of all countries, would provide a real opportunity for each of 
them to make a contribution to the general effort to call a halt to 
the arms race and to ensure progress in the area of genuine dis
armament. At the same time we realize fully that major responsi
bility for progress in disarmament lies with States which possess 
the greatest military economic potential, primarily the five nuclear 
Powers. That does not mean, however, that they enjoy a kind 
of monopoly over the holding of talks and the preparing of agree
ments in this area. Disarmament is something which affects every
one and all States have the right and must have the opportunity 
to make their contribution to resolving the complex problems 
connected with the overcoming of the considerable obstacles and 
barriers to disarmament.

’‘Ibid., 1971, pp. 109-110; ibid., 1972, pp. 835-836. 
‘ A/PV.2130 (prov.), pp. 38-40.
'  A/PV.2127 (prov.), p. 61.
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In these matters it is important to take joint action and it is 
important for the whole world to do this. Only thus it is possible 
to overcome the stubborn resistance of the opponents to disarma
ment and to ensure genuine progress towards the main goal, that of 
general and complete disarmament. Therefore, to oppose the con
vening of a world conference is tantamount to disregarding the 
views, the interests and the aspirations of the overwhelming 
majority of States, primarily the developing countries, which are 
directly or indirectly aifected by and involved in the arms race 
while they have an acute need for the speedy development of their 
own national economies and the raising of the living standards of 
their peoples.

The proposal for the world disarmament conference fully takes 
into account the requirements and meets the interests of the 
developing countries and is something which is demonstrated by 
another universally acknowledged fact, namely, that the Fourth 
Conference of the Heads of State and Government of the Non- 
Aligned Countries in Algiers categorically and firmly expressed 
its support for convening the conference. In the Declaration 
adopted at the Algiers Conference we find the following:

The Conference demands th a t a world conference on disarmament, with the 
participation of all States, shall be convened as soon as possible.®

And that clearly demonstrates that the position of the non-aligned 
countries in the matter of convening a world disarmament con
ference agrees entirely with the view and position of the com
munity of socialist countries and, at the same time, is in direct 
contradiction to the position of the opponents of the conference.

As we know—and the Secretary-General reminded us of this 
in his recently published note on the question of the world dis
armament conference, in document A/9228—under resolution 2930 
(XXVII) of the General Assembly last year, a special committee 
was assembled to prepare for the convening of the conference.^ 
The Committee was instructed to study thoroughly proposals on 
the views of Member States of the United Nations with regard 
to the preparation for and the convening of a conference and to 
present a report to the twenty-eighth session of the General 
Assembly. The Assembly acted in the belief that the work of the 
Committee should be an important stage on the road towards the 
practical preparation for the convening of a world disarmament 
conference. And that was precisely what guided the Soviet dele
gation in taking an active part in the work of that Committee.

Almost a year has gone by since the Special Committee was set 
up to prepare for the world disarmament conference. What has 
the Committee succeeded in doing during that time? Unfortunately 
not much. The Committee, because of the negative attitude of some

® Ante, p. 633.
Documents on Disannament, 1972, pp. 835-836.
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States, known to all, was unable to perform the tasks entrusted 
to it by the General Assembly. The Committee failed to submit 
a report to the twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly. At 
the same time, no one, particularly the members of the Special 
Committee who took part in its work, can deny the positive fact 
that the Committee held a whole series of unofficial meetings. An 
exchange of views took place at those meetings on a wide range 
of questions connected with the preparations for the conference. 
That was preceded by the unanimous election of Ambassador 
Hoveyda as Chairman of the Committee or, as he was known at the 
unofficial meeting, the man who conducted those meetings. We must 
say frankly that in this special—if you like, delicate—post he did 
an excellent job in conducting these complicated proceedings, in 
guiding the deliberations of the Committee and in establishing con
tacts and links between members of the Committee who were 
dissidents and were unwilling to take part in its work. He had a 
group of active assistants to assist him in his work. A broad 
exchange of views at the eight meetings of the Committee under 
the Chairmanship of Ambassador Hoveyda is registered in the 
records which any delegation can consult.

This work by the Committee and its Chairman—and we call him 
its Chairman—was, without doubt, important and useful. Attempts 
to hinder this work were unsuccessful. In the view of the Soviet 
delegation, the work done by the Committee and the efforts of its 
Chairman yielded very definite and real advantages. Primarily, the 
unofficial meetings of the Committee once again demonstrated and 
confirmed that the proposal to convene a world disarmament con
ference enjoys extremely wide support. That proposal was 
favoured by every one of the 31 members of the Committee, down 
to the last man, who regularly took part in its meetings. The 
magnetic effect of the idea of convening the conference was so 
great that even its opponents and their sympathizers were unable 
to oppose the proposal openly. They are attempting to conceal their 
reluctance to facilitate its convening by all kinds of artificial 
trumped-up pretexts and explanations.

Other factors emerged during the course of the unofficial 
meetings of the Committee and constituted obstacles or, more 
accurately speaking, were used to put a brake on the Committee’s 
normal work in performance of the task entrusted to it by the 
General Assembly. At the same time the exchange of views made it 
possible to identify ways and means of eliminating those obstacles 
which were, fundamentally, of an organizational and procedural 
character and not insuperable in substance—if, of course, we were 
to approach the problem of convening a world disarmament 
conference in a spirit of goodwill and genuine desire.

The statements of many members of the Special Committee dur
ing its meetings quite clearly demonstrated that it is entirely
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possible to ensure the productivity of its work and hence promote 
progress towards the practical preparation for the convening of 
the conference. Nor can we fail to point out that, as was indicated 
by the discussions in the Committee, the Special Committee on the 
World Disarmament Conference was, by its composition, an 
extremely well qualified and competent United Nations organ, 
created on the basis of equitable geographical and, what is equally 
important, political representation of States within the United 
Nations systena. And this is itself an excellent precondition for 
ensuring compliance with the General Assembly resolution and for 
the attainment of the major objective of the Committee’s work.

It can, of course, be said that a given geographical group of 
Member States of the United Nations might, to some extent, be 
inadequately represented in the Special Committee. But there are 
not and have never been any grounds for converting this question 
into a stumbling-block and, in so doing, undermining the very work 
of the Committee. And we are well aware that it is not the 
socialist countries which are at fault. Even as far back as the 
twenty-seventh session of the General Assembly and subsequently 
thereafter, those countries expressed their complete readiness to 
consider and settle the question of increasing the membership of 
the Special Committee. On the whole, we must acknowledge that 
that Committee was constituted on an entirely reasonable basis, 
determined by the relevant decision of the United Nations General 
Assembly.

The question of convening a world disarmament conference, as 
has already been pointed out, has evoked considerable interest 
throughout the world—and, in our view, this is precisely what 
explains the wish of many States to become members of the 
Special Committee and make a practical contribution to prepa
rations for convening and successfully conducting a world dis
armament conference.

The Soviet delegation is profoundly convinced that the question 
of a certain sensible increase in the membership of this Committee, 
through the geographical groups of Member States of the United 
Nations that consider themselves underrepresented in it, could be 
resolved in the course of the Committee’s work. This is a proposal 
that we have repeatedly made, even going so far as to name the 
countries that could be added to the Committee as put forward 
by the regional groups in question. Unfortunately, for a number of 
reasons, primarily because of the negative attitude of certain 
States, this was not done at the time, that is, during the period 
between the twenty-seventh and twenty-eighth sessions of the 
General Assembly. As a result this question must be settled now, 
and it should be settled justly, by taking into account the views of 
regional groups and the wishes of States that are ready to take 
part in the work of this organ and in strict accordance with the
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relevant resolution adopted at the twenty-seventh session of the 
General Assembly, that is, on the basis of equitable geographical 
and political representation.

The Soviet delegation for its part is ready to pay the utmost 
attention to the wishes of certain countries from respective 
geographical groups that would like to join the Special Committee, 
in full recognition of its importance and the complexity of the 
issues involved in practical preparations for the world dis
armament conference and that have a genuine desire to assist in 
the joint efforts to resolve those questions. The Soviet delegation 
does not consider that the question of a certain increase in the 
membership of the Special Committee on the World Disarmament 
Conference to be an insuperable obstacle.

We feel it is necessary to give special attention to the question 
of participation in the work of the Special Committee by the 
nuclear Powers, The Soviet delegation considers that in discussing 
and resolving the questions relating to disarmament all nuclear 
Powers should take part, since they possess great military and 
nuclear potential. Disarmament affects all States without except- 
tion, both nuclear and non-nuclear. At the same time we must not 
forget that particular responsibility in solving the problems of 
limiting the arms race and disarmament is borne primarily by 
the nuclear Powers, particularly the major military countries, in
cluding of course nuclear Powers which, as we know, are perma
nent members of the Security Council.

That is why the Soviet Union has raised at this session of the 
General Assembly as an important and urgent matter that of 
reducing military budgets of States which are permanent members 
of the Security Council by 10 per cent and using part of the funds 
thus saved to assist the developing countries. This Soviet initiative, 
which is a new step in the area of disarmament, meets the in
terests, requirements and wishes of many States, primarily the 
developing countries, which represent an overwhelming majority 
of the membership of the United Nations. It is precisely those 
countries which at the present time are raising the question of 
how to narrow the widening economic gap between the developed 
and developing countries, and where to find the funds to resolve 
this important problem. Last week those countries specially raised 
this new and important question as an item for inclusion in the 
agenda of this Assembly. The fact that the developing countries 
have raised this question for the consideration of the General 
Assembly serves to convince us even more that the Soviet Union 
acted with perfect propriety, and at the right time in the present 
circumstances, when it proposed that the General Assembly con
sider and decide on the question of reducing by 10 per cent the 
military budgets of the permanent members of the Security
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Council and the earmarking of a portion of the funds saved in this 
way for assistance to developing countries.

Now even the sceptics and those of little faith can realize at first 
hand the complete sympathy and accord and coincidence of the 
position of the Soviet Union and other socialist countries with the 
position of the developing countries in this important matter. 
It should be clear and obvious to everyone that one of the proper 
sources of possible additional funds for eliminating the economic 
rift between the developed and developing countries can and 
must be the implementation of the Soviet proposal to reduce 
military budgets.®

In this regard we cannot fail to express our regret that the 
instigators of the cold war, as it was known, have pushed the world 
into an armaments race which swallowed up tremendous resources, 
instead of those resources being spent on the peaceful need to 
increase the prosperity of the peoples of the world. From 1951 
to 1971, according to incomplete data, more than $3,000,000 million 
has been spent on the armaments race in the world, and today 
vast amounts of money are still being spent on it. They have 
reached an amount of almost $220,000 million a year. Therefore 
the entirely timely proposal of the Soviet Union is something 
which would help to curb this arms race.

The Soviet delegation cannot agree with the idea that, in the 
field of disarmament and in preparing for the convening of a 
world disarmament conference, it is only by the efforts of the non
nuclear States that it is possible to achieve any serious practical 
results, without the participation of countries which in fact 
possess the most destructive means of annihilation: nuclear weap
ons. Something which we consider entirely correct and something 
which deserves warm approval is the active search for co-operation 
with those nuclear Powers which have so far stayed outside the 
Committee, those efforts which have been undertaken by many 
members of the Special Committee. We also support and would 
highlight the tireless efforts along those lines of the Chairman of 
the Special Committee, Mr. Hoveyda, and some of his advisers and 
active assistants among the members of the Committee.

In adhering to this viewpoint, the Soviet delegation at the same 
time believes that if at this stage some nuclear Powers are not 
prepared to take part in the work of the Special Committee, this 
should not however constitute an obstacle to its work of complying 
with the important instructions which were given to it by the 
twenty-seventh session of the General Assembly. Those nuclear 
Powers which for one reason or another have not so far taken 
part in the Special Committee's work can always take their places 
in it whenever they are ready to do so. We need not doubt that all

® Ante, p. 653.
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other States, as was shown by the unofficial meetings of the 
Committee, will welcome their participation and co-operation in 
the great and important work of implementing the decisions of the 
United Nations with regard to convening a world disarmament 
conference.

In the view of the Soviet delegation, the basis of the work of the 
special Committee and also that of the work of preparing for the 
disarmament conference, should be good will and a genuine desire 
and wish to achieve real progress towards halting the armaments 
race and bringing about general and complete disarmament and 
involving as many States as possible in the struggle for the attain
ment of this great and noble goal. The United Nations and its 
membership would be very wrong indeed if they did not attempt 
to take advantage of the favourable opportunity which is now open 
to them for convening a world disarmament conference, if they 
were to postpone indefinitely the preparations for it. In his state
ment at the present session of the General Assembly on 25 Septem
ber, the Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union, Mr. A. A. Gromyko, 
on behalf of the Soviet Government stated:

The time has come to s ta rt practical preparations for the convocation of the 
World Disarmament Conference. Conditions should be ensured which would a t 
last enable the special committee envisaged under the General Assembly 
resolution for the preparation of the Conference to perform its functions.”

The Soviet delegation considers that the forthcoming discussion 
and decisions of the General Assembly on the world disarmament 
conference will make it possible to make further progress in the 
matter of preparing for the actual holding of this important inter
national meeting. We entirely agree in this with the view of the 
Federal Secretary for Foreign Affairs of Yugoslavia, Mr. Minic, 
who in his statement at this session of the General Assembly on 27 
September stated:

At this session maximum efforts should be exerted to overcome the existing 
difficulties and to initiate preparations for convening the Conference.’®

The Soviet delegation wishes to express its entire agreement with 
that approach to this historically important matter and, for its 
part, it is ready to do everything in its power to proceed, in prac
tical terms, to a businesslike consideration of measures involved in 
preparing for the convening of a World Disarmament Conference. 
We must overcome all the difficulties and obstacles and put on a 
practical footing the work of the Special Committee on the World 
Disarmament Conference. This would be facilitated by a certain 
limited expansion of the membership of the Special Committee, the 
confirmation of the need for participation in its work of the 
nuclear Powers and the giving of instructions to the Special Com

® Ante, p. 643.
^®A/PV.2130 (prov.),p. 12.
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mittee to get down to the practical work of preparing for the 
Conference.

In conclusion, permit me to point out, Mr. Chairman, that in the 
course of subsequent discussions in the First Committee the Soviet 
delegation intends to set forth its position on all the other ques
tions of disarmament that are to be considered at this session of 
the General Assembly. For this purpose we reserve our right to 
speak again in the near future.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly, October 23, T973

Writing about the atomic bomb in 1945, Albert Einstein reluc
tantly saw a certain merit in the spectre of danger it had intro
duced. He said:
It may intimidate the human race into bringing order into its international 
affairs, which, without the pressure of fear, it would not do.^

Certainly no one would question that nuclear weapons and other 
forms of advanced technology have had the most pervasive effects 
on human society. But has this technology had an influence on 
international affairs, as Einstein anticipated? The answer is, 
obviously, yes— b̂ut perhaps not as much as he expected. One 
reason is that the human race becomes partially inured to almost 
anything, including danger. Another reason is that it changes its 
thought habits only very slowly: many people today still think 
in terms of an earlier era of conventional weaponry.

All the more credit, therefore, seems due to those who have read 
correctly the implication of technology, and who have laboured 
against considerable odds to bring it under control. Those who 
work in the arms control field should draw courage, I think, from 
yet another consideration: difficult and frustrating as these efforts 
may be, in the long run they are bound to have an effect on the 
thoughts and trends of governments, even before specific results 
are achieved.

As the First Committee today begins once again to explore the 
problems of arms control and disarmament, there are certainly 
many factors on the world scene which are a source of appre
hension. It is easy in these circumstances to be discouraged about 
the prospects for anns control. However, if we take stock of the 
events of the past decade we can, I believe, be encouraged by how 
far we have come. Only a decade ago, arms control and disarma
ment often seemed just another issue which, despite its importance, 
had become enmeshed in the cold war. Proposals were often made

'  A/C.1/PV.1934 (prov.), pp. 21-37.
“ Seelig, Carl (ed.), Ideas and Opinions by Albert Einstein  (N.Y.: Crown 

Publishers, 1954), pp. 122-123.
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with no thought of their ultimate acceptance and speakers seemed 
intent upon scoring propaganda victories rather than achieving 
progress toward meaningful arms control measures.

This fall we can cite more than the body of agreements already 
concluded. We can point to promising negotiations now under way 
or about to begin on strategic arms limitations, on mutual and 
balanced force reductions in Central Europe and on European 
security and co-operation. The Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament continues its efforts to come to grips realistically 
with important subjects, to wit, a comprehensive test ban and 
limitations on chemical weapons.

In the past year we have seen encouraging signs of further 
movements towards stability. The Viet-Nam and Laos Agreements 
have already reduced the scope of the conflict that has torn South- 
East Asia asunder for so long.® Although fighting has taken place 
in the Middle East, it has been possible to arrange a cease-fire. My 
country will, of course, continue its efforts to help to arrange a 
peaceful settlement of the Middle East conflict. Elsewhere in the 
world, progress has been made towards relaxing tensions.

Here at the United Nations we have the clear duty to move 
ahead in our work on arms control, whatever the difficulties facing 
us. It is up to us to build on the base of agreements already 
achieved in order to take those further steps which may now be 
feasible.

Nuclear arms control naturally enjoys priority in our efforts. In 
this area, as in others, the coming years hold the promise of 
further progress, building upon that of the past five years.

In 1969 President Nixon pledged to the United Nations that the 
United States was embarked on “a sustained effort not only to limit 
the build-up of strategic forces but to reverse it.” •* In 1972 we 
concluded agreements with the Soviet Union limiting each side to 
two ABM sites and freezing ICBM and SLBM launcher levels for 
five years.' In the United States/Soviet Agreement, concluded on 
21 June 1973, President Nixon and Secretary-General Brezhnev 
stated their intention of reaching a permanent agreement on more 
complete measures on the limitation of arms, as well as their 
subsequent reduction. They also announced that the two sides 
would make serious efforts to work out the provisions of a 
permanent agreement, with the objective of signing it in 1974.® 
United States and Soviet negotiators are now meeting in Geneva 
in order to try to carry out that objective.

The Strategic Arms Limitation Talks represent a fundamental 
change in international relationships. Each side has set a goal of

’‘Department of State Bvlletin, Feb. 12, 1973, pp. 169 ff.; Keesing’s Con
temporary Archives,^ Apr. 16-22,1973, pp. 25843-25844.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1969, p. 535.
'  Ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.
= Ante, pp. 271-273, 283-285, 302-311.
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breaking the momentum and moderating the process of strategic 
arms competition.

On 30 October historic talks will begin in Vienna, aimed at 
reductions in the level of military forces now stationed in 
Central Europe. How important those negotiations are is evident 
from the area involved. Central Europe has since the Second 
World War been a region of major East-West confrontation. It has 
long been a battleground of many peoples and many nations. Pre
serving security undiminished in that region at low levels of force 
would represent a major breakthrough towards a more rational 
world order. We and our allies plan to negotiate in Vienna with 
dedication, bearing in mind that not only will the interests of the 
actual participants be served by our success, but international 
peace and security will generally be strengthened.

Neither negotiations on strategic arms nor the forthcoming 
talks on mutual and balanced force reductions in Europe are 
directly concerned with the international proliferation of nuclear 
arms. In the end, however, their purpose is similar to that of the 
non-proliferation Treaty.  ̂ For many nations which negotiated 
the non-proliferation Treaty shared the same goals as the SALT 
and MBFR negotiators, that is, to achieve greater stability in a 
world living under the nuclear threat; to reduce the chances of 
nuclear war breaking out whether by design or by accident; and to 
lessen the burden of armaments on the world. The non-pro- 
liferation Treaty reflects the desire of its more than 100 sig
natories to call a halt to the proliferation of nuclear weapons 
before an increasing number of countries felt compelled to invest 
substantial resources into building their own deterrent forces. The 
benefits of the Treaty have flowed to nuclear-weapons States and 
non-nuclear-weapons States alike. The world as a whole has 
profited from the fact that no country has joined the “nuclear club” 
since 1964. One can well ask where we would be today if, in addi
tion to the other conflicts in the world, the last few years had 
seen a desperate action/reaction cycle as additional countries 
acquired nuclear weapons capabilities.

It will not be on the basis of the short five years of its existence 
but over the decades to come that future generations will judge 
the usefulness of the non-proliferation Treaty. Strengthening that 
Treaty and its underlying principles is one of our heaviest responsi
bilities. During the past year, the Treaty did indeed receive 
increasing support with the adherence of six additional States. 
Another important development was the signing last April of the 
verification agreement between the IAEA and the European Com
munity, thus removing one obstacle to wider adherence to the 
Treaty. We earnestly hope that additional countries, particularly

 ̂Documents on Disarmament  ̂1968, pp. 461-465.
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those with an advanced nuclear technology, will adhere to the 
Treaty.

Article VIII of the non-proliferation Treaty calls for a review 
conference five years after the entry into force of the Treaty. We 
look forward to that conference. We regard it as an important 
opportunity to provide additional impetus to the Treaty and its 
principles. We intend to co-operate fully with other Treaty parties 
in ensuring that the conference will be carefully organized. To that 
end, we are now beginning to consult other depositaries and parties 
on how best to proceed with the arrangements for the conference in 
a manner satisfactory to all parties.

An important objective involved in the control of nuclear arms 
remains a comprehensive test ban on nuclear testing. Resolutions 
of the United Nations General Assembly have often drawn atten
tion to the priority that a comprehensive test ban should receive 
in disarmament negotiations.

We share the general assessment that the limited test ban Treaty 
has made a substantial contribution to international arms control 
efforts. Our common objective of limiting the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons would have been more difficult to achieve except 
for the willingness of States to accept the constraints placed on 
them by the limited test ban Treaty ® in the knowledge that other 
States were accepting the same restraints. The limited test ban 
Treaty, as the initial breakthrough after years of stalled arms 
control negotiations, improved the fnternational climate and hence 
helped to make possible the later arms control agreements.

For all its value, however, the limited test ban Treaty has been 
regarded as but a step, albeit a most important one, to a ban on all 
nuclear testing. The United States has always supported the objec
tive of an adequately verified comprehensive test ban. President 
Nixon stated in his 3 May 1973 foreign policy report to the Con
gress, and I quote:

The United States has continued to support the objective of an adequately 
verified agreement to ban all nuclear weapons testing.

Some countries maintain tha t national means of verification would be suffi
cient to monitor such a ban with confidence. We disagree. Despite substantial 
progress in detecting and identifying seismic events including underground 
nuclear tests, we believe tha t national means of verification should be supple
mented by some on-site inspection.

The United States shares the view of many other nations tha t an adequately 
verified comprehensive test ban would be a positive contribution to moderating 
the arms race. For this reason we are giving high priority to the problem of 
verification. We will continue to co-operate with other nations in working 
toward eventual agreement on this important issue.”

Regarding our common goal of achieving a halt to all nuclear 
testing, we have made progress toward establishing the basis for a 
ban. Our understanding of seismic detection and identification 
capabilities has improved significantly over the past decade. My

 ̂Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
° Ante, p. 252.
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country in particular has devoted very substantial resources to 
research and development in the field of seismology. At this 
summer’s CCD session, we submitted a working paper analysing 
in detail our recent progress in seismic verification research. That 
paper described our current plans to construct 15 or 20 new 
seismic research stations in co-operation with other interested 
nations, at key places in the world.̂ ®

It also outlined our plans to install a data-management system 
to collect, store and distribute to interested Governments and 
other institutions and individuals the enormous quantities of data 
which will flow from this expanded seismic network. These plans 
call for seismic data to be available on a routine basis by late 
next year or early in 1975.

My country, along with others interested in a comprehensive 
test ban, benefited from an intensive four-day exchange of views 
on this subject at informal meetings of the CCD last July. Those 
meetings, attended by experts from nine countries, were, in our 
opinion, among the most useful ever held at the CCD. I should 
like here to express our appreciation to Japan for its efforts in 
proposing and helping to arrange those meetings.

The past year has also seen progress in a less universal but 
nevertheless very important arms control measure. As a party to 
Additional Protocol II of the Treaty of Tlatelolco,” the United 
States was most gratified to note the adherence during the year to 
that Protocol of two additional nuclear-weapon States, France and 
the People’s Republic of China.̂  ̂ We are pleased to see the Latin 
American nuclear-free zone gain this new support. Full credit must 
be given to the Mexican Government and its permanent represen
tative to the United Nations, Ambassador Garcia Robles, for their 
dedication and unflagging support of this endeavour.

During the past year, the CCD devoted a large part of its efforts 
to discussing limitations on chemical weapons. At the end of the 
spring session a group of eight [ten] non-aligned members pre
sented their views on a possible treaty to the Committee.'® On 
21 August the Japanese delegation tabled the outlines of a draft 
treaty for the consideration of the Committee.^’ During the year, 
the CCD looked carefully at many aspects of chemical weapons, in
cluding those related to possible agreements. Such careful con
sideration of all relevant issues is, in our opinion, the way to make 
progress toward the achievement of treaty restraints.

The memorandum of the non-aligned countries performed a 
useful service to the CCD in providing detailed views on the many 
interconnected elements in any possible chemical weapons agree-

Ante, pp. 376-402.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69 ff.
“ See ante, pp. 454-455, 542-543.

Ante, pp. 206-209.
” Ante, pp. 520-524.
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ment. The delegation of the United States commented in a system
atic fashion on the key points in this non-aligned memorandum. 
We agreed with the point in the memorandum that prohibition on 
chemical weapons must be coupled with adequate verification, and 
that verification in turn has both technical and political aspects 
which interact with the question of the scope of the prohibitions. 
We presented our views about how best to achieve our mutual ob
jective of a balanced agreement. Thus the non-aligned memoran
dum served not only to put on record the views of eight CCD 
members but also gave rise to an examination in depth of many 
of the key elements involved in any agreement to limit chemical 
weapons.

The Japanese working-paper, tabled shortly before the end of the 
CCD session, has already begun to receive wide consideration. We 
for our part are giving the Japanese proposal the serious and 
careful study it deserves. In doing so, we are conscious that the 
Japanese delegation had itself taken into consideration the views 
of other CCD members, including those contained in the non- 
aligned memorandum, in preparing its proposal. One of our own 
views, that is, that there must be an essential relationship between 
the scope of activities to be prohibited and the possibilities of veri
fication, is reflected in the Japanese working-paper. We have also 
considered that the alternative of a gradual approach to the prob
lem of chemical weapons should be held open, as indeed it is in the 
Japanese proposal.

During the past year, the CCD carried out important work in 
deepening our mutual understanding of the elements involved in 
limiting chemical weapons. Its value as a forum was rarely more 
evident than in the detailed discussions held about chemical weap
ons. These discussions, in which virtually every CCD member 
joined, covered the widest possible range of issues.

The United States remains committed to seeking an effective 
limitation of chemical weapons. We shall continue our search for 
workable means of restricting these weapons during the coming 
year, while exercising restraint in our own programme. As I told 
the CCD on 30 August, we the United States have not produced any 
lethal chemical weapons since 1968 and in fact have been phasing 
out part of our chemical weapons stockpiles.^®

I should like now to turn to the question of disarmament forums. 
As you all know, a number of suggestions have been advanced. We 
should like to make our views known on these suggestions.

The CCD remains, in our view, a valuable forum that has 
proven itself over more than a decade. Its limited size and its 
freedom from external pressures have permitted the CCD delega
tions to establish close working relations with each other. They 
have acquired a detailed understanding of the technical issues in

See ante, p. 577.
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volved in arms control issues and have evolved procedures that 
have permitted the work of the Committee to proceed smoothly. 
These factors have enabled the CCD to achieve truly constructive 
results. We believe that the United Nations should continue to pro
vide full support to this Committee which has been responsible for 
so much of the progress that has been made in arms control.

Some countries have called for the convening of a world dis
armament conference with preparations for such a meeting to 
begin as soon as possible. Other countries have stated their view 
that such a conference would prove useful only if all nuclear 
Powers agreed to participate in it. The views of the United States, 
which are well known, remain unchanged. While we agree that a 
world disarmament conference could serve a useful function at a 
later stage in the disarmament process, we do not believe that such 
a conference at this time would produce useful results. For such a 
conference not to disappoint the hopes of all those wishing to see 
rapid progress in disarmament, the conference would have to be 
able to offer real prospects of agreement on significant arms con
trol measures. However, it is not the lack of a suitable forum, but 
the lack of political agreement which prevents us from taking more 
far-reaching steps towards a more peaceful order with reduced 
levels of armaments. A world disarmament conference would be 
less likely to overcome this lack of agreement than to fall victim 
to it. The end result could well be a slow-down in our work com
bined with the dashing of expectations everywhere. Therefore we 
oppose convening a world disarmament conference or setting a 
date or starting preparations for one at this time.

Some speakers at this session of the General Assembly have 
already alluded to the possibility of reconvening the United Na
tions Disarmament Commission. You will recall that the Commis
sion last met in 1965 when there had been no General Assembly 
session and hence no disarmament debate. We find it difficult to see 
how the United Nations Disarmament Commission could usefully 
tackle the problems facing us today. We doubt seriously that 
such a large conference could, despite the best of intentions, tackle 
the working out of concrete treaty agreements. On the other hand, 
if the conference were only to continue the exchange of views 
which we shall be having here, it is difficult to see how it could add 
to the debate in this Committee. Moreover, a prolonged debate 
might give rise to heated exchanges not relevant to the solution of 
arms control and disarmament problems. Such exchanges would 
only set back the cause of disarmament.

I have tried to sum up where we stand in our work. Obviously, 
we have not moved ahead as rapidly as we should have liked to 
move on all fronts. In this respect, we must recognize frankly that 
there are elements of division and mistrust that have existed in 
the world for a long time. A process of compromise, of overcoming
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long standing political differences and of relegating ideological 
differences to their proper place will be needed before we can attain 
a more rapid rate of progress in all sectors of arms control and 
disarmament.

But we must equally recognize that this is by no means a time 
for despair— r̂ather the contrary. In the realm of strategic arms 
control there has been very substantial progress indeed, with good 
prospects for future progress in the not too distant future. In the 
realm of conventional forces, we shall soon be witnesses to an 
undertaking of transcendental importance, with the start of actual 
negotiations on the mutual and balanced reduction of forces and 
armaments in central Europe. Of all the areas of dangerous con
frontation, perhaps none over a period of time has occupied our 
thoughts more starkly or more relentlessly than this one, for a 
conflagration in this area would scarcely leave any part of the 
world untouched.

Finally, and perhaps above all, we can draw encouragement from 
the growth, world-wide, of an idea—an idea that is the cardinal 
principle of all work in arms control and disarmament: that limita
tions can ensure security and stability better even than the highest 
levels of armaments.

Statement by the Iranian Representative (Hoveyda) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: World Disarma
ment Conference [Extract], October 23, 1973 '

I now come to the question of the world disarmament conference. 
Last year I informed the First Committee of the position of my 
Government and while apologizing for quoting myself, I am afraid 
that I must do so. At that time I stated:
We do not want to believe that the conference will lose the promise it 
potentially holds because of a lack of interest on the part of the major 
Powers or the absence of adequate preparations. We dare not be over 
optimistic about such a conference, yet a defeatist attitude is similarly 
untenable.

If  the conference would bring us even one step closer to our goal it would 
certainly be worth while. Let me stress, however, tha t this could only be 
achieved if all States, including nuclear and threshold Powers, would par
ticipate, following timely and adequate preparation. In this vein we look 
forward to the convocation of the conference.”

Our position on this matter has not changed. I have nothing to 
add to what I said at the time. But on this question I am in a 
somewhat curious position. As you know, Sir, and the Secretary-

" A/C.1/PV.1934 (prov.), pp. 46-56. 
" A/C.1/PV.1881 (prov.), pp. 16-17.
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General’s Note bears me out in this,  ̂the Special Committee on the 
World Disarmament Conference convened by the Secretary- 
General in accordance with resolution 2930 (XXVII) of the Gen
eral Assembly^ and followed by a letter of the President of the 
twenty-seventh session,® was unable to hold normal meetings. The 
designated members agreed to carry out private exchanges of 
view and they did me the honour of selecting me to moderate in 
these exchanges. They finally agreed that I should, on a personal 
and purely personal basis, report to the General Assembly regard
ing the tenor of those unofficial discussions.

I wish here to thank the representative of the Soviet Union who 
earlier spoke words of praise regarding me. He was good enough 
to refer to my humble person as Chairman of the Committee, I be
lieve. The fact of the matter is that to a certain extent I was the 
non-chairman of a non-committee entrusted with submitting a non
report on what perhaps did not happen, and it is for that reason 
that I said a few seconds ago that I was in a somewhat curious 
position. I am almost sure that it is an unprecedented position. So 
my task is all the more difficult since from the very first days of 
exchanges of private views it was agreed that unofficial notes on 
the evolution of the private discussions would be prepared but that 
those notes could not at any time be quoted. How then, in those 
circumstances, could I sum them up? In other words, I was en
trusted with a “Mission Impossible”. If I was willing to assume 
it, it was perhaps because the programme of the same name has 
now been dropped from the television screens.

But be that as it may, in order to fulfil the hopes or wishes of 
my colleagues I shall endeavour to make a very succinct summary 
by trying to remain within the limits imposed upon me. In advance, 
however, I must stress that my comments on this matter are purely 
personal and must not and cannot in any circumstances be deemed 
a report in the usual sense of the word.

May I now doff one hat and don another and speak no longer as 
representative of my country but as a private individual whom a 
number of delegations have asked to embark upon a perilous under
taking. Eight unofficial meetings of consultation took place be
tween 26 April and 14 September 1973. The Secretary-General 
made available all the necessary means and facilities to allow 
those meetings to take place. In the course of the first unofficial 
meeting it was understood that unofficial notes, including sum
maries of statements made by the participants, would be prepared 
by the Secretariat under my supervision. It was also understood 
that States, non-members of the Committee, could be present 
during the exchanges of view but the public and press would be 
barred. It was also established that notes could not be quoted nor

” A/9228.
* Documents on D isarm am ent, 1972,  pp. 835-836.
‘  Ibid.,  pp. 867-868.



682 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

be considered in any way as expressing the official views of the 
delegations concerned. The main questions that were examined 
dealt with the composition of the Committee, the summary report 
to be prepared by the Secretary-General, consultations with the 
representatives of nuclear Powers which had not participated in 
the work and in the exchanges of view that took place at those 
unofficial meetings, and the question of the preparation of a report 
to the General Assembly.

The question of the participation of nuclear Powers which had 
not been expressly nominated as members but for whom seats 
were reserved was tackled by all the participants in the course of 
these unofficial meetings. I felt that it was generally accepted that 
the participation of four nuclear Powers that were absent from 
the work of the Special Committee would be eminently desirable 
but that the nations were divided regarding the effect of their 
absence.

Some speakers, proceeding from the premise that nuclear dis
armament was to be the fundamental question that any future 
world conference would have to discuss, felt that in the absence of 
the nuclear Powers the undertaking of preparatory work might 
jeopardize, rather than encourage, the achievement of that target, 
namely, a world disarmament conference. Thus, a number of 
representatives indicated that, if they supported resolution 2930 
(XXVII), it was because, in their minds, they understood, as the 
declaration made in the General Assembly on behalf of the sponsors 
of the resolution implied, that the participation of the nuclear 
Powers in the work of the Special Committee was in fact necessary.

However, other representatives felt that because of the limited 
scope of the mandate, the Special Committee was not entrusted 
with undertaking the preparatory work for the world disarmament 
conference and that, that being the case, the Committee could and 
should fulfil its mandate, even without the participation of the 
four absent nuclear Powers. On the other hand some representa
tives expressed the view that, even if the Special Committee could 
fulfil its mandate without the participation of certain nuclear 
Powers, the co-operation of these Powers was nevertheless a sine 
qua rum condition for effectiveness in the work of the Committee 
itself.

I have thus covered the question of the participation of the nu
clear Powers and now go on to the next point, namely, the composi
tion of the Special Committee. Discussion on this point centred 
on the question of reserved seats and the possibility of increasing 
the membership of the Special Committee. Some representatives 
held the view that, since there was no hope of the four absent nu
clear Powers immediately participating in the Special Committee’s 
work, the four empty seats should be allocated to other delegations 
that had expressly stated their wish to be allowed to participate in
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the Committee’s work; whereas other representatives felt that, so 
far as they were concerned, the aforementioned empty seats should 
remain reserved for the nuclear Powers, each of them being al
lowed to participate in the Committee’s work whenever it was 
deemed possible to do so. These representatives indicated also 
that they were ready to envisage the possibility of increasing the 
membership of the Special Committee anyway. Some participants 
indicated that the composition of the Special Committee did not 
allow certain regional groups to enjoy sufficient representation. 
On this point, the reference in resolution 2930 (XXVII) to 
“adequate political and geographical representation” could not, 
according to them, be interpreted as waiving the provisions of the 
Charter that equitable geographical representation must always 
be respected. It was recognized, however, that increasing the mem
bership of the Committee was a matter that fell within the purview 
of the General Assembly.

I turn now to the question of a summary report to be provided 
by the Secretary-General. Some speakers suggested that a report 
could be prepared by the Secretariat making known the views of 
Member States on the convening of a world disarmament con
ference ; but the opinion was also expressed that the Secretariat 
might set up a comparative table of opinions received from all 
Governments in response to a 1971 resolution,® as well as the 
opinions voiced in the course of last year’s debate in the First 
Committee. However, no consensus on the subject was arrived at.

In order to create the conditions necessary and conducive to the 
implementation of resolution 2930 (XXVII), we agreed that it 
would be desirable for me to contact the representatives of the four 
absent nuclear Powers, with the assistance of a group of advisers, 
to study how these Powers might be induced to agree either to 
form part of the Special Committee or to co-operate with it. I was 
also asked to seek the views and desires of regional groups regard
ing the composition of the Committee. I therefore undertook pri
vate consultations with the representatives of the four absent 
nuclear Powers and on 29 May 1973,1 reported to my colleagues on 
the results of those consultations. During one of our unofficial 
exchanges of views, I informed them that the representatives of 
the four nuclear Powers declined the offer to form part of the 
Special Committee or to co-operate with it in the present circum
stances, but that they had not given me a precise reply to the ques
tion of what conditions they would require in order to co-operate 
with the Committee.

Consultations undertaken with regional groups, through a con
tact group composed of five members, on the question of increasing 
the membership of the Committee, largely confirmed the opinion 
generally shared by the members of the group that this matter

“Ihid., 1971, pp. 909-910.
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had to be grappled with by the General Assembly at its twenty- 
eighth session.

I come now to another question. Operative paragraph 2 of reso
lution 2930 (XXVII) states that the Special Committee would, on 
the basis of consensus, present a report to the General Assembly 
at its twenty-eighth session. But profound differences of view have 
emerged from the discussion devoted to the question of the pres
entation of such a report. While some speakers eagerly hoped that 
a report would be submitted, others felt that the Special Com
mittee, not having been able to function in a normal fashion be
cause it did not elect a Bureau, was therefore unable to draw up a 
report for presentation to the General Assembly. It was finally 
recognized that, in these circumstances, the Secretary-General 
might transmit a note to the Assembly in which he would make 
known the measures adopted by him in implementation of the 
pertinent provisions of resolution 2930 (XXVII). It was also 
agreed that, in order to keep the Assembly fully informed, I should 
devote part of my statement on the question of disarmament to 
what occurred during the course of the unofficial exchanges of 
views.

It is obvious that the foregoing summary that I have given in 
order to meet with the request made of me is an entirely unofficial 
and private one, as I stressed at the beginning. I would now like 
to add that at the end of our unofficial exchanges of views it be
came apparent to me personally that there was general agreement 
on the following three points:

First, that the unofficial exchanges of views among the desig
nated members was deemed useful, since it had pinpointed ques
tions and defined the areas of agreement and of disagreement;

Second, I felt that the participants were in favour of the con
vening of a world disarmament conference, with the participation 
of all States and after adequate preparation; and

Third, it appeared to me that the participants recognized that a 
limited increase in the membership of the Special Committee was 
a basic condition for any committee to fulfil the mandate that 
resolution 2930 (XXVII) might entrust to it. A number of par
ticipants stated that they were convinced that for the Special 
Committee to fulfil its duties the participation or at least the 
co-operation of all nuclear Powers was essential.

These are the different opinions that I gathered from the un
official exchanges of view that were held. I trust that I have thus 
acquitted myself of the task entrusted to me by my colleagues 
within the limits of what I will still call my “non-mandate”. Ob
viously, I shall be at the disposal of all members of the Committee 
if, in private, they wish to ask me any questions or in order to give 
them any additional information.
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Address by General Secretary Brezhnev to the World Congress 
of Peace Forces [Extracts], October 26, 1973 '

We hope and believe that the political foundation worked out 
by the all-European conference and day-to-day peaceful cooper
ation will be supplemented and reinforced by measures of mili
tary detente on the continent. As you know, the talks that will 
begin in Vienna five days from now will be devoted to just this 
subject.

These talks are a matter of great importance for Europe and 
for the whole world situation. The Soviet Union takes a very ser
ious and responsible approach to them, a constructive and real
istic approach. Our position is clear and understandable. We 
believe that an agreement must be reached on a reduction in 
the region of Central Europe, which has already been defined, 
of foreign and national ground and air forces of the states partic
ipating in the talks. In the process, the security of none of the 
parties should be damaged, and no one of them should gain a 
unilateral advantage at the others’ expense. Evidently it must 
also be recognized that units equipped with nuclear weapons 
should be subject to reduction too.

Just how the reduction should be carried out, what method 
is to be used—reduction by equal percentages or by equal 
numbers—remains to be agreed upon by the participants in 
the talks. From our standpoint, it is important that the future 
reduction not violate the existing balance of forces in Central 
Europe and on the European continent in general. If attempts 
are made to violate this principle, the whole question will only 
become an apple of discord and a subject of unending controversy.

How soon the actual reduction of armed forces and arma
ments can begin also remains to be agreed upon in Vienna. 
The Soviet Union would be ready for practical steps in this 
direction as early as 1975. A specific agreement on this score 
could be concluded in the near future. Such an agreement would 
unquestionably be an important new step in improving the polit
ical situation in Europe and would help to establish an atmosphere 
of trust, goodwill and peaceful cooperation on this continent. . . .

Esteemed delegates to the congress! In the accomplishment of 
the tasks of preventing a new world war and ensuring world 
peace, tasks that are vitally important for all the earth’s peo
ples, no small place belongs to the development of relations between 
the Soviet Union and the United States of America.

^Pravda, Oct. 27, 1973; Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXV, 
no. 43 (Nov. 21,1973), pp. 4-6.
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In the past two years, these relations have been marked by 
the conclusion of a number of important treaties and agreements, 
including the “Basic Principles of Relations Between the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America,”  ̂
the treaty and agreement on questions of the limitation of anti- 
ballistic missile systems and strategic offensive arms, and the 
agreement between the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A. on the prevention 
of nuclear war.* We are conscientiously fulfilling the commitments 
we assumed under these treaties and agreements, and we intend to 
continue doing so. Naturally, we expect that the other side will do 
likewise.

In our view, the development of peaceful and mutually ad
vantageous cooperation between the Soviet Union and the United 
States in various fields has good prospects, if, needless to say, 
this question is approached responsibly and correctly, the prin
ciples of mutual advantage and mutual respect are adhered to 
in practice, and there are no attempts to distort these princi
ples and to interfere in the other side’s internal affairs and to 
dictate conditions to it, as certain irresponsible politicians in the 
United States are trjdng to do—despite the official political course 
of their own government.

As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, we are convinced that 
the documents adopted in 1972 and 1973 have created a basis for 
mutually advantageous cooperation to the undoubted benefit of the 
cause of peace.

As is known, the President of the United States is scheduled 
to make an official visit to the Soviet Union in 1974. We would like 
this visit to be marked by major new steps on the path of the 
development of peaceful relations between our states and the im
provement of the international situation. (Applause.)

The successful completion of the new phase of talks between 
the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A. on questions of the further limitation 
and possible reduction of strategic arms can play a considerable 
role. As you realize, this is not a simple task, but we have agreed 
to exert every effort to accomplish it . . .  .

For millions of people on our planet, there is still no peace; 
they are forced, arms in hand, to fight against imperialist aggres
sors and their accomplices and against the tyranny of invaders, 
for their own freedom and independence and for the elementary 
right to be masters in their own home. Peace partisans cannot fail 
to draw their own conclusions from this.

We also have no right to forget that, in conditions of the easing 
of international tension, processes that constitute material prepa
rations for a world war are continuing and even intensifying.

The military budgets of the countries in the North Atlantic bloc

* Documents on Disarmament̂  1972y pp. 237-240.
® AntCy pp. 283-285.
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are increasing by $2,000,000,000 to $3,000,000,000 annually, and 
behind these figures are more and more new types of weapons of 
destruction—new and increasingly destructive nuclear bombs and 
warheads, new and increasingly powerful missiles, tanks and 
planes, warships and submarines. The qualitative improvement of 
weaponry has assumed unprecedented scope.

At the same time, attempts are being made to justify these 
actions by claiming that they will help bring success in the arms 
limitation talks by creating “bargaining chips” for these talks. 
It is perfectly obvious that these “chips” will in fact bring noth
ing but an intensification of the arms race. As far as the arms 
limitation talks are concerned, what is needed for their success 
is not new military programs but a sincere desire to curb the 
armsrace, backed up by mutual restraint. (Applause.) . . .

I should like to call attention to still another circumstance. The 
Soviet Union and the United States of America are, according 
to agreements between themselves, taking definite measures to 
limit what the state documents term strategic weapons. But we live 
in a world where everything is closely interconnected. Clearly, the 
struggle for the prevention of a nuclear war cannot long be con
fined to the efforts of only two states, especially if other states— 
nuclear powers, in the first place—continue to build up their 
armaments during this lime.

We think that the process of limiting and halting the arms race, 
like the process of the easing of tension, should spread wider and 
wider, embracing more and more states and areas of the planet.. . ,

It must be clearly seen that the threat to peace is being created 
by quite specific social groups, organizations and people. For 
example, even according to the testimony of very highly placed 
officials of major Western countries, the sinister alliance between 
the professional militarists and the monopolies that are getting 
rich from the manufacture of the tools of war, what is customarily 
called the military-industrial complex, has become, as it were, a 
“state within a state” and has acquired self-sustaining power. 
Militarism disfigures not only the society that gave birth to it. 
The exhaust gas emitted by the war-preparation machine poisons 
the political atmosphere of the planet with fumes of hatred, fear 
and violence. To justify its existence, myths are created about 
“the Soviet menace,” about the need to defend the so-called 
Western democracies. But the militaristic robot cherishes the most 
reactionary, tyrannical and fascist regimes as its beloved progeny 
and devours democratic freedoms.

When the subject under discussion is the policy of peaceful co
existence and peaceful cooperation between states, regardless 
of their social systems, we Communists are often asked: Is this 
policy compatible with revolutionary views?
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Let me remind you that Lenin— t̂hat greatest of revolution
aries—said that revolutions are not made to order or by agree
ment. One might add that the revolution, the class struggle and 
the liberation movement cannot be abrogated to order or by agree
ment. No power on earth can turn back the inexorable process of 
the renovation of social life. Wherever there is colonialism, there 
will be a struggle for national liberation. (Applause.) Wherever 
there is aggression, there will be resistance to it. (Prolonged 
applause.)

The masses are seeking to change the world, and they will 
change it. As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, it will always 
be on the side of the forces of social progress. (Applause.) We are 
opponents of the “export of revolution.” At the same time, the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union, our government and the 
entire Soviet people openly and unequivocally express solidarity 
with their class brothers who are struggling in foreign countries 
and solidarity with the liberation and anti-imperialist movements. 
(Stormy, prolonged applause.) And this position is in no way at 
variance with the struggle for peace, for peaceful cooperation 
among states. (Applause.)

In upholding the principles of peaceful coexistence, we are 
fighting for that which is dearest of all to billions of people on 
earth: for the right to life itself, for eliminating the danger that 
it will be destroyed in the flames of war. At the same time, we are 
fighting to ensure favorable international conditions for advancing 
the cause of the social progress of all countries and peoples. What 
this means is recognition of every people’s right to choose the social 
system it wants; it means simple and clear norms of intercourse 
among states. The violation of these norms leads not only to the 
undermining of equality in relations among countries but also to 
armed conflicts, since in our time peoples do not and will not put 
up with diktat. And they have every right to resist aggression. In 
conditions of the world’s division into two systems, international 
security can be built only on complete and unswerving observ
ance of the principles of peaceful coexistence, particularly on 
noninterference in ttie internal affairs of states.

In this connection, one cannot help calling attention to the fact 
that recently certain circles in the West in effect have been trying 
to circumvent these principles by devious means, proposing some
thing like a new edition of the “cold” or, if you prefer, “psy
chological war.” I am talking about the campaign that is being con
ducted under the hypocritical slogan of “the defense of human 
rights” in the socialist countries.

Some of the initiators of this campaign claim that the easing 
of tension is impossible unless changes take place in the internal 
systems of the socialist countries. Others would seem not to be 
opposing i t : however, with amazing frankness they announce their
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intention to use the process of detente to weaken the socialist sys
tem and, ultimately, to bring about its destruction. This tactic is 
presented to the broad public as concern for human rights or for a 
so-called “liberalization” of our system.

Dear friends, let us call things by their right names. They talk 
about freedom and democracy, about human rights, but in fact all 
this noisy campaign serves only one purpose: to cover up attempts 
at interference in the internal affairs of the socialist states, to 
cover up the imperialist goals of this policy. They talk about 
“liberalization,” but what they have in mind is the elimination of 
the real gains of socialism and the undermining of the social and 
political rights of the peoples of the socialist countries.

We have no reason to shun a serious discussion of human rights. 
Our revolution and the victory of socialism in our country not only 
proclaimed but also actually secured the rights of working people 
of all nationalities, the rights of millions of working people, in a 
way that capitalism has been unable to do in any country in the 
world. (Prolonged applause.) . . .

Seven Nation Draft Resolution Introduced in the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Napalm and Other 
Incendiary Weapons, October 26, 1973 ^

The General Assembly,
Recalling that the General Assembly commended the report of 

the Secretary-General on napalm and other incendiary weapons 
and all aspects of their possible use  ̂to the attention of all Govern
ments and peoples and requested the Secretary-General to cir
culate the report to the Governments of Member States for their 
comments (General Assembly resolution 2932 A (XXVII)),^ 

Taking note of the comments submitted by Governments 
(A/9207) and the widespread wish that intergovernmental action 
should be taken with a view to reaching agreement on the pro
hibition or restriction of use of these weapons.

Confirming the stand taken by the General Assembly to the 
effect that the widespread use of many weapons and the emergence 
of 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 weap-

 ̂A/C.1/L.650, Oct. 26, 1973. The resolution was sponsored by Cyprus, 
Egypt, Kenya, Mexico, Noi-way, Sweden, and Yugoslavia. On Nov. 2, 1973, 
it was replaced by a revised version submitted by these nations and seven 
other countries (posty  pp. 730-731).

 ̂A/8803.
® Documents on Disarmament^ 1972, pp. 837-839.
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ons and of indiscriminate and cruel methods of warfare and, if 
possible through measures of disarmament, the elimination of 
specific, especially cruel or indiscriminate weapons (General 
Assembly resolution 2932 A (XXVII)),

Conscious of the difiiculties involved in these tasks and the need 
for factual bases for discussion.

Welcoming, as such basis, in addition to the report by the 
Secretary-Greneral on napalm and other incendiary weapons, the 
extensive factual report elaborated by an international group of 
experts under the auspices of the International Committee of the 
Red Cross on weapons that may cause unnecessary suffering or 
have indiscriminate effects covering inter alia high velocity pro
jectiles, blast and fragmentation weapons, time-delay weapons and 
incendiary weapons,  ̂ and endorses the conclusion of the report 
that intergovernmental review and action regarding weapons 
of these kinds is called for,

Considering that prohibitions or restrictions of use of such 
weapons should be examined without delay and that positive 
results in this regard are likely to facilitate work on the elimination 
of production, stockpiling and proliferation of the weapons in 
question, which should be the ultimate objective.

Aware that a diplomatic conference will be held on the invitation 
of the Swiss Federal Council in Geneva from 20 February to 29 
March 1974 for the purpose of reaffirming and developing the 
international humanitarian law applicable in armed conflicts. 

Welcoming as a basis for discussion at that conference proposals 
elaborated by the International Committee of the Red Cross and 
aiming inter aMa at a reaffirmation of the fundamental general 
principles of international law prohibiting the use of weapons 
which are apt to cause unnecessary suffering and means and 
methods of warfare which have indiscriminate effects.

Considering that the efficacy of these general principles would 
be greatly enhanced if they were supplemented by rules prohibiting 
or restricting the use of napalm and other incendiary weapons as 
well as other specific conventional weapons, which are apt to cause 
unnecessary suffering or to have indiscriminate effects,

1. Invites the Conference on the reaffirmation and development 
of international humanitarian law applicable in armed conflicts to 
consider the question of the use of napalm and other incendiary 
weapons as well as other specific conventional weapons which may 
be deemed to cause unnecessary suffering or to have indiscriminate 
effects and to adopt rules prohibiting or restricting the use of such 
weapons;

2. Requests the Secretary-Cjeneral to report on the results of the 
Conference to the twenty-ninth session of the (Jeneral Assembly.

* The Report on the Work of Experts on Weapons That May Came Un
necessary Suffering or Have Indiacrindnate Effects, Geneva, S6 February-2 
Mwrch, 12-15 June 1973 (P  1290 B /2), (Geneva, 1973).
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly, October 26, 1973 ^

On 23 October our delegation spoke here on the question of the 
convening of a world disarmament conference.^ Today our dele
gation would wish to speak and state its views on other questions 
related to disarmament which are on the agenda of the First Com
mittee.

Among the most important problems of modern international 
life with which people are concerned from day to day are those 
relating to disarmament. A large number of States have been con
tinuing to attach the utmost importance to disarmament. The 
problem can be solved only through the active participation of all 
Members of the United Nations, whose Charter provides that the 
General Assembly is entitled to consider general principles of 
international co-operation in the solution of this major task. The 
Soviet Union attaches considerable significance to the problem 
of disarmament since its solution will ensure the achievement of 
international security, the establishment of durable peace and will 
promote the welfare of peoples.

Consideration of disarmament items at the present session of 
the General Assembly is taking place in a qualitatively new set of 
circumstances which in spite of the existence of hotbeds of tension 
and conflict, is characterized on the whole by favourable trans
formations towards relaxation of international tensions. The policy 
of peaceful coexistence of States belonging to different social 
structures is giving positive results.

It is highly important for political detente in the world to be 
accompanied by military detente and for all States and peoples to 
enjoy the benefits of the emerging process of improvement in the 
international climate. We note with satisfaction that in the field 
of disarmament, through the common efforts of many States, it has 
become possible to conclude a number of important multilateral 
agreements which play a significant role in international life. A 
prominent place among them is occupied by treaties of the follow
ing kind: the prohibition of the testing of nuclear weapons in three 
environments,^ non-proliferation of nuclear weapons,* the pro
hibition of biological weapons,® and others. Of great significance in 
the improvement of the international climate are bilateral Soviet- 
American agreements, in particular on the limitation of strategic 
weapons and the prevention of nuclear war. These treaties and 
agreements mark a considerable contribution to the solution of the 
problems of disarmament in the nuclear age. Historically they will 
be remembered by having been brought about by the efforts of

'A /C.1/PV.1938 (prov.),pp. 7-26.
° Ante, pp. 664-673.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
* Ibid., 1968, pp. 461—465.
® Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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Governments to decrease and halt the nuclear arms race. One of the 
most important tasks of the present lies in the proposition that it is 
necessary to strengthen constantly the agreements achieved on 
questions of limitation of armaments and disarmament and to 
secure participation in them of the widest possible number of 
States. The solution of these problems, to a large extent, will 
govern the prospects for the attainment of agreement on the imple
mentation of other measures in the field of disarmament and in the 
strengthening of international peace.

In assessing the situation concerning the solution of the problems 
of disarmament on the whole, we are bound, unfortunately, to 
observe that the arms race has not been stopped; that military 
expenditures continue to consume a large share of the incomes of 
States. The continuing growth in armaments is having an un
favourable effect upon the solution of tasks related to international 
security. The situation with respect to finding a solution to the 
problem of disarmament is of great concern to numerous States.

The Soviet Union shares this concern. In order to contribute to 
the limitation of the arms race and to arrest it, the Soviet Union 
has presented, and is defending in various international forums, a 
wide disarmament programme. At the present session of the 
General Assembly, the USSR has come forward with a proposal 
on the reduction of the military budgets of States that are 
permanent members of the Security Council by 10 per cent, and 
the utilization of the funds thus saved to provide assistance to 
developing countries. This proposal was presented in the statement 
of the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR on 25 September.® 
A further detailed explanation and the provision of grounds for 
this proposal was made by the delegation of the USSR at the 
plenary meeting of 15 October of this year.  ̂The proposal concern
ing limitation of the military budgets of States and the utilization 
of the funds thus saved for purposes of economic development is a 
concrete manifestation of the great efforts put forward in an 
attempt to achieve a positive solution to the problems of disarma
ment.

Proposals of this kind have been made by the Soviet Union in 
the past in the 50s and in the 60s. However, in view of the existence 
at that time of the cold war, of hostility and distrust between 
States, that proposal could not be realized. It was necessary then to 
secure a substantial change in detente in international relations 
to achieve an end to the cold war. At the present time it is 
possible to note that such a change has taken place and that the 
necessary conditions now exist for a positive solution of the 
problem of the reduction of military expenditures of States and, in 
the first instance, those of the permanent members of the Security

° Ante, pp. 638-643.
 ̂Ante, pp. 654-664.
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Council, A reduction in the military budgets of the permanent 
members of the Security Council would be an important move 
towards the solution of the cessation of the arms race. The Soviet 
delegation is confident that a proposal on this question will be 
favourably received by the majority of States, and that the 
General Assembly will adopt a recommendation to implement this 
proposal.

An important contribution to the solution of the problems of 
disarmament for the purpose of enlisting an extensive number of 
countries to participate in this, including all nuclear-weapon States 
possessing significant armament, was the initiative of the USSR 
for the convening of a world disarmament conference. As has 
already been pointed out in the statement of our delegation in the 
First Committee on 23 October, the holding of such a conference, 
once it has been properly prepared, will contribute to a solution 
of the problems of disarmament. The time is also ripe for such 
solutions. It would help to bring about a weakening of the arms 
race and, at the same time, it would also contribute to a further 
normalization in the international situation. As a result of the 
work of the present session of the General Assembly, we hope that 
the practical preparation of such a conference will be accelerated 
and that this international action will at last be translated into 
practical reality.

Of great significance in the weakening and elimination of the 
threat of nuclear war would be the early implementation of 
the solemn statement made at the twenty-seventh session of the 
General Assembly on behalf of Member States of the United 
Nations concerning the rejection of the use of force in international 
relations or the threat of the use of force and the prohibition for 
all time of the use of nuclear weapons. In this connexion, the 
Assembly recommended that the Security Council should adopt 
also, as early as possible, corresponding measures for the total 
implementation of this statement.® The task at the present time is 
for the Security Council to adopt positive solutions to this ques
tion. For its part, the Soviet Union has officially stated that it is 
ready to agree with all nuclear Powers and to conclude the 
necessary agreements concerning the non-use of force, including 
nuclear weapons. The statement of the USSR on this question is a 
concrete step with the purpose of eliminating from the lives of 
peoples the threat of nuclear war and of war in general. The 
readiness of the Soviet Government to agree on this question with 
other nuclear Powers opens broad possibilities for the solution of 
the international problem of the security of all States. There is no 
need to emphasize that this strict compliance by States with the 
solemn statement of the General Assembly on this question would 
substantially contribute to the strengthening of the cause of peace.

® Documents on Disarmamenty 1972̂  pp. 848-849.
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Among the specific questions of disarmament actively considered 
over the past few years at sessions of the General Assembly and in 
the Committee on Disarmament is the problem of the prohibition 
of chemical weapons. Many international forums are devoting con
siderable attention to this question. In the Declaration of the 
Fourth Conference of the Non-Aligned Countries, inter alia, in this 
connexion it is pointed out, and I quote:
The Conference also declares itself in favour of the banning of all existing 
chemical and bacteriologfical weapons."

The great interest in this problem by a large number of States 
and world public opinion is an indication of the urgency for its 
speedy solution. The USSR and the other socialist countries are 
making significant efforts in order to come to agreement on the 
total prohibition of chemical weapons, prohibition of their develop
ment, production and stockpiling, as well as the destruction of all 
existing stocks of such weapons.

With this in view, the socialist countries, last year in the 
Disarmament Committee, made a proposal concerning our cor
responding draft convention.^" That draft in essence is the only 
concrete proposal that is under consideration in international 
forums on the problem of the prohibition of chemical weapons.

During the past two years, in the Disarmament Committee, 
numerous aspects of this problem have been considered. In this 
connexion, attention was centred on the scope of the prohibition 
of such weapons and control over it. The socialist countries are 
proceeding from the proposition that all forms of chemical weap
ons must be prohibited under controls carried out under national 
auspices, with the use also of international procedures. Consider
ing the great interest demonstrated in the Disarmament Com
mittee concerning question of control over the prohibition of 
chemical weapons, the socialist countries presented a working 
document containing explanations and clarifications regarding the 
provisions of their draft convention concerning ways and means 
of national control.^'

A draft convention prepared by the socialist countries and their 
working document have produced numerous remarks and com
ments on the part of many participants in the Committee. The 
Committee noted the introduction of a whole series of other work
ing documents on the problem of chemical weapons, among them a 
document of the 10 non-aligned countries which concerns the total 
prohibition of such weapons under guarantees for compliance, 
based on a combination of national and international measures 
which would supplement each other.̂  ̂This document aroused great

® Antey p. 633.
Documents on Disarmament^ 1972, pp. 120-124. 
Antey pp. 344-346.

“ Ante, pp. 206-209.
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interest and was commented upon at length by members of the 
Committee.

Considerable interest in the Committee was also evinced by the 
working document of Japan which was based on the principle of 
phased or progressive prohibition of chemical weapons.^ As yet, a 
practical move in the Disarmament Committee towards agree
ment on a draft agreement on the prohibition of chemical weapons, 
unfortunately, has not yet properly been arrived at. A cause of 
this is the unreadiness of the Western Powers to enter into con
structive talks on the problem. Statements and comments on the 
draft convention of the socialist countries made by representatives 
of Western States have not provided a basis for any move forward 
in talks on the prohibition of chemical weapons. In order that con
structive talks on this problem might take place, it is necessary for 
the participants in the talks to present concrete proposals that 
have been duly formulated. In practice, however, it turned out that 
only the socialist position was formulated and defined. The Western 
Powers, for their part, limited themselves merely to comments in 
relation to that position and criticism of it, without presenting con
structive proposals of their own. Talks on such a complex problem 
as the prohibition of chemical weapons cannot be conducted merely 
on the basis of comments by one side; they can be conducted on the 
basis of concrete proposals concerning possible agreement on this 
problem. We hope that at the current session of the General 
Assembly it will be possible to make headway in the solution of 
the question of the total prohibition of chemical weapons, and 
that it may be possible to enter into practical talks on the question 
at last which would bring consideration of the problem in inter
national organs out of its state of stagnation.

In direct relation to the solution of the problem of the total pro
hibition of chemical weapons, their development, production and 
stockpiling, is the question of the widest subscription of States to 
the existing international agreement, the Geneva Protocol of 1925 
concerning the prohibition of the use of such weapons.^  ̂ In this 
connexion, we wish to stress the hope that steps will be taken to 
accelerate the ratification of that Protocol by the United States. 
This, in our opinion, would constitute a step forward in talks 
concerning the conclusion of a draft convention on the prohibition 
of the chemical means of waging war.

A positive factor in international life is the signing by more than 
100 States of the Convention on the Prohibition of Bacteriological 
Weapons.̂ ® Attainment of agreement on this question is an 
important step forward in eliminating the danger of unleashing a 
war of bacteriological weapons. The task in this case lies in 
including this Convention in the list of effective international acts

Ante, pp. 520-524.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
 ̂Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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already in force. It is important for States—first of all, States 
depositaries which have signed this Convention but which have not 
yet ratified it— t̂o accelerate the process of ratification. For its 
part, the delegation of the USSR wishes to state—in fact, states— 
that the ratification of that Convention by the Soviet Union will 
not hold up the entering into force of the Convention.

The General Assembly has devoted considerable attention to the 
question of the cessation of the nuclear arms race and the elimi
nation of the threat of nuclear war. This attention expressed the 
concern of States over the unceasing development of nuclear 
weapons and the danger of radio-active contamination of the 
atmosphere. The development of nuclear weapons makes the 
task of ensuring international security in the prevention of radio
active contamination of the human environment even more urgent.

The most radical solution of these questions would be the total 
prohibition of nuclear weapons. Proposals concerning this pro
hibition have been made on numerous occasions by the Soviet 
Union. Events have demonstrated, however, that it is necessary 
to proceed in sequence in relation to those problems on which 
agreement is possible at a given stage and to resolve those 
problems.

One of the first international acts towards the solution of prob
lems that have arisen on the development of nuclear weapons was 
the Moscow Treaty, signed in August 1963, concerning the pro
hibition of nuclear weapons in three environments.^® A significant 
aspect of this Treaty is that it has substantially averted the con
tamination and pollution of the atmosphere, of outer space and 
of the water resources of our planet by radio-active substances, and 
thereby prevented the serious threat which has been looming over 
the health of present and succeeding generations.

Another important aspect of the Moscow Treaty is the fact that 
it hampers the nuclear arms race, thereby decreasing the threat 
of nuclear war. This Treaty has paved the way towards the 
conclusion of other international agreements relating to the limi
tation of weapons of mass destruction. Adherence by the largest 
possible number of States to the Moscow Treaty would be an im
portant step towards the elimination of the threat brought about 
by the development of nuclear weapons.

An effective move in averting the proliferation of nuclear weap
ons throughout the world was the Non-Proliferation Treaty that 
has assumed a noteworthy place in the list of existing operative 
agreements in the field of disarmament and which has been widely 
recognized internationally. It is satisfying to note that in over 
three years since the signing of this Treaty there has not been a 
single violation recorded. An important aspect of this Treaty is the

Ibid.y 1963y pp. 291-293.
^Wbid.,1968,  pp. 461-465.
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obligation of its parties to hold talks on measures to halt the 
nuclear arms race and to promote nuclear disarmament as well 
as general and complete disarmament.

There are still many difficulties on the road towards the real
ization of the goals set out in the Treaty on non-proliferation. First 
of all there is the problem of achieving the widest possible par
ticipation in this Treaty, especially from the so-called “near- 
nuclear” countries. We note with satisfaction that as the result 
of the conclusion of an agreement between non-nuclear States 
Members of EURATOM and IAEA the way has been paved for 
the ratification by these countries of a treaty on non-proliferation.

But with respect to talks on the conclusion of an agreement with 
IAEA concerning control, not all States have adhered. We hope 
that States which still have not taken the necessary steps to 
adhere to the Treaty on non-proliferation will do so in the near 
future or as early as possible.

Of great significance to the solution of the halting of the 
nuclear arms race is the American-Soviet agreement on the limi
tation of strategic weapons concluded in May 1972.̂ ® This series 
of treaties contributes to lessening the threat of nuclear war, 
halting the arms race and opening prospects for moving forward 
towards general and complete disarmament. The continuing talks 
on this problem are designed to find ways of converting the 
temporary United States-Soviet agreement on the limitation of 
strategic offensive arms into a permanent one and of moving 
towards the gradual decrease in such armaments and the estab
lishment of limits to their level of development. The Soviet- 
American agreements on the limitation of strategic weapons are at 
the same time a positive contribution to the implementation of 
obligations flowing from the Treaty on the non-proliferation of nu
clear weapons and to the halting of the arms race and the elimina
tion of the threat of nuclear war and war in general.

An important event in international affairs, which has contrib
uted to the elimination of the threat of nuclear warfare, was the 
conclusion on 22 June 1973 of the United States-Soviet accord on 
the prevention of nuclear war and the use of nuclear weapons.̂ ® It 
is stated in the Treaty that each side will act in such a way as to 
prevent the arising of any situations which could bring about 
a dangerous exacerbation of their relations; avoid military con
frontations and exclude the possibility of nuclear war between 
them and between either of the parties and any other countries. 
This agreement is fully in accord with the spirit and letter of the 
United Nations Charter. It provides that each party will refrain 
from the threat or use of force against the other, against allies

AntCy pp. 116-158.
Documents on Bisamnamenty 1972, pp. 197 ff.
A nte,  pp. 283-285.
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of the other party, and against other countries in circumstances 
which might threaten international peace and security.

The accord on the prevention of nuclear war is an important 
step towards the further positive improvement in the inter
national atmosphere and the affirmation of the principles con
tained in the TJnited Nations Charter relating to the obligation 
of States to maintain peace, to refrain from the threat or use 
of force. It is a step towards the elimination of the threat of the 
outbreak of a nuclear war and the establishment of a system of 
real guarantees for international security. The Soviet Union is 
convinced that the readiness of other States to adhere to the 
principles jointly expressed by the Soviet Union and the United 
States against recourse to the threat or use of force and the 
adoption of firm measures to eliminate the outbreak of nuclear 
war would be of considerable significance in bringing about inter
national peace and security.

The problem that is directly connected with the elimination of 
the threat of nuclear war is that of the cessation of the testing 
of nuclear weapons. The position of the Soviet Union on this 
question is well known. It has been stated frequently in inter
national forums. The Soviet Union stands for the cessation every
where and by everyone of the testing of nuclear weapons, includ
ing underground testing. The Soviet Union expresses its readiness 
to participate in agreements on this problem, having in mind that 
control over compliance and the obligations such a prohibition en
tails would be carried out by national means of detection and 
identification.

For the purpose of establishing more secure guarantees against 
violations of the agreement on the cessation of underground 
nuclear tests, the Soviet Union is ready to co-operate inter
nationally in the exchange of seismological data within the frame
work of an agreement on the cessation of underground nuclear 
tests. In complying with definite conditions for such exchanges, 
national means of detection and control, in combination with inter
national co-operation by States in the exchange of seismological 
data, provide a reliable guarantee of the fact that any possible 
violations by any given State of the treaty on the cessation of 
underground tests would be detected with all the consequences 
flowing therefrom.

The cessation of nuclear arms tests is hampered by a lack of 
readiness on the part of certain States to adopt a political decision 
on this matter. Nor do the considerations presented in the Com
mittee on Disarmament, which were based on a partial solution, 
contribute to solving this problem— t̂he declaration of a morator
ium on nuclear weapons, the prohibition of underground nuclear 
tests beyond a certain level, and so on. Such partial measures, as 
well as unilateral actions in this field on the part of individual
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nuclear weapon States, would lead to the establishment of uni
lateral advantages which would benefit certain States to the 
detriment of others, and would result in destroying the principle 
of equal security for all.

In striving towards the total prohibition of dangerous experi
ments with nuclear weapons, the Soviet Union supported a 
resolution at the last session of the General Assembly which called 
for all States possessing nuclear weapons not to use this type of 
weapon in any environment. Thus a solution to the question of the 
cessation of nuclear weapons tests calls at the present time for 
political solutions which would demonstrate the readiness of States 
to accept the prohibition of such types of tests.

There are numerous other problems in the field of disarmament 
which call for careful study. Among these it is necessary to point 
to such problems as the liquidation of military bases on foreign 
territories, the establishment of nuclear-free zones in various parts 
of the world, and many others. The basic task of all such actions 
is the cessation and reversal of the arms race. For the solution 
of problems of disarmament it is necessary to study all existing 
possibilities in these matters.

One of the multilateral forums within the framework of which 
these problems are being considered is the Committee on Dis
armament, in Geneva, which has become a universally recognized 
organ for the harmonizing of actions of States in matters of 
disarmament.

Although it is necessary to note with regret that during the past 
two years the Committee has not been able to achieve any practical 
results in its work—which might have been in the form of draft 
agreements—nevertheless its activities should be considered to be 
essential and useful. Within its framework a number of inter
national agreements have been concluded, and these were of great 
significance. They related to limitation of the development and 
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. Moreover, over 
the past few years its activities have served some purpose since 
they made it possible to define the state of affairs in regard to the 
talks on problems of disarmament and to define the nature of the 
difiSculties and obstacles preventing their solution.

We note with satisfaction the intense activity in other inter
national forums in regard to disarmament and security. Thus in 
Geneva the Soviet-American talks on the limitation of strategic 
arms are proceeding; new solutions are being provided for prob
lems connected with the security of the European continent, which 
was the theatre of two world wars. In Vienna, on 30 October, talks 
will begin on the limitation of armed forces in Europe; the 
European Conference on Security and Co-Operation is continuing 
in Geneva. The activities of these forums are an important factor 
of modern times contributing to the elimination of the vestiges
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of the Second World War, to the normalization of the inter
national situation and to the strengthening of peace and security. 
Progress in their work will have a positive effect upon progress in 
the solution of disarmament problems as a whole.

The Soviet Union is taking an active part in all of these efforts 
and is demonstrating total readiness to take part in talks on 
implementing measures whose purpose would be to stop the arms 
race and to achieve disarmament. The task of the present twenty- 
eighth session of the General Assembly is to contribute to the 
solution of those problems being considered at the present session 
which are most susceptible of solution. We hope that through the 
joint efforts of the Members of the United Nations this task will be 
resolved in the interests of all the countries and peoples of the 
world.

General Assembly Resolution 3056 (XXVIII): Report of the
International Atomic Energy Agency, October 29, 1973 ^

The General Assembly,
Having received the report of the International Atomic Energy 

Agency to the General Assembly for the year 1972/1973,-
Aware that the statement of the Director-General of the Inter

national Atomic Energy Agency of 29 October 1973 ® provides 
additional information on the main developments in the Agency’s 
activities,

1. Takes note of the report of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency;

2. Acknowledges the action taken to expand the membership of 
the Board of Governors, providing for increased representation of 
the developing countries;

3. Observes with appreciation that there has been a further 
increase in the technical co-operation activities of the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency and in the number of large-scale 
projects that the Agency is executing for the United Nations 
Development Programme;

4. Notes with appreciation the work carried out by the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency in surveying present and future 
nuclear energy requirements in developing countries and the 
Agency’s aim of carrying out such surveys as an ongoing activity 
of the Agency;

5. Commends the International Atomic Energy Agency for the 
progress it has made in meeting its safeguards responsibilities 
and in negotiating agreements for the application of safeguards

 ̂A/RES/3056, Oct. 31,1973. The resolution was unanimously adopted.
2 a /9125.
 ̂A /PV. 2159 (prov.), pp. 2-11.
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with non-nuclear-weapon States, in particular the agreements 
arrived at with the European Atomic Energy Community and the 
non-nuclear-weapon States of that organization;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Director- 
General of the International Atomic Energy Agency the records 
of the twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly relating to 
the Agency’s activities.

Statement by the British Representative (Hainworth) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly, October 30, 
1973 ^

Last year, on 27 October, the British Minister of State for 
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs, the Right Honourable 
Joseph Godber, spoke in this Committee about the prospects that 
were then opening up for improving the political climate and 
perhaps subsequently for assisting the achievement of measures 
of disarmament. Since this Assembly started a setback, rather 
than an improvement, has been uppermost in our minds. Never
theless it is important not to forget that in the year intervening 
since the last Assembly there has been a definite movement 
towards further relaxation of tension, even though the progress 
has not been as great as some of us would have wished. We simply 
cannot expect suspicions and entrenched views to disappear over
night and, as the British Foreign Secretary, Sir Alec Douglas- 
Home, said in the General Assembly on 26 September this year, 
“detente must be real and not an illusion.” ^

At least a start has been made, and in Europe there appears to 
be a chance that a better atmosphere may be emerging. In this 
context I am glad to welcome the presence here for the first time, 
as active participants in our disarmament debate, of the Federal 
Republic of Germany and the German Democratic Republic. Now 
we must see whether, with this new atmosphere, the idea of 
detente can, in the two forums of the Conference on Security and 
Co-Operation in Europe and the Conference on Mutual and Bal
anced Force Reductions which opens this very day in Vienna, be 
translated into practical measures of benefit to all.

However, even though in Europe and elsewhere there are hope
ful signs, we have all too recently been reminded how fragile the 
appearance of peace can be. That should lead us not to despair 
but to greater efforts. We must seek to remove the causes of 
conflict and to give increasing effectiveness to our machinery for 
peace-keeping, for conciliation and for the resolution of conflicts 
by peaceful means. Once we have done that basic groundwork—

‘ A/C.1/PV.1941 (prov.),pp. 17-32. 
“ A /PV. 2128 (prov.), p. 47.
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and it will I am afraid take much patience and perseverance— 
then it will be possible to talk about sweeping plans for reducing 
expenditures on arms and disbanding troops.

Even in Europe, despite all the talk of dStente, it is unfortu
nately a fact that the military expenditure of certain countries 
has during recent years continued to increase significantly, and 
that at a time when the Western democracies, almost without 
exception, have been engaged in reducing their already low mili
tary expenditures. What is needed is not protestations of good faith 
but the evidence of constructive action taken. What will count 
are matching, balanced cuts in the money, manpower and ma
terials devoted to military purposes, and not words and speeches. 
It is my hope that when the Mutual and Balanced Force Reduc
tion talks in Vienna get down to substance, a move may be made 
in that direction.

For the time being I have nothing to add to what Sir Alec 
Douglas-Home has already said about the proposal in document 
A/L.701  ̂ except to say in passing that I have been rather sur
prised to hear so much about it in this Committee already, as I 
had understood that it was the express wish of its sponsors that 
the item should be discussed not here but in plenary meetings.

If the events of the past month have reminded us all too clearly 
that the limits of progress towards peace are sharply defined, 
nevertheless we can take comfort from the fact that, bitter though 
the several conflicts of the past few years have been, there has 
been no recourse to nuclear war, with all the terrifying horror 
that that would entail for combatants and others over an immense 
area. For that we should be thankful. But this is not an argument 
for complacency, although the fact is due, I believe, in no small 
part to the effective measures negotiated in Geneva during the 
past decade, principally the partial test-ban Treaty,  ̂now 10 years 
old, and the Non-Proliferation Treaty,® which in March 1975 will 
have been in force for five years.

In turning now to say a few words about those two treaties, 
I should like to start by recalling that on 5 [5] August of this year 
the Heads of Government of the Commonwealth issued a declara
tion in Ottawa reaffirming their unfailing support for the partial 
test-ban Treaty and their concern to ensure its universal observ
ance.

The declaration went on to say that the Heads of Government

. . . Seeking to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear 
weapons for all time, determined to continue negotiations to this end, and 
desiring to put an end to the contamination of man’s environment by radio
active substances . . . appealed to all Powers, and in particular the nuclear

“ Ante, p. 653.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
'  Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Powers, to take up as an urgent task the negotiation of a new agreement to 
bring about the total cessation of nuclear weapon tests in all environments."

This seems to me an appeal that this Committee would do well 
to endorse and readdress to all those concerned, for this year the 
world’s headlines have been much occupied with the question of 
nuclear wea.pons testing. Today I should like to recall the views 
which my Government has often expressed regarding the need to 
stop all nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere—as well, of 
course, as in outer space and under water—and to repeat the hope 
of the British Government that all States without exception will 
without further delay adhere to and abide by the partial test-ban 
Treaty of 1963.

My delegation also wishes to affirm that an adequately verified 
comprehensive test ban treaty and the cessation of all nuclear 
test explosions for weapons purposes in all environments and by 
all countries remain the objective of our efforts in this field. I 
believe this aim is very widely shared in the Committee and 
accordingly my delegation sees considerable merit in the idea— 
which is being discussed in the corridors—of trying this year to 
submit a single draft resolution on nuclear weapons testing capa
ble of attracting the broadest possible support, including that of 
the nuclear-weapon States, whose support is essential if the 
resolution is to be effective.

In Geneva this year, the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament devoted nearly a week to informal meetings on the 
subject of verifying the prohibition of underground testing. The 
meetings had the benefit of much advice from a large number of 
experts from more countries than ever before, and, as previous 
speakers have commented, those meetings were very productive. 
The striking advances in the science of seismology over the last 
few years were clearly brought out. So too were some of the 
inherent limitations of seismology as a tool for identifying nuclear 
explosions at a low level.

Some delegations, however, went on to draw the conclusion that 
the seismological art had reached such a stage that, either now 
or in the near future, it would not be practicable for a State, 
subsequent to a treaty ban on underground testing, to risk clan
destine testing, and that if it were tempted to do so it could get 
away with only a very few, small and insignificant tests. I am 
afraid my delegation cannot agree with such conclusions. The fact 
is that the evidence suggests both that it would in practice be 
possible to carry out low yield tests below a certain detection 
threshold and that such tests could not be dismissed as militarily 
insignificant. I am sorry to have to put it so bluntly, but it is the 
case that, by definition, only nuclear-weapon States have experi
ence in this field. It is equally a matter of fact that their experi

“ Ante, p. 482.
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ence does show that clandestine nuclear testing is possible, and, 
moreover, that a very few tests, or even a single low-level test, 
could result in significant improvements in weapons design. For 
example, a State possessing past design knowledge and utilizing 
computer calculations might improve nuclear weapons by increas
ing their yield, reducing their weight, carrying out adaptation to 
other delivery systems, reducing radioactivity, improving safety, 
improving reliability, and reducing costs. Such improvements 
might be made through a series of tests, possibly carried out at 
long intervals. Nor can one rule out the possibility that a single 
test might contribute to an important weapons system develop
ment, and, therefore, in the context of a test ban treaty, change 
or destroy the balance of stability.

Those remarks are not meant to imply that we should abandon 
the search for the comprehensive test ban. Quite the contrary. 
The British Government is continuing to devote money and man
power to research in this field and will continue to participate 
actively in the discussions in Geneva. Nevertheless, it is necessary 
to emphasize that in our negotiations we must temper our idealism 
with an awareness of realities. In other words, we must be sure 
that a negotiated end to all nuclear weapons testing is based on the 
understanding that any cessation of tests should take place in the 
context of a properly negotiated international agreement which 
makes provision for a system of verification in which all could 
feel the necessary confidence.

I should like to turn now to the Non-Proliferation Treaty, hav
ing in mind that a conference to review the operation of the 
Treaty is due to be held in Geneva in the spring of 1975. The 
Non-Proliferation Treaty appears to my Government to have 
played a valuable role in ensuring that none of the bitter conflicts 
of recent years have escalated to a level at which nuclear weapons 
have been used. As I have already said, this is something for 
which all of us—and I stress, all of us— ĥave cause to be thankful. 
The provision in article VIII of the Treaty gives us an opportunity 
to review the operation of the Treaty and to seek by every means 
possible to strengthen its effectiveness.

Sometimes one hears remarks that appear to suggest that the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty was a treaty designed by the nuclear- 
weapon States for their own especial benefit. This is just not true. 
The Non-Proliferation Treaty is, it seems to me, an example of 
the kind of measure so often referred to with a rhetorical flourish 
by speakers on disarmament subjects as a treaty demanded by 
the peoples of the world. Its aim was and is to make a safer world 
for everyone, whether or not they happen to live in a nuclear- 
weapon State. Nuclear weapons, if they are ever used, are unlikely 
to discriminate between the populations of nuclear-weapon States 
and those of non-nuclear-weapon States. Perhaps the greatest
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danger of nuclear war today is that States that conceive them
selves liable to be involved in conflict will be tempted to acquire 
nuclear weapons and subsequently feel compelled to use them. It 
is they and their immediate neighbours who would stand to suffer 
most. But, equally, there would be a risk that a war involving a 
small- or medium-sized Power armed with nuclear weapons would 
spill over to affect others and, above all, escalate in a way which 
could ultimately involve the Powers already having large nuclear 
weapon stocks. We must also bear in mind that if any other 
country were to acquire nuclear weapons this might well touch off 
an arms race of new and extremely dangerous proportions. Indeed, 
even the suspicion that a traditional rival might be creating a 
nuclear weapons option could start a chain reaction.

The Non-Proliferation Treaty must be strengthened. What are 
needed, and needed urgently, are further ratifications and acces
sions. I am glad to note an encouraging trend. At the beginning 
of this year Australia ratified the Treaty, and since then some 
six other countries have also done so. We welcome these decisions 
and the indications that others who have hitherto hesitated may 
be reassessing the question. But there are still upwards of a 
score of States that have signed the Treaty but have not ratified 
it, and something like as great a number of States have not even 
signed it. Of course I acknowledge that some of those which have 
already signed the Treaty have only been waiting to negotiate 
safeguards agreements with the International Atomic Energy 
Agency. We feel sure that on completion of these negotiations 
there will soon be new ratifications and accessions. In particular, 
we have welcomed the signing on 5 April last of the Agreement 
between the International Atomic Energy Agency and EURATOM 
under which the non-nuclear weapon States of the European 
Community will accept the co-ordinated application of EURATOM 
and Agency safeguards.^ We confidently expect that these coun
tries will submit to their respective constitutional processes for 
early ratification not only the agreement, but also the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty itself. We hope too that this development will 
in turn encourage others.

The United Kingdom was not a party to the negotiations for 
the Agreement between the International Atomic Energy Agency 
and EURATOM. But we have this year had our own task to 
perform in accordance with our new obligations under the 
EURATOM Treaty. From 1 January this year we have been 
engaged in the implementation of EURATOM safeguards in the 
United Kingdom. This has been no mean task and has involved 
adjustment by British nuclear operators to the discipline of new 
procedures. The whole of Britain’s civil nuclear programme has 
been submitted to that discipline. Regular reports on use, stocks

Ante, pp. 116-158.
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and movements of civil nuclear materials are being submitted and 
visits by EURATOM inspectors have begun.

It is an important facet of the Non-Proliferation Treaty that 
it is a Treaty which is verified, and effectively so, in such a way 
that all States can have genuine confidence that the undertakings 
accepted by parties are being enforced. This is why a moment or 
two ago I was able to comment on the Treaty as one that would 
be particularly applicable in areas of potential conflict.

There was, however, a feeling in some countries that the price 
exacted for the effectiveness of this verification fell somewhat 
unfairly on certain States. It was for this reason that on 4 De
cember 1967 the British Government made a voluntary offer— 
an offer not required of us by the terms of the Treaty then under 
negotiation— t̂hat at such time as international safeguards were 
put into effect in the non-nuclear-weapon States in implementation 
of the Treaty, we were prepared to offer an opportunity for the 
application of similar safeguards in the United Kingdom, subject 
only to exclusions for national security reasons.® We have given 
evidence of our good faith in this matter by the steps I have 
already mentioned. But furthermore, we are now shortly to pro
ceed to consultations with a view to associating the International 
Atomic Energy Agency with safeguards in the United Kingdom, 
thus looking forward to complete fulfilment of the voluntary offer 
I have described. It is our earnest hope that these developments, 
which are designed to ensure that the Treaty does not give rise to 
commercial discrimination, will facilitate acceptance and ratifica
tion of the Non-Proliferation Treaty by other States.

One article in particular of the Non-Proliferation Treaty was 
judged of great importance by the non-nuclear-weapon States that 
helped to negotiate the Treaty. This is article VI, which refers to 
the undertaking by the parties

to pursue negotiations in good faith  on effective measures relating to cessa
tion of the nuclear arms race a t an early date and to nuclear disarmament

Progress, some of it even made before the undertaking I have just 
quoted, has been made towards implementing this undertaking. 
What is the position? Already we have agreements concerning 
the emplacement of nuclear weapons in the Antarctic,® in outer 
space and on the moon and, at the opposite extreme, on the sea 
bed; “ and in Geneva further progress has been made towards 
clearing the obstacles in the way of an effective agreement to ban 
underground nuclear tests. Even more important perhaps have 
been the continuing Strategic Arms Limitation Talks. These have 
already produced concrete agreements and a promise of negotia

® Documents on Disarrmment, 1967, p. 616.
'‘lUd., 19iS-1959, vol. II, pp. 1&50-1556.
^im.,1967,vv- 38-43.
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tions which will lead to real advance in the quest to check “vertical 
proliferation”.

Thus, I believe it is in the interests of all the parties that the 
Conference to review the operation of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty, which is due to be held in 1975, should be a success, and 
I believe that it is not too early to start thinking about how to 
ensure this. In Geneva I have already given our view that the 
legal, or constitutional position as it were, is that it is for the 
parties to make the arrangements for the Conference, and that 
the depositary Powers, as servants of the parties, have the task 
of setting in hand suitable administrative arrangements for the 
Conference. Such arrangements, however, should be set in hand 
only after appropriate consultation with other parties. My dele
gation has accordingly already begun to talk informally with 
other parties about how preparations might best be set in motion.

Last year much consideration was given in this Committee to 
trying to establish a mechanism for keeping under review the 
idea of convening a World Disarmament Conference. My delega
tion spoke quite early on this subject and included a favourable 
reference to ideas advanced at that time by the representative of 
Argentina. These ideas were subsequently developed by a number 
of delegations working under the Ambassador of Zambia and 
finally culminated in resolution 2930 (XXVII) What has, and 
what has not, happened since then has been most fairly, and may 
I say wittily, described by Ambassador Hoveyda who so deftly 
carried out the delicate task entrusted to him by his colleagues on 
the Special Committee.” I should like to take this opportunity to 
express to him my delegation’s appreciation for his labours.

On the substance of the matter, for the moment I only wish to 
reaffirm the views of the British Government as contained in 
General Assembly document A/8817. In this the United Kingdom 
recognized the necessity periodically to renew the sense of urgency 
with which the nations address the problems of disarmament and 
arms control, and went on to favour the calling of a World Dis
armament Conference provided that such a conference had the 
general support of the United Nations membership, and in par
ticular of all the nuclear Powers whose active participation would 
be essential—and provided further that thorough preparatory 
work showed that a satisfactory basis for such a conference 
existed. My delegation still subscribes to these views. We are once 
again prepared to consider proposals designed to take the idea 
forward on this basis.

It is our hope that in the coming year the Committee on 
Disarmament will have two productive sessions. I have already 
referred to the subject of a comprehensive test ban and my Govern-

Îbid., 1972, pp. 835-836.
“ See ante, pp. 680-684.
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merit’s intention to continue its efforts in this field. Representatives 
may also have noted from document A/9207 and the corrigendum 
thereto, which includes the United Kingdom reply to the Secretary- 
General on the question of napalm, that the United Kingdom con
siders that the Committee on Disarmament might be an appro
priate forum for discussion of certain aspects of the use of napalm 
and other incendiary weapons. Certainly it is the view of the 
British Government that it would be quite wrong to try to graft 
this major and controversial subject at this very late stage into 
the text of the two draft protocols to the 1949 Geneva Conven
tions which are to be negotiated at the Diplomatic Conference 
on Humanitarian Law, due to be held in Geneva early next year. 
The subject matter of the two draft protocols is in itself wide 
ranging and complex; it has already been well debated and taken 
to a stage where there is reasonable hope that the Conference may 
be successful. At this point to throw in new and complicated topics 
that are far from adequately prepared might be to jeopardize the 
very success of the Conference.

Members will realize that this statement of our views was pre
pared before we had seen the draft of the resolution which is to be 
found in document A/C.l/L.650.^® In making this statement of our 
views now, I mean no discourtesy to the representative of Sweden, 
Mrs. Myrdal, who, we have been informed, is to introduce the draft 
resolution formally during her statement later this morning.^® In 
the light of what she then says, my delegation may wish to offer 
further comment at a later stage in our debate.

A major topic that undoubtedly will be pursued in the Committee 
on Disarmament next year is the question of chemical weapons. 
The item was much discussed in Geneva in response to the General 
Assembly’s urgings that it be treated as a priority item and much 
useful work was done. My delegation has already in Geneva voiced 
its regret that all sides did not contribute equally to the thorough 
search for new ideas that are needed in this field, but equally my 
delegation was glad to be able to note an important Japanese 
initiative.” The appearance of this most concrete suggestion 
has been widely welcomed and should certainly give a fillip to the 
negotiations of the Committee on Disarmament on the subject. 
This proposal is currently being studied carefully in London along 
with the important Canadian working paper,and I can assure the 
Committee that any other serious contribution to the debate will 
be equally carefully studied, for we are keenly aware of the 
undertaking in article IX of the Biological Weapons Convention

International Committee of the Red Cross, D raft Additional Protocols to 
the Geneva Conventions of A ugust 12 ,19Ji.9 (Geneva, 1973).

^ Ante, pp. 689-690.
“ Infra.

Ante, pp. 520-524.
^^Ante, pp. 524-529.
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that parties should continue negotiations in good faith with a view 
to reaching early agreement on effective measures for the pro
hibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chem
ical weapons.'®

Let me conclude by mentioning an area where we have seen pro
gress in the treaty field. I refer, of course, to the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco,^“ where, as several speakers have already noted, this 
year has seen the most welcome acceptance of Protocol II by two 
nuclear-weapon States, France and C hina,w hich thus join the 
United States and the United Kingdom. This is a most encouraging 
development, both for the Treaty itself—and here let me say in 
parenthesis that I hope that the remaining nuclear-weapon State 
will soon sign the Protocol—and also as a most welcome indication 
that these two States are prepared to join in helping to work out 
multilateral measures of disarmament.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Myrdal) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly, October 30, 
1973 ^

When this Committee once more takes up its annual debate on 
disarmament issues, it should have no time for rhetoric. The mem
bers know too well the situation that prevails in regard to the 
arms race and also know each other too well to be swayed by 
reiterated expressions of good intentions. We have for so long 
waited to see some action. I for one had hoped to see some measure 
of disarmament in my time. But this was not to be.

If somebody would gainsay this I must beg him to give proofs: 
where has any purposeful disarmament been carried out during the 
last decade of intensive disarmament talks? I have in mind a 
perceptible reduction of armaments—not simply shifts in weapon 
systems which occur on account of obsolescence. When concluding 
that there has been no disarmament in the world of reality, I do 
not overlook, of course, the United States decision to discontinue 
production of B-weapons and even destroy stocks, often cited as 
the one concrete action. But can even that decision, laudable but 
solitary so far, rightly be described as disarmament in the strict 
sense of the term as meaning really sacrificing something of 
military significance?

The truth about the present situation is even worse. There has 
been no manifestation of a real will to take political decisions to

'̂’Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 133-138. 
“  Ibid., 1967, pp. 69 IT.
“ Ibid., p. 83.
^ See anU, pp. 454-455, 542-543.
> A/C.1/PV.1941 (prov.),pp. 51-67.
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proceed in the direction of disarmament. Despite some formal 
agreements reached, and negotiations going on at the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament, the Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks (SALT) or the European Security Conference, the tools for 
killing ever more men, more rapidly and more cruelly, are being 
piled up and perfected without cessation and, obviously, without 
any moral inhibition. Our world is a world of wars and violence.

While we recognize that countries all over the globe are engulfed 
in this plight, we must still turn to the two super-Powers and ask 
them to shoulder the responsibility for initiating a more sensible 
course; the lesser nuclear weapon Powers should be expected to 
follow—as should gradually all of us— b̂ut could hardly be asked, 
by others, to take the lead. This responsibility must be squarely 
laid on the super-Powers because they are leading us in the race- 
without-reason to devote immense material and human resources 
for the purposes of destroying fellow men. They are in a singular 
category because of having so-called overkill capacity—nuclear 
forces more than enough for unbearably mutilating each other 
and wiping out a large portion of the world’s population.

That these two Powers possess surplus capabilities is also 
evidenced by the fact that they are constantly participating in the 
build-up of war machines in many parts of the world, most 
recently keeping up a flow to the two sides of the war in the 
Middle East, a senseless war, as wars between nations are in our 
days, when we should know that violence cannot cure ills.

Still the super-Powers go on developing more kill capacity. They 
do not only lead overwhelmingly in military expenditures but they 
account for some 85 per cent of the expenditure for military 
research and development work, that is, for innovations, improve
ments and additions to achieve still more murderous weapons. 
This obviously is a major factor determining far into the future 
the nature of the armaments which will be deployed and, alas, prob
ably used in countries around the globe.

This is not the time or the place to argue once more the full case 
about mankind’s insane course towards self-destruction. But we 
need to stress it and we need to stress that the international 
community must find some way to force a stemming of the tide. 
What are then the most sensible next steps to take at this session 
of the General Assembly so that we can go beyond pious resolutions 
which have proven to be of practically no avail?

I want to limit my statement today mainly to two items which 
at this time would seem to offer possibilities for positive action. 
One is related to item 32, World Disarmament Conference, the 
second to item 34, napalm and other incendiary weapons and all 
aspects of their possible use. I reserve my right to broach, in a 
later intervention, the more “classical” disarmament issues, includ
ing the question of limiting resources for further build-up of 
armaments.
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First and foremost, after 12 years of frustrating failures since 
the hopes were raised by the Zorin-McCloy agreement,^ we need 
to create some more effective mechanism for grappling in depth 
and detail with disarmament which is not just one but the major 
political problem of our time. This is the overriding reason why my 
Government has given strong support to the proposal of calling a 
World Disarmament Conference. We have also, like some other 
Governments, particularly the Netherlands, suggested that it is 
high time to establish the nucleus of a United Nations Disarma
ment Organization in order to monitor the compliance—or non- 
compliance—with agreements and, perhaps, even with United 
Nations recommendations in the disarmament field. We are, how
ever, open to any other suggestions which would make the inter
national machinery for accomplishing disarmament more effective. 
And here I would like to say that the future role of the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament, which in its present 
form has proven regrettably unproductive, or its substitution by 
some new central negotiating body, should be decided in the light 
of a thoroughgoing general examination, preferably at the World 
Disarmament Conference or, possibly, in the Disarmament Com
mission of the United Nations.

The Swedish delegation continues to hold that the World Dis
armament Conference must fulfil two conditions: 1. secure the 
participation of all major Powers and particularly all nuclear- 
weapon States; 2. be well prepared. We have greatly appreciated 
the efforts by Mr. Hoveyda, the representative of Iran, to conduct 
some meaningful exchange of views despite adverse circumstances 
as to preparations for the Conference. At this session of the 
General Assembly we should, however, be ready to proceed from 
informal preliminaries to firm undertakings.

Why are most of the nuclear-weapon Powers resisting the hold
ing of a World Disarmament Conference, when the majority of 
United Nations Members so evidently clamour for it and when 
nobody can dispute that some such break-through move is indis
pensable? The present reluctance on the part of the Chinese 
Government should be overcome by positive efforts. My delegation 
is convinced that the Chinese Government has singled out what is 
truly the major of all so-called major problems: the containment 
of the risks of nuclear war. A World Disarmament Conference 
could not be expected to restrict itself to minor matters and, by its 
silence, sanction the present situation where all mankind lives 
under a nuclear threat, or— t̂o translate it into political terms— 
under a military and political hegemony of the super-Powers, 
based on their near-monopoly in nuclear weapons.

Recognizing where the interests of the majority of nations lie, 
the Swedish Government has advised that the Chinese view be 
taken very seriously. I have in mind the view that the first step

^Documents on Diaarmament, 1961, pp. 439-441.
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should be that the nuclear-weapon Powers—all of them—under
take not to be the first to use nuclear weapons, nor ever to use 
them against non-nuclear-weapon countries and nuclear-free zones. 
This Chinese position should be dealt with in a positive and 
reasonable way.

One solution might be that the question of the pledge not to 
be the first to use nuclear weapons be inscribed with the highest 
priority on the agenda of the World Disarmament Conference. To 
demand, on the other hand, that such pledges be made prior to the 
Conference is hardly reasonable. Such an approach would also 
leave the whole wide membership of the United Nations outside the 
negotiations on this most vital of all issues. Indeed, we believe that 
the Conference is needed to generate the pressure to obtain these 
very pledges— f̂rom all the nuclear-weapon countries.

One of the most conspicuous shortcomings in the world of today 
is the impossibility to make the major Powers accountable to the 
international community. In the disarmament field we have, how
ever, introduced a device which might serve this very purpose— 
although so far only in a partial way— t̂hat is, the institution 
of review conferences to examine the way disarmament treaties 
are working. The first of such review conferences is due in March 
1975. It is to deal with the capital issue of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty.^ As that Treaty in its present form has the dual function 
of endeavouring to stop the horizontal proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and of guaranteeing, at the same time, monopolies for 
vertical proliferation, the issue of discrimination will undoubtedly 
be in the foreground of discussion at the review conference. This 
is, according to our judgement, a strong reason for having the 
United Nations, the most representative organ of the whole world 
community, involved in organizing the conference. In the treaty 
itself no organ or party is charged with the duty to organize this 
conference. If we leave it to the depositary Governments, which are 
three nuclear-weapon Powers, we risk strengthening the dis
criminatory feature inherent in the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

The political composition of that Conference risks being an un
balanced one. Parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty fall into 
three categories: first, three of the five nuclear-weapon Powers; 
secondly, only four of the many so-called near-nuclear weapon 
States—Australia, Canada, the German Democratic Eepublic and 
Sweden—and thirdly, some 70 non-nuclear Powers. It would 
obviously be desirable to secure the participation of more of the 
militarily significant and of near-nuclear-weapon countries in 
order that their voices be heard to help rectify and to reinforce the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty.

There are certainly many matters to discuss in relation to this 
Treaty, the most blatant one being, of course, the failure of the

® Ihid,, 1968y pp. 461-465.
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nuclear-weapon Powers to fulfil the pledges in article VI to 
negotiate effective measures relating to nuclear disarmament. But 
it must also be assessed whether the increasing gap of military 
might and technology between them and all nuclear-free coun
tries, as well as the widening risks of nuclear war caused by new 
nuclear weapon developments, would seem to some States to 
jeopardize their supreme interests.

I should now like to turn to a different subject where, on behalf 
of my Government, I want to enter a specific plea for action; this 
question also has a link to the theme of conferences. The Swiss 
Government has convoked a World Conference for the Re
affirmation and Development of International Humanitarian Law 
Applicable in Armed Conflicts, to meet in Geneva in February- 
March 1974, with a probable second session at the same period in 
1975. That conference is not to deal with disarmament in the sense 
of physical elimination of weapons, but it is to deal, inter alia, with 
the related issue of legal restraints in the use of weapons. The 
draft protocols prepared by the International Committee of the 
Red Cross for submission to the conference * contain rules which 
mark a high level of ambition, particularly because they would 
provide better protection of civilian populations.

Our memories are now painfully clear of the immense suffering 
brought by modern methods of war and modern weapons. This 
awareness should help, indeed make it mandatory for Governments 
to go to the conference with humanitarian ambitions that also 
match their own long-term interests. Given such a determination, 
the conference could result in rules which would significantly 
alleviate the sufferings in the all too numerous armed conflicts 
which our world community and world organization fail to pre
vent. By contrast, it would be a tragedy if the opportunity were 
missed and if governments were content with minor rules supple
menting the Geneva Conventions of 1949.

In the general debate at this session, the Swedish Foreign 
Minister called attention to the important draft rules which would 
ban area bombardment and attacks upon objects which are indis
pensable to the survival of the civilian population, such as dams 
and dikes. These draft rules will be reviewed in the Sixth Com
mittee under the item “Human rights in armed conflicts” and I 
shall not comment upon them here.

But, under this item of disarmament in the First Committee, it 
seems appropriate to consider the best course of action on the 
question of possible prohibitions or restrictions of use of specific 
conventional weapons. The Swedish Foreign Minister referred also 
to this matter when he discussed the draft rules proposed by the 
International Committee of the Red Cross to confirm the general

‘ International Committee of the Red Cross, D raft Additional Protocols to 
the Geneva Conventions of August 12,19U9 (Geneva, 1973).
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ban on the use of weapons causing unnecessary suffering and on 
war methods which have indiscriminate effects. Indeed, one group 
of such weapons, namely, napalm and other incendiary weapons, is 
the subject of a specific item on our agenda— îtem 34.

I should like to believe that this discussion in the First Com
mittee and the discussion later during this session in the Sixth 
Committee will mark the beginning of a new phase in our concerted 
efforts to restrain, if not to eradicate, the scourge of war.

It is, of course, the use in recent conflicts of particularly cruel 
or indiscriminate weapons, like napalm and other incendiary weap
ons, pellet bombs, high velocity small arms, delayed action weapons 
and so on, which has aroused the world’s conscience to the need 
for reversal of a development towards more and more inhumane 
warfare methods affecting both soldiers and civilians. This 
development of weapons which are actually being used has too 
long lacked our attention, while we have mainly— b̂ut vainly— 
devoted it to the nuclear weapons, which have not been used. If at 
the Hague Conferences at the turn of the century conscience and 
reason led to agreements banning the use of dum-dum bullets ° and 
unanchored contact mines,® it is high time that we submitted to
day’s versions of those weapons— ĥigh velocity ammunition and 
mines laid by aircraft— t̂o the same scrutiny.

The President of the General Assembly, Mr. Benites, was the 
first during this session of the Assembly to remind us of the 
untold sorrow inflicted by modern weapons;  ̂ and a former 
President of the Assembly, Foreign Minister Romulo of the 
Philippines, in endorsing limitations and restrictions on par
ticularly indiscriminate or cruel weapons, expressed the hope that 
the forthcoming conference called by the Swiss Government would 
be successful in that regard.® The Norwegian Foreign Minister, re
ferring to the same conference, said that new legal restraints 
should be imposed on the use of weapons and weapons systems 
that might cause unnecessary suffering, have indiscriminate effects 
or lead to ecological dislocations.® Several other speakers, for in
stance, the Foreign Minister of the Netherlands,^® without going 
into details, expressed the view that high priority must now be 
accorded to restricting the use of indiscriminate weapons and in
humane methods of warfare.

The concerns voiced at the highest levels are not isolated expres
sions. During the conferences of government experts convoked by 
the International Committee of the Red Cross in 1971 and 1972 a 
large number of those experts presented concrete proposals for

‘ James B. Scott (ed.), The Hague Conventions and Declarations of 1899 
and 190r (Washington, 1915), p. 227.

• 1 Bevans 669.
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“A/PV.2136 (p ro v .) ,p .42.
’ A/PV.2125 (prov.), p. 27.
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prohibitions or restrictions of use of specific weapons. It is appro
priate also to recall that the need for such rules to reaffirm and 
develop the international humanitarian law applicable in armed 
conflicts was underlined by the General Assembly in resolutions 
2853 (XXVI) ” in 1971 and resolution 3032 (XXVII) in 1972.̂ "

Not only have concrete proposals emerged. The factual ma
terial which prompted the proposals has become available in 
systematized and authoritative form. The Secretary-General’s 
report on napalm and other incendiary weapons and all aspects of 
their possible use was the first such factual compilation to appear 
last year. This year we have the comments of various governments 
on the napalm report (A/9207). Most of them stress the need for 
action leading to prohibition or restriction of use. This year we 
can also take note of a factual report which has been worked out 
by an international group of experts under the auspices of the 
ICRC and which deals comprehensively with conventional weapons 
that may cause unnecessary suffering or have indiscriminate 
effects. I think all members of the Committee know that report. In 
my own country, too, systematic reports have been produced. A 
group of military, technical and medical experts have recently, at 
the request of the Swedish Government, elaborated a detailed 
report on particularly inhumane conventional weapons, with grue
some pictorial evidence. That report may be of special interest 
inasmuch as it discusses various alternatives for international rules 
on prohibitions or restrictions of use of specific weapons and com
ments on how their implementation might affect national in
ventories.

There exists now a widespread concern about the use of a 
number of types of conventional weapons which may cause un
necessary suffering or have indiscriminate effects. There is a wish 
to discuss rules for the prohibition or restriction of use of such 
weapons. There have been proposals to that effect at conferences of 
government experts. There is now a good deal of systematic factual 
material compiled. What are we to do? Clearly the time has come 
for action.

Already the resolution prompted last year by the napalm report 
states the conviction of the General Assembly that
. . . the widespread use of many weapons and the emergence of new methods 
of w arfare tha t cause unnecessary suffering or are indiscriminate call 
urgently for renewed efforts by Governments to seek, through legal means, 
the prohibition of the use of such weapons and of indiscriminate and cruel 
methods of w arfare and, if possible, through measures of disarmament, the 
elimination of specific, especially cruel or indiscriminate weapons

Similarly, the ICRC report on weapons that may cause un-

Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 913-915.
“ General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-seventh Session, Supple- 

ment No, SO (A/8730), pp. 117-118.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1972, p. 837.
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necessary suffering or have indiscriminate effects contains the 
following in its final remarks:

The facts compiled in the report in regard to these and other weapons speak 
for themselves and call fo r intergovernmental review and action. Such action 
might be justified particularly in respect of two types of weapons apart from 
incendiaries, namely, high velocity small arms ammunition and certain frag 
mentation weapons. The risks involved in their rapid proliferation and use 
would seem to constitute good reasons for intergovernmental discussions con
cerning these weapons with a view to possible restrictions upon their opera
tional use or even prohibition.^*

The need for early action in this direction is also stressed in 
many of the government comments on the Secretary-General’s 
report (A/9207).

In one sense the wish for early action might be thought to be 
satisfied by a resolution by the General Assembly condemning the 
use of specific types of weapons and declaring the opinion of the 
Assembly to be that such weapons fall under the existing general 
legal prohibitions of weapons. Such action would hardly be effec
tive, however—we know that—and my delegation would not 
propose it. If “instant legislation” is not the best method, the same 
can be said of the opposite method, i.e. allowing the question of 
prohibitory legislation to disappear in the distance. That would be 
the likely result of referring the whole matter—which in the first 
instance refers to the use and not to the elimination of weapons— 
to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, a body which 
has its hands full and, at the same time, clearly suffers from near 
paralysis.

A third course of action which has been suggested would be to 
make use of the readiness of the International Committee of the 
Red Cross—and I quote from its weapons report—

. . .  to continue inquiries and, for example, convoke a conference of gov
ernment experts in order to contribute to the promotion of relevant inter
national hum anitarian law.

While this offer is appreciated, as is the considerable work that 
the ICRC has performed in preparing two draft protocols, it is 
submitted that the stage of research and inquiries should be behind 
us and that the time has come for active intergovernmental dis
cussion. Indeed, as early as 1957 at the New Delhi Conference 
of the Red Cross, the International Committee of the Red Cross 
submitted concrete proposals that would have prohibited the use 
inter alia of delayed-action weapons and some incendiary weapons. 
Since then the ICRC has consulted many experts and their views 
on the weapons issue have been reported. This year, finally, a com
prehensive report on conventional weapons that may cause un
necessary suffering or have indiscriminate effects has been pub
lished under its auspices. In these circumstances it would not be

“ International Committee of the Red Cross, Weapons That May Cause 
Unnecessary Suffering or Have Indiscriminate Effects: Report on the Work 
of Experts (Geneva, 1973).
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easy for the Committee to add to the valuable services it has 
rendered. Nor would a resolution on further research and con
sultation satisfy the widespread wish for prompt government 
action.

My delegation has come to the conclusion that the most logical 
and speedy procedure would be that the forthcoming diplonnatic 
conference should consider the issue of the possible prohibition or 
restriction of the use of specific conventional weapons. The con
ference will have before it a proposal for the reaflSrmation of the 
general rule prohibiting the use of weapons that cause unnecessary 
suffering and means and methods of warfare that may have in
discriminate effects. What could be more natural than adding to 
this an attempt to draw a list of such weapons? Indeed, this is 
exactly what happened at the Hague Conferences at the turn of 
the century, when the conventions against the use of dum-dum 
bullets and unanchored contact mines were added to the general 
conventions. Needless to say, success in the endeavours to agree on 
prohibitions or restrictions of use of certain weapons would 
facilitate consideration of the question of the non-production of the 
same kind of weapons. In that latter disarmament context, which 
is traditionally dealt with in the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament, it is evident that the problem of verification 
poses special difficulties.

We are aware that some governments have had reservations 
about referring the weapons issue to the diplomatic conference 
and some of these reservations have been aired here this morning. 
We firmly believe, however, that the concern that may inspire such 
reservations could be met. First, while the ICRC has not formu
lated any draft proposals, we can certainly rely upon governments 
to do so. Indeed, nothing is more likely to induce governments, in 
the same manner as their experts have done in the preparatory 
phase, to prepare themselves than the knowledge that the matter 
will be taken up. My own Government, for one, is actively dis
cussing with other governments a paper that could be offered as 
one basis of discussion.

Second, the conference might have a separate plenary sub-com
mittee to deal with the weapons issue to give it enough time and 
expertise and to ensure that all parts of the draft protocols pre
pared by the ICRC are read. If need be, arrangements could be 
made for further negotiations between the 1974 session and the 
expected 1975 session. Lastly, rules that might be agreed upon for 
the prohibition or restriction of use of specific conventional weap
ons could be laid down in an instrument separate from the protocols 
supplementing the 1949 Geneva Conventions.

I have purposely not gone into questions of substance relating 
to the prohibition or restriction of use of specific weapons. It 
would be tempting to do so, but I shall not prolong this statement
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by discussing the various weapons or the questions of rules re
lating, for instance, to reciprocity. There are valid questions of 
substance which should be considered, but need not be answered 
here and now. What we need to do now is only to make up our 
minds about the forum to which these questions are to be sent. 
This is what the draft resolution contained in document A /C .l/ 
L.650 and sponsored by Cjrprus, Egypt, Kenya, Mexico, Norway, 
Sweden and Yugoslavia is about.” On behalf of the co-sponsors I 
have the honour to introduce this draft resolution and recommend 
it for the sjmipathetic consideration of all delegations.

Statement by the United States Representative (Resor) at the
Negotiations on Mutual Reduction of Forces and Armaments 
in Central Europe, October 31, 1973 ^

My Government warmly welcomes the beginning of these nego
tiations on the mutual reduction of forces and armaments and 
associated measures in Central Europe.

A great challenge lies before us. Central Europe is the focus 
of one of the greatest concentrations of military power in peace
time history. For more than two decades, the Armed Forces of 
East and West have confronted each other there. This con
frontation has given rise to abiding apprehension and concern. 
And it represents a formidable burden on us all.

The time has come to change this situation. Successive changes in 
East-West relations have made it possible to seek to reduce the 
scale and intensity of the confrontation.

This is surely one of the central tasks of our time. It is also 
a delicate one. The present security situation in Europe is un
satisfactory in many ways, but we would not wish it to worsen 
through unwise measures. Therefore, we must carry out our task 
in such a way as to strengthen peace and stability in Europe, not 
weaken them. The structure of security in Europe is a delicate 
one, and in the interests of all we will have to proceed cautiously 
and step by step, realizing that all parties will wish to be assured 
of their security at each stage.

We do not expect this task to be easy. These negotiations repre
sent a radical new departure in international diplomacy. There has 
been nothing quite like them before. Both in the subject matter 
they will address and in their pattern of participation, they break 
new ground. But their importance justifies an extraordinary effort 
on the part of us all.

My Government’s approach to these negotiations is a practical 
one. We are interested in concrete results. At the same time, we are

^  Ante, pp. 689-690.
‘ ACDA public information release 73-9, Oct. 31,1973.
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not setting any artificial deadlines for ourselves. We consider that 
the negotiations should move ahead at a steady, even tempo, keep
ing pace with the development of the subject matter, without an 
artificial, pre-ordained pattern of breaks.

Further, we will strive for a businesslike atmosphere. We are 
here to perform a specific task. We are interested in seeking 
mutually acceptable solutions to the problems we will have to 
address together. We are not interested in polemical debates. 
Many aspects of the subject matter are controversial, and view
points will diverge. We believe that it would be helpful in this 
context if all participants made it a conscious rule to discuss the 
subject matter and present their points of view in terms of con
crete, objective facts, and not in terms of the presumed intentions 
of other participants.

The enterprise on which we are now embarking provides us 
with an opportunity of historic importance to move from con
frontation to negotiation on a problem area of key importance for 
all of us. The military confrontation in Central Europe is the 
product of history. It is a result of past tensions, and at the same 
time a cause of tension. In keeping with the businesslike and 
objective spirit which I have suggested should govern the tone of 
our discussions, we do not wish to engage in debates over how or 
why the present situation arose. We should move directly to the 
task of seeking to change that situation in ways that will benefit all 
of us. Thus, we hope to reduce the risks for all arising from mis
calculation, misunderstanding or misinterpretation of actions of 
either side. Our main task will be to achieve a more stable military 
balance at lower levels of forces with undiminished security, un
diminished security for all participants in these talks. If we can 
achieve this goal—and my government believes we can— t̂hen an 
MBFR agreement or agreements will be a highly important contri
bution to strengthening peace, security and mutual confidence in 
Europe and to improved, more fruitful relations among us all. 
Such a result would be welcomed by all our peoples. With this 
prospect before us, my Government considers that these nego
tiations will test the willingness of all participants to address 
and to resolve the hard, concrete military security issues in Central 
Europe.

Our negotiations were preceded earlier this year in Vienna by 
preparatory talks. In those talks, the following principles were 
agreed as guidance for the negotiations:

—Mutual reduction of forces and armaments and associated 
measures in Central Europe would be considered.

—The general objective of the negotiations will be to contribute 
to a more stable relationship in Europe and to the strengthen
ing of peace and security.

—In the negotiations, an understanding should be reached to



720 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

conduct them in such a way as to ensure the most effective 
and thorough approach to the consideration of the subject 
matter, with due regard to its complexity.

—Specific arrangements will have to be carefully worked out 
in scope and timing in such a way that they will in all respects 
and at every point conform to the principle of undiminished 
security for each party.

—Any topic relevant to the subject matter may be introduced for 
negotiation.^

We believe these agreed guidelines form a sound basis for our 
work. The proposals we will make during the course of these 
negotiations, and our approach to the negotiations themselves, will 
be consistent with these guidelines.

In the preparatory talks, we also agreed on procedures for these 
negotiations. We feel that no further general discussion of 
procedural matters is needed at this time. Our task is now to 
address questions of substance relating to the subject matter. 
We believe that day-to-day procedural business, such as the 
scheduling of meetings, can be handled in appropriate ways.

The preparatory talks recorded agreement on a further point: 
namely, the region on which the negotiations will focus. That 
region was defined in the June 28 Communique as Central Europe.^

Based on the points of agreement between us which I have just 
enumerated, I should like now to outline for you the general 
approach of my Government to the substance of these negotiations.

In our view, the subject matter of these negotiations is the size, 
character, and activities of armed forces in Central Europe.

We aim to reduce the size of those forces in such a way as to 
lead to a more stable military balance at lower levels of forces 
while maintaining undiminished security for each party.

We aim at affecting the character of these military forces by 
reducing those aspects or characteristics of the forces which are 
of particular concern to us because of their intrinsic capabilities. 
Agreements on topics of this kind would contribute to the creation 
of a more stable military balance.

Finally, we aim at dealing in these negotiations with the ac
tivities of these military forces in a manner which will minimize 
the risk of miscalculation, surprise, or their use in a destabilizing 
manner. Agreements on measures to accomplish this would also 
enhance stability and mutual confidence.

We have agreed that the outcome of these negotiations must be 
one which preserves undiminished security for each party. No 
participant or group of participants should gain unilateral ad
vantage from an agreement. It is the considered view of my 
Government that the aims I have outlined above with respect

- Ante, pp. 363-364.
“ Ibid.
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to the size, character and activities of military forces in Central 
Europe can and should be realized in a manner that preserves 
undiminished security for my country and all its allies when 
appropriate account is taken of significant, objective disparities 
affecting the current situation in Central Europe. The disparities 
which we view as operating to our disadvantage in Central Europe 
are: disparities in manpower, in the character of forces, and in 
geography.

Let me elaborate on these. In manpower, the countries of the 
Warsaw Pact have more ground personnel on active duty in 
Central Europe than does NATO. We consider that to narrow and 
finally eliminate this disparity in manpower through mutual 
reductions would improve stability in Central Europe.

With respect to character of forces, the Warsaw Pact forces 
maintain a concentration of heavy armor in Central Europe. I have 
said that we shall seek to avoid debates over each other’s inten
tions or motives. Therefore, I am not remarking on the possible 
intentions of anyone when I say that it is an objective fact that a 
marked imbalance in tanks exists in Central Europe.

We consider that stability is enhanced when all participants in 
these talks are able to see each other’s purpose as a defensive one, 
and when they perceive each other’s forces to be configured in a 
way consistent with defensive purposes. A substantial reduction 
in the armored capability of the USSR in Central Europe would, in 
our view, be consistent with defensive purposes, and would con
stitute a major contribution to enhanced stability in Europe.

The third major disparity to which I have referred—geography 
—is also basic to the situation in Central Europe. The U.S. and 
USSR, which station significant forces in Central Europe, are 
located at vastly unequal distances from the area. The territory of 
the Soviet Union directly and immediately adjoins Central Europe, 
Soviet forces, located in Soviet territory, have ready access over 
the Polish plain to the very heart of the area. The U.S., on the 
other hand, is located at a great distance from Central Europe and 
is separated from the area by the Atlantic Ocean. Thus, access 
to Central Europe is far more difficult for U.S. forces. The 
geographic disparity has this consequence for mutual reductions; 
any Soviet forces withdrawn from Central Europe into the 
territory of the Soviet Union could return quickly and easily; U.S. 
forces withdrawn to the United States would be an ocean away. 
This point applies equally to reinforcement capability. A reduction 
agreement would have to deal with this inherent inequity in a 
manner that did not result in any diminution of our security. 
There are also other geographic disparities of considerable im
portance.

Implicit in all that I have said on the need to deal with these 
major disparities is the concept that these negotiations must
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achieve equitable results, arrived at in an equitable manner. In 
keeping with this concept and with the actual nature of the prob
lem at hand, we consider that an ultimate goal of these negotiations 
should be approximate parity in the form of a common ceiling 
for the ground forces of each side in Central Europe.

Our approach to these negotiations, as I have already said, is a 
realistic one. In view of the complexities of the subject matter, 
we believe that our initial goal would have to be a more modest 
one than the achievement, in one step, of a common ceiling for 
ground forces in Central Europe.

Thus we consider that our negotiations should proceed in more 
than one phase. The first phase should focus on U.S. and Soviet 
ground forces. Their reduction in a manner consistent with the 
principle of undiminished security would be a particularly valuable 
contribution to stability in Europe. Moreover, it would be logical if 
the two largest powers with forces in the area should take the 
first step.

It is our view that reduction of forces in Central Europe will 
not of itself be sufficient to result in greater stability. Other meas
ures will also be needed. These should include stabilizing measures, 
verification measures and non-circumvention provisions.

For example, not only the size and character, but also the ac
tivities of Armed Forces affect the stability of the military situ
ation in Europe. Therefore, we consider that measures affecting 
certain military activities are necessary. As participants will be 
aware, this is what we had in mind when we introduced the term 
“associated measures” into the communique of last June. Activities 
of the forces in the area, if their purpose is ambiguous, or if they 
are carried out on such a scale or in such a manner as to be 
perceived by other participants as a potential threat, could be 
destabilizing. Agreed measures relating to force activities and 
arrangements designed to reduce the possibility of miscalculation 
— t̂hat is, what may be termed stabilizing measures— ŵould be a 
significant contribution to stability in the area, and could enhance 
mutual confidence. We shall have a number of such measures to 
propose.

It is also our view that appropriate provisions concerning veri
fication of a reduction agreement will need to be agreed. Each 
participant or group of participants will wish to have adequate 
assurance that the terms of a reduction agreement are being 
faithfully carried out. That will clearly be in the interests of all. It 
will be necessary, therefore, to deal with this matter in the context 
of agreement on the substance of reductions.

We consider that each participant will also wish to have 
appropriate assurances that each party to possible agreements will 
refrain from any action which would circumvent or undermine an 
agreement. We will need to take this matter up in detail at a later
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stage in our negotiations, when the outlines of a possible reduction 
agreement may have begun to emerge.

We believe, in sum, that appropriate provisions and assurances 
regarding the activities of forces in Central Europe, regarding 
verification of the observance of a reduction agreement, and re
garding measures to assure that a reduction agreement will not be 
circumvented, will be necessary to preserve undiminished security 
for each party. In accordance with this same principle of un
diminished security for each party, we will also wish to ensure that 
agreed measures in Central Europe not result in reduced stability 
or security outside the area.

Finally, as a last major point, I wish to remind you of the 
statement made at the May 14 plenary of the preparatory talks 
by Ambassador Quarles Van Ufford on behalf of my Government 
and the other governments represented by my colleagues. That 
statement said that
The representatives of Belgium, Canada, the Federal Republic of Germany, 
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and the United States 
of America wish to point out tha t the arrangements for the participation of 
Hungary in these consultations are without prejudice to the nature of 
Hungary’s participation in future negotiations, decisions, or agreed measures 
or to the security of any party, and that, in particular, the question of how 
and to w hat extent Hungary will be included in future decisions, agreements, 
or measures must be examined and decided during the pending negotiations.

This represents our continued intention.
I have outlined for you the overall American approach to the 

subject matter of these negotiations. As will have been evident 
from statements made earlier, this approach is shared by our 
allies. Our general method of exposition over the next weeks and 
months will be to proceed from the general to the specific. This 
initial exposition of our approach to the subject matter has dealt 
with general concepts. We will return to these concepts in our 
ensuing discussions in the next days. We hope to elaborate on them 
and examine their practical implications with you in increasing 
detail.

I wish to stress in closing that my Government attaches great 
weight to these negotiations. We believe that the goal we seek—a 
more stable military balance in Central Europe at lower levels of 
forces with undiminished security for each party—is of immense 
potential importance to us all. Success in achieving this goal 
would surely be regarded by all our peoples as a great and valuable 
contribution to a lasting peace in Europe and in the world. In view 
of the importance of this goal, it is up to all of us here to exert 
every effort to achieve it. We, for our part, are ready to move 
ahead.

On behalf of my Government, I would like to thank the Austrian 
authorities for agreeing to host our conference in Vienna and for 
making available facilities to help us in our work. There could be 
no better site for this important conference.
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Statement by the French Representative (de Guiringaud) to
the First Committee of the General Assembly, Novem
ber 1, 1973^

Eight items of great importance appear on the agenda of the 
debate which our Committee is devoting this year to the problems 
of disarmament. The French delegation has listened with great 
interest to the statements of previous speakers. We have noted 
that, as has happened every year, everyone has stressed the prob
lem which is of particular concern to that delegation, while re
serving for the idea of disarmament the essential place which it 
obviously should possess. You will not be surprised if I do the same 
thing and, after having analysed from an over-all viewpoint the 
most general and the most urgent problem, if I devote some space 
to a particular item of special concern to my country.

The idea of disarmament may well have been the only centre of 
our debate, the very expression of our aspirations. But we cannot 
talk about it in a vacuum, in the abstract. Without any doubt, the 
subject is taken up again every year in more or less the same 
terms, but each year too it also has its particular tinge. The year 
1973, we are told, will be the year of detente. Here I do not want to 
go into a discussion in which many ministers, including our own, 
have taken different positions. I shall confine myself to noting that 
detente has not appeared in the field of disarmament; quite the 
contrary.

It would seem that never have so many arms been produced and 
stockpiled, even distributed and used on battlefields which still 
survive in Indo-China and have reopened in the Middle East. Never 
has competition been so great between those who possess the most 
advanced technologies and the most terrifying technologies. The 
expensive advances of some States in the atomic armaments fields is 
such that I did not hear without surprise the representative of one 
of those States proposing a uniform reduction of 10 per cent in the 
military budgets of Member States which are permanent members 
of the Security Council,  ̂ as if for 25 years now we did not have 
the demonstration that two countries have undertaken a race 
where, openly or covertly, they impose upon each other a burden 
of permanent over-armaments and have to remain over-armed 
even when everywhere people are talking—and they themselves are 
talking, sincerely, as I believe—of disarmament. It would seem 
that there are two systems of measures which are different: that of 
those who possess such overwhelming strength that they become 
almost unreal, and the system of the others which possess neither 
the means nor the motive for defying the Powers which are the

 ̂A/C.1/PV.1943, (prov.), pp. 32-46.
 ̂Ante, pp. 642-643, 653-664.
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prisoners of their own competition, who simply wish to defend 
their independence.

Without doubt, negotiations for limiting strategic armaments 
have been embarked upon a few years ago between the two 
greatest Powers. The first agreements achieved within the frame
work of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT), as we are 
willing to recognize, have led to a limitation of certain types of 
strategic arms.  ̂ The ceilings established in those agreements are, 
however, higher than the quantity of arms available in fact to the 
parties. Rivalry is continuing in the qualitative area; research and 
development of new types of weapons like multiple re-entry rockets 
is a means of multiplying the means of destruction available to the 
two parties, and is also accompanied by an increase in their 
military budgets. In the circumstances, we may wonder how our 
United States colleague was recently able to say in this Committee 
that the SALT agreements constitute a stage towards true dis
armament. The fact that everyone does not want to push to the 
level of absurdity over-armaments which would remain the basic 
situation, obviously something of this kind cannot be christened 
disarmament.

What do we see at the other extreme, that is to say, in the 
numerous committees and conferences devoted to this great and 
difficult task? The report proposed to us this year by the Con
ference of the Committee [on Disarmament] in Geneva is, of all 
those that we have seen since its creation, the one which seems to 
be calculated to inspire the least optimism. As was so well pointed 
out at the beginning of the general debate in the plenary of the 
Assembly by the representative of a country that has tirelessly 
worked for the cause of disarmament, the Foreign Minister of 
Sweden: “For the second year in succession, the Committee on 
Disarmament comes back to the General Assembly with empty 
hands.”

Does not the ineffectiveness of the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament stem from the fact that this Organization is less 
than ever adapted to the circumstances, because neither its com
position nor its procedures permit it to deal with the developments 
that have occurred over the years? The Charter expressly entrusts 
our Organization with the specific issue of disarmament questions. 
One might ask whether the United Nations has not been too 
hasty in giving up one of its most basic responsibilities by dele
gating the study of current problems to an organ not directly 
dependent on it, an organ that operates according to procedures 
that do not respect the principle of equality that must prevail 
among Member States, as it does among the permanent members 
of the Security Council.

The past year has been no less disappointing in another area,

® Documents on Disarmamenty 1972, pp. 197 ff.
 ̂A/PV.2149 (prov.), pp. 8-10.
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namely, the World Conference and its Special Committee, which 
was the subject of item 32 of our agenda. I should like to say here 
that France, which itself has proposed that the problem of dis
armament should be examined at a conference of States that 
possess nuclear weapons,® also welcomes the convening of a world 
disarmament conference in which the same Powers would par
ticipate. The obstacles encountered in this new task cannot be 
attributed to us, and we shall be prepared to consider any formula 
for negotiation that will permit us to tackle with the necessary 
seriousness a task which obviously continues to be of over
riding importance.

This is the sum of our latest efforts. It is a disappointment to 
us all here. The simple sense of reality compels us to recognize that 
States exchange more promises than they keep where disarmament 
is concerned. For example, let us take the two important treaties, 
the Treaty of Moscow ® and the Non-Proliferation Treaty,' signed 
respectively in 1963 and 1968. In the former we read that the 
principal aims of the parties—and I should like to stress the word 
“principal”—is the “speediest possible achievement”—I repeat 
“speediest possible”—of an agreement on general and complete 
disarmament . . . which would put an end to the armaments race 
and eliminate the incentives to the production and testing of all 
kinds of weapons including nuclear weapons. The second Treaty 
stipulates in Article VI that “each of the parties to the Treaty 
undertakes in good faith to pursue negotiations on effective mea
sures relating to the cessation of the nuclear arms race at an 
early date and to nuclear disarmament.”

I do not want to accuse anyone here. I am ready to concede that 
a few attempts have no doubt been made over the last decade. How
ever, when I consider that in the intervening period none of the 
objectives described as being principal and urgent has been 
attained; when I am obliged to note that on the contrary the 
nuclear over-armament race is being pursued without respite 
between the super-Powers and that they have found a way to make 
underground nuclear tests of a power that is truly terrifying; when 
I see the excessive force of some and the fear of others, I cannot 
but state before the Committee France’s policy in this grave 
matter.

Peoples who want to remain free realize the price they must 
pay for their freedom. It is only natural that they should feel 
what the Moscow Treaty calls an “incentive” to possess the same 
weapons as other people possess. This incentive is a right. It is 
exactly what our Charter calls the “inherent right of . . . self- 
defence”.® No one can contest this right or place any restrictions

® Documents on Disarmament, 196i., pp. 478-479. 
'  Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
’ Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
® Art. 51 of tne Charter.
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on such a right without increasing the dependence of the less 
strong on the more strong, without adding to the arbitrariness and 
disequilibrium of the world in a way that can only be deplored. 
And if one concedes such a right, one has to concede its immediate 
corollary, that is, to recognize the legitimate right of all peoples 
to prepare their defence by the same means that are used or have 
been used by others before them.

I come now to the special problem that I mentioned today, 
namely, item 36 of our agenda, which has already been the object 
here and elsewhere of illfounded and probably hasty criticism. 
I refer to our nuclear tests. I shall give the exact facts of the 
situation so as to be able to reply with the utmost clarity, I hope, 
to the two questions most frequently asked, namely, why is France 
committed to a nuclear policy, and how is France going about 
this, or, if you like, are our tests a hazard to anyone?

France is at peace with the world. It has no quarrel of any kind 
with any Power. Our enemies of yesterday are our friends and 
allies of today. We maintain relations of cordial co-operation with 
countries that have political and social systems different from our 
own. We also maintain very close relations with States that refuse 
to join any of the existing political blocs.

I must say, however, that France cannot forget that in the space 
of a century its territory has been invaded three times and that, 
because of this, three times its people were subjected to the most 
painful tribulations. Despite the hopes for detente that have 
emerged recently, particularly in Europe, and about which we are 
particularly gratified because we are convinced we played a 
decisive role in beginning the process, we are obliged to realize 
that until a new order emerges and until the world has finally 
embarked upon the path of genuine disarmament, peace un
fortunately still depends partly on the balance of armaments.

While in certain regions large amounts of conventional weapons 
have for several years been continually added to the gigantic stocks 
of nuclear weapons, it is the duty of the French Government to 
foresee even the improbable. One does not improvise a nuclear 
weapon. The perfecting of it and the production of carriers for 
it require years of research and work, and there is no point of 
comparison here with an effort that can in the space of a few 
months make a strong civilian industry produce awesome quan
tities of conventional weapons. So, once France had resolved to 
follow an independent policy whatever the circumstances, it 
decided to acquire the nuclear weapon, even without being faced 
with actual danger, in order to guard against potential dangers, 
even those that cannot now be foreseen.

This is in no way a matter of prestige, still less a gratuitous 
assertion of national pride.

Situations could in fact arise in which possession of the atomic
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weapon would be the sole guarantee of the sovereignty and 
independence of the nation, in that it would deter any potential 
aggressor, even one superior in conventional weapons, for it is 
quite clear that the weapons France is developing could be only a 
deterrent, that is to say, defensive, hence those weapons are a 
factor for peace and equilibrium in Europe and the world.

Since those are our motives, which, as can be seen, are simple, I 
shall state again that France is prepared at any moment to discard 
its atomic weapons if others do the same. France would be the first 
to applaud if all the money currently being spent on the production 
of weapons— ând world stocks are already quite sufficient for 
several Apocalypses— ŵere devoted instead to the well-being and 
development of the least favoured nations.

By signing Protocol II of the Treaty of Tlatelolco,® which is the 
subject of item 37 of our agenda, my country demonstrated that it 
understood the desire of some regions of the world to protect 
themselves against the use, however hypothetical it might seem, 
of weapons which we believe we must possess in Europe. I repeat, 
France is thinking only of its own defence. However, it does not 
see how anyone could ask it to make a unilateral sacrifice. It does 
not see why something which was good for some only a short while 
ago should now have become bad for others. Any renunciation in 
this area would be tantamount to encouraging the over-armed 
nations to govern the world and to assume themselves the destiny 
of mankind—an eventuality which they themselves reject and 
which we must help them to reject.

France’s nuclear weapon, which is necessary for its security 
and independence, is in the process of being developed. A very 
small number of nuclear tests have been carried out at the 
Pacific Test Centre. Do they constitute a hazard to any one? We 
have demonstrated that they do not. Every precaution has been 
taken to ensure that these tests represent no risks, either locally 
or in more distant areas. The site was chosen so that the thermal 
and flash effects would be of no harm to any one. Our test site is 
several hundreds of kilometres distant from any inhabited land; 
1,200 kilometres from Tahiti and more than 6,000 kilometres from 
Lima and Sidney. The territory of Metropolitan France naturally 
does not provide any uninhabited area where we could carry out 
such tests. We therefore conduct them on a part of French 
territory which is distant from any inhabited area.

Other States which have preceded us in carrying out atomic 
research have had similar problems. They resolved them in differ
ent ways, sometimes by testing on the territory of a foreign 
country, which at that time made no protest but which does 
protest today against the tests we are making on our own national

” The Tlatelolco treaty  and protocols appear in Documents on Disarma
ment, 1967, pp. 69-83. For the French signing of Protocol II, see ante, pp. 
454-455.
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territory thousands of kilometres from its coasts. I shall refrain 
from making any judgment here. What I do ask for is objectivity.

Debates which have been all the more heated because the par
ticipants have lacked crucial information have also dealt with the 
risks to people and to plant and animal life in places more or less 
distant from our test sites. I am aware of the fact that the public 
is sensitive to issues of this tjrpe. Here, however, I am addressing 
representatives of responsible governments whose duty it is not 
only to welcome the truth but also to see that it is heard. The fact 
is that it has been conclusively proved that the so-called risks of 
fall-out are quite negligible. Our tests do not cause a significant 
increase in the level of radioactivity. Radiation attributable to 
natural and man-made sources is on the whole far greater than 
that deriving from nuclear tests. The effects on human beings of 
low and very low doses, such as those resulting from our tests, have 
never been observed.

All that is public knowledge, or could be. We ourselves have 
collected a good deal of perfectly clear data in a White Paper, 
which has been distributed in New York and elsewhere; and if that 
is not enough, a reading of the last report of the United Nations 
Scientific Committee will prove to be just as convincing. I imagine 
no one will doubt the objectivity and high level of competence of an 
organ that all States can control, convene, improve and call upon 
even more often, according to the proposal we ourselves presented. 
The truth is indeed accessible to everyone. It is enough to want to 
hear it.

Of course, we can say nothing to those who, bent on turning a 
deaf ear, persist in criticising, without proof and, what is worse, 
contrary to proof. It is undoubtedly difficult for us to convince 
those who prefer mjiihs to the testimony of scientists. To others, 
however, to those who are mindful of our desire for independence, 
which is an asset with a price known to everyone here, I should 
like to say th is: since there is proof that France intends no harm 
to anyone, it will not accept any discrimination. Hurt to the quick 
by the absence of comprehension on the part of countries it 
esteems, it can see nothing but hypocrisy in any criticism which 
overlooks the fact that the dangers to modern civilization stem not 
so much from nuclear tests as from the very existence of the 
nuclear weapons and, still more, from the absence of a policy of 
genuine disarmament.

This brings me back to my point of departure; that is, that we 
note, not without sadness and disappointment, the continuation of 
threats which overshadow our world. We are here to discuss these 
threats and to try to remedy, to the fullest extent of our power and 
determination, the real evils of our times. Let us get down to work 
with determination and equanimity.
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Fourteen Nation Revised Draft Resolution Introduced in the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Napalm and 
Other Incendiary Weapons, November 2, 1973 ^

The General Assembly,
RecaMng that the General Assembly commended the report of 

the Secretary-General on napalm and other incendiary weapons 
and all aspects of their possible use  ̂ to the attention of all 
Governments and peoples and requested the Secretary-General 
to circulate the report to the Governments of Member States for 
their comments (General Assembly resolution 2932 A (XXVII)),® 

Taking note of the comments submitted by Governments 
(A/9207) and the widespread wish that intergovernmental action 
should be taken with a view to reaching agreement on the pro
hibition or restriction of use of these weapons,

Emphasizing the need for new rules designed to afford better 
protection of civilians and civilian objects during armed conflicts, 

Confirming the stand taken by the General Assembly to the 
effect that the widespread use of many weapons and the emergence 
of 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 pos
sible, through measures of disarmament, the elimination of spe
cific, especially cruel or indiscriminate weapons (General As
sembly resolution 2932 A (XXVII)),

Consciovs of the difHculties involved in these tasks and the 
need for factual bases for discussion,

Welcoming, as such basis, in addition to the report by the 
Secretary-General on napalm and other incendiary weapons, the 
extensive factual report elaborated by an international group of 
experts under the auspices of the International Committee of the 
Eed Cross on weapons that may cause unnecessary suffering or 
have indiscriminate effects, covering, inter alia, high-velocity 
projectiles, blast and fragmentation weapons, time-delay weapons 
and incendiary weapons, and endorsing the conclusion of the 
report that intergovernmental review and action regarding weap
ons of these kinds is called f  or,̂

Considering that prohibitions or restrictions of use of such

'  A /C.l/L.650/Rev. 1, Nov. 2, 1973. A revised version of the seven-nation 
resolution of Oct. 26 (ante, pp. 689-690), the new d raft was sponsored by Bah
rain, Cyprus, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Kenya, Mexico, New Zealand, Nor
way, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Uganda, United Republic of Tanzania, and Yugo
slavia. On Nov. 20 the 14 sponsors, joined by Austria, Ireland, and Nepal, sub
mitted a revised d raft tha t became General Assembly resolution 3076 
(X X V III), post, pp. 845-847.

» A/8803.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 837-839.
* International Committee of the Red Cross, Weapons That May Cause 

Unnecessary Suffering or Have Indiscriminate Effects: Report on the Work 
of Experts (Geneva, 1973).
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weapons should be examined without delay and that positive 
results in this regard are likely to facilitate substantive disarma
ment negotiations with a view to the elimination of production, 
stockpiling and proliferation of the weapons in question, which 
should be the ultimate objective,

Aware that a diplomatic conference will be held on the in
vitation of the Swiss Federal Council in Geneva, with a first 
session envisaged to meet from 20 February to 29 March 1974, for 
the purpose of reaffirming and developing the international 
humanitarian law applicable in armed conflicts.

Welcoming as a basis for discussion at that conference proposals 
elaborated by the International Committee of the Red Cross and 
aiming, inter alia, at a reaffirmation of the fundamental general 
principles of international law prohibiting the use of weapons 
which are apt to cause unnecessary suffering and means and 
methods of warfare which have indiscriminate effects.

Considering that the efficacy of these general principles could be 
further enhanced if rules were to be elaborated prohibiting or 
restricting the use of napalm and other incendiary weapons, as 
well as other specific conventional weapons which are apt to cause 
unnecessary suffering or to have indiscriminate effects,

1. Invites the Conference on the reaffirmation and development 
of international humanitarian law applicable in armed conflicts 
to consider—without prejudice to its examination of the draft 
rules submitted to it by the International Committee of the Red 
Cross— t̂he question of the use of napalm and other incendiary 
weapons, as well as other specific conventional weapons which may 
be deemed to cause unnecessary suffering or to have indiscriminate 
effects, and to seek agreement on rules prohibiting or restricting 
the use of such weapons;

2. Further invites the Conference to enable the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations to follow its proceedings, with a 
view to informing the General Assembly of the work of the 
Conference;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to inform the twenty-ninth 
session of the General Assembly about the work of the Conference 
as regards the question of rules relating to the prohibition or 
restriction of the use of napalm and other incendiary weapons, 
as well as other specific conventional weapons.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Myrdal) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Napalm and 
Other Incendiary Weapons, November 5, 1973^

I have asked to speak today not in order to make a second 
statement in this debate on behalf of the Swedish delegation but

'  A/C.1/PV.1947 (prov.),pp. 12-16.
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in order to introduce the revised draft resolution which you, Mr. 
Chairman, have just referred to, on behalf of the co-sponsors 
of that draft resolution: Bahrain, Cyprus, Ecuador, Egjrpt, 
Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya, Mexico, New Zealand, Norway, Sri 
Lanka, Sweden, Uganda, the United Republic of Tanzania and 
Yugoslavia.^

The co-sponsors have tried to take into account various sug
gestions that have come to them from other delegations and to meet 
some of the concerns that have been voiced.

The first change is the insertion of a new preambular paragraph 
after the second preambular paragraph. The new paragraph is 
designed to underline the importance of searching for rules, even in 
the context of rules regarding weapons, that might improve the 
protection of the civilian population.

The next change is in the seventh preambular paragraph of the 
revised draft resolution. That change is designed to underline the 
fact that, while the diplomatic conference is indeed invited to seek 
agreements on rules regarding the prohibition or restriction of 
use of certain conventional weapons, the question of disarmament, 
in the stricter sense of that word—namely, non-production, non
stockpiling and non-proliferation—remains one for the organs 
already set up or to be set up for disarmament negotiations.

The change in the eighth preambular paragraph of the revised 
draft resolution spells out that the meeting in Geneva next 
February will be the first session of the conference. A second 
session is expected in 1975. It may be desirable to underline this, 
as it is evident that the issue which the draft resolution invites 
the conference to deal with is one which undoubtedly will take 
more than six weeks to consider.

The change in the last preambular paragraph is intended to 
make the statement a little less categorical and, at the same time, 
to avoid any innuendo to the effect that rules regarding specific 
weapons should necessarily be inserted into the draft protocol 
submitted by the International Committee of the Red Cross.® As 
I have had occasion to stress before, such rules might well be laid 
down in instruments separate from the protocol.

A new passage has been inserted in operative paragraph 1 to 
meet the concern of some delegations that the issue referred to 
the conference by the draft resolution would unduly burden the 
conference or complicate the work on the protocols. Some dele
gations have suggested that this operative paragraph might have 
invited the conference to establish a special commission to con
sider the question of napalm and other incendiary weapons, as well 
as other specific conventional weapons that may be deemed to 
cause unnecessary suffering or to have discriminate effects; and,

‘ Supra.
® International Conunittee of the Red Cross, D raft Additional Protocols to 

the Geneva Conventions of August 12 ,19i9 (Geneva, 1973).
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further, to make recommendations to the conference regarding 
rules prohibiting or restricting the use of such weapons. It being 
understood that such a commission would be open to all par
ticipants in the conference and that it would function as other 
commissions of the conference, although it might in addition be 
asked, if need be, to work also between the sections of the 
conference.

In the view of the co-sponsors that might well be a convenient 
arrangement. At this early stage, however, it might be pre
mature to suggest arrangements of such a specific character to a 
conference which, in any event, is master of its own proceedings. 
Hence, the co-sponsors have thought it wiser to underline that 
the work of the conference on the issue dealt with in this draft 
resolution should not encroach upon the work that the con
ference will have to devote to the many other important matters 
referred to. One way of ensuring that such encroachment would be 
avoided could be, as I suggested in my first statement in this 
Committee, to set up a separate commission to deal with that 
issue.

The last two changes relate to the way in which the Secretary- 
General would be requested to inform the General Assembly of 
the work of the conference. These changes are of a procedural 
nature. Under the present items it would probably be appropriate 
only to ask him to report on the issues referred to in this draft 
resolution. In any draft resolution which may be introduced later 
this session in the Sixth Committee under the item “Human 
rights in armed conflicts”, the Secretary-General will no doubt 
be asked to inform the General Assembly of the work of the 
diplomatic conference on matters other than those dealt with in the 
present draft resolution.

Statement by the PRC Representative (Wang) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: World Disarmament 
Conference, November 6, 1973 ^

In his speech during the general debate at a plenary meeting of 
the General Assembly, the Chairman of the Chinese delegation 
has already expounded China’s position on the question of dis
armament. Now I would like to elaborate on our views on the 
question of the world disarmament conference.

First, China’s position on the question of disarmament has been 
clear and consistent. We have always been in favour of disarma
ment and, at the same time, we have always been opposed to the 
various deceptive tricks on the question of disarmament played by 
the super-Powers, particularly the Soviet Union. At present, the

 ̂A/C.1/PV.1949 (prov.), pp. 56-62.
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super-Powers are armed to the teeth with nuclear weapons, 
placing the peoples of the whole world under their nuclear threat. 
In order to contend for world hegemony, they are engaged in 
frenzied arms expansion and war preparations in a drive to seek 
nuclear supremacy. In these circumstances, will it be possible to 
stop the arms race, especially the nuclear arms race? Is not the 
so-called reduction of military budgets by 10 per cent a sheer 
hypocrisy and an open deception? In the present world situation, 
the key to the question of disarmament obviously lies in the nuclear 
disarmament of the two super-Powers. If the world disarmament 
conference is to be held, there must be clear aims and the necessary 
preconditions, so as to break the nuclear threat of the super-Powers 
and ensure that the conference will be conducive to the realization 
of nuclear disarmament. Failing this, if any form of disarmament 
conference or its preparatory meeting is to be held purposelessly, 
without creating the necessary preconditions and without setting 
the clear aims of disarmament, what practical significance will it 
have other than suiting the super-Powers’ needs of deceiving the 
world’s peoples by their empty talk about disarmament?

Back in 1971 during the twenty-sixth session of the General 
Assembly, the Chinese delegation maintained that a clear aim must 
be set for the world disarmament conference, that is, to discuss the 
question of the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of 
nuclear weapons and, as the first step, to reach an agreement on 
the non-use of nuclear weapons by all the nuclear countries. In 
order to ensure that all countries of the world, big or small, can 
attend the conference on an equal footing and free from any 
threat, all the nuclear countries, especially the Soviet Union and 
the United States, must declare that they undertake the following 
obligations: first, 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 and nuclear-weapon-free 
zones; and second, to dismantle all military bases, including 
nuclear bases, set up on the territories of other countries and to 
withdraw all their armed forces, including nuclear forces, from 
abroad.*

However, in the past two years, the two super-Powers have 
refused to accept these reasonable proposals. The Soviet Union, in 
particular, has so far not dared to come forward with a direct 
reply, and the only thing it has done is wilfully to distort and 
slander the above mentioned just propositions of the Chinese dele
gation. While evading the essence of the matter, the Soviet Union 
has tried by every possible means to impose on various countries 
of the world a world disarmament conference that can solve no 
problems. This can only further expose its ugly features of sham 
disarmament and genuine arms expansion. The Soviet Union has

’ See Documents on Disarmament, 1971, p. 906.
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spared no efforts to push through its fraud on the disarmament 
conference. The Soviet Union has violated the resolution adopted 
at the last session of the General Assembly ® by arbitrary and 
truculent means in an attempt to turn the special committee on the 
world disarmament conference into an organ controlled by the 
Soviet Union. As this malicious practice of the Soviet Union has 
met with the opposition of the numerous States Members, the so- 
called special committee on the world disarmament conference was 
not legally constituted at all. However, in disregard of the boycott 
and opposition of many countries, the Soviet Union insisted on 
asking a non-existent special committee to elect its chairman, 
convene its formal meetings, keep official records, enlarge its 
membership and submit a so-called oflScial report to the current 
session of the General Assembly. As is acknowledged by all, this 
non-existent special committee has never held any formal meet
ing, and it goes without saying that no decision has ever been, or 
can possibly be, adopted. Yet, the Soviet Union had the effrontery 
to spread the lie that the so-called special committee “confirmed” 
that the world disarmament conference enjoyed “extremely wide 
support”, in an attempt arbitrarily to turn a non-existent special 
committee into a preparatory meeting of the world disarmament 
conference. Is this not big-Power hegemony? Why is the Soviet 
Union in such a hurry to convene a world disarmament con
ference? Is it really motivated by a sincere desire for peace and 
an eagerness for disarmament? This offers food for deep thought.

Second, in our view, the Soviet proposal for convening a world 
disarmament conference is a fraud. Throughout the past decade, 
and more, the Soviet Union has been peddling general and complete 
disarmament and has repeatedly put forward proposals for con
vening a world disarmament conference, masquerading as the 
angel of peace and the standard-bearer of disarmament. But what 
has the Soviet Union done over the past years? While energetically 
developing conventional weapons, it is expanding its nuclear ar
senal on an unprecedented scale and at an unparalleled tempo and 
is feverishly expanding its ocean-going naval force. In the past 
decade, its intercontinental ballistic missiles have reportedly in
creased more than 10 times and its submarine-launched ballistic 
missiles, as well as the size of its “strategic rocket forces”, have 
also increased manyfold. It has also developed ABMs and MIRVs. 
The total tonnage of warships of various types has doubled. Its 
fleets sail almost every ocean of the world. At the same time, the 
Soviet Union has been steadily expanding and strengthening its 
forces and bases on foreign soil. Over the past decade, and more, 
the Soviet Union has been talking about disarmament day in and 
day out while actually engaging in ceaseless arms expansion. On 
the question of disarmament, the Soviet Union has been sasing one

“ Ihid,, '1972, pp. 835-836.
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thing and doing another, and it is a downright double-dealer. The 
abovementioned facts fully show that the Soviet proposal for a 
world disarmament conference is aimed at spreading a peace 
smoke-screen to lull the world’s peoples and at covering up its ugly 
social-imperialist features of aggression and expansion with the 
mask of detente. It is not a new invention to use the so-called 
dStente and disarmament conferences to cover up aggression and 
expansion. The old-line imperialists did exactly the same thing. 
One may recall that in 1868, 1899 and 1907 the old tsars proposed 
and actively took part in so-called world peace conferences of 
various descriptions and signed a number of international agree
ments on the so-called limitation of armaments. Yet at the same 
time they were frantically carrying out aggression and expansion. 
What a striking similarity between what the Soviet Union is doing 
now and what the old tsars did in the past.

Third, the Soviet Union has lauded to the skies its proposal for 
convening a world disarmament conference. According to its 
assertion, once the conference is convened, peace and happiness 
would automatically come to the people of various countries. It 
asserts that the convocation of the world disarmament conference 
will in itself limit the arms race and strengthen international se
curity. This is sheer deceptive talk. The past decade and more has 
seen the convocation of innumerable disarmament conferences in 
various forms and the conclusion of disarmament agreements and 
treaties of various descriptions. However, the more the talk about 
disarmament, the larger the armaments of the super-Powers and 
the more unbridled their aggression and expansion. How is it 
possible to speak of the relaxation of world tension? The gravest 
menace to international security emanated and still emanates from 
the super-Power policies of aggression, expansion and hegemony. 
No one with common sense will believe that through another dis
armament conference which is tantamount to an “empty talk cluF’, 
the Soviet Union and the other super-Power will abandon such 
policies and bring peace and security to the world. Such a thing 
never happened in the past and will never happen in the future. 
The Soviet Union further asserts that the convocation of a world 
disarmament conference will contribute towards supporting the 
national liberation movement. This is ridiculous indeed. Countless 
facts have shown that it is the two super-Powers which are under
mining and suppressing the national liberation movement. The 
present situation in the Middle East is a vivid case in point. Who 
could believe that the convocation of a world disarmament con
ference would make them reduce their armaments, abandon their 
policies of aggression and expansion, give up their evil ways and 
turn over a new leaf? The Soviet Union tries to use the disarma
ment conference to spread illusions for peace and paralyse the 
fighting will of the people. National liberation depends mainly on 
the people’s struggle, and the “disarmament conference” is of no 
help to the national liberation movement. The Soviet Union also
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asserts that the convocation of the world disarmament conference 
will contribute to the social and economic progress of the develop
ing countries. This is utterly groundless. It is deceitful to assert 
that the conference could compel the super-Powers, imperialism 
and colonialism to stop their plunder and exploitation of the de
veloping countries and provide aid to these countries with the 
money saved from disarmament. It is all the more a design with 
ulterior aims to ask the developing countries to disarm themselves 
and engage in peaceful construction with smug complacency. The 
developing countries already have a grave shortage of defensive 
weapons. If one asks them to further reduce their armament is one 
not intentionally asking them to disarm themselves in the face of 
foreign aggression? In the absence of any guarantee for political 
independence and State sovereignty, how can there be any talk 
about economic development?

Although the Soviet Union describes its proposed world dis
armament conference as a panacea capable of curing all diseases, 
yet a fraud is after all a fraud, and anyone with a discerning eye 
can tell at one glance that it is a sham.

At present the Soviet Union is again saying volubly that the time 
has come to begin preparations for convening a world disarmament 
conference. We must be vigilant against this, and we must reso
lutely oppose and expose the multifarious deceptive tricks of the 
Soviet Union in proposing the preparation for and convening 
of a world conference, so as not to allow it to succeed in its scheme 
of covering up its armament race and aggressive expansion and 
lulling and deceiving the world’s people by its empty talk about 
disarmament. Some say that it is preferable to have the con
ference started first, and then various proposals can be discussed 
at the conference. Such an idea may be motivated by a good desire, 
but it will lead precisely into the trap set by the Soviet Union. In 
our opinion, since the super-Powers have refused to set clear 
aims for the conference and refused to undertake the aforesaid 
two obligations set forth by us, the current session of the General 
Assembly should not take a concrete decision on the convening of a 
world disarmament conference, nor is it advisable to proceed with 
the preparatory work by setting up any form of preparatory organ, 
including the convening of the United Nations Disarmament Com
mission.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly, November 6, 
1973^

My delegation wishes to make a few comments with regard to 
the statement made by the representative of the People’s Republic 
of China at this meeting.

‘ A/C.1/PV.1949 (prov.),pp. 101-106.
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The representative of the People’s Republic of China, following 
the example set last year and the year before that, spoke in an 
extremely negative, vicious and slanderous fashion. In essence, 
the position of China as stated here gives every reason for coming 
to the conclusion that the leadership of the People’s Republic of 
China is interested neither in disarmament nor in ensuring inter
national security. Let us consider what the People’s Republic of 
China has done in matters of disarmament during the three years 
of its presence in the United Nations. We must conclude that its 
attitude is totally negative in relation to questions of disarmament. 
At the last session of the General Assembly, it did not vote on the 
question of the prohibition of chemical weapons.* It does not wish 
to do that. It voted against all resolutions calling for the cessation 
of nuclear tests, and in that it was in a rather small company of 
States that I shall refer to in a moment.® It voted against the 
resolution that called upon States to renounce the use of force in 
international relations and that declared a permanent prohibition 
of nuclear weapons.^ It was supported in this by two highly sig
nificant partners; as you will recall, it was supported last year by 
the Republic of South Africa and Portugal. I do not wish to draw 
any major conclusions from this. Each one of you can come to 
his own. I must, however, say that, as some representatives have 
already pointed out, there definitely seems to be a community of 
souls and of ideas.

I would also point out that certain events that occurred a few 
weeks, even a few days, ago demonstrated to what extent the 
People’s Republic of China and its leadership are lacking in any 
interest in securing international peace and security. A certain 
very tragic event occurred, namely the war in the Middle East. 
The Security Council unanimously adopted resolutions aimed at 
bringing an end to that war.® The Chinese representatives were not 
interested in bringing about peace and security and disarmament, 
and they hid their hands under the table. They did not vote for a 
single draft resolution. They did not participate in the voting. Of 
course, everyone is entitled to ask why. Well, because they wished 
to see the flames of war spread as far and wide as possible, so that 
they might extend even beyond that region and into other regions 
and other continents, and so that, presumably, they might be able 
to warm their own hands over those flames. This is an illustration 
of the fact that the People’s Republic of China has no real interest 
in resolving the basic questions that are considered here in the 
General Assembly at plenary meetings, in our Committee and in 
the Security Council.

Over the past few years the international community has suc

” See Doeumenta on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 840-841. 
‘ Ibid., pp. 842-846.
*76id., pp. 848-849.
'  Department of State BtMetin, Nov. 2,1973, pp. 604-605.
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ceeded in concluding a number of important agreements. Among 
these is included the Moscow Treaty of 1963, prohibiting nuclear 
testing in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water.® That 
Treaty has been signed and ratified by more than a hundred States. 
The People’s Republic of China has adopted a sharply negative 
attitude with regard to that Treaty. Not only has it not supported 
it, but it strives in every way to undermine it. It is conducting tests 
of nuclear weapons in the atmosphere. Those tests, with their 
radioactive fall-out, contaminate the Chinese people— ŵe regret 
this most profoundly—and the neighbouring States of Mongolia, 
the Soviet Union and Japan. In fact, all countries of the entire 
world are contaminated. And they do this in spite of all appeals 
that an end be put to such tests because they are unlawful and 
have been condemned by all mankind.

In the course of the past few years, in 1968 to be specific, it 
was possible to conclude a Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nu
clear Weapons, which came formally into force in March 1970.'̂  
The People’s Republic of China remains outside that Treaty, More 
than that, it seeks by every possible means to slander that great 
and significant achievement of a large number of States, to render 
it null and void, to minimize it and reduce it to nothing. More than 
a hundred countries are represented in that Treaty. In other 
words, China does not wish to take into account the will, the aspira
tions and strivings of a very large number indeed of the countries 
of the world.

A few years ago an agreement was successfully concluded on 
the prohibition of biological and bacteriological weapons.® Is China 
a party to that Treaty? No, it is not. Why? It is not interested in 
any treaties or agreements. In this fact we see the origin of the 
position of the People’s Republic of China, so viciously stated, in 
relation to the World Disarmament Conference. In spite of the 
unanimously adopted resolution of the twenty-sixth session of the 
General Assembly,® in spite of the unanimously adopted resolution 
of the twenty-eighth [twenty-seventh] session of the General 
Assembly,*® the People’s Republic of China is trying to put a spoke 
in the wheel so as to prevent the machinery from moving forward 
to the point where that Conference can actually be convened and 
take place. Everyone will ask what is the cause of all this. The 
cause, I must say, is quite clear and obvious. It is that the leader
ship of the People’s Republic of China understands that at a world 
conference they will be asked: Why are you not a party to any of 
the international agreements in which hundreds of States are rep
resented? Why do you not wish to sign a Treaty prohibiting nu

“ Documents on Diaarmament, 196S, pp. 261-263. 
''Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
 ̂Ibid., 197Z, pp. 133-138.

'‘Ibid., 1971, pp. 909-910.
197Z, pp. 835-836.
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clear testing in three environments? Why do you wish to see 
nuclear weapons proliferate throughout the world, constituting a 
threat to all mankind? Why are you not a party to the Treaty 
prohibiting bacteriological weapons? This is what will be asked of 
them.

In order to cover over their negative attitude, highly dangerous 
to mankind resulting from a policy aimed at fanning the flames of 
war and undermining all measures taken in the field of disarma
ment and co-operation among States in respect of disarma
ment and international security, the simplest method is, of course, 
to slander the entire matter, to say that these are so many tricks, 
so many “gimmicks” ; that this is a fraud, that it is not going to 
lead to anything, that mankind will achieve nothing by this but 
will merely be taking backward steps.

Well, I must say that such a policy, apart from the fact that it is 
sewn over with white thread, is highly dangerous to the inter
national community. The Soviet Union, together with the other 
socialist countries, has insisted most emphatically that the Chinese 
People’s Republic take part in the work of the United Nations on 
the premise that China would become a member of that com
munity of nations and form part of that co-operation which is 
truly aimed at solving the basic task which the United Nations has 
set for itself, namely, the strengthening of international peace and 
security, the elimination of all hotbeds of war and the adoption of 
all measures to ensure that these hotbeds shall be quenched as 
soon as possible. With regard to the limitation of the arms race 
and its cessation we unfortunately see the most negative attitude 
towards all the steps which have been undertaken by States in 
this direction. We profoundly regret this. We hope that in the 
last analysis the Chinese people will understand that its leadership 
is now conducting a game very dangerous for the Chinese people 
and for the whole of the international community.

Sixteen Nation Draft Resolution Introduced in the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Urgent Need for Suspen
sion of Nuclear and Thermonuclear Tests, November 7, 
1973"

The General Assembly,
Convinced of the urgent need for the cessation of nuclear and 

thermonuclear weapon tests, to contribute to a deceleration of the

‘ A/C.1/L.652, Nov. 7, 1973. The d ra ft resolution was introduced by 
Australia, Canada, Colombia, Ecuador, F iji, Finland, Ghana, Iceland, Indo
nesia, Japan, Liberia, Malaysia, New Zealand, Philippines, Sweden, and 
Venezuela. I t  was la ter cosponsored by Barbados, M auritius, Norway, and 
Sierra Leone. A revised draft, introduced by the same sponsors on Nov. 13, 
was adopted as General Assembly resolution 3078 (X XVIII), post, pp. 849- 
852.
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nuclear arms race, promotion of arms control and disarmament 
measures, and a reduction of world tension.

Having considered the report submitted on 7 September 1973 
by the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, in particu
lar the section thereof concerned with achieving a comprehensive 
nuclear weapon test ban,̂

Reaffirming its earlier resolutions on this subject, particularly 
resolution 2934 (XXVII) of 7 December [29 November] 1972,® 

Noting the tenth anniversary, on 5 August 1973 of the signing 
of the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, 
in Outer Space and under Water,^

Noting with regret that some States have not yet adhered to 
that Treaty,

Gravely disturbed that, 10 years after the signature of the said 
Treaty, wherein the parties seek to achieve the discontinuance of 
all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time, and despite the 
repeated appeals of this Assembly, nuclear weapon testing con
tinues at an active pace.

Deeply concerned that, notwithstanding the opposition of the 
vast majority of States as expressed in the same Treaty and in 
the resolutions of this Assembly and other world bodies, nuclear 
weapon tests continue to take place in the atmosphere, despite the 
danger of radio-active contamination.

Distressed that, despite their intent expressed in the said 
Treaty, which was reiterated in the Treaty on the Non-Prolifera
tion of Nuclear Weapons,” to seek to achieve the discontinuance of 
all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time and to carry out 
negotiations to this end, the nuclear-weapon States party to these 
Treaties have not yet engaged in active negotiation of a compre
hensive nuclear test ban treaty and that States party to these 
Treaties continue to test nuclear weapons underground,

1. Emphasizes its deep concern at the continuance of nuclear 
weapon tests, both in the atmosphere and underground, and at the 
lack of progress towards a comprehensive test ban agreement;

2. Calls anew upon all nuclear-weapon States to seek, as a 
matter of urgency, the end of all nuclear weapon tests in all en
vironments ;

3. Insists that the nuclear-weapon States which have been 
carrying out nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere discontinue 
such tests forthwith;

4. Urges States which have not yet adhered to the Treaty Ban
ning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space 
and under Water to do so without further delay;

“ Ante, pp. 582-619.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 842-846. 
‘ Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
'  Ihvi., 1968, pp. 461-465.



742 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

5. Reminds the States members of the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament, especially those which are nuclear- 
weapon States and parties to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon 
Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water, of their 
particular responsibility immediately to start negotiations for 
elaborating a treaty designed to achieve discontinuance of all 
test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time;

6. Reqmsts the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
to continue, as a matter of highest priority, its deliberations on 
this treaty, taking into full account the suggestions already made 
in the Committee, as well as the views expressed at the current 
session of the General Assembly and at previous sessions, and to 
submit a special report to the General Assembly at its twenty- 
ninth session on the results of its deliberations on this vitally 
important matter;

7. Decides to place on the provisional agenda of its twenty- 
ninth session an item entitled “Urgent need for cessation of nu
clear and thermonuclear tests and the conclusion of a treaty 
banning nuclear weapon tests in all environments” in place of 
item 36 on the agenda of the twenty-eighth session entitled “Ur
gent need for suspension of nuclear and thermonuclear tests”.

Twenty-six Nation Draft Resolution Introduced in the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Chemical and Bac
teriological (Biological) Weapons, November 7, 1973 ^

The General Assembly,
Reaffirming its resolutions 2603 (XXIV) of 16 December 1969,  ̂

2662 (XXV) of 7 December 1970,« 2827 A (XXVI) of 16 Decem
ber 1971  ̂and 2933 (XXVII) of 29 November 1972,®

Expressing its determination to act with a view to achieving 
effective progress towards general and complete disarmament, in
cluding the prohibition and elimination of all types of weapons of 
mass destruction, such as those using chemical or bacteriological 
(biological) agents,

Mindftd of the increasing concern of the international com
munity over developments in the field of chemical and bacterio
logical (biological) weapons,

'  A/C.1/L.658, in A/9363, p]p. 2-3. The d raft resolution was introduced by 
Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Bahrain, Cuba, Cyprus, Egypt, Ethiopia, 
Ghana, Guinea, India, Indonesia, Lebanon, Malaysia, Mexico, Morocco, Ni
geria, Peru, Senegal, Sri Lanka, Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, Yemen, 
Yugoslavia, Zaire, and Zambia. I t  was la ter cosponsored by Guyana, M auri
tius, and Pakistan. On Nov. 16 the same countries submitted a revised d raft 
(post, pp. 791-793).

“ Doetimenta on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 716-719.
^Ibid., 1970, pp. 683-685.
‘ /did., 1971, pp. 890-892.
'  Ihid., 1972, pp. 840-841.
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Considering that chemical and biological methods of warfare 
have always been viewed with horror and been justly condemned 
by the international community,

Recalling that the General Assembly has repeatedly condemned 
all actions contrary to the principles and objectives of the Protocol 
for the Prohibition of 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,

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 already been 
signed by a large number of States,^

Having considered the report of the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament,®

Noting that a draft convention on the prohibition of the de
velopment, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and 
on their destruction, a ten-nation working paper of 26 April 1973 ® 

.and other working papers, proposals and suggestions have been 
submitted to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, 

Convinced that an early agreement on the complete prohibition 
of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical 
weapons and on their destruction would improve the prospects of 
international peace and security,

1. Reaffirms the recognized objective of effective prohibition of 
the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weap
ons and of their elimination from the arsenals of all States;

2. Urges Governments to work towards the complete realiza
tion of the objective as set forth in the present resolution;

3. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
to continue negotiations, as a matter of high priority, of the 
problem of chemical and bacteriological (biological) methods of 
warfare, with a view to reaching an early agreement for the pro
hibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all 
chemical weapons and for their elimination from the arsenal of all 
States;

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 Weap
ons 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,

°IUd., 1969, pp. 764-765. 
 ̂lUd., 197Z, pp. 133-138. 
® Ante, pp. 582-619.
” Ante, pp. 206-209.
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Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of War
fare of 17 June 1925 and/or to ratify this Protocol, and calls anew 
for the strict observance by all States of the principles and ob
jectives contained therein;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference 
of 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 Assem
bly at ifs twenty-ninth session.

Nineteen Nation Draft Resolution Introduced in the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Additional Protocol II to 
the Treaty of Tlatelolco, November 7, 1973 ^

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 1911 (XVIII) of 27 November 1963,  ̂

2286 (XXII) of 5 December 1967,  ̂ 2456 B (XXIII) of 20 Decem
ber 1968,“ 2666 (XXV) of 7 December 1970,= 2830 (XXVI) of 16 
December 1971 ® and 2935 (XXVII) of 29 November 1972,’ in five 
of which there have been appeals to the nuclear-weapon States 
regarding the signature and ratification of Additional Protocol II 
of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America (Treaty of Tlatelolco),®

Reiterating its conviction that, for the maximum effectiveness of 
any treaty establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone, the co-opera
tion of the nuclear-weapon States is necessary and that such co
operation should take the form of commitments likewise under
taken in a formal international instrument that is legally binding, 
such as a treaty, convention or protocol,

1. Takes note with satisfaction that Additional Protocol II ^  
the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America (Treaty of Tlatelolco), which entered into force for the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the

 ̂A/C.1/L.654, Nov. 7, 1973. The d raft resolution was introduced by 
Barbados, Bolivia, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El 
Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, 
Paraguay, Peru, Trinidad and Tobago, Uruguay, and Venezuela. On Nov. 12 
the same sponsors introduced a revised draft, which was adopted as General 
Assembly resolution 3079 (X X V III), post, pp. 852-853.

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 628-629.
® lUd., 1967, pp. 620-621.
* Ibid., 1968, p. 799.
' Ibid., 1970, pp. 689-691.
“Ibid., 1971, pp. 898-899.
''Ibid., 1972, pp. 847-848.
'  The trea ty  and protocols appear ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
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United States of America in 1969 and 1971, respectively, has been 
signed in 1973 by France and by the People’s Republic of China;

2. Invites the French and Chinese Governments to ratify Addi
tional Protocol II as soon as possible;

3. Deplores that one of the five nuclear-weapon States has not 
yet heeded the repeated calls of the General Assembly and urges 
it once again to sign and ratify without further delay Additional 
Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons 
in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco);

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its twenty- 
ninth session an item entitled “Implementation of General Assem
bly resolution . . . (XXVIII) concerning the signature and ratifi
cation of Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition 
of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)” ;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit the present 
resolution to the nuclear-weapon States and to inform the General 
Assembly at its twenty-ninth session of any measure adopted by 
them in order to implement it.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Additional 
Protocol II to the Treaty of Tlatelolco, November 8, 1973 ^

In considering an item such as agenda item 37 of the current 
session of the General Assembly, there are some basic facts that 
the Committee must keep very much in mind although stating 
them inevitably implies a certain amount of repetition of what 
has been said on earlier occasions.

As far as the Treaty of Tlatelolco is concerned— t̂o which so 
many representatives have alluded in such complimentary terms 
in our debates— ît is worth-while recalling that it was the first 
and, to date, continues to be the only Treaty whereby it has been 
possible to establish a regime of complete absence of nuclear weap
ons applicable to densely inhabited territories; moreover, it was 
the first multilateral Treaty in the field of nuclear disarmament to 
establish an international system of control with its own perma
nent bodies, in addition to making full use of the safeguards sys
tem of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).

With regard to the Latin American nuclear free zone established 
under the Treaty which, once it covers all the territories falling 
within its scope of application, will encompass an area of some
thing more than 20 million square kilometres, in which, at the 
present level of population density, approximately 280 million hu
man beings will be living, it is desirable to point out that, as of

‘ A/C.1/PV.1953 (prov.), pp. 2-15. The Tlatelolco Treaty and protocols
appear in Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.
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today, it covers an area of over 8 million square kilometres and a 
population exceeding 140 million inhabitants.

The United Nations was right when, upon presentation of the 
Treaty in 1967, it proclaimed, in its resolution 2286 (XXII), that 
the Treaty
. . . constitutes an event of historic significance in the efforts to prevent the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons and to promote international peace and 
security. . .

As regards Additional Protocol II of the Treaty, I should like 
once again to state clearly that its essential purpose is to ensure 
that the nuclear Powers observe and respect the status of military 
denuclearization of the States Parties defined in the Treaty and 
undertake not to use nuclear weapons or threaten to use such 
weapons against those States. In this connexion, there are two 
points that it is worthwhile emphasizing. On the one hand, is the 
fact that the obligations embodied in the Protocol are far from 
representing anjrthing difficult with which to comply since, as 
stated by the General Assembly in its resolution 2666 (XXV),

. . . these obligations are entirely in conformity with the general obliga
tions assumed under the Charter of the United Nations, which every Mem
ber of tile Organization has solemnly undertaken to fulfil in good faith , as 
set forth in Article 2 of the Charter.’

On the other hand, as stated and reaffirmed emphatically by the 
Greneral Assembly itself in several of its resolutions—in particular 
resolutions 2830 (XXVI) and 2935 (XXVII), the last two resolu
tions adopted on the subject,
. . . for the maximum effectiveness of any treaty  establishing a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone, the co-operation of the nuclear-weapon States is necessary 
and th a t such co-operation should take the form of commitments likewise 
undertaken in a form al international instrum ent which is legally binding, 
such as a  treaty , convention or protocol.*

In the light of the facts that I have just outlined, it is easy to 
understand why the General Assembly in the five successive 
resolutions it has adopted since the Treaty of Tlatelolco was 
opened for signature on 14 February 1967—2286 (XXII) of 5 
December 1967,® 2456 B (XXIII) of 20 December 1968,® 2666 
(XXV) of 7 December 1970,  ̂2830 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971« 
and 2935 (XXVII) of 29 November 1972 ®— f̂elt it necessary to 
include exhortations to nuclear weapons States concerning the 
signature and ratification of Additional Protocol II.

My delegation which, as representative of the Depositary Gov
ernment of the Treaty of Tlatelolco, has always endeavoured to

* Ibid.. p. 621.
* Ibid., 1970, p. 690.
* Ihid^, 1971, p. 899.
'  Ibid., 1967, pp. 620-621.
’ Ibid., 1968, p. 799.
UUd., 1970, pp. 689-691.
^lUd., 1971, pp. 898-899.
® Ibid., 1972, pp. 847-848.
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keep the General Assembly duly informed of any new event con
nected with that Treaty, is happy today to confirm before this 
Committee news that we do not hesitate to qualify as encourag
ing and stimulating, since it represents the signature by France 
and by the People’s Republic of China of Additional Protocol II, 
in fulfilment of the undertaking that their respective Governments 
assumed in the course of the President of Mexico’s visit to those 
countries in the spring of this year.

Upon proceeding to the signature of the Protocol on 18 July last, 
the French Government made an interpretative declaration, the 
text of which I shall now read out:

[The French declaration appears ante, pp. 454-455.]

The Government of the People’s Republic of China, which sub
scribed to the Protocol one month later, on 21 August, likewise 
gave an interpretative declaration the main paragraphs of which 
read as follows:

[The Chinese declaration appears ard,e, pp. 542-543. J

That, as I say, was from the text of the statement of interpreta
tion of the Government of the People’s Republic of China.

With the signature of Additional Protocol II to the Tlatelolco 
Treaty by France and the People’s Republic of China, the number 
of nuclear-weapon States signatories to that Treaty has risen to 
four, since, as you may recall, the Protocol had already gone into 
effect for the United Kingdom and the United States in 1969 and 
1971, respectively.

The fact that the two new Governments signatories to the 
Protocol should have deemed it necessary to give their interpreta
tion of several of the provisions of the Tlatelolco Treaty and of 
the Protocol itself—as, incidentally, had been done earlier by the 
United Kingdom and United States Governments upon subscrib
ing to and ratifying the instrument in question— âppears to us to 
indicate to the fifth nuclear Power, which has remained completely 
isolated in its negative attitude, the path that it might desirably 
follow. In fact, the formulation of so broad and detailed a state
ment of interpretation as that Government might wish to make 
regarding those points whose meaning and scope may not appear 
sufficiently clear would enable it finally to turn into a reality, re
garding the only existing nuclear-free zone which comprises 
densely-populated territories, the theoretical support for all such 
zones so often advocated by their representatives in all inter
national forums, and in particular in the United Nations General 
Assembly and the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament.

The summary statement I have just made in this intervention 
sufficiently explains, we believe, the reasons that have prompted 
the delegations of [Barbados], Bolivia, Colombia, Costa Rica, the
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Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, 
Honduras, Jamaica, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Trini
dad and Tobago, Uruguay, Venezuela and Mexico to formulate the 
draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.654, which I have the 
honour to submit to the Committee on behalf of its co-sponsors 
and whose operative part reads as follows:

[The draft resolution appears svApra.I

The delegations sponsoring this draft resolution trust that it will 
command the enthusiastic support of the Committee, as has been 
the case in past years with all of the draft resolutions relating to 
the Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America (Treaty of Tlatelolco).

General Assembly Resolution 3063 (XXVIII):
EfFects of Atomic Radiation, November 9, 1973 ^

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 913 (X) of 3 December 1955,  ̂by which 

it established the United Nations Scientific Committee on the 
Effects of Atomic Radiation, and its subsequent resolutions.

Recalling in particular paragraph 4 of its resolution 2905 
(XXVII) of 17 October 1972,^

Noting with regret that nuclear tests in the atmosphere and in 
other environments have been conducted since the adoption of 
resolution 2905 (XXVII) and resolution 2934 (XXVII) of 29 
November 1972,^

 ̂A /RES/3063 (X X V III), Nov. 13, 1973. The resolution was adopted by a 
vote of 86 to 0, with 13 abstentions:

For—Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, A ustralia, Austria, Bahrain, Bar
bados, Belgium, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Cameroon, Canada, Chad, 
Congo, Cuba, Cjrprus, Dahomey, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Ecuador, 
Equatorial Guinea, F iji, Finland, France, FRG, Greece, Guyana, Haiti, 
Honduras, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, 
Jamaica, Japan, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Libyan Arab Republic, 
Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Malta, M auritania, Mexico, Mo
rocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Oman, Panama, 
Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Rwanda, Singapore, Somalia, South 
Africa, Spain, Sri Lanka, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thai
land, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, United Arab Emirates, 
United Kingdom, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vene
zuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia.

Against—None.
Abstaining—Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Central African Republic, 

Czechoslovakia, GDR, Hungary, Mongolia, Pakistan, Poland, Romania, 
Ukrainian SSR, USSR, U.S.
Subsequently, Iraq, Lesotho, and Pakistan indicated th a t they had intended 
to vote in favor of the resolution.

* Documents on Disarmament, 19j^5-1959f vol. I, pp. 561-562.
® General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-seventh Session, Supplement 

No. 30 (A/8730), p^. 23-24.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 845-846.
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Convinced of the advisability of continuing to review the levels 
of atomic radiation, particularly of radiation resulting from un
controlled sources such as nuclear tests, and to study the effects 
on populations and living natural resources exposed to such radia
tion.

Convinced of the need to enhance the effectiveness of the Scien
tific Committee,

1. Requests the United Nations Scientific Committee on the 
Effects of Atomic Radiation to meet as soon as possible in order 
to make a study of the most recent documents which have been or 
may shortly be transmitted to the Secretariat and to update, with 
a view to their resubmission to the General Assembly at its cur
rent session, the conclusions contained in its latest report,® for 
which the Assembly again commends the Scientific Committee;

2. Decides to consider, at an early date, the means of enhancing 
the effectiveness of the Scientific Committee.

Statement by the Yugoslav Representative (Badurina) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Chemical Weap*
ons, November 9, 1973 ^

I have the honour of presenting, on behalf of the twenty-eight 
sponsors, the draft resolution on the total prohibition of chemical 
weapons and their elimination from the arsenals of all States.^ The 
sponsors of the draft resolution are the following: Afghanistan, 
Algeria, Argentina, Bahrain, Cyprus, Cuba, Egypt, Ethiopia, 
Ghana, Guinea, India, Indonesia, Lebanon, Malaysia, Morocco, 
Mauritius, Mexico, Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, Senegal, Sri Lanka, 
Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire and 
Zambia.

Since the subject-matter of this draft resolution is well known 
and quite a long debate on this problem has already taken 
place in our Committee, I shall be very brief in explaining the 
motives for and the objectives and background of the draft resolu
tion.

First, I should like to stress that the General Assembly has 
repeatedly stated, in the past, its request that an urgent and com
plete prohibition be undertaken of all arms of mass destruction, 
including those employing chemical agents.

More recently, considerable efforts have been made to prohibit 
the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weap
ons and to destroy all existing stocks. Several resolutions calling

'G eneral Assembly Official Records: Twenty-seventh Session, Supple
ment No. 25 (A/8725 and Corr. 1).

»A/C.1/PV.1954 (prov.), pp. 3-6.
“ Ante, pp. 742-744.
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upon the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to pre
pare, as soon as possible, a draft agreement on this subject have 
been adopted.^

The Convention on the prohibition of the development, produc
tion and stockpiling of bacteriological (biological) or toxin weap
ons * was adopted at the twenty-sixth session of the General 
Assembly. Many countries accepted this solution pending the 
adoption of urgent and determined measures for the total prohibi
tion of all chemical weapons. The letter and the spirit of the Con
vention, and the resolutions adopted in recent years, clearly re
flect these aspirations and wishes of the international community. 
However, we note with concern that the results hoped for have 
not been achieved in spite of the efforts made by both our Com
mittee and the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. In 
the meantime, the development of chemical weapons continues and 
so does the threat of their use. What is worse, chemical weapons 
have actually been used in recent years.

The purpose of this draft resolution is once again to draw atten
tion to the dangers involved in the fact that chemical weapons con
tinue to exist in the arsenals of certain armies and that certain 
countries have not yet acceded to the Geneva Protocol of 1925 ® or 
ratified it.

The draft resolution clearly and unequivocally demands the 
effective and total prohibition of chemical weapons, that is, the 
prohibition of their development, production and stockpiling, as 
well as the destruction of all existing stockpiles.

Governments are called upon to work towards the complete 
achievement of this objective. The Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament is requested to continue, as a matter of priority, the 
preparation of an appropriate agreement. All Governments which 
have not yet done so are invited to accede to the Geneva Protocol 
of 1925 or to ratify it.

Many countries, particularly small and developing countries, 
have repeatedly stressed that any agreement that did not embrace 
all chemical weapons and all activities involved in the preparation 
and conduct of chemical warfare, would leave the door wide open 
for the use of chemical weapons in the future. It is for that reason 
that the fundamental demand of the draft resolution is for the 
total prohibition of all chemical weapons and the destruction of 
existing stockpiles.

Answers to almost all the questions which should form part of 
an agreement on the total prohibition and destruction of all chemi
cal weapons have already been provided in the form of the various 
proposals and suggestions made in the last few years in this Com
mittee and in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 840-841.
*/6«f.,pp. 133-138.
'/W d., 1969, pp. 764-765.
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It is high time for the obligations assumed and the results achieved 
during the examination of this highly important and urgent ques
tion to take the form of an international agreement, that would 
mark a genuine step forward towards disarmament and also de
liver humanity from the terrible threat that continues to hang 
over it.

The draft resolution reflects the vital interests of many coun
tries, interests that have been fully reflected in this Committee in 
the course of the debate both this year and in previous years. The 
draft resolution is also in keeping with the spirit of the positions 
taken by the non-aligned States at their summit conferences.

The co-sponsors of the draft resolution in document A/C.l/L. 
653, which is before the Committee, hope that it will win the 
unanimous approval of the Committee, since it expresses the ex
pectations of the international community and reflects its vital 
interests.

Statement by the Canadian Representative (Barton) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear Tests, 
November 9 ,1973 '

On behalf of the delegations of Australia, Barbados, Canada, 
Colombia, Ecuador, Fiji, Finland, Ghana, Iceland, Indonesia, 
Japan, Liberia, Malaysia, Mauritius, New Zealand, Norway, the 
Philippines, Sierra Leone, Sweden and Venezuela, I have the 
honour to introduce the draft resolution concerning the cessation 
of nuclear tests, set out in document A/C.l/L.652.“

The draft resolution sets out what we regard as the essential 
considerations which should be taken into account by the General 
Assembly, namely:

— t̂hat there is an urgent need to halt all nuclear-weapon testing 
in all environments as an important contribution to the de
celeration of the arms race;

— t̂hat 10 years after the signing of the partial test-ban Treaty,® 
a number of States have yet to accede to it and testing con
tinues unabated; tests are taking place in the atmosphere 
despite the concerns of many States about the danger of 
radio-active contamination, the elimination of which was a 
goal of the Treaty; and, moreover,

— t̂hat tests continue to take place under ground and there is as 
yet no sign of active negotiations to achieve a comprehensive 
test-ban treaty which would halt such tests, despite the intent

‘ A/C.1/PV.1954 (prov.),pp. 11-15.
" AntCy pp. 740-742.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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expressed in the partial test-ban Treaty and the non-prolifera- 
tion Treaty.*

In the light of these conditions, the draft resolution asks the 
General Assembly to emphasize its deep concern at the continu
ance of tests, and to call upon all nuclear-weapon States to seek, as 
a matter of urgency, to bring an end to all nuclear-weapon tests 
in all environments.

Because of the particular concerns associated with tests in the 
atmosphere and the existence for ten years of a Treaty designed 
to end such tests, the draft resolution expresses the insistence of 
the General Assembly that such tests cease forthwith. Whatever 
may be the emissions of radio-activity from particular tests, the 
uncertainties regarding their long-term effects dictate that such 
tests should be halted immediately.

But our efforts to promote adherence to the existing partial 
test-ban Treaty must not detract from the importance of our gen
eral goal of bringing a halt to all nuclear testing by way of the 
conclusion of a comprehensive test ban. Consequently, the draft 
resolution reminds the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament, and in particular the nuclear-weapon States members 
of that Committee, of their responsibility to see a treaty concluded 
which is designed to achieve the discontinuance of all test ex
plosions of nuclear weapons in all environments.

It has been suggested by some that the draft resolution gives 
undue prominence to atmospheric tests and that to that extent it 
is discriminatory. This, I submit, is not the case. Of course, we 
have had to recognize in the text the distinction between calling 
for adherence by all nuclear Powers to an existing Treaty, and 
calling for the negotiation of a treaty which, in spite of our strong 
desire still does not exist. In other words, we want all nuclear 
Powers to cease testing in the atmosphere, in accordance with the 
purposes of the test-ban Treaty. We desire also that all nuclear 
Powers should cease to test under ground, in accord with the 
comprehensive test-ban treaty. In our view, the onus rests equally 
on all the nuclear Powers to see progress made towards reducing 
and eventually eliminating the dangers arising out of the nuclear 
arms race.

There will be some delegations that may be critical of our choice 
of language in this draft resolution that may find it repetitious of 
many earlier appeals which have gone unheeded. While we have 
deliberately sought to speak in even tones to underline our earnest
ness, there should be no mistaking the seriousness of the intent of 
the co-sponsors to keep before all the nuclear Powers in this 
Assembly a firm reminder of our expectations until they are met.

Some representatives have asked us if our draft resolution is

‘ /Wd., pp. 461-465.
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“competitive” with the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.651.® 
This certainly is not the view of my delegation. Of course, we be
lieve that it is desirable for the General Assembly to adopt as an 
expression of its judgement the formulation set out in our draft. 
Moreover, speaking for my own delegation only, we have some 
reservations about the provisions of the draft in document A /C .l/ 
L.651. But there are many roads to Rome, and we see nothing in
consistent with delegations’ electing to vote for both resolutions as 
an expression of their opposition to continued testing and their 
desire for progress in the speedy negotiation of a comprehensive 
test-ban treaty.

On behalf of the co-sponsors, may I express our hope that the 
vote on this draft resolution will provide a convincing demonstra
tion of the will of the General Assembly on this important issue.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear 
Tests, November 9,1973 ^

As I announced in the statement I made last Monday when 
speaking on the item entitled “Urgent need for suspension of nu
clear and thermonuclear tests,” I should like today to add a few 
words in presenting to the Committee, on behalf of the delegations 
of Costa Rica, Ecuador, Mauritius, Panama, Venezuela, Yugosla
via and Mexico, the draft resolution contained in document A /C .l/ 
L.651."

This is a draft resolution to which we can apply the well-known 
expression that it is self-explanatory, and this will allow me to 
limit my statement to a very few comments.

The first preambular paragraph is almost identical with resolu
tion 2934 (XXVII) adopted last year and it stresses the two main 
aspects of the pernicious effects on mankind of nuclear weapon 
tests, that is, to contribute to the speeding up of the arms race to 
the qualitative development of those ghastly instruments of mass 
destruction and of endangering the health of present and future 
generations, both biologically and, particularly, genetically.

The second preambular paragraph is, however, an innovation. 
We can no longer speak of 5 August 1973; that date has now 
slipped into the past. But we must bear in mind that, pursuant to 
the terms of article VIII of the Treaty on the Non-proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons, in 1975 a Conference of the Parties is to be held 
in Geneva:

'Iden tical with pt. A of General Assembly resolution 3078 (X X VIII), 
post, pp. 849-850.

 ̂A/C.1/PV.1954 (prov.),pp. 16-21.
’“Identical with pt. A of General Assembly resolution 3078 (X X V III), 

post, pp. 849-850.
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. . .  in order to review the operation of this Treaty with a view to assuring 
th a t the purposes of the Preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are being 
realized.®

It should also be recalled that among those aims set forth in the 
Non-proliferation Treaty a prominent place is given to the same 
concept that was included in the Moscow Treaty, namely, “the dis
continuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all 
time.” *

With regard to the third preambular paragraph of the draft 
resolution, it is limited to making a brief listing of the resolutions 
which the General Assembly has thus far adopted on the matter 
of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests, from its tenth to its 
twenty-seventh sessions, that is, between 1955 and 1972. Since in 
that list we have given the general symbols used in United Nations 
documents and since in a number of cases two or more resolutions 
carry the same numerical designation— ŵhich often bear the dis
tinctive letters A, B or C— t̂he total number, already impressive 
in itself, of 20 in that paragraph, actually covers a much larger 
number. In fact the General Assembly has thus far adopted 26 
resolutions on the subject. It can therefore be stated without con
tradiction that there are very few items on which there are as 
many unimplemented resolutions of the organ most representative 
of the international community. This unhappy distinction can be 
challenged only by the question of apartheid and a limited number 
of other items.

With regard to the operative part, its three paragraphs are 
basically the same as those contained in resolution 2934 C 
(XXVII).®

In paragraph 1 we once again and with the utmost vigour reiter
ate the condemnation of all nuclear weapon tests, a condemnation 
which the Assembly had already adopted three times, namely, in 
1962,® 1971,  ̂ and 1972.® In paragraph 2 we again reaffirm “that, 
whatever may be the differences on the question of verification, 
there is no valid reason for delaying the conclusion of a compre
hensive test ban.” Finally, operative paragraph 3 reiterates the 
appeal to Governments of nuclear-weapon States to bring to a halt 
without delay all nuclear weapon tests “either through a perman
ent agreement or through unilateral or agreed moratoria.”

Before concluding I should merely like to stress that in order to 
assess the valid basis of the statement made in operative paragraph
2 we could adduce not dozens but hundreds of quotations from 
some of the most outstanding experts in these matters. However, 
this does not seem to us to be either the place or the time to do so.

® Documents on Disa/rmament, 1968, p. 464.
 ̂Ibid., p. 461; ibid., 1963, p. 291.
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I shall merely recall as a single example the opinion of one of these 
highly qualified experts. Dr. Henry R. Myers, among whose nu
merous qualifications in the matter is included the fact that for six 
years he occupied no less a post than that of Technical Adviser to 
the Control Organ for Armaments and Disarmament of the United 
States, two years ago, in an article in a prestigious magazine en
titled “Scientific American,” wrote the following conclusions 
which can be considered the common denominator of the opinions 
of the immense majority of his colleagues, and I quote:

No foreseeable development of nuclear weapons, based on additional tests 
carried out either openly in the absence of any prohibition of such tests or 
clandestinely if such a prohibition is agreed to, would affect the capacity of 
either the IJnited States of America or the Soviet Union to launch a sub
stantial p a rt of its strategic arsenal against the cities of the other.

And he goes on further in his article to state:
To sum up, the progress already achieved in the development of nuclear 

weapons, the existence of immense arsenals of such weapons, and the power 
of dissuasion represented by the capacity to destroy, even if no more than a 
single city, are all indications tha t neither the continuation of nuclear weap
ons testing nor the cessation of such tests can affect the strategic position 
of one super-Power in relation to the other.®

Statement by the Ceylonese Representative (Amerosinghe) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Indian Ocean 
as a Zone of Peace, November 12, 1973 ^

Despite the short notice, Mr. Chairman, I have decided to ac
cede to your wish and to introduce the draft resolution in docu
ment A/C.1/L.655 this morning on behalf of its 14 co-sponsors.

Before coming to the draft resolution itself, I should like to dwell 
—I hope briefly—on the issues involved in the concept of the In
dian Ocean as a zone of peace, as that will enable representatives 
to appreciate the purpose of the draft resolution which we have 
presented today and which is essentially a procedural one.

The principal issues which are involved in the concept of the 
Indian Ocean as a zone of peace and on which there should be some 
measure of agreement primarily among the littoral and hinterland 
States for the purpose of consultations and negotiations with the 
permanent members of the Security Council and the other major 
maritime users of the Indian Ocean as contemplated in an earlier 
resolution are the following.

First, are all the essential elements of the Declaration acceptable 
to the littoral and hinterland States and, if not, what modifications 
are required? The essential elements of the Declaration as con

’ Henry R. Myers, “Extending the Nuclear Test Ban,” in Scientific 
American, vol. 226, no. 1 (Jan. 1972), pp. 13-24.

* A/C.1/PV.1955 (prov.),pp .2-13.
Identical with General Assembly resolution 3080 (XXV III), po8t, pp. 854- 

855.
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tained in resolution 2832 (XXVI) are twofold: first, the content 
of the concept; and secondly, the means of translating it into 
reality. As regards the content of the concept, it would require that

W arships and m ilitary a ircraft may not use the Indian Ocean for any 
th rea t or use of force against the sovereignty, territorial integrity and in
dependence of any littoral or hinterland State of the Indian Ocean in con
travention of the Purposes and Principles of the Charter of the United 
Nations.®

Subject to that limitation and the norms and principles of interna
tional law, the right to free and unimpeded use of the zone by the 
vessels of all nations should remain unaffected, as is stated in op
erative paragraph 3(b) of resolution 2882 (XXVI). By inference, 
therefore, the free and unrestricted passage, or even presence, of 
warships and military aircraft through and in the Indian Ocean is 
permitted, provided there is no threat to the sovereignty and terri
torial integrity of the littoral and hinterland States. The realiza- 
ion of the concept requires, first, the acceptance of a system of uni
versal collective security without military alliances and, secondly, 
the strengthening of international security through regional and 
other co-operation. The main question that arises is whether those 
two principles are acceptable, and if so, what conditions, if any, 
should be stipulated.

The second question that we are faced with is : what system of 
international security through regional and other co-operation 
would induce the parties concerned to accept the concept of the 
peace zone. In regard to the means of translating this concept into 
reality, we have to deal with those means by which the area is to 
be transformed into a zone of peace: namely, first of all by the 
halting of further escalation and further expansion of the military 
presence of the great Powers in the Indian Ocean and, secondly, 
the elimination from the area of all bases, military installations 
and logistical supply facilities, the disposition of nuclear weapons 
and other weapons of mass destruction, and any manifestation of 
great Power military presence in the Indian Ocean conceived in 
the context of great Power rivalry. That is clearly stated in opera
tive paragraph 2 of Assembly resolution 2832 (XXVI).

If these two means of realizing the concept and bringing it to 
fulfilment are agreed upon, there would also have to be agreement 
on the necessity for the following steps: first of all, the assumption 
by the littoral and hinterland States of a commitment to a policy 
of denuclearization, the renunciation of the nuclear weapon option 
—and I emphasize the word “renunciation” because the verbatim 
record of my statement had “the denunciation of the use of force,” 
so I hope “renunciation” will not be confused with “denunciation” 
on this occasion— ând the assumption of the obligation to deny the 
use of our territories—that is, the territories of the littoral and 
hinterland States—to the nuclear weapons of other States.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 901-903.
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Secondly, this responsibility must be accepted, in our opinion as 
an earnest of the good faith of the littoral and hinterland States, 
if they are to be considered justified in calling upon the nuclear 
Powers to assume the obligation not to deploy nuclear weapons in 
the area. There again, as an earnest of good faith and genuine 
commitment to the peace zone concept, the littoral and hinterland 
States should agree to renounce the threat or use of force against 
any other State in the region, without any limitation on the right 
of self-defence.

In the absence of such a commitment on the part of the littoral 
and hinterland States there would be no reason for any State in 
the region to place any reliance on the system of universal collec
tive security or to renounce its right to ensure its security through 
a military alliance with a great Power.

Next, the freedom of the high seas for peaceful purposes must 
be unconditionally guaranteed. We must ask ourselves the question 
whether the military or naval presence of any great Power would 
be necessary to ensure freedom of navigation if the concept of 
peace zones is accepted by all.

Next, the elimination of all foreign bases and foreign military 
installations from the area should be the ultimate objective. As a 
first step, all outsiders must be called upon not to establish new 
bases or expand or enlarge existing ones.

Another question that arises is whether the presence of estab
lishments and installations, as technological devices designed solely 
to detect the existence or presence of nuclear submarines or any 
other armaments of mass destruction, but incapable themselves of 
being used for offensive purposes, is consistent with the concept of 
the peace zone. The devices we have in mind are sea-bed installed 
sonar devices.

In regard to definitions, we must ask ourselves how the peace 
zone should be defined, both in territorial and in geographical 
terms. Should the first stage be to declare a certain area of the In
dian Ocean— f̂or example, the area outside the agreed width of the 
territorial sea, such as 12 miles— t̂o be the peace zone, and to pro
ceed later with attempts to extend the peace zone to cover the 
entire Indian Ocean in the cartographical sense? Would the defini
tion adopted in the sea-bed denuclearization Treaty for a denu
clearized zone serve as a working basis or starting point, with or 
without modifications? We must also find definitions for terms 
and expressions such as “foreign military bases” and “context of 
great Power rivalry”.

My delegation inclines to the view that in the initial stages 
there is no need to attempt to seek agreement upon legal defini
tions, which would be necessary only at the treaty stage, if, it is to 
be hoped, that is reached, but certainly not in the earlier, consulta
tive stages.
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It might be noted, for instance, that the whole policy of non- 
alignment is founded on the concept of the avoidance of military 
alliances conceived in the context of great Power rivalry; and if 
that expression could have been used without a more precise 
definition for the purpose of establishing the foundations of the 
foreign policy of that large group of countries which constitute 
the non-aligned group, there should be no need for us to aim at 
more explicit definitions of the term “context of great Power 
rivalrjr” for our present purpose.

The position of islands under colonial domination would need 
special attention. We should ask ourselves whether the use of such 
dependent Territories or even areas of land in the Indian Ocean 
where there is no permanent or indigenous population should be 
ruled out for the military purposes of the metropolitan or ruling 
Power. Finally, we must ask ourselves how far the States of the 
region are prepared to go as an earnest of their good faith to 
accede to existing international conventions on arms control, 
such as the non-proliferation Treaty * and the sea-bed denuclear
ization Treaty,® despite all their limitations.

May I now come to the draft resolution itself.
The preambular paragraphs merely recall the earlier resolutions 

and reafiSrm the conviction that action in furtherance of the 
objectives of the Declaration would be a substantial contribution 
to the strengthening of international peace and security, and refer 
to the report of the Ad Hoc Committee, which is before this 
Committee.

Operative paragraph 1:

Urges all States to accept the principles and objectives contained in the 
Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace (resolution 2832 
(X X V I)), as a constructive contribution to the strengthening of regional and 
international security;

We thought it necessary to introduce this paragraph because the 
Declaration itself did not secure full acceptance by the Com
mittee, or acceptance by the whole Committee.

Operative paragraph 2:

2. S eq u e ls  the A d Hoc Committee to continue its work, to carry out con
sultations in accordance with its mandate and to report with recommenda
tions to the General Assembly a t its twenty-ninth session;

This follows a very sound precedent— t̂hat of the Ad Hoc Com
mittee on the Sea-Bed and Ocean Floor, which was first asked 
to make a study, and then asked to make recommendations.

Operative paragraph 3;

Urges all States and especially the major Powers to extend their co
operation to the Ad Hoc Committee in the discharge of its functions;

* Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
'  1971, pp. 7-11.
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We hope this time that this appeal will not fall on deaf ears as it 
has in the past.

Operative paragraph 4:

Requests the Secretary General to continue to render all necessary assist
ance to the A d Hoc Committee;

Operative paragraph 5 supplies an omission that has hampered 
the work of the Ad Hoc Committee during the first year of its 
existence, that is, it decides to provide summary records of its 
proceedings.

Next, I come to the most important operative paragraph of all, 
operative paragraph 6, which:

Requests the Secretary General to prepare a factual statem ent of the great 
Powers’ m ilitary presence in all its aspects, in the Indian Ocean, and with 
special reference to their naval deployments, conceived in the context of g reat 
Power rivalry ;

This is really a repetition of the sense of the concept as set out in 
resolution 2832 (XXVI).

Operative paragraph 7 suggests how the Secretary General 
should set about this task and:

Recommends th a t the statement should be based on available m aterial and 
prepared with the assistance of qualified experts and competent bodies 
selected by the Secretary General;

Operative paragraph 8:

Requests th a t the statem ent be transm itted to the Ad Hoc Committee a t  
an early date, and, if possible, by 31 March 1974,

as the Ad Hoc Committee will need to have it by that date if it is to 
consider it carefully and make recommendations in time for con
sideration by the next session of the General Assembly.

Finally, operative paragraph 9:

Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its twenty-ninth session the 
item entitled “Implementation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a 
Zone of Peace”

The factual statement must be as comprehensive as possible. We 
need to have a clear picture of the military, including the naval 
situation in the area. Here I should state that shore establish
ments cannot be ignored, but there is no question of any attempt 
at limiting the sovereignty of any country in the maintenance 
of such establishments as it considers necessary for its own 
security, but not for offensive or aggressive purposes. Naval 
deplojrments are necessarily the major problem and their rapid 
expansion in recent times is a principal concern of our anxiety. 
They are a manifestation of the extension of the arms race into the 
Indian Ocean. The Declaration was designed essentially to arrest
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that development and perhaps to reverse it. The Declaration refers 
to foreign military bases. If the peace zone concept is to become 
a reality, littoral and hinterland States must not allow foreign 
military bases to be established within their territories under the 
cloak of the host country’s security and defence requirements.

As I have said earlier, a comprehensive study is necessary if 
we are to take the correct decisions. It would not commit any 
nation, any Member, to any part of its contents, but is merely 
intended to serve as a guide to the Organization in determining 
what should or should not be permitted within the concept of the 
peace zone.

The Secretary-General is authorized to rely on available ma
terial and on the assistance of qualified and competent bodies 
selected by him. This may appear to be an unduly heavy and 
invidious responsibility. But I would suggest that Members which 
are interested should lighten the Secretary-General’s burden and 
relieve him of any embarrassment that might be caused by the 
choice of any particular body as competent or any particular expert 
as qualified, by proffering him advice with regard to the selection 
of experts and competent bodies.

We would also expect the Secretary-General to consult the 
Governments concerned as necessary. We did not make express 
reference to this in the draft resolution as we felt it would be 
redundant in the light of operative paragraph 3, which:

Urges all States and especially the m ajor Powers to extend their co
operation to the A d Hoc Committee in the discharge of its functions.

As the preparation of the study is intended to help the Committee 
to discharge its functions, it follows by inference that States and 
especially major Powers are being called upon to extend their 
co-operation to the Secretary-General in the preparation of the 
study.

One thing we wish to make absolutely clear is that we would not 
hold the Secretary-General and the Secretariat responsible in the 
least degree for the opinions stated and the facts furnished by 
experts and competent bodies. If any Member has any doubts on 
that point, I should like to disabuse him with regard to it. It is 
for the General Assembly to decide what value should be attached 
to any portions of the study and what use is to be made of it.

We trust that this draft resolution will be accepted for what it is 
intended to be, namely, a purely procedural one.

I should like at this point to draw attention to paragraph 65 of 
the Political Declaration of the Fourth Conference of Non-Aligned 
Countries held in Algiers in September of this year. It reads as 
follows:

The Heads of State or Government welcome the adoption by the twenty- 
sixth session of the United Nations General Assembly of the Declaration of 
the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace and the setting up by the United Nations
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of an ad hoc committee to consider the measures aimed a t implementing the 
Declaration. They consider th a t action designed to promote the objectives 
of the Declaration will contribute to the strengthening of international peace 
and security. They urge all Powers to co-operate in order to achieve the 
objectives of the implementation of this resolution.*

We trust, therefore, that at least the non-aligned nations will 
appreciate that our present course of action is completely con
sistent with that part of the non-aligned political Declaration 
and will have no difficulty in supporting it. We also expect 
support, naturally, from others.

Statement by the Cypriot Representative (Rossides) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Cessation of
Nuclear Tests, November 12, 1973^

The purpose of my statement—^which is going to be very brief— 
is to refer to the draft resolution in document A/C.l/L.652,‘‘ which 
is one that we would very much like to support. However, we should 
like to point out what we feel is some inconsistency in it. It gives a 
sense of urgency, no doubt, in its preambular part. The co-sponsors 
are “distressed” with the situation, complaining that although the 
intent expressed in the partial test-ban Treaty,® which was 
reiterated in the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons,*
to seek to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons 
for all time and to carry  out negotiations to this end, the nuclear-wea^on 
States party  to these Treaties have not yet engaged in the active negotiation 
of a comprehensive nuclear test-ban treaty  and th a t States party  to these 
Treaties continue to test nuclear weapons underground.

Therefore, this is really of great concern, the fact that no nego
tiations have been started at all or carried out, that nuclear tests 
underground continue, with all the consequences of which we are 
aware. And this, according to this draft resolution—I know 
nothing apart from this draft resolution— ĥas been going on for
10 years. Meanwhile, atmospheric testing continues, because the 
underground tests are going on.

This draft resolution, with a sense of legitimate urgency also, 
calls upon the “nuclear-weapon States to seek, as a matter of 
urgency, the end of all nuclear weapon tests in all environments” 
and “insists”—and I join them in insisting—“that the nuclear- 
weapon States which have been carrying out nuclear weapon tests 
in the atmosphere discontinue such tests forthwith”. This is a 
consistent sense of urgency. Then it

® Ante, p. 631.
^A/C.1/PV.1955 (prov.), pp. 27-31.
 ̂Ante, pp. 740-742.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
*'Ihid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Urges States which have not yet adhered to the Treaty Banning Nuclear 
Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under W ater to do so 
without fu rther delay.

Then we go to paragraph 5, which
Reminds the States Members of the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament, especially those which are nuclear-weapon States and parties to 
the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, etc., of their 
particular responsibility immediately to s ta rt negotiations for elaborating a 
treaty  designed to achieve, etc.

Therefore, it is a consistent urgency to do these things imme
diately and to bring them to a conclusion, of course, immediately, 
not merely to start them and go on forever.

Then in paragraph 6 it “Requests the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament”, the body which is responsible for this, 
"to continue, as a matter of highest priority, its deliberations”. 
But at the end, to do what? . . and to submit a special report”. 
That is what we asked them last year, what we asked them the 
year before, and nothing more. Therefore, the whole sense of 
urgency drops into almost nothingness because, if we just ask them 
for a special report, they can go on elaborating and presenting 
reports indefinitely.

Therefore, my suggestion is this. We realize and appreciate the 
interest shown by the co-sponsors and we also realize the genuine 
interest of the nuclear Power States parties to the partial test ban 
Treaty. There is no doubt that they want to have a treaty. They 
know the consequences of not having a comprehensive test ban 
treaty and they must want it. But we find that for some reason 
or other this General Assembly has to instil a sense of urgency and 
urge them, as far as possible, to do it quickly. Therefore my sub
mission is that operative paragraph 6, which requests the Con
ference to continue its deliberations and then to submit a special 
report, should be reworded to read “to submit with a sense of 
urgency a draft treaty to the General Assembly”. That will be 
consistent with the previous parts of this draft resolution and 
would really mean something, namely that this year there is a 
little more sense of urgency than in previous years.

I do not submit this as a formal amendment at this juncture 
but I should like to submit it as a proposal to the parties concerned 
and to the sponsors of the draft resolution.

Statement by the French Representative (de Guiringaud) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear Tests, 
November 12,1973 ^

I have just listened carefully to the statements made by the 
representatives of C3i)rus and Sri Lanka. In turn I too should like

‘ A/C.1/PV.1955 (prov.), pp. 36-42.
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to speak to the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.652 before 
us,̂  Some continue to carry out underground tests, others carry 
out tests in the atmosphere. The advantages or disadvantages of 
each type give rise to discussions into which I do not at the moment 
wish to enter. However, the draft resolution on which we will have 
to vote uses quite different terms when qualifying the types of 
tests, and with regard to each of these provides equally different 
steps. The previous speakers, the representatives of Cjrprus and 
Sri Lanka, have also stressed how these formulations also have 
appeared to them as discriminatory and I believe I too should 
make some comments.

My first comment is that the techniques used to carry out 
experimental explosions have to be placed upon a scrupulously 
equal footing if we think of what the aim of our work on disarma
ment ought to be, namely, the destruction of all stockpiles of 
nuclear weapons and the cessation of all tests. May I recall that 
the States that co-sponsored the Moscow Treaty ® were fully aware 
of the difficulty in which they were placed by the fact that they 
would preserve their technological progress, and even increase it, 
through underground testing. They themselves admitted that there 
would still exist an urge to produce nuclear weapons so long as 
a treaty on complete and controlled nuclear disarmament was not 
signed. In doing so they recognized that the equality of means 
of defence was still the main principle underlying international 
relations. But what have they done for 10 years? They have not 
been able even to bring together the five nuclear Powers, as France 
had proposed, or to arrive at an equality in disarmament that 
might be the only decisive type of progress achieved.

In my previous statement of 1 November I said, and you will 
forgive me if I repeat myself;

. . . France is thinking only of its own defence. However, it does not see 
how anyone could ask it to make a unilateral sacrifice. I t  does not see why 
something which was good for some only a short while ago should now have 
become bad for others. Any renunciation in this area would be tantam ount 
to encouraging the over-armed nations to govern the world and to assume 
themselves the destiny of mankind—an eventuality which they themselves 
reject and which we m ust help them to reject.*

I believe that this is the rule with which we must comply: whether 
it is a question of the stocks of weapons or the tests preparing 
for the manufacture of the arms.

But to go back to the two tjrpes of tests that are mentioned in 
the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.652, I wish to say that 
these two types of tests are in exactly the same situation as 
regards what science says or omits to say. A number of speakers 
have admitted that the perfectly clear conclusions of the Scientific 
Committee on the effects of atomic radiation should be taken into

® Ante, pp. 740-742.
^Documents onDistirmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
’ Ante, p. 728.
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account. Others contend that these conclusions are insufficient. 
According to them, there may be unknown dangers which the 
experts have not as yet been able to detect. To those who adduce 
this argument I would ask them whether we might not say the 
same about underground testing, testing which science today also 
declares to be not dangerous. Are not the mysterious structures of 
the earth as little known as are those of the atmosphere, if not 
more so? Who is to guarantee what science tomorrow will say 
regarding these matters or regarding the release of gases that 
accompany underground testing. Incidentally, I should add that 
present-day underground explosions are by far the most powerful 
and the most numerous and that they allow the perfecting of 
offensive weapons of increasing power. There have been 394 since 
5 August 1963, as against 43 tests in the atmosphere— t̂hat is to 
say, approximately a ratio of 10 to 1. Surely that proves the 
intensive competition on which the technologically advanced 
countries have embarked.

In my statement of 1 November I also stated that the nuclear 
policy of France was not a question of prestige or status, and even 
less a gratuitous assertion of national pride. Today I add that in 
as serious a matter as that of our defence we are not imbued by the 
pride of a pioneer. Our experts are not the inventors of what 
Oppenheimer called the “technological hjT)nosis” in which he saw 
the very expression of the essential immorality of research applied 
to the development of weapons of mass destruction.

The draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.652 that we have 
before us, and on which I shall now speak in greater detail, is 
incomplete and partial. Unnecessarily different terms are use.d 
when discussing two undertakings that are in principle identical. 
Its preamble invokes the danger of radio-active contamination 
when speaking of atmospheric tests, but does not at any moment 
refer to the work of the Scientific Committee. It passes over in 
silence, in conditions that I fail to explain to myself, the reports of 
an important and highly respected body of our Organization of 
which some of the co-sponsors are active and very well-informed 
members. Could it be because those reports too obviously contradict 
the stories that many have believed and that some are still 
invoking?

But let us look at the operative part. Here again we find the same 
imbalance perhaps somewhat disguised by the first two paragraphs 
which cover all tests, and the second of which “Calls anew upon all 
nuclear-weapon States to seek, as a matter of urgency, the end of 
all nuclear weapon tests in all environments.” But why does it 
say “to seek, as a matter of urgency, the end” and not “put an 
immediate stop to”? The reply is given us in paragraph 3 that 
deals with atmospheric tests. It is these tests that must be dis
continued forthwith. The underground tests are dealt with entirely
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differently in paragraph 5, where it merely reminds the two States 
responsible “of their particular responsibility immediately to start 
negotiations.”

The co-sponsors of the draft resolution justify this discrimi
nation by the fact that the Powers carrying out underground tests 
are already parties to a treaty prohibiting those that have adhered 
to it from carrjdng out atmospheric tests. But this purely juridical 
reasoning does not convince me. As I said before, it cheapens the 
hopes expressed in the text itself and according to which non
signatory States would still be urged to undertake atmospheric 
tests as long as an end has not been put to all testing. But primarily 
it overlooks the political conditions in which the agreement, or 
should I call it the bilateral compromise, was concluded between the 
two main signatories. Our Committee deals with political questions, 
and therefore we are led to ask ourselves whether the super-Powers 
have a political will to put an end to tests, which, as far as they are 
concerned, would appear today to be superfluous. If we believe 
this political will to be lacking, if we find that the Powers I am 
referring to adapt themselves very easily to a situation that in fact 
consolidates their domination, then the disappointment expressed 
in the draft resolution is a very weak word. Other provisions could 
be imagined, thus, for example, those calling upon them once and 
for all to put an end to their testing, to be ready to negotiate 
immediately the final regime that is to be applied in the matter. 
Although the draft resolution submitted by Mexico on this point 
did not go into the subject-matter any further than does the draft 
resolution in document A/C.1/L.652, it does at least possess the 
merit of logic, balance and, I would say, courage.

I have just spoken of the subject-matter. What is the subject- 
matter? Would it not have been more normal for the criticism of 
the dangers and the responsibilities to follow the logical course of 
events? The cause of the tests and of nuclear weapons, that is to 
say, of the threats facing mankind, is due clearly to the fact that, 
at a certain moment in history, two Powers decided to endow them
selves with nuclear weaponry. France has done nothing but draw 
conclusions from their conduct. We are in no way responsible for 
the appearance of what has been termed the balance of terror. We 
do not wish to catch the immoral fever of which I have spoken. 
But, aware of the profound truth of the principle according to 
which you only find what you seek, we constantly call for research 
and human inventiveness to cease to be oriented along such 
terrifying lines as those that develop atomic weaponry. The 
States that were first to enter this infernal circle cannot be freed 
of their primary responsibilities. Therefore it is to them that the 
most urgent appeals should have been addressed. I am sorry that 
the sponsors of the draft resolution before us did not observe the 
necessary priorities, and I trust that we shall not be the only ones



766 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

not to approve a text that gives an inaccurate picture of our 
present problems and dangers.

Statement by the Romanian Representative (Ene) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Economic and Social
Consequences of the Armaments Race, November 13,1973 ^

My delegation considers it a pleasant duty officially to submit 
the draft resolution that has already been circulated as docu
ment A/C.1/L.656 concerning the agenda item 29, entitled “Eco
nomic and social consequences of the armaments race and its 
extremely harmful effects on world peace and security”.* This 
draft resolution has been co-sponsored by the delegations of 
Bulgaria, Canada, Cyprus, Jamaica, Japan, Mexico, Pakistan, 
Romania, Rwanda, Sweden and Yugoslavia.

This draft is the result of consultations that were held with a 
great number of delegations concerned in the matter. It endeavours 
to take into account and harmonize the concerns expressed in the 
course of those consultations.

I do not intend to go into the details of all the provisions of the 
draft resolution, but I should like to stress that it was born of the 
disquiet that is widely felt at the continued increase in the arms 
race, particularly in the nuclear field, since it is a very heavy 
burden to the peoples all over the world. The objective of the draft 
is to give impetus to the efforts to slow down and then halt the 
arms race and in general to facilitate future negotiations on 
disarmament.

We believe that a study of the consequences of the arms race 
should be one of the constant concerns of the United Nations which 
we believe is called upon to play a primary role in the field of dis
armament. The purpose of this draft is precisely to make the 
constant study of the consequences of the arms race an instrument 
that can assist the Organization and its Member States to take real 
steps towards disarmament. Thus the draft resolution draws upon 
and rests upon the conclusions of the report on the economic and 
social consequences of the arms race and of military expenditures 
prepared two years ago by the Secretary-General. One of the 
conclusions, which we cite in the preamble, stresses that
A substantial reduction in the m ilitary expenditures of all countries, particu
larly  of those whose m ilitary expenditures are highest, should be brought 
about as soon as possible.’

Thus the draft requests the bodies concerned with disarmament 
to place among their high preoccupations the problems aimed at

‘ A/C.1/PV.1956 (prov.), pp. 2-7.
“Identical with General Assembly resolution 3075 (XXV III), post, pp. 843- 

844.
“ Doewmewta on Disarmament, 1971, p. 685.
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the cessation of the arms race, especially in the nuclear field, in
cluding the identification of the most appropriate ways and means 
to approach matters regarding the reduction of military budgets.

At the same time we felt that we should accompany that request 
by a more general appeal, addressed to all States, to make renewed 
efforts aimed at adopting effective measures for the cessation of 
the arms race, especially in the nuclear field.

The draft resolution takes up another of the conclusions con
tained in the Secretary-General’s report, namely that

In order to draw the attention of the Governments and peoples of the 
world to the direction the arms race is taking, the Secretary-General should 
keep the facts under periodic review.*

That conclusion is also bolstered by the study carried out recently 
by the group of experts on the economic and social consequences 
of disarmament, whose work we also mention in the preamble. We 
attach enormous importance to that conclusion because we con
sider that undertaking and continuing the study of the con
sequences of the arms race and of military expenditures, par
ticularly in the nuclear field, can to a large extent facilitate 
progress in the negotiations on disarmament in general and the 
achievement of agreements on the subject. That is why the draft 
resolution requests the Secretary-General to pursue the study 
of the consequences of the arms race in order to enable him to 
submit, upon request by the General Assembly, an up-to-date report 
on the matter.

Finally, the same considerations have led us to reiterate the 
decision adopted two years ago by the General Assembly to main
tain the study of the consequences of the arms race under 
constant review.

In conclusion, I would express the hope that the draft that I have 
the honour to introduce will, like the resolutions adopted in the past 
on the matter, receive wide support in the First Committee.

Statement by the Canadian Representative (Barton) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear Tests,
November 13,1973 '

In the course of the past few days we have received a number 
of constructive suggestions for improving our draft resolution, 
and the co-sponsors met this morning to consider those suggestions. 
We heard yesterday the proposal advanced by the representative of 
CjT)rus,̂  but in addition to his suggestion we have received others 
outside the room which we felt merited consideration. On the basis

*im., p. 686.
 ̂A/C.1/PV.1956 (prov.), pp. 16-17.
 ̂Ante, pp. 761-762.
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of the co-sponsors’ examination of those suggestions, we have some 
revisions to put forward which come under two general headings.®

The first of these general headings might be summarized as an 
effort to strengthen that part of the draft resolution dealing with 
the cessation of underground tests and thus the achievement 
of a comprehensive test ban, rather than a partial test ban, and 
an effort to express these ideas in positive and strong but realistic 
terms. To meet that set of considerations we have redrafted 
operative paragraphs 5 and 6 of the draft resolution. I think that 
when delegations read these the changes will be self-evident, and 
I will not take the time of the Committee to go over them.

The second category of changes that we dealt with arose out of 
concern expressed by one or two delegations that the way in which 
the draft resolution had been worded could be construed to mean 
that the achievement so far of a partial test ban was being 
denigrated. That certainly was not our intention. We believe that, 
whatever form the final instrument for a comprehensive test ban 
may take, its effects will be to add a ban on underground testing to 
the already negotiated and achieved partial test ban. To make this 
clear we have made a slight change in the wording of the final 
paragraph of the preamble, and in addition we have modified 
slightly the language in operative paragraphs 5 [6] and 7 with 
respect to the goal we all seek of a comprehensive test ban.

We hope that these changes will meet the concern of those 
who have spoken to us and that with these changes we can go 
on to the vote on this draft resolution and that it will achieve a 
large majority. Having introduced these changes this afternoon, I 
realize that some delegations may want time to consider them, but, 
on the other hand, I think I reflect the views of the co-sponsors 
when I say that if the Committee is ready to put them to the 
vote this afternoon we shall have no objection whatever.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Eckerberg) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear Tests, 
November 13,1973 '

I should like to explain the position of the Swedish delegation 
with regard to the two draft resolutions on the urgent question 
of the suspension of nuclear tests, upon which this Committee will 
soon vote.

Sweden is a co-sponsor of the draft resolution in document 
A/C.1/L.652, which was reintroduced just now by the represen-

’ The revised Canadian resolution (A /C.l/L.652/Rev. 1) was identical with 
pt. B of General Assembly resolution 3078 (X X V III), post, pp. 850-852.

' A/C.1/PV.1956 (prov.),pp. 18-22.
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tative of Canada, Mr. Barton, in its revised form.* This draft 
resolution calls anew upon all nuclear weapon States to seek, as a 
matter of urgency, the ending of all nuclear weapon tests in all 
environments. Sweden has consistently, through the years, pro
tested against all tests and actively worked for the cessation of 
all tests, both underground and in the atmosphere.

In regard to atmospheric tests, there already exists an inter
national treaty.® In the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.652/ 
Rev. 1 the General Assembly, therefore, urges States which have 
not yet adhered to that treaty to do so without further delay and 
insists that tests in the atmosphere be discontinued forthwith.

I wish to underline that when we, here and in other instances, 
deplore the continuation of the atmospheric tests, this in no way 
implies that the Swedish Government finds underground tests 
acceptable. As many delegations, including the Swedish delegation, 
have pointed out during this debate, underground tests are being 
used for a qualitative arms race which threatens the viability of 
previous agreements in the nuclear arms field and thus the 
security of the world. A halt of underground tests would sig
nificantly restrict the further sophistication of strategic nuclear 
weapons as well as tactical nuclear arsenals. It would strengthen 
the non-proliferation Treaty,  ̂ where three nuclear-weapons 
Powers have pledged to seek an end to the nuclear arms race. It 
would also strengthen the partial test-ban Treaty, a Treaty which 
contains a pledge to proceed to a comprehensive test ban.

The Swedish Government has actively participated during 12 
years in the efforts to achieve a halt to the testing of nuclear 
weapons by underground explosions. In regard to these tests, no 
international treaty exists as yet. The Swedish delegation to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, in close co
operation with the delegations of Canada and Japan, has made 
technical and scientific contributions in order to solve the veri
fication issue, and it is our conclusion that the technical problems 
no longer constitute a real obstacle to a comprehensive test ban. 
In the draft resolution in document A/C.l/L.652/Rev.l, we there
fore vigorously urge the nuclear-weapon Powers which are parties 
to the Moscow Treaty and which we therefore consider as having 
a special responsibility in this respect immediately to start nego
tiations on a treaty designed to achieve a ban on all nuclear-weapon 
tests. The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament is also 
requested to continue its deliberations as a matter of highest 
priority.

The representative of Canada, Ambassador Barton, in his first 
introduction of the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.652,

^Identical with pt. B of General Assembly resolution 3078 (X X V III), post, 
pp. 850-852.

® Documents on Disarmamenty 1963y pp. 291-293.
^ Ihid.y 1968y pp. 461-465.
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underlined that the two draft resolutions under this agenda item 
are not competitive and that there is nothing inconsistent in 
delegations electing to vote for both draft resolutions as an 
expression of their opposition to continued testing and their desire 
for progress in the speedy negotiation of a comprehensive test-ban 
treaty.® I not only agree with him but also wish to add that in 
the view of the Swedish delegation the two draft resolutions 
complement and supplement each other.

The Swedish delegation also fully supports and will vote in 
favour of the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.651, introduced 
earlier by the representative of Mexico, Ambassador Garcia 
Robles, a draft resolution in which the General Assembly con
demns all nuclear-weapon tests, reiterates its conviction that there 
is no valid reason for delaying the conclusion of a comprehensive 
test ban and urges the Governments of the nuclear-weapon States 
to halt all nuclear-weapon tests without delay.®

Statement by the French Representative (Beauguitte) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Additional
Protocol 11 to the TIatelolco Treaty, November 13, 1973 '

At the beginning of this year France decided to accede to Addi
tional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America - as requested in several resolutions of 
the General Assembly, the latest being resolution 2935 (XXVII) 
of 29 November 1972.® Some may have been surprised at the 
French Government’s delay in acceding to the Protocol when quite 
clearly it had never intended to impede the operation of the Treaty, 
to encourage the signatories to violate their commitments or to 
prompt them to acquire nuclear weapons—or, of course, to have 
recourse itself in any circumstances whatsoever to the use of 
nuclear weapons against a Latin American State.

However, our accession to the Protocol raised difficult problems 
of principle for us and went to the very heart of our constitutional 
rights. Furthermore, we did not wish our signature to be construed 
as establishing a precedent which could be used as an argument 
against us in regard to other regions of the world where the 
establishment of denuclearized zones would raise very delicate 
questions. However that may be, on the occasion of the visit paid by 
the President of the Republic of Mexico, Mr. Echeverria, to the

® See ante, pp. 752-753.
® Identical with pt. A of General Assembly resolution 3078 (X X V III), post, 

pp. 849-850.
 ̂A/C.1/PV.1956 (prov.), pp. 53-56.

®Por the treaty  and protocols, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 
69—83.

»Ibid., 1972, pp. 847-848.
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President of the French Republic we decided to overcome those 
juridical objections and in June 1973 our Ambassador to Mexico 
put his signature to Additional Protocol II of the Treaty. The 
French Government will very shortly be submitting that signature 
to the process of parliamentary ratification.

From the very beginning of the negotiations which culminated in 
the conclusion of the Treaty, France had expressed its approval of 
the efforts of the Latin American countries, which, of their own 
free will and independently of any external pressure, had decided 
to place themselves outside nuclear competition once and for all. 
Of course, I should like to repeat, our intention had always been to 
respect such a decision, but what goes without saying goes even 
better when one says it, and after a detailed study of the subject 
we wanted to provide the Latin American countries with formal 
assurances sanctioning and giving concrete form [to] the status of 
a denuclearized zone with which they wanted to endow themselves. 
We would ask them to see that gesture as one which we believe 
demonstrates our great esteem for them and our friendship with 
them, hoping that our accession to Additional Protocol II of the 
Treaty will strengthen those sentiments even further.

Of course, the establishment of such denuclearized zones cannot 
constitute the complete solution to the problem and do away once 
and for all with the nuclear peril for those who adhere to such a 
treaty. There is no other solution for mankind—and we should 
like to repeat this— b̂ut that of effective disarmament, and of 
nuclear disarmament in the first place; as long as the vast arsenals 
possessed by various Powers continue to grow, increasing the 
destructive power beyond all limits, the nuclear peril will persist 
for mankind as a whole.

The gesture of goodwill made by the Latin American countries in 
constituting a denuclearized zone is, nevertheless, of great moral 
value. That is why the French Government, whose major objective 
is peace and wishes to possess nuclear weapons only to ensure 
its defence in an over-armed world, wishes to associate itself with 
this gesture. We would like to express the hope that our example 
will be followed and that the development of denuclearized zones 
will be an encouragement to disarmament and a call to reason for 
the Powers which are still putting their best hopes in atomic 
armaments.

Permit me, in conclusion, to wish the organ that is responsible 
for enforcing the Treaty fruitful activity. On behalf of the French 
Government, I should like to congratulate also the sponsors of this 
vast enterprise— t̂he denuclearization of Latin America— p̂ar
ticularly Mr. Garcia Robles, the father of the Treaty, who, through 
his competence and his patient determination, has been able to 
bring to a successful conclusion a particularly arduous task and in
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this way has won the right of recognition by the Latin American 
people and of being well remembered in history.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcfa Robles) to
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Additional
Protocol II to the TIatelolco Treaty, November 13, 1973 ^

I should like to say a few words now in explanation of the 
amendments that have been made to the draft resolution in docu
ment A/C.1/L.654 * and which now appear in document A /C .l/ 
L.654/Rev.l.®

The changes relate specifically to two paragraphs of the original 
draft. Operative paragraph 1 of the original text has been amended 
by the addition of the following words after the word “China” : 
“and that the Governments of both countries have already decided 
to take the necessary measures for its ratification”.

Representatives will note that in the original text the General 
Assembly would have, according to operative paragraph 2, invited 
the French and Chinese Governments to ratify Additional Protocol
II as soon as possible. The representatives of these two countries 
have, in conversations with the sponsors of the draft, informed us 
that they felt that that invitation was superfluous since their 
respective Governments had already decided to take the necessary 
measures for ratification as soon as possible. Moreover, the two 
representatives informed us that they intended to state in public 
in the First Committee precisely what they had told us in private— 
and they have just done so. Therefore when the General Assembly 
adopts this draft resolution—and we have no doubt that it will— 
it will also be taking note with satisfaction of the fact that France 
and the People’s Republic of China signed, in 1973, Additional 
Protocol II of the Treaty of TIatelolco and also that these two 
Governments have already decided to take the necessary measures 
for its ratification.

It is obvious that the addition to operative paragraph 1 makes 
the original operative paragraph 2 superfluous, hence the para
graphs that were numbered 3, 4 and 5 have now been renumbered
2, 8 and 4.

However, the other paragraph that I mentioned earlier as having 
been amended is the one that was originally numbered 3—now 
renumbered 2 on page 2 of the revised text. A mere comparison 
of the new text with the old will make any explanation unnecessary 
on my part. I shall merely say that a number of delegations 
approached the sponsors and suggested that it might be helpful if

"A/C.1/PV.1956 (prov.),pp . 56-57.
’‘AnU, pp. 744-745.
® Identical with General Assembly resolution 3079 (XXV III), post, pp. 852- 

853.
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the wording of the original text were slightly modified. Since all 
the sponsors—and my own delegation in particular—are convinced 
that in these matters what counts is the substance and not the 
form and that as the old Latin adage puts it svaviter in modo 
et fortiter in re, we had no difficulty in accepting the suggestion 
made. We trust that the paragraph as now worded will satisfy all 
the delegations that approached us.

Statement by the Cuban Representative (Alarc6n) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Treaty of TIatelolco, 
November 13,1973 '

Previously we have explained the position of the Revolutionary 
Government of Cuba regarding the treaty on the prohibition of 
nuclear weapons in Latin America.* Our position has not changed, 
nor could it change, since it is based on the just appreciation and 
assessment of unchallengeable realities that must be borne in mind 
if we wish to achieve the objectives of that instrument. We have 
stressed that we cannot conceive of the denuclearization of Latin 
America if the commitment in this case of the United States, which 
is the only nuclear Power in the Western Hemisphere, is not also 
included. The United States possesses a network of military 
installations in the Caribbean region and in other areas of Latin 
America. Militarily it occupies the colonial territory of Puerto 
Rico, where it possesses two bases equipped with nuclear missiles, 
including remote-controlled ones. It has established illegal bases 
in the usurped zone of the Panama Canal and, against the express 
will of my people and my Government, it still holds on my own 
soil the naval base of Guantanamo. These and other military 
installations are outside the control of those countries that are or 
might become parties to the Treaty of TIatelolco. Yet these in
stallations are a permanent threat to peace, security and the 
independence of Latin America. American imperialism makes use 
of these in its aggressive and interfering plans against the people 
of Latin America. There it trains, organizes and supervises its in
tervention troops that more than once have invaded Latin 
American countries, violated their sovereignty and imposed the 
will of the Yankee monopolies on them. In these installations the 
CIA trains its mercenaries and the Pentagon trains its fascist 
generals. Imperialism there hides the spies and the provocateurs 
that are used against Latin American Republics. While those 
military bases that Yankee imperialism has set up against the 
will of our peoples subsist, peace and security in Latin America will 
be under constant threat. Therefore their liquidation is an indis

" A/C.1/PV.1956 (prov.), pp. 61-65.
‘ Documents on Disarmamewt, 1967, pp. 69 It.
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pensable condition for the purposes of the Treaty of Tlatelolco 
to become feasible, viable and applicable. The elimination of these 
bases and the return of the usurped territories to Panama, Puerto 
Rico and Cuba is a legitimate claim that today is supported by 
wide sectors of the international community. Thus I would venture 
to recall, as I did in the course of the general debate, the specific 
agreement contained in the general declaration of the fourth sum
mit Conference of Heads of State and Government of Non-Aligned 
Countries, held in Algiers last September.®

The draft resolution on which we are to vote seems to overlook 
these realities. Its text suggests a greater concern for the ad
herence to the treaty of Powers alien to the zone, while the treaty 
allows the only nuclear Power in the Hemisphere to maintain and 
expand the situation that I have just described. The idea of 
avoiding for the peoples of Latin America the dangers of nuclear 
weaponry is most praiseworthy and has our warm feeling but it 
cannot be implemented while the United States, the nuclear Power 
that is an immediate neighbour to the region, that possesses 
belligerent installations in the zone that is to be protected, still 
maintains an imperialist policy which is aggressive and which 
interferes in the lives of the Latin American peoples. To de
nuclearize our people while its most arrant enemy is still equipped 
with all tsnpes of weaponry and reserves its own right to instal 
this equipment and transfer it to our territory is not, we believe, 
the safest way of protecting us from nuclear dangers. To call 
for the adherence of other nuclear Powers distant from the zone 
without denouncing the usurpation and the American control of 
important portions of Latin American territory, where it has 
established nuclear weapons, does not to us appear to be the best 
way of truly prohibiting such weapons in Latin America.

My Government at all times has admitted the most laudable 
intentions underlying this Mexican initiative. We have stated 
and reiterate now our appreciation for the noble efforts made by 
the Government of Mexico, and personally by Ambassador Garcia 
Robles, for achieving the objectives that underlie the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco. However, we have abstained from subscribing to that 
treaty, since we understand that the aims of the treaty will be 
illusory until it covers the denuclearization of the only nuclear 
Power in the Hemisphere. Our position was repeated in the good 
offices committee of the Organization for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America which visited Cuba last 
August.

For the reasons I have adduced, my delegation cannot support 
the draft resolution contained in document A/C.l/L.654/Rev.l.‘ I 
should like, in conclusion, to stress that the Revolutionary Govern

“ See ante, pp. 631-633.
* Identical with General Assembly resolution 3079 (X X V III), post, pp. 852- 

853.
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ment of Cuba is in favour of any efforts that may be made to 
create a system of world security. However, it feels that the 
validity of such a system must be conditional upon the fact that the 
system is without exceptions and does not allow privileges for any.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Additional 
Protocol II to the TIatelolco Treaty, November 13, 1973 ^

The Soviet delegation wishes to explain its position on the ques
tion of the signature of Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for 
the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America.*

The Soviet Union attaches great importance to the question of 
denuclearized zones. The Soviet Union bases itself on the fact that 
the creation of such zones should fulfil the task of truly limiting 
nuclear weapons as well as ensuring that there should be no 
direct or indirect proliferation of such weapons. This attitude of 
principle determines the position of the Soviet Union concerning 
the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America, the Treaty of TIatelolco.

The Soviet Union delegation, like many other delegations which 
have spoken here, fully understands the reasons which have led the 
co-sponsors to submit the draft resolution on the question of a 
denuclearized zone in Latin America. At the same time, the 
Soviet Union feels that the viability of such a zone will depend 
first and foremost on the extent to which the obligations of States 
in that zone guarantee the status of denuclearization and the 
extent to which the other nucelar Powers are prepared to respect 
the status of the zone.

In the opinion of the Soviet Union, in the Treaty for the Pro
hibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America we find— t̂ogether 
with provisions which are truly designed for that purpose— p̂ro
visions that are not in keeping with the solution to the problems 
that arise in connexion therewith.

First of all, under article 18 of the Treaty of TIatelolco

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. . . .

Since at present there is no distinction made between nuclear 
devices for peaceful purposes and explosions for military purposes, 
the article I have just quoted from the Treaty in fact allows a 
particular State party to the Treaty, on the pretext of conducting 
explosions for peaceful purposes, to carry out nuclear-weapons

"A/C.1/PV.1956 (prov.), pp. 66-70.
“For the trea ty  and protocols, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 

69-83.
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tests and thus to develop nuclear weapons. This provision in the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco is, unfortunately, one way of sidestepping that 
Treaty on the denuclearization of Latin America.

Secondly, the Treaty of Tlatelolco contains no provision pro
hibiting the transit of nuclear weapons over the territory of 
States parties to the Treaty. From the provisions in the document 
prepared by the Preparatory Commission of February 1972 
[1967'\, it follows that each of the parties to the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco has the right to solve independently the question of the 
authorization for allowing the transit of nuclear weapons over 
its territory; that authorization—and I quote the text of the 
Preparatory Commission:

falls within the competence of each State, which freely exercises its sovereign 
rights.”

The absence of a prohibition on the transit of nuclear weapons over 
the denuclearized territories of Latin America offers an obvious 
possibility for violating the status of denuclearized zone and can 
mask the deplojmient and even the use of nuclear weapons on 
territories in that zone. This, in particular, gives the nuclear 
Powers the possibility of introducing into the zone, or of trans
porting over the territory of States parties in that zone, nuclear 
weapons on the basis of specific agreements with any of the 
parties to the Treaty.

Thirdly, the zone provided for by the Treaty covers the Atlantic 
and Pacific Oceans over an area hundreds of kilometers beyond the 
limits of the territorial waters of the States parties. This is not in 
keeping with a very important principle of international law, 
namely, the principle of the freedom of the high seas. The existing 
rules of international law do not provide that either States or 
groups of States have the right to create, without any agreement 
with the other States concerned, a particular regime of the high 
seas based on their own decisions and on conditions to be laid 
down by those States themselves.

Having regard to the considerations I have just put forward, 
the Soviet delegation has not felt it possible, and still does not feel 
it possible, to sign Additional Protocol II of the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco. At the same time, the Soviet delegation wishes once 
again to emphasize that it fully supports the idea of the creation 
of nuclear-free zones, including the creation of such zones in Latin 
America, as witnessed by the contents of the reply from the 
Supreme Soviet of the USSR to the Mexican Senate.  ̂ The Soviet 
Government declared that it was ready to assume the commitment 
of respecting the status of Mexico as a nuclear-free zone, on 
condition that other nuclear States would assume similar commit
ments.

” COPREDAL/76.
Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 1-2.
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If the other countries of Latin America wish to transform their 
territories into a denuclearized zone, the Soviet Union will respect 
the status of those countries as part of such a zone. It is understood 
that there must be a prohibition on the transit of nuclear weapons 
over the territory of those countries, on the conduct of peaceful 
explosions contrary to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons,® and on the extension of such denuclearized 
zones to vast areas of the high seas of the Atlantic and Pacific 
Oceans.

For the reasons I have given, the delegation of the Soviet Union 
is not in a position to support the draft resolution in document 
A/C.l/L.654/Rev.l ® and will abstain in the vote.

In connexion with the Treaty of Tlatelolco, one point was raised 
concerning the provision that a Power should not be the first to 
use nuclear weapons. On this question I should like to draw the 
attention of the Committee to the proposal put forward at the last 
session of the General Assembly by the Soviet Union regarding the 
non-use of force in international relations and the permanent 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. I should like at this 
point to emphasize that at its last session the General Assembly 
adopted a solemn declaration on the non-use of force in inter
national relations and the permanent prohibition of the use of 
nuclear weapons. That resolution was adopted by 79 votes to 4. 
Thus it was approved in general by the General Assembly. That 
resolution placed on a broader plane the whole question of the 
prohibition of nuclear weapons and also the matter of a decision 
on a very important question, the elimination of the danger of 
nuclear war. I wished to draw the First Committee’s attention to 
that point.

Statement by the French Representative (Scalabre) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Economic and
Social Consequences of the Arms Race, November 15,1973 ^

My delegation was happy to give its support to the draft 
resolution A/C.1/L.656 that has just been adopted by the Com
mittee.  ̂ My country is aware—as we have very often stated—of 
the imperative need to stem the arms race, both nuclear and con
ventional, in order to lessen the burden that it imposes on peoples 
all over the world, particularly the developing nations which, 
concerned over improving the welfare and the standard of living 
of their populations, are nevertheless constrained, because of the

 ̂Ibid,, 1968, pp. 461-465.
® Identical with General Assembly resolution 3079 (X X V III), post, pp. 852- 

853
 ̂A /C .l/PV . 1960 (prov.), p. 6.

^Identical with General Assembly resolution 3075 (XXV III), post, pp. 843- 
844.
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lack of progress in the field of true disarmament, to devote a part 
of their basic resources to defence.

But we should like to stress one point regarding the significance 
that we attach to the vote that we have just cast. The resolution 
that was just adopted calls, in general terms, for a reduction in 
the military budgets of the great Powers. In the past, France itself 
proposed this type of reduction; we continue to believe that this 
is a most excellent principle which may lead to progress in dis
armament. However, in view of the fact that new proposals on that 
specific question are included in the agenda of the General 
Assembly, my delegation wishes to state that we reserve our 
position on the modalities and the procedures that will be con
sidered in due course. We shall then make known our position 
more specifically and in greater detail on the subject and we shall 
explain what we consider to be the conditions under which such a 
draft can be considered.

My delegation wishes to congratulate the Romanian delegation 
for its initiative and also for the constructive and generous spirit 
it has shown in the presentation of that draft resolution.

Statement by the PRC Representative (Chuang) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear Tests, Novem
ber 15,1973'

Before the draft resolutions in documents A/C.1/L.651  ̂ and 
A/C.l/L.652/Rev.l ® on the banning of nuclear tests are put to a 
vote, the Chinese delegation would like to explain our position.

In recent years, the question of nuclear weapons has been a 
matter of general concern, on which there have been various kinds 
of viewpoints and suggestions. But it should be noted that their 
motives and points of departure are quite different. In order to de
fend world peace and oppose the super-Powers’ frenzied nuclear 
arms race, the numerous small and medium-size countries demand 
the banning of nuclear tests. Such a good desire is fully under
standable. However, the so-called nuclear disarmament and nuclear 
test-ban propagated by the super-Powers are entirely another 
matter. In their contention for world hegemony, they have always 
used the so-called nuclear test ban to maintain their nuclear 
monopoly, seize nuclear supremacy and prevent other countries 
from possessing nuclear weapons. They themselves, however, 
have been desperately engaged in the development of nuclear

'A/C.1/PV.1960 (prov.), pp. 12-17.
’ Identical 'vdtii pt. A of General Assembly resolution 3078 (X X V III), post, 

pp. 849-850.
’ Identical with pt. B of General Assembly resolution 3078 (X X V III), post, 

pp. 850-862.
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power and in an uncontrollable nuclear arms race. In these circum
stances, how can one talk about nuclear disarmament?

To be frank, the halt of nuclear tests alone does not in the least 
affect the colossal nuclear arsenals of the super-Powers, nor can 
it prevent them from continuing to improve and develop nuclear 
weapons, still less prohibit them from using nuclear weapons. Not 
only are the super-Powers unwilling to undertake the obligation 
not to be the first to use nuclear weapons, but they evade the men
tion of the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of 
nuclear weapons and, instead, advertise the so-called halt to 
nuclear tests. Is this not for the purpose of deception?

The Soviet Union, as a super-Power, is particularly energetic in 
this regard. When they had a need for atmospheric nuclear tests, 
they desperately went in for such tests; when they considered that 
they had conducted enough of them, they clamoured about the ban 
on such tests. When they are about to have conducted enough 
underground tests, they talk about a complete ban on all nuclear 
tests. Obviously, their purpose is to prevent the non-nuclear coun
tries and countries with few nuclear weapons to possess and de
velop their own nuclear weapons for self-defence, and to intimi
date the people of various countries into submission under their 
nuclear threat. This, of course, is sheer wishful thinking.

In our opinion, the proposal—no matter who makes it and what 
motive he has in mind—for an isolated ban on nuclear tests, either 
partial or complete, temporary or permanent, will not be a genuine 
measure for nuclear disarmament and can solve no problems at 
all, if it is not linked with the complete prohibition and thorough 
destruction of nuclear weapons. It can only lead into the deceptive 
trap set by the super-Powers.

The Soviet Union and the United States concocted in 1963 the 
notorious partial nuclear test ban Treaty.* The Soviet Union has 
lauded it to the skies, describing it as “the first step towards the 
complete prohibition of nuclear weapons”, “an important mile
stone on the road of freeing mankind from the threat of nuclear 
war” and “the first cornerstone in the edifice of universal peace 
and security”.

That reminds us of an old Chinese saying: “A quack doctor has 
no good remedies.” Now that a decade has elapsed, have the super- 
Powers reduced or increased the nuclear weapons in their posses
sion? As is known to all, the various types of nuclear weapons in 
their possession have not only increased tremendously in quantity 
but have also been greatly improved in quality. It is reported that 
in the past decade they have continued to carry out hundreds of 
nuclear tests. The only difference is that they have switched the 
test site from the atmosphere to the underground. During this 
period, the Soviet Union has also conducted a great number of

* Documents on Diaarmament, 196S, pp. 291-293.
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tests on various types of missiles to improve the quality of its 
ICBMs, and the launching of missiles to the high seas of the 
Pacific alone has taken place on dozens of occasions. This is a 
forceful refutation of the lies of the super-Powers. As some have 
pointed out, “The partial nuclear test ban treaty has failed to 
produce any restrictive effect on the development of nuclear 
weapons by the super-Powers and the number of their nuclear 
tests”, and the conclusion of that treaty is “a political error”. In 
its statement issued at the time, the Chinese Government clearly 
pointed out that this treaty is “a big fraud to fool the people of 
the world” and that by this treaty the super-Powers “attempt to 
consolidate their nuclear monopoly and bind the hands of all the 
peace-loving countries subjected to the nuclear threat”.®

Over the past decade history has borne out the correctness of our 
views. The Soviet representative accused China of negativism 
and lack of interest in the so-called disarmament proposal of the 
Soviet Union. You are right on that score. We are resolved to 
expose your fraud and oppose your manoeuvres and tricks of 
various descriptions. Failing to do so will be a disservice to the 
people of the world, including the Soviet people. You think that 
with a few slanderous labels you can muzzle us and prevent us 
from telling the truth. In that you will never succeed. Soviet 
gentlemen, you have misjudged your opponent and miscalculated.

China conducts its nuclear tests and develops its nuclear 
weapons entirely for the purpose of self-defence, for breaking 
the super-Power nuclear monopoly and for ultimately eliminating 
nuclear weapons in the world. China has been compelled to con
duct nuclear tests, which are limited in number and have been 
carried out in the deep interior of the country. The weather, wind 
direction and other conditions have been taken into full considera
tion, and effective measures have been adopted to prevent con
tamination. We have also repeatedly stated that at no time and in 
no circumstances will China be the first to use nuclear weapons. 
China is not and will never be a super-Power pursuing the policy 
of nuclear threat and nuclear blackmail.

China is ready at all times to stop nuclear tests, but never before 
the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of all nuclear 
weapons by the super-Powers and all the nuclear countries. With
out the fulfillment of this condition, no one can possibly force us to 
stop the nuclear tests. In the present circumstances, in which the 
two super-Powers are contending for nuclear superiority and 
trying to divide spheres of influence by extending their nuclear 
umbrellas in an attempt to dominate the world, the indiscriminate 
and sweeping accusation of nuclear tests without differentiating 
their nature in effect only benefits the super-Powers’ nuclear 
monopoly and nuclear blackmail to the detriment of the people of

’ Ibid., V. 269.



ROSHCHIN STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 15 781

the world. At present, the halting of all nuclear tests without the 
complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons 
can only result in preventing the non-nuclear countries and coun
tries with few nuclear weapons from developing their own nuclear 
defence capabilities and will not do the slightest harm to the 
nuclear hegemony of the super-Powers. China has been compelled 
to develop nuclear weapons and conduct nuclear tests solely for the 
purpose of self-defence and for breaking the nuclear monopoly 
of the super-Powers. The Chinese Government and people are 
ready to work together with the people of the whole world to 
oppose the super-Power policies of nuclear monopoly, nuclear 
threat and nuclear blackmail and to attain the goal of complete 
prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons.

Basing itself on the above position, the Chinese delegation will 
vote against the two draft resolutions (A/C.1/L.651 and A /C .l/ 
L.652/Rev.l) before us.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear Tests, Novem- 
15, 1973^

Before explaining our vote on the draft resolutions which are 
before us, I should like to make a few comments with regard to the 
statement of the representative of the Chinese People’s Republic.  ̂
The Chinese representative said that he would vote against all 
draft resolutions which provide for the limitation or the prohibi
tion or the cessation of nuclear tests. That did not surprise us at 
all. If we look at the votes taken on the relevant draft resolutions 
last year, at the last session of the General Assembly, we see that 
the delegation of the Chinese People’s Republic, along with just 
four other delegations, voted against all the draft resolutions 
without exception.  ̂ Whatever explanations may be given for this 
here, they cannot hide the total refusal of China to co-operate in 
international activities on disarmament.

At one of the previous meetings I already pointed out that the 
representative of the Chinese People’s Republic has stated that 
China will refuse to participate in any international activities 
designed to limit the arms race.’ Today once again it has called 
the Moscow partial test ban Treaty a deception. This Treaty, 
which more than 100 States signed and in which they participate, 
is an extremely important Treaty which sets limits with the object 
of protecting the atmosphere from noxious radioactive fall-out.

" A/C.1/PV.1960 (prov.), pp. 31-36.
’ Supra.
’ See Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 842-846.
* Ante, pp. 737-740.
'  Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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The representative of the Chinese People’s Republic calls this 
Treaty a deception and at the same time continues, despite public 
opinion in the overwhelming majority of countries of the world, to 
carry out atmospheric tests, thus poisoning the atmosphere of 
the earth with radioactive fall-out, which has a very bad effect on 
the health of the people not only of the Chinese People’s Republic 
but of all States of the world and primarily neighboring States, 
that is, the Mongolian People’s Republic, Japan, the Soviet Union, 
India and so on.

The Chinese People’s Republic has also refused to participate 
in other agreements. I would mention only the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,® the ban on bacteriological 
weapons,^ the ban on the emplacement on the sea-bed and the 
ocean floor of means of mass destruction * and so on. The point is— 
and I should like to stress this— t̂hat the Charter obliges Members 
of the Organization to co-operate in matters of arms limitation. 
Article 11 provides that the General Assembly may consider the 
general principles of co-operation in the maintenance of inter
national peace and security, including the principles governing 
disarmament and the regulation of armaments, and may make 
recommendations with regard to such principles. I must say this 
is one of the fundamental provisions of the Charter, and it is being 
totally disregarded by the leadership of the Chinese People’s Re
public. On every single measure which has the goal of limiting 
armaments or ending the arms race or finding ways of putting 
an end to other dangerous manifestations in connexion with the 
arms race— t̂he representative of the Chinese People’s Republic, 
unfortunately, categorically refuses to undertake any of these 
actions.

At one time the Soviet Union proposed the convening of a con
ference of the five nuclear Powers to consider the whole complex 
of problems of nuclear weapons in order to seek an agreement on 
the limitation and cessation of the arms race and the elimination 
of the threat of nuclear war.® I must say that the leadership of 
the Chinese People’s Republic has disregarded those proposals 
and undermined that extremely important measure. It has as
serted, as it has done again today, that it is a deception of States, 
that it is an attempt to resolve questions behind the backs of the 
non-nuclear countries. The Soviet Union proposed the convening 
of a world disarmament conference so that all States of the 
world, nuclear and non-nuclear, could take part, but at the present 
time we come up against the extremely unsatisfactory phenome
non that from 1972 to 1973, from the last session of the General 
Assembly right up to this session of the General Assembly, it has

• Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465. 
’’Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
• Ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11. 
'/6M i.,pp. 313-315.
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not been possible to do anything in the way of making progress in 
the convening of a world disarmament conference. Why? Be
cause the representative of the Chinese People’s Republic has en
tirely refused to co-operate in this matter and has entirely refused 
to take steps to promote the convening of the world disarmament 
conference. Therefore these statements we have heard today cer
tainly did not surprise us and I should like to stress that all these 
statements and the whole conduct of the Chinese People’s Re
public in the matter of disarmament are not in keeping with the 
most important principle of the Charter, that is to say, inter
national co-operation in the search for ways and means of dis
armament and limiting the arms race. What we come up against 
here is obstruction. We come up against a negative attitude and 
we come up against what is in substance sabotage of a measure 
whose purpose is to find a solution for one of the most important 
problems, that of limiting the arms race and of disarmament.

That concludes my comments on the statement of the repre
sentative of the Chinese People’s Republic. Now, with your per
mission, Sir, I should like to give an explanation of the position 
of the Soviet Union on the question of the halting of nuclear tests, 
in connexion with the forthcoming vote on the draft resolutions 
contained in documents A/C.1/L.651and L.652/Rev.l.“

The Soviet Union attaches great importance to the question of 
prohibiting nuclear weapons. As we have already pointed out in 
our statement in the Committee on 26 October this year,“ the 
Soviet Union defends the demands for the cessation everywhere 
and by everyone of nuclear tests, including underground tests. 
The Soviet Union has expressed its readiness to participate in 
agreements on^his problem, bearing in mind that the necessary 
control over tM  observance of such a cessation under the agree
ment would be carried out by national means of detection and 
identification. We have pointed out also that in order to create full 
guarantees for the effectiveness of an agreement on the cessation 
of all nuclear tests, including underground tests, the Soviet Union 
is ready to co-operate in an exchange of seismological data within 
the framework of an agreement and with the observance of cer
tain conditions for such an exchange.

In striving to achieve the complete prohibition of nuclear 
weapons, the USSR supported at the twenty-seventh session of 
the General Assembly a resolution containing an appeal to all 
nuclear Powers to halt testing of such weapons in all environ
ments.'® This proposal was submitted by the representative of 
Saudi Arabia, Ambassador Baroody, who is here among us. How

” Identical with pt. A of General Assembly resolution 3078 (X X V III), post, 
pp. 849-850.

“ Identical with pt. B of General Assembly resolution 3078 (X X V III), post, 
pp. 850-852.

“  Ante, p. 698.
“  Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 842-843.



784 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

ever, a solution to this problem is being complicated by the re
luctance of certain Powers to take a decision on this question.

In the draft resolution submitted to the Committee by the seven 
Powers (A/C.1/L.651), we find an appeal to the nuclear Powers 
to call a halt to the testing of nuclear weapons by means of an 
agreement, either through a unilateral or agreed moratorium.

The Soviet Union considers that by means of a moratorium, 
and particularly a unilateral moratorium, we cannot possibly 
solve this problem. This kind of decision would lead only to the 
granting of one-sided benefits to the advantage of certain States, 
and to the detriment of others, as a result of which there would 
be a violation of the principle of equal security of States. There
fore, the Soviet delegation will abstain in the voting on the draft 
resolution in document A/C.1/L.651, as indeed it abstained in 
the voting on what was essentially a similar resolution—resolu
tion 2934 (XXVII) of the last session of the General Assembly.'^ 
We shall also abstain on the draft resolution of the 16 Powers 
(A/C.l/L.652/Rev.l).

In connexion with that draft resolution, we would like to point 
out that the Soviet Union fully shares the concern expressed by its 
sponsors with regard to the continuing tests of nuclear weapons, 
particularly in the atmosphere, and we express our full solidarity 
with the aspiration to ensure the adherence of all nuclear States 
to the Moscow partial test-ban Treaty. We also share in the appeal 
in this draft resolution for the immediate cessation of the testing 
of nuclear weapons in all environments.

At the same time, we find in the draft resolution a number of 
provisions which in essence amount to attempts to impose re
sponsibility for the lack of progress in calling a halt to nuclear 
testing upon the Soviet Union as well. The Soviet Union cannot 
agree with this approach and therefore, as I have already indi
cated, we cannot approve the draft resolution in document A /C .l/ 
L.652/Rev.l.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear Tests, 
November 15,1973'

I too shall have to ask the Chairman’s indulgence, since I shall 
be addressing myself to both draft resolutions at the same time.

My delegation agrees with the sense of both draft resolutions 
(A/C.1/L.651  ̂ and L.652/Rev.l)^ in so far as they stress the

' ‘ /ftid., p. 846.
‘ A/C.1/PV.1960 (prov.), pp. 46-47.
“Identical with pt. A of General Assembly resolution 3078 (X V III), post, 

pp. 849-850.
’ Identical with pt. B of General Assembly resolution 3078 (X X V III), post, 

pp. 850—852.
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need for progress towards a comprehensive test ban. We therefore 
regret that we cannot vote in favour of either.

With respect to the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.651, 
we consider that the assertion in operative paragraph 2 is not 
compatible with our position that the question of verification is 
central to and inseparable from the consideration of the test-ban 
issue. The draft resolution in document A/C.l/L.652/Rev.l seems 
to imply in operative paragraph 5 that negotiations on a compre
hensive test ban should take place regardless of whether a proper 
foundation for agreement exists. We believe that such pressures 
to start elaborating a treaty while deadlock remains over the 
complex verification issue could lead only to an empty diplomatic 
exercise, without advancing the cause of a comprehensive test ban.

In this connexion I should like to emphasize that, while we seek 
a basis for negotiating a comprehensive test ban, my Government 
continues to place the highest value on the limited test ban Treaty 
of 1963, banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer 
space and under water.  ̂We subscribe wholeheartedly to operative 
paragraph 4 of the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.652/ 
Rev.l, urging States which have not yet adhered to the Treaty to 
do so without further delay.

Although the United States is unable to support these draft 
resolutions, we fully appreciate the sincerity of the many delega
tions that are working towards our common objective of a com
prehensive test ban Treaty. I wish to reaffirm my country’s long
standing commitment to work towards the cessation of all nuclear 
weapon tests, pursuant to an adequately verified treaty—a com
mitment which was recently restated in President Nixon’s 1973 
report to the Congress on United States foreign policy.^

Statements by the French Representative (de Guiringaud) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear Tests, 

November 15,1973 '

My delegation did not feel it necessary to speak before the vote 
on document A/C.l/L.651,^ referring to agenda item 36 and co
sponsored by Mexico and other delegations, which has just been 
adopted. This draft resolution in fact, contrary to the one in docu
ment A/C.1/L.652,® calls for equal treatment for all nuclear tests 
and thus it is not discriminatory. The main criticism we level 
did not have to be made known before the vote, since it was ob

* Documents on Disarmamenty 1963, pp. 291-293.

1 A/C.i/PV.1960 (prov.), pp. 76-80, 87.
® Identical with pt. A of General Assembly resolution 3078 (X X V III), posty 

pp. 849-850.
® Antey pp. 740-742.
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vious from the explanations that I myself gave in the statement I 
made on 1 November. However, I do not believe it redundant now 
to explain the vote that we cast against this draft resolution.

Neither this draft resolution nor the one in document A /C .l/ 
L.652/Rev.l * establishes a link between the cessation of nuclear 
tests and the undertaking of true disarmament—a total, controlled 
disarmament calling for the elimination of all nuclear stockpiles 
whose stockpiling threatens peace and the very survival of man
kind. That is what we have constantly called for. As long as no 
serious measures are adopted to make some progress along those 
lines, in accordance with the will of the majority of the peoples 
and Governments of the world, as long as certain States continue 
to multiply their weaponry and to perfect it, we believe that no 
country can be asked, no Government can be required, to refrain 
from endowing itself with means to ensure its defence in an 
effective and independent way, choosing whichever means it deems 
appropriate.

In the statement I made on 1 November I said that France 
would be ready to do away with all its nuclear weapons if those 
that have already built up terrifying arsenals of such weapons 
were ready to set an example. We stated that years ago, and I 
repeat it again today. Unfortunately, our proposal has fallen on 
deaf ears, and I speak specifically of those mainly responsible. 
Our concern is shared by many other peoples, and this has been 
eloquently demonstrated by the statements made by the repre
sentatives of Gabon and Saudi Arabia. Thus I entirely agree with 
the analysis that Mr. Obame has just made of the draft resolution 
in document A/C.1/L.651. Had that draft resolution contained 
the provisions to which the representative of Gabon referred, my 
delegation would have supported it with pleasure. However, that 
was not the case, and therefore my delegation had no other choice 
but to vote against the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.651.

After the separate vote that has just been taken on operative 
paragraph 3 of the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.652/ 
Rev.l, a vote that retained that paragraph by a three-vote major
ity, the text of the draft remains what it was before the vote, that 
is to say fundamentally discriminatory. Operative paragraph 3 
continues to call upon two States, which everyone knows to be 
France and China, to call an immediate halt to atmospheric tests, 
while operative paragraph 5 in fact authorizes the two greatest 
nuclear Powers to continue their underground tests, whose fre
quency and power are well known, as long as the negotiations con
tinue that they are being urged—energetically, to be sure— t̂o

* Identical with pt. B of General Assembly resolution 3078 (X X V III), post, 
pp. 850-852.

'  Ante, pp. 724-729.
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undertake after 10 years of procrastination, although everyone 
knows that the outcome depends only on those Powers. This is 
indeed a blank cheque that is being given them, and I leave it to 
the judgement of this Committee to decide on the advisability 
thereof.

Many representatives—so many, indeed, that I would not at
tempt to list them for fear of omitting some, let me, however, 
mention at least the name of my friend Ambassador Baroody— 
have stated most clearly their doubts about this, even their refusal 
to give such a blank cheque to the two super-Powers.

As far as my delegation is concerned, we can only vote against 
the draft resolution in document A/C.l/L.652/Rev.l as it stands 
at present, and we hope that all delegations that are eager, in 
such an important matter, to give their support only to a resolu
tion that is balanced and capable of producing a concrete result in 
the cause of disarmament, will also refuse to support this text.

Statement by the French Representative (Scalabre) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear Tests, Novem* 
15,1973"

A few days ago I asked the Secretariat to put my name on the 
list at the end of this debate in order to exercise my right of reply, 
as I am now doing.

In the course of the debate on item 36 a number of ideas were 
expressed which, since they were not all summed up and couched 
in terms of a draft resolution, nevertheless had to be replied to 
by my delegation.

I shall not dwell on the criticism levelled against France for 
jeopardizing the health and the food of the populations of the 
Pacific. At the beginning of this session my delegation took the 
initiative of asking for an immediate meeting of the Scientific 
Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation, so that all States 
might have a very clear idea of the effects of the recent tests by 
examining the latest documents which the Scientific Committee 
did not have when it drew up its last report at the beginning of 
last year.= My delegation regrets the delay—unfortunately, much 
too long—in convening that meeting, which the General Assembly 
just agreed to on 9 November, almost six weeks after we had 
requested it, and in spite of the support given by a number of 
delegations of the Pacific area. I should like to thank them for the 
help which they offered to us, but despite that help, it was not 
possible to speed things up.

'A /C.1/PV.1960 (prov .),pp . 101-106.
’‘Report of the United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of 

Atomic Radiation (General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-seventh Ses
sion, Supp. No. Z5 [A /8725]).
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The members of this Committee will now find, in the document 
which my delegation had circulated in document A/9192 of 
1 October, a number of comments on the observations that have 
been made following the tests of 1972, There does exist a complete 
documentation on those tests. The Scientific Committee will ex
amine it and I hope that its conclusions will be made known before 
this session comes to an end. The information that we ourselves 
possess confirms us, as of now, in our conviction that these experi
ments presented no danger to the human environment.

We have been told repeatedly that if these tests were not 
dangerous, they should have been carried out on the metropolitan 
territory of France. Although my delegation has already ex
plained this point, I still believe it is necessary to go back to it 
and to recall that while there are no long-distance effects from 
these tests, providing that a few precautions are taken, their 
immediate effects in an area which may in certain cases amount 
to a few kilometres are terrible; otherwise, why should the 
nuclear weapon possess the disastrous features that we attribute 
to it? They can only be tested in an uninhabited area, and no one 
would dream of testing them on an ordinary shooting range any 
more than we would try to use weapons in a public place. We 
could not find sufficiently uninhabited regions in France to allow 
the testing of such weapons. But once the flash or thermal or blow 
effects have passed our technicians bathed in the lagoon of 
Mururoa in the evening of the day on which the tests took place. 
The Minister of National Defence did so himself a few years ago. 
In other words, a few thousand kilometres away, it is unreasonable 
to have any fears or qualms.

Another criticism has been made against us in the course of 
this debate and that is that we are disregarding the findings of the 
International Court of Justice.^ When this criticism was levelled 
against us by the delegation of Fiji * we reminded it that Fiji did 
not accept the binding jurisdiction of the International Court of 
Justice. We do not reproach it for it is free to decide on what to 
do and it is in the same position as 88 other States. But I believe 
that it ill behooves that delegation to criticize us in our attitude 
towards the Court.

Furthermore, France, like 18 of the 46 other States that have 
accepted the jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice, ex
plained when we did so that we had one formal reservation and 
we excluded from that jurisdiction activities dealing with national 
defence. It is obvious that our tests fall within that framework, 
and the Court has, without any doubt, gone beyond its jurisdic
tion when handing down these findings. Furthermore, it reserved 
its final judgment on the point and, in addition, its decision was 
taken by a majority of only one.

Some have commented on the fact that these findings were based
’ I.C J . Reports 1973, pp. 99,135.
* Cf. A/C.1/PV.1951 (prov.), p. 32.
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on article 41 of the Statute of the Court. But that article only 
gives that jurisdiction the right to indicate the measures to be 
adopted. These suggestions are not binding, even if they do fall 
within the competence of the Court—^which in this case, they 
do not.

I shall not repeat certain words which were used by the repre
sentative of Fiji when speaking of the attitude of the French Gov
ernment regarding the problem of the cessation of nuclear tests. I 
prefer to believe that, in the heat of the discussion, these expres
sions were used without thinking.

It is far better for me here to acknowledge the courtesy shown 
by the representatives of Australia, New Zealand and, generally 
speaking, those delegations which oppose our tests but have 
spoken in the course of this debate. I wish to repeat that we are 
ready, and will always be ready, to join them in studying this 
matter, to which we attach the greatest importance.

Nor shall I argue certain ideas adduced by the representative of 
Fiji on the status of French Polynesia. This would be unfair to 
our fellow-countrymen in those islands who have given so many 
proofs of their attachment to France.

I shall merely recall the ties of blood spilled in common, ties 
which in two world wars were added to the ties of heart that al
ready existed. I wish to stress that we recognize the value of those 
sacrifices.

I am deeply sorry that the representative of Peru today seemed 
to approve the ideas expressed on this matter by the representa
tive of Fiji.

Statement by the PRC Representative (Chuang) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear Tests, Novem- 
15,1973^

A little while ago the Soviet representative unreasonably at
tacked the Chinese Government and the Chinese leadership.  ̂
What he said was nothing new but a re-play of the old tune, the 
same old stuff. It does not deserve rebuttal.

Regardless of how you have coated it with diplomatic niceties, 
the substance of the Soviet position is the desire to submit the 
oppressed peoples and nations meekly to the nuclear threat of 
the super-Powers. You have underestimated the level of aware
ness of the peoples of the world. They will not be deceived.

A mere look at what you say and what you do will enable us to 
render a judgement. You are advocating sham disarmament, and 
you are using sham disarmament to cover up your frenzied arms 
expansion. It is precisely you who are violating the principles and 
the spirit of the Charter.

 ̂A/C.1/PV.1960 (prov.).pp. 106-107.
“ See ante, pp. 781-784.
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In his statement the Soviet representative lauded to the skies 
above the Soviet position on the suspending of all nuclear tests. 
But, as is known to all, during the decade since the signing of the 
Partial Test-Ban Treaty concocted by the United States and the 
Soviet Union,® the Soviet Union has conducted several hundred 
tests. In this year alone, from January to October, according to 
foreign and incomplete reports, the Soviet Union has conducted 
more than 10 underground nuclear tests. That fully exposes the 
hypocritical features of the Soviet Union. On the one hand it 
clamours for the suspension of all nuclear tests, but, on the other, 
it is desperately conducting nuclear tests— t̂jT)ical double-dealing. 
It says one thing, but it does another.

The Soviet representative charged us with once again exposing 
their attempts to take advantage of the good intentions of the 
small- and medium-sized countries in order to fish in troubled 
waters and carry out their ulterior and concealed motives. That 
will be futile.

The Soviet Union, the super-Power, has inherited the Tsarist 
tradition and is in fact harbouring even more wanton ambitions 
than the Tsars, Its clamours about peace, detente, security, dis
armament and the suspension of nuclear tests are sheer deceptive 
utterances. Actually, it is stepping up arms expansion and war 
preparations. Actually, it is pursuing its policies of aggression 
and war.

Your sugar-coated words cannot deceive anyone.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear Tests, 
November 15, 1973 ^

I do not intend to retain the attention of the Committee for very 
long. I should just like to remind members that for the three 
sessions of the General Assembly in which the Chinese People’s 
Republic has taken part, it has not put forward any concrete pro
posal on disarmament and, at the same time, it has indulged in 
obstruction and sabotage in the consideration of all concrete pro
posals on the question of disarmament. That activity has nothing 
whatsoever to do with the purposes of the United Nations. The 
task of the United Nations is to develop the co-operation of peoples 
in support of international peace and security, and one of its tasks 
in this area is the question of solving the problem of disarmament.

The Chinese People’s Republic, as has been shown by the voting 
today on the question of the cessation of nuclear tests, is resisting 
all measures and proposals designed to solve this problem.

® Documents on Diaarmamentt 1963, pp. 291-293.
 ̂A/C.1/PV.1960 (prov.),p . 111.
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We all remember that not long ago the Security Council con
sidered the question of ending the war in the Middle East. Simi
larly that was an extremely important task. Now what was the 
conduct of the Chinese delegation in the Security Council at that 
time? It hid its hands under the table so as to avoid taking part 
in the voting, although all the other members of the Security 
Council decided unanimously, on all three resolutions, to achieve 
the purposes enshrined in the United Nations Charter.’’

I do not want to go into the various controversies with the 
representative of the Chinese People’s Republic here. I simply 
want to say that their understanding of participation in the work 
of the United Nations is completely incorrect and is not at all in 
keeping with the United Nations Charter.

Revised Twenty-nine Nation Draft Resolution Introduced in the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Chemical and 
Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons, November 16, 1973 ^

The General Assembly,
Reaffirming its resolutions 2603 (XXIV) of 16 December 1969,  ̂

2662 (XXV) of 7 December 1970,* 2827 A (XXVI) of 16 De
cember 1971" and 2933 (XXVII) of 29 November 1972,®

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 bacterio
logical (biological) agents.

Mindful of the increasing concern of the international com
munity over developments in the field of chemical and bacterio
logical (biological) weapons,

Considering that chemical and bacteriological (biological) 
methods of warfare have always been viewed with horror and 
been justly condemned by the international community. 

Recalling that the General Assembly has repeatedly condemned 
all actions contrary to the principles and objectives of the Protocol 
for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous 
or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed 
at Geneva on 17 June 1925,®

’ Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 12,1973, pp. 604-605.
’■ A /C .l/L.653/Rev. 1, Nov. 16, 1973. The revised d raft was introduced by 

the sponsors of the original text (ante, pp. 742-744). As modified by Yugoslav 
oral amendments (post, pp. 827-828), it was adopted as General Assembly 
resolution 3077 (X X V III), post, pp. 847-848.

’‘Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 716-719.
’ Ibid., 1970, pp. 683-685.
‘ lU d., 1971, pp. 890-892.
'  Ibid., 197Z, pp. 840-841.
• Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
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Reaffirming the need for the strict observance by all States of 
the principles and objectives of that Protocol,

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 already been 
signed by a large number of States,^

Having considered the report of the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament,®

Noting that a draft convention on the prohibition of the de
velopment, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on 
their destruction,® that a 10-nation working paper of 26 April 
1973,̂ ® that a working paper on the main points of an inter
national agreement of 21 August 1973,“ and that other working 
papers, proposals and suggestions have been submitted to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament,

Convinced that an early agreement on the complete prohibition 
of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical 
weapons and on their destruction would improve the prospects of 
international peace and security,

1. Reaffirms the recognized objective of effective prohibition 
of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical 
weapons and of their elimination from the arsenal of all States;

2. Urges Governments to work towards the complete realiza
tion of the objective as set forth in the present resolution;

3. Reqtiests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
to continue negotiations, as a matter of high priority, on the prob
lem of chemical and bacteriological (biological) methods of war
fare, with a view to reaching an early agreement for the prohibi
tion of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical 
weapons and for their elimination from the arsenal of all States;

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 Weap
ons 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 War
fare of 17 June 1925 and/or to ratify this Protocol, and calls anew 
for the strict observance by all States of the principles and objec
tives contained therein;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament all documents of the First

’ Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
'  Ante, pp. 582-619.
’ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124. 
“  Ante, pp. 206-209.
^  Ante, pp. 520-524.
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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-ninth session.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Kissinger: 
Reports of Nuclear Weapons in Egypt [Extract], November 
21, 1973 ^̂

Q. Mr. Secretary, there have been reports that the Soviet Union 
hâ  introduced tactical 'nuclear weapons into Egypt. Is that true, 
and if so, how do you view it?

Secretary Kissinger; We have no confirmed evidence that the 
Soviet Union has introduced nuclear weapons into Egypt. And 
there are public Soviet statements rejecting this allegation.

If the Soviet Union were to introduce nuclear weapons into 
local conflict, this would be a very grave matter and would be a 
fundamental shift in traditional practices and one hard to recon
cile with an effort to bring about a responsible solution.

But I repeat—we have no evidence, or at least we have no con
firmed evidence, that this has been the case.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly, November 22, 
1973 ^

Six years ago Arnold Toynbee stated:

The tru th  is th a t the th rea t to man’s survival has been fa r  greater since ' 
1945 than i t  was during the first million years of history.

The slightest glance at the hair-raising situation confronting 
the world today by the threat inherent in nuclear weapons fully 
proves the accuracy of that far-sighted statement.

In a little more than the 25 years that have elapsed since two 
Japanese cities were annihilated by the only two atomic bombs in 
existence at the time, the power lying in the nuclear arsenals has 
increased a millionfold, to such an extent that today that power is 
assessed at 15 tons of dynamite per inhabitant of the earth. The

“ Department of State Bvlletin, Dec. 10, 1973, p. 703.
' A/C.1/PV.1968 (prov.), pp. 7-21.
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bomb which today we regard as normal— t̂he 20 megaton bomb— 
is itself a thousand times more powerful than that dropped on 
Hiroshima; in other words, its power is equal to that of 20 million 
tons of the most powerful of conventional explosiives. Today, no 
one doubts that the accumulated nuclear weapons ̂ re more than 
suflBcient to destroy the major part of the planet ana to make the 
entire globe uninhabitable. The only question still t<> be settled is 
whether that capacity amounts to four or five times what would 
be required, in accordance with the most conservative estimates, 
or to forty or fifty times, in accordance with less optimistic views.

In a mere 11 years the precarious balance of terror in which 
the world has lived has been darkened by two major crises in 
which the extreme point has been arrived at: in one a general 
nuclear alert was sounded, in 1962 during the period of the cold 
war; and the second, which we witnessed as surprised and im
potent spectators, took place a few weeks ago during this period 
of the oft-vaunted detente.

We are convinced that were we to feed the data that I have 
just outlined into a computer, bearing in mind that they are im
bued with the irrefutable objectivity of true higher mathematics 
and can be complemented by other information regarding the 
possibilities of the accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear 
weapons, the inevitable reply of the electronic computer would be 
that if nuclear weapons were not entirely eliminated within a rea
sonable period of time, the survival of mankind could be set at 
approximately 50 years at most.

The crossroads at which the world finds itself, therefore, is 
this: to go either towards the destruction of nuclear weapons or 
towards resignation to our own disappearance.

Naturally, what I have just said is not an invention of ours. 
To the opinion of one of the greatest contemporary authorities in 
the art of interpreting the lessons of history, Arnold Toynbee, 
whom I quoted at the beginning of my statement, we might add 
the similar views of hundreds of others. However, I shall refer 
to only one of them. As in the previous case, this opinion was 
voiced by someone who was particularly capable of judging the 
question. I refer to Dr. Fred Charles Ikle, whom certainly no 
one could charge with the usual reproach of being a defender of 
“utopian pacifism”, because, in addition to having served for a 
number of years as a Professor of Political Science at the Massa
chusetts Institute of Technology, and, from 1968 to 1973, as Head 
of the Social Science Department of the Rand Corporation, he has, 
since the spring of this year, occupied no less a post than that 
of Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency of the 
United States.

Just before Dr. Ikl6 was appointed to the high post that he now 
occupies, he published, in the magazine Foreign Affairs, in its
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issue of last January, an article entitled '‘Can Nuclear Deterrence 
Last Out the Century?’’ The author’s answer to that question was 
a categorical no, and the analysis he made of the subject is one 
that warrants a very careful and attentive reading of the entire 
article. As an illustration of its timely and pithy content, I have 
selected at random a few paragraphs from among those most 
closely related to the question we are considering.

Dr. Ikle starts by saying:
. . . the destructiveness of nuclear arsenals . . . has sunk into human con
sciousness like man’s knowledge of his mortality.

We all tu rn  away, however, from the thought th a t nuclear w ar may be as 
inescapable as death, and may end our lives and our society within this 
generation or the next.

He goes on later to say:

An almost exclusive emphasis on deterrence could be defended as a satis
factory long-term policy if it could be convincingly argued th a t successful 
deterrence was tantam ount to prevention of nuclear war. There exists no 
rational basis for such an argument. No m atter how cataclysmic the 
threatened ‘‘assured destruction”, those calculated decisions which our 
deterrent seeks to prevent are not the sole processes th a t could lead to nuclear 
war. We simply cannot know which of the various potential causes is most 
probable—^whether it be a coherently calculated decision to attack, or an 
‘‘irrational” decision, or technical accident.

Dr. Ikle goes on to say:
But nobody can predict tha t the fa tal accident or unauthorized act will 

never happen. The hazard is too elusive. I t  is inherent not only in the in
eradicable possibility of technical defects, but also in the inevitable vulner
ability to human error of all command and operational procedures—during 
periods of high alert as well as during the many years of quiet waiting.

Later on Dr. Ikle concludes this section of his study with the 
following comment:

Given th a t occasional incompetence or malfeasance is predictable in large 
institutions—whether m ilitary or civilian—the safety of nuclear armaments 
remains a constantly pressing uncertainty. Given the huge and far-flung 
missile forces, ready to be launched from land and sea on both sides, the 
scope for disaster by accident is immense.

Facts and considerations such as those I have just cited can 
stand by themselves, I believe, as the best explanation for the rea
sons that led the so-called Group of 12 of the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament to prepare the draft resolution ap
pearing in document A/C.1/L.663, which, on behalf of the co
sponsors, I have the honour to present to this Committee. The list 
of its co-sponsors is as follows: Argentina, Brazil, Burma, Egjrpt, 
Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sweden and 
Yugoslavia.^

The preamble begins by recalling resolution 2602 A (XXIV) in 
which the General Assembly, in 1969, barely a month after the be-

“ Identical with pt. A of General Assembly resolution 3184 (X X V III), post, 
pp. 901-902.

’ Doeumenta on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 710-711.
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ginning of the bilateral negotiations known as SALT, sought to 
draw the attention of the two super-Powers participating in those 
talks to the necessity of creating conditions favourable to the 
adoption of nuclear disarmament measures. The preamble further 
recalls the result of the first phase of those negotiations and re- 
afl[irms the appeal and the invitation made by the General As
sembly last year in its resolution 2932 B (XXVII)

The preambular part of the draft ends by referring to the 
new agreement arrived at by the two super-Powers on 21 June 
1973/ and also to the fact that the Assembly has been officially 
informed of that agreement by a note addressed to the Secretary 
General on 6 November 1973, which, as you know, was reproduced, 
together with the text of the agreement, in document A/9293, 
circulated two days later.

Following our example of 1972, the sponsors have preferred 
not to stint their appreciation of the progress represented by 
that new agreement, however modest that progress may be. That 
is why we have proposed that the General Assembly note that 
agreement with satisfaction. But at the same time we have felt it 
imperative to stress the urgent need for the application of basic 
principles contained in the agreements now being used in order 
to ensure the adoption by the Governments of the United States 
and the Soviet Union of measures—and I cite the terms used in 
operative paragraph 1 of the draft:

on impoirtant qualitative limitations and _ substantial reductions of their 
strategic nuclear weapon systems as a positive step towards nuclear disarma
ment.

In other words, we believe that the second stage of the Strategic 
Arms Limitation Talks must in no way be a mirror of the first. 
We analysed the results of the first phase last year in this Com
mittee when, again on behalf of the Group of Twelve, we sub
mitted the draft resolution which later became resolution 2932 B 
(XXVII). It will be recalled that at that time we drew attention 
to the fact that the bilateral instruments that resulted from the 
first stage of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks ®

regardless of their beneficial political and psycholopcal consequences on 
the international level, have a very modest scope as disarmament measures. 
On the one hand, the quantitative limitations provided for in those docu
ments apply to the already disturbing level existing a t 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 imimportant limitations regarding defensive weapons, the agreements 
not only include no restrictions on this m atter but, on the contrary, seem to 
have been interjjreted by the super-Powers as encouraging unlimited competi
tion in th a t specific field.''

‘ Ihid., 1972, pp. 839-«40.
“ Ante, p. 800.
® Documents on Discmnament, 1972, pp. 197 fF. 

■’ i m . ,  p. 782.
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Thus we are calling on the two super-Powers to make a maximum 
effort, in the words of the draft resolution, to take “a positive step 
towards nuclear disarmament”, which process they themselves 
have very well defined in the preamble of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty, where they mention
the liquidation of all their existing stockpiles, and the elimination from na
tional arsenals of nuclear weapons and the means of their delivery.®

Apart from that goal, which is the fundamental objective of our 
text, our draft is also intended to repeat the courteous invitation 
issued by the General Assembly last year to inform that body in 
good time of the results of their negotiations.

As members will have noted, this year we have added the ex
pression “in good time”, because although we appreciate the 
progress inherent in the fact that it was not necessary for an 
outside delegation—as was the case for Mexico in 1972— t̂o re
quest the circulation of the bilateral instruments as documents of 
the Assembly, we also wish to express our desire that in future 
such circulation of a document—carried out, as this time, on the 
initiative of the two contracting parties—should not have to wait, 
as was the case this time, until almost five months after the 
publication of the news in the world Press before those documents 
are made available to all of us. We believe that according to the 
Charter the responsibility falling to the United Nations justifies 
our request.

In the light of what I have endeavoured to sum up in this state
ment, and particularly bearing in mind the fact that our draft 
resolution is intended to contribute to the disappearance of what 
we can never sufficiently repeat—namely, today’s greatest threat 
to the survival of mankind—we the sponsors of the draft resolu
tion in document A/C.1/L.663 venture to hope that all members 
of the First Committee will be able to support it unreservedly. 
We believe we are justified in that hope, particularly with regard 
to the two States participating in the SALT negotiations, since 
the first basic principle of their agreement of 21 June states that 
both parties will continue actively to negotiate the elaboration of 
a permanent agreement on more complete measures governing 
the limitation of offensive strategic weapons and their ultimate 
reduction and in the third principle they provide that the limita
tions to be established on offensive strategic weapons can refer to 
both the quantitative aspect and their qualitative improvement.

As I said, we venture to hope that the vote of the two super
powers in support of our draft resolution will constitute the best 
proof that that solemn commitment after which so many peoples 
of the world have been hungering for so long will finally become a 
fact.

1968, p. 461.
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Statement by the Yugoslav Representative (Jazi^) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly, November 22, 1973 ^

I have the honour to introduce—on behalf of the delegations of 
Afghanistan, Argentina, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Mexico, Ni
geria, Peru, Romania, Sweden, Zaire, Zambia and my own delega
tion—the draft resolution on general and complete disarmament 
contained in document A/C.l/L.662.^

General and complete disarmament is one of basic long-term 
objectives of the United Nations. This objective must be attained 
if a lasting and just peace and equal security for all are to be 
ensured. The road leading to the realization of this goal is, of 
course, neither simple nor rapid. However, it is possible to achieve 
this objective gradually through the joint efforts of all countries, 
through patient, persistent and planned work. It is quite certain 
that our Organization will be in a position to fulfil this task to 
the extent to which all of its Members contribute towards its 
achievement and, primarily, the great Powers which have special 
responsibility for the maintenance of peace and security. The 
achievement of substantive measures of disarmament, especially 
nuclear disarmament, is of vital interest to all peoples and coun
tries and, for this reason, elaborating them, as well as the princi
ples underlying disarmament negotiations, should be placed on a 
universal basis, so as to ensure that no sovereign State shall be 
prevented from taking part in decision-taking on the most essen
tial questions of international peace and security. In our view, 
these universal interests can best be secured through the United 
Nations. The non-aligned countries, in particular, are constantly 
exerting efforts towards this end. By saying this we do not want 
to diminish the importance of some of the results achieved so far, 
which represent initial steps towards disarmament—results 
achieved either under the auspices of, or outside, the United Na
tions—while some other negotiations are still under way. How
ever, we feel that the United Nations is interested in these nego
tiations and their results and that, consequently, should be kept 
informed. That is one of the fundamental principles of the Com
prehensive Programme of Disarmament adopted at the twenty- 
fifth session of the General Assembly.^ It is also the basic aim of 
this draft resolution.

May I now refer to some of its provisions. In its preamble 
the draft resolution refers to some of the important resolutions 
adopted by the General Assembly, it refers to resolution 1722 
(XVI) of 1961,  ̂ in which, the General Assembly welcomed the 
joint statement of agreed principles for disarmament negotiations

'  A/C.1/PV.1968 (prov.), pp. 21-23.
“Identical with pt. C of General Assembly resolution 3184 (XXV III), post, 

pp. 901-904.
’ Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 682-683.
* Ibid., 1961, pp. 741-742.
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submitted by the United States of America and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics/ one of the basic principles being that 
no State or group of States should gain military advantages as a 
result of disarmament measures, and to resolutions 2602 
(XXIV),« 2661 (XXV) ̂  and 2825 (XXVI) on the comprehensive 
programme of disarmament.®

Further, stress is laid on the responsibility that the General 
Assembly has under the Charter with regard to the principles 
governing disarmament and with respect to the achievement of 
general and complete disarmament. It is emphasized that the ques
tions of disarmament are of the greatest concern to all peoples 
and countries of the world as they affect their vital interests. 
And attention is drawn to the importance and urgent need to 
achieve effective disarmament, including the prohibition and 
elimination of all types of weapons of mass destruction.

Operative paragraph 1 of the draft resolution reaffirms the 
responsibility of the United Nations with regard to all matters 
pertaining to disarmament, and, in particular, to general and 
complete disarmament under effective international control. 
Operative paragraph 2 invites the States parties to disarmament 
negotiations to ensure that the disarmament measures adopted 
in one region should not result in increasing armaments in other 
regions, thus upsetting their stability. Operative paragraph 3 
invites the governments of all countries to keep the General As
sembly suitably informed of their disarmament negotiations, 
while operative paragraph 4 requests the Secretary-General to 
bring the present resolution to the attention of all Member 
States as well as all other governments and States and to include 
the item entitled “General and Complete Disarmament” in the 
provisional agenda of the twenty-ninth session of the General 
Assembly.

In presenting the draft resolution on general and complete 
disarmament to the Committee I wish to express, on behalf of the 
co-sponsors, the hope that it will meet with the widest support 
in this Committee and in the General Assembly.

Statement' by the Swedish Representative (Eckerberg) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Non*proliferation 
Treaty Review Conference, November 22, 1973 '

On behalf of the 23 co-sponsors I should like to introduce the 
draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.665  ̂ on a conference in

'  Ibid., pp. 439-442.
»Ibid., 1969, pp. 710-715. 
n iM ., 1970, pp. 681-683.
‘ Ibid., 1971, pp. 881-884.
* A/C.1/PV.1968 (prov.), pp. 24-28.
‘ Identical with pt. B of Cfeneral Assembly resolution 3184 (XXV III), post, 

pp. 902-903.
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1975 of the parties to the non-proliferation Treaty.^ This draft 
resolution is procedural in nature and is not intended to prejudge 
in any way the deliberations of the preparatory committee men
tioned in its operative paragraph 1, or of the non-proliferation 
Treaty review conference itself.

The background of the draft resolution is set forth in its pre
amble, the first paragraph of which recalls the General Assembly’s 
resolution 2373 (XXII) of 12 June 1968  ̂ which commended the 
non-proliferation Treaty and expressed the hope for the widest 
possible adherence to the Treaty.

As noted in the second paragraph of the preamble,

. . . article V III (3) of the [non-proliferation] Treaty provides th a t “Five 
years a fter the entry into force of this Treaty, a Conference of the Parties to 
the Treaty shall be held in Geneva, Switzerland, in order to review the 
operation of this Treaty with a view to assuring th a t the purposes of the 
Preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are being realized.”

The final paragraph of the preamble recalls the General As
sembly’s expectation that the review conference will take place 
soon after 5 March 1975, that is, five years after the entry into 
force of the Treaty.

It is obviously essential in order to ensure the success of the 
Conference that it should be well prepared. With this in mind, 
operative paragraph 1 indicates that a preparatory committee has 
been formed, comprised of those parties to the non-proliferation 
Treaty which are serving on the Board of Governors of the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) or are represented at 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD). That 
was agreed upon during recent consultations among the parties, 
including a meeting two days ago held in this very room. The use 
of the IAEA Board and the CCD appeared to the participants 
in those consultations to be the most appropriate as a basis for 
objective criteria.

Much of the negotiating work for the non-proliferation Treaty 
was done in the CCD and that body is still the only existing multi
lateral forum for further disarmament measures in the nuclear 
field. The IAEA is conducting the vital safeguards work, which is 
part of the implementation of the Treaty. The parties to the non
proliferation Treaty serving on the IAEA Board or in the CCD 
taken together— t̂he number is 24—seem to provide a satisfactory 
representation, both geographically and politically, of the non
proliferation Treaty membership as a whole.

As an addition, the sponsors have in mind a broad interpreta
tion of those criteria: any party that meets the criteria at any 
future time before the Conference takes place in 1975—for ex
ample by election to the IAEA Board in September 1974—could

® Documents on Disa/rmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
‘ Ibid., pp. 431-432.
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then join the preparatory committee. Those retiring from the 
Board would also be able to continue to serve on the committee.

I should also like to underline that the sponsors wish to ensure 
that all interested countries should be able to communicate their 
views, suggestions or proposals to the preparatory committee. 
For practical reasons the Committee is not very large, but the 
intention is definitely not to make it exclusive. At the recent meet
ing of parties to the non-proliferation Treaty it was understood 
that when the Committee sets up its working procedures there 
will be an arrangement for all parties to the Treaty also to present 
their views directly in the Committee when they have a particular 
interest in the matter being discussed.

Operative paragraph 2 of the draft resolution

Requests the Secretary-General to render . . . assistance and provide such 
services, including summary records, as may be required for the review con
ference and its preparation.

Along the same lines, the preparatory committee will probably 
wish to invite the IAEA to provide assistance—perhaps in the 
form of memoranda—both during the preparatory work and 
during the Conference itself.

As I said at the outset, this is a procedural draft resolution on 
which the parties to the non-proliferation Treaty have agreed.

I should also like, before I conclude, to say a few words on be
half of my own delegation to underline the importance that the 
Swedish Government attaches to the institution of review con
ferences generally and, as Mrs. Myrdal made clear when she spoke 
in this Committee some weeks ago,  ̂ to a non-proliferation-Treaty 
review conference especially.

The task of the review conferences will be to examine how the 
relevant disarmament treaties are working, to repair any flaws 
that may exist in them and, above all, to try to improve the imple
mentation where needed. The non-proliferation Treaty deals with 
the most important of all disarmament issues: nuclear weapons. 
The Treaty has a double function: it is designed to stop the hori
zontal proliferation of nuclear weapons, but it is also meant to 
stop the vertical proliferation, that is, the continued nuclear arms 
race. The non-proliferation Treaty has not been implemented in 
that second respect. The nuclear-weapon Powers have failed to 
live up to the pledge in the Treaty to negotiate effective measures 
relating to nuclear disarmament.

That makes it all the more important for the non-nuclear- 
weapon States parties to that Treaty to make use of the oppor
tunity which the review conference will offer them. It is with 
this in view that the Swedish delegation expresses the hope that 
the draft resolution before us in document A/C.1/L.665 will re
ceive wide support in the Committee.

 ̂See ante, p. 712.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Non-pro
liferation Treaty Review Conference, November 22, 1973 '

The United States delegation is happy to co-sponsor the draft 
resolution in document A/C.1/L.665  ̂ on the non-proliferation 
Treaty review conference.  ̂ We attach importance to the Confer
ence and we consider it to be in the general interest to ensure 
that the Conference is carefully prepared and that appropriate 
facilities and services are provided. These purposes are served 
by the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.665.

Operative paragraph 2

Bequests the Secretary-General to render . . . assistance and provide 
[necessary] services . . . .

Operative paragraph 1 takes note that a preparatory committee 
has been formed, comprised of parties to the non-proliferation 
Treaty serving on the International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA) Board or at the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament (CCD).

We believe that those criteria represent the best practical 
solution to the problem of constituting a committee that is fully 
representative of the interests of all parties to the non-prolifera
tion Treaty.

We favour a wide interpretation of those criteria, so that any 
party meeting them at a later time will be free to join the Com
mittee. We also think that the Committee should be ready to re
ceive suggestions by interested countries concerning its work.

Early in its deliberations the Committee will, no doubt, wish to 
consider inviting the IAEA to provide assistance for the sub
stantive preparation of the Conference, as well as to send experts 
to participate in the Conference.

We think that the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.665 
merits the support of all delegations that approve the objectives 
of the non-proliferation Treaty. For our part, we look forward 
to co-operating actively in ensuring that the conference in 1975 
will result in a serious and constructive review of the operation of 
the non-proliferation Treaty.

* A/C.1/PV.1968, pp. 28-31.
‘ Identical with pt. B of General Assembly resolution 3184 (X X V III), post, 

pp. 902-903.
•F o r liie non-proliferation treaty, see Dommenta on Diaa/rmament, 1965, 

pp. 461-466.
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Statement by the British Representative (Hainworth) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Non-proliferation 
Treaty Review Conference, November 22, 1973 ^

The representative of Sweden has provided an admirably com
prehensive introduction to the draft resolution before us  ̂ and I 
have already in my statement of 30 October in the general debate ® 
made known my delegation’s views on the importance that the 
United Kingdom attaches to the Non-Proliferation Treaty.  ̂ I 
can therefore be very brief.

As Mr. Eckerberg has said,'' the draft resolution is a purely pro
cedural one. It will, of course, be for the Preparatory Committee 
to agree on an agenda for the review conference itself, which will 
no doubt include all those matters of substance dealt with in the 
text of the Treaty.

In the context of remarks made by some delegations during the 
course of formulating the draft resolution, I would stress that it 
is not the intention of the co-sponsors that any party to the Treaty 
should be debarred from contributing to the work of preparing 
for the review conference. For practical reasons, as has been said, 
it is necessary to keep the Committee relatively small, but we 
would expect the Committee to make arrangements to receive 
suggestions from any party. It seems to us that to choose as the 
qualification for serving on the Preparatory Committee member
ship of either the International Atomic Energy’s Board of Gov
ernors or of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament is 
both fair and objective. As has been noted already, the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament did much of the original 
work for the Non-Proliferation Treaty and the International 
Atomic Energy Agency, as the representative of Ireland pointed 
out in his statement of 8 November, has already carried out im
portant work in connexion with the negotiation of safeguards 
agreements and should be closely associated with the proceedings 
of the review conference.

It will be evident from what I have said that my delegation 
attaches great importance to the objectives of this draft resolu
tion. I would urge all delegations to lend their support to it in 
order to give the Preparatory Committee the strongest possible 
encouragement in its work.

'  A/C.1/PV.1968 (prov.), pp. 31-32.
‘ Identical with pt. B of General Assembly resolution 3084 (X X V III), post, 

pp. 902-903.
* Ante, pp. 701-709.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
* See p. 800.
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Statement by the Swedish Representative (Eckerberg) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Napalm and 
Other Incendiary Weapons, November 22, 1973 ^

I wish to introduce the second revision of the draft resolution 
in document A/C.1/L.650, concerning napalm and other in
cendiary weapons and all aspects of their possible use.̂  This draft 
resolution is now sponsored by 20 delegations. During the time 
which has elapsed since 5 November, when Mrs. Myrdal, on behalf 
of the co-sponsors, introduced the draft resolution in its first 
revision,® consultations have taken place with a number of delega
tions outside the group of co-sponsors. The XXIInd International 
Conference of the Red Cross last week concluded its session in 
Teheran and among the issues discussed there was that of hu
manitarian laws in times of war, which is closely related to the 
questions we are considering here under item 34 of the agenda.

The changes which have been made in the second revision of 
the draft resolution have been made for three main reasons. Some 
take into account concerns which have been expressed by delega
tions that shared the wish of the co-sponsors that the diplomatic 
conference should consider the question of the use of these weap
ons but felt that some of the wording in document A/C.1/L.650/ 
Rev.l created difficulties for them.  ̂ One addition to the text is a 
direct result of the Teheran conference and one change has been 
made after consultations with representatives of the Swiss Gov
ernment and of the International Committee of the Red Cross.

In order to facilitate the reading of the new text I should like to 
point out that minor changes have been made in the fourth, sixth, 
ninth and tenth preambular paragraphs in response to suggestions 
which have come from other delegations. A new final preambular 
paragraph has been added, which takes note of the invitation 
issued last week by the XXIInd International Conference of the 
Red Cross to the International Committee of the Red Cross to 
convene a conference of government experts next year in order to 
study in depth the question of prohibition or restriction of use of 
conventional weapons which may cause unnecessary suffering or 
have indiscriminate effects. I understand that the International 
Committee of the Red Cross has already declared that such an 
expert conference will be convened. The Swedish Government 
welcomes that, and intends to send experts to the conference in 
order to do all it can to contribute to the work there. A report 
from the expert conference will be transmitted to governments 
participating in the diplomatic conference.

It was also agreed in Teheran that the second session of the
* A/C.1/PV.1968 (prov.), pp. 32-33.
 ̂Identical with General Assembly resolution 3076 (X X V III), post, pp. 845- 

847.
® See antey pp. 731-733.
* See antCy pp. 730-731.
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diplomatic conference, which we hope will be convened early in 
1975, should have such a report from the conference of experts. 
The experts’ report will obviously be of great value in the con
sideration of the important question of prohibition or restriction 
of use of the weapons described in operative paragraph 1 of the 
draft resolution and will assist the diplomatic conference in its 
task of seeking agreement on rules concerning such prohibition 
or restriction.

Finally, operative paragraphs 2 and 3 of the first revision of 
the draft resolution have now been combined into a new para
graph in the second revision. There is no change of substance here. 
The new wording simply takes into account the fact that the 
Secretary-General has been invited by the Swiss Government to 
attend the conference.

In conclusion, I express the hope of the co-sponsors that the 
draft resolution in its revised form will receive wide support in 
the First Committee.

Statement by the British Representative (Hainworth) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Chemical Weap
ons, November 22, 1973 '

As I believe is well known to members of the Committee, the 
United Kingdom has over the years been amongst the more active 
delegations involved in negotiations on chemical and biological 
weapons. Delegations may recall the United Kingdom initiative 
which led to the biological weapons Convention.^ One of the 
principal arguments that motivated my delegation in seeking to 
deal separately with biological weapons and chemical weapons 
was the fact that measures for chemical weapons, unlike those 
considered sufficient for biological weapons, must include gen
uinely effective measures for verification. These deadly weapons 
exist in large quantities; they have been used; and they are rela
tively easy to manufacture.

The need for effective verification of any agreement dealing 
with chemical weapons was recognized by the negotiators of the 
biological weapons Convention in Geneva and was reflected in the 
formulation finally negotiated as article IX of the biological 
weapons Convention. I may say that the final version of this 
language itself represented a compromise. The biological weapons 
Convention, as we have been reminded by the representatives of 
both Canada and Australia, has now been signed by about 100

‘ A/C.1/PV.1968 (prov.), pp. 41-43.
“ The biological-weapons convention appears in Documents on Disarma

ment, 1972, pp. 133-138. For the U.K. initiative, see ibid., 1968, pp. 536-538, 
559-571.
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States— t̂he great majority represented here. The same language 
has been reflected in resolutions adopted at previous sessions of 
the General Assembly. Likewise, these resolutions have been 
adopted vpith the approval of the great majority of the United 
Nations membership.

My delegation had accordingly supposed that this year too the 
First Committee would try to work out a broadly acceptable reso
lution which would build on the agreements of the past and en
courage the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to 
make really substantial progress in its deliberations next year.

It has been explained to my delegation that a number of coun
tries felt that they ought to submit a document this year which 
would reflect their own point of view in public before behind-the- 
scenes negotiations started the search for a consensus. Although 
this is not my own delegation’s preferred method of proceeding, 
I can understand the motives for it. What my delegation finds it 
hard to understand is the insistence by the co-sponsors of the draft 
resolution in document A/C.l/L.653/Rev.l ® on dropping language 
to which many of them have subscribed in a treaty commitment 
and in support of which most of them have voted in past years.

There is an unfortunate implication in the refusal of the co
sponsors to consider proposals for operative paragraph 3 which 
would have restored the words “effective measures” before the 
words “for the prohibition”. The words “effective measures” are, 
as is widely known, a commonly understood shorthand meaning 
that any chemical weapons agreement must be effectively verified. 
The omission of these words carries, it seems to my delegation, 
the clear implication that the co-sponsors do not consider that 
measures for chemical weapons need be effectively verified.

But in all the discussions of this subject, in Geneva and in New 
York, delegations, whether from the West or from the East or 
from the non-aligned countries, have been agreed that effective 
verification will be necessary.

I have another point also connected with operative paragraph 3 
of this draft resolution. In Geneva my delegation took the op
portunity on 27 February this year, following a press rumour 
that we were in favour of partial measures, to say in the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament that the desired aim of 
the United Kingdom delegation remained an effective comprehen
sive ban on the development, production and stockpiling of chemi
cal weapons.^ That is still the position of my delegation.

Despite this view on the substance of the matter, however, my 
delegation cannot agree that the United Nations General Assembly 
should be asked to adopt a resolution whose effect would be to try 
to direct the CCD to reach a single agreement, perhaps without

‘ Ante, pp. 791-793.
* Ante, p. 25.
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effective verification, on the full range of the prohibition of the 
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons.

As I have said, my Government favours the comprehensive ap
proach. But it cannot agree that the CCD’s hands should be tied 
any more than it can agree that the fundamental principle of ef
fective verification should be put in question. My delegation will 
accordingly have no alternative but to abstain on the draft 
resolution.

I must at the same time mention a point already raised this 
morning and say that my delegation could not accept the refer
ence in the first preambular paragraph to reaffirmation of resolu
tion 2603 (XXIV).' My delegation abstained on resolution 2603 A 
(XXIV) for reasons which were fully explained to the Committee 
at the time in Mr. Porter’s statement on 10 December 1969 and 
which I need not repeat today.®

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Chemical Weap
ons, November 22, 1973 '

The United States will have to abstain if this draft resolution 
is put to the vote in its present form."

This, quite frankly, is a matter of great concern and regret to 
us. The subject of chemical weapons is one on which we should 
like to believe that there can be active and productive negotiations 
in the near future. And we believe that it would be extremely 
desirable if this Assembly were to adopt a resolution that would 
be conducive to bringing about these negotiations and not per
haps to harming them.

If we had had the opportunity to participate in the formulation 
of this draft resolution, there are quite a number of changes we 
would have liked to make. At least four or five paragraphs would 
have been substantially changed. But after considering the matter 
and getting right down to it, we have found that we could vote 
“yes” on the draft resolution if two small changes were made, and 
these are the changes that have been discussed by previous 
speakers—the representatives of Canada, Australia and the 
United Kingdom.

The first preambular paragraph reaffirms resolution 2603 
(XXIV).* Now that resolution, as everybody knows, contains two 
parts. The first part is resolution 2603 A. There are a great many

® Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 716-719.
® General Assembly Official R ecord: Tw enty-fourtk Session, F irst Com

mittee, 1717th Meeting, p. 5.
 ̂A/C.1/PV.1968 (prov.), pp. 43-47.
® See ante, pp. 791-793.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 716-719,
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persons in this room who participated in the debate on resolution 
2603 A and they will recall that it was one of the most bitter and 
contentious debates we have had in the disarmament field in the 
past lew years.

My country voted “no” on resolution 2603 A (XXIV), as did 
a number of other countries. About 30 abstained. It seems to us 
very difficult to understand why, after several years of referring 
only to resolution 2603 B (XXIV), which is non-contentious and 
which we can vote for, all of a sudden we are called upon to 
reaffirm section II of resolution 2603 (XXIV). Obviously, the 
United States is in no position to reaffirm a resolution upon which 
it took such a strong stand only such a short time ago.

The second small change that we should like to see made is the 
one that has again been referred to by the three previous speakers. 
We think that paragraph 3 should reflect the wording of the bio
logical convention.^ We feel—and I know personally— t̂hat this 
language was negotiated in Geneva with great difficulty, involved 
compromises on both sides, and was intended to set the frame
work for future negotiations on this subject. I believe that if that 
formula is retained negotiations will be speeded, not impeded.

I think that we ought to ask ourselves why the co-sponsors may 
have wanted to change the formulation, and I wish to be perfectly 
frank. I think that one of the reasons—at least this is one of the 
reasons that I have heard—is that the United States, during the 
past session of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, 
did not present any concrete formula for negotiating a treaty on 
chemical weapons. I confess that that is true, and I shall tell this 
Committee what I told the last session of the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament. We have not presented a concrete 
proposal because, quite frankly, we have been unable to develop 
one which we thought would be to the advantage not only of our
selves but also of all the other countries that are concerned about 
chemical weapons. This is a difficult subject; smarter people 
than we have been working on it for over 75 years without finding 
a solution, and we hope that, as we continue to work as we have 
been working in the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment, solutions will become apparent. I have no apologies to make 
for not finding a solution, but I have great hopes that if we con
tinue to work in the spirit in which we have worked we shall begin 
to find solutions.

I have full respect and sympathy for the motives of the co
sponsors of this draft resolution. I know that they are aiming at 
the same objectives that my delegation is pursuing. I wonder, 
however, if in trying to get resolutions we may not be giving up 
results, and I think that all of us in this room are more interested 
in results than in resolutions.

* Ihid., 197S, pp. 133-138.
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Let me conclude by joining the previous speakers in respect
fully requesting the co-sponsors to continue to negotiate with us 
to see if we cannot achieve the unanimity which I think we all 
want and without which I think we may actually damage what we 
are trying to do rather than help it.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Strategic Arms 
Limitations Talks, November 22, 1973 °

We understand and welcome the interest shown by the world 
community in the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks. We believe 
that the earliest adoption of further limitations of strategic 
arms could be a major contribution to reducing the danger of an 
outbreak of nuclear war and strengthening international peace 
and security.

For our part, we intend to do everjrthing possible to work out 
the provisions of a permanent agreement on more complete 
measures on the limitation of strategic offensive arms as well as 
their subsequent reduction.

By abstaining on the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.663,® 
therefore, we merely reaffirmed our conviction that the SALT 
negotiations should proceed along lines set down by the parties 
themselves.

Statement by the French Representative (Scalabre) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Strategic Arms Limi
tation Talks, November 22, 1973'

As we indicated in the course of previous meetings, the French 
Government is following with great attention the Soviet-United 
States talks on limitations of strategic weapons, and we can only 
be gratified at what progress may be achieved in those negotia
tions, particularly if they show a favourable development of 
detente, to the fragility of which the representative of Mexico 
this morning made particular reference.^

However, we believe the talks are purely bilateral and outside 
the purview of our Assembly and that perhaps the Assembly’s 
interventions may not be timely. Furthermore, we believe that the 
present stage of those negotiations at least does not fall within 
the competence or framework of the strict meaning of the word

“A/C.1/PV.1968 (prov.),p . 56.
“ Identical with pt. A of General Assembly resolution 3184 (X X V III), post, 

pp. 901-902.
‘ A/C.1/PV.1968 (prov.),p . 56.
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“disarmament”. It could have been different had their effect been 
to reduce the destructive capacity of the existing systems of 
strategic weapons. However, that is not the case, and therefore 
we do not believe we can do anything but set for the more 
sophisticated weapons a certain ceiling which the parties them
selves have not as yet achieved, which leaves them, if an agree
ment is arrived at, in possession of arsenals, the destructive pos
sibilities of which are frightening.

It is for those reasons that my delegation abstained in the vote 
on the draft in document A/C.l/L.633.^

We do wish to make it clear that our position cannot and must 
not be construed as disapproval in principle of the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks but only as expressing our position on the exact 
meaning and scope of those negotiations.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Napalm and Other 
Incendiary Weapons, November 22, 1973 '

The Soviet delegation would like to make known its views re
garding the vote about to be taken on the draft resolution in docu
ment A/C.l/L.650/Rev.2.=‘

The Soviet Union has always supported and continues to sup
port the United Nations efforts to prohibit the use of particularly 
cruel and indiscriminate weapons. Our position of principle on 
that matter is determined by our participation in international 
agreements dealing with armed conflict, including The Hague Con
vention,® the 1925 Geneva Protocol on the prohibition of the use 
of chemical and bacteriological means of warfare,* the Geneva 
Convention of 1949 on the Protection of victims of warfare “ and 
other international agreements on the matter.

The prohibition of the use of particularly dangerous weapons is 
already included in a resolution adopted at the twenty-fourth ses
sion of the Central Committee of the Communist Party, and I 
would refer to the communique that was issued at the time of the 
Swedish visit of Mr. Kosygin in April.® In that communique it is 
stated that it is necessary to support the United Nations efforts 
to prohibit the use of particularly cruel means of warfare.

With regard to the specific question of napalm, the position of 
the Soviet Union has been reflected in the Secretary-General’s re

® Identical with pt. A of General Assembly resolution 3184 (X X V III), post, 
p p .901-902.

 ̂A/C.1/PV.1968 (prov.), pp. 57-61.
® Identical with General Assembly resolution 3076 (XXV III), post, pp. 845- 

847.
»1 Bevans 247, 631.
* Documents on Disa/rmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
«6U ST 3516.
® Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXV, no. 14 (May 2, 1973), pp. 

13-14; Pnwda, Apr. 6,1973, pp. 1, 4.
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port on napalm and other incendiary weapons and all aspects of 
their possible use. As we know, a Soviet expert participated in the 
preparation of that report.

The question of napalm and other incendiary weapons is not a 
simple one. It has many technical and military aspects which are 
linked to the consideration and study of all facets of the problem. 
The question of deciding what measures can be adopted regarding 
napalm and other incendiary weapons calls for very thorough 
examination on the part of experts. It also calls for a thorough 
examination regarding the limitation of the use of those weapons 
from the standpoint also of the stemming of the arms race. Par
ticular note must be taken of the observations that were made by 
States in response to the questions of the Secretary-General pur
suant to General Assembly resolution 2932 A (X X V II)/

The question of the prohibition of the use of tjT)es of conven
tional weapons that may cause unnecessary suffering or the use 
of which is indiscriminate and which can be used to attack mili
tary as well as civilian targets should be dealt with within the con
text of the problem of the limitation and prohibition of weapons.

The Soviet Union believes that the referral of that question for 
examination by the conference on humanitarian law, as proposed 
in the draft resolution before us, would not be entirely useful since 
in principle the question does not substantially enter the compe
tence of that conference.

Its examination at such a conference might hinder their work 
and it might also jeopardize the work of those bodies that are 
dealing specifically with disarmament. We believe the most appro
priate body to study this important question would be the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva, which has 
acquired sufficient experience in studying this type of question to 
entitle it to study these particular matters, since they are all linked 
to the question of the limitation of armaments and to general 
and complete disarmament.

For the reasons I have just adduced the Soviet delegation will 
abstain in the vote on the draft resolution in document A /C .l/ 
L.650/Rev.2.

Statement by the PRC Representative (Lin) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Napalm and Other 
Incendiary Weapons, November 22, 1973 ^

The Chinese delegation would like to express the following 
views on the draft resolution on napalm and other incendiary 
weapons:=

’ A/9207, Add. 1, and Corr. 1; Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 837- 
839

"A/C.1/PV.1968 (prov.), pp. 61-62.
* Identical with General Assembly resolution 3076 (X X V III), post, pp. 845- 

847.
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First, we have always held that there is a distinction between 
just wars and unjust wars; we firmly oppose wars of aggression 
and support just wars. It is entirely proceeding from the righteous 
position of opposing wars of aggression and defending the right 
of the oppressed nations to self-defence that we favour the pro
hibition of the use of incendiary weapons. We have reservations 
on the vague wording in the draft resolution

. . . the widespread use of many weapons and the emergence of new methods 
of w arfare th a t cause unnecessary suffering or are indiscriminate . . . .

which makes no distinction between just and unjust wars, and 
between aggression and the victim of aggression.

Secondly, the main source of contemporary wars is imperialism 
and social-imperialism. It is perfectly just for the people of 
various countries to demand opposition [to] all wars of aggression 
and the defence of their national independence and State sov
ereignty. However, this aim cannot be attained by relying only on 
the prohibition of one or two types of modern weapons of mass 
destruction. We must firmly oppose the policies of aggression and 
war pursued by imperialism and social-imperialism.

Thirdly, our attitude towards the use of incendiary weapons 
is the same as our attitude towards the use of other weapons of 
mass destruction: that is, first we are against i t ; and secondly we 
are not afraid of it. We strongly condemn the imperialists, 
colonialists and neo-colonialists for their crimes of using in
cendiary weapons in wars of aggression to slaughter the people. 
We especially condemn the Israeli Zionists for their crimes of 
using napalm bombs against Arab countries in the recent Middle 
East war. However, incendiary weapons are nothing terrible, nor 
are they invincible. Despite the use of a large amount of in
cendiary weapons by the United States in its aggressive wars in 
Viet-Nam, by the Portuguese colonialists in their colonial wars in 
Africa, and by Israel in its war of aggression against Arab coun
tries causing the destruction of a large number of cities, towns 
and villages and the deaths of countless peaceable inhabitants, 
the Viet-Namese people have won great victories in their war of 
resistance against United States aggression and for national sal
vation, the armed struggle of the African people is surging for
ward, the Arab people are emerging ever stronger in the course of 
their fight, and they all will win final victories. The historical 
facts will prove that like other weapons of mass destruction, 
incendiary weapons are a paper tiger.

Fourthly, with the foregoing explanation, we will vote in favour 
of the draft resolution contained in document A/C.l/L.650/Rev.2.
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Statement by the British Representative (Hainworth) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Napalm and 
Other Incendiary Weapons, November 22, 1973^

The United Kingdom delegation would like to explain its vote 
before the vote on the draft resolution before us.̂

When I spoke on 30 October in the general debate on disarma
ment items,® I referred to the need to avoid doing anything at the 
Diplomatic Conference on Humanitarian Law to be held in Geneva 
next year that might put at risk the successful conclusion of nego
tiations on two draft protocols to the Geneva Conventions * which 
will be the subject of that Conference. In phrasing the statement 
that way, my delegation deliberately prepared the ground for a 
softening of the view held in previous years and reflected only 
shortly beforehand in the British Government’s reply to the Secre- 
tary-General that the subject of napalm and other incendiary 
weapons was not an appropriate one to be discussed at the Hu
manitarian Law Conference but might appropriately be referred 
to an arms control body such as the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament.®

The implication of my statement of 30 October was that my 
delegation was prepared to contemplate that the Humanitarian 
Law Conference should discuss the subject of napalm and other 
incendiary weapons provided that the draft protocols were not 
prejudiced. May I say at this point that my delegation has noted 
with appreciation that the revised version of the draft resolution 
makes this point clearly and explicitly. We felt however that it 
should have been made equally clear that while the Humanitarian 
Law Conference should consider these subjects, we should not, 
in the General Assembly, presume to direct a plenipotentiary 
conference, such as the Humanitarian Law Conference will be, as 
to what it should do. It should also have been made clear, in our 
view, that the Assembly could not attempt to prejudge the out
come of discussions at the Conference, or indeed elsewhere. These 
points, however, are not taken into account in operative para
graph 1, which invites the diplomatic Conference itself to con
sider the subject and to seek agreement on international rules.

The wisdom of our approach appeared to my delegation to be 
confirmed when, less than two weeks ago at a meeting in Teheran 
of the Commission preparing for the Humanitarian Law Confer
ence, agreement was reached on a resolution inviting the Inter
national Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) to convene a group

'A /C.1/PV.1968 (prov.), pp. 62-66.
‘ Identical with General Assembly resolution 3076 (X X V III), post, pp. 845- 

847.
’ See ante, pp. 701-709.
‘ International Committee of the Red Cross: D raft Additional Protocols 

to the Geneva Convention of August 12,1949 (Geneva, June 1973).
' A/9207, pp. 23-24.
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of government experts to undertake a study in depth of the ques
tion of the prohibition, or restriction of use, of conventional 
weapons which might cause unnecessary suifering or have in
discriminate effects. The resolution went on to call on the Inter
national Committee of the Red Cross to transmit a report on the 
work of the expert group to all governments participating in the 
Humanitarian Law Conference with a view to assisting them in 
their further deliberations. Finally, the resolution urged the Hu
manitarian Law Conference to begin consideration in 1974 of the 
question of the prohibition and restriction of the use of the weap
ons in question.®

My delegation considered that the Teheran resolution not only 
represented the full consensus on the matter—not merely a com
promise— b̂ut was also the proper way to proceed. In other words, 
the Diplomatic Conference should begin work on the subject, but 
should take into account the work done by the Government experts 
under ICRC auspices.

Unfortunately, for some reason which my delegation still finds 
it hard to understand, the co-sponsors of the draft resolution in 
document A/C.l/L.650/Rev.2 seem unable to incorporate language 
into their draft in New York to reflect the view that some of their 
number themselves sponsored and voted for in Teheran less than 
two weeks ago.

My delegation is not asking the sponsors not to have the subject 
discussed in the Diplomatic Conference next year. Quite the con
trary. We have already agreed that the subject might be discussed 
there. What my delegation cannot agree is that while the Diplo
matic Conference should be invited in Teheran to take into ac
count the work of government experts on this very topic, a parallel 
resolution in New York should deliberately omit this view. My 
delegation will accordingly abstain in the vote on the draft reso
lution in document A/C.l/L.650/Rev.2.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Napalm and
Other Incendiary Weapons, November 22, 1973 ^

We particularly regret that the United States cannot vote for 
this draft resolution (A/C.l/L.650/Rev.2),* since there had 
seemed to be hope that the extensive discussions between the 
sponsors and a number of interested delegations, including my

• A/9207 and Corr. 1.
‘ A/C.1/PV.1968 (prov.), pp. 67-68.

Identical with General Assembly resolution 3076 (X V III), post, pp. 845- 
847.
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own, would result in a very broadly acceptable text. Unfortunately, 
that was not possible despite the considerable adjustments we 
made in our previous position. Therefore, we are compelled to 
abstain in the vote on the draft resolution now before the Com
mittee for consideration. Let me explain why.

Little substantive work has been done so far in connexion with 
the possible prohibition or limitation of the use of specific con
ventional weapons. My delegation regards this as a sensitive 
field in which many difficult and complex questions will have to 
be studied in depth before any basis for a possible agreement 
can realistically be expected.

We think that the XXIInd International Conference of the Red 
Cross, which met earlier this month at Teheran, set guidelines 
for a proper approach to the next stage of consideration of the 
matter when it adopted a resolution inviting the International 
Committee of the Red Cross to call in 1974 a conference of govern
ment experts to study the question in depth and to produce a 
report to assist Governments in their further deliberations. My 
Government would expect to participate in the proposed study, 
which seems to us to be projected on the basis appropriate for 
the complexity of the issues involved. In contrast, there is a risk 
that the draft resolution before this Committee might create un
realizable expectations regarding the possibility of achieving 
agreement at the humanitarian law Conference, scheduled to 
convene early next year in Geneva.

In our view, the draft resolution does not adequately reflect 
the widely shared understanding that, until qualified experts 
have carefully and thoroughly examined the broad range of prob
lems concerning specific conventional weapons restrictions, these 
questions cannot usefully be made the subject of actual negotia
tions.

We understand the wide-spread desire that the Diplomatic 
Conference should discuss those issues, but we believe that the 
language of the draft resolution is somewhat ambiguous on how 
far such discussions may lead. Again, the United States does not 
consider it realistic to suggest that their end result could be agree
ment on specific rules. In this connexion, I would add that my 
delegation is gratified that the draft resolution does acknowledge 
that the primary business at the Diplomatic Conference should 
be to consider the two draft protocols on laws of war submitted 
by the International Committee of the Red Cross.® It would be 
truly unfortunate if other issues actually impeded that considera
tion.

“ International Committee of the Red Cross, D raft Additional Protocols to 
the Geneva Convention o f August IS, 19i9 (Geneva, 1973).
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Statement by the French Representative (Palewski) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Napalm and Other 
Incendiary Weapons, November 22, 1973 ^

It was not without hesitation and even, I would say, without 
some pangs of conscience that my delegation contemplated the 
idea of dissociating itself from the majority of the members of 
this Committee by abstaining on the draft resolution which has 
just been adopted, on napalm and other incendiary weapons. '̂ Is 
there anyone who is not convinced of the need to achieve the 
prohibition of the use of those weapons, which have particularly 
horrifying effects?

The French Government, for its part, is convinced of this and is 
quite ready to take part in talks the purpose of which would be 
the preparation of an international convention banning the use of 
napalm and certain types of incendiary weapons in time of war.

If my delegation was unable to agree with the draft resolution, 
it was because it appeared to it that the methods advocated for 
achieving that objective are not effective, and they even present 
some danger. The Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation and 
Development of International Humanitarian Law Applicable in 
Armed Conflicts, to be held upon the invitation of the Swiss 
Government next year, will refer to the work and reports of the 
International Red Cross, and the French delegation would like 
to pay a particular tribute to that remarkable institution and to 
its work. The Diplomatic Conference will have a very long agenda 
and will have to consider many very difficult problems, all con
cerning making warfare more humane and the duty of belligerents 
towards non-combatants, the treatment of prisoners of war. All 
those and many other questions are within its competence. This 
is already a very heavy task, and my delegation considers that the 
first duty of our Organization in these circumstances should have 
been not to make that task even more difficult, particularly by 
introducing into its work sources of conflict on problems which 
should not be within its competence.

Therefore was it desirable to ask this Conference to deal also 
with the problem of napalm and that of other incendiary weapons? 
From the modest Molotov Cocktail and the flame-thrower there 
have come a whole range of phosphorous bombs of all kinds, 
strategic or tactical shells, grenades, rockets and an infinity of 
other incendiary devices, going right up to the most explosive 
weapons. And as if that were not enough, we are asking this Con
ference to study other conventional weapons, among other things 
high-speed projectiles with delayed action effect or with frag
mentary effects. Is that really reasonable?

"A/C.1/PV.1968 (prov.), pp. 77-82.
“ Identical with General Assembly resolution 3076 (X X V III), post, pp. 845- 

847.
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Frankly, we do not think so. But what seems even more serious 
to us is that we are asking the international conference to do work 
which should not belong to it for the essential reason that it is 
really ours. Certainly, the question of the use of napalm and other 
incendiary weapons and that of the use of certain conventional 
weapons systems liable to cause possibly unnecessary suffering 
present humanitarian aspects. But, above all else, they do pose 
problems of a political and military nature. It is not with the 
simple desire to inflict unnecessary suffering on enemy combatants 
that States have developed the types of weapons with which we 
are concerned today; it is because these weapons meet certain 
imperatives of a strategic or tactical nature. Among these weap
ons we find both battlefield weapons and weapons designed to be 
used against industrial or sensitive targets. Depending on the 
circumstances, the character of these arms can be both defensive 
and offensive, and some of them are essentially defensive weapons.

Hence, the discussions which are to take place will bring into 
play ideas which States have of their own national self defence. 
Consequently, it is a political and military problem the solution 
for which should be in our own competence because we are re
sponsible for it.

It is really desirable for a conference whose primary purpose is 
obviously humanitarian to have before it a problem—^whose 
political aspects and even military techniques I have just stressed 
—which would require a whole complex of studies that only 
specialists can really undertake? By referring the study of this 
question to the international Diplomatic Conference on the Re
affirmation and Development of International Humanitarian Law, 
we have taken the responsibility of jeopardizing its functioning 
by the introduction of grave political differences with all their 
possible implications in a field which, in the view of my delegation, 
there should be if not tranquillity at least the single-minded will 
to seek on a strictly humanitarian basis solutions capable of at
tenuating as far as possible the horrors attendant upon all armed 
conflicts. We shall be asking the experts of the conference ques
tions on problems which are not within their province, which 
cannot be within their province, because we shall have been in
capable of resolving them ourselves or because we have refused to 
do so even though that is the fundamental role of our Organization.

The organization of the use in time of war of napalm and other 
weapons is, because of its political consequences, essentially a 
disarmament problem and as such it is within the competence of 
our Organization, as stressed in Article 11 of the Charter.

My delegation appreciates the motives which prompted our 
Committee to vote the way it did. Certainly these motives are 
honorable and perfectly understandable. No doubt many delega
tions considered that if there was any chance—however slight—
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of settling such a serious problem, this opportunity should be 
taken. They thought that a diplomatic conference in one or two 
sessions might prove itself more effective on this subject than our 
Organization over several years; however, there is no ground for 
thinking that this is true and I myself fear that an error fraught 
with serious consequences has been committed.

The referral of this matter to an international conference is 
the expression of a feeling of renunciation—I would even say abdi
cation—on the part of our Organization, into which I should not 
like to go any further. During the general debate in this Com
mittee several delegations echoed this thought. Should not the only 
conclusion to be drawn from this situation be that, rather than to 
refer to others the tasks we should be concerned to undertake 
ourselves, we should seek to resolve the present deadlock by finally 
creating for ourselves a special body of research and negotiation 
for disarmament matters, a body which we would have no fear 
of seeing become bogged down permanently when we entrusted 
it with the study of a project?

Particularly in the light of the interest which the developing 
countries show in the problem we have just mentioned, should 
not our Organization have contemplated the creation of—and even 
have created— ân ad hoc committee where these countries would 
have been broadly represented? That committee could have been 
entrusted with the task of pursuing, with the assistance of quali
fied experts, the necessary studies for the preparation of a genuine 
draft convention. That, at least, is the feeling of my delegation, 
which considers that such a procedure would have been preferable 
to the one voted upon by the Committee, because it is more logical 
and, in our view, much more effective.

Statement by the PRC Representative (Lin) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Non-proliferation Treaty 
Review Conference, November 23, 1973 '

The Chinese representative, the Chinese Government and the 
Chinese people have repeatedly made known their position and 
attitude with regard to the “Treaty on the Non-proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons” jointly concocted by the Soviet Union and the 
United States in 1968.  ̂In our opinion, this Treaty, like the partial 
test-ban Treaty, is a big conspiracy designed by the two super
powers, the Soviet Union and the United States, to maintain their 
nuclear monopoly and nuclear hegemony and fetter and control 
the non-nuclear countries, as well as a big fraud to dupe the 
peoples of the world. According to this Treaty, the two hegemonic

 ̂A/C.1/PV.1969 (prov.), p. 6.
^Documents on Ihaa/rmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Powers, the Soviet Union and the United States, are free to engage 
in arms expansion and war preparations and to develop nuclear 
weapons and expand their nuclear bases. They refuse to under
take the obligation not to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear 
countries; instead they want to completely deprive the non-nuclear 
countries of their right to develop nuclear weapons for self- 
defence, and even to put restrictions on their peaceful use of 
atomic energy. This is the tyrant’s way in its true sense. As a 
Chinese saying goes, “The magistrates were allowed to burn down 
houses, while the common people were forbidden even to light 
lamps”. Its purpose is to place the peoples of the world at the 
mercy of the two hegemonic Powers, the United States and the 
Soviet Union, so that the peoples of the world will submit docilely 
to their enslavement. We are firmly against this.

China has been compelled to develop a few nuclear weapons 
for the purpose of self-defence and for breaking the nuclear 
monopoly and nuclear blackmail of the super-Powers. Our slogan 
is “Dig tunnels deep, store grain everywhere, and never seek 
hegemony”. Whether in the past, or at present or in the future, 
China resolutely opposes big-Power chauvinism and firmly holds 
that all countries big or small, nuclear or non-nuclear, should be 
equal. We are firmly against using the “Treaty on the Non
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons” to deprive non-nuclear coun
tries or countries with few nuclear weapons of their sovereignty 
and to damage the interests of the peoples of various countries. 
We are determined, together with the peoples of the world, to 
fight against the nuclear monopoly, the nuclear blackmail and 
the nuclear threat of the super-Powers and for the complete prohi
bition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons.

We will vote against the draft resolution contained in docu
ment A/C.1/L.665.®

Statement by the French Representative (Scalabre) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Non-proliferation 
Treaty Review Conference, November 23, 1973 ^

I do not believe it is necessary to explain at length why my 
delegation will abstain in the vote to be taken on the draft resolu
tion in document A/C.l/L.665,“ concerning the holding of the con
ference for a five-year review of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.® 
Our representative on the Fifth Committee will deal with the

® Identical with pt. B of General Assembly resolution 3184 (XXV III), pp. 
902—903.

"A/C.1/PV.1969 ( p r o v . ) , P P .  13-15.
® Identical with pt. B of General Assembly resolution 3184 (X X V III), post. 

pp. 902-903.
* Documents on DisoArmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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financial aspects of that draft, and our views on the matter are 
very close to those voiced by the representative of Brazil.

I should merely like to confirm that the position of my Govern
ment on that Treaty is unchanged, as is its intention— t̂hough 
it has not adhered to the Treaty—in no way to encourage any un
dertaking that might lead to the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Non-proliferation 
Treaty Review Conference, November 23, 1973 *

In his explanation of vote the representative of China referred 
to the Soviet Union in an unfavourable sense.' I do not want to 
hold up the proceedings of the Committee by giving a lengthy 
answer but I should just like to read out brief excerpts from the 
speech Comrade Brezhnev delivered on 26 October 1973 to the 
World Peace Congress in Moscow. He said:
Of course, we would not like to pretend tha t the present actions of China in 
the international arena are in keeping with the task of strengthening peace 
and peaceful co-operation among States. For some reasons Imown to them, 
the leaders of China do not w ant to renounce their attem pts to poison the 
international atmosphere and to increase international tension.

He went on:
One noteworthy thing is the extreme lack of principle in the foreign policy 
of the Chinese leadership.

Here is another excerpt:
They assert th a t they are supporters of disarmament but in fact they are 
attem pting to block all real measures to limit and reduce the arm s race and 
are thus defying world public opinion and are continuing to poison the earth’s 
atmosphere by nuclear tests.

I will quote another excerpt:
Such a  policy, of course, will do nothing to facilitate the strengrthening of 
peace and security. I t  will ju s t introduce an element of dangerous instability 
into international life.'

Statement by the French Representative (Scalabre) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly, November 23, 1973 ^

My delegation is in agreement with the spirit that led the spon
sors to submit the draft resolution in document A/C.l/L.662.^ We

* A/C.1/PV.1969 (prov.), p. 16.
® Ante, pp. 818-819.
^Current Digest of the Soviet Pressj vol. XXV, no. 43 (Nov. 21, 1973), 

p. 5; Pravda and Izvestia, Oct. 27,1973, pp. 1-3.
 ̂A/C.1/PV.1969 (prov.), p. 21.

^Identical with pt. C of General Assembly resolution 3184 (XXV III), post 
p p .903-904.



HAINWORTH STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 23 821

have quite often stated that we are ready to participate in all 
efforts to arrive at effective disarmament, but not to adopt partial 
measures that very often may disturb the balance of certain situa
tions rather than strengthen them. However, we believe that 
the day on which genuine negotiations on effective disarmament 
are undertaken, it will be natural to inform the General Assembly 
and even to place those negotiations within the framework of the 
United Nations, whose competence in this matter is set forth in 
Article 11 of the Charter. But if it is a matter of bilateral or multi
lateral contacts calling for certain discretion and having effect 
only on the parties, then a mere report to the General Assembly 
is not the appropriate step, and negotiations of this nature— 
some of which may encourage international detente— m̂ay be 
jeopardized.

For those reasons my delegation abstained in the vote on this 
matter, much to our regret, when the draft resolution in document 
A/G.1/L.662 was put to the vote, although we are in agreement 
with certain parts of it.

Statement by the British Representative (Hainworth) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly, November 23, 
1973^

My delegation has just abstained in the vote on the draft reso
lution in document A/C.l/L.662.^ My delegation understands the 
motives of States that wish to follow the course of disarmament 
negotiations recently started on mutual and balanced force reduc- 
there is an obligation on States—as implied in operative para
graph 3 of the draft resolution— t̂o inform the General Assembly 
about the course of their negotiations, still less that it would be 
proper for the Assembly to try to lay down the direction in which 
negotiations between sovereign States should proceed.

In practice, this draft resolution would seem to have most bear
ing on the continuing Strategic Arms Limitation Talks and the 
negotiations recently started on mutual and balanced force reduc
tions ; neither of these discussions is taking place in total secrecy. 
The outcome of their previous deliberations has been clearly and 
promptly published, and, particularly in Western parliaments and 
the press, has been the subject of intensive question and debate. 
It is hard to see therefore that any member of the Assembly can 
reasonably claim—still less complain—that he does not know 
what has been going on and what is intended for the future. 

Equally, my delegation considers that it is hard to accept that

‘ A/C.1/PV.1969 (prov.), pp. 22-23.
“Identical with pt. C of General Assembly resolution 3184 (XXV III), post, 

pp. 903-904.
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negotiators on a particular aspect of disarmament, or those who 
are concerned with a particular region of the world, should be 
asked to report their actions at each and every stage. The purpose 
of negotiations is to secure results. A great concourse of experi
enced diplomats, such as are now present in this Committee, 
must, I am sure, be conscious of the delicacy at any time of con
tinuing diplomatic negotiations and the imperative need, how
ever well intentioned the motive may be, not to do anything that 
might make their task harder.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly, November 23, 
1973^

I should like to explain briefly why my delegation abstained in 
the vote on the draft resolution.  ̂While the United States delega
tion believes that the General Assembly should be kept suitably 
informed of the results of disarmament negotiations, operative 
paragraph 3 of the present draft resolution implies to us a prac
tice that would run counter to the accepted principle of the con
fidentiality of negotiations in progress.

Statement by the PRC Representative (Chuang) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Indian Ocean as a 
Zone of Peace, November 23,1973 ^

The Chinese delegation has always held that the Declaration of 
the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace is a just proposal. Taking 
into account the actual situation in the region of the Indian Ocean, 
it has reflected the ardent desire of countries of the Indian Ocean 
region, and many other Asian and African countries, to safeguard 
national independence and state sovereignty and oppose super- 
Power aggression, extension and hegemony. We resolutely sup
port the resolution of the twenty-sixth session of the General As
sembly (2832 (XXVI)) declaring the Indian Ocean as a zone of 
peace and hold that this resolution should be honoured and imple- 
mented.  ̂ In discussing the draft resolution on the Indian Ocean 
peace zone,® we would like to make the following comments.

First, the root cause of the prolonged turbulence and instability
*A/C.1/PV.1969 (prov.), p. 26.
“ Identical with pt. C of General Assembly resolution 3184 (XXV III), post, 

pp. 903-904.
‘ A/C.1/PV.1969 (prov.), pp. 43-47.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 901-903.
® Identical with General Assembly resolution 3080 (X X V III), post, pp. 

854-855.
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in the Indian Ocean region lies in the two super-Powers’ aggres
sion, expansion and contention. One super-Power has all along 
regarded the Indian Ocean as a place of strategic importance, 
where its fleets have been plying here and there. Recently, in order 
to meet the need of its rivalry with the other super-Power in the 
Middle East, it has dispatched more warships to the Indian Ocean 
to reinforce its flank. The other super-Power, anxious to catch 
up with the former, has in recent years entered the Indian Ocean 
on a massive scale to contend for hegemony, where it has openly 
sent permanent fleets, seeking military bases wherever possible 
and feverishly forming new military alliances. It has stepped 
up its intervention and subversive activities against countries in 
the Indian Ocean region. It is also doing its utmost to sow discord 
and create rifts so as to fish in troubled waters and attain its 
sinister ulterior aims.

Two years have elapsed since the General Assembly adopted the 
resolution declaring the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace. However, 
the military presence of the two super-Powers in this region has 
been aggravated instead of being eliminated. Their rivalries for 
hegemony have become more unbridled, posing a serious menace 
to the peace and security of the region. This cannot but arouse the 
serious concern of the world people.

The Indian Ocean belongs to the countries and people of that 
region. The affairs of that region should be handled by the coun
tries of that region themselves. There can be no peace and security 
in the region, and the sovereignty and independence of the coun
tries there will remain in jeopardy as long as the two super
powers persist in their expansion and their hegemonic manoeuvres 
in the Indian Ocean region, and as long as outside aggression and 
intervention are not eliminated there. For this reason, the Chinese 
delegation has pointed out on many occasions that in order to 
realize truly the just proposal for the declaration of the Indian 
Ocean as a zone of peace, it is imperative, first of all, to stop the 
super-Powers’ military expansion and hegemonic rivalry in the 
Indian Ocean zone, to call on all the nuclear countries, particularly 
the two nuclear super-Powers, the United States and the Soviet 
Union, to undertake not to deploy and use nuclear weapons in 
the Indian Ocean zone, to withdraw all the foreign armed forces 
stationed in the Indian Ocean and its littoral regions; to dismantle 
all the foreign military bases and military installations in the 
region; to prohibit foreign nuclear submarines, aircraft carrying 
nuclear weapons and all other nuclear-weapon-carrying vehicles 
from entering or passing through or over the Indian Ocean region; 
and to prohibit all foreign warships and military planes from 
using the Indian Ocean to encroach upon the sovereignty, terri
torial integrity and independence of the littoral and hinterland 
States of the Indian Ocean. Is not one of the super-Powers crying
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day in and day out for “general and complete disarmament and 
the strengthening of international security”, and talking so much 
about a “detente” in the international situation? Such being the 
case, why not withdraw its military presence from the Indian 
Ocean region and why not show a little sincerity for “detente” 1

The establishment of the Indian Ocean peace zone also depends 
on the countries of this region basing their relations on the princi
ples of mutual respect for territorial integrity and sovereignty, 
mutual non-aggression, non-interference in each other’s internal 
affairs, equality and mutual benefit, and peaceful coexistence. 
We believe that so long as the countries of the Indian Ocean region 
adhere to these principles, augment their own strength, maintain 
the necessary vigilance and exert joint efforts to oppose big-Power 
hegemonism and super-Power aggression and expansion, the 
Indian Ocean peace zone can be realized with the sympathy and 
support of the peoples of the world.

The Chinese Government and people have always deeply sympa
thized with and firmly supported the peoples of the world in their 
just struggles against the big-Power hegemonic policies of aggres
sion, expansion and war, and for the defence of State sovereignty 
and national independence. The Chinese Government attaches 
great importance to, and supports, the positive efforts for the 
establishment of the Indian Ocean peace zone.

Easing itself on the above position, the Chinese delegation 
supports the draft resolution before us and is in favour of the 
preparation by the Secretary-General of a factual statement of 
the great Powers’ military presence in the Indian Ocean as a 
preliminary measure. In our opinion, such a factual statement 
should be as adequate and comprehensive as possible and should 
include the great Powers’ military presence in all its aspects in 
that region, particularly that of the two super-Powers, such as 
military bases, military installations, logistic facilities, naval de
ployments, etc. Only thus can it be helpful to the Ad Hoc Com
mittee on the Indian Ocean, in studying the actual situation, to 
take effective and concrete measures for the implementation of 
resolution 2832 (XXVI).

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Indian Ocean as a 
Zone of Peace, November 23, 1973 ‘

The Soviet delegation would like to explain its position on 
the forthcoming vote on the draft resolution on the question of

‘ A/C.1/PV.1969 (prov.),pp. 56-58.
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the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, as con
tained in document A/C.l/L.655.^

In the question of the declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone 
of peace, the USSR proceeds from the fundamental principle 
which is designed to support the proposals that genuinely promote 
the strengthening of the peace and security of the world and a 
reduction of international tension. The Soviet Union considers in 
this regard, that in preparing recommendations affecting peace 
and security, equal account should be taken of the interests of the 
security of all parties and none of them should obtain any one
sided advantages.

The Soviet Union is ready to consider, on an equal footing 
without detriment to the security of any of the parties, the ques
tion of the declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace. 
However, in resolving this question there should be no artificial 
separation of a group of countries or groups of countries which 
would enjoy particular rights with regard to the preparation and 
establishment of a special regime for the Indian Ocean.

The Soviet delegation believes also that in preparing such 
proposals nothing should be done to the detriment of the uni
versally acknowledged norms of international law, particularly 
the principle of freedom of navigation. For the Soviet Union the 
proposals to limit freedom of navigation and the carrying out of 
scientific research, including scientific research carried out with 
the aid of naval vessels, are unacceptable since the Indian Ocean 
is an important means of sea-going communication for the Soviet 
Union.

The Geneva Convention of 1958 has confirmed, as a universally 
acknowledged norm of international law, the freedom of naviga
tion for all vessels, including naval vessels, and the carrying out of 
scientific research with the use of such vessels.®

We should like to stress further that the declaration of the 
Indian Ocean as a zone of peace with the preservation there of the 
military bases of imperialist Powers would put the USSR on an 
unequal footing vis-d-vis those countries and would be prejudicial 
to the interests not only of the Soviet Union but also the coun
tries of the Socialist Commonwealth. Therefore, the declaration 
of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace is something which pri
marily requires the elimination of all foreign bases in that area.

Just a few words now on the statement made by the repre
sentative of the People’s Republic of China here.  ̂ The attempts 
of the People’s Republic of China to distort the position of the 
Soviet Union in this matter and put the Soviet Union on the same 
footing as the imperialist Powers, is clearly detrimental to the 
cause of the strengthening of international peace and security in

“Identical with General Assembly resolution 3080 (X X V III), post, pp. 854- 
855.

’ 13 UST 2312.
* Supra.
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the region of the Indian Ocean. Such attempts on the part of the 
People’s Republic of China do nothing to facilitate the strengthen
ing of peace and security and introduce an element of dangerous 
instability into international life. On the whole, the actions of the 
People’s Republic of China in the international area, we would 
like to stress once again today, are not in keeping with the task of 
strengthening peace and of peaceful co-operation among States. 
The leaders of China, as we emphasized in our statement earlier 
today, are doing everything they can to poison the international 
atmosphere and increase international tension. In this regard 
their actions are entirely in contradiction of the fundamental pro
visions of the United Nations Charter. Article 1 of the Charter 
provides that the United Nations has the following purposes:

To be a  center fo r harmonizing the actions of nations in the attainm ent of 
these common ends in connexion with peace and security.

As to the draft resolution submitted today before the First 
Committee, the Soviet delegation would like to point out that, 
apart from the unacceptability to the USSR of the principles on 
the basis of which an attempt is being made to resolve the ques
tion of the declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace, the 
draft resolution contains a number of other provisions with 
which the Soviet Union is unable to agree. These relate to that 
part of the draft resolution which includes instructions for the 
Secretary-General to prepare a factual statement on the military 
presence of great Powers in the Indian Ocean conceived in the 
context of great Power rivalry. Such a form of language would 
create not only a difficult position for the General Assembly but is 
also designed to do everything possible to complicate the con
sideration of the question of the declaration of the Indian Ocean 
as a zone of peace.

In this regard we cannot fail to raise the question, “what is the 
purpose of these instructions to the Secretary-General?” Is it 
really a question of performing the task of declaring the Indian 
Ocean as a zone of peace, or perhaps these instructions have a 
completely different purpose? Bearing all this in mind, and bear
ing in mind the fact that this draft resolution is not in keeping 
with the task of declaring the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace, 
the Soviet delegation will not support this draft resolution and 
will abstain in the voting on it.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Indian Ocean as 
a Zone of Peace, November 23, 1973 ^

The members of this Committee will recall that the United 
States abstained in the vote on the two previous resolutions on 
this subject;  ̂we are abstaining again.

‘ A/C.1/PV.1969 (prov.), pp. 68-65.
 ̂Documenta on Diaa/rmainent, 1971, pp. 901-903; ibid., 1972, pp. 861-862.
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The current draft resolution seems to us to embody a number 
of concepts and premises underlying the Indian Ocean peace zone 
initiative which we originally found, and continue to find, un
acceptable. However, I want to reiterate that the United States 
does share, as I am certain all members of this Committee share, 
the earnest desire to maintain and strengthen conditions of peace 
and tranquillity in the Indian Ocean area.

Statement by the French Representative (Scalabre) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Indian Ocean as a 
Zone of Peace, November 23, 1973 *

My delegation has already explained, at the last two sessions, 
its attitude towards the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a 
zone of peace contained in General Assembly resolution 2832 
(XXVI) of 16 December 1971.' We should like to repeat that the 
French Government fully understands the concern of the coastal 
States of the Indian Ocean, so eloquently expressed by Mr. Amera- 
singhe, to try to keep themselves resolutely outside the competi
tion and military confrontation and to preserve the Indian Ocean 
which bathes their shores. However, they do know that never 
will any threats come to them from France. It was essentially 
for reasons of principle that my delegation abstained in the vote 
on the draft resolution.® They stem principally from our attach
ment to the principle of the freedom of the high seas. We think 
that the resolution of the General Assembly cannot put any limits 
on the scope of that principle, which international positive law 
has principally consecrated. However, we do feel that the legiti
mate fears of the coastal States of the Indian Ocean cannot be 
calmed by a resolution, no matter how elevated its tone and 
spirit. It is only the achievement of true disarmament, which we 
aspire to, which will effectively make the Indian Ocean, as indeed 
all the oceans of the world, a zone of peace.

Statement by the Yugoslav Representative (Mihajlovic) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Chemical Weap
ons, November 26,1973 '

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the sponsors of the draft resolu
tion (A/C.l/L.653/Rev.l),- I am pleased to be able to advise you 
of the compromise arrived at, at the very last minute of our

® Identical with General Assembly resolution 3080 (X X V III), post, pp. 854- 
855.

 ̂A/C.1/PV.1969 (prov.), pp. 67-70.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 901-903.
® Identical with General Assembly resolution 3080 (X X V III), vost, pp. 854- 

855.
" A/C.1/PV.1970 (prov.), pp. 6-10.
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deliberations, with the representatives of several countries who, 
during the meeting on Friday last, appealed to the sponsors to 
submit a new revision of the draft resolution in order to make it 
possible for them to vote for it.®

The compromise we have arrived at is the result of the spirit 
of co-operation and goodwill shown by all concerned with a view 
to achieving the objectives set forth in the revised draft resolu
tion. The sponsors feel that the new revision of the draft resolu
tion does not mean any change of their position in principle. The 
newly revised draft resolution will include, in the first preambular 
paragraph, a reference to General Assembly resolution 2603 B
(XXIV), using the same language used in last year’s resolution.

Therefore, the beginning of the first preambular paragraph will 
read, “Reaffirming its resolution 2603 B (XXIV)”, and the rest of 
the paragraph will continue as before.

The next revision concerns operative paragraph 3, which will 
now refer to “the complete realization of the objective as set forth 
in the present resolution”. The complete text of the new opera
tive paragraph 3 will therefore read:

3. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to continue 
negotiations, as a m atter of high priority, on the problem of chemical and 
bacteriological (biological) methods of w arfare, with a view to reaching early 
agreement on effective measures for the prohibition of the development, pro
duction and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and for their elimination from 
the arsenals of all States, for the complete realization of the objective as set 
forth in the present resolution.

We are convinced that on the basis of the draft resolution as 
newly revised the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
would be able to pursue meaningful negotiations for the complete 
realization of the objectives embodied in it, and I hope that it will 
win the unanimous approval of the Committee.

Statement by the PRC Representative (Lin) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Chemical Weapons, 
November 26, 1973 '

The Chinese delegation would like to make the following com
ments on the draft resolution on chemical and bacteriological 
(biological) weapons.- 

Proceeding from the position of opposing wars of aggression, 
supporting armed self defence and defending the interests of the 
oppressed nations and peoples, the Chinese Government and 
people have always supported the complete prohibition and 
thorough destruction of chemical and bacteriological weapons.

®The new revision is identical with General Assembly resolution 3077 
(X X V III), post, pp. 847-848.

^A/C.1/PV.1970 (prov.),pp. 16-17.
 ̂Identical with General Assembly resolution 3077 (X X V III), post, pp. 847- 

848.
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Back in 1952, the Chinese Government formally issued a statement 
recognizing and ratifying the 1925 Geneva Protocol for the 
Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or 
Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare.^ More
over, together with the peoples of the world, China has firmly op
posed and severely condemned the United States for using chemi
cal and other weapons on a large scale in its aggressive war in 
Viet-Nam, and the Portuguese colonialists for their towering 
crime of waging chemical warfare, and has strongly demanded 
the genuine and effective prohibition of the use of chemical and 
bacteriological weapons.

We deem it necessary to point out that the super-Powers are 
now using the question of prohibiting chemical weapons to peddle 
the fraud of sham disarmament. For many years, while trumpet
ing the prohibition of chemical weapons, they have devoted 
enormous manpower and material resources to the study, produc
tion, equipment and stockpiling of chemical weapons in preparing 
to launch and wage chemical warfare in the future. One super- 
Power still refuses to ratify the 1925 Geneva Protocol, while the 
other super-Power, the Soviet Union, dished up a so-called “draft 
convention” on the prohibition of chemical weapons on 28 March 
1972, in which it talked profusely about the “prohibition of the 
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons 
and . . . their destruction”, but made no mention whatsoever of 
the question of “prohibiting the use” of those weapons, and al
lowed each State party to “withdraw from the Convention if it 
decides that extraordinary events have jeopardized the supreme 
interests of its country”.̂  All this has barefacedly left a leeway 
for the two super-Powers, the United States and the Soviet Union, 
to use chemical weapons for aggression. The conclusion of such 
a “convention” will only provide the super-Powers and world im
perialism with a legal cover for their use of chemical weapons, 
thus deceiving and lulling the people of various countries by 
creating a false sense of security. This is absolutely intolerable.

We have long pointed out that the so-called “Convention on the 
Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of 
Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxic Weapons and on their 
Destruction” concocted by the two super-Powers, the United 
States and the Soviet Union, is a mere tool of the two super-Powers 
for peddling their disarmament fraud. Moreover, the Chiang 
Kai-shek clique, which had long been spurned by the Chinese 
people, was allowed to put its signature on it. We firmly oppose 
this convention and we have long exposed its true nature.

Based on the above position, the Chinese delegation will not 
participate in the voting on the draft resolution before us.

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
‘ Ibid., 1972, pp. 120-124.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Schaufele) to
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Chemical 
Weapons, November 26, 1973 °

The United States will vote affirmatively for the draft resolu
tion in document A/C.l/L.653/Rev.l.® We appreciate that the co
sponsors have acceded to our request to make a number of small 
changes in the draft resolution, which permit us to vote affirma
tively. As Ambassador Martin explained last Friday before this 
Committee, while these are small changes they are important ones 
for us. We know that some strong feelings exist regarding the 
substance of the draft resolution before us. Therefore, we think 
that the spirit of conciliation which has been shown in these last 
hours of our work on this draft resolution augurs well for serious 
and co-operative work in the future. The United States remains 
committed to seeking effective limitations on chemical weapons. 
We will continue our efforts to make progress in this important 
area.

Statement by the French Representative (Rapin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Biological and Chem
ical Weapons, November 26,1973 ^

This year again my delegation was obliged to abstain in the 
vote on the draft resolution on the banning of the production and 
stockpiling of both biological and chemical weapons.^

I should like to make some comments on our position so as to 
avoid any possible misunderstanding on the sense that should be 
attached to our abstention.

First of all, with regard to the problem of the Geneva Protocol 
of 17 June 1925,® reference to which is made in the resolution 
that has just been adopted, it goes without saying that France, 
which is a depositary of that Protocol, can only very much wish 
that the Powers which have not yet adhered to it will do so.

With regard to biological weapons, my delegation has had oc
casion in previous years to note that the Convention which was 
adopted * seemed to it not very satisfactory because procedure of 
control and effective verification, which would be applicable inter
nationally, was not included therein. This for us was a funda
mental condition for our adherence. However, I should like to

'  A/C.1/PV.1970 (prov.), p. 17.
'Iden tical with General Assembly resolution 3077 (XXV III), post, pp. 847- 

848.
‘ A/C.1/PV.1970 (prov.), pp. 21-22.
“ Identical with General Assembly resolution 3077 (XXV III), post, pp. 847- 

848.
” Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
* Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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remind the Committee that the French Government, without even 
waiting for the entry into force of the Convention, undertook na
tional legislation which was very strict, providing for the prohibi
tion on its territory of the development, production, stockpiling 
and acquisition of any biological agents not designed for peaceful 
purposes. The law of 3 June 1972 provides, furthermore, for ad
ministrative punitive and penal actions to be taken against viola
tors and establishes a very strict procedure for verifying and 
controlling the situation. Applications relating to every physical 
and moral person resident in French territory had the effect of 
binding the French Government itself which would not be able to 
undertake the production of those weapons for its own national 
defence, even if it so wished.® In a free and democratic country 
like France, where opinion controls power, such an action would 
be immediately denounced, and would therefore not be possible.

France remains also favourable to the principle of the prohibi
tion of the production and stockpiling of chemical weapons. We 
would hope that this will be as broad as possible and would apply 
to all chemical agents which can be used for military purposes. 
In this area, too, it is making an effective control and verification 
procedure on the international level a condition for its adherence 
to any possible convention.

My delegation notes that in this respect the draft resolution in 
document A/C.l/L.653/Rev.l does not record any progress over 
the past. However, if my delegation, in spite of its agreement on 
the principles underlying the draft resolution just adopted, has 
been obliged to abstain in the vote, it was also because it could not 
give its agreement to the procedures adopted therein, in particular 
the reference for study of this draft to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament. I shall not go back over the motives 
for our reservations with regard to that body, and the reasons 
already expressed in this Committee which prompted us not to 
take part in its work. We do not misunderstand the difficulties— 
which are, of course, great—which may be given rise to by the 
preparation of a convention on chemical weapons. However, we 
must note, among other things, that for many years the progress 
achieved on this subject by the Geneva Committee is practically 
nil. It seems to us that people may have legitimate doubts about its 
capacity to prepare a convention of this type one day. We shall 
continue to believe that its composition and procedures do not 
bring together the necessary favourable conditions for the suc
cess of its work.

However that may be, if the Committee on Disarmament were 
to succeed one day in presenting us with a draft resolution on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons, we would examine it without 
any pre-conceptions and would judge it on its merits.

 ̂Journal Officiel de la Republiqiie Frangaiae, June 11,1972, p. 5883.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Chemical Weapons, 
November 26, 1973 '

The Soviet delegation would like to make two comments on the 
statement of the delegation of China.^

The first comment, which did not surprise us at all, is the fact 
that the delegation of China said that it would take no part in the 
vote. This position of China was demonstrated at previous ses
sions of the General Assembly—at the twenty-sixth and twenty- 
seventh sessions. In all cases where there has been a question 
of international co-operation in the field of limiting the arms race 
or disarmament, the Chinese delegation as a rule has been hiding 
its hands under the table. That has become its normal customary 
practice, which shows that China has no disposition at the present 
time to undertake any kind of co-operation whatsoever in the 
field of limiting the arms race in any field whatsoever. Therefore, 
this position is by no means surprising to us.

Secondly, we should like to comment that the Chinese delega
tion has done everything in its power to distort the actual state 
of affairs which prevails at the present time with regard to the 
question which is being considered here in the First Committee— 
the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons.

The Soviet Union and other socialist countries are the most 
active champions of the prohibition of chemical weapons. In a 
number of cases the Soviet Union has come forward with con
crete proposals designed to achieve those objectives. In particular, 
in March 1972 we submitted a draft in the Disarmament Com
mittee on the total prohibition of chemical weapons, that is, the 
prohibition of the production, development and the destruction 
of stockpiles of chemical weapons.  ̂ Now the Chinese delegation is 
trying to suggest that we are not raising the question of the pro
hibition of the use of chemical weapons. The Soviet delegation, 
like the delegations of other socialist countries, has repeatedly 
explained the situation that the prohibition of chemical weapons 
has practically already been established as a generally acknowl
edged norm of international law by the Geneva Protocol of 17 
June 1925.  ̂ If we raised this question once again in the draft 
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons, we might by 
so doing be weakening the importance of the Geneva Protocol 
which prohibits the use of chemical weapons. Since the Geneva 
Protocol created universally acknowledged norms of international 
law prohibiting the use of chemical weapons, it would be quite 
wrong to insist once again on discussing a convention on the total

’ A/C.1/PV.1970 (prov.), pp. 23-26.
 ̂Ante, pp. 828-829.

’ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124.
* Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
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prohibition of chemical weapons and to raise the question of 
prohibiting the use of chemical weapons.

For those reasons, the appropriate references were made in the 
draft convention, and it was acknowledged that it was not appro
priate to raise for discussion a question which had already been 
settled.

In this case I should simply like to draw attention to the fact 
that all the attempts of the Chinese delegation to distort the reali
ties, to distort the situation, representing the Soviet Union as not 
being against the use of chemical weapons, are only designed to 
muddy the waters and create a distorted impression of the posi
tion of an individual State and also to get out of taking part in 
the work of international co-operation in the matter of prohibiting 
chemical weapons.

That was precisely the point we wanted to make in connexion 
with the attempt made here to cast shadows where there is only 
daylight.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of Defense Schlesinger 
[Extracts], November 30, 1973^

I have now been Secretary for approximately five months. We 
have had some excitement in terms of current events, some excite
ment with respect to past events but we are also concerned about 
the future. So we are developing our budget and the plans for the 
next five years, and in particular, how this bears on our base 
structure—our forces in connection with our alliances.

We are contemplating some reduction in our overseas bases. 
I cannot discuss the details with you at this time—until such time 
as we have the opportunity to discuss this matter with the nations 
involved. We will also be taking a look at our domestic base struc
ture at the same time.

We are following very carefully the activities at SALT II. We 
hope that there will be further arms limitations, but we must be 
prepared to be in a position to have an adequate deterrent which 
is fully equal to that of the Soviet Union, and we are making 
plans at the present time for the evolution of the U.S. strategic 
force posture on the basis either of successful negotiations with 
the Soviets or, should that contingency arise, unsuccessful nego
tiations. We will be prepared to make the recommendations to the 
President and to the Congress so that future Presidents will be 
in a position to have a force structure fully offsetting the ca
pabilities available in other countries.

* Department of Defense transcript.
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We are going to have to make adjustments in our personnel 
largely because of the substantial reduction in the overall man
power strength of the Armed Forces. It has, as you know, been 
reduced from 3.6 million men approximately to 2.2 million men, 
since FY 1968-FY 1969. As a result of this substantial reduction 
in strength, there has been some increase in the officer-enlisted 
ratio and we are going to have to adjust that ratio. In this con
nection, we trust that the Congress will provide us with the neces
sary authorities in the form of the HUMP legislation so that we 
can make an orderly adjustment of officer personnel to this 
lower manpower level that we are presently maintaining.

Q: Mr. Secretary, can you give us some idea what your plans 
are in your discussions with the NATO planning group next 
week? Do you have any particular thoughts in mind that you want 
to get across?

A: I would be delighted. As you know, we have had some lack 
of coordination in the Alliance during recent weeks regarding the 
Middle Eastern crisis. A number of the Allies took different views 
with regard to the crisis itself. We do not wish that the differences 
with regard to that crisis spill back into the question of European 
security. I think that we have learned some lessons in that episode 
and that there are some adjustments that must be made. I think 
it important for us to look upon the differences that arose during 
that period of time as an opportunity to have a stronger Alliance 
than we have had in the past, in the immediate past. The Alliance 
has gotten somewhat stale, and the fact that this somewhat stale 
mill-pond has been stirred up provides us and provides our Allies 
with an opportunity to reevaluate and rethink, and I hope, to 
strengthen the Alliance.

As you know, the Alliance has been based upon—not in a formal 
sense but in a realistic sense— t̂he readiness of the United States 
to come to the defense of Western Europe. In a formal sense, were 
North America to be attacked, our Allies are obligated to come 
to the defense of the United States, but I don’t think that that 
formal concept is one that is taken as a serious problem.

The realities of the Alliance are that the United States stands 
pledged to come to the defense of Europe and in terms of the 
bargain that Harlan Cleveland described some years ago, the 
European nations have been inclined to provide the minimum of 
support necessary to maintain that United States commitment 
to the defense of Europe. For a number of reasons I think that 
we can see that that minimum of support is increasing and that 
we should recognize this both here and more fundamentally over
seas. It is desirable not only from the standpoint of the political 
cohesion of the Alliance but also desirable in light of the trends in 
the force balance for more to be done by the Alliance, by the Allies, 
and by the European elements in particular. I think that that is
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necessary in view of the attitudes that are being expressed on the 
Hill. It is also highly desirable from the standpoint of the overall 
military balance and the military requirements in Europe.

I think that we should seize this opportunity; we should avoid 
any tendency towards the recriminations over recent events. We 
should correct any failings that we have observed, but we must 
recognize that the American position is a very firm one; that it is 
necessary for the Alliance to show more vigor in terms of what 
it is accomplishing in the military field than has been true in the 
past.

Q: Mr. Secretary, could you discuss two points with us? In your 
opening statement, you seem to suggest that some kind of new 
strategic programs or strategic initiatives mxuy he soon put 
forward to bolster our position vis-a-vis the Soviets—economically 
and militarily. Yet to the extent that there is criticism of Ameri- 
ca/n defense policies today, ifs  not that we are strategically weak, 
but questions have been raised about whether we can respond 
conventionally, given the bloated support ratios and high person
nel costs and things of that nature.

I would like to ask you in one sense why should we require new 
strategic weapons, initiatives, when in fâ ct, if the critics are cor
rect, the problem militarily seems to lie with conventional forces? 
Secondly, I ivould like to ask you where the money is supposed to 
come from, adding up all the potential costs of Defense; aside 
from the budget that is already on the Hill, is a pay supplemental 
still to come, a readiness supplemental is still being considered and 
now perhaps there is soon to be some new strategic initiatives as 
well. Where is this all going to come from?

A : With regard to the issue of the pay supplemental, of course, 
the pay supplemental was included in the presentation in the 
President’s budget and in the presentation by the Comptroller’s 
office on the Hill. So that has been a component of the total request 
in new obligational authority of something on the order of $85 
billion for FY 1974.

I think that your question is well taken with regard to the bal
ance between strategic requirements and general-purpose force 
requirements. To the extent that we have a concern, I think that 
the immediate concern lies more with the general-purpose forces 
than with the strategic forces. If we are successful in the SALT 
negotiations, we will achieve an agreement that has true equality 
between the Soviet Union and the United States in terms of 
strategic capabilities.

As you know, SALT I was based upon an offset, as it were, be
tween certain technological advantages possessed by the United 
States and certain quantitative advantages possessed by the Soviet 
Union. The technological advantages of the United States will tend
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to wane as the Soviets acquire improved warheads, improved 
guidance and improved MIRVs.

One of the characteristics of the set of Soviet flights during the 
course of the last summer was that the Soviets are now making 
use of on-board computers for the first time; consequently, pro
viding them with the approaching technological option over both 
MIRVing and having greater accuracy in their MIRVed warheads.

There is no immediate change in the balance. However, with 
these technologies available to the Soviet Union, one can look out 
to the period beyond 1976, say, and with the marrying of these 
technologies to the throw-weight available to the Soviet Union, 
it could create an unbalance in the strategic area.

We must be in a position now with our R&D programs to be 
in a position should it be necessary to respond to a buildup of 
Soviet forces which would center around the period of 1980. This 
is not to say that the diplomatic negotiations will be unsuccessful. 
It simply states that we must be prepared to take the steps that 
are necessary to maintain true equality in terms of the strategic 
capabilities of both sides. The R&D activities that I specify would 
not, in the early years, be large dollar consumers. As you are 
aware, the strategic forces themselves absorb something on the 
order of 8 or 9 percent of our budget expenditures. If necessary, 
we must be in a position to offset Soviet advantages that could— 
that could, I stress could, because it is only a potential at the 
moment—develop toward the end of the decade.

With regard to the general-purpose forces, we will be making 
adjustments. We are at the present time making some adjustments 
in certain of our support activities. We hope to free up resources 
to strengthen the general-purpose forces and particularly the 
readiness posture of those forces. To the extent that we have a 
current concern, it is more on the general-purpose forces side 
than on the strategic force side.

With regard to the funding, we plan, as I mentioned before, to 
keep the outlays of the Department of Defense below six percent 
of the GNP.

Q: Mr. Secretary, could you comment on the overseas bases cut
backs? Witt this be in NATO? Are you going over there next week 
and saying we are contemplating cutbacks in our overseas bases 
and we want you to increase your military support to NATO? 
Is that in essence what you are going to tell them?

A: That would not be the way I would put it. That would be 
your formulation.

We are making a number of adaptations for efficiency reasons, 
not particularly heavy in NATO. These are efficiency decisions. 
They do not impact on our military capabilities. And, as I have
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said, these are some small adjustments—I can't give you the 
details at the present time—but they are some adjustments which 
will be taken in our overseas bases not confined to Europe.

Q: Could you give us a rough ballpark percentage and a time 
period for those adjustments?

A: The adjustments will be taken in the immediate future; that 
is, within a period of two to three months and I hesitate to give a 
percentage figure because we are continuing to explore further 
reductions. This, as I say, would be some adjustments; it should 
not be taken as awe-inspiring.

Q: Can you elaborate on the support we are going to ask of the 
NATO people? You say you are going to ask for increased support. 
The minimum that is necessary is increasing.

A: I think, as I stressed earlier, the main thing that we need 
to understand is the necessity for this Alliance to continue to 
maintain whatever military capabilities which would offset the 
force posture represented by the Warsaw Pact. The United States, 
at the present time, is spending about 6 percent of its GNP; other 
Allies spend a lesser amount. For the Allies in Northwestern 
Europe, the typical number runs about four percent.

I think we will talk about the possibility of increased capability 
for NATO forces, and I would not be inclined to characterize the 
issue in the way that you formulated it.

Q: When you bring these forces back from overseas what will 
be your requirements here and what bases do you think you will 
put those troops at?

A : I did not mention bringing forces home from overseas. What 
I referred to was consolidations. Some of the consolidations will 
result in forces continuing to be deployed overseas at other facili
ties, some would be brought home. I cannot enlighten you at the 
moment on which bases they might be brought back to. But I 
would not, on the basis of the reductions presently on the Hill in 
the appropriations bill, look to economic benefits overall in any 
particular area in the United States.

Q: You repeatedly today use the expression true equality when 
you are talking about the future desired position with the Soviet 
Union on strategic weapons. I wonder if you would elaborate on 
what you mean by that concept in the context of a couple of ques
tions. One, why is true equality a valid premise on which to base 
our planning when even if the Soviet Union may have superiority 
in certain areas, we still have an assured destruction ca/pability. 
Secondly, when you use the word true equnlity, are you in your
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thinking moving away from the concept of sufficiency which I 
thought this administratum had adopted—at least it used the 
expression.

A : The assured destruction concept as it was elaborated during 
the 1960’s was not so much a strategy as a way of measuring, of 
testing U.S. forces, particularly during a period of time when the 
United States enjoyed numerical superiority as well as qualitative 
superiority. The notion that I mentioned, representing equal 
capabilities or equivalents on both sides, incorporates elements in 
addition to a secure second strike capability.

During that early period of time, Soviet counter force capabili
ties remained limited relative to our own. As a matter of fact, 
they still are probably limited relative to our own, given the tech
nologies available presently to the United States as opposed to 
those presently available to the Soviet Union. Nevertheless, as I 
mentioned before, because of the technical achievements witnessed 
last summer, but the fruit of many years effort on the part of the 
Soviet Union, they are beginning to acquire the potentiality for 
major counter force capabilities. I would not want the President, 
any future President of the United States, to be in a position in 
which the Soviets are in a unilateral position of striking at U.S. 
military forces with a degree of effectiveness which the Soviets 
do not perceive that we could achieve.

Therefore, a second element in the equality to which you re
ferred is the necessity for maintaining a posture in which no 
unilateral advantage in terms of strikes against military targets 
without necessarily striking cities on either side would be obtained 
by any potential foe.

Now, the assured destruction criterion as you recognize applies 
exclusively to an attack against the population base, the industrial 
base and the urban base of whatever country is being contem
plated, whether United States, Soviet Union or some other. In 
order to maintain equality of strategic forces we need not only 
that secure second strike capability, but we will need to have 
symmetry with regard to the ability to have selected strikes 
against military targets and we would not desire to be in a posi
tion of inferiority with regard to the ability to inflict major dam
age on the military components of another state relative to the 
damage that that other state might be able to inflict on the 
military components that we possess.

Your second part of the question, Mr. Finney, addressed the 
question of whether this supersedes sufficiency. I do not regard 
it as superseding sufficiency. I regard it as representing my no
tions and the notions of the Department of Defense of what the 
term sufficiency truly represents. A difficulty with the term suffi
ciency is, of course, it is a somewhat elastic concept, and I believe
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that former Secretary Packard had some observations to make 
along those lines that were less genteel than the phrase elastic.

Sufficiency depends upon the strategy that may be chosen by a 
particular state. If the strategy that is chosen is a minimum as
sured destruction capability, then sufficiency represents a rela
tively small strategic force structure. If sufficiency represents 
the way I attempted to treat equality, it represents a much larger 
strategic force structure.

Finally, if any nation were to attempt to reach for strategic 
superiority as a minimum goal for themselves, then for such a 
nation that concept of sufficiency becomes even more embarras
sing.

As I mentioned at the previous press conference, I do not believe 
that the Soviets are necessarily reaching for strategic superiority. 
Certainly they cannot achieve it and they know they cannot 
achieve it if the United States takes the appropriate counter 
measures to preclude that.

Q: Mr. Secretary, wovld you be more specific on this true 
eqiwMty issue at a time when the Soviet Union already has a larger 
number of ICBMs and have a greater throw-weight for their 
ICBMs and you say now they are moving toward a point of di
minishing our technological advantage of guidance accuracy and 
accuracy. How can we hope to achieve a true equality when you 
say {inaudible) a larger strategic force structure rather than a 
sure destruction?

A: I am not sure I understand the last part of that sentence 
in that question and you may wish to come back to that.

As I indicated in response to a previous question, at the present 
time, the United States has a much larger number of re-entry 
bodies which can be accurately targeted in MIRV devices, and 
that the superiority of our technology compensates for the ad
vantages with regard to throw-weight and ICBM number that you 
mentioned. The Soviets have had a broad development program 
underway for some years because we are beginning to observe 
the effects of that program. We saw the first tests of MIRV front- 
end during the summer—I think early in July was the first one.

They will have extended flight tests of these improvements 
before they are in a position to put them into the force structure. 
We would believe that starting about 1975, late 1975, possibly 
early 1976, that they would begin to introduce some of these im
proved missiles into their forces. Depending on the rate of retrofit 
one can see the Soviet inventory turning over to the new missiles 
in a period—completion of that process around 1981 to 1983. So, 
depending upon how you see the trends, it is plain that if we re
main relatively unchanging and the Soviets move to large numbers
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of accurately guided MIRVs, that there will be a point where the 
present superiority in numbers and throw-weight would become 
a problem which we feel would upset what is the present basis for 
equality. I am not sure I understand—

Q: Are we seeking a technology or advancements in technology 
that will continue to offset this Soviet growth?

A: No, I think what we should like to see is a downward adjust
ment in certain of the quantitative advantages that the Soviets 
possess on a transitory basis as an offset to the qualitative ad
vantages that we possessed on a transitory basis at the time of the 
signing of the agreement in May of 1972.

Q: Are you optimistic that this will be achieved?

A : I am always hopeful, and I am always prepared to prepare 
for the worst.

Q: You said if you didn’t get this—you started out by saying 
we have to take steps. What are those steps? That is what we are 
asking.

A : I think that we would be prepared to move ahead with the 
R&D on a larger payload—giving some options now—a larger 
payload ICBM; we would be prepared to look at mobile missiles; 
we would be prepared to look at more re-entry bodies on existing 
missile fleet; we would be prepared to accelerate some of the 
newer programs; and we would be prepared for another assort
ment of armaments on board our bomber force.

Q: Accelerating the Trident? You said you were accelerating 
a new program.

A : It is a question of the pacing of that program. At the present 
time, the total buy is anticipated to be ten to replace the existing 
Polaris fleet. If there were a breakdown, and I am not suggesting 
for a moment that there will be a breakdown, we are prepared to 
expand the force structure and to introduce newer equipments 
more rapidly than we had previously planned.

Q: You did not mention, sir, improved accuracy. Is that one of 
the other options ?

A : I would say that we are always examining the option of im
proved accuracy.
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Statement by the Algerian Representative (Azzout) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Strengthening of 
International Security, December 5, 1973^

On behalf of the co-sponsors, the delegations of the non-aligned 
countries, I have the honour to introduce the draft resolution in 
document A/C.1/L.670 relating to item 39 of the agenda, entitled 
“Implementation of the Declaration on the Strengthening of Inter
national Security”.̂

This draft resolution is the result of consultations between the 
non-aligned countries and the other political groupings of our Or
ganization. May I say, on behalf of the co-sponsors, that it was 
our concern to reflect in this text, as far as possible, the trends 
that have become evident in the course of our debates on this 
particular item, in the light of the Political Declaration adopted 
by the Heads of State and Government of the non-aligned coun
tries at their fourth Summit Conference, held in Algiers during 
the month of September last,® and also bearing in mind the inter
national situation.

The draft resolution takes note of the detente which at the 
present moment characterizes relations between the great Powers, 
but it also stresses that that detente, which has for so long been 
desired by the non-aligned nations and in the achievement of 
which they actively participated, still remains a limited one, apply
ing, in terms of space, to certain privileged areas only. We are 
convinced that detente will not become a permanent way of life 
in relations among States until it is extended to include the whole 
world. In order to achieve this, the international community must 
spare no effort for the purpose of creating the necessary condi
tions that will make possible a just settlement of the problems 
arising from hotbeds of warfare and tension which, as long as they 
exist, will pose a threat to any detente and thus render it but a 
fragile phenomenon. For example, the war imposed by Israel on 
the Arab nations in the Middle East may lead to the risk of a 
global confrontation, and indeed in the last few months we have 
had ample proof, as a result of that situation, of the fragility of 
the dAtente.

The draft resolution also emphasizes the increasing interrela
tionship between the strengthening of international security, on 
the one hand, and disarmament and development, on the other. 
In fact, the gap between the developing and developed nations 
has been growing constantly, with all that that entails in threats 
to international peace and security.

* A/C.1/PV.1979 (prov.), pp. 28-32.
“ Identical with General Assembly resolution 3185 (X X V III), post, pp. 905- 

907.
“ Ante, pp. 631-633.
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International peace and security can be neither conceived of nor 
established in the atmosphere of instability that prevails in most 
parts of the world. The economic and social development of the 
developing nations is the very foundation of any political stability, 
and thus the developing nations have to exploit their natural 
resources to benefit their own people, first of all, in their struggle 
against underdevelopment and to do so without foreign inter
ference or pressure. Since peace in the world is one and indivisible 
it cannot be envisaged except as a joint effort by all nations, and 
they in turn must make the United Nations that true centre to 
harmonize the efforts of nations where the effective sovereignty 
and inalienable rights of all States and peoples, as well as their 
right to self-determination and independence, will be ensured.

The development of international relations and the creation 
of peace and detente are a permanent and daily endeavour. That 
is why the non-aligned States feel that a yearly study of the ques
tion of the implementation of the Declaration on the Strengthening 
of International Security * is called for. Such a study would allow 
us to assess at their true worth the efforts being made by the 
international community, and particularly by those who have a 
special responsibility under the Charter.

Some would have preferred this item to be dropped from the 
agenda of the United Nations as though it were sufficient to have 
adopted the Declaration on the Strengthening of International 
Security. But that is not the view of the non-aligned nations. On 
the contrary, we believe that a yearly study of the implementation 
of the Declaration will allow us to assess the degree of the imple
mentation of the Declaration by Member States. When our people 
are confronted by colonialism or neo-colonialism, when they have 
to watch foreign domination and economic pressures, we must 
inevitably call for the implementation of the principles and pur
poses of the Charter of the United Nations and of the Declaration 
on the Strengthening of International Security.

We would have preferred to see more members of the Com
mittee participate in the debate and make useful suggestions since 
our aim is not to reiterate the same principles year after year but 
to progress and to continue the analysis of international relations 
in order to promote true detente and peace among States and 
peoples. We would, however, express the hope that this draft 
resolution, which contains the aspirations and the concern of a 
great many Members, will commend itself to all members of the 
Committee.

Before concluding, I should like to point out for the benefit of 
the Secretariat two slight errors in the French and English texts. 
In the final preambular paragraph the French version should read

‘ General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-fifth Session, Supplement 
No. 28 (A/8028), pp. 22-24.
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“devenir un forum utile”, and in the English version the words 
“a useful form” should be replaced by “a useful forum”.

There is another slight error in both the French and English 
texts. In operative paragraph 1, the first letters of the words 
“friendly relations” should be in capitals, since those words refer 
to the Declaration on Friendly Relations among States.®

General Assembly Resolution 3075 (XXVIII): Economic and 
Social Consequences of the Armaments Race and Its Ex
tremely Harmful Effects on World Peace and Security, 
December 6, 1973'

The General Assembly,
Having considered the item entitled “Economic and social conse

quences of the armaments race and its extremely harmful effects 
on world peace and security”,

Recalling its resolutions 2667 (XXV) of 7 December 1970 “ and 
2831 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971,^

Taking note of the report of the Group of Experts on the Eco
nomic and Social Consequences of Disarmament entitled Disarma
ment and Development,^

Noting that, despite the repeated calls by the General Assembly 
for the adoption of effective measures to put an end to the arms 
race, military expenditures, especially in the nuclear field, have 
continued to increase at an alarming speed,

Deeply concerned about the ever spiralling arms race, espe
cially of nuclear armaments, and the heavy burden which it consti
tutes for all peoples,

Endorsing the conclusion of the report of the Secretary-General 
entitled Economic and Social Consequences of the Arms Race and 
of Military Expenditures that a substantial reduction in the mili
tary expenditures of all countries, particularly of those whose mili
tary expenditures are highest, should be brought about as soon as 
possible,®

Considering that persistent action is necessary in order to halt 
and reduce the arms race, especially in the nuclear field, including 
continuous efforts towards reducing military budgets, starting 
with the heavily armed countries,

Considering also that the United Nations should play an effec

'  /6 id.jpp. 121 if.
'  A/RES/3075, Dec. 26,1973. The resolution was adopted by consensus. 
^Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 691-693.
• Ihid., 1971, pp. 899-900.
^Disarmament and Development: Report of the Group of Experts on the 

Economic and Social Consequences of Disarmament (ST/ECA /174), pp. 22.
■ Documents on Disarmament, 1971, p. 685.
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tive role in the negotiations on the halting of the arms race and 
the reduction of military expenditures.

1. Expresses its appreciation to the Secretary-General for the 
measures he has taken to reproduce and publicize the report en
titled Economic and Social Consequences of the Arms Race and of 
Military Expenditures, in pursuance of General Assembly resolu
tion 2831 (X X V I);

2. Expresses its conviction that the report of the Secretary- 
General will contribute to a better understanding by Governments 
and public opinion of the gravity of the dangers which the con
tinued acceleration of the arms race, especially the accumulation 
of nuclear-weapon stockpiles, constitutes for world peace and 
security and for the economic and social development of all 
countries;

3. Considers that the constant awareness and the continuing 
review of the effects of the arms race and of military expenditures, 
especially in the nuclear field, could facilitate future negotiations 
on disarmament;

4. Calls upon all States to make renewed efforts aimed at adopt
ing effective measures for the cessation of the arms race, espe
cially in the nuclear field, including the reduction of military 
budgets, particularly of the heavily armed countries, with a view 
to achieving progress towards general disarmament;

5. Requests the organs concerned with disarmament issues to 
place among their high preoccupations the problems related to the 
cessation of the arms race, especially in the nuclear field, including 
the identification of the most appropriate ways and means of ap
proaching matters regarding the reduction of military budgets;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to pursue the study of the 
consequences of the arms race, paying special attention to its 
effects on the economic and social development of nations as well 
as on world peace and security, in order to enable him to submit, 
upon request by the General Assembly, an up-to-date report on 
that matter, on the basis of the information released by Govern
ments ;

7. Invites all Governments to extend their full co-operation 
to the Secretary-General in the fulfilment of the above request;

8. Reiterates its decision to maintain under constant review 
the item entitled “Economic and social consequences of the arma
ments race and its extremely harmful effects on world peace and 
security” and decides to include it in the provisional agenda of 
its thirtieth session.
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General Assembly Resolution 3076 (XXVIII): Napalm and 
Other Incendiary Weapons and All Aspects of Their Possible 
Use, December 6, 1973'

The General Assembly,
Recalling that, in resolution 2932 A (XXVII) of 29 November

1972,  ̂ it commended the report of the Secretary-General entitled 
Napalm and Other Incendiary Weapons and All Aspects of Their 
Possible Use  ̂ to the attention of all Governments and peoples 
and requested the Secretary-General to circulate the report to the 
Governments of Member-States for their comments,

Taking note of the comments submitted by Governments * and 
of the vi îdespread wish that intergovernmental action should be 
taken with a view to reaching agreement on the prohibition or re
striction of use of these weapons,

Emphasizing the need to consider new rules designed to afford 
better protection of civilians and civilian objects during armed 
conflicts.

Convinced that the widespread use of many weapons and the 
emergence of new methods of warfare that may cause unnecessary 
suffering or are indiscriminate call urgently for efforts by Govern
ments to seek, through possible legal means, the prohibition or 
restriction of the use of such weapons and of indiscriminate and 
cruel methods of warfare and, if possible, through measures of 
disarmament, the elimination of specific weapons that are espe
cially cruel or indiscriminate,

Consciom of the difficulties involved in these tasks and the need 
for factual bases for discussion,

Considering, as one such basis, in addition to the report of the

'A /R E S /3076 (XXV III), Dec. 26, 1973. The resolution was adopted by a 
vote of 103 to 0, with 18 abstentions:

For—Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina, A ustralia, Austria, Bah
rain, Barbados, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Came
roon, Canada, Chad, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cub^ Cyprus, 
Dahomey, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican R ^ublic, Egypt, El 
Salvador, Ethiopia, FRG, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Ghana, CTuatemala, Guinea, 
Haiti, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, 
Japan, Jordan, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lfesotho, Liberia, Libyan 
Arab Republic, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Malta, M auritania, 
Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nor
way, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, 
Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, South Africa, 
Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Syran Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, 
Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, 
United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, 
Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against—None.
Abstaining—Belgium, Byelorussian SSR, Central African Republic, Czecho

slovakia, France, GDR, Greece, Hungary, Israel, Italy, Mongolia, Poland, 
Saudi Arabia, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, U.K., U.S.

^Documents on Disarmament. 1972, pp. 837-839.
 ̂A/8830.

* A/9207, Add. 1 and Corr. 1.



846 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

Secretary-General, the extensive factual report elaborated by an 
international group of experts under the auspices of the Inter
national Committee of the Red Cross entitled Weapons That May 
Cause Unnecessary Suffering or Have Indiscriminate Effects, 
covering, inter alia, high-velocity projectiles, blast and fragmen
tation weapons, time-delay weapons and incendiary weapons, and 
endorsing the conclusions of the report that intergovernmental 
review and action regarding weapons of these kinds is called for, 

Considering that prohibitions or restrictions of the use of such 
weapons should be examined without delay and that positive re
sults in this regard are likely to facilitate substantive disarma
ment negotiations with a view to the elimination of production, 
stockpiling and proliferation of the weapons in question, which 
should be the ultimate objective,

Aware that the Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation and 
Development of International Humanitarian Law Applicable in 
Armed Conflicts will be convened at Geneva on the invitation of 
the Swiss Federal Council, with a first session envisaged to be held 
from 20 February to 29 March 1974,

Welcoming as a basis for discussion at that conference the 
proposals elaborated by the International Committee of the Red 
Cross and aiming, inter alia, at a reaffirmation of the fundamental 
general principles of international law prohibiting the use of 
weapons which are likely to cause unnecessary suffering and 
means and methods of warfare which have indiscriminate effects, 

Considering that the efficacy of these general principles could be 
further enhanced if rules were elaborated and generally accepted 
prohibiting or restricting the use of napalm and other incendiary 
weapons, as well as other specific conventional weapons which 
may cause unnecessary suffering or have indiscriminate effects, 

Taking note of the invitation issued by the twenty-second Inter
national Conference of the Red Cross to the International Com
mittee of the Red Cross to call, in 1974, a conference of govern
ment experts to study in depth the question of the prohibition or 
restriction of the use of conventional weapons which may cause 
unnecessary suffering or have indiscriminate effects and to trans
mit a report on the work of the conference to all Governments par
ticipating in the Diplomatic Conference with a view to assisting 
them in their further deliberations,

1. Invites the Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation and 
Development of International Humanitarian Law Applicable in 
Armed Conflicts to consider—without prejudice to its examina
tion of the draft protocols submitted to it by the International 
Committee of the Red Cross— t̂he question of the use of napalm 
and other incendiary weapons, as well as other specific conven
tional weapons which may be deemed to cause unnecessary suffer
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ing or to have indiscriminate effects, and to seek agreement on 
rules prohibiting or restricting the use of such weapons;

2. Reqtiests the Secretary-General, who has been invited to 
attend the Diplomatic Conference as an observer, to report to 
the General Assembly at its twenty-ninth session on aspects of 
the work of the Conference relevant to the present resolution.

General Assembly Resolution 3077 (XXVIII): Chemical and 
Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons, December 6, 1973^

The General Assembly,
Reaffirming its resolutions 2603 B (XXIV) of 16 December 

1969," 2662 (XXV) of 7 December 1970,=' 2827 A (XXVI) of 16 
December 1971 ■* and 2933 (XXVII) of 29 November 1972,® 

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.

Mindful of the increasing concern of the international com
munity over developments in the field of chemical and bacterio
logical (biological) weapons.

Considering that chemical and bacteriological (biological) 
methods of warfare have always been viewed with horror and been 
justly condemned by the international community,

Recalling that the General Assembly has repeatedly condemned 
all actions that are contrary to the principles and objectives of the 
Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, 
Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of War
fare, 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,

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 already been 
signed by a large number of States,

Having considered the report of the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament,®

Noting that a draft convention on the prohibition of the de-

* A/RES/3077 (X X V III), Dec. 26, 1973. The resolution was adopted by a 
vote of 118 to 0. France and the PRC did not participate in the voting.

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 717-719.
’ Ibid., 1970, pp. 683-685.
* Ibid., 1971, pp. 890-892.
^Ibid., 1972, pp. 840-841.
° Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
^Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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velopment, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and 
on their destruction, a ten-nation working paper dated 26 April
1973,® a working paper dated 21 August 1973 on the main points 
of an international agreement and other working papers, pro
posals and suggestions have been submitted to the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament,

Convinced that an early agreement on the complete prohibition 
of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical 
weapons and on their destruction would improve the prospects 
for international peace and security,

1. Reaffirms the recognized objective of effective prohibition of 
the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weap
ons and of their elimination from the arsenals of all States;

2. Urges Governments to work towards the complete realization 
of the objective as set forth in the present resolution;

3. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
to continue negotiations, as a matter of high priority, on the 
problem of chemical and bacteriological (biological) methods of 
warfare, with a view to reaching early agreement on effective 
measures for the prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of all chemical weapons, for their elimination from 
the arsenals of all States and for the complete realization of the 
objective as set forth in the present resolution;

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 Weap
ons 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 War
fare of 17 June 1925 and/or to ratify this Protocol, and calls anew 
for the strict observance by all States of the principles and objec
tives contained therein;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Confer
ence of 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-ninth session.

” Ante, pp. 206-209.
“ Ante, pp. 520-524.
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General Assembly Resolution 3078 (XXVIII): Urgent Need for 
Suspension of Nuclear and Thermonuclear Tests, December 
6,1973^

The General Assembly,
Stressing its deep apprehension concerning the harmful conse

quences of nuclear weapon tests for the acceleration of the arms 
race and for the health of present and future generations of 
mankind,

Bearing in mind that in 1975 a conference of the parties to the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons  ̂ shall be 
held, one of whose principal aims will be assuring that the pur
poses set forth in its preamble, among which there is the achieve
ment of the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weap
ons for all time, are being realized.

Recalling its resolutions 914 (X) of 16 December 1955,  ̂ 1148 
(XII) of 14 November 1957,® 1252 (XIII) of 4 November 1958,® 
1379 (XIV) of 20 November 1959,  ̂ 1402 (XIV) of 21 November 
1959,® 1577 (XV) of 20 December I960,® 1578 (XV) of 20 De
cember 1960,̂ 0 1632 (XVI) of 27 October 1961,̂  ̂ 1648 (XVI) of

 ̂A /RES/3078 (XXV III), Dec. 26,1973.
" Pt. A was approved by a vote of 89 to 5, with 33 abstentions;

For—^Argentina, Australia, A ustria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Barbados, Bhutan, 
Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Cameroon, Canada, Chad, Chile, Colombia, 
Congo, Costa Rica, Cjmrus, Dahomey, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Egypt, 
Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Honduras, Iceland, India, 
Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, Israel, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer 
Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, 
Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Malta, M auritania, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, 
Philippines, Qatar, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri 
Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Tunisia, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, 
Upper Volta, Urugpiay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against—Albania, China, France, Gabon, Portugal.

Ahstaimng—Afghanistan, Algeria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorus
sian SSR, Central African Republic, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic 
Yemen, FRG, GDR, Greece, H aiti, Hungary, Iraq, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, 
Malawi, Mongolia, Netherlands, Poland, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, 
South Africa, Syrian Arab Republic, Turkey, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, U.K., 
U.S.

’ Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
* Ibid., 1945-1959, vol. 1, pp. 583-586.
'  Ibid., vol. II, pp. 914-915.
"Ibid., pp. 1214-1215.
 ̂Ibid., pp. 1546-1547.

U bid.,pp. 1548-1549.
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6 November 1961/- 1649 (XVI) of 8 November 196 1 , 1 7 6 2  
(XVII) of 6 November 1962/* 1910 (XVIII) of 27 November 
1963, °̂ 2032 (XX) of 3 December 1965,2163 (XXI) of 5 De- 
cember 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 , 2828  (XXVI) of 16 December 
197122 and 2934 (XXVII) of 29 November 1972,

1. Condemns once again with the utmost vigour all nuclear 
weapon tests;

2. Reiterates 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 as long as ten years ago 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 without delay all nuclear weapon tests either 
through a permanent agreement or through unilateral or agreed 
moratoria.

The General Assembly,
Convinced of the urgent need for the cessation of nuclear and 

thermonuclear weapon tests, to contribute to a deceleration of the

^Ihid ., p. 568.
“ J6«Z.,pp. 578-579.

1962, vol. II, pp. 1029-1033.
^ im .,1 9 6 3 ,  p. 627.
“ Ibid., 1965, pp. 623-624.

Ibid., 1966, pp. 802-803.
Ibid., 1967, p. 731.

^  Ibid., 1968, pp. 796-797.
^  Ibid., 1969, pp. 719 ff.
^Ib id ., 1970, pp. 685-687.
^  Ibid., 1971, VV- 893-897.
^  Ibid., 1972, pp. 842-846.
^Ibid ., 1963, pp. 291-293.
“  P t. B was approved by a vote of 65 to 7, with 57 abstentions:
For—Argentina, A ustralia, Austria, Bahamas, Barbados, Bhutan, Bolivia, 

Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Cameroon, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, 
Cyprus, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Ethiopia, F iji, Finland, 
Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana, Honduras, Iceland, India, Indonesia, 
Iran, Ireland, Israel, Jamaica, Japan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, Laos, Liberia, 
Libyan Arab Republic, Malaysia, Malta, Mexico, Nepal, New Zealand, 
Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Sierra 
Leone, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand, Trinidad 
and Tobago, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, 
Zambia.

Against—Albania, China, France, Gabon, Portugal, Saudi Arabia, Senegal.
Abstaining—Afghanistan, Algeria, Bahrain, Belgium, Bulgaria, Burundi, 

Byelorussian SSR, Central African Rg)ublic, Chad, Congo, Cuba, Czecho
slovakia, Democratic Yemen, EgypL Gambia, FRG, GDR, Greece, Haiti, 
Hungary, Iraq, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Luxembourg, 
Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, M auritania, Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands,
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nuclear arms race, to the promotion of arms control and dis
armament measures, and to a reduction of world tension,

Having considered the report submitted on 7 September 1973 
by the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament,^® in par
ticular the section thereof concerned with achieving a compre
hensive nuclear weapon test ban,

Reaffirming its earlier resolutions on this subject, particularly 
resolution 2934 (XXVII) of 29 November 1972,̂ ^

Noting that 5 August 1973 was the tenth anniversary of the 
signing of the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the 
Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water,

Noting with regret that some States have not yet adhered to 
that Treaty,

Gravely disturbed at the fact that, ten years after the signature 
of that Treaty, wherein the parties seek to achieve the discon
tinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time, 
and despite the repeated appeals of the General Assembly, nuclear 
weapon testing continues at an active pace.

Deeply concerned that, notwithstanding the opposition of the 
vast majority of States as expressed in that Treaty and in the 
resolutions of the General Assembly and other world bodies, 
nuclear weapon tests continue to take place in the atmosphere, 
despite the danger of radio-active contamination.

Distressed that, despite their intent expressed in that Treaty, 
which was reiterated in the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons,""® to seek to achieve the discontinuance of all 
test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time and to carry out 
negotiations to this end, the nuclear-weapon States parties to 
these Treaties have not yet engaged in the active negotiation for a 
comprehensive nuclear test ban and that States parties to these 
Treaties continue to test nuclear weapons/underground,

1. Emphasizes its deep concern at the continuance of nuclear 
weapon tests, both in the atmosphere and underground, and at 
the lack of progress towards a comprehensive test ban agreement;

2. Calls anew upon all nuclear-weapon States to seek, as a 
matter of urgency, the end of all nuclear weapon tests in all 
environments;

3. Insists that the nuclear-weapon States which have been 
carrying out nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere discontinue 
such tests forthwith;

4. Urges States which have not yet adhered to the Treaty Ban
ning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space 
and under Water to do so without further delay;

Niger, Oman, Pakistan, Poland, Q atar, Romania, Rwanda, Somalia, South 
Africa, Spain, Syrian Arab Republic, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrain
ian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, U.K., U.S., Upper Volta, Yemen, 
2̂ ire.

“ Ante, pp. 582-619.
” Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 842-846.
’“Ibid., 1968, pp. 461—465.
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5. Vigoromly urges the States members of the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament, especially those which are 
nuclear-weapon States and parties to the Treaty Banning Nuclear 
Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under 
Water, immediately to start negotiations for elaborating a treaty 
designed to achieve the objective of a comprehensive test ban;

6. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
to continue, as a matter of highest priority, its deliberations on 
this treaty, taking into full account the suggestions already made 
in the Committee, as well as the views expressed at the current 
session of the General Assembly and at previous sessions, and to 
submit to the Assembly at its twenty-ninth session a special report 
on its deliberations on this vitally important matter, including 
the areas of agreement on the achievement of a draft treaty;

7. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its twenty- 
ninth session an item entitled “Urgent need for cessation of 
nuclear and thermonuclear tests and conclusion of a treaty de
signed to achieve a comprehensive test ban” in place of the item 
entitled “Urgent need for suspension of nuclear and thermo
nuclear tests” which appears on the agenda of the twenty-eighth 
session.

General Assembly Resolution 3079 (XXVIII): Implementation 
of General Assembly Resolution 2935 (XXVII) Concerning 
the Signature and Ratification of Additional Protocol II of the 
Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America (Treaty of TIatelolco), December 6, 1973 ^

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 1911 (XVIII) of 27 November 1963,^

‘ A/RES/3079 (XXVIII), Dec. 19, 1973. The resolution was adopted by a 
vote of 116 to 0, with 12 abstentions:

For—Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bah
rain, Barbados, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Came
roon, Canada, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, 
Costa Rica, Cyprus, Dahomey, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican 
Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, 
Finland, France, FRG, Gabon, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Haiti, 
Honduras, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Italy, Ivoiy Coast, 
Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, 
Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, 
Mali, Malta, M auritania, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
N icaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, 
Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, 
Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, South Africa, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, 
Swaziland, Sweden, 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.

A gainst—None.
Abstaining—Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, GDR, 

Guyana, Hungary, Malawi, Mongolia, Poland, Ukrainian SSR, USSR.
’ Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 628-629.
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2286 (XXII) of 5 December 1967," 2456 B (XXIII) of 20 De
cember 1968," 2666 (XXV) of 7 December 1970,' 2830 (XXVI) 
of 16 December 1971 ® and 2935 (XXVII) of 29 November 1972,  ̂
in five of which there have been appeals to the nuclear-weapon 
States regarding the signature and ratification of Additional 
Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons 
in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)

Reiterating 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 under
taken in a formal international instrument which is legally 
binding, such as a treaty, convention or protocol,

1. Notes with satisfaction that Additional Protocol II of the 
Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 
(Treaty of Tlatelolco), which entered into force for the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United 
States of America in 1969 and 1971, respectively, has been signed 
in 1973 by France and by the People’s Republic of China and that 
the Governments of both countries have already decided to take 
the necessary measures for its ratification;

2. Urges the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to sign and 
ratify Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco), in 
conformity with the repeated appeals of the General Assemlily;

3. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its twenty- 
ninth session an item entitled “Implementation of General As
sembly resolution 3079 (XXVIII) concerning the signature and 
ratification of Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohi
bition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tla
telolco) ” ;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit the present reso
lution to the nuclear-weapon States and to inform the General 
Assembly at its twenty-ninth session of any measure adopted by 
them in order to implement it.

“ Ibid., 1967, pp. 620-621.
JS6S,p. 799.

“/Wd., 1970, pp. 689-691.
'  Ibid., 1971, pp. 898-899.
’’Ibid., 1972, pp. 847-848.
* For the Tlatelolco treaty  and protocols, see ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
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General Assembly Resolution 3080 (XXVIII): Declaration of 
the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, December 6, 1973 ^

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 2832 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971, 

entitled ‘‘Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace”,̂  
Reaffirming its conviction that action in furtherance of the 

objectives of the Declaration would be a substantial contribution 
to the strengthening of international peace and security,

Noting the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian 
Ocean,® established by General Assembly resolution 2992 (XXVII) 
of 15 December 1972  ̂ to study the implications of the proposal, 
with special reference to the practical measures that may be taken 
in furtherance of the objectives of Assembly resolution 2832 
(XXVI), having due regard to the security interests of the lit
toral 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,

Noting with satisfaction the progress made by the Ad Hoc Com
mittee in fulfilling its mandate,

1. Urges all States to accept the principles and objectives con
tained in General Assembly resolution 2832 (XXVI), entitled 
‘‘Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace’’, as a con
structive contribution to the strengthening of regional and inter
national security;

2. Requests the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean to con-

 ̂A /RES/3080 (XXVIII), Dec. 19, 1973. The resolution was adopted by a 
vote of 95 to 0, with 35 abstentions:

For—Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina^ Australia, Bahamas, Bah
rain, Barbados, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Came
roon, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Dahomey, 
Democratic Yemen, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, 
Ethiopia, F iji, Gabon, Ghana, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, 
Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer 
Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, Malaysia, 
Mali, Malta, M auritania, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, New Zealand, Nicaragua, 
Niger, Nigeria, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Qatar, Ro
mania, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, 
Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and 
Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tan
zania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against—None.

Abstaining—Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Cen
tra l African Republic, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, El Salvador, Finland, 
France, FRG, GDR, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Hungary, Ireland, Israel, 
Italy, Luxembourg, Malawi, Mongolia, Netherlands, Norway, Oman, Poland, 
Portugal, South Africa, Turkey, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, U.K., U.S.

* Documents on Disarmwment, 1971, pp. 901-903.
® General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-eighth Session, Supplement 

No. 29 (A/9029),
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 861-862.
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tinue its work, to carry out consultations in accordance with its 
mandate and to report with recommendations to the General As
sembly at its twenty-ninth session;

3. Urges all States, especially the major Powers, to extend their 
co-operation to the Ad Hoc Committee in the discharge of its 
functions;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to render all 
necessary assistance to the Ad Hoc Committee;

5. Decides that the Ad Hoc Committee shall be provided with 
summary records of its proceedings;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to prepare a factual state
ment of the great Powers’ military presence in all its aspects, in 
the Indian Ocean, with special reference to their naval deploy
ments, conceived in the context of great Power rivalry;

7. Recommends that the statement should be based on available 
material and prepared with the assistance of qualified experts and 
competent bodies selected by the Secretary-General;

8. Requests that the statement be transmitted to the Ad Hoc 
Committee at an early date, if possible by 31 March 1974;

9. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its twenty- 
ninth session an item entitled “Implementation of the Declaration 
on the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace”.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Malik) to the General
Assembly: Reduction of Military Budgets, December 7,1973 ^

The twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly is today 
concluding consideration of one of the most important items on 
its agenda, relating to the reduction of the military budgets of 
States permanent members of the Security Council by 10 per cent 
and the utilization of part of the funds thus saved to provide 
assistance to developing countries. The delegation of the USSR, 
under its right as the country which was the initiator of this 
proposal, would wish to state its considerations concerning the 
results of the discussion that has taken place on this item.

This proposal of the Soviet Union is dictated by a sincere and 
serious desire to consolidate the successes achieved in improving 
the international situation and to supplement the political detente 
by military detente, and to ensure that the benefits of the relaxa
tion of international tension are extended to the peoples of a broad 
range of countries.

The reduction of military budgets of the five permanent mem
bers of the Security Council would have great significance, both 
for the cause of disarmament and for the economic progress of 
the developing countries. It stands to reason that it would be

‘ A/PV.2194 (prov.), pp. 16-30.
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desirable that other States having major economic and military 
potential reduce their military budgets. The funds thus saved 
would be switched from military to peaceful purposes and would 
be used for the welfare of the peoples, for the provision of techni
cal and economic assistance to the developing countries, as a 
supplement to that assistance which is already being provided to 
them through existing channels. In this particular instance, it 
would involve gratuitous assistance which would not be accompa
nied by any conditions and especially by any requirements of a 
binding character.

This proposal of the Soviet Union is fully in accord with the 
position of the developing countries as stated in the official docu
ment of the United Nations entitled “Review and Appraisal of 
the Objectives and Policies of the International Development 
Strategy for the Second United Nations Development Decade”. 
This document is A/C.2/L.1329. This document was today adopted 
unanimously by the Second Committee of the twenty-eighth 
session of the General Assembly. In that important document, on 
behalf of all the developing countries in the United Nations, the 
following is especially emphasized as one of the basic principles:

. . .  all countries should actively promote the achievement of general and 
complete disarmament through effective measures. The resources th a t may be 
released as a result of effective measures of actual disarmament should be 
used for the promotion of economic and social development of all nations. 
The release of resources resulting from those measures should increase the 
capacity of developed countries to provide sujjport to developing countries in 
their efforts towards accelerating their economic and social progress.'

In our proposal, this general principle is now embodied in con
crete and realistic figures for the provision of assistance to de
veloping countries through an actual reduction of military ex
penses. The concurrence of the position of the USSR with the posi
tions of the third world on this question, which is of vital interest 
to them, gives us confidence that the delegations of those coun
tries, which constitute the majority in the United Nations, support 
our proposal and will vote for the draft resolution of the USSR 
which is contained in document A/L.701/Rev.l.®

Some representatives have attempted to circulate a version 
concerning the insignificance of the sum of such assistance. This 
does not correspond to the facts. Is an additional assistance to 
developing countries amounting to over $1,000 million likely to 
be insignificant? For this sum it might be possible to build, not 
Mirages in developing countries—as was hypocritically and cyni
cally being bandied about by one of the opponents of this pro
posal—but genuine industrial and other useful projects. Only one 
thing is necessary, namely, a genuine desire on the part of those 
who must reduce their military budgets to transfer, additionally

” A/C.2/L.1329, p. 25.
’ Identical with pt. A of General Assembly resolution 3093 (X X V III), post, 

pp 876-877.
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and gratuitously, part of the funds thus saved to the developing 
countries.

A reduction of the military budgets by 10 per cent will not upset 
the principle of equality or security of States, because all five 
States have had proposed to them the reduction of their military 
budgets by the same percentage figure, and therefore in an equal 
proportion. It is entirely clear that from a proportional reduction 
of the level of military budgets of the five Powers, the security 
interests of not a single one of them would suffer.

The proportional decrease is also fully in accord with the 
principle published in the Soviet-British communique on 5 De
cember in Moscow during the presence in the Soviet Union of the 
British Minister of Foreign Affairs, Sir Alec Douglas Home.  ̂ In 
that communique it is stated that during the discussion of the 
question concerning talks on mutual reductions of armed forces 
and armaments, the parties emphasized the significance of 
not jeopardizing the security of any party involved. In draw
ing attention to this agreement between the Soviet and British 
parties, I express the hope that the delegation of the United King
dom in the Assembly will not object to a proportional decrease 
in the military budgets of the five permanent members of the 
Security Council, since this would be fully in accordance with the 
principle of not jeopardizing the security of any one of the parties. 
Any attempts to demonstrate the opposite are but an open mani
festation of unwillingness to decrease military budgets and thus 
take a further real step on the road to disarmament.

We are profoundly convinced that the overwhelming majority 
of States Members of the United Nations fully understand both 
the positive essence of this proposal and the nature of the negative 
position of its opponents. The delegation of the USSR cannot 
but express its satisfaction over the fact that this Soviet proposal 
has been supported by those who are genuinely interested in 
strengthening peace and in effecting measures aimed at disarma
ment and in providing assistance to the developing countries.

In noting with satisfaction that this proposal has been sup
ported by numerous non-aligned countries, may we express grati
tude to their delegations in the Assembly?

What is being said by the opponents of the proposal to decrease 
military budgets and to use part of the funds thus saved to provide 
assistance to developing countries? The majority of them, it would 
seem, do not reject this proposal in principle. It is difficult to reject 
it openly. However, they are seeking circuitous ways in order to 
divert the attention of the Assembly and of delegations away from 
this concrete and easily practicable proposal. Some of them assert 
that it is allegedly difficult to ascertain the amounts of the military 
budgets of each one of the five permanent members of the Security 
Council and yet —and here we wish to emphasize this particularly

‘ Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXV, no. 49 (Jan. 2,1974), p. 19; 
Pravda, Dec. 6,1973, p. 4.
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— t̂he amounts of these military budgets are approved by the 
Parliaments of each of the five countries, and their specific 
amounts in corresponding national currencies are known from the 
official documents, not only to the delegations of those countries 
at the General Assembly, but they are known also to the whole 
world. Let us begin with the amount of the military budget of the 
United Kingdom. From the official documents of Her Britannic 
Majesty’s Stationery Office it is well known that the defence allo
cations for the year 1973—74 amount to £3,100 million. This 
amount of the military budget was approved by Parliament on 
6 March 1973. Where is this known from? From the official British 
document, and I shall read it in English and indicate the page.

(spoken in English)

“Financial Statement and Budget Report, 1973-74, London, 
Her Majesty’s Stationery Office”, page 18.

(continued in Russian)

We also know very well the amount of the military budget of 
France for 1973. It also amounts to the substantial sum of 
Frs. 34,800 million. It was approved by the National Assembly of 
France on 28 December 1972.

How do we know this? From French official documents, namely: 
Journal offidel de la Republique Frangaise (Lois et Decrets), 
jeudi 21 Mcemhre 1972, Paris, page 1322. That is the official 
journal of the French Republic.

Let us turn to the Soviet Union. Its budget for defence amounts 
to 17,900 million roubles for 1973. The law published in the Soviet 
Government organ and the Soviet Government newspaper Izvestia 
on 28 December 1972 makes this very well known to all. This is a 
law on the state budget of the Soviet Union for 1973. This figure is 
known to Sir Donald Maitland. He quoted it in his statement. 
True, he regretted the fact that the military budget of the Soviet 
Union was published only in one line, but the military budgets of 
all countries can fit into one line—that of the Soviet Union, that 
of the United Kingdom and that of France.

The amount of the military budget of the United States is 
known from the official Presidential documents. In the financial 
year 1973, the actual expenditures for defence for the United 
States were estimated at $76,400 million. How do we know this? 
From the official United States document, which reads as follows:

(continued in English)

“The Budget of the United States Government. Fiscal year 1974, 
Executive Office of the President, Office of Management and 
Budget”, Washington, 1973, page 364.
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{continued in Russian)

Only concerning the military budget of China, do we have no 
official data. According to information in the world press and ac
cording to experts, the military budget of China is estimated at 
between $9,000 million and $16,000 million. Let us hope that after 
the adoption by the General Assembly of the resolution on the 
reduction of military budgets of States permanent members of 
the Security Council, the Chinese Government will officially indi
cate the amount of the military budget of China.

The proposal to reduce by 10 per cent the military budgets, as 
has been explained on a number of occasions, provides for a one
time reduction precisely of the official military budgets for 1973 
of the permanent members of the Security Council and the with
drawal from the funds thus saved of a specific proportion to the 
extent of 10 per cent for purposes of development. All this can 
easily be calculated on the basis of existing official data so that 
the exact fixed sum for supplementary gratuitous assistance to 
developing countries may be withdrawn.

What is needed? Not much. Only the will of the United Kingdom, 
France, China and the United States. The will and the agreement 
of the Soviet Union are already in evidence. All of them will reduce 
their military budgets by 10 per cent—in other words, propor
tionately. Not one of them, from the point of view of the interests 
of defence and security, will bear any loss. That is why any allega
tions to the effect that the United Kingdom or China or France, 
if they were to decrease their budgets by 10 per cent, would find 
themselves in a less favourable position than the Soviet Union 
are groundless and, therefore, inconsistent.

Specific opponents are trying deliberately to dismember the 
question of the reduction of military budgets and tear it into two 
halves and separate disarmament from development. In this con
nexion, on the one hand an attempt is being made to demonstrate 
that it is not possible to carry out in practice any measures to 
decrease budgets and bring about disarmament, and, on the other 
hand, those specific opponents are circulating a version to the 
effect that the capitalist countries of the West are already pro
viding developing countries with such extensive assistance that 
to provide any additional assistance to them, and gratuitously at 
that, through the reduction of military budgets, would be some
thing that would not be warranted. Both these so-called arguments 
cannot withstand any serious criticism. The Soviet Union is firmly 
in favour of one further practical step being taken both in the 
field of development, precisely through this reduction by 10 per 
cent of military budgets of the five permanent members of the 
Security Council, and also with regard to the provision of addi
tional assistance to developing countries.

Certain opponents of the proposal of the Soviet Union allege
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that it is not possible to decrease in equal proportions the mili
tary budgets of the five permanent members of the Security Coun
cil because the levels of military preparedness are different and 
because of the existence of various types of weapons in the pos
session of these countries. Some have more; others have less. 
That is why those who have fewer weapons must continue the 
arms race. They must have a sort of discount given to them. It is 
necessary to give them a kind of privilege. From this rather 
strange philosophy it would follow that it would be necessary to 
stop all talks concerning disarmament and the reduction of mili
tary budgets, to halt discussion of these questions in the United 
Nations and in international forums, until such time as all the 
great Powers have achieved an equally high level in military readi
ness and have stockpiled an equal number of weapons. Only then 
would it be possible, allegedly, to speak of the reduction of military 
budgets and disarmament. The inconsistency of such a philosophy 
is obvious, and there is no need to demonstrate it. The slogan of 
such a philosophy is: long live the arms race; away with dis
armament.

Some have referred to the fact that it is not possible to do any
thing anyway, inasmuch as not all the great Powers are anxious 
to decrease their military budgets. To state that is, therefore, not 
to have any faith in the influence of world public opinion, and in 
the effect of the opinions and decisions of the United Nations 
where the great Powers are concerned. Specific representatives of 
the capitalist countries of the West have been boasting about the 
considerable amounts of assistance their countries are providing 
to the developing countries. In this connexion, however, in par
ticular the representative of the United Kingdom has modestly 
passed over in silence facts about the amount of dividends which, 
during the colonialist imperialist domination over the peoples of 
Asia, Africa and Latin America, were derived, for instance, by 
the United Kingdom from former colonies that are now sovereign 
developing countries. These dividends amounted to billions of 
dollars, and in order to return at least part of the appropriated 
revenue from colonial domination the former colonial Powers, 
especially the United Kingdom, ought to provide much more as
sistance than they are now providing to the developing countries 
and do so gratuitously. Yet the true essence of the assistance of 
certain Western Powers was rather well described in the state
ment in the plenary meeting of the General Assembly on 4 Octo
ber 1973 by the President of Zaire, Mr. Mobutu.® He stated that 
his country was annually paying out dividends amounting to the 
colossal sum of $350 million a year for services rendered to it by 
foreign companies. That is why he stated that he wondered who 
was helping whom.

'A/PV.2140 (prov.),p .68.
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Let us turn to the facts. The revenues of British companies, for 
instance, from direct investments alone in the developing coun
tries—in other words, without taking into account the profits from 
oil companies, banks, insurance companies, portfolio investments 
and others—in 1971 amounted to £209 million sterling, and the 
profits of the oil companies of the United Kingdom which have 
investments in developing countries amounted in 1971, the same 
year, to approximately £200 million sterling. If the United King
dom were to decrease its military budget by 10 per cent, this 
would produce a figure of approximately £300 million sterling.

If from that figure thus saved from the military budget, it were 
to provide 10 per cent for assistance to developing countries, ad
ditionally and gratuitously, this would amount to approximately 
£30 million. If this figure is to be compared to £409 million, which 
the United Kingdom is obtaining annually from the exploitation 
of developing countries, only by the two forms of companies that 
I have just mentioned, this would amount only to 8 per cent. In 
the light of these facts, such an amount of additional assistance by 
the United Kingdom to developing countries would not be too 
burdensome for it.

Sir Donald Maitland, in the absence of arguments against our 
proposal concerning the reduction of military budgets, attempted 
to make up for this by the fact that he had represented in an 
inaccurate light the assistance provided by the Soviet Union to 
developing countries. In this connexion, the Soviet delegation 
would wish to point out that the Soviet Union has agreements on 
assistance and co-operation with 45 developing countries, and 
their number is growing. Accordingly, the Soviet Union is pro
viding co-operation in the building and expansion of approximately 
860 various types of projects in developing countries, of which 
more than 400 are already in operation.

The amount of favourable credits offered by the Soviet Union 
for purposes of economic and scientific and technical development 
to developing countries, for the period 1963 to 1971, has almost 
doubled, and at the present time exceeds 5,600 million rubles. And 
here, approximately 90 per cent of these funds are aimed at pro
duction development, including three-quarters which is directed 
towards energy and power.

In the course of economic co-operation with the Soviet Union, 
there is growth and the strengthening of the economic develop
ment of the developing countries, because the Soviet Union is 
building its relations with these countries on the basis of respect 
for the sovereignty, equality of rights and non-interference in 
the internal affairs of the countries concerned. At the time when 
the monopoly capital of the capitalist countries is pursuing the 
purposes of securing the natural resources of the developing coun
tries and to guarantee the continuation of neo-colonialist exploita
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tion of their human resources, the co-operation of the Soviet 
Union with developing countries assists them in the struggle for 
political independence, economic self-reliance and social progress, 
for the welfare of the broad masses of the populations of these 
countries.

The projects of economic co-operation of the Soviet Union and 
the developing countries have become a genuine school for the 
establishment of the necessary staff of engineers, technicians and 
a highly qualified labour force in the developing countries. The 
economic co-operation of the USSR with the developing countries 
lies in the fact that our assistance marks the expansion of the 
solidarity of the Soviet toilers with the national liberation struggle 
of the developing countries against imperialist domination. This 
is the assistance given by the Soviet Union to developing countries 
that are defending their economic and political independence.

I should like to say a few words concerning the Mexican draft 
resolution (A/L.715).® The delegation of the USSR has carefully 
studied the draft resolution introduced in the Assembly by the 
head of the Mexican delegation, Mr. Garcia Robles. We note with 
gratitude that Mr. Garcia Robles, as many other representatives 
of developing countries, not only responded favourably to the 
main idea contained in our proposal concerning the fact that it 
would be necessary to embark upon a course of reducing the mili
tary budgets of the five permanent members of the Security Coun
cil, but to bend every effort towards the practical realization of 
this idea. He supplements this idea by emphasizing the necessity 
that the example of these five States should be followed by other 
States which have significant economic and military potential. 
This is reflected in his draft resolution, which requests the Secre- 
tary-General of the United Nations, with the assistance of certain 
experts, to study in more detail this idea of the reduction of mili
tary budgets and submit a report to the next regular session of the 
General Assembly.

For our part, we have no objection to that draft resolution. 
We consider, in accordance with agreement with Mr. Garcia 
Robles, that his draft resolution has something which supplements 
our draft resolution, and not something that competes with it.

In conclusion, we would wish to state that the proposal intro
duced by the Soviet Union, for consideration at the present ses
sion, to reduce the military budgets of States permanent members 
of the Security Council by 10 per cent and utilization of part of the 
funds thus saved to provide assistance to developing countries, is 
a practical and constructive proposal of one of the five permanent 
members of the Security Council. We call upon all permanent 
members of the Security Council without exception, to whom our

‘ Identical with pt. B of General Assembly resolution 3093 (XXVIII), post, 
pp. 877-878.
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address is directed, to display the same goodwill and practical 
readiness in bringing it about.

This is called for by the interests of consolidating the success 
already achieved. It is called for by the need to improve the in
ternational situation. It is called for by the interests to supple
ment the political detente with a military detente, in order to 
strengthen this detente and make it irreversible. This is dictated 
by the interests of bringing about practical measures of disarma
ment and the interests of peaceful development of States.

On instructions of the Soviet Government, the delegation of the 
USSR is authorized to state that the Soviet Union is ready to 
implement this proposal.

Statement by the United States Representative (Schaufele) to 
the General Assembly: Reduction of Military Budgets, 
December 7, 1973 '

I should like to say a few words concerning my delegation’s de
cision to abstain in the vote on the USSR proposal calling for a 
10 per cent reduction in the military budgets of the five permanent 
members of the Security Council and the use of part of the funds 
thus saved to increase development assistance.”

After careful consideration we have concluded that a resolution 
that would tie additional development aid to reductions in defence 
budgets is neither a practical, equitable nor promising way to pro
ceed towards the development goals to which we all subscribe. 
First, we do not believe that the proposal is a practical one. Its ap
plication would require some common standard for measuring the 
military budgets of the various States concerned. No such stand
ard exists. Countries differ significantly in their concepts of what 
constitutes a military budget. Those countries whose military 
budget covers only a part of their defence-associated expenditures 
would, under this proposal, have the advantage of undertaking a 
relatively smaller reduction in their military strength. By the 
same token, their development assistance contribution would be 
relatively less than if common, objective standards for definition 
of a military budget existed. Even assuming that we could all 
agree on such standards, there is no assurance that all the States 
concerned would be willing to submit their military budgets to 
the sort of international scrutiny necessary to see that the 
standards were applied fairly.

Moreover, the Soviet proposal suggests no system for verifica
tion of the proposed budget cuts. In the absence of such verifica-

> A/PV.2194 (prov.), pp. 38-45.
’ Identical with pt. A of General Assembly resolution 3093 (X X V III), post, 

pp. 876-877.



864 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

tion there could be no assurance that a military budget was in 
fact reduced, or, if it was, that actual military expenditures were 
decreased or the funds not subsequently restored. Without some 
standard accounting concepts and a verification system it would 
be practically impossible to ensure that a measure for equal rela
tive reductions in official budgets would be equitable in its effects 
on national military forces.

Quite beyond the impracticability of the Soviet proposal, we 
do not believe that it is useful to try to link defence budgetary 
levels to capacity or duty to provide development assistance. There 
is no direct relationship between the size of a country’s defence 
budget and the funds it may make available for development pur
poses abroad; nor do comparisons among countries show any con
sistent ratio between the two. Therefore, in our view, to propose 
such a purported link cannot effectively ensure that those coun
tries able to do so devote an appropriate share of their available 
resources to aid for developing countries.

To reach the goals of the Development Decade each of the more 
developed countries should use its own budgetary procedures to 
determine how the maximum amount of money could be made 
available for aid purposes. We do not believe that countries with 
widely different budgetary systems should be called upon to allo
cate development aid funds out of a particular part of their 
budgets. It is up to each of them to decide on what financial mecha
nism it finds most suitable.

I should like to conclude my remarks on the proposal before us 
by making it clear that, while the United States is unable to sup
port the proposal, we do remain committed both to the search for 
means to curtail and limit armaments and to the principle that the 
developed countries have a responsibility to help other, develop
ing, countries to improve their economic situation. We have up
held that principle. The development assistance provided by the 
United States Government to other nations since the Second 
World War amounts to over $75,000 million. The United States 
will continue to furnish such assistance and we welcome the efforts 
of any and all other States to help meet the needs of developing 
countries.

With regard to the draft resolution in document A/L.715,^ I 
wish to point out that the United States has consistently main
tained that the most promising path to genuine progress in the 
disarmament field and the one most likely to protect and enhance 
the security of all States is that of the careful and thorough 
examination of the complex issues involved in possible control 
measures. That is why my delegation welcomes the general ap
proach of the representative of Mexico, Mr. Garcia Robles. How-

’ Identical with pt. B of General Assembly resolution 3093 (X X V III), post, 
pp. 877-878.
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ever, we regret that we shall have to abstain in the vote on the 
draft resolution. Specifically, my delegation believes that the 
second preambular paragraph needlessly adds an element of con
tention and an exaggerated sense of urgency to what is otherwise 
a non-controversial procedural draft resolution. While we agree 
that the question of the reduction of military budgets is timely 
and important, we cannot accept language describing the matter 
as one of “urgent necessity”.

In addition to its somewhat precipitate tone, the paragraph 
makes a distinction between two different categories of States— 
the permanent members of the Security Council and other States 
with a major economic and military potential, and suggests that 
for the first category the importance of reducing budgets is sig
nificantly greater than it is for the second. We cannot concur in 
making such a distinction.

I should like also to say a few words about the third preambular 
paragraph. The United States has stated on several occasions, 
most recently in connexion with the Soviet proposal on this sub
ject, that regardless of the high priority and importance we attach 
to the goals of disarmament and development, we do not believe 
any useful purpose is served by linking in a precise manner the 
possible reduction of national military budgets to an obligation to 
increase national contributions to development assistance. The 
third preambular paragraph seems to imply such a linkage.

It is our understanding that the expert study called for in 
operative paragraph 1 would cover the entire range of issues re
lated to the question of possible agreed reductions of military 
budgets and would not be confined to the study of any single 
measure. In his statement to the Assembly on 26 November, Mr. 
Garcia Robles indicated that the report of the experts should cover 
a variety of concrete issues relevant to the question of possible 
budget reduction measures. At that time he said:

Among the various points tha t the report should endeavour to elucidate, it 
would be desirable to give prominence to the criteria th a t should be applied 
in order to arrive a t a generally accepted definition of w hat is to be under
stood by m ilitary budgets.*

We agree with Mr. Garcia Robles. We would even say that the 
following things are indispensable:

First, the group of experts should examine the problem of 
arriving at a common definition of the elements and scope of 
military expenditures.

Second, given the diverse budgetary systems of States, the 
group should explore the question of devising standard accounting 
procedures for measuring military budgets and expenditures.

Third, in view of the varying national rates of inflation, the

‘ A/C.1/PV.2179 (prov.),p.67.



866 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

group should study appropriate methods for evaluating the effects 
of price and wage changes on national military spending.

Fourth, the expert group should investigate the feasibility of 
comparing in a meaningful way budget figures expressed in one 
currency with figures expressed in another, especially when the 
comparison is between market and non-market economies, with 
very different domestic price structures.

Fifth, the group should examine the feasibility of various tech
niques for monitoring military spending levels and changes in 
those levels.

Of course, that set of questions is not meant to be exhaustive; 
it is only illustrative of the types of issues that we regard as 
essential for the group of consultative experts to address itself to.

My delegation would also like to concur with the view expressed 
by Mr. Garcia Robles on 26 November, that the group of experts 
should have available to it the replies which Member States would 
provide in response to a questionnaire from the Secretary-Gen
eral. Such a procedure was followed in 1971 in connexion with 
the expert study on the economic and social consequences of the 
arms race. We would therefore fully expect that, in accordance 
with operative paragraph 2 of the draft resolution, the Secretary- 
General would request, either in the form of a questionnaire or 
by some other appropriate means. Member State to provide 
the detailed and meaningful data necessary to make the study a 
responsible and successful one.

On those assumptions, that the group of experts would examine 
carefully the various issues involved in the possible reduction of 
military budgets and that the Secretary-General would request 
Member States to provide the data necessary to make the examina
tion meaningful, the United States would welcome the opportun
ity to co-operate with the study and would nominate a qualified 
American expert to participate in it. We would also be prepared 
to provide the expert group with relevant data. My delegation be
lieves that an expert study organized and prepared along those 
lines would be a constructive enterprise which would contribute to 
a better understanding of the issues involved. Only by utilizing 
such an approach can we hope to make possible the serious and 
thorough consideration of this important aspect of our work in 
the disarmament field.

I think it will be clear from what I have said that my delegation 
found some elements of genuine merit in the Mexican draft resolu
tion, and if it had had more time to study all its aspects it might 
have been able to arrive at a voting solution other than that of a 
pure and simple abstention. That was the purpose of the pro
cedural motion we made earlier.

I wish to point out in this connexion that we also wish to respect 
the Mexican commitment to have the vote take place on both
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draft resolutions on the same day; hence we did not request a post
ponement of voting on the Mexican draft resolution alone.

Statement by the PRC Representative (Chuang) to the General 
Assembly: Reduction of Military Expenditures, December 7, 
1973^

Before voting on the Soviet draft resolution on the so-called 
reduction of military budgets by 10 per cent,  ̂ we deem it neces
sary to make a further explanation of our position.

In his speeches Mr. Malik uttered a whole series of falsities and 
put up a pretense of sincerity in order to cover up the Soviet fraud 
on disarmament. Furthermore, he viciously and slanderously at
tacked China. Yet, no matter what amount of pleasant words and 
sophistry you may use, a sham is a sham and a fraud is a fraud 
after all. You have been crying for disarmament for more than a 
decade, but how much have you reduced in your military expendi
tures and what armament have you reduced? Now your rivalry 
with the other super-Power has extended to every corner of the 
globe and your arms race has become increasingly fierce in your 
contention for world hegemony. You know full well that your 
military expenditures cannot possibly be reduced and disarma
ment cannot possibly be realized; yet you have kept on making 
disarmament proposals of one kind or another year in and year 
out. To put it bluntly, such stuff of yours is precisely designed to 
cover up your own arms expansion and war preparations and 
shift the responsibility for opposing disarmament on to other 
countries. However, you have the effrontery to “be proud of” this. 
You are indeed devoid of all sense of shame.

In his speech Mr. Malik talked at great length about the figures 
of military expenditures of the Soviet Union and other countries.* 
We deem it necessary also to deal with this question. According to 
the greatly reduced figures published by the Soviet Union itself, 
Soviet military expenditure in 1960 was 9,300 million rubles and 
has gone up to 17,900 million rubles in 1973. As is known to all, 
the military expenditures published by the Soviet Union are 
false and they are many times less than the actual military ex
penditures. This was publicly admitted by Khrushchev. The actual 
Soviet military expenditures are reportedly three to four times 
more than those officially admitted, which have made it possible 
for the Soviet Union to maintain armaments comparable to those 
of the other super-Power. The Soviet Union is not honest even

‘ A/PV.2194 (prov.), pp. 47-56.
“ Identical with pt. A of General Assembly resolution 3093 (XXVIII), post, 

pp. 876-877.
° See ante, pp. 855-863.
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about its own military expenditures, and this is a further proof 
of its hypocrisy in proposing the reduction of military budgets.

The Soviet Union often makes itself appear as being concerned 
about the maintenance of international security and world peace. 
If this were true, why should you obstinately refuse to sign Addi
tional Protocol II to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America * in disregard of the Latin American 
people’s just demand for opposing nuclear threat and nuclear 
blackmail? Why should you obstinately refuse to support the 
establishment of an Indian Ocean peace zone in disregard of the 
legitimate desire of the numerous small and medium-size countries 
in the Indian Ocean region to defend their national independence 
and State sovereignty, and why should you instead unwarrantedly 
attack this proposal? And why should you refuse to accept China’s 
proposal for all nuclear countries, particularly the Soviet Union 
and the United States, to undertake the obligations not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons and to withdraw all their troops from 
abroad and dismantle military bases on foreign soil? In our 
opinion, given a sincere desire on the part of the Soviet Union, it 
will not be difficult for it to do all this. Mr. Malik, do you dare to 
stand up to declare that the Soviet Government agrees to sign 
Additional Protocol II to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America, support the establishment of the 
Indian Ocean peace zone and undertake to fulfill the above two 
obligations as proposed by China long ago? Probably you will not 
dare to do so.

Mr. Malik said that the proportionate reduction of the military 
budgets of the five States permanent members of the Security 
Council was a fair approach and that China had no “privilege” 
not to do so. In this connexion, we already stated our position and 
exposed your scheme in our last speech, and there is no need for 
repetition here. However, it must be pointed out that Mr. Malik’s 
accusation about China having any “privilege” on the question of 
disarmament is a pure invention and sheer demagogy. It stands to 
reason that the aggressors should be disarmed and that those 
subjected to aggression and threat have the right to self-defence. 
In the face of serious military threats by the Soviet Union, it is 
only natural and irreproachable for China to strengthen its na
tional defence, heighten its vigilance and make all preparations 
against surprise attacks from Soviet revisionist social-imperial- 
ism. The question of so-called “privilege” simply does not arise. 
While stationing large numbers of armed forces on the Sino- 
Soviet border and in the People’s Republic of Mongolia in an 
aggressive and sabre-rattling posture, the Soviet Union is asking 
China to reduce its military budget and carry out disarmament. 
We would like to ask: What are you really up to?

* Documents on Disarmamenty 1967̂  p. 83.
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Mr. Malik alleged that this Soviet proposal took into account 
the “mood, opinion, feeling” of the third world countries, un
abashedly posing himself as a living Buddha ready to bestow 
alms and charity on them and styling himself the guardian and 
spokesman of their interests. Then, let us look at what you have 
done to the third world countries these years. What you term 
“assistance” is in fact exploitation and plunder. A commentator 
of the Pravda by the name of Zhukov openly said on the Moscow 
TV network on 7 October 1972:
Those who regard assistance to foreign countries as a kind of alms or a waste 
of money are extremely wrong . . . Such assistance is not gratis, as certain 
comrades imagine.

Semen Skachkov, Chairman of the Soviet Committee for External 
Economic Relations, said in an article in Pravda on 29 March 1973 
that the Soviet assistance to developing countries:
. . . helps to boost our foreign trade and increase our export of equipment. 
I t  can adequately meet the needs of the national economy of the Soviet Union.

He admitted that through “assistance”, the Soviet Union had 
grabbed a large amount o f:
. . . important material, foodstuff and m anufactured products beneficial to 
the Soviet economy.

He also admitted that:
. . . the foreign exchange obtained from the debt-repayment by the develop
ing countries are increasing yearly, constituting an important contribution 
to the balance of payment of the Soviet Union.

These are not things said by me. They were all said by gentlemen 
from the Soviet Union.

The Soviet Union does not easily loosen its grip even on its 
partners in its so-called socialist community. The figures in the 
Yearbook on Soviet Foreign Trade show that from 1960 to 1967, 
Soviet export of crude oil to four East European countries 
amounted to over 98.77 million tons which cost 1,705.62 million 
rubles, and that in the same period Soviet export of crude oil 
to six West European countries totalled 99.11 million tons which 
only cost 852.99 million rubles. Four COMECON members 
bought less crude oil than the six capitalist countries but had to 
pay more than double the sum. It is known to all that the Soviet 
Union is engaged in huge munition deals also under the signboard 
of “military assistance”. Even in the war against Israeli aggres
sion waged by Egypt and Syria, the Soviet Union brazenly took 
advantage of their difficulties to compel the Arab countries to 
pay in cash for the weapons it had supplied them at a high price. 
The above facts fully show that the so-called “feelings” and so 
forth for the third world countries as bragged about by the Soviet 
Union are nothing but synonyms for profit-seeking and plunder. 
The Soviet representative described our exposure of that double
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hoax of sham disarmament and sham assistance as opposition to 
the third world and non-aligned countries. Who will believe these 
venomous calumnies and words aimed at sowing dissension?

In his speech the Soviet representative never forgets to pin the 
anti-Soviet label on China, as though in this way he could scare 
people into submission. As a matter of fact, it is you, renegades 
to Leninism, who are anti-Soviet, anti-communist and against the 
people. The Brezhnev doctrine which you are now practising has 
nothing in common with Leninism. You are practising socialism 
in words and imperialism in deeds, social-imperialism in its full 
sense. Since you have done so many evil and scandalous things, we 
certainly have to expose and oppose you openly. This is our 
bounden internationalist duty as well as our duty as a State Mem
ber of the United Nations. If we were to allow you to practise 
deception at will without raising any objection, we would be doing 
disservice to Lenin, to the Soviet people and the world people. The 
United Nations is an Organization composed of 135 Member 
States and not a realm ruled by the voice of the Soviet Union alone. 
Mr. Malik, you should open your eyes to see what era we are now 
living in. Your peremptory and truculent ways can intimidate no 
one but will only reveal evermore completely your ugly features 
of a social-imperialist super-Power.

Basing itself on the position as stated in our speeches of 21 
November and today, the Chinese delegation will vote against the 
Soviet draft resolution on the reduction of military budgets.

We fully understand the well-intentioned desire of some small 
and medium-size countries to defend peace. However, at present 
it is the two super-Powers’ frenzied arms expansion and war 
preparations that are seriously menacing international peace and 
security. The Mexican draft resolution ° makes an indiscriminate 
and sweeping demand for all the five States permanent members 
of the Security Council to reduce their military budgets. This is 
inappropriate and will be used by the Soviet Union to serve its 
fraud of sham disarmament. Therefore, the Chinese delegation 
cannot agree to this draft resolution, and will vote against it.

Statement by the British Representative (Jamieson) to the 
General Assembly: Reduction of Military Budgets, December 
7,1973^

There is no need for me to explain why my delegation will 
abstain on the draft resolution in document A/L.701/Rev.l.^ My 
Permanent Representative has already done so in his statement on

'  Identical with pt. B of General Assembly resolution 3093 (X X V III), post, 
pp. 877-878.

‘ A/PV.2194 (prov.), pp. 62-66.
“Identical witih pt. A of General Assembly resolution 3093 (XXVIII), post, 

pp. 876-877.
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27 November.  ̂ I would only add that I was delighted to hear this 
afternoon that the Soviet Mission, or perhaps the Soviet Embassy 
in London, had spent some convertible rubles in the purchase of 
a publication of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office—or perhaps we 
gave it to them free. The fact remains that from that publication 
and other publications anyone can obtain a thorough and detailed 
picture of what constitutes British military expenditure. That is 
unfortunately not true of the Soviet budget. So much for the 
moment, for the draft resolution in document A/L.701/Rev.l.

The draft resolution in document A/L.715 * is an animal of a 
very different colour. It has the great merit that it would have the 
effect, by calling for a report, of exposing the basic defect of the 
Soviet proposal, namely that, particularly in the absence of any 
valid basis for the comparison of military budgets, it does not 
offer a serious way forward to disarmament nor, therefore, to 
any additional funds becoming available for development or for 
any other purpose.

The Mexican draft recognizes explicitly that the question has 
not been adequately studied and implicitly that adoption of the 
Soviet draft would have no effect other than to raise groundless 
expectations. Nevertheless, my delegation will, with some re
luctance, have to abstain on this draft also. That is because it 
does not adequately reflect what we believe to be the case, namely, 
that what is needed is in the first place not cuts in military budgets 
but rather agreed disarmament measures which will result in re
duction in military budgets and hence in additional funds becom
ing available for development and other purposes.

It is this serious approach to disarmament which my delegation 
feels is the one that is really in accordance with paragraph 8 of 
the joint communique issued by my Foreign Secretary and the 
Foreign Minister of the USSR earlier this week, to which the 
representative of the Soviet Union has referred.

As the saying is, “the devil can quote scripture for his own 
purpose”. Without wanting to take that too literally, and without 
suggesting that either the representative of the Soviet Union or I 
myself am a devil, I should like to read that paragraph of the com
munique in full:

In discussing the negotiations on mutual reduction of forces and armaments 
and associated measures in Central Europe, they

—that is, the two Ministers—

emphasized the importance of the principle of undiminished security for each 
party, and their joint determination th a t the negotiations should contribute 
to a  more stable international relationship and to the strengthening of peace 
and security in Europe.

® A/PV.2180 (prov.), pp. 66-68.
* Identical with pt. B of General Assembly resolution 3093 (X XVIII), post, 

pp. 877-878.
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Well, it is fantastic to suggest that proportionate but unveri
fied reductions from unbalanced but also unknown and unverifiable 
starting points uphold the principle of undiminished security and 
contribute to a more stable international relationship. Something 
more concrete than that is required. I am sorry to have to say 
this, because the visit of my Foreign Secretary to Moscow was an 
important one. As paragraph 17 of the communique says:

They

— t̂hat is, the two Ministers—
affirmed their desire to develop and strengthen relations between the Soviet 
Union and Great Britain on a basis of mutual respect

—a sentiment perhaps not entirely borne out by Ambassador 
Malik’s violent attack on my country’s record in development aid,® 
a record which I am sure at least the recipient countries will recog
nize stands rather favourable comparison with the Soviet record, 
an elfort for which the Soviet effort could hardly be regarded as a 
substitute.

Those comments, reflecting the view that the Mexican draft 
resolution in document A/L.715 does not entirely describe the 
proper way forward, apply particularly to the second and third 
preambular paragraphs of that draft.

As regards the third preambular paragraph, there is one fur
ther point I feel I should make. In his statement, my Permanent 
Representative referred to and quoted from the study presented 
to the Secretary-General last year by a group working under the 
chairmanship of Mrs. Myrdal. One of the sentences in that report 
was as follows:
The United Nations has agreed to seek each one

— t̂hat is to say, disarmament and development—
vigorously in its own right regardless of the pace of progress in approaching 
the other.*

That is what my Government is doing. Economic circumstances 
permitting, as my Permanent Representative said, my Govern
ment plans to increase its aid efforts, regardless, that is, of 
whether or not there are reductions in military budgets. Con
versely, however, we cannot accept a causal, in the sense of 
obligatory or moral, link in the other direction.

I have also a brief comment on operative paragraph 1 of the 
draft resolution in document A/L.715. It seems to my delegation 
that the thought behind the Mexican draft would have been 
better expressed if this paragraph had made it clear that what is 
required is a study of the possibility of establishing an agreed

® See ante, pp. 857, 860-861.
^Disarmament and Development: Report of the Group of Experts on the 

Economic and Social Consequences of Disarmament (ST/ECA /174), p. iii.
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basis for the reduction of military budgets—^which, in our view, 
as I have said, would be through serious disarmament measures. 
Operative paragraph 1, however, and indeed the preamble taken 
as a whole could be held to imply that there already exists such 
an agreed basis and that all that is needed is a report on this 
which could immediately be put into elfect, with a consequent 
release of additional funds for international assistance to de
veloping countries—which we believe not to be the case.

My delegation discussed with the sponsor of the draft resolu
tion the possibility of certain amendments which would have 
made it possible for us to vote in favour of his draft. It was not 
possible to reach agreement. In the light of what I have said, 
therefore, my delegation will abstain. But we welcome the pos
sibility of a serious expert report and expect that it will in fact 
reinforce the views we have expressed.

Statement by the French Representative (Scalabre) to the 
General Assembly: Reduction of Military Budgets, December 
7,1973*

My delegation has already explained at length what it approved 
in the Soviet draft resolution in document A/L.701 and its reser
vations because of certain provisions of or certain omissions from 
that draft.  ̂These reservations were not removed with the revision 
of the text of 26 November.® They led my delegation to abstain, 
regretfully on the revised text. On the other hand, we are in 
favour of the idea which prompted the Mexican text (A/L.715),^ 
that is to say, the preparation by the Secretary-General of a report 
on the reduction of military budgets as a whole. However, my 
delegation could not agree with the wording of certain parts of 
that draft resolution, in particular the second paragraph of the 
preamble. We were therefore, regretfully compelled to abstain 
and we regret that it was not possible, because of the very short 
time allowed for consideration, to improve the text of the draft 
resolution and to make it acceptable to all.

The delegation of France will nevertheless follow with great 
interest the work of the group of experts. Its position on measures 
for the reduction of military budgets which may be proposed in 
the future as a result of that work will no doubt depend largely 
on what is reported by the Secretary-General—in particular, as 
regards verification of military budgets which may be estab

 ̂A/PV.2194 (prov.), pp. 99-101.
“ See ante, p^. 653, 724 flF., 777-778.
’ Identical with pt. A of General Assembly resolution 3093 (X X V III), post, 

pp. 876-877.
‘ Identical with pt. B of General Assembly resolution 3093 (XXVIII), post, 

pp. 877-878.
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lished and the effectiveness of which is, in our opinion, the sine 
qiM non condition for the true effectiveness of a reduction of mili
tary budgets so as to achieve genuine disarmament, an objective 
to which the Government of my country remains attached.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Malik) to the 
General Assembly, December 7, 1973 *

Thank you, Mr. President, for calling on me and for the re
minder.

First of all, on behalf of the delegation of the Soviet Union, I 
should like to express gratitude to all those delegations which sup
ported the Soviet draft resolution, a draft aimed at the further 
relaxation of international tensions, at the adoption of practical 
measures towards disarmament, and at providing real additional 
assistance to the developing countries.^

In exercise of its right of reply the delegation of the Soviet 
Union wishes to say the following in connexion with a further 
anti-Soviet statement by the delegation of China.

As is clear to all in the statement of the Chinese representative ’ 
there was not a single new argument in relation to the proposal 
of the USSR concerning the reduction of the military budgets 
of States permanent members of the Security Council by 10 per 
cent.

Earlier in the discussion in the General Assembly, we already 
provided an answer to the first series of anti-Soviet statements by 
the Chinese delegation. There is no need, therefore, for me to re
peat myself and to refute the inconsistent arguments they 
adduced. The experience of China’s presence in the United Na
tions has shown that the Chinese representatives are trying by 
every possible means to blot any genuine measures in the United 
Nations—and not only in the United Nations—^which are aimed at 
the limitation and reduction of the arms race and at disarmament. 
They are thereby flinging a challenge in the face of the whole 
United Nations and of all those who are striving to achieve 
ditente in international relations, strengthen trust between coun
tries, limit the arms race and achieve disarmament.

Speaking again today in the Assembly with its slander against 
the Soviet Union, with its objections to the Soviet proposal, and 
having voted against it, the Chinese delegation has once again 
confirmed that China is against the position and view of the ma
jority of States Members of the United Nations, and first and 
foremost the countries of the third world, and against the deci

 ̂A/PV.2194 (prov.),pp . 102-104.
“ The Soviet d ra ft resolution was identical with pt. A of General Assembly 

resolution 3093 (X X V III), infra.
‘ Ante, pp. 867-870.
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sions which the non-aligned States adopted at the Algiers 
Conference.

The result of the vote on the Soviet draft resolution has quite ob
viously demonstrated and confirmed that the position of the Chi
nese leadership and the position of the majority of State Members 
of the United Nations, especially the developing countries, those of 
the third world, are poles apart.

Therein lies the truth; those are the realities, and no anti-Soviet 
fabrications and slander in the Chinese delegation’s statements 
from the rostrum of this Assembly or in any other rostrum, can 
conceal this real fact of today. In speaking against the proposal 
for reduction of the military budgets of the five permanent mem
bers of the Security Council, and therefore speaking against the 
provision of additional assistance to developing countries for 
development purposes, China again declared its opposition to 
international detente and to all measures aimed at strengthening 
international peace and security, including disarmament.

The Soviet delegation, in this connexion, wishes to state once 
again that such a policy on the part of China, far from strengthen
ing peace and security, introduces an element of dangerous in
stability in international life. The possibility of changing that 
policy depends solely upon the leaders of China themselves.

As for the Soviet Union, as was stated by Comrade Brezhnev 
recently at the World Peace Congress in Moscow,
We would welcome a constructive contribution by China to the improvement 
of the international atmosphere and the development of loyal, peaceful co
operation on a footing of equality between States.'

On this occasion, the Soviet delegation wishes once again to 
express its sincere gratitude to all those delegations in the General 
Assembly that voted together with us for the draft resolution 
submitted by the Soviet Union on the question of the reduction of 
the military budgets of States permanent members of the Security 
Council by 10 per cent and utilization of parts of the funds thus 
saved to provide assistance to developing countries.

The Assembly’s adoption of the draft resolution introduced by 
the Soviet Union is the best and most convincing answer to 
China’s slander against the Soviet Union. It represents a con
demnation of China’s position. If the Chinese delegation does not 
understand this and does not report this accordingly to its leader
ship, then one can only express sympathy for it.

By the adoption of this decision the United Nations has made a 
further important contribution to the limitation of the arms race, 
at the same time giving substantial assistance to the developing 
countries. The counter-action has been overcome, and the noisy 
and the covert opponents have been silenced by this noble peace
ful decision. A substantial contribution has thus been made to the 
cause of normalization and the relaxation of international tension.

* Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXV, no. 43 (Nov. 21,1973), p. 5 
(variant translation).
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General Assembly Resolution 3093 (XXVIII): Reduction of the 
Military Budgets of States Permanent Members of the Secur
ity Council by 10 Percent and Utilization of Part of the Funds 
Thus Saved To Provide Assistance to Developing Countries, 
December 7, 1973 ^

A"

The General Assembly,
Noting with satisfaction that, as a result of efforts made on a 

bilateral and regional basis, there has clearly emerged a trend 
towards the strengthening of peace, the reduction of tension and 
the settlement of disputed issues by peaceful means,

Considering that all States should take effective steps aimed at 
eliminating the hotbeds of military conflict which continue to 
exist in various parts of the world,

Believing that political detente in the world should be supple
mented by military detente,

Noting that a reduction in military spending, while helping to 
limit the arms race and to bring about further improvement in 
the international situation, would at the same time make it 
possible to utilize substantial resources for the needs of the peace
ful development of all States, including the provision of assistance 
to developing countries,

1. Recommends that all States permanent members of the Se
curity Council should reduce their military budgets by 10 per cent 
from the 1973 level during the next financial year;

 ̂A /RES/3093 (XXVIII), Jan. 16,1974.
 ̂Pt. A was adopted by a vote of 83 to 2, with 38 abstentions:

For—Afghanistan, Algeria, Bahrain, Barbados, Bhutan, Botswana, Bul
garia, Burma, Byelorussian SSR, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, 
Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, Demo
cratic Yemen, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, 
F iji, Finland, Gabon, GDR, Ghana, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, 
India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Jordon, Kenya, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, 
Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Madagascar, Malaysia, 
Mali, Malta, Mexico, Mongolia, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, 
Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, 
Senegal, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Syrian Arab Re
public, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia.

Against—Albania, China.

Abstaining—Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Belgium, Brazil, 
Canada, Congo, Denmark, France, FRG, Greece, Guinea, Guyana, Iceland, 
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Luxembourg, Malawi, 
M auritania, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, Portugal, South 
Africa, Sweden, Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey, U.K., United 
Republic of Tanzania, U.S., Zambia.

Zaire subsequently informed the Secretariat th a t it had intended to vote for 
the resolution.
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2. Appeals to the aforementioned States to allot 10 per cent of 
the funds released as a result of the reduction in military budgets 
for the provision of assistance to developing countries so as to 
permit the execution in those countries of the most urgent eco
nomic and social projects;

3. Expresses the desire that other States, particularly those 
with a major economic and military potential, should also take 
steps to reduce their military budgets and allot part of the funds 
thus released for the provision of assistance to developing 
countries;

4. Establishes a Special Committee on the Distribution of the 
Funds Released as a Result of the Reduction of Military Budgets, 
for the provision of assistance to developing countries as an addi
tion to the assistance that is already provided to them through 
the existing channels, consisting of China, France, the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland and the United States of America, and also 
of three countries from each of the regional groups of Africa, 
Asia and Latin America and two countries from each of the re
gional groups of Eastern Europe and of Western Europe and other 
States, which will be appointed by the President of the General 
Assembly after consultations with those regional groups, and in
structs the Special Committee to distribute the said funds on an 
equitable basis, having regard to the most urgent needs and re
quirements of the recipient countries and without discrimination 
of any kind, and to determine the amount of the funds to be 
allotted to the various countries and the schedule for provision of 
the funds;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to give the Special Com
mittee all possible assistance in its work;

6. Requests the Special Committee to submit a report on its 
work to the General Assembly at its twenty-ninth session.

B ^

The General Assembly,
Having examined the item “Reduction of the military budgets

® Pt. B was adopted by a vote of 93 to 2, with 26 abstentions:

For—^Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Bhu
tan, Botswana, Bulgaria, Burma, Byelorussian SSR, Central African Re
public, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, 
Dahomey, Democratic Yemen, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salva
dor, Ethiopia, F iji, Finland, Gabon, GDR, Ghana, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, 
Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan, 
Kenya, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab Re
public, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Mali, Malta, Mexico, Mongolia, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, 
Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Sri 
Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Trinidad 
and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab
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of States permanent members of the Security Council by 10 per 
cent and utilization of part of the funds thus saved to provide 
assistance to developing countries”,

Convinced of the urgent necessity that the States permanent 
members of the Security Council agree to carry out the reduction 
of their military budgets, and of the desirability that the other 
States with a major economic and military potential act accord
ingly,

Convinced further that a part of the funds released by such a 
reduction should be set aside for increasing international assist
ance to developing countries,

Conscious that the United Nations has been unable to study this 
important question with the required depth and care,

1. Requests the Secretary-General to prepare, with the assist
ance of qualified consultant experts appointed by him, a report 
on the reduction of the military budgets of the States permanent 
members of the Security Council, which should also cover other 
States with a major economic and military potential, and on the 
utilization of a part of the funds thus saved to provide inter
national assistance to developing countries;

2. Calls upon all Governments to extend their full co-operation 
to the Secretary-General to ensure that the study is carried out 
in the most effective way;

3. Invites the Secretary-General to transmit the report to the 
General Assembly in time to permit its consideration at the 
twenty-ninth session.

North Atlantic Council Communique, December 12, 1973 '

1. The North Atlantic Council met in Ministerial session in 
Brussels on 10th and 11th December, 1973.

2. Ministers considered international developments since their 
previous meeting in June. They drew encouragement from the 
continuing development of both bilateral and multilateral East- 
West contacts over a wide field. They recognized, however, that 
international peace remains fragile and stressed once again the 
importance for the Alliance of maintaining to the full its defen
sive and deterrent military capacity.

Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugo
slavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against—Albania, China.

Ahstaining—Bahamas, Barbados, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Congo, Den
mark, France, FRG, Greece, Guinea, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, M auritania, Netherlands, Portugal, South Africa, 
Spain, Togo, U.K., U.S.

'  Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 31,1973, pp. 785-786.
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3. Ministers recalled their decision in June to examine the 
relationship between the countries of the Alliance in the light of 
the profound changes which were taking place in every field of 
international activity. They noted that examination of these 
changes had led to substantial progress towards agreement on a 
joint declaration on Atlantic relations. They agreed that this im
portant work should be pursued to a successful conclusion. Such a 
declaration, reflecting a perspective commensurate with the chal
lenges of the future, would serve to guide the Alliance in its vital 
tasks of maintaining peace, improving East-West relations and 
promoting greater security and well-being.

4. Ministers reaffirmed that the solidarity of the Alliance, and 
thereby its success in maintaining effective deterrence and reliable 
defense, were the foundations of continuing progress towards de
tente. In this perspective, they will continue to maintain the full
est possible exchange of views and information, and close con
sultation and cooperation, in a spirit of mutual trust, on all 
problems of common concern. They instructed the Council in per
manent session to consider the most appropriate means of ensur
ing the full effectiveness of this consultation.

5. Ministers reviewed events in the Middle East. They wel
comed the establishment of a UN Emergency Force and noted 
with satisfaction progress towards the holding of a peace con
ference. They reaffirmed the support of all their Governments 
for the relevant resolutions of the UN Security Council and they 
expressed their over-riding concern to see a just and lasting 
settlement in the Middle East. Ministers further took note of the 
report by the Council in permanent session on the situation in the 
Mediterranean prepared on their instructions given at their 
previous meeting. Ministers invited the Council in permanent 
session to continue to keep the situation under review and to 
report further.

6. Ministers reviewed developments in the Conference on Se
curity and Cooperation in Europe. They noted that, following the 
Ministerial Meeting in Helsinki at which the agenda for the 
Conference had been approved, the methodical work which had 
taken place thus far in Geneva had been successful in bringing 
about the thorough examination of specific issues which, in their 
view, was essential if the Conference was to lead in due course to 
satisfactory results. They reaffirmed the determination of their 
Governments to continue to pursue the negotiations constructively, 
having regard to the importance of all of the subjects under dis
cussion, in particular in the field of human contacts.

7. Ministers noted that the Federal Republic of Germany and 
the German Democratic Republic were admitted simultaneously 
as members of the United Nations in September 1973. They re
affirmed their view that satisfactory development of the relations
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between the two German states, taking into account the special 
situation in Germany, can make a significant contribution to the 
further relaxation of tensions in Europe.

8. As regards Berlin, Ministers paid particular attention to the 
experience so far gained in the application of the Quadripartite 
Agreement of 3rd September, 1971.“ They reaffirmed their con
viction that the strict observance and full application of this 
agreement make possible a satisfactory solution of practical ques
tions in the interest of the people of Berlin and constitute a con
dition for lasting detente and stability in Europe.

9. Ministers representing countries which participate in 
NATO’s integrated defense program welcomed the opening, on 
30th October, of the negotiations on Mutual and Balanced Force 
Reductions which they had proposed. They considered a report by 
Allied negotiators in Vienna, and noted that the talks were pro
ceeding in a businesslike way. They instructed the Council in 
permanent session to continue its work on the negotiations.

10. These Ministers recalled that, as agreed on 28th June at the 
preparatory consultations in Vienna, the general objective of the 
negotiations would be to contribute to a more stable relationship 
and to the strengthening of peace and security in Europe. To this 
end the Allied negotiators in Vienna have proposed the establish
ment of approximate parity between the two sides, in the form of 
a common ceiling for overall ground force manpower on each side 
in the area in which reductions would take place, having regard 
to combat capability. They have also proposed a first phase agree
ment providing for reductions of Soviet and US ground forces in 
the area. These Ministers reaffirmed their resolve, on the basis of 
the agreed Allied approach to Mutual and Balanced Force Reduc
tions including associated measures, to strive for an outcome 
which was both balanced and equitable, and which would ensure 
undiminished security for all parties.

11. These Ministers reaffirmed the need to maintain and im
prove Allied Forces in Europe, and expressed their conviction 
that reductions should take place only in the context of MBFR. 
They also recognized that the maintenance of United States Forces 
in Europe at their present level calls for a common effort on the 
part of the Allies to achieve a solution to the financial problems 
which the United States consequently faces. To this end, these 
Ministers reaffirmed the decisions taken by the Defense Ministers 
and expressed their support for the statements contained in paras. 
9-12 of the communique of the Defense Planning Committee 
issued on 7th December, 1973.

12. Ministers expressed appreciation for the continuing efforts 
undertaken by the United States in SALT II towards a permanent 
agreement limiting strategic offensive arms. They took note of the

= 24 UST283.
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Declaration on the Basic Principles of Negotiations on the Further 
Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms signed on 21st June, 1973, 
including, in particular, the recognition of each side’s equal 
security interest.®

13. In noting the progress reported by the Chairman of the 
Committee on the Challenges of Modern Society (CCMS), Minis
ters welcomed the start on cooperation in the development of 
supplemental energy sources through the use of solar and geo
thermal energy, and in the disposal of hazardous wastes and toxic 
industrial effluents. Ministers took note of the CCMS International 
Road Safety Resolution, and the CCMS guidelines on National 
Planning for Regional Development. Ministers expressed satisfac
tion at the practical work of the CCMS in such other fields as air 
and water pollution, health care and urban transportation.

14. The Ministers directed the Council in permanent session to 
consider and decide on the date and place of the next session of 
the Ministerial Meeting of the North Atlantic Council, taking into 
account that 1974 will mark the 25th anniversary of the signing 
of the treaty.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: World Dis
armament Conference, December 13, 1973^

When, six weeks ago, the First Committee started its debate on 
the item, “World Disarmamei^t Conference”, I stated on behalf 
of my delegation that we felt it most desirable that the General 
Assembly be provided with a subsidiary organ that would devote 
itself entirely to carrying out whatever activities might be deemed 
appropriate to facilitate the convening in due course of a World 
Disarmament Conference so prepared as to allow all States, and 
especially all of the nuclear Powers, to take part in it; and I 
added that if that subsidiary organ was to perform its functions 
effectively, we felt its composition and mandate should be such as 
to ensure the co-operation of all nuclear Powers. Lastly, I re
peated what I had first stated the previous year at the last meeting 
of the twenty-seventh regular session of the General Assembly, 
namely;

That co-operation . . . can be offered . . . either from within the Committee 
. . . or else, should tha t be impossible, from outside the Committee. But we 
believe tha t it will be essential for the nuclear Powers to be in a position to 
offer tha t co-operation on a footing of absolute equality

In the light of what I have just recalled, it will be perfectly easy

’ Ante, pp. 271-273.
 ̂A/C.1/PV.1985 (prov.), pp. 2-15.

= A/PV.2116 (prov.), p. 116.
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to understand why today, when the honour falls to me of officially 
submitting to the Committee the draft resolution in document 
A/C.1/L.673, co-sponsored by the delegations of Algeria, Argen
tina, India, Yugoslavia and Mexico,  ̂I should begin by announcing 
that the draft resolution, the outcome of laborious and persevering 
negotiations carried on by those delegations on behalf and in 
representation of the group of non-aligned States, has already 
won the approval of the five nuclear-weapon States. What is more, 
in view of the consultations which the President of the General 
Assembly has held with the chairmen of all the regional groups, 
in accordance with the terms of operative paragraph 2 of the draft 
resolution, we feel that there is reason to believe that this draft 
resolution has also been approved by all the other States Members 
of the Organization that have examined it.

Therefore, we believe that consideration of this document could 
not begin under better auspices. Furthermore, since its text is 
free of ambiguous wording, I feel that, except on a very few 
points, all it requires is a brief review, not a detailed analysis.

In fact, the first five preambular paragraphs repeat, in identical 
terms, what the General Assembly has already stated either in its 
resolution 2833 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971,'* or in resolution 
2930 (XXVII) of 29 December [November] 1972,' or in both: 
namely, its awareness of the responsibility of the United Nations 
under the Charter for the maintenance of international peace and 
for disarmament; the Assembly’s conviction that all peoples of 
the world have a vital interest in the success of disarmament 
negotiations; the Assembly’s conviction that substantial progress 
in the field of disarmament can only be achieved by ensuring ade
quate conditions of security for all States and that all States 
should contribute to the adoption of measures for the achieve
ment of that goal; and furthermore, the Assembly’s belief that it 
is imperative that all States exert further efforts to adopt effective 
disarmament measures and, more particularly, nuclear disarma
ment.

The main idea contained in the next paragraph is also, to a cer
tain extent, one that was inherited from the two earlier resolu
tions of the General Assembly to which I have just referred, in 
which it had already been felt that a world disarmament con
ference could promote the realization of the aims sought. The only 
novelty contained in the sixth preambular paragraph was the 
addition of two very brief phrases which sum up the general views 
expressed since the subject was first discussed, that is to say, the 
the world disarmament conference should be—and I will quote the 
phrase—“adequately prepared and convened at an appropriate

’ Identical with General Assembly resolution 3183 (X X V III), post, pp. 899- 
901.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 909-910.
( pp. 835-836.
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time” ; and the other phrase is that the “co-operation of all nuclear 
Powers would considerably facilitate their attainment”—that is, 
of these same goals.

The next three paragraphs of the preamble, as succinctly and 
tersely as possible, sum up the most pertinent background ma
terial, and the last of the preambular paragraphs is intended to 
highlight one of the main reasons for which it would be advisable 
for us immediately to undertake an immediate study of “the rele
vant existing conditions”.

To turn now to the operative part, the terms of reference en
trusted to the Ad Hoc Committee, whose creation is decided upon 
in this paragraph, are the very modest ones of examining “all the 
views and suggestions expressed by Governments on the conven
ing of a world disarmament conference and related problems, in
cluding conditions for the realization of such a Conference, and 
to present, on the basis of consensus, a report to the General 
Assembly at its twenty-ninth session”.

The only difference between this text and the wording of opera
tive paragraph 2 of resolution 2980 (XXVII), except for the 
obvious reference to the twenty-ninth session instead of the 
twenty-eighth referred to in the earlier resolution, is the fact that 
today we specifically mention the fact that the term “related prob
lems” included, as we felt was the case for the earlier resolution, 
“conditions for the realization of such a Conference”.

With regard to the membership of the Committee, in accord
ance with operative paragraph 2 it would be composed of the 40 
States mentioned in that paragraph, which were nominated by the 
President of the General Assembly after prior consultation with 
the regional groups; and that paragraph provides— m̂ay I men
tion incidentally that this is one of the most important new ele
ments in the draft resolution— t̂hat all the members designated to 
compose the Committee would be non-nuclear-weapon States.

Obviously, what I have just said does not mean that the nuclear- 
weapon States would be hindered in making valuable contribu
tions and rendering assistance to the Committee; quite the con
trary.

Paragraph 3 expressly invites the nuclear-weapon States “to 
co-operate or maintain contact with the Committee”. This clearly 
means that the degree and form of the contribution that each of 
them might desire or decide to make to the carrying out of the 
mandate of the Committee would depend solely and exclusively 
on the decisions which the States might arrive at in the full and 
free exercise of their sovereignty. Furthermore, the invitation is 
issued in the light of the understanding that “they will enjoy the 
same rights as the designated members of the Committee”. Ob
viously, this means that for the consensus required in accordance 
with operative paragraph 1 for the approval of the report that the 
Committee would submit to the General Assembly at its twenty-
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ninth session, the opinion of the nuclear Powers would have equal 
value with those of the designated members of the Committee.

The invitation in operative paragraph 4 to all States “to com
municate as soon as possible to the Secretary-General, for trans
mission to the Ad Hoc Committee, any views and suggestions they 
may deem pertinent to present for the purpose” of the examina
tion that the Committee would be carrying out is very similar to 
that contained in the 1971 resolution, which was not included in 
the 1972 resolution because, at that time, the replies that the 
Assembly had requested the previous year had just been received. 
It has, however, been felt appropriate to reiterate that invitation 
today, bearing in mind that only 34 of the (today) 135 Member 
States represented in the General Assembly communicated their 
opinions and suggestions to the Secretary-General in reply to the 
invitation issued in 1971 and, furthermore, the fact that even the 
relatively few States that did send in their views might today wish 
to bring up to date their earlier comments.

Finally, the last two operative paragraphs are basically the 
same as paragraphs 4 and 5 of resolution 2930 (XXVII). The 
addition in paragraph 5 of a specific mention of “preparation of 
summary records” is purely and simply for administrative and 
budgetary reasons.

The co-sponsors of the draft resolution would like to reiterate 
to the President of the General Assembly their high regard for the 
successful and absolutely impartial way in which he carried out 
the very delicate consultations which led to the nomination of the 
40 Member States listed in paragraph 2. We should like also to 
address to you, Mr. Chairman, our sincere thanks for the spirit of 
understanding you have shown in agreeing to postpone considera
tion of this item as long as it was necessary to do so.

To conclude my presentation, I should like to stress the fact that 
the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.673, co-sponsored by 
five delegations from the third world, will incidentally help to 
return to its origins the initiative that we are now considering, 
the deepest roots of which are to be found in the Conference of 
Heads of State and Government of Non-Aligned Countries, held 
in Belgrade in 1961,® in Cairo in 1964,  ̂ and in resolution 2030 
(XX),® which the General Assembly adopted in 1965 on the basis 
of a draft resolution originally co-sponsored by 42 of these same 
non-aligned countries. If, as we hope, the Assembly now unani
mously endorses our proposal, we shall be laying the foundations 
so that this noble undertaking will one day be brought to a 
successful culmination and so that, at the appropriate moment, 
and after the necessary preparation, a world disarmament con
ference may be convened that will be open to all States and in

“ See ibid., 1961, pp. 374-383.
’ Ihii., 196i, pp. 443-448.
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which an active part will be played by all nuclear Powers, since, 
as the preamble to the draft resolution states, such a world con
ference could serve as an important instrument for achieving the 
aims stated in the fifth preambular paragraph, namely, that it 
would lead to “the adoption of effective measures of disarmament 
and, more particularly, nuclear disarmament”.

Statement by the PRC Representative (Chuang) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: World Disarmament 
Conference, December 13, 1973 ^

Before the draft resolution on the world disarmament confer
ence is put to a vote, the Chinese delegation would like to make 
the following comments.

First, the Chinese delegation has always held that in the present 
world situation, the key to the question of disarmament lies in the 
nuclear disarmament of the two super-Powers. If a world dis
armament conference is to be held, clear objectives must be set 
and the necessary conditions must be created, so as to break the 
nuclear threat of the super-Powers and to ensure that the con
ference will be conducive to the realization of nuclear disarma
ment. Failing this, the aimless convening of any form of dis
armament conference or its preparatory meeting will only suit the 
super-Powers’ needs of deceiving the world’s people by their 
empty talk about disarmament. It is better not to hold such a con
ference at all.

Secondly, what are the necessary conditions for the convening 
of a world disarmament conference ? They are: all nuclear coun
tries, particularly the Soviet Union and the United States, which 
possess the largest amount of nuclear weapons, must first of all 
undertake the unequivocal obligations that at no time and in no 
circumstances will they be the first to use nuclear weapons, and 
they not only will not use nuclear weapons against each other, but, 
more importantly, will not use them against the non-nuclear 
countries; that 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 of other 
countries. Only thus will it be possible to create the necessary 
conditions for all countries, big or small, to discuss and solve, on 
an equal footing and free from threat, the important questions of 
the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear 
weapons and the reduction of conventional weapons.

Thirdly, the present draft resolution on a world disarmament 
conference - was first proposed by Ambassador Hoveyda of Iran

 ̂A/C.1/PV.1985 (prov.), pp. 17-20.
“Identical with General Assembly resolution 3183 (XXVIII), post, pp. 899- 

901.
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and, later, further efforts have been made, on that basis, by 
Mexico and other non-aligned countries. The task of the ad hoc 
committee to be established, according to the draft resolution, will 
be to examine all the views and suggestions expressed by Gov
ernments on the convening of a world disarmament conference, 
including conditions for preparing the convening of such a con
ference and other related problems.

The committee’s report to the General Assembly will be on the 
basis of consensus. In the opinion of the Chinese delegation, in 
view of the fact that a certain super-Power tried hard to turn the 
Special Committee as proposed in resolution 2930 (XXVII) of the 
twenty-seventh session of the General Assembly ® into an organ 
which could be easily manipulated by it, and subsequently tried 
hard to turn the informal consultation of the members of the so- 
called “Special Committee”, which had not been legally and 
formally constituted into a formal meeting of the Committee, it 
is obviously appropriate and necessary for the present draft 
resolution to include the aforesaid explicit provisions in its pre
amble and operative part.

Moreover, in the course of the consultations on the draft resolu
tion, the representatives of the co-sponsors have made it clear 
that the ad hoc committee will not be a preparatory organ of the 
world disarmament conference. Therefore, any attempt to turn 
the ad hoc committee into a preparatory organ of the world dis
armament conference will be in total violation of the letter and 
spirit of the resolution and is, therefore, impermissible.

Fourthly, the Chinese delegation fully understands the good 
desire of many peace-loving and justice-upholding countries which 
oppose the super-Powers’ armament race and thus demand their 
disarmament, and we are ready to work together with them to set 
the clear objectives and create the necessary conditions for pro
moting the convening of a world conference on genuine disarma
ment. The Chinese delegation agrees to maintain contact with the 
ad hoe committee and exchange views on the question of dis
armament.

With the above statement, the Chinese delegation will vote in 
favour of the draft resolution before us.

Statement by the United States Representative (Norbury) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: World Dis
armament Conference, December 13, 1973 ^

My delegation intends to vote in favour of the draft resolution 
in document A/C.1/L.673, which establishes the ad hoc commit-

® Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 835-836.
 ̂A/C.1/PV.1985 (prov.), p. 21.
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tee to examine governmental views on the question of a world 
disarmament conference.- We are able to do so because we under
stand that the draft resolution is acceptable to all five nuclear- 
weapon States as well as to the membership of this Commmittee 
generally, and because we believe it conforms to certain views 
that we have expressed in our consultations with interested delega
tions. Specifically we note that, as stated in operative paragraph 1, 
the ad hoc committee’s mandate calls for the examination of views 
of Governments concerning a world disarmament conference, and 
not preparatory work for such a conference. In this connexion, the 
last paragraph of the preamble makes it very clear that there has 
been no decision to convene or to begin preparations for a world 
disarmament conference.

We should also like to subscribe to the view expressed by Am
bassador Garcia Robles in his statement introducing the draft 
resolution that any consensus of the Committee will, in accord
ance with operative paragraphs 1 and 3, include the views of all 
five nuclear Powers.^ We note in this respect that operative para
graph 3 states that nuclear-weapon States will “enjoy the same 
rights as the designated members of the Committee”.

With regard to the question of a world disarmament conference 
itself, the views of the United States have been stated on a num
ber of occasions and need not be repeated now. I should only like 
to point out that our vote today should not be interpreted as a 
modification of these well-known views.

Finally, my delegation wishes to pay a tribute to those of our 
colleagues who have worked so hard over a long period of time 
to obtain general agreement on this difficult subject. The services 
performed by Ambassador Hoveyda of Iran are well known to all 
of us here and I know are universally appreciated. Ambassador 
Garcia Robles and his colleagues who are co-sponsoring the draft 
resolution before us today are also to be warmly congratulated for 
their patient efforts and the great care they took to carry out the 
consultations necessary to reach the broad agreement that will be 
recorded here today.

Statement’ by the French Representative (de Chevigny) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: World Disarma
ment Conference, December 13,1973 ^

In the general debate held in this Committee a few weeks ago 
on the problems of disarmament, hardly a delegation failed to ex
press its great disappointment at the results, or rather the lack of

“ Identical with General Assembly resolution 3183 (XXVIII), post, pp. 899- 
901.

* See ante, pp. 883-884.
' A/C.1/PV.1985 (prov.), pp. 22-27.
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results, that marked the attempts undertaken in this field over the 
last few years. Many speakers expressed their regret that the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament presented to the Gen
eral Assembly this year a report devoid of any substance, thus 
admitting its impotence at a time when the arms race is con
tinuing, perhaps more in the area of the further improvement of 
lethal weapons rather than of an increase in quantity. But does 
not this improvement entail an increasing financial burden to the 
detriment of social progress and aid for development, while the 
power, range and precision of weapons constantly increase their 
destructiveness and the threat that their very existence poses to 
the world?

In the face of this threat, what can be done by people who are 
peace-loving but who are also attached to their independence of 
action and who do not accept the idea of losing the latter because 
of their attachment to the former? The only thing left for them 
is to provide themselves with means of dissuasion. In doing so they 
can give their defence independence and effectiveness and ensure 
that they do not, when danger looms, become an easy prey doomed 
to slavery or destruction. It is in these conditions, as members 
know, that my country embarked on that nuclear effort for which 
some have reproached it without understanding that today’s in
activity may provoke tomorrow’s disasters. Our experience has 
been too painful in this regard, and it would be unpardonable for 
us not to have drawn the necessary lessons from the last two world 
wars, in the course of which we almost succumbed twice.

Is there then no other hope than armaments, the squandering of 
human, financial and technical resources in a sterile work of death, 
from which all that we can look forward to is to remain useless? 
After so much hesitation and useless discussion, it is time for a 
major undertaking to be set on foot that will proclaim to the world 
the gravity of a threat with which we are only too accustomed to 
living.

The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament has not 
responded to the hopes placed in it. It has become bogged down in 
sterile studies of partial measures, and we have repeatedly de
nounced the ineffective nature of that activity. We must make a 
new effort in another direction and renew our conceptions and 
methods, since the ones that we have used so far have proved to 
be inadequate. We have always contended, for our part, that we 
were ready to welcome any serious attempt to find, for the vital 
problem of disarmament, an over-all solution leading to the 
genuine elimination of the means of destruction stockpiled in the 
world, and not to the consecration of a balance of armaments of 
such a magnitude that the peace which it strives to achieve may 
be compared to the false tranquility of a town that is built near a 
slumbering volcano that is ready to erupt once again.
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It is for this reason that the French Government welcomed the 
proposals on disarmament submitted by the Soviet Union on 1 
July 1968,  ̂when the Treaty on Non-Proliferation  ̂was opened for 
signature, article 6 of which makes it incumbent on the signa
tories to continue in good faith negotiations on effective general 
disarmament.

Although we were not a signatory to that treaty, we approved 
this article and, for our part, we are ready to abide by it.

In our reply to the USSR, published in August 1968, my Gov
ernment expressed its preference for a meeting of the five nuclear 
Powers with a view to studying the elimination of this weapon 
and its carriers.^ Such a meeting is what General de Gaulle had 
advocated since 1960. Unfortunately, this did not prove possible. 
That is why we gave our agreement to another Soviet proposal, 
once it had become concrete and precise by the inclusion in the 
agenda of the General Assembly of the item entitled “World Dis
armament Conference”, and by the presentation of a draft resolu
tion relating thereto.®

The Permanent Representative of France, in a statement in the 
General Assembly on 18 November 1971, announced our support 
for this idea.® Subsequently, France participated actively in the 
inquiry begun by the Secretary-General with a view to gathering 
suggestions and opinions of Member States in the convening of 
such a conference.

My delegation also voted in favour of resolution 2930 (XXVII) 
which, last year, set up a special committee for the same pur
pose—an ad hoc committee.^ We did not stipulate any conditions 
to our participation in that committee’s work, except that all nu
clear Powers should participate, as the absence of one of them 
from the start of the undertaking would remove any chance of its 
success.

We are all aware of the difficulties which impeded the function
ing of that committee. They did not change the position of my 
Government.

A new organization of that committee has been proposed in 
draft resolution A/C.1/L.673,® which was born of the consulta
tions undertaken, with his familiar skill and sagacity, by the rep
resentative of Mexico, Mr. Garcia Robles and, I should like to 
stress—as the representative of the United States has done— ŵith 
the assistance of some of his colleagues. I would mention particu
larly the role played in the search for a universally acceptable 
solution, by Mr. Hoveyda, the representative of Iran.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 466-470.
^Ibid., pp. 461-465.
^Ibid., pp. 584-586.
Uhid.,1971,vv^ 595-596.
«A/PV.1989 (prov.), pp. 6-15.

Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 835-836.
® Identical with General Assembly resolution 3183 (XXVIII), post, pp. 899- 

901.
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We hope that all the nuclear States will co-operate effectively 
with this new Committee in the examination of the views and sug
gestions presented concerning the convening of a World Disarma
ment Conference according to the very flexible formula proposed 
in paragraph 3 of the draft resolution. For our part, we are ready 
to undertake to follow this course resolutely, and we hope that all 
the other nuclear Powers will give a sense of responsibility and 
realism to the type of co-operation or contact which they intend to 
adopt, without which this co-operation and these contacts will lose 
all their point, value and significance.

My delegation will accordingly vote in favour of the draft 
resolution in document A/C.1/L.673 in the belief that it gives us a 
hope of getting closer to the goal to which we have always wished 
the efforts in the international community to be directed: the goal 
of disarmament.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Malik) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: World Disarmament 
Conference, December 13,1973 ^

In connexion with the draft resolution adopted by the First 
Committee,^ which was submitted today by the delegations of Al
geria, Argentina, India, Mexico and Yugoslavia on the question 
of a world disarmament conference, the Soviet delegation would 
like to make the following statement.

The question of the world disarmament conference, as is shown 
by the experience of the discussion of this question at the twenty- 
sixth session, twenty-seventh session and at this session of the 
General Assembly, is one of the most important and topical inter
national questions.

The attention of the majority of States Members of the United 
Nations has been focused on this question. And this is shown by 
the fact that draft resolutions at all three sessions of the General 
Assembly were supported by an overwhelming majority, almost 
unanimously, by the States Members of the United Nations.* 

Today, in the First Committee, the draft resolution on this 
question was unanimously adopted. The Soviet delegation, repre
senting a country which initiated this question, has every reason 
to be proud of the fact that this idea was unanimously supported 
by the United Nations and by all its Member States. Even the 
opponents of this idea, the opponents of the convening of a Con
ference, were not able to vote against it, either at past sessions or

* A/C.1/PV.1985 (prov.), pp. 31-41.
“Identical with General Assembly resolution 3183 (XXVIII), post, pp. 899- 

901.
“For previous General Assembly resolutions, see Documenta on Disarmw- 

ment, 1971, pp. 909-910, and ibid., 1972, pp. 835-S36.
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this session of the General Assembly, of course, with the exception 
of one delegation which abstained. This is shown, too, by the many 
statements on the part of many delegations in the discussion of 
this question in the First Committee and at the plenary of the 
General Assembly, in the course of the general debate, and at all 
three sessions of the General Assembly. The essence of what was 
said amounts to this, not only that theoretically should we study 
the question of the usefulness of disarmament and the convening 
of a world conference, but also that we should think in concrete 
terms of practical steps for preparing the conference.

Indeed, in the period of United Nations existence, and particu
larly over the last years, there have been a great number of 
international conferences on the most varied items and subjects, 
and many conferences have been proposed on a number of mat
ters. So why should we give preference to any other question, in
cluding environment, health, population, urban planning, and 
disregard the most important problem of the day—that of dis
armament. The fact that the idea of convening the conference, 
and that the resolution on it has been unanimously adopted by 
the United Nations, is a clear, striking and cogent piece of evi
dence of the fact that the world wants disarmament. The people 
have tired of the arms race and it is time, therefore, to give serious 
thought to preparing for the convening of a world conference.

In this regard we would express our gratitude to all non-aligned 
countries and for the initiative and active work on the part of the 
contact group which included the delegations of Algeria, Argen
tina, India, Mexico and Yugoslavia. At this session they exerted 
tremendous efforts to prepare a universally acceptable draft 
resolution. Under the leadership of Ambassador Garcia Robles 
these efforts were crowned with success.

The draft resolution was submitted and symbolically the five 
co-sponsors of the draft resolution are representatives of non- 
aligned countries of the third world. Furthermore, no less sym
bolic is the fact that all the co-sponsors represent all the four main 
continents of the world: Africa, Asia, Latin America and Europe. 
This means that this proposal and the supporting of the idea of 
convening the Conference is the voice of the whole world and no 
slanderous attacks against the Soviet Union on the part of the 
opponents of the conference can conceal or diminish the signifi
cance of this obvious and universally acknowledged fact.

I should like to pay a tribute to the efforts and work put in by 
the contact group appointed by the delegations and heads of dele
gations. At the same time, we consider it necessary to emphasize 
in particular the efforts undertaken by Ambassador Hoveyda. He 
led this work brilliantly and in very difficult conditions, coming 
up against the stubborn resistance on the part of the opponents 
of the idea of the Conference and those who reflected the mood of



892 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1973

the opponents in the Special Committee created by the twenty- 
seventh session of the General Assembly. In spite of this he held 
eight unofficial meetings, as it were, a kind of unofficial Chairman 
of this Committee, and coped most brilliantly with this task. Of 
course, we always called him “Chairman” without adding the 
word “unofficial”.

We considered that the Special Committee, appointed at the 
twenty-seventh session, by the President of the General Assem
bly, was brilliantly set up. And it could have worked, had it not 
been for the fact that it was blocked and sabotaged by the oppo
nents of the idea of convening a disarmament conference. The fact 
that the resolution has now been adopted by the First Committee, 
and it included all the members of the Special Committee, is a 
confirmation of the fact that the Special Committee was set up on 
a well-thought-out, rational and sensible basis, taking into ac
count, among others, the principle of equitable geographical dis
tribution and representation and taking into account political 
factors. Today, the First Committee has confirmed all this.

As to the opponents of the conference, today they raise their 
voice in objection. One of them compared the problem of dis
armament and participation in the work of the organs on dis
armament with people living on the slopes of a volcano. But 
experience shows that people living near a volcano take self-pro- 
tection measures and take an active part in seeing to it that they 
are not victims of this natural calamity. So why should those who 
draw this parallel with a volcano not take part in the attempt 
to find ways and means of saving mankind from the nuclear vol
cano, such as disarmament, real, practical nuclear and conven
tional disarmament? No, they prefer to stand aside in the role of 
critics. They refuse to take part in the work of United Nations 
bodies on disarmament. This is not the best possible position.

They also assert that this is the idea of the Soviet Union. It is 
time to understand that this is the idea of the world, of the United 
Nations, of the entire third world without exception. The initiative 
of the Soviet Union was taken at the twenty-seventh session, it is 
true. But it is now today and it is now the idea of the Assembly, of 
the United Nations, and it is time to stop saying that it is just the 
idea of the Soviet Union in order to cover up their slander against 
the Soviet Union. Those who are slandering the Soviet Union in 
connexion with this idea are slandering the entire world, the 
United Nations and the whole third world and non-aligned coun
tries. This is the essence of the attacks on the Soviet Union in 
connexion with this question.

The second opponent to the idea of convening the Conference 
puts forward in essence his own idea, a thesis: Let others disarm, 
but my country will continue the arms race. No sensible, right- 
thinking person or Government that has a serious attitude to
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wards disarmament can agree with such an approach: let others 
disarm but we shall continue arming ourselves. This approach is 
the kind that leads directly to thermonuclear war and not to dis
armament, and this is what we will be led to by those who are 
slandering the Soviet Union. In essence they are really slandering 
the United Nations, the whole world, the third world, and all 
those who are seriously in favour and who voted in favour of the 
idea of disarmament and the holding of a world disarmament con
ference.

This opponent to the Conference puts forth another idea: that 
the nuclear-weapon States should undertake not to be the first to 
use nuclear weapons. But why only the first to use them? The 
Soviet Union put forward—as is known by the whole world and by 
the 135 Members of the United Nations—another broader, more 
convincing and more important idea which would save the world 
from nuclear war: that of the non-use of force in international 
relations and the permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear 
weapons. Not first, second, tenth or one hundredth, but never— 
the permanent prohibition of nuclear weapons; that is our posi
tion and our answer to our critics and slanderers. Why should we 
be limited only to not using them first? Under conditions of war a 
pretext could always be found to be second in their use. We are 
against that. What is needed is to save the world from thermo
nuclear war and we are happy that this idea of ours was also sup
ported by the overwhelming majority of States Members of the 
United Nations. It was supported by the third world.

Who voted against it? The representative who spoke today 
against the convening of a disarmament conference. With whom 
did he vote? With the enemies of the African people: South Africa 
and Portugal. This is the face of the one who is slandering us and 
the whole world and by it seeks to cover up his invidious position 
with regard to disarmament and the convening of a world dis
armament conference. These are the real facts and they are well 
known, and no slander against the Soviet Union can cover up this 
invidious and ugly position.

Furthermore, this same opponent of the convening of the con
ference on disarmament is blocking discussion in the Security 
Council of the resolution of the General Assembly on the non-use 
of force in international relations and the permanent prohibition 
of the use of nuclear weapons. It is only because of that sabotage 
and blockade that the Security Council has until now been unable 
to consider this resolution of the General Assembly. Well, let them 
withdraw their blockade and sabotage, and the Security Council 
will adopt a decision on this question in accordance with the 
resolution of the General Assembly, a decision that will be in 
favour of peace. This would be a serious step towards ridding man
kind of the nuclear threat and of the threat of a nuclear volcano
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erupting. Let those who draw a parallel between a volcano and 
nuclear catastrophe take note of this.

The third argument of those who oppose convening the Con
ference relates to the elimination of foreign bases on foreign 
territories. We firmly support that. We are in favour of the 
elimination of all foreign bases on the territory of other countries. 
However, let us face facts. When we discussed an extremely im
portant question at this session of the General Assembly and there 
was a real opportunity for a decision to be taken to eliminate 
foreign bases in one region of the world and their withdrawal 
from foreign territory, this opponent, by behind-the-scenes in
trigue, undermined the possibility of such a decision. These are 
the real facts. Therefore, demagogic attacks against the Soviet 
Union cannot in any way justify those who oppose the convening 
of a world disarmament conference. Accordingly, those against 
holding the Conference and putting down their arms have in their 
statements today made this obvious to us all. It is therefore par
ticularly necessary for us to concert our efforts in order to over
come, even this year, the resistance of the opponents and to see to 
it that the Ad Hoc Committee established by the General Assembly 
to prepare a world conference should get down to practical and 
effective work. We wish this Committee success with all our 
hearts.

We understand, of course, the imperfections of this draft resolu
tion. However, we are happy that in support of it we find refer
ences to previous resolutions, and that the idea of the need for 
convening a world disarmament conference is once again con
firmed. This is the most important point, and no small-minded con
siderations can conceal this fact. We consider this modest mandate, 
which has been assigned to the Ad Hoc Committee by the Assem
bly, as a real opportunity to study attentively, seriously and in 
depth the true mood and intentions of the whole world with regard 
to the idea of convening the conference and to getting down to 
practical work concerning it.

In any case, as far as the Soviet Union is concerned, I am sure 
that those who really have a serious attitude towards this idea will 
try to co-operate properly with the Ad Hoc Committee in the 
noble task entrusted to it by the General Assembly. The discussion 
on this question at this session has most convincingly demon
strated the unchallengeable fact that those who are against the 
idea of convening a world disarmament conference cannot break 
the will of the overwhelming majority of Members of the General 
Assembly and the peoples of the world.

The task of the Committee which has been set up is to seek and 
find ways to ensure, in the final analysis, practical preparations 
for the world conference.

We are profoundly convinced that the resolution just adopted by
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the First Committee, which will certainly be adopted by the Gen
eral Assembly, will finally clear the way for practical work on 
preparations for the Conference; and it was on this basis that the 
Soviet delegation voted in favour of the draft resolution. We pay a 
tribute to its initiators and co-sponsors, as well as to Ambassador 
Hoveyda, who did a great deal of work and whose activities in the 
difficult post of unofficial Chairman of an unofficial Special Com
mittee over the course of a year have been reflected in this resolu
tion.

As for the Soviet Union and its delegation, we will most actively 
co-operate with that Committee, and we are profoundly convinced 
that the Committee will perform its task in the period between the 
twenty-eighth and twenty-ninth sessions of the General Assembly 
successfully and will submit a positive report on this subject to 
the twenty-ninth General Assembly session.

Statement by the British Representative (Jamieson) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: World Disarma
ment Conference, December 13,1973 ^

I shall confine myself to an explanation of vote—and a brief 
one at that.

My delegation has willingly joined in the consensus adoption of 
the resolution in document A/C.l/L.673,= and we should like at 
this stage to pay a very warm tribute to all those who were in
volved in its conception and its birth: to Ambassador Hoveyda, 
in the first place, for his long and patient work, and to Ambassa
dor Garcia Robles and his colleagues, who carried on the good 
work.

I should like very briefly to recall my Government’s attitude to
wards a world disarmament conference. In summary, we are, in 
principle, favourable to the idea, provided it is what its name im
plies: a conference in which all significant States, including the 
nuclear Powers, take part; and provided, therefore, that there is 
such participation at all stages of the preparation for a world 
disarmament conference. The resolution which we have adopted 
is compatible with these views.

We have noted, I might add, what the representative of Mexico 
said on behalf of the co-sponsors when he introduced the draft 
resolution, especially what he said in regard to operative para
graph 3 and its connexion with the consensus provision of opera
tive paragraph 1.

'  A/C.1/PV.1985 (prov.), p. 42.
‘ Identical with General Assembly resolution 3183 (X X V III), post, pp. 899- 

901.
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General Assembly Resolution 3154 (XXVIII): Effects of 
Atomic Radiation, December 14, 1973^

The General Assembly,
RecaUing its resolution 3063 (XXVIII) of 9 November 1973,  ̂

by which it requested a special report from the United Nations 
Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation, and in 
view of the anxieties expressed by the representatives of various 
Member States concerning pollution of the environment by ioniz
ing radiation emanating from tests of nuclear weapons.

Noting with appreciation the report submitted by the Scientific 
Committee,^

Noting with concern that there has been additional radio-active 
fall-out resulting in additions to the total doses of ionizing radia
tion since the Scientific Committee prepared its last report,®

Reaffirming its deep apprehension concerning the harmful con
sequences of nuclear weapon tests for the acceleration of the arms 
race and for the health of present and future generations,

1. Deplores environmental pollution by ionizing radiation from 
the testing of nuclear weapons;

2. Requests the United Nations Scientific Committee on the 
Effects of Atomic Radiation to continue its work, including its co
ordination activities, to increase knowledge of the levels and 
effects of atomic radiation from all sources.

 ̂A /RES/3154 (XXVIII), Jan. 7,1974.
 ̂Pt. A was adopted by a vote of 86 to 0, with 28 abstentions:

For—Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Barbados, 
Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Came
roon, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslo
vakia, Dahomey, Ecuador, Ethiopia, F iji, Finland, GDR, Guatemala, Guinea, 
Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Israel, 
Ivory Coast, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, Laos, Lesotho, Liberia, 
Libyan Arab Republic, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Mali, Malta, Mauri
tania, Mexico, Mongolia, Nepal, New Zealand, Norway, Oman, Panama, Para 
guay, Peru, Philmpines, Poland, Rwanda, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, 
Sudan, Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, 
United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against—None.
Abstaining—Bel^um , Central African Republic, Chad, Democratic Yemen, 

Denmark, Equatorial Guinea, France, FRG, Gabon, Ghana, Greece, Ireland, 
Italy, Luxembourg, Morocco, Netherlands, N ic a ra ^ a , Pakistan, Portugal, 
Qatar, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, South Africa, Spain, Tunisia, U.K., 
U.S.
Ghana, Nigeria, and Trinidad and Tobago later advised the U.N. Secretariat 
tha t they had intended to vote for pt. A.

® Ante, pp. 748-749.
* A/9349.
® Greneral Assembly Official Records: Twenty-seventh Session, Supplement 

No. 25 (A/8725 and Corr. 1).
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The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 913 (X) of 3 December 1955, by which 

it established the United Nations Scientific Committee on the 
Effects of Atomic Radiation,^ and its subsequent resolutions on 
the subject, in particular resolution 3063 (XXVIII) of 9 No
vember 1973,®

Reaffirming the desirability of the Scientific Committee con
tinuing its work.

Concerned about the potentially harmful effects on present and 
future generations resulting from the levels of radiation to which 
man is exposed,

Conscious of the continued need for compiling information 
about atomic radiation and for analysing its effects on man and 
his environment.

Recalling that, as recognized in General Assembly resolution 
2905 (XXVII) of 17 October 1972,  ̂ the Scientific Committee can 
become an element of value in the United Nations Environment 
Programme,

Expressing regret that the Scientific Committee had very little 
time and information available to it in preparing for its special 
session,

1. Notes with appreciation the additional report submitted by

* Pt. B was approved by a vote of 117 to 0, with 5 abstentions:

For—^Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Barba
dos, Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorus
sian SSR, Cameroon, Canada, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, Colombia, 
Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, Democratic 
Yemen, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, 
Finland, France, FRG, Gabon, GDR, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, 
Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, 
Ireland^ Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer 
Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lesotho, Libyan Arab Republic, Luxembourg, 
Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Mali, Malta, M auritania, Mexico, Mongolia, 
Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, 
Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, 
Portugal, Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, Singapore, Somalia, South Africa, 
Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, 
Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, U.K., 
U.S., Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire.

Against—None.

Abstaining—Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Uganda, United Republic of Tanzania, 
Zambia.

Later, Trinidad and Tobago informed the U.N. Secretariat tha t it had in
tended to vote in favor of pt. B, and Ghana, Liberia and Nigeria told the 
Secretariat tha t they had intended to abstain.

Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 561-562.
® Ante, pp. 748-749.
® General Assembly, Official Records: Twenty-seventh Session, Supplement 

No. SO (A/8730), pp. 23-24.
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the United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic 
Radiation,“

2. Commends the Scientific Committee for the valuable contri
butions it has made since its inception to wider knowledge and 
understanding of the levels and effects of atomic radiation;

3. Requests the Scientific Committee to continue its work, in
cluding its co-ordinating activities, to increase knowledge of the 
levels and effects of atomic radiation from all sources;

4. Requests the Scientific Committee in particular to continue 
at its twenty-third session, to be held in October 1974, to review 
and assess the levels, effects and risks of radiation from all sources 
and to report to the General Assembly at its twenty-ninth session;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to provide the 
Scientific Committee with the assistance necessary for the conduct 
of its work and the dissemination of its findings to the public.

C “
The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 913 (X) of 3 December 1955, by which 

it established the United Nations Scientific Committee on the 
Effects of Atomic Radiation,'^ and its subsequent resolutions.

Recognizing the valuable contribution made by the Scientific 
Committee to wider knowledge and understanding of the levels 
and effects of atomic radiation.

Concerned about the potentially harmful effects on present and 
future generations resulting from the atomic radiation to which 
man and natural resources are exposed.

Noting with concern that nuclear weapon tests are still being 
conducted in the atmosphere and other environments,

“ A/9349.
“ Pt. C was adopted by a vote of 91 to 0, with 33 abstentions:
For—Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, 

Barbados, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Cameroon, 
Canada, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Democratic 
Yemen, Ecuador, Egj^pt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, FRG, 
Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, 
Ireland, Israel^ Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Kenya, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, 
Lesotho, Liberia, Lioyan Arab Republic, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Mali, 
Malta, M auritania, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, 
Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Romania, 
Rwanda, Senegal, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, 
Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United 
Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vene
zuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against—None.
Abstaining—Belgium, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Central African Re

public, Chad, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, Denmark, Fiji, Finland, France, 
Gabon, GDR, Guinea, Hungary, Iceland, India, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, 
Mongolia, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, 
South Africa, Sweden, Ukrainian SSR, U.K., U.S., U.S.S.R.
Trinidad and Tobago later advised the U.N. Secretariat tha t it had intended 
to vote for pt. C.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1H9-I959y vol. I, pp. 561-562.
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Conscious of the need for the Governments of Member States 
to commit themselves to giving the Scientific Committee the 
greatest possible co-operation in order that its work may be more 
effective,

Recoiling its resolution 3063 (XXVIII) of 9 November 1973, 
by which it decided to consider means of enhancing the effective
ness of the Scientific Committee,^®

1. Decides to increase the membership of the United Nations 
Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation to a 
maximum of 20, while reaffirming the need for the members of 
the Committee to be represented by scientists;

2. Invites the Governments which desire to participate in the 
Scientific Committee and are able to contribute to its work to in
form the President of the General Assembly, through the Secre- 
tary-General, before 15 February 1974; in the event that more 
than five Governments inform the President of the Assembly of 
their desire to become part of the Scientific Committee, the selec
tion of the new members of the Committee will be decided by the 
President of the Assembly, in consultation with the chairmen of 
the regional groups, on the basis of an equitable geographical 
distribution;

3. Urges the Scientific Committee to request from Member 
States, as frequently as may be necessary, the detailed informa
tion which it needs to assist it in its work;

4. Authorizes the Scientific Committee, in response to a request 
by the Government of a country which is situated in an area of 
nuclear arms testing or which considers that it is exposed to 
atomic radiation by reason of such testing, to appoint a group of 
experts from among its members for the purpose of visiting that 
country, at the latter’s expense, and of consulting with its scien
tific authorities and informing the Committee of the consulta;tions;

5. Urges the specialized agencies and other United Nations 
bodies, and invites the non-governmental organizations in con
sultative status with the Economic and Social Council, to assist 
the Scientific Committee in its work;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to provide the Scientific 
Committee with the administrative assistance necessary for the 
efficient conduct of its work.

General Assembly Resolution 3183 (XXVIII): World 
Disarmament Conference, December 18,1973 *

The General Assembly,
Conscious of the responsibility of the United Nations under the

^ Ante, pp. 748-749.
‘ A/RES/3183 (XXVIII), Feb. 6, 1974. The resolution was unanimously 

adopted.
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Charter for the maintenance of international peace and for dis
armament,

Convinced that all peoples of the world have a vital interest in 
the success of disarmament negotiations,

Deeply convinced that substantial progress in the field of dis
armament can be achieved only by ensuring adequate conditions 
of security for all States,

Convinced also that all States should contribute to the adoption 
of measures for the achievement of this goal,

Believing it imperative that all States exert further efforts for 
the adoption of effective measures of disarmament and, more par
ticularly, nuclear disarmament.

Believing also that a world disarmament conference, adequately 
prepared and convened at an appropriate time, could promote the 
realization of such aims and that the co-operation of all nuclear 
Powers would considerably facilitate their attainment,

Recalling its resolution 2833 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971,  ̂
Recalling also its resolution 2930 (XXVII) of 29 November

1972, by which it decided to establish a Special Committee on the 
World Disarmament Conference,®

Bearing in mind the note by the Secretary-General of 17 Oc
tober 1973 * and the statements made during the consideration by 
the First Committee of the item entitled “World Disarmament 
Conference”,

Noting that, before any conclusion may be reached with regard 
to preparation for the convening of a world disarmament con
ference, it will be necessary to carry out considerable study of the 
relevant existing conditions,

1. Decides to establish an Ad Hoc Committee on the World Dis
armament Conference to examine all the views and suggestions ex
pressed by Governments on the convening of a world disarmament 
conference and related problems, including conditions for the 
realization of such a conference, and to submit, on the basis of 
consensus, a report to the General Assembly at its twenty-ninth 
session;

2. Decides further that the Ad Hoc Committee shall consist of 
the following forty non-nuclear-weapon Member States appointed 
by the President of the General Assembly after consultation with 
all regional groups: Algeria, Argentina, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, 
Bulgaria, Burundi, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Czechoslovakia, 
Egypt, Ethiopia, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Italy, Japan, 
Lebanon, Liberia, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, Ni
geria, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Romania, Spain, Sri

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 909-910.
* Ibid., 197Z, pp. 835-836.
‘ A/9228.
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Lanka, Sweden, Tunisia, Turkey, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire 
and Zambia;

3. Invites the States possessing nuclear weapons to co-operate 
or maintain contact with the Ad Hoc Committee, it being under
stood that they will enjoy the same rights as the appointed mem
bers of the Committee;

4. Invites all States to communicate as soon as possible to the 
Secretary-General, for transmission to the Ad Hoc Committee, 
any views and suggestions they deem pertinent to submit for the 
purpose defined in paragraph 1 above;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to render all necessary 
assistance to the Ad Hoc Committee in its work, including the 
preparation of summary records;

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its twenty- 
ninth session the item entitled “World Disarmament Conference”.

General Assembly Resolution 3184 (XXVIII): General and 
Complete Disarmament, December 18, 1973 ^

A =

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 2602 A (XXIV) of 16 December 1969, 

relating to the initiation of bilateral 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,^

‘ A/RES/3184 (XXVIII), Feb. 11,1974.
 ̂Pt. A was adopted by a vote of 94 to 1, with 19 abstentions:

For—Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, B ar
bados, Bhutan, Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Cameroon, Canada, Central African 
Republic, Chile, Congo, Cyprus, Dahomey, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, 
FRG, Gabon, Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, 
Ireland, Israel, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Laos, 
Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Luxembourg, Madagascar, 
Malawi, Malaysia, Mali, Malta, M auritania, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Nether
lands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, 
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Sene
gal, S^ierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Swaziland, Sweden, 
Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, United Arab Emi
rates, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire, 
Zambia.

A gainst—Albania.

Abstaining—Belgiimi, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, 
France, GDR, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Mongolia, Poland, Romania, South 
Africa, Turkey, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, U.K., U.S.

Democratic Yemen and Sudan subsequently advised the Secretariat tha t they 
had intended to vote for the resolution.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 710-711.
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RecaUing further that the first phase of such negotiations re
sulted in the conclusion, on 26 May 1972, of three bilateral instru
ments on that matter,^

Reafflrming resolution 2932 B (XXVII) of 29 November 1972,° 
whereby the General Assembly:

(a) Appealed to the above-mentioned Governments to make 
every effort to expedite the conclusion of further agreements in
cluding important qualitative limitations and substantial reduc
tions of offensive and defensive strategic nuclear-weapon systems,

(b) Invited the two Governments to keep the General Assembly 
informed of the results of their negotiations.

Noting with satisfaction that those Governments have reached 
a new agreement entitled “Basic principles of negotiations on the 
further limitation of strategic offensive arms”,®

Noting further that this agreement, signed on 21 June 1973, 
has been brought to the attention of the General Assembly by a 
letter dated 6 November 1973 from the representatives of both 
Governments to the Secretary-General,^

1. Appeals to the Governments of the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics and the United States of America to bear con
stantly in mind in the current phase of the strategic arms limita
tion talks the necessity and urgency of reaching agreement on 
important qualitative limitations and substantial reductions of 
their strategic nuclear-weapon systems as a positive step towards 
nuclear disarmament;

2. Again invites the two Governments to keep the General 
Assembly informed in good time of the results of their negotia
tions.

B®

The General Assembly,

‘ Ibid., 1972, pp. 197 flf.
® Ibid., pp. 839-840.
” Ante, pp. 271-273.
’ A/9293.
* P t B was adopted by a vote of 100 to 2, with 11 abstentions:

For—Afghanistan, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Barbados, Belgium, 
Bhutan, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cameroon, Canada, 
Central African Republic, Chile, Congo, Cjrprus, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, 
Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, E g ^ t ,  El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, 
Finland, FRG, Gabon, GDR, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Honduras, 
Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, 
Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab 
Republic, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Mali, Malta, M auritania, Mexico, Mongolia, 
Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Nor
way, Oman, Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, 
Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, South Africa, 
Sri Lanka, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tu-
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Recalling its resolution 2373 (XXII) of 12 June 1968,  ̂ in 
which it commended the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nu
clear Weapons/*’ annexed thereto, and expressed the hope for the 
widest possible adherence to that Treaty,

Noting that article VIII, paragraph 3, of the Treaty provides, 
inter alia, that:

Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty, a conference of Parties 
to the Treaty shall be held in Geneva, Switzerland, in order to review the 
operation of this Treaty with a view to assuring tha t the purposes of the 
Preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are being realized.

Bearing in mind that the Treaty will have been in force for five 
years on 5 March 1975 and expecting that the review conference 
called for in the Treaty will take place soon after that date,

1. Notes that, following appropriate consultation, a prepara
tory committee has been formed of Parties to the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons serving on the Board of 
Governors of the International Atomic Energy Agency or repre
sented at the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to render the necessary as
sistance and to provide such services, including summary records, 
as may be required for the review conference and its preparation.

C^^

The General Assembly,

nisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukranian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, U.K., 
U.S., Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire.

Against—Albania, China.

Abstaining—Algeria, Argentina, Brazil, Cuba, Democratic Yemen, 
France, India, Saudi Arabia, Spain, United Republic of Tanzania, Zambia.

Sudan subsequently informed the Secretariat tha t it had intended to vote 
for the resolution.

^Documents on Disannamenty 1968, pp. 431-432.
^^Ibid., pp. 461-465.

Pt. C was adopted by a vote of 93 to 0, with 20 abstentions.

For—Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, B ar
bados, Bhutan, Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Cameroon, Central African Republic, 
Chile, Congo, Cyprus, Dahomey, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican 
Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, F iji, Finland, Gabon, 
Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Honduras, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, 
Israel, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, 
Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, 
Malaysia. Mali, Malta, M auritania, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, P ara 
guay, Peru, Philippines, Qatar, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra 
Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian 
Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab 
Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Zaire, Zambia.

A gainst—None.
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Recalling its resolution 1722 (XVI) of 20 December 1961,̂ * 
in which it welcomed the joint statement of agreed principles 
for disarmament negotiations submitted by the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and the United States of America on 20 
September 1961,“

Further recalling its resolutions 2602 E (XXIV) of 16 Decem
ber 1969/^ 2661 C (XXV) of 7 December 1970 and 2825 B 
(XXVI) of 16 December 1971 on the comprehensive programme 
of disarmament,

Bearing in mind its specific responsibility under the Charter 
of the United Nations with regard to the principles governing 
disarmament and to the achievement of general and complete 
disarmament, which is one of the most important issues con
fronting the world at present,

Emphasizing the vital interest of all peoples and countries of 
the world in disarmament negotiations,

Convinced of the importance and urgent need that all States 
should exert further efforts for the adoption of effective measures 
of disarmament, including the prohibition and elimination of all 
types of weapons of mass destruction,

1. Reaffirms the responsibility of the United Nations with re
gard to all matters pertaining to disarmament, in particular the 
ultimate goal of general and complete disarmament under effec
tive international control;

2. Invites the States parties to disarmament negotiations to 
ensure that the disarmament measures adopted in one region 
should not result in increasing armaments in other regions, thus 
upsetting their stability;

3. Invites the Governments of all States to keep the General 
Assembly suitably informed of their disarmament negotiations 
so as to allow the proper performance of its functions;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to bring the present resolu
tion to the attention of all Member States, as well as all other 
States and Governments, and to include in the provisional agenda 
of the twenty-ninth session of the General Assembly the item 
entitled “General and complete disarmament”.

Abstaining—Belgium, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Cuba, Czecho
slovakia, France, FDG, GDR, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Mongolia, Poland, Por
tugal, South Africa, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, U.K., U.S.

’̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 741-742.
^Ibid., pp. 439-442.

Ibid., 1969, pp. 713-715.
“ Ibid., 1970, pp. 682-683.

Ibid., 1971, pp. 882-883.



GENERAL ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION 3185 (XXVIII), DEC. 18 905

General Assembly Resolution 3185 (XXVIII): Implementation 
of the Declaration on the Strengthening of International 
Security, December 18, 1973 ^

The General Assembly,
Having considered the item entitled “Implementation of the 

Declaration on the Strengthening of International Security”, 
Bearing in mind the Declaration on the Strengthening of In

ternational Security, contained in General Assembly resolution 
2734 (XXV) of 16 December 1970,  ̂ and recalling Assembly res
olutions 2880 (XXVI) of 21 December 1971  ̂ and 2993 (XXVII) 
of 15 December 1972 concerning the implementation of the 
Declaration,^

Noting the various initiatives that have been taken, in par
ticular on the European continent, with a view to promoting 
detente and peaceful coexistence, and noting the emergence of 
encouraging trends in relations between States at the bilateral, 
regional and multilateral levels,

Noting also, in this regard, that the Security Council held, from 
15 to 21 March 1973, a series of meetings to consider measures 
for the maintenance and strengthening of international peace 
and security in Latin America and adopted resolution 330 (1973) 
of 21 March 1973,^

Emphasizing, however, the existence of focal points of war 
and tension stemming from acts of aggression, the threat or use 
of force, alien domination and foreign occupation, interference 
in internal affairs and the continued existence of colonialism, 
neo-colonialism, racial discrimination and apartheid,

Emphasizing the close link existing between the strengthening 
of international security, disarmament, decolonization, economic 
development and the need for a more intensive international 
effort to narrow the constantly widening gap between the devel
oped and the developing countries.

Convinced that the United Nations should play a more posi
tive role in promoting improvement of the international situation 
and a lessening of threats to international peace and security, 
and that it can become a useful forum of universalization of 
positive achievements in relations among States,

1. Solemnly reaffirms all the principles and provisions con

 ̂A/RES/3185 (XXVIII), Jan. 31, 1974. The resolution was adopted by an 
unrecorded vote of 97 to 2 (Portugal, South A frica), with 18 abstentions. 
The U.S. abstained.

” General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-fifth Session, Supplement
No. 28 (A/8028), p^. 22-24.

’ Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 915-918.
* General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-seventh Session, Supplement 

No. SO (A/8730), pp. 20-21.
® Ibid., Twenty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 2 (A /9002), pp. 131-132.
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tained in the Declaration on the Strengthening of International 
Security and urgently appeals to all States to implement and 
adhere to all the provisions of the Declaration unswervingly and 
without delay, to broaden the scope of detente to cover the entire 
world and to reaffirm the principles of friendly relations ® as the 
basis of relations between States, irrespective of their political, 
economic and social systems;

2. Expresses the hope that the favourable trends currently 
emerging in bilateral, regional and multilateral relations, includ
ing the establishment of zones of peace and co-operation in 
various parts of the world, will be maintained and that efforts 
along these lines will be pursued and intensified so as to promote 
the strengthening of international security, in accordance with 
the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations;

3. Reaffirms the recommendation that all States should con
tribute to the efforts to assure peace and security for all nations 
and to establish, in accordance with the Charter, an effective 
system of universal collective security without military alliances;

4. Reaffirms that all States have the right to participate on a 
basis of equality in the settlement of major international prob
lems in accordance with the principles of the Charter so that 
peace and security will be based on effective respect for the 
sovereignty and independence of each State and the inalienable 
right of each people to determine its own destiny freely and 
without outside interference, coercion or pressure;

5. Reaffirms that any measure or pressure directed against 
any State while exercising its sovereign right freely to dispose of 
its natural resources constitutes a flagrant violation of the right 
of self-determination of peoples and the principle of non-inter
vention, as set forth in the Charter, which, if pursued, could 
constitute a threat to international peace and security;

6. Appeals to all militarily significant States to exert efforts in 
order to extend the political detente so far achieved to military 
detente, to stop the arms race as well as to take practical steps to 
reduce armaments, with a view to making available additional 
resources for economic and social development, particularly to 
the developing countries;

7. Reaffirms the legitimacy of the struggle of peoples under 
alien domination to achieve self-determination and independence 
and appeals to all States to implement the Declaration on the 
Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples ■ 
and the other resolutions of the United Nations on the elimination 
of colonialism, racism and apartheid;

8. Takes note of the report of the Secretary-General ® and re
quests him to submit to the General Assembly at its twenty-ninth

'‘Ibid., Twemty-fifth Session, Supplement No. Z8 (A/8028), pp. 121-124.
Ibid., F ifteenth Session, Supplement No. 16 (A /4684), pp. 66-67.

“A/9129.
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session a report on the implementation of the Declaration on the 
Strengthening of International Security;

9. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its twenty- 
ninth session the item entitled “Implementation of the Declara
tion on the Strengthening of International Security.”

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Kissinger 
[Extracts], December 27, T973^

In East-West relations, in negotiations with the Soviet Union, 
we have before us the problem of SALT, and as I have pointe;! 
out repeatedly, no task is more urgent than to master the rapid 
technological change in which weapons may outstrip the capacity 
of political control.

And therefore the United States will make a determined 
effort to fulfill the promise that President Nixon and General 
Secretary Brezhnev made to each other to try to have an agree
ment on SALT in 1974. It is a difficult assignment, because the 
first SALT agreement dealt with quantitative change, the present 
negotiations deal with the problem of qualitative change, which 
is both technically and conceptually much more difficult.

And we will continue to pursue the negotiations on mutual 
force reductions and European security.

Q. Mr. Secretary, we have the impression that one of the prob
lems with the SALT talks is that this government hasn’t gotten 
its own ducks in a row. For example, do you go along with the 
apparent doctrine that v̂as enunciated the other day by Dr. 
Schlesinger which he called, for lack of a better name, “total 
eqimlity” ? =

Secretary Kissinger: Well, how can you in an egalitarian so
ciety not accept total equality? I will agree with you that our 
government has not thought through all the implications of the 
problem of qualitative change. I agree with the phrase “total 
equality.” But like all slogans, it does not supply its own answer. 
And I am certain that my friend Dr. Schlesinger would agree 
that once you have enunciated that doctrine you still have to 
give it content in terms of what it is that you want to have equal. 
Is it numbers, is it throw-weight, is it warheads, is it every
thing? How do you compare superiority in bombers to superiority 
in missiles? How do you compare the throw-weight or the carry

‘ Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 21,1974, pp. 49, 52-53, 54-55.
° Cf. ante, pp. 837-839.
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ing power of bombers with the throw-weight of missiles? These 
are the tough questions that have to be answered.

And I am frank to say that while we have developed positions, 
and while I believe our positions are better than those of the 
Soviet Union, we have not— t̂here is not the conceptual basis for 
the SALT Two that existed over a decade of previous work with 
respect to SALT One. However, I am confident that as far as the 
U.S. Government is concerned this problem will be substantially 
overcome in the very near future and that if the Soviet Union is 
prepared to proceed we have a chance of meeting our deadline of 
1974.

Q. Along those lines, Dr. Kissinger, abotit five or six weeks ago 
a senior U.S. official expressed the hope—I guess is the best word 
—that these problems you are talking about as far as both the 
Soviets and we are concerned would be settled by Christmas. 
Would it be fair to say, then, that these negotiations or your pri
vate discussions with Ambassador Dobrynin are behind schedule, 
and if so could you tell us why ?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, there are some senior officials who 
get caught by giving too early deadlines. Whether a particular 
negotiation is on or behind schedule you can really only deter
mine in retrospect, after it is completed.

We expect to make progress in clarifying the various points of 
view within our government in the very near future. And I 
believe, based in part also on conversations I have recently had, 
that the Soviet Union is working very seriously on the problem. 
How the various issues can then be reconciled remains to be 
seen. But I think everybody recognizes that the pace of technology 
is such that there is a certain urgency in pushing these negotia
tions, and they will be pushed.

Q. Is this what you have been discussing with Mr. Dobrynin 
in the last two days ?

Secretary Kissinger: I never go into the discussions with 
Ambassador Dobrynin.

Q. On the same question, do you think it is still conceivable that 
President Nixon could go to the Soviet Union this summer, or 
would the SALT negotiations make it more feasible to go later 
in the year?

Secretary Kissinger: No date has been set, but the summer is 
certainly not ruled out.

Q. What do you think, though? Do you think you could have a 
SALT agreement by this summer?
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Secretary Kissinger: Not with O’Leary sitting next to you. 
I am not going to give you another date on anything. [Laughter.]

Q. Mr. Secretary, the answer may he in your responses here; 
but the thing that I am still uncertain about is that, you will re
call, in that saloon in the basement of the National Hotel in 
Moscow, when you briefed us on the SALT agreement, there was 
a certain amount of optimism about the future with respect to 
offensive nuclear weapons.'  ̂ I acknowledge it was qualified opti
mism. Now, who is responsible for the fact that things have not 
gone quite as well as you thought at the time? Now, if the premise 
of my question is wrong, why, the answer is inoperative—I don’t 
know. [Laughter.']

Secretary Kissinger: Well, I think one would have to look again 
at the transcript of that press conference in order to be able to 
determine what is meant by the phrase “It has not gone as well 
as one hoped.”

The agreement that was made in Moscow in 1972 was supposed 
to last for only five years.  ̂ And it was to permit the negotiation 
of a more permanent agreement.

It was recognized at the time that the problem of the multiple 
warheads would soon come to the fore. If the strategic problem 
had remained what it was in 1972— t̂hat is to say, individual 
weapons with individual warheads— t̂he situation would have 
been essentially stabilized by that agreement.

The new element in the equation is the rapid evolution of 
technology, coupled with improvements in accuracy that have— 
even within the limits of that agreement—produced vulner
abilities, perhaps a year or two more rapidly than one expected 
at the time.

When I was a professor, I used to study the issue of arms 
control. All of the theoretical thinking was concentrated on the 
problem of quantity, how to get control of quantitative change. 
How to master technology really has no good theoretical base. 
When we started the first SALT negotiations, there was a vast 
literature on which one could draw for an understanding of the 
problem of numbers.

So if things have not gone as well—^which I wouldn’t quite 
concede—if we are now facing new problems, it is not because 
anyone has done anything wrong. It is simply because tech
nology has been accelerating at a rate that threatens to outstrip 
the capacity to control it.

Q. Technology has been accelerating from the Russian side, 
not from our side ?

® See D ocum ents on D isarm am enU  1972, pp. 207 ff.
* See ibid., pp. 202 ff.
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Secretary Kissinger: Well, it’s been accelerating on both sides, 
but especially on the Russian side.

13th Annual Report of the United States Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency, February 20, 1974^

LETTER OF SUBMITTAL

Febrimry 20,197A

M r . P r e s id e n t  :

I submit for your transmittal to the Congress, as required by 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, as amended, the 
thirteenth annual report of the US Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency. This report covers the work of the Agency during 
calendar year 1973.

Respectfully, ____

C -  4

F red  C. iKLfi
T h e  P r e s id e n t  

The White Hoiise.

L E T T E R  OF TR A N SM ITTA L

To the Congress of the United States:
Technology in the Nuclear Age has become capable of virtually 

global devastation. We are thus called upon as never before in the 
history of American diplomacy—both by our traditions and by un
precedented responsibilities— t̂o assume a role of leadership in 
seeking international arms restraints. This is a most important 
element of that structure of peace which is the broader goal of 
our foreign policy.

The coordinating instrument for this effort within our Govern
ment is the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, now en
tering its fourteenth year. It has been the policy of my Admin
istration to strengthen this Agency and to equip it for the essential 
role it must play in promoting our national security.

* H. Doc. 93-239, 93d Cong., 2d sess.
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The year 1973 was a time of sustained effort and continued 
progress in arms control, building upon earlier achievements and 
laying the ground for future agreements which will be of utmost 
importance for our security and well-being.

It is with deep satisfaction in our continuing progress that I 
transmit to the Congress this thirteenth annual report of the U.S. 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

R ichard  N ix o n .
T h e  W h i t e  H ouse , M a r c h  1 3 ,1 9 7 Jt.

INTRODUCTION

Today there is wide agreement in both the legislative and execu
tive branches of our government that verifiable arms control is an 
essential component of national security. Were it not for this 
shared outlook, the prospect for continuing progress in arms 
control would not be promising. As history has shown on several 
occasions, no major undertaking of this kind can succeed unless 
it has the support of the American people; and it is only through 
joint endorsement by these two co-equal branches of our govern
ment that this support can be assured.

With this in mind, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
has sought congressional views in carrying out its responsibility 
for the formulation and implementation of arms control and dis
armament policy. Since the present Director took office in July
1973, he has made approximately 50 visits to members’ offices— 
not just to inform, but to consult and solicit congressional views 
on political and military developments affecting arms control.

The Congress, for its part, has not been content merely to 
authorize and appropriate funds. Many individual members of 
the Congress have made substantive contributions— t̂hrough the 
introduction of legislation, in the committee process, in floor de
bate, in public statements, and in private consultations with 
members of the Executive Branch. As far as this report is con
cerned, the chairmen of the congressional committees dealing 
with foreign affairs have made important suggestions; and it is 
hoped that the changes here are fully responsive.

While arms control developments were perhaps less dramatic in 
1973 than in the preceding year, there was nevertheless an en
couraging degree of progress, this time on several fronts.

There were continuing SALT negotiations between the United 
States and the Soviet Union, aimed at achieving permanent limits 
and subsequent reductions in strategic offensive arms. New mo
mentum was given to this endeavor at the Washington summit 
meeting in June of President Nixon and General Secretary 
Brezhnev, when they signed a set of “Basic Principles” to govern 
further negotiations, with a view to concluding an agreement
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during 1974.  ̂ Another SALT-related development was the estab
lishment in late 1972 of the Standing Consultative Commission, 
which in 1973 began its work of implementing and promoting the 
objectives of the SALT ONE agreements.® As the year ended, the 
United States and the Soviet Union were preparing to continue 
with negotiations for strategic arms limitation when SALT 
resumes, at Geneva, in February 1974.

Talks began in Vienna on mutual and balanced force reduc
tions (MBFR) in Central Europe, with the participation of 19 
nations from NATO and the Warsaw Pact. While these talks are 
extremely complex—dealing, among other things, with disparities 
in manpower, materiel, and geography— t̂he United States and 
its European allies succeeded in approaching them in a cohesive 
manner, and it was generally agreed that the negotiations had be
gun on a serious and auspicious note.

Also of interest to arms control were certain aspects of the 
Conference on European Security and Cooperation, which is 
endeavoring to negotiate broad “confidence-building measures” 
related to notification and observation of military activities in 
Europe.

The 26-nation Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, 
meeting at Geneva, pursued its search for an agreement limiting 
chemical weapons and also for a comprehensive ban on nuclear 
testing, although these efforts continued to be frustrated by prob
lems of verification.

Steps were taken in the United Nations and in diplomatic 
consultation to begin preparations for a Review Conference on 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty,  ̂which comes due under the terms 
of that treaty in 1975.

In addition to playing a coordinating role for these multiple 
negotiations, the Director of the Agency and his staff have statu
tory duties to develop new ideas, promote research, and provide 
the information upon which arms control policy is based. Because 
of the considerably enlarged spectrum of arms control activities, 
it has become almost essential that the Director remain in Wash
ington full-time rather than act as the chief negotiator in one of 
the ongoing arms control negotiations. He has to participate in 
the decision-making process for all these negotiations and direct 
the Agency’s efforts across the board.

The present report discusses SALT, MBFR, and these other 
activities in greater detail elsewhere. It also deals with the role, 
organization, and budget of the Agency; the frustrating problem 
of controlling conventional arms; economic aspects of arms con
trol ; and public information.

“ Ante, pp. 271-273.
’ Documents on Disarmament, 197S, pp. 197 IT.
*‘Ihid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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This report is submitted in accordance with the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act of 1961, as amended,

THE ROLE OF THE AGENCY

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency was created by 
Congress in 1961 as an independent agency with primary re
sponsibility within the U.S. Government for dealing with the 
control and reduction of armaments. The enabling act states that 
the Agency must have such a position within the Government 
that it can provide the President, the Secretary of State, other 
officials of the Executive Branch, and the Congress with recom
mendations concerning U.S. arms control and disarmament policy, 
and that it can assess the effect of these recommendations on our 
foreign policies, our national security policies, and our economy.

Policy Formulation

The act specifies that arms control and disarmament policy, 
being an important aspect of foreign policy, must be consistent 
with national security policy as a whole.® The National Security 
Council with its system of support groups and committees is the 
principal forum for Presidential consideration of foreign policy 
issues. The Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency can make policy recommendations to the President both 
directly and through his participation in the relevant meetings 
of the National Security Council and its committees.

The Director is a member of the Verification Panel, which is 
the special NSC committee established to review and recommend 
to the President negotiating positions for the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks (SALT) and the talks on mutual and balanced 
force reductions in Central Europe (MBFR).

The Agency participates, when arms control and disarmament 
or related matters are being considered, in National Security 
Council meetings, the Under-Secretaries Committee, the NSC 
Senior Review Group, and various interdepartmental, regional, 
and functional groups established under the National Security 
Council.

Negotiations

A primary function of the Agency, as stipulated by the act, is 
the preparation for and management of U.S. participation in in
ternational negotiations in the arms control field. The preparation 
phase is dealt with in the NSC context as described above. The 
management function is handled in several ways, depending on 
the nature of the negotiations.

° The act appears ibid., 1961, pp. 482 ff.
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In the case of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) 
and the discussions on Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions 
(MBFR), the Agency provides the Chairman for the Interagency 
Coordinating Committees, made up of representatives of the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Depart
ment of State, the CIA, the NSC, and the Agency. These com
mittees provide day-to-day support activities for the negotiations. 
In addition, the Agency provides a member of the U.S. Delega
tion for both conferences, as well as staff advisers.

In the case of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
(CCD), the Agency has full responsibility for the conduct of the 
negotiations under the direction of the Secretary of State. The 
head of the U.S. Delegation is a senior Agency official with the 
rank of Ambassador, and the members of the delegation—with 
the exception of representatives of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
of the Atomic Energy Commission, who are accredited to the 
delegation as advisers—are provided by the Agency. The same 
Agency officials serve as members of the U.S. Delegation to the 
U.N. General Assembly to advise the U.S. Permanent Representa
tive on arms control and disarmament matters.

Research

The act calls upon the Director “to insure the acquisition of a 
fund of theoretical and practical knowledge concerning disarma
ment.” ® This responsibility is carried out through studies con
ducted by the Agency staff, by reimbursable agreements with 
other agencies, and by the use of contracts and grants to industry, 
universities and other non-profit organizations. The Agency also 
calls on individual experts and consultants who have special 
competence in a variety of fields.

During 1973, analyses relating to SALT have been the most 
important research undertakings. Generally, these have involved 
technical support in the development and evaluation of strategic 
arms control measures and related verification methods, and the 
maintenance and improvement of computer models as aids to the 
assessment of alternative proposals.

Research has also focused on quantitative analysis in support of 
mutual and balanced force reductions in Central Europe. The 
Agency has a direct responsibility, in view of its leading role in 
the Interagency MBFR Coordinating Committee, for assessing 
the implications of proposals made by other nations participating 
in the MBFR discussions—proposals for limitations, reductions, 
and measures to enhance stability. A corollary function, of course, 
is the assessment of possible U.S. initiatives aimed at the same 
purposes.

•/6ta.,p.485.
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Additional research has dealt with such matters as the identifi
cation of seismic events—to evaluate verification measures for a 
more comprehensive nuclear test ban; the development of im
proved equipment for safeguarding peaceful nuclear facilities 
under the Non-Proliferation Treaty; and the economic impact of 
SALT ONE.

These and other research projects are discussed in greater detail 
in the subsequent chapters of this report.

For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1973, $1,000,000 was 
budgeted for the Agency’s external research. That this amount is 
less than in previous years is due to several reasons. Most im
portant is the fact that the close relationship between much of 
the current research and on-going negotiations requires that many 
research tasks be done “in-house,” i.e. by staff members of the 
Agency who are closely connected to the negotiating process. 
Second, the past research program of the Agency has served to 
build up a body of findings and has answered questions that no 
longer need to be studied. Third, the Agency can draw on the 
research of other government agencies concerned with national 
security. It should be noted also that foundations and academic 
institutions have been increasingly engaged in research related 
to arms control and disarmament, in both physical and social 
sciences. This effort provides an additional and valuable source of 
ideas and information.

The Agency is represented on an interagency group for re
search coordination, the Subcommittee on Foreign Affairs Re
search of the Under-Secretaries Committee. Chaired by the De
partment of State, the Subcommittee is charged with coordinating 
Government-sponsored research in the foreign affairs field. The 
Agency representative is the Assistant Director for Plans and 
Analysis.

The Resources of the Agency

In recent years about half the Agency’s total budget has been 
devoted to salaries for a highly trained professional staff, most of 
which is either recruited from the physical and social sciences or 
assigned on a reimbursable basis from the Departments of State 
and Defense. The remaining budget has been divided into three 
roughly equal parts: (1) the conduct of international arms con
trol negotiations—^predominately SALT, plus certain expenses of 
U.S. participation in other negotiating forums such as the MBFR, 
the CCD and the UNGA; (2) research activities, most of which 
are designed to backstop negotiations; and (3) administration, 
public affairs and other supporting activities.

Since its inception, the Agency has had the following annual 
levels of appropriations and numbers of positions;
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Program External Total Total ^
Operation Research Funds Positions

FY 1962 
FY 1963 
FY 1964 
FY 1965 
f  Y 1966 
FY 1967 
FY 1968 
FY 1969 
FY 1970 
FY 1971 
FY 1972 
FY 1973 
FY 1974 
FY 1975 ®

$1,231,000
2.500.000
3.400.000
3.600.000
4.072.000
4.165.000
4.500.000
5.366.000
6.940.000
6.945.000
7.217.000
8,000,000
7.065.000
8,000,000

$ 600,000
4.000.000
4.100.000
5.400.000
5.928.000
4.835.000
4.500.000
3.634.000
2.560.000
1.700.000
1.899.000
2.000.000 
1,000,000
1.500.000

$ 1,831,000 126
6.500.000 220
7.500.000 220
9.000.000 214

10.000.000 238
9.000.000 238
9.000.000 263
9.000.000 268
9.500.000 249
8.645.000 249
9.116.000 249

10.000.000 244
8,065,000® 204
9.500.000 212

RELATIONS WITH CONGRESS

The Agency maintains, through the office of the General Coun
sel, a continuous and active program of liaison with the Congress 
and makes frequent appearances in public and executive sessions 
to testify on arms control matters before interested committees 
of the Congress.

On May 1, 1973, Philip J. Farley, then the Acting Director of 
the Agency, appeared before the Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee to testify on S. Res. 67, which proposes a mutual mora
torium and early negotiation on a comprehensive nuclear test ban. 
The resolution was subsequently reported out by the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee.^®

On September 12, Agency Director Fred C. Ikle appeared in 
executive session, along with Ambassador TJ. Alexis Johnson, the 
Chief of the U.S. SALT Delegation, and the other members of the 
Delegation, before the Subcommittee on Arms Control of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee to discuss the SALT TWO 
negotiations. On September 20 the Director also appeared in 
executive session before the Subcommittee on National Security 
Policy and Scientific Developments of the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee to discuss SALT TWO and the MBFR negotiations.

On October 3 Director Ikle appeared before the House Armed 
Services Committee to testify on H.R. 9745, an amendment to the 
Military Procurement Act of 1969 proposed by Congressman 
Wayne Owens, which, among other things, called for a review of 
U.S. policy on stockpiling chemical weapons. The Director dis
cussed at the hearing the status of negotiations on chemical 
weapons at the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in 
Geneva.

 ̂Includes personnel who are assigned on a reimbursable basis from other 
agencies.

® Includes supplemental appropriation for comparability pay increases effec
tive January  and October 1973.

® Presidential request to Congress.
See ante, pp. 21, 218-223, 263-268.
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Since he took office on July 10, Director Ikle has pursued an in
creasingly active program of briefing Members of Congress and 
their staffs. Since that date, during 1973, he made approximately 
50 visits to Members’ offices to brief them on arms control matters. 
In addition, the Director has organized periodic meetings at the 
Agency with small groups of Congressional staff of interested 
Members and Committees of Congress to discuss matters of im
portance in the arms control field.

Pursuant to Section 302(a) of the Foreign Relations Authoriza
tion Act of 1972, '̂ the Agency, with the assistance of other Gov
ernment agencies, including the Departments of State and De
fense, prepared and submitted to the Congress a comprehensive 
report on the international transfer of conventional arms. This 
report was submitted to the Congress in September, 1973.̂  ̂ This 
is the first report made public by any government on this im
portant subject in the arms control field.

In 1973 the Senate confirmed four assistant directors for the 
Agency along with Director Ikle and Deputy Director J. Owen 
Zurhellen, Jr. Dr. Ikle appeared before the Senate Foreign Re
lations Committee on June 13 and was confirmed on June 30. 
Assistant Directors Amrom H. Katz and Robert M. Behr appeared 
before the Committee on June 25 and were confirmed on June 30. 
Deputy Director Zurhellen and Assistant Directors Robert H. 
Miller and Admiral Thomas D. Davies appeared before the Com
mittee on October 10. Messrs. Zurhellen and Miller were confirmed 
on November 20 and Admiral Davies on December 19, 1973.

CONFERENCES

SALT

The second phase of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 
(SALT) began in Geneva in late 1972. U.S. and Soviet Delega
tions met in 1973 from March 12 to June 12 and from September 
25 to November 16.

The U.S. Representative and Chief of the U.S. Delegation is 
Ambassador U. Alexis Johnson. The Agency member of the Dele
gation is Ralph Earle II, who was formerly Defense Advisor, U.S. 
Mission to NATO (1969-1972).

The Agency is also directly concerned with the Standing Con
sultative Commission (SCC) which was established under the 
ABM Treaty and the Interim Agreement of May 26, 1972.̂  ̂ Mr. 
Sidney N. Graybeal of the Agency is the U.S. Commissioner for 
the Standing Consultative Commission. The Commission, which

^ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, p. 465.
“ Ante, pp. 619--631.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 if.
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meets at least twice a year in Geneva, is responsible for consider
ing questions concerning compliance with the SALT agreements 
and establishing agreed procedures for dismantling, destruction 
and replacement of strategic weapons systems and their com
ponents required under these agreements.

The SALT and SCC negotiating positions are evolved within 
the National Security Council structure. The SALT Verification 
Panel, under the chairmanship of the Assistant to the President 
for National Security Affairs, analyzes the strategic implications 
and verification aspects of possible limitations, making recom
mendations to the NSC and to the President. The Director of the 
Agency; the Deputy Secretary of State; the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense; the Director of CIA; and the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of 
Staff are members of the Panel.

After a U.S. SALT or SCC position is developed and approved 
by the President, the Agency becomes directly responsible for 
coordinating the day-to-day support to the SALT and SCC Delega
tions meeting in Geneva. This is accomplished through the mecha
nism of the SALT Backstopping Committee, a working group in 
Washington in which all agencies having responsibility in the 
national security field participate. It is chaired by the Agency’s 
Special Assistant to the Director for SALT.

As SALT progresses, U.S. officials consult with the North At
lantic Council in Brussels on a frequent basis; these meetings are 
generally attended by the U.S. SALT Delegation as well as the 
Permanent Representatives of all the NATO nations. In addition, 
the Department of State and the Agency maintain appropriate 
liaison in Washington with all our allies.

The development, testing, production, and deployment of new 
strategic offensive and defensive weapon systems by both the 
United States and the Soviet Union is a continuing process. The 
interaction of such systems, and their interaction with arms con
trol possibilities, demand constant and extensive analyses. These 
analyses are done as part of the Agency’s internal program of 
research as well as in support of the Verification Panel and the 
SALT Delegation. The Nuclear Weapons and Advanced Tech
nology Bureau has primary responsibility for such work, under 
the guidance of the Director and his Special Assistant for SALT. 
The Plans and Analysis Bureau provides support in the mathe
matical and verification aspects.

The Agency is also engaged in some longer-range analytical 
work concerning the impact of future technology on U.S. national 
security interests. In addition, the Agency assesses the arms con
trol implications of strategic doctrine and weapons acquisition 
policies.

In some cases, the analytical studies of Agency staff officers 
are supported by research performed by outside contractors.
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This technical support includes comprehensive analyses in highly 
technical areas, and the development of computer models to 
evaluate the potential vulnerabilities of strategic forces. This 
technical work is used by the Agency staff in evaluating the effects 
of arms control options proposed within the U.S. Government or 
by the Soviet Union during the course of negotiations. Further, 
these contractors provide highly qualified specialists to consult 
with members of the Agency staff. This external research is super
vised by members of the Agency’s staff who are themselves en
gaged in SALT analytical work.

The Agency’s research program and negotiating responsibilities 
are further supported by an Agency-developed computerized in
formation system utilizing a Department of State computer. Com
puter processing allows the scanning of thousands of documents 
in preparation for and participation in the negotiations.

MUTUAL AND BALANCED FORCE REDUCTIONS

After years of persistent diplomatic efforts by NATO, pre
paratory talks were finally begun in Vienna on January 31, 1973 
among NATO and Warsaw Pact nations on mutual and balanced 
force reductions (MBFR) in Central Europe. The preparatory 
talks were principally concerned with procedural matters, and the 
communique of June 28 laid down guidelines for the formal nego
tiations which opened in Vienna on October 30.

In the months preceding the October opening, NATO was 
engaged in intensive deliberations which resulted in a unified 
approach to the negotiations. The purpose is to achieve a more 
stable military balance at lower levels of forces in Central Europe 
while maintaining undiminished security for all parties. A reduc
tion agreement must, therefore, take into account major dispari
ties favoring the Warsaw Pact in geography, manpower and 
character of opposing forces. To maintain undiminished security, 
and to enhance stability, other measures besides reductions will 
be needed. These include measures to diminish the risk of mis
calculation and the fear of surprise attack, verification procedures, 
and safeguards against circumvention.

The NATO nations directly participating in the conference 
are Belgium, Canada, Federal Republic of Germany, Luxembourg, 
Netherlands, United Kingdom and the United States. Warsaw 
Pact nations are Czechoslovakia, German Democratic Republic, 
Hungary, Poland and the USSR. Seven other nations are par
ticipating with a special status, agreed upon at the preparatory 
meeting, because they are allies of direct participants, with mili
tary and geographical relationships to the central European 
states. These are Denmark, Greece, Italy, Norway and Turkey, 
and Bulgaria and Rumania.

The head of the U.S. Delegation is Ambassador Stanley P.
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Resor. The Agency is represented on the delegation by Dr. 
Timothy W. Stanley, a former Defense Adviser to the U.S. Mis
sion to NATO. The Agency’s International Relations and Military 
and Econoniic Affairs Bureaus also provide staff officers as ad
visers to the delegation.

The MBFR negotiating positions are determined in much the 
same fashion as those of SALT. The Verification Panel, under the 
chairmanship of Dr. Henry Kissinger in his capacity as Assistant 
to the President for National Security Affairs, analyzes the status 
of the negotiations and makes recommendations to the National 
Security Council and the President. The President and the Coun
cil then determine U.S. policy subject to coordination with our 
allies in NATO.

The chairmanship of the Interagency MBFR Coordinating 
Committee, which provides day-to-day guidance and support to 
the U.S. Delegation, is located in the Agency. The Assistant Di
rector for International Relations is Chairman. In addition, the 
Agency is represented on the committee by the Director’s Special 
Assistant for MBFR.

In examining these questions, the Agency draws on the full 
resources of its different Bureaus. Under the general supervision 
of the Assistant Director for International Relations and the Di
rector’s Special Assistant for MBFR, other Bureaus such as the 
Military and Economic Affairs Bureau or the Policy and Analysis 
Bureau may take on the initial responsibility for preparing a 
study. Once a draft has been prepared, however, it will receive 
careful review in the other Agency Bureaus as well as by the Di
rector and Deputy Director of the Agency.

After an Agency-originated study is completed, it is made 
available to the different agencies for their comments. A Govern
ment-wide process of review takes place, the length and detail of 
which depends on the subject matter involved.

Similarly, the Agency reviews and comments upon studies 
drafted by other agencies concerned with MBFR.

An example of the kind of work performed by the Agency in 
supporting MBFR planning is the development of models for the 
analyses of conventional land forces. The use of these models has 
permitted the Agency to address relative force capabilities system
atically, so as to estimate effects which various MBFR pro
posals might have on the European force balance.

The Director of the Agency, as well as the General Counsel and 
other senior Agency officials, also respond on occasion to Congres
sional interest in European troop levels by providing documenta
tion to the Congress or appearing at hearings. Similarly, the 
Agency responds to public inquiries on the negotiations and ar
ranges for speakers to explain MBFR and other disarmament 
issues to the public.
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CONFERENCE OF THE COMMITTEE ON DISARMAMENT 
AND THE UNITED NATIONS GENERAL ASSEMBLY

CCD

The principal forum for the negotiation of multilateral arms 
control measures is the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment, meeting in Geneva. The United States has led in these 
negotiations. The U.S. Representative, along with his Soviet 
counterpart, serves as Co-chairman of the Conference.

The CCD has a record of successful negotiations, including, 
among other important measures, the nuclear Nonproliferation 
Treaty,^ the Seabeds Arms Control Treaty,̂ ® and most recently, 
the Convention banning biological and toxin weapons.^®

The members of the U.S. Delegation to the CCD are provided 
principally by the Agency’s International Relations Bureau. The 
Chief Representative to the Committee, who heads the delegation, 
in 1973 was Ambassador Joseph Martin, Jr. In addition to the 
Agency political officers, the Atomic Energy Commission and the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff send advisers who are accredited as mem
bers of the delegation.

The International Relations Bureau prepares and coordinates 
with other agencies of the Government position papers on the 
various issues to be discussed at the CCD and the U.N. General 
Assembly. It also takes the lead in preparing and coordinating a 
statement of the overall objectives of the United States in the 
two negotiating forums.

During 1973, the CCD met from February 20 to April 26 and 
from June 12 to August 30.

The deliberations during 1973 continued to focus on two princi
pal agenda items: the question of limitations on chemical weapons 
and the question of a comprehensive nuclear test ban. On both 
these issues, the thorny problem of verification continued to 
thwart efforts to reach agreements.

Chemical Weapons

The United States is committed to the objective of seeking effec
tive international restraints on chemical weapons, and the U.S. 
delegation’s approach in its statements to the CCD was to examine 
the relationship between the scope of activities and agents to be 
prohibited under any agreement and the possibilities of verifying 
compliance with such an agreement.

The statements of the Soviet Union and its allies concentrated 
on their draft convention tabled in 1972,̂  ̂calling for a prohibition 
of all chemical weapons, to be monitored principally by national

^''Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
Ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11.

“  Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
Ibid., pp. 120-124.
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arrangements. Ambassador Martin pointed out that this approach 
amounted to self-inspection and therefore would not afford the 
necessary confidence that parties were abiding by the treaty’s 
provisions.^®

As part of the United States’ continuing study of chemical 
weapons, the Agency has conducted an extensive program of 
in-house and contract research on the technical and verification 
aspects of chemical weapons limitations. Recent contract studies 
have addressed the use of economic techniques in verification, 
technical and industrial developments possibly useful in verifica
tion, and the monitoring of chemical agent destruction. These 
studies have led to a more thorough understanding of the complex 
questions involved in defining and monitoring chemical limita
tions. The U.S. working papers presented to the CCD on the 
subject of chemical weapons are largely based on the results of 
Agency research.

Nucleanr Test Ban

During the CCD deliberations, Ambassador Martin reaffirmed 
U.S. support for the objective of an adequately verified agreement 
to ban all nuclear weapons testing. He noted, however, that despite 
substantial progress in detecting and identifying seismic events, 
including underground nuclear tests, national means of verifica
tion still need to be supplemented by some on-site inspection.'" 
The Soviet Union maintained that on-site inspections are not 
necessary.

The highlight of the summer session’s consideration of a com
prehensive test ban (CTB) was the week-long series of informal 
technical meetings devoted primarily to seismic verification ques
tions. The meetings, attended by 20 experts from nine countries, 
were the longest and most detailed discussions of verification in 
the past ten years.

The United States sent four top-level experts, two of whom 
are Agency staff members. They presented a report on the current 
status of U.S. research on problems relating to the detection and 
identification of seismic events. The report discusses in detail the 
problems of unidentified events and of evasion, and describes the 
U.S. program for the acquisition of a high quality data base, in
cluding new and planned seismic research observatories, new 
long-period arrays, communication systems and data analysis.

The Agency’s seismic research, both within and outside the 
Agency, is coordinated with the Advanced Research Projects 
Agency (ARPA) program (which funds the major U.S. effort) 
and is directed specifically towards the resolution of technical 
issues involved in the seismic monitoring of a CTB. Theoretical

“ See ante, p. 545.
“ See ante, pp. 10-11,262.
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studies on the detection and identification capabilities of seismo- 
logical networks have been expanded to include the improve
ments that might be obtained by the addition of unmanned seismic 
observatories (USOs) within the borders of parties to a CTB. 
Some possible causes of “anomalous” events, i.e. earthquakes 
which cannot be distinguished with confidence from explosions on 
the basis of available seismic data, have also been suggested and 
analyzed. Work has also continued on developing source models 
for earthquakes and explosions and understanding various pos
sible techniques for conducting clandestine testing under a CTB.

The Agency’s contract research has been designed to support 
and complement the technical studies undertaken within the 
Agency, For example, the Agency has continued its contract for 
research on unmanned seismic observatories with Sandia Labora
tories. Related to this research is an Agency contract with the 
University of California, Berkeley which supports evaluation of 
the utility of seismic data obtained at short range (less than 1100 
km) for establishing the location, depth and nature of the seismic 
event. The Agency is also supporting theoretical work at the 
California Institute of Technology to study multiple seismic 
events. This work is important because of the possibility of suc
cessful evasion of a CTB by setting off several explosions in such 
a way as to generate a composite seismic signal that simulates 
earthquake signals.

UNGA

Much of the debate of the 28th Session of the U.N. General 
Assembly was devoted to disarmament questions. The U.S. Perma
nent Representative to the General Assembly was Ambassador 
John Scali. Agency oflScials, led by Ambassador Joseph Martin, 
Jr., served on the U.S. Delegation to advise and assist Ambassador 
Scali on disarmament matters.

The U.N. General Assembly voted unanimously (although the 
People’s Republic of China did not vote) in favor of a Resolution 
requesting the CCD to continue negotiations on effective prohibi
tion of chemical weapons as a matter of high priority.^" It adopted 
a Resolution on the “Urgent need for suspension of nuclear and 
thermonuclear tests.” The United States abstained because of 
the verification problem. The United States, along with the other 
four nuclear powers, supported a Resolution establishing a new, 
“ad hoc” committee with the mandate of exchanging governmental 
views on the question of a world disarmament conference.-^

“ Awfe, pp. 847-848.
” Ante, pp. 849-852.
“ Ante, p. 895.
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NPT REVIEW CONFERENCE

In coordination with other U.S. agencies, the Agency initiated 
preparations in 1973 for a Review Conference on the Nonpro
liferation Treaty (NPT). Article VIII (3) of the treaty provides 
that “Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty, a con
ference of Parties to the Treaty shall be held in Geneva, Switzer
land in order to review the operation of this Treaty with a view 
to assuring that the purposes of the Preamble and the provisions 
of the Treaty are being realized.”

The Agency played an active role in preliminary consultations 
concerning the conference at the CCD and at the fall session of the 
U.N, General Assembly.

An informal meeting of treaty parties was held during the 
General Assembly to discuss suitable arrangements, and a con
sensus was achieved among the parties to form a preparatory 
committee to be composed of treaty parties serving on the Board 
of Governors of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 
or represented at the CCD. In addition, a resolution was pro
posed that took note of the preparatory committee and requested 
the Secretary General to provide the necessary assistance and 
services for the review conference and its preparation. The resolu
tion was adopted, with the understanding that the participants 
in the conference would reimburse the United Nations for ex
penses not covered by its regular budget.^^

Article VI of the NPT commits the parties to pursue negotia
tions leading to the “cessation of the nuclear arms race,” and 
progress towards this goal will doubtless be of great interest to the 
review conference.

The treaty contains other undertakings by the parties to facili
tate the peaceful uses of atomic energy world-wide and to guard 
against the clandestine diversion of fissionable materials from 
peaceful uses to weapons uses. These undertakings, too, will be 
under close scrutiny in the review of the operation of the treaty 
since it entered into force.

The U.S. Government has previously made a voluntary offer to 
permit the IAEA to apply its safeguards to nuclear activities in 
the United States, other than those having direct national security 
significance.^  ̂ The Agency has worked with other interested 
agencies in developing U.S. positions for the negotiation of a 
US-IAEA agreement to implement this offer, and substantial 
progress was made during 1973. The United Kingdom has also 
begun negotiations for an agreement implementing a similar offer, 
and it is believed that both agreements will demonstrate to other 
parties and prospective parties with a substantial nuclear industry

Ante, p. 903.
’̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 613-615.
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that their acceptance of the safeguards requirements of the treaty 
will not put them at a commercial disadvantage.

The Agency, working closely with the IAEA’s safeguards staff 
and the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, has continued to make 
important contributions to research and development of safe
guards to protect the flow of source and special fissionable ma
terials. The objective has been the development of instrumentation 
and techniques which would maintain the credibility of IAEA 
inspections and yet minimize their intrusiveness.

Tamper-resistant safeguards instruments, developed by the 
Agency and designed for extended periods of unattended opera
tion, have now been installed for testing and evaluation in a 
chemical reprocessing plant and in a reactor, to monitor the flow 
of irradiated fuel.

The Agency has also joined the AEG in a major effort to de
velop procedures and instrumentation for safeguarding uranium 
enrichment plants, and has sponsored two experiments at the Oak 
Ridge Gaseous Diffusion Plant in an effort to evaluate the utility 
of the minor isotope safeguards techniques (MIST) for enrich
ment plant safeguards. Work has continued on the development of 
similar isotopic correlation techniques for the safeguarding of 
plutonium at nuclear fuel reprocessing plants.

CONTROLLING CONVENTIONAL ARMS

The Agency has been actively engaged in examining possible 
approaches to the international control of conventional arms. 
This effort has included a consideration of the feasibility of con
trols over force and armament levels, arms transfers, military 
expenditures, and conventional arms production, either on a 
worldwide or regional basis. In late 1973 particular attention was 
given to an exploration of possible arrangements for controlling 
arms in the Middle East.

At the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) in 
Geneva, the United States Delegation has continued to point up 
the need for developing constraints on conventional arms. In 
expanding upon this need, Ambassador Martin stated at the CCD 
in April, 1973:
All nations bear a  responsibility in this area and all must contribute to 
seeking a solution. For our part, we have advanced—in statements to this 
Committee in 1966, 1970, and 1971—a nimiber of principles and g^iidelines 
for consideration. We continue to welcome the views of others._ I t is generally 
recognized th a t we cannot achieve long-range arms control objectives without 
dealing with conventional weapons.®

The Agency has continued its participation with other depart
ments and agencies in the formulation and implementation of U.S. 
arms policy. It has participated in meetings of the Defense Pro-

“ Ante, p. 216.
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gram Review Committee (DPRC). It is a member of the inter
agency Security Assistance Program Review Committee, formed 
to advise and assist the Secretary of State in the development of 
security assistance plans and programs. The Agency is particu
larly concerned with those provisions of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1971 which require that military assistance and sales de
cisions take into account whether such assistance and sales will: 
(1) contribute to an arms race; (2) increase the possibility of 
outbreak or escalation of conflict; or (3) prejudice the develop
ment of bilateral or multilateral arms control arrangements.^®

Pursuant to Section 302 of the Foreign Relations Authoriza
tion Act of 1972 (Public Law 92-352), the Agency submitted to 
the Congress in September 1973 a comprehensive report on the 
international transfer of conventional arms. This report, prepared 
with the cooperation and assistance of other Agencies, contains 
chapters on the following aspects of the arms transfer problem:

—Dimensions of the world arms trade
—Policies of supplier and recipient states in conventional arms 

transfers
—Politico-military effects of arms transfers on supplier and 

recipient states
—The effects of arms transfers on regional and international 

stability
—Impact of conventional arms transfers on the economies of 

supplying and recipient countries
—International efforts to control conventional arms transfers
—Possibilities for limiting conventional arms transfers—possi

bilities and recommendations.

The report also contains in annex form, statistical tables on the 
world arms trade; a description of specific requirements applicable 
to U.S. Government and U.S. commercial arms transfers; and a 
detailed history of international efforts to control the arms flow.

Based on a review of the various proposals for controlling the 
arms trade which have been advanced and the lack of receptivity 
to such controls, the report concludes that an international con
sensus has not yet been reached on the need for multilateral con
trols, or the form which they might take. However, the report 
concludes that opportunities for controlling conventional arms 
transfers could significantly increase as progress in nuclear dis
armament continues and as underlying political disputes are 
resolved.^'

ACDA began making preparations toward the end of 1973 for 
a one-day seminar on conventional arms control to assist the 
Agency in developing possible initiatives in this area. The seminar, 
held in January 1974, focused on the prospects and possibilities 
for controls on arms transfers, armament levels, and production

“ 86 Stat. 20,25.
”  A summary of the report appears ante, pp. 619-631.
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on a worldwide as well as a regional basis. Seminar participants 
included experts from the legislative and executive branches of 
the government as well as from the private sector.

In support of its efforts to develop possible arrangements for 
the control of conventional arms transfers, the Agency maintains 
a data base on the world arms trade. One of the major inputs to 
this data base consists of data provided on a regular basis by the 
Department of Commerce under a reimbursable agreement.

ECONOMIC ASPECTS OF ARMS CONTROL

ACDA’s Military and Economic Affairs Bureau has been in
volved in research studies during the year on military pricing, 
on the Soviet military budget, on Soviet economic data systems, 
on resource diversion caused by military spending, on the linkage 
between internation trade and arms control, on NATO burden- 
sharing, and on the economic implications of arms control agree
ments.

An important aspect of ACDA’s capability to support arms 
control and disarmament policy is the data bank which was de
veloped during the year and continues to be updated on military 
budgets, armed forces, and relevant economic facts of all nations. 
This information makes possible the publishing of World Military 
Expenditures, the seventh edition of which is scheduled for re
lease in July, 1974.

Immediately after the SALT ONE agreements (the ABM 
treaty and the interim agreement on offensive arms) were signed, 
the Agency initiated an in-depth study of their economic effects 
on the nation and its regions. The study, made by an outside con
tractor, was completed in the fall of 1973, with the principal find
ing that the regional economic hardship was relatively small.*®

The major reason for this relative lack of impact was the fact 
that most of the major companies involved in the SAFEGUARD 
anti-ballistic missile program—which was restricted by the ABM 
treaty— ŵere large and well-diversified, with SAFEGUARD 
representing a rather small share of their total business. The 
interim agreement limiting offensive strategic weapons had little 
effect because the United States had no on-going programs for 
adding to the numbers of launchers already in the inventory.

Cancellation of construction contracts did cause sudden and 
drastic changes in employment opportunities in the areas where 
ABM installations were under construction or planned. The three 
regions immediately affected were Conrad/Shelby, Montana; 
Huntsville, Alabama; and Bristol County, Massachusetts. The 
study found that the most severe consequences of cancellation of 
the SAFEGUARD program were mitigated by fortunate timing

“  The Economic Consequences of SA L T  I; A National Assessment and Sum 
m ary  (A C D A /E -2 ^), prepared for ACDA by General Research Corporation, 
Santa Barbara, Calif. (Aug. 1973).
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and by effective Government action proposed by the President’s 
Economic Adjustment Committee. This interagency group is com
posed of 16 federal agencies, including the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency, and is chaired by the Secretary of Defense.

The study also addressed the question of savings which might 
be realized by reason of the SALT ONE agreements, but points 
out that the answer is difficult to pin down. The answer depends 
critically on assumptions about what would have been done had 
the agreements not been reached. Based on a set of highest-likeli- 
hood assumptions, the contractor calculated that the SALT agree
ment on ABM limitations “saved” about $900 million in FY 1973. 
Through 1988, it was projected that the no-SALT posture would 
have cost about $11.2 billion, and that the spending under the 
agreement costs about $5.5 billion, for a net saving of about $5.7 
billion. If the originally-planned 12-site ABM system is con
sidered, the equivalent savings would be on the order of $20 billion.

PUBLIC INFORMATION

In discharging its responsibility for the coordination and dis
semination of public information, the Agency maintains regular 
contact with representatives of both domestic and foreign news 
media. It also prepares guidance on public information aspects of 
arms control for the White House, the Secretary of State, and 
the State Department press spokesman.

In addition, Agency officers fill speaking engagements before 
various types of audiences throughout the country. Platform ap
pearances are arranged upon request at no expense to the U.S. 
Government. The Agency also conducts special briefings at its 
offices and in the Department of State. Briefings are arranged on 
request for groups from schools, churches and other organizations.

In arranging these meetings, the Agency seeks not only to pro
vide information on the U.S. Government’s activities and policies 
in the field of arms control, but also to elicit opinions, suggestions 
and insights from individuals and groups.

An important aspect of the effort to provide the public with 
information is the preparation of factual and explanatory material 
in pamphlet form. Available ACDA publications:

13th Anrvml Report to The Congress, 1973 (a survey of agency 
operations) ;

Arms Control and Disarmament Agreements, 1959-1972 (texts 
of all modern arms control agreements in force for the United 
States—now being revised);

Arms Control Achievements, 1959-1972 (a thumbnail descrip
tion of existing agreements and on-going arms control negotia
tions) ;

Arms Control and National Security (a basic guide outlining
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contemporary arms control concepts and issues— n̂ow being re
vised) ;

World Military Expenditures, 1971 (a statistical summary— 
next edition in production);

Documents on Disarmament (an annual series which collects 
and reprints selected statements, proposals, and documents of 
both U.S. and foreign origin);

Most Agency publications and unclassified research reports are 
available in Agency depository libraries 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 Members of Congress, teachers, librarians 
and other interested parties.

The Agency has assisted the senior Service colleges in the de
velopment of courses in the arms control field. Members of the 
Agency staff were available for consultation with teachers in 
academic institutions preparing curricula, authors and publishers, 
producers of teaching materials, and conference planners.

A p p e n d ix  I

REORGANIZATION OF AGENCY STRUCTURE

Dr. Fred C. Ikle was appointed by the President to be the new 
Director of the Agency on April 6, and following confirmation by 
the Senate was sworn in on July 10. In the intervening months 
Dr. Ikle made a study of the organization and functions of the 
Agency; and based on this study, a reorganization was under
taken in the summer of 1973. Under the new structure the Agency 
is organized more along functional lines, and with increased 
emphasis on long-range planning. Its organizational make-up is 
now as follows:

Office of the Director—includes, in addition to the Director and 
the Deputy Director, the Executive Secretary of the Agency, who 
directs and coordinates staff work and conducts interagency and 
NSC liaison; the Special Assistants for SALT and for MBFR; 
the Counselor of the Agency; and the Press and Intelligence Ad
visers.

Office of the General Counsel—is responsible for matters of 
domestic and international law and treaty affairs. It provides 
advice and assistance on legal questions, including drafting, 
implementation, interpretation, and revision, of arms control 
agreements. It has primary responsibility for Congressional mat
ters, including legislation. It handles the legal aspects of Agency 
policies and operations and the Agency’s contracting program 
for external research.
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The Plans and Analysis Bureau reflects an increased emphasis 
on long-range analytical work concerning both the future viability 
of existing arras control agreements and the character and scope 
of possible new initiatives. It formulates policy recommendations 
based on the interaction of existing and projected agreements, 
and on their effects on force structure, strategy, and national 
security.

The Bureau’s Evaluation and Policy Division does the major 
part of the long-range planning work, participating in arms con
trol community-wide studies on how future initiatives might im
pact on force structure and strategic doctrine. This Division also 
prepares historical reviews on arms control issues and previous 
negotiations.

The Verification Division conducts internal studies and moni
tors external research on the verification process and its relation 
to proposals, negotiations and agreements. Such studies identify 
limitations, requirements, and new opportunities.

The Operations Analysis Division studies the quantitative 
aspects of arms control policies and operations. Its work includes 
analysis of present and future relative force capabilities: analysis 
of operational and technical constraints and the effect of uncer
tainties in force structures and doctrines; and the evaluation of 
verification systems. The Division supports policy formulation for 
SALT and MBFR, a comprehensive test ban, and other areas as 
assigned.

The International Relations Bureau is responsible for the diplo
matic aspects of U.S. multilateral arms control and disarmament 
efforts. The head of the Bureau also serves as Chairman of the 
MBFR Interagency Coordinating Committee.

The CCD and UN Division carries the major responsibilities 
for U.S. participation in the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament as well as a leading role in the annual disarmament 
debates in the United Nations. It oversees many matters relating 
to the implementation of the Non-Proliferation Treaty and other 
arms control agreements.

The Regional Division provides the support staff for MBFR, 
advises on the diplomatic aspects of SALT, and pursues arms 
control possibilties in other regions. It provides guidance on the 
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, particularly 
with respect to “confidence-building measures”—arrangements 
that have arms control implications.

The Military and Economic Affairs Bureau is concerned with 
the evaluation of military and economic implications of arms con
trol agreements and potential arms control measures. It works in 
close cooperation with other agencies, such as the Departments of 
Defense, State, and Commerce, the Atomic Energy Commission, 
and the intelligence community.
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The Military Affairs Division participates directly in the 
formulation of specific arms control negotiating proposals and 
develops background and position papers bearing on the military 
aspects of current U.S. national security policies, and on the 
current and potential weapons systems and military posture of the 
U.S. and other countries. This Division is particularly concerned 
with evaluating the effects on U.S. and allied national security of 
potential arms control measures affecting the roles and capability 
of various armed forces. The Division also provides support for 
such inspection and control systems as may become part of U.S. 
arms control activities.

The Economic and Arms Transfer Division assesses the fiscal 
and economic effects of military spending; compiles and dissemi
nates data on national military budgets; develops policy recom
mendations and negotiating proposals related to the limitation of 
military expenditures as an arms control measure; develops data 
on world-wide conventional arms transfers and arms production: 
relates arms control factors to policy decisions concerning U.S. 
arms transfers; and serves as the focal point for developing 
Agency recommendations on regional arms control. This Division 
also develops economic techniques for use as verification pro
cedures for specific arms control measures and cost analyses for 
arms control scenarios.

The Nuclear Weapons and Advanced Technology Bureau has 
technical and policy responsibilities in such arms control areas 
as strategic arms limitations, curbing proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, banning nuclear weapon tests, limiting chemical and 
biological weapons, and controlling other kinds of advanced 
weapon technology.

The work of its Strategic Arms Division is focused on the on
going U.S.-Soviet bilateral SALT negotiations. It involves generat
ing proposals and evaluating options for quantitative and qualita
tive limitations on strategic missiles and bombers. The division 
also sends personnel to Geneva to support the SALT delegation 
when negotiations are underway.

The Advanced Technology and Test Ban Division devotes most 
of its resources to multilateral arms control measures that might 
come under negotiation in the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament or elsewhere. These include nuclear weapon test 
bans, chemical weapons control, nuclear non-proliferation, and 
other technical developments having potential importance for 
arms control.

The Office of Administration, under the direction of the Execu
tive Officer, is responsible for administrative management of the 
Agency and for providing support to all of its organizational 
components. This includes all personnel, budget, fiscal, general 
services, library, security, communications and records maintp-
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nance activities. The Office advises the Director and other senior 
officers on these or any other matters relating to the internal man
agement of the Agency. It maintains liaison with other organiza
tions performing or providing necessary services for the Agency.

In carrying out these functions, the Office of Administration: 
promulgates, on behalf of the Director and in conjunction with the 
Office of the General Counsel, necessary administrative guidelines, 
regulations, and delegations of authority; prepares the Agency 
budget and presents it, through the Director, to the Office of Man
agement and Budget and the appropriate Congressional com
mittees; participates with the Office of the General Counsel in 
preparation of materials for Congressional committees on matters 
affecting Agency authorizations; and controls appropriated funds 
on behalf of the Director in accordance with Congressional limita
tions, approved program objectives, and Agency policies.
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Authorizing Appropriations, Fiscal 197Ĵ , for M ilitary Procurement, Research 
and Development , . . Report, Together W ith Additional Views [To accom
pany H.R. 9286], (H. rept. 93-383, July 18, 1973; 93d Cong., 1st sess.).

Committee on Foreign Affairs. Annuul Report on Foreign Policy: Message 
From the President of the United States Transmitting His Annual Report 
on Foreign Policy (H. doc. 93-96, 93d Cong., 1st sess.)

------------------ . The International Transfer of Conventional Arm s: Report to
the Congress From the U.S, Arm s Control and Disarmament Agency 
Pursuant to Section 306 of the Foreign Relations Authorization Act of 1972 
(Public Law 92-352), (Com. prin t; 93d Cong., 2d sess.)

Department of State Appropriation Authorization. Conference Report [To 
accompany H.R. 7645], (H. rept. 93-563, Oct. 9, 1973; 93d Cong., 1st sess.).

® Excerpt reprinted ante, pp. 173-187.
® For the 1973 (28th) report, see under House of Representatives, infra. 
 ̂Excerpts reprinted ante, pp. 223-252.

® Excerpt reprinted ante, pp. 223-252.
® Summary reprinted ante, pp. 619-631.



948 BIBLIOGRAPHY

Depa/rtment of State Authorization A ct of 1973, Conference Report [To 
accompany H.R. 7645], (H. rept. 93-267, July 10, 1973; 93d Cong., 1st 
sess.).

Supplemental Authorization of Appropriations for Department of State for 
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Security Council
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